arXiv:2204.01495v1 [math.ST] 4 Apr 2022

Logical coherence in Bayesian simultaneous three-way hypothesis tests

Bernardo F. Reimann Rafael Izbicki Julio M. Stern Rafael B. Stern Luís G. Esteves April 5, 2022

Abstract: This paper studies whether Bayesian simultaneous three-way hypothesis tests can be logically coherent. Two types of results are obtained. First, under the standard error-wise constant loss, only for a limited set of models can a Bayes simultaneous test be logically coherent. Second, if more general loss functions are used, then it is possible to obtain Bayes simultaneous tests that are always logically coherent. An explicit example of such a loss function is provided.

1. Introduction

In a three-way decision problem [Yao, 2012, Liu and Liang, 2014, Yao, 2015] one must classify objects into three categories. While a two-way decision necessarily leads to an affirmation or a negation, a three-way decision also allows non-commitment or pause to gather more evidence. Such a flexible approach has led to advances in areas such as clustering [Yu, 2017], classification [Zhou, 2014, Zhang et al., 2019], multi-agent decisions [Yang and Yao, 2012] game theory [Herbert and Yao, 2011, Azam and Yao, 2014, Bashir et al., 2021], and recommender systems [Zhang et al., 2017].

In particular, three-way decisions can also be applied to statistical hypothesis testing [Wald, 1945, Kaiser, 1960, Tukey, 1960, Harris, 2016, Berg, 2004, Goudey, 2007, Esteves et al., 2016, Stern et al., 2017]. In this context, one gathers data, x ∈ X , to decide whether an unobserved quantity, θ ∈ Θ, satisfies θ ∈ H, for H ⊆ Θ. While standard hypothesis tests allow only the rejection or non-rejection of H, three-way (agnostic) tests allow H to be accepted, rejected or remain undecided. In the statistical literature, such a decision is usually represented by a function, φ_H : X → {0,^1_2 ,1}. In this context, φ_H (x) = 0, φ_H (x) = 1, and φ_H (x) =^1_2 mean that one decides to, respectively, accept, reject and remain undecided about H after observing x. This definition can be identified with the standard three-decision regions:

POS(H_0) := {x ∈ X : φ_H (x) = 0} NEG(H_0) := {x ∈ X : φ_H (x) = 1} B ND(H_0) := ¡ x ∈ X : φ_H (x) = 1 2 ¿

In order to determine the optimal decision regions, one can use Bayesian decision theory [Yao, 2010]. In this context, one possible approach is to use an error-constant (EC) loss function (Definition 1.1), as presented in Example 1.2.

Definition 1.1 (Error-wise constant loss function). Let H be an hypothesis. The error-wise constant (EC) loss function, L_H , is given by table 1, where 0 < λ^H_{BP} <^{λHNP}_2 , 0 < λ^H_{B N} <^{λHP N}_2 , and (λ^H_{P N} −λ^H_{B N} )λ^H_{NP} > λ^H_{BP} λ^H_{P N} . These restrictions are made so that the loss for each type of error corresponds to its intuitive meaning. For instance, when H, accepting H is better than not deciding, which in turn is better than rejecting H. Also, not deciding is always better than deciding randomly between accepting or rejecting H.

Example 1.2 (Posterior probability three-way tests). Under the EC loss (Definition 1.1), Yao θ ∈ H θ ∉ H accept 0 λ^H_{P N} undecided λ^H_{BP} λ^H_{B N} reject λ^H_{NP} 0 Table 1.: Error-constant loss function

[2007] determines the optimal three-way decision regions for hypothesis tests:

POS(H) = {x ∈ X : P(θ ∈ H|x) > β^H }, NEG(H) = {x ∈ X : P(θ ∈ H|x) < α^H }, and B ND(H) = {x ∈ X : α^H ≤ P(θ ∈ H|x) ≤ β^H }, where β^H = λ^H_{P N} − λ^H_{B N} (λ^H_{P N} − λ^H_{B N} ) + λ^H_{BP}

< 1, and α^H = λ^H_{B N} (λ^H_{B N} − λ^H_{BP} ) + λ^H_{NP}

> 0. (1)

A more general setting occurs in simultaneous hypothesis testing, in which one wishes to test a collection of hypotheses, σ(Θ), at the same time [Shaffer, 1995, Lehmann et al., 2005]. Definition 1.3 describes Bayesian optimality in this context:

Definition 1.3 (Bayesian optimality for simultaneous hypothesis tests). For each hypothesis, H ∈ σ(Θ), let L_H be a loss function. A simultaneous hypothesis test, φ, is Bayes with respect to L if, for every hypothesis, H, φ_H is a Bayes test for testing H against L_H .

The following example shows that posterior-probability based simultaneous tests are obtained from the EC loss in a similar fashion as in Example 1.2:

Example 1.4 (Simultaneous test based for error-wise constant (EC) losses). Let L be a loss function such that, for each hypothesis, H, L_H is the loss function presented in table 1. In this case, the simultaneous test that satisfies eq. (1) for each H is Bayes with respect to L. Definition 1.5 (Simultaneous test based for trivial error-wise constant (TEC) losses). If for each H ∈ σ(Θ), L_H is such that the constants in table 1 do not depend on H, then L is said to be a trivial error-wise constant loss (TEC). In this case, the Bayes simultaneous test given by eq. (1) is such that α^H and β^H do not depend on H.

In the context of simultaneous tests, one is often interested in an overall interpretation of all the tests. One condition that is required for the interpretability of the tests is their logical coherence. For instance, if x ∈ POS(θ > 1) and also x ∈ NEG(θ > 0), then, after observing x, one would believe both that “θ > 1^{′′} is true and that “θ > 0^{′′} is false, a logical contradiction. Such contradictory conclusions are hard to interpret and should be avoided.

Based on this challenge and on previous proposals for logical requirements [Gabriel, 1969, Schervish, 1996, Lavine and Schervish, 1999, Hommel and Bretz, 2008, Romano et al., 2011, Izbicki and Esteves, 2015, Hansen and Rice, 2022], the concept of logical coherence in simultaneous hypothesis testing is proposed [Esteves et al., 2016]:

Definition 1.6 (Logical coherence). A simultaneous hypothesis test is logically coherent if:

1. (Propriety) POS(Θ) = X ,

2. (Monotonicity) If H_1 ⊆ H_2, then x ∈ POS(H_1) implies that x ∈ POS(H_2) and x ∈ B ND(H_1) implies that x ∈ B ND(H_2) ∪ POS(H_2) ,

3. (Intersection consonance) If x ∈ POS(H_1) and x ∈ POS(H_2), then x ∈ POS(H_1 ∩ H_2) ,

4. (Invertibility) If x ∈ POS(H), then x ∈ NEG(H^c ) .

This paper studies under what conditions it is possible to obtain a Bayes simultaneous test that is logically coherent. Section 2 reviews a useful characterization of logical coherence in terms of region estimators. Using this characterization, Section 3 explores the relation between the EC loss and logical coherence. This section shows that it is impossible to fully reconcile Bayesian decision theory with logical coherence while using the EC loss. Given this impossibility, Section 4 explores more general loss functions. This section defines the GFBST loss and shows that, under this loss, the Bayes test is always logically coherent.

R(x) H x ∈ POS(H)

R(x) Hx ∈ NEG(H)

R(x) Hx ∈ B ND(H) Figure 1.: φ is a region-based test for testing H.

2. Characterization of logical coherence

Logically coherent tests can be characterized in terms of region estimators [Esteves et al., 2016], A region estimator, R(x), is usually interpreted as a set of likely values for θ. Region estimators are formalized below:

Definition 2.1 (Region estimator). A region estimator is a function R : X → P (Θ), where P (Θ) is the collection of all subsets of Θ.

A particular type of region estimator is the highest posterior density (HPD) set. The HPD contains the parameter values with posterior density above a given threshold. If Θ is finite, then the posterior density is often taken as the posterior probability, that is, the HPD contains the most probable values for θ.

Example 2.2 (Highest posterior density set). A region estimator, R(x), is a highest posterior density set with respect to a posterior density, f (θ|x), if there exists k such that

R(x) = {θ ∈ Θ : f (θ|x) ≥ k}.

Using region estimators, one can construct a simultaneous test, as illustrated in fig. 1. A test based on a region estimator, R(x), accepts H if R(x) ⊆ H, that is, all likely values for θ reside in H. Similarly, it reject H if H ∩ R(x) = �, that is no likely value of θ resides in H. Otherwise, the test remains agnostic about H.

Definition 2.3 (Region-based test). φ is a region-based test if there exists a region estimator, R, such that x ∈ POS(H) if R(x) ⊆ H, x ∈ NEG(H) if R(x)∩H = �, and x ∈ B ND(H), otherwise, that is,

φ_H (x) =

8 > > >< > > >:

0 , if R(x) ⊆ H 1 , if R(x) ∩ H = � 1 2 , otherwise

The (non-invariant) Generalized Full Bayesian Significance Test (GFBST; Stern et al. 2017) is a particular type of test based on a region estimator. It uses an HPD as region estimator. Example 2.4 (GFBST). The GFBST is a region-based test in which R(x) is an HPD.

Example 2.5 describes a GFBST.

Example 2.5. Consider that n balls are removed without replacement from a box with with θ blue balls and N − θ yellow balls, where n < N. The total number of sampled blue balls, X , follows X |θ ∼ Hypergeometric(θ, N − θ,n). Also, consider that, a priori, θ ∼ Binomial(N,0.5). It can be shown that θ − X |X ∼ Binomi al(N − n,0.5). Hence, for every k > 0 and 1 ≤ x ≤ n,

R_k (x) = ¡ 0 ≤ i ≤ N : ŕ ŕ (N − n) 2 + x − i ŕ ŕ < k ¿ is a HPD.

In this case, a GFBST accepts H if it contains all points close to^{N−n}_2 +x, rejects H if it contains none of these points, and otherwise remains agnostic.

Under special circumstances all logically coherent simultaneous tests are based on region estimators [Esteves et al., 2016]. In particular, this relation is valid when Θ is a finite set: Theorem 2.6. If Θ is finite and φ is a logically coherent simultaneous test, then φ is based on a region estimator.

The next section studies under what circumstances a Bayes test against an EC loss can be logically coherent.

3. The relation between Bayesian optimality and logical coherence under error-wise constant loss

A logically coherent test, φ, that is Bayes against an EC loss admits further characterization. In such a case, not only is φ a region-based test, but also based on an HPD. That is, a logically coherent test that is Bayes against an EC loss is a GFBST, as presented in Theorem 3.1.^1

Theorem 3.1. Let Θ be a finite set. If there exists a probability, P, and a TEC loss, L, such that a logically coherent simultaneous test, φ, is Bayes against L according to P, then φ is a GFBST.

However, do there exist actual cases in which a test is both Bayes with respect to a TEC loss and also logically coherent? Section 2 shows that a logically coherent test must be based on a region estimator. Also, Yao [2007] shows that a Bayes test against a TEC loss must be a probability-based test. Despite these strong restrictions, Theorem 3.2 shows that every logically coherent test is Bayes against a TEC loss for some probability measure.

Theorem 3.2. Let Θ and X be finite sets. If ϕ is a logically coherent simultaneous test, then there exists a probability, P, and a TEC loss function, L, such that φ is Bayes against L.

Theorem 3.2 shows that, for each logically coherent test, there exists a choice of P and L such that the test is also Bayes with respect to a TEC loss.^2 Example 3.3 shows a choice of L and P so that a logically coherent test is Bayes and, therefore, also is a GFBST.

Example 3.3. Let Θ = {1,2,3,4}, X ∈ {0,1}, R(0) = {1,2}, R(1) = {3,4}, and φ be a test based on R. Let L be a TEC loss so that β =^7_{10} and α =^3_{10} . Also, let P(1|x) = P(2|x) =^{41−x}_{10} and P(3|x) = P(4|x) =^{4x}_{10} . Let φ^∗ be the Bayes test according to L. Note that the two least probable outcomes sum up a probability of^2_{10} . Hence, every hypothesis that contains none of the most probable outcomes is rejected by φ^∗. Next, if an hypothesis contains both of the most

1Lemma A.3, in the Appendix, is used to prove Theorem 3.1. Recall that if a test is logically coherent and Θ is a finite set, then the test is based on a region estimator. Lemma A.3 shows that, if a Bayes test is based on a region estimator, then there exists a loss such that the region estimator is Bayes. That is, a Bayes logically coherent test is necessarily based on a region estimator which is also Bayes.

2Under mild assumptions, Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 also hold when Θ is a countable set.

probable outcomes, than its probability is at least^8_{10} , so it is accepted by φ^∗. Finally, if an hypothesis contains only one of the most probable outcomes, than its probability is between 4 10 and^6_{10} , so φ^∗ remains agnostic about H. From the previous conclusions, obtain that φ ≡ φ^∗, that is, φ is a logically coherent test that is Bayes against L according to P. Finally, note that when using P, R is an HPD, that is, φ is a GFBST, as also known from Theorem 3.1.

Example 3.3 shows that, for a given region-based test, a specific choice of TEC loss and P are required so that the test is Bayes. However, in most settings P is given and one wishes to choose L so that the Bayes test is logically coherent. Theorem 3.4 shows that there is no choice of an EC loss such that the Bayes test is logically coherent for every P.

Theorem 3.4. Let |Θ| ≥ 3. For each P and L, let φ_{P,L} be a Bayes simultaneous test against L according to P. If L is an EC loss, then there exists P such that φ_{P,L} is not logically coherent.

Theorem 3.4 shows that, if L is an EC loss, then there exists a probability, P, such that the resulting Bayes test is not logically coherent. Hence, a procedure that yields Bayes tests that are logically coherent must be based on more general loss functions. The next section explores these losses.

4. A logically coherent Bayesian procedure

This section develops a loss function such that, for every probability, P, the resulting Bayes test is logically coherent. This loss is presented in Definition 4.1:

Definition 4.1 (GFBST loss). Let μ be a measure over Θ such that P(θ|x) is absolutely continuous with respect to μ for every x ∈ X and f (θ|x) :=^{dP(θ|x)}_{dμ} . The tangent set to hypothesis H according to μ, T^H_x , is defined as T^H_x := {θ ∈ Θ : f (θ|x) > sup_θ′_{∈H} f (θ^′|x)}. The GFBST loss according to μ for testing H is given by Table 2.

The GFBST loss, which generalizes the two-way counterpart in Madruga et al. [2001], admits an intuitive interpretation [Stern, 2003]. Observe that T^H_x ⊆ H^c is the collection of values decision state of the nature θ ∈ T^H_x θ ∉ T^H_x ∪ T^{H c}_x θ ∈ T^{H c}_x 0 b + c b 0 1 2 v + c v v + c 1 0 b b + c Table 2.: The GFBST loss.

in Θ that are more likely than every point in H. Hence, T^H_x and T^{H c}_x can be interpreted as the set of points that are strong contenders for, respectively, H and H^c . The GFBST loss is lowest, 0, when either H is rejected and θ is a strong contender for H or H is accepted and θ is a strong contender for H^c . Also the GFBST is largest, b + c, when either H is rejected and θ is a strong contender for H^c or H is accepted and θ is a strong contender for H. Finally, the GFBST loss assumes intermediate values, when either θ is not a strong contender for H or H^c or when the agnostic decision is chosen.

Theorem 4.2. For every probability, P, if φ is a Bayes simultaneous test against the GFBST loss, then φ is a GFBST.

Theorem 4.2 shows that, if the GFBST loss is used, then the Bayes test is a GFBST. Therefore, for every probability measure, the Bayes test against the GFBST loss is logically coherent. Hence, using loss functions that are more general than the EC loss, it is possible to always reconcile Bayesian decision theory with logical coherence.

5. Final remarks

Simultaneous three-way decisions may require more constraints than are typically used in individual decisions. In particular, when performing simultaneous hypothesis test, one might expect logical coherence between conclusions. This paper presents results on whether it possible to obtain logical coherence together with Bayesian optimality.

Two types of results are obtained. If an error-wise constant loss is used, then only for a limited set of models can a Bayes simultaneous test be logically coherent. This result motivated the investigation of other types of loss functions which might provide a better reconciliation between Bayesian optimality and logical coherence. We propose the GFBST loss and show that every Bayes test against this loss is a GFBST. Since every GFBST is logically coherent, the GFBST loss yields Bayes tests that are always logically coherent.

The above results show that the GFBST loss can lead to simultaneous tests that yield conclusions which are more interpretable than the ones obtained from the EC loss. The results also show that simultaneous three-way decisions can yield a layer of complexity that is not present in individual decision problems. Further investigation might determine whether this layer of complexity is also present in other applications of three-way decisions, such as classification or clustering.

References

Yiyu Yao. An outline of a theory of three-way decisions. In International conference on rough sets and current trends in computing, pages 1–17. Springer, 2012.

Dun Liu and Decui Liang. An overview of function based three-way decisions. In International Conference on Rough Sets and Knowledge Technology, pages 812–823. Springer, 2014.

Yiyu Yao. Rough sets and three-way decisions. In International Conference on Rough Sets and Knowledge Technology, pages 62–73. Springer, 2015.

Hong Yu. A framework of three-way cluster analysis. In International Joint Conference on Rough Sets, pages 300–312. Springer, 2017.

Bing Zhou. Multi-class decision-theoretic rough sets. International Journal of Approximate Reasoning, 55(1):211–224, 2014.

Yan Zhang, PengFei Liu, and JingTao Yao. Three-way email spam filtering with gametheoretic rough sets. In 2019 International conference on computing, networking and communications (ICNC), pages 552–556. IEEE, 2019.

Xiaoping Yang and JingTao Yao. Modelling multi-agent three-way decisions with decisiontheoretic rough sets. Fundamenta Informaticae, 115(2-3):157–171, 2012.

Joseph P Herbert and JingTao Yao. Game-theoretic rough sets. Fundamenta Informaticae, 108(3-4):267–286, 2011.

Nouman Azam and JingTao Yao. Analyzing uncertainties of probabilistic rough set regions with game-theoretic rough sets. International journal of approximate reasoning, 55(1):142– 155, 2014.

Zia Bashir, Saima Mahnaz, and Muhammad Ghulam Abbas Malik. Conflict resolution using game theory and rough sets. International Journal of Intelligent Systems, 36(1):237–259, 2021.

Heng-Ru Zhang, Fan Min, and Bing Shi. Regression-based three-way recommendation. Information Sciences, 378:444–461, 2017.

Abraham Wald. Sequential tests of statistical hypotheses. The annals of mathematical statistics, 16(2):117–186, 1945.

Henry F Kaiser. Directional statistical decisions. Psychological Review, 67(3):160, 1960.

John W Tukey. Conclusions vs decisions. Technometrics, 2(4):423–433, 1960.

Richard J Harris. Reforming significance testing via three-valued logic. What If There Were No Significance Tests?: Classic Edition, page 131, 2016.

Nathan Berg. No-decision classification: an alternative to testing for statistical significance.

The Journal of Socio-Economics, 33(5):631–650, 2004.

Rob Goudey. Do statistical inferences allowing three alternative decisions give better feedback for environmentally precautionary decision-making? Journal of Environmental Management, 85(2):338–344, 2007.

L. G. Esteves, R. Izbicki, J. M. Stern, and R. B. Stern. The logical consistency of simultaneous agnostic hypothesis tests. Entropy, 18(7):256, 2016.

Julio Michael Stern, Rafael Izbicki, Luis Gustavo Esteves, and Rafael Bassi Stern. Logicallyconsistent hypothesis testing and the hexagon of oppositions. Logic Journal of the IGPL, 25 (5):741–757, 2017.

Yiyu Yao. Three-way decisions with probabilistic rough sets. Information sciences, 180(3):

341–353, 2010.

Yiyu Yao. Decision-theoretic rough set models. In International conference on rough sets and knowledge technology, pages 1–12. Springer, 2007.

Juliet Popper Shaffer. Multiple hypothesis testing. Annual review of psychology, 46(1):561– 584, 1995.

Erich Leo Lehmann, Joseph P Romano, and George Casella. Testing statistical hypotheses, volume 3. Springer, 2005.

K Ruben Gabriel. Simultaneous test procedures–some theory of multiple comparisons. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, pages 224–250, 1969.

Mark J Schervish. P values: what they are and what they are not. The American Statistician, 50(3):203–206, 1996.

Michael Lavine and Mark J Schervish. Bayes factors: What they are and what they are not.

The American Statistician, 53(2):119–122, 1999.

Gerhard Hommel and Frank Bretz. Aesthetics and power considerations in multiple testing–a contradiction? Biometrical Journal: Journal of Mathematical Methods in Biosciences, 50(5): 657–666, 2008.

Joseph P Romano, Azeem Shaikh, and Michael Wolf. Consonance and the closure method in multiple testing. The International Journal of Biostatistics, 7(1), 2011.

R. Izbicki and L. G. Esteves. Logical consistency in simultaneous statistical test procedures.

Logic Journal of the IGPL, 23(5):732–758, 2015.

Spencer Hansen and Ken Rice. Coherent tests for interval null hypotheses. The American Statistician, pages 1–21, 2022.

M Regina Madruga, Luis G Esteves, and Sergio Wechsler. On the bayesianity of pereira-stern tests. Test, 10(2):291–299, 2001.

Julio Michael Stern. Significance tests, belief calculi, and burden of proof in legal and scientific discourse. Frontiers in Artificial Intelligence and Applications, 101, 2003.

A. Proofs

Proof of Theorem 2.6. Let F = {H ∈ σ(Θ) : ∀H^∗ ∈ σ(Θ), H ∩ H^∗ ∈ {�, H}}. Since Θ is finite and

σ(Θ) is a σ-field, F partitions Θ. Define the equivalence relation ∼ such that θ_1 ∼ θ_2 if there

exists F ∈ F such that θ_1 ∈ F and θ_2 ∈ F . Define Θ^∗ as the quotient space Θ\ ∼. Also, let

σ(Θ^∗) and φ^∗ be the quotient σ-field of σ(Θ) and the quotient test of φ over ∼. It follows from

construction that σ(Θ^∗) includes the singleton. Hence, Esteves et al. [2016] obtains that φ^∗ is

based on a region estimator, R^∗. Conclude that φ is based on a region estimator, R.

Definition A.1 (Proper loss function). A loss functions, L, is proper if, for every A ∈ σ(Θ),

L_A(0,θ) < L_A ţ 1 2 ,θ ű < L_A(1,θ), if θ ∈ A

L_A(0,θ) > L_A ţ 1 2 ,θ ű > L_A(1,θ), if θ ∉ A

L_A ţ 1 2 ,θ ű < L_A(0,θ) + L_A(1,θ) 2 , ∀ θ ∈ Θ

Lemma A.2. If L is a proper loss, then min ş E h L_{{θ}′_} ą_1 2 ,θ ćŕ ŕx i ,(E h L_{{θ}′_} (0,θ) ŕ ŕx iť ≤ E h L_{{θ}′_} (1,θ) ŕ ŕx i

implies that E h L_{{θ}′_} ą_1 2 ,θ ćŕ ŕx i ≤ E h L_{{θ}′_} (1,θ) ŕ ŕx i .

Proof. It is sufficient to prove that, if E h L_{{θ}′_} (0,θ) ŕ ŕxi ≤ EhL_{{θ′ }} (1,θ) ŕ ŕxi, then EhL_{{θ′ }} ą_{12} ,θć ŕ ŕxi ≤ E h L_{{θ}′_} (1,θ) ŕ ŕx i . Let E h L_{{θ}′_} (0,θ) ŕ ŕx i ≤ E h L_{{θ}′_} (1,θ) ŕ ŕx i . Since L is proper,

E ů L_{{θ}′_} ţ 1 2 ,θ űŕ ŕx ÿ ≤ E h L_{{θ}′_} (0,θ) ŕ ŕx i 2 + E h L_{{θ}′_} (1,θ) ŕ ŕx i 2 ≤ E h L_{{θ}′_} (1,θ) ŕ ŕx i .

Lemma A.3. Let Θ be finite, σ(Θ) include the unitary sets, and φ be generated by the region

estimator, R. If there exists a probability, P, and a proper loss, L, such that φ is Bayes against L according to P, then R is a Bayes region estimator against L̄ according to P, where

L̄(A,θ) = X θ^′ ∈A ů L_{{θ}′_} ţ 1 2 ,θ ű − L_{{θ}′_} (1,θ) ÿ .

Proof. The Bayes region estimator against L̄, R^∗, satisfies:

R^∗(x) := ¡ θ^′ ∈ Θ : E ů L_{{θ}′_} ţ 1 2 ,θ űŕ ŕx ÿ ≤ E h L_{{θ}′_} (1,θ) ŕ ŕxi ¿ .

Hence, it is sufficient to prove that R ≡ R^∗. Since φ is Bayes against L, φ_{{θ}′_}(x) < 1 if and only

if min ş E h L_{{θ}′_} ą_1 2 ,θ ćŕ ŕx i ,(E h L_{{θ}′_} (0,θ) ŕ ŕxiť < EhL_{{θ′ }} (1,θ) ŕ ŕxi. Using Lemma A.2, conclude that

φ_{{θ}′_}(x) < 1 if and only if E h L_{{θ}′_} ą_1 2 ,θ ćŕ ŕx i ≤ E h L_{{θ}′_} (1,θ) ŕ ŕx i . Since φ is generated by R, it

follows that R(x) = {θ^′ : φ_{{θ}′_}(x) < 1}, that is,

R(x) = n θ^′ : φ_{{θ}′_}(x) < 1 o

= ¡ θ^′ : E ů L_{{θ}′_} ţ 1 2 ,θ űŕ ŕx ÿ ≤ E h L_{{θ}′_} (1,θ) ŕ ŕx i¿ ≡ R^∗(x)

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Since φ is logically coherent, it follows from Theorem 2.6 that φ is based

on a region estimator, R. It follows from Lemma A.3 that R is a Bayes region estimator against

L. Since L is a TEC loss, which is proper, L(A,θ) = λ_{B N} |A| − ((λ_{B N} − λ_{BP} ) + λ_{NP} )I_A(θ). That is,

R(x) = ¡ θ ∈ Θ : P(θ|x) ≥ λ_{B N} (λ_{B N} − λ_{BP} ) + λ_{NP} ¿ .

Conclude that R(x) is a HPD.

Lemma A.4 (Union consonance). Let φ be logically coherent. If H_1 and H_2 are such that

φ_{H1} (x) = 1 and φ_{H2} (x) = 1, then φ_{H1∪H2} (x) = 1.

Proof. It follows from invertibility that φ_H c_1 (x) = 0 and φ_H c_2 (x) = 0. Hence, from intersection

Table 3.: Loss function used in the proof of Theorem 3.2. Decision state of the nature θ ∈ A θ ∉ A 0 (accept A) 0 k 1 2 (remain agnostic about A) 1 1 1 (reject A) k 0

consonance, φ_H c_{1 ∩H} c_2 (x) = 0. Finally, conclude from invertibility that φ_{H1∪H2} (x) = 1.

Lemma A.5. Let Θ be a finite set. If φ is a logically coherent simultaneous test, then:

(a) For every x ∈ X , there exists θ_0 ∈ Θ such that φ_{{θ0}}(x) < 1.

(b) For every x ∈ X , if φ_{{θ0}}(x) = 0, then φ_{{θ}}(x) = 1, ∀θ ≠ θ_0.

Proof. (a) Assume that there exists x ∈ X such that φ_{{θ}}(x) = 1, for every θ ∈ Θ. It follows from Lemma A.4 that φ_Θ(x) = 1, which contradicts the propriety of φ. (b) Let θ_0 be such that φ_{{θ0}}(x) = 0. It follows from invertibility that φ_{{θ0}}c (x) = 1. Conclude from monotonicity that, for every θ ≠ θ_0, φ_{{θ}}(x) = 1.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Since φ is logically coherent, it follows from Esteves et al. [2016] that there exists R(x) such that, φ_H (x) = 1 ⇔ H ∩ R(x) = �, φ_H (x) = 0 ⇔ R(x) ⊆ H and φ_H (x) =^1_2 , otherwise. Using Lemma A.5, conclude that R(x) ≠ �. In the following, we determine a loss, L, and a joint probability, P(θ, x), such that φ is Bayes.

Let |Θ| = k. Also, let L be the TEC given by table 3. It follows from Yao [2007] that φ is Bayes with respect to L when:

φ_H (x) =

8 > > >< > > >:

1 , if P(θ ∈ H|x) <^1_k 0 , if P(θ ∈ H|x) >^{k−1}_k 1 2 , otherwise. (2)

Next, we determine P(θ, x) such that these conditions hold.

In order to determine P(θ, x) it is sufficient to choose P(x) and P(θ|x). For each A ⊂ X , let P(x ∈ A) =^{|A|}_{|X |} , that is, the uniform distribution over X . Also, for H ⊂ Θ,

P(θ ∈ H|x) = 1 2k · |H| |X | + 2k − 1 2k · |H ∩ R(x)| |R(x)|

. (3)

It remains to show that φ is Bayes with respect to L and P. We study three cases: (i) If φ_H (x) = 1, then H ∩ R(x) = �. Using eq. (3), conclude that P(θ ∈ H|x) ≤^1_{2k} · 1 +^{2k−1}_{2k} · 0 <^1_k , (ii) If φ_H (x) = 0, then R(x) ⊆ H. Using eq. (3), conclude that P(θ ∈ H|x) ≥^1_{2k} · 0 +^{2k−1}_{2k} · 1 >^{k−1}_k , (iii) If φ_H (x) =^1_2 , then R(x) ∩ H^c ≠ � and R(x) ∩ H ≠ �, that is, 1 ≤ |H ∩ R(x)| < |R(x)| ≤ k. Using eq. (3), conclude that P(θ ∈ H|x) ≥^1_{2k} ·^1_k +^{2k−1}_{2k} ·^1_k =^1_k . Also, P(θ ∈ H|x) ≤^1_{2k} ·^{k−1}_k +^{2k−1}_{2k} ·^{k−1}_k = k−1 k . That is,^1_k ≤ P(θ ∈ H|x) ≤^{k−1}_k . It follows from eq. (2) that φ is Bayes with respect to L using P.

Lemma A.6. Let L be an EC loss Definition 1.1 and, for each P, let φ_{P,L} be a Bayes simultaneous test for P against L. If, for every P, φ_{P,L} is logically coherent, then φ_{P,L} is a simultaneous test such as in Example 1.2 and:

1. for every A,B ∈ σ(Θ) such that � ≠ A ⊆ B ≠ Ω, α^A ≥ α^B .

2. for every A,B ∈ σ(Θ) such that A − B ≠ �, B − A ≠ �, and A ∪ B ≠ Ω: α^A + α^B ≤ α^{A∪B} .

Proof. Let x ∈ X be arbitrary.

If α^A < α^B , then for P such that P(θ ∈ A|x) = P(θ ∈ B|x) = 0.5(α^A + α^B ), φ_{P,L}(A) < 1 and φ_{P,L}(B) = 1, that is, φ_{P,L} does not satisfy monotonicity. Conclude that, if φ_{P,L} is logically coherent for every P, then α^A ≥ α^B for every � ≠ A ⊆ B ≠ Ω.

If α^A + α^B > α^{A∪B} , then let δ := (α^A + α^B ) − α^{A∪B} > 0. By taking P such that

P(θ ∈ A|x) = max(0,α^A − 0.4δ), P(θ ∈ B|x) = max(0,α^B − 0.4δ), P(θ ∈ A ∪ B|x) = min(1,α^A + α^B − 0.8δ), obtain φ_{P,L}(A) = 1, φ_{P,L}(B) = 1, and φ_{P,L}(A ∪ B) < 1, that is, it follows from Lemma A.4 that

φ_{P,L} is not logically coherent. Conclude that, if φ_{P,L} is logically coherent for every P, then

α^A + α^B ≤ α^{A∪B} .

Proof of Theorem 3.4. Assume that, for every P, φ_{L,P} is logically coherent. Let θ_1,θ_2 ∈ Θ and

A = {θ_1}, B = {θ_2}. Since |Θ| ≥ 3, A − B ≠ �, B − A ≠ � and A ∪ B ≠ Ω. Hence, it follows from

Lemma A.6 that

α^A ≥ α^{A∪B} ,

α^B ≥ α^{A∪B} ,

α^{A∪B} ≥ α^A + α^B .

That is, α^A = α^B = α^{A∪B} = 0, a contradiction with Example 1.2. Conclude that there exists P

such that φ_{L,P} is not logically coherent.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. The posterior expected losses for each decision are given by:

E[L_A(0,(θ, x)|x] = bP(θ ∉ T^A_x ∪ T^{Ac}_x |x) + (b + c)P(θ ∈ T^A_x |x), E ů L_A ţ 1 2 ,(θ, x űŕ ŕx ÿ = v + cP(θ ∈ T^A_x ∪ T^{Ac}_x |x),

E[L_A(1,(θ, x)|x] = bP(θ ∉ T^A_x ∪ T^{Ac}_x |x) + (b + c)P(θ ∈ T^{Ac}_x |x) .

Next, it follows from definition that T^A_x ⊆ A^c and T^{Ac}_x ⊆ A. Hence, T^A_x ∩ T^{Ac}_x = �. Hence,

E[L_A(0,(θ, x)|x] − E ů L_A ţ 1 2 ,(θ, x űŕ ŕ ŕx ÿ = (b + c)P(θ ∉ T^{Ac}_x |x) − (v + c)

E[L_A(0,(θ, x)|x] − E[L_A(1,(θ, x)|x] = (b + c) ş P(θ ∈ T^A_x |x) − P(θ ∈ T^{Ac}_x |x) ť

E[L_A(1,(θ, x)|x] − E ů L_A ţ 1 2 ,(θ, x űŕ ŕx ÿ = (b + c)P(θ ∉ T^A_x |x) − (v + c)

Also, recall from definition that either T^A_x = � or T^{Ac}_x = �. Hence, since 0 < v < b and c > 0, if φ is Bayes, then φ_H (x) = 0 if and only if P(θ ∉ T^{Ac}_x |x) <^{v+c}_{b+c} and φ_H (x) = 1 if and only if P(θ ∉ T^A_x |x) <^{v+c}_{b+c} . It follows from Esteves et al. [2016] that φ is the GFBST.