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Abstract

We develop a Bayesian approach called Bayesian projected calibration to address
the problem of calibrating an imperfect computer model using observational data from
a complex physical system. The calibration parameter and the physical system are
parametrized in an identifiable fashion via Ls-projection. The physical process is im-
posed a Gaussian process prior, which naturally induces a prior on the calibration
parameter through the Lo-projection constraint. The calibration parameter is esti-
mated through its posterior distribution, which provides a natural and non-asymptotic
way for uncertainty quantification. We provide rigorous large sample justifications of
the proposed approach by establishing the asymptotic normality of the posterior of
the calibration parameter with efficient covariance matrix. Through extensive simu-
lation studies and two real-world datasets analyses, we show that Bayesian projected
calibration can accurately estimate the calibration parameters, calibrate the computer
models, and compare favorably to alternative approaches. An R package implement-
ing the Bayesian projected calibration is publicly available at https://drive.google.
com/file/d/1SijOP-gbocnTel_qcQ386b-jfBfV-ww_/view?usp=sharing.
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1 Introduction

With the rapid development of computational techniques and mathematical tools, computer
models have been widely adopted by researchers to study large and complex physical systems.
One can think of computer models as complicated nonlinear functions designed by experts
using scientific knowledge (Plumlee, 2017). Compared to physical experiments, computer
models are typically much faster and cheaper to run. Furthermore, computer models can
be used to generate data that are infeasible to collect in practice. For example, a public
available computer model called TITAN2D (Sheridan et al., 2002) was developed to simulate
granular mass flows over digital elevation models of natural terrain, to better understand
the loss of life and disruption of infrastructure due to volcanic phenomena, the data of
which are impossible to collect in real life. For more applications of computer models, we
refer to Fang et al. (2005), Santner et al. (2013), and the April 2018 issue of Statistica
Sinica (http://www3.stat.sinica.edu.tw/statistica), which are devoted to computer
experiments and uncertainty quantification.

In this paper we consider the calibration problem in computer models when they include
not only the variables that can be measured, often referred to as design, but also unknown
parameters that are not directly available in the physical system. These parameters are
referred to as calibration parameters in the literature (Tuo and Wu, 2016). The goal of cali-
bration is to estimate calibration parameters by combining observational data from physical
systems and simulated data from computer models, so that the computer models with the
estimated calibration parameters plugged-in provide decent approximations to the underly-
ing physical systems. Formally, we model the outputs (y;)?; of the physical system 7 at

design (x;), through a nonparametric regression model
yl:n(xl)—i_e“ izl?'”anu

where (e;)"_; are independent N(0, ¢%) noises. The computer model y*(-, ), also referred to
as the simulator, is a function designed by scientific experts to model the unknown physical
system 7(-) when the calibration parameter 6 is appropriately estimated.

Despite the success of computer models in many scientific studies, researchers often ask


http://www3.stat.sinica.edu.tw/statistica

the following question: is the computer model a suitable surrogate for the real physical
system? Compared to the physical system, traditional computer models are rarely perfect or
exact due to their fixed parametric nature or simplifications of complex physical phenomenon
(Tuo and Wu, 2015): i.e., there exists discrepancy between a physical system 7(-) and
its corresponding computer model y*(-, @) even if the computer model is well calibrated.
Kennedy and O’Hagan (2001) first tackle this discrepancy issue under a Bayesian framework,
which has been influential among many other statisticians and quality control engineers. For
an incomplete list of references, we refer to Higdon et al. (2004); Bayarri et al. (2007); Qian
and Wu (2008); Joseph and Melkote (2009); Wang et al. (2009); Chang and Joseph (2014);
Brynjarsdottir and OHagan (2014); Storlie et al. (2015) among others.

Theoretical properties of calibration problem was not well understood until Tuo and Wu
(2015, 2016), who pointed out that the calibrated computer models estimated by Kennedy
and O’Hagan (2001) could lead to poor approximations to physical systems. Identifiability
issue of the calibration parameter in Kennedy and O’Hagan (2001) was also noticed by Wong
et al. (2017) and H. P. Wynn, among several other discussants, in their written discussion
of Kennedy and O’Hagan (2001). In short, identifiability issue refers to the phenomenon
that the distribution of the observed data from physical system does not uniquely determine
the value of the corresponding calibration parameter given the computer model. In contrast
to the Bayesian methods, which are traditionally applied to computer model calibration
problems, Tuo and Wu (2015, 2016) and Wong et al. (2017) address the identifiability issue
rigorously in frequentist frameworks and provide corresponding theoretical justifications.

We propose a Bayesian method for computer model calibration called Bayesian projected
calibration. To the best of our knowledge, our work is the first one in the literature that

simultaneously achieves the following objectives:

a) Identifiability: The proposed approach is formulated in an identifiable fashion. Tuo
and Wu (2015, 2016) and Wong et al. (2017) define the “true” value of the calibration
parameter to be the one that minimizes the Lo distance between the computer model
y®(-,0) and the physical system 7(-). Following their work, the proposed Bayesian

projected calibration provides a Bayesian method to estimate this “true” value of the



calibration parameter.

b) Uncertainty quantification: The Bayesian projected calibration provides a natural
way for uncertainty quantification of the calibration parameter through its full posterior
distribution. Tuo and Wu (2015) showed the asymptotic normality of the Lo-projected
calibration estimate for uncertainty quantification of the calibration parameter, which
may not work in practice, since the amount of physical data is usually very limited

(Tuo, 2017). Hence a Bayesian approach is desired, especially when data are scarce.

c) Theoretical guarantee: We show that the full posterior distribution of the cali-
bration parameter is asymptotically normal with efficient covariance matrix. Earlier
literatures either only provide asymptotic results of specific point estimators (Tuo and
Wu, 2015, 2016; Wong et al., 2017; Tuo, 2017), or formulate a Bayesian methodology
for calibration problem without large sample evaluation (Plumlee, 2017). Our method
represents the first effort in providing the theoretical guarantee for the full posterior

distribution of Bayesian methods in computer model calibration.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we formulate the calibration
problem rigorously in an identifiable fashion and introduce the Bayesian projected calibration
method. Section 3 elaborates on the asymptotic properties of the posterior distribution of
the calibration parameter. In section 4, we demonstrate the advantages of the Bayesian
projected calibration in terms of estimation accuracy and uncertainty quantification via
simulation studies and two real-world data examples. Conclusion and further discussion of

the paper are in section 5.

2 Problem Formulation

2.1 Background

We first briefly review the frequentist Lo-projected calibration approach proposed by Tuo and
Wu (2015) before introducing the proposed Bayesian projected calibration method, which

can be regarded as the Bayesian version of the Lo-projected calibration.



Suppose one has collected responses (y;)"; from a physical system 7 on a set of design
points (x;)", C Q C RP, where 1 :  — R is a deterministic function, and the design space
() is the closure of a connect bounded convex open set in R?. The physical responses (y;),
are noisy due to measurement or observational errors, and hence can be modeled by the

following nonparametric regression model:
yi=n(x;)+e, 1=1,...,n, (2.1)

where e; are independent N(0,0?) noises. Such a model has been widely adopted in the
literature of calibration (Kennedy and O’Hagan, 2001; Tuo and Wu, 2015; Tuo, 2017; Wong
et al., 2017).

Let © be the parameter space of the calibration parameter 8. We assume that © C RY
is compact. A computer model is a deterministic function y° : 2 x ©® — R that produces
an output y°(x, @) given a controllable input x € € and the calibration parameter 6 € ©.
The goal of calibration is to estimate @ given the computer model y* and the physical data
(y;)™, such that the calibrated computer model approximates the physical system well.
However, as pointed out by Tuo and Wu (2016) and Wong et al. (2017), the calibration
parameter 8 cannot be identified without further restriction, in the sense that 8 cannot be
uniquely determined by the distribution of D,,. More precisely, by alternatively expressing
the physical system 7 in terms of the computer model y*(x,0) and a discrepancy d(x) as

follows (Kennedy and O’Hagan, 2001; Wong et al., 2017; Plumlee, 2017; Tuo, 2017):

n(x) = y°(x,0) + (%),

where the discrepancy function ¢ is completely nonparametric, it is clear that (€, ) cannot
be uniquely identified by the physical system 7. Therefore, the “true” value of the calibration
parameter that gives rise to the physical data is not well-defined.

To address the identifiability issue, Tuo and Wu (2015) define the “true” value of 0

through the Lo-projection:

6" = axgmin () ~ 4 ()} o) = argmin [ [0~ ' (x.6)Pdx. (22
6O 6cO Q

The Lo-projected calibration method provides an estimate §L2 for 8* using a two-step proce-



dure. First, an estimate 7 of the physical system 7 is obtained via the kernel ridge regression

(Wahba, 1990) given the physical data (x;,y;)!:

7= argmin = > [y — Fx0)]? + Al g0, (2.3)

feHy (@) T
where ¥ : 2 x Q — R is a positive definite covariance function, and || - ||m, (o) is the native
norm of the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) associated with W. We refer to Wahba
(1990) and Wendland (2004) for detailed treatment of these concepts. Then, the Lo-projected

calibration estimate §L2 for 6* is given by

Or, = argmin [[7() — (-, 0) 7,0 - (2.4)
6co

The Ls-projected calibration has very nice theoretical properties: 5,;2 is not only +/n-
consistent for 8*, but is also semiparametric efficient (Tuo and Wu, 2016). In other words,

it provides an optimal estimator to the “true” calibration parameter.

2.2 Bayesian Projected Calibration

The Lo-projected calibration estimate 5,;2 enjoys nice asymptotic properties. Nevertheless,
it is a frequentist approach, therefore uncertainty quantification needs to be assessed via
additional procedures, e.g., bootstrap (Wong et al., 2017), etc. In what follows, we address
this issue by formulating its Bayesian counterpart.

We follow the definition of the “true” value 8* of € given in (2.2), as it minimizes the
uncertainty beyond the computer model for explaining the physical system. There are two
unknown parameters: the physical system 7, taking values in some function space F, and

the calibration parameter @ € ©. The statistical model for calibration can be defined by
P = {\Ifg(y —n(x)) :n € F, 8" = argmin () —°( 9)|li2(9)} :
S

where U, (-) is the density function of N(0, ¢?). Namely, the parameter (7, 8*) is constrained
on a manifold in F x O defined by

M={Wﬁvefx@ﬂ%wggmwo—fummm}. (2.5)
S

It is therefore natural to treat the “true” calibration parameter 8* as a functional 8* : F — O,



n +— argming ||n(-) — y°(:, 0)||%2(Q)7 of a physical system 7, and we denote this functional by
;. To distinguish the parameter (n, 97’;) and the truth that generates the data, we denote
Mo to be the true physical system producing physical data (y;)",, and 65 = ;-

We now introduce the Bayesian projected calibration. The unknown physical process n
is imposed a mean-zero Gaussian process prior IT = GP(0,72W), where ¥ : Q x Q — R,
is a positive definite covariance function, and 7 > 0 is a scaling factor. Let D,, denote the
physical data (x;,y;)",, and II(- | D,,) denote the posterior distribution given D,,. It is
straightforward to show that the posterior distribution of 7 is also a Gaussian process with

mean function 7 and covariance function ¥, where

ﬁ(X) = TQ‘II(Xlzna X>T(T2‘P(X1:n7 Xl:n) + O-ZIn)ily; (26)

\TJ(X, x') = U (x, x') — T2lIl(xlm, X) (12 (X1, X1m) + O'QIn)_lT2‘I/(X1:n, x'). (2.7)

Here ¥ (x1.,,%) = [W(x1,X)," - ,\If(xn,x)]T € R, U(x1.,X1:) = [V(x:,%;)] € R,

nxn
and y = [yf,--- ,9?]T € R". Notice here the predictive mean 7j(x) given physical data D,
coincides with the kernel ridge regression estimate 7 for some suitably chosen 7 (see, for
example, Rasmussen and Williams, 2006). The Gaussian process prior GP(0, 72¥) on 1 nat-
urally induces a prior distribution on @ through the constrained manifold M in (2.5). The
Bayesian projected calibration can be regarded as a Bayesian version of the Ls-projected
calibration method, because both methods estimate the “true” value of @ over the con-
strained manifold M using Bayesian and frequentist approach, respectively. Furthermore,

in Section 3 we will show that the posterior of 8 under the Bayesian projected calibration

is asymptotically centered at the Lo-projected calibration estimate §L2.

Remark 1 (Expensive computer model). In the literature of computer experiments, it is
common that the computer model y® is not directly available to us or time-consuming to
run, in which case the computer model can be only computed at given design points. Thus

finding an emulator ¢° for y° using the data from the computer outputs at given design points

m

is needed. One first collects a set of data (x3, 07, y;)72, from m runs of the computer model,

where y; = y°(x;, 07) is the output at the design point x3, then estimate the emulator y*

using the data (x3,03,y3)7.,. There are varieties of methods for constructing emulators for



computer experiments, including Gaussian process models (Santner et al., 2013), radial basis
function interpolation (Wendland, 2004), polynomial chaos approximation (Xiu, 2010), or
the smoothing spline ANOVA (Wahba, 1990). To perform computer model calibration when
the computer model 4° is not directly available or time-consuming to run, the calibration

parameter 6, can be estimated by replacing y* with the corresponding emulator y*.

3 Theoretical Properties

In this section we provide large sample justifications of the proposed Bayesian projected
calibration. In particular, asymptotic characterization of the posterior distribtuion H(H;; €
- | D,,) of the calibration parameter 0; given the physical data D, is offered. The posterior
of 8 has similar behavior as the Ls-projected calibration estimate §L2: (6, € - | D,)
is not only +/n-consistent, but also asymptotically normal with efficient covariance matrix.
The asymptotic normality of Bayesian posterior is also referred to as Bernstein-von Mises
(BvM) limit (see, for example, chapter 10 in van der Vaart, 2000). The development of
semiparametric BvM theorem had not been established until Bickel and Kleijn (2012). For a
thorough treatment of BvM limits of smooth functionals in semiparametric models, we refer
to Castillo and Rousseau (2015a).

Before proceeding to the main results, we introduce some notations and definitions. Given
an integer vector k = [ki,---,k,|T and a function f(xy,---,7,) : @ — R, denote DX
to be the mixed partial derivative operator defined by DXf = ol f/9zh ... 833’;”, where
k| :=>"_, kj. Let a > 0 be positive, and a be the greatest integer strictly smaller than a.

The a-Hélder norm of a function f : 2 — R is defined by

k k !
._ K |D*f(x) — D*f(x')]
[flleae) = kf‘rll(?%{g HD fHLOO(Q) + krlrlljfgi;lg x —x|oe

The a-Hélder space of functions on 2, denoted by €,(£2), is the set of functions with fi-
nite a-Holder norm. The a-Sobolev space of functions, denoted by H,(€2), is the set

of functions f : 2 — R that can be extended to RP such that the Fourier transform



f(t) = (21)7" [ "X f(x)dx satisfies (van der Vaart and Zanten, 2011)

| aenepy

Denote W, to be the Matérn correlation function with roughness parameter o

f(t)rdt < 0.

U, (2, 2') = W (me—g;'||)aKa<m||x—g;'||), (3.1)

where K, is the modified Bessel function of the second kind.

To study the asymptotic behavior of the posterior of 8;, we first explore convergence
properties of the physical system 7. For simplicity we assume that the design space 2 is
the unit hypercube [0,1]?, and the design points (x;); are independently and uniformly
sampled from 2. The computer model y*® is assumed to be directly available to us or cheap
to run. Such a simplified assumption is also adopted in Wong et al. (2017), and it does
no harms to the theoretical analysis, as the amount of data from computer experiments is
typically much larger than the sample size of the physical data. In addition, the computer
data (x5, 05, y;)7L, are deterministic, and the approximation error between y* and ¥*, when
sufficiently small as m gets large, does not affect the stochastic analysis here. Therefore one
may assume that the approximation error of 7* to y® is negligible. The true but unknown
physical system 7 is assumed to lie in the intersection of the a-Holder space €,(€2) and a-
Sobolev space H,(2) for some a > p/2. We assume that the prior II for 5 is the mean-zero

Gaussian process GP(0, 72¥,,) and without loss of generality, the scaling factor 7 is fixed at

1.

Theorem 1 (Convergence of 7). Suppose 1 is imposed the Gaussian process prior 11 =

GP(0,¥,), and ny € €,(Q) N Hy(Y), where a > p/2. Then for any sequence M, — oo,
Eo [II (7 = o/l o) > Man=*/@) | 'D,)] — 0,
and there exists some constant M > 0 such that
(7 = moll ) > M | Dy) =0
in Py-probability.

The resulting rate n=%/(**P) is proven to be optimal when the underlying true function



Mo is an a-Hélder or a-Sobolev function (See, for example, Stone, 1982, van der Vaart and
Wellner, 1996, and Ghosal and van der Vaart, 2017).

We next discuss the property of 6; as a functional: 7 + 6. Under certain regularity
conditions to be stated next, 8; yields a first-order Taylor expansion with respect to 7 locally
around 779. Such a smooth property of the functional 8} serves as the building block to derive

the asymptotic normality of the posterior of 6.

Al 0; is the unique solution to (2.2) and is in the interior of © for 7 in an Ly-neighborhood
of To-
A2 supgee [|°(+ 0)l| o() < 00

A3 The Hessian matrix

0 -
Vo= [ {aggrint - vix. 01} ax
is strictly positive definite in an Ls-neighborhood of 7.

A4 For all j,k=1,...,¢q, it holds that

oy*

82ys
80 <'7 0)

00,001,

() € € (2% O).

sup
6o

< 00,

Hy, ()

Lemma 1 (Taylor Expansion). Under conditions A1-A4, there exists some € > 0 and some

positive constants L%) and L%) depending on no only, such that ||0; — 65| < L%) 17 =10l L2(02)

and

_,0y°

03— 05 =2 [ Inx) — mlx)IVy' G (. 85)ax | < L@~ mley (32

whenever ||n — o1, < €, where Vo = V.

It follows immediately from the convergence results of the physical system 7 (theorem 1)

and the Taylor expansion property of 8; (lemma 1) that the posterior of 8 is consistent.

Corollary 1 (Consistency of 6;). Suppose n is imposed the Gaussian process prior 11 =
GP(0,V,), andn € €.(Q)NHA(Q). Then the posterior of 8; is consistent, i.e., I1(|0; 65 >
€| D) — 0 in Py-probability for any e > 0.

10



Now we are in a position to characterize the asymptotic behavior of the posterior distri-
bution of €y, which is the main result of this paper. Under certain regularity conditions, the
posterior distribution of \/n(8; — §L2) is asymptotically normal, where 6 L, is the frequentist
Ly-projected calibration estimator of 8 proposed by Tuo and Wu (2015) (see section 2). We

describe the Lo-projected calibration procedure in our context for completeness:

n

A~ . 1
7 = argmin — Z[y@ - f(XZ)]Q + )‘n“f”%ﬂwy(ﬂ)

feHy, (@) N 4=
~ o )
01, = arg Igm 17() —y°(, 0)||L2(Q) )
where v = a — p/2, and ), = O(n~2*/22#P)) is a sequence depending on the sample size of

the physical data D,,.

Theorem 2 (Asymptotic Normality). Suppose n is imposed the Gaussian process prior
IT = GP(0,¥,), and ny € €,(Q) NHo(2), where a > p/2. Under conditions A1-A4, it holds
that

sup‘H( (e, —9L2)6A|D) N(OAchValWVal)(A)\=0u»0<1>,

provided that

ys
W = 0;) x,0;)| dx
[, [ o0 gt 00
18 strictly positive definite, where the supremum is taken over all measurable subsets in RY.

Tuo and Wu (2015) proved that the Lo-projected calibration estimate §L2 is also asymp-
totically normal: \/ﬁ(é L, —65) 5 N(0,402V,;'WV,1). Furthermore, the covariance matrix
40*V "WV ! achieves semiparametric efficiency in the sense that there does not exist a
regular estimate with a smaller asymptotic covariance matrix (in spectrum). The posterior
of 6; possesses a similar optimal behavior, since the covariance matrix of the asymptotic
posterior of \/n(8; — 0 L,) coincides with that of §L2.

We finish this section with the following y/n-consistency result of 6;, which is a refinement

of corollary 1. It is a consequence of theorem 2 and the asymptotic normality of 0, Loy-

Corollary 2 (y/n-Consistency of 9;;) Suppose n is imposed the Gaussian process prior
IT = GP(0,V,), and ng € €,() N Ha(2), where a > p/2. Under the conditions of theo-

11



rem 2, the posterior of ) is \/n-consistent, i.e., for any sequence M, — oo, it holds that

Eo [T (val6; — 8] > M, | D,)] - 0.

We defer the proof of Theorem 2 to the Appendix. The proofs of all other theorems,

lemmas, and propositions are deferred to the supplementary material.

4 Numerical Examples

This section provides extensive numerical examples to evaluate the proposed Bayesian pro-
jected calibration. Subsection 4.1 presents simulation studies via three synthetic examples.

Two real-world data examples are included in subsections 4.2 and 4.3, respectively.

4.1 Simulation Studies

We consider three configurations.

e Configuration 1. The computer model is
y*(z,0) = T[sin(276; — 7)]* + 2[(270; — 7)? sin(27x — 7)),

and the physical system coincides with the computer model when 6% = [0.2,0.3]",
i.e., no(x) = y*(x,05). The design space Q2 is [0, 1], and the parameter space © for 0
is [0,0.25] x [0,0.5]. We simulate n = 50 observations from the randomly perturbed
physical system y; = n9(z;) + e;, where (z;)!_; are uniformly sampled from €2, and the

variance for the noises (e;)?; is set to 0.22.

e Configuration 2. We follow an example provided in Gu and Wang (2017). The
computer model is y*(z,0) = sin(50x) + Sz, and the physical system is no(z) =
5z cos(15x/2) + 5z. The design space 2 is [0,1], and the parameter space © for 6
is [0,3]. We simulate n = 30 observations from y; = no(x;) + e; with var(e;) = 0.2%
and (z;);-, are equidistant on 2. The Lo-discrepancy ||no(-) — y°(+,0)| £, between
the computer model y* and the physical system 79 as a function of 6 is depicted in

Figure 1. The minimizer of the Lo-discrepancy is at 5 = 1.8771.

12



e Configuration 3. We use the pedagogical example in Plumlee (2017). The physical
system is no(x) = 4z + xsin(bz) and the computer model is y*(z,0) = 0z, where
x e Q=10,1 and 0 € © = [2,4]. We take (z;)", = {0,0.05,0.1,0.15,0.2,--- , 0.8},
and the responses are given by y; = 1o(x;)+e; with var(e;) = 0.022. The Lo-discrepancy

as a function of € is given by

17() = (-, 0)| o) = V/0.33(4 — 0)2 — 0.2898(4 — ) + 0.201714,

and is minimized at 65 = 3.5609.

L, Loss of Configuration 2

L, Loss
2.2 2.6
|

1.8

0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0 2.5 3.0

Figure 1: The Lo-discrepancy ||no(-) — y°(+, 8)|| o) between the computer model y* and the
physical system 79 as a function of # for configuration 2.

For the three configurations described above, we impose the Gaussian process prior
GP(0,72¥,) on n, where ¥, is the Matérn covariance function given by (3.1) with a = 5/2.
Here the scaling factor 7 is set to 7 = 1 for all 3 configurations for the ease of implementation.
To draw posterior samples of 8, we first draw posterior samples of 7 using formula (2.6) and
(2.7), then compute 8; by 8, = argming ||n(-) — y°(, O)H%Z(Q). For all three configurations,
1000 samples of 6} are drawn from the posterior distribution after burn-in for subsequent
analysis.

For comparison, we implement the calibration method by Kennedy and O’Hagan (2001)
(abbreviated as KO) and the orthogonal Gaussian process method by Plumlee (2017) (ab-
breviated as OGP). For both methods in all three configurations, Markov chain Monte Carlo

is applied to draw 1000 posterior samples after discarding 1000 burn-in samples.
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For configuration 1, the summary statistics of the posterior distribution of ) are pro-
vided in Table 1, together with those using the KO method and the OGP method. We can
see that both the Bayesian projected calibration and the OGP outperform the KO in terms
of both accuracy of point estimates (posterior means) and uncertainty quantification (length
of credible intervals and standard deviations of posterior samples). Although OGP provides
similar posterior inference compared to the Bayesian projected calibration, the computation
runtime is significantly longer than the other two methods. The computational bottleneck

was also discussed in section 6 of Plumlee (2017). Figure 2(a) presents the scatter plot of

Table 1: Summary Statistics of Posterior of 8 for Configuration 1 (the simulation truth is
0; =10.2,0.3]1)

Projected Calibration KO Calibration OGP Calibration
0 01 0 6, 6, 6, 05
Mean 0.1984 0.3009 0.1927 0.2953 | 0.2068  0.3024
Standard Deviation | 0.0011 0.0013 0.0235 0.01537 | 0.0005  0.0006
97.5%-Quantile 0.2006 0.3034 0.2474 0.3360 | 0.2013  0.2999
2.5%-Quantile 0.1963 0.2984 0.1653  0.2722 | 0.1992  0.2975
Runtime 279s 0.834s 40562s

the posterior samples of \/n(6; — §L2). The level curves of the BvM limit shows that the
asymptotic distribution of II(y/n(8; — BALQ) | D,,) developed in section 3 offers a decent ap-
proximation to the exact posterior. Comparing Figures 2 (a) and (b), the Bayesian projected
calibration outperforms the KO in terms of uncertainty quantification. We also investigate
the performance of the calibrated computer model in Figures 2 (¢) and (d). The point-wise
95%-credible bands for the computer model also validate that Bayesian projected calibration
provides a better estimate to y* in contrast to the KO approach.

Similarly, for configuration 2, the advantages of the Bayesian projected calibration in
terms of uncertainty quantification and computational cost can be summarized from the
statistics reported in Table 2. We also provide the densities of the posterior using the
proposed method and KO approach in Figures 3 (a) and (b), respectively. Again, it can be
seen that the Bayesian projected calibration provides smaller uncertainty compared to the
KO calibration. In addition, Figure 3 (c) shows that the asymptotic BvM limit approximates

the exact posterior well even though the sample size is only n = 30.
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(a) Posterior Distribution of m(eﬁ"’“ - 6L2) (b) Posterior Samples of 8 based on KO Calibration

& | o Posterior Samples of 65"
° Level Curve of BWM limit | °
o

° °

A
-6,2)
0.02
6,
0.34
L

mE
0.00
|

-0.02

—-0.02 -0.01 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.16 0.18 0.20 0.22 0.24
A
RLICRE ) [
(c) Bayesian Projected Calibration (d) KO Calibration
o ] °
- o Observation ° 2o o Observation

True Process

True Process
---- KO Calibrated Model (mean)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Figure 2: Visualization of the posterior inference for configuration 1 in the simulation studies.
Panel (a) shows the scatter plot of the posterior samples of \/n(6; —@y,) and the level curves
of the corresponding BvM limit. Panel (b) presents the scatter plot of the posterior samples
of 8 using the KO approach. Panels (c¢) and (d) display the calibrated computer models (in
dashed lines) using the Bayesian projected calibration and the KO approach, respectively,
together with their corresponding point-wise 95%-credible intervals (in shaded area).

The scenario for configuration 3 is slightly challenging due to the fact that no physical
data are available on (0.8,1]. We provide the corresponding summary statistics in Table
3. It can be seen that when the design points are not regularly spread over {2, the KO
method provides a biased estimate of §; compared to the Bayesian projected calibration and
the OGP. For the uncertainty quantification performance measured by the width of credible
intervals and standard deviation, the OGP method and the Bayesian projected calibration

are similar, and both outperform the KO approach.
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Table 2: Summary Statistics of Posterior of 6 for Configuration 2 (simulation truth is 65 =

1.8771)

Projected Calibration | KO Calibration | OGP Calibration
Mean 1.8805 1.8805 1.8721
Standard Deviation 0.0048 0.0593 0.0023
97.5%-Quantile 1.8903 1.9832 1.8766
2.5%-Quantile 1.8712 1.7608 1.8678
Runtime 20.697s 1.034s 31843s

Bayesian Projected Calibration: Posterior of vni (67* -8.,)

— [\ = BvM Limit Density

15

10

Density

[ I I 1
-0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10

(e -8,)

Figure 3: Simulation study configuration 2: The histogram of the posterior samples of
V1(8;, — 01,), together with the theoretical BvM limit density (red solid line).

4.2 Ion Channel Example

We apply the Bayesian projected calibration to the ion channel example used in Plumlee
et al. (2016). The dataset involves measurements from experiments concerning ion channels
of cardiac cells. Specifically, the output of the experiment is the current through the sodium
channels in a cardiac cell membrane, and the input is the time. For detailed description
of the experiment, we refer to Plumlee et al. (2016). Here we consider a subset of the
original dataset, which consists of 19 normalized current records needed to maintain the
membrane potential fixed at —35mV, together with the logarithm of the corresponding time

as the inputs. The same dataset is also studied in Plumlee (2017). For the computer model,
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Table 3: Summary Statistics of Posterior of € for Configuration 3 (simulation truth is 6§

3.5609)
Projected Calibration | KO Calibration | OGP Calibration
Mean 3.4064 3.1109 3.6001
Standard Deviation 0.0614 0.4760 0.0911
97.5%-Quantile 3.5964 3.9385 3.7733
2.5%-Quantile 3.3624 2.1467 3.4167

Clancy and Rudy (1999) suggests the following Markov model for ion channels:

y*(z,0) = e] explexp(x)A(0)]ey,

where e; is the column vector with 1 at the ¢th coordinate and 0 for the rest components,

the outer exp is the matrix exponential function, and

[ 0, — 0, 0, 0 0
0 0, —0 0 0
A(O) _ 2 1 2 1
0 0, 6, -0, 6
i 0 0 0 —0; |

We follow the Monte Carlo methods described in subsection 4.1 to collect 1000 posterior
samples of @ using the Bayesian projected calibration and the KO calibration approach.
The OGP calibration approach, however, fails to provide adequate samples from the poste-
rior distribution for subsequent inference within 20 hours. The roughness parameter « for
the Matérn covariance function is set to 5/2, and we set 7 = 0.02, o = 0.001, as suggested
by Plumlee (2017). Table 4 presents the corresponding comparison of summary statistics.
The calibrated computer models are also visualized in Figure 4. Clearly, the Bayesian pro-
jected calibration provides better estimates to both the calibration parameter @ and the
computer model in terms of lower uncertainty (smaller standard deviation and thinner cred-
ible intervals). It can also be seen that the Bayesian projected calibrated computer model

approximates to the physical data better than the KO method.
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Table 4: Summary Statistics of Posterior of 8 for the Ion Channel Example

Projected Calibration KO Calibration
0 0, 0y 05 01 2 Os
Mean 6.011166 | 5.578567 | 3.500813 | 3.4203734 | 0.5779939 | 7.4971337

Standard Deviation | 0.000012 | 0.000006 | 0.000006 | 0.2671795 | 0.5668012 | 1.5645618
97.5%-Quantile 6.011191 | 5.578578 | 3.500824 | 2.963897 | —0.4371212 | 4.718231
2.5%-Quantile 6.011143 | 5.578556 | 3.500802 | 4.023088 | 1.7700171 | 10.925112

Bayesian Projected Calibration KO Calibration

0.15
|

Observation

Observation
-- GP Posterior Mean
—— Calibrated Model

---- GP Posterior Mean
— KO Calibrated Model

0.12
|

0.08
|
0.10
|

0.05
|

0.04
!
Normalized current

Normalized current

0.00
1
0.00
1

Logarithmic time Logarithmic time

Figure 4: Visualization of computer model calibration for the ion channel example. The left
and right panels present the calibrated computer models (dashed lines) using the proposed
approach and the KO calibration approach, respectively. The shaded area is the point-wise
95%-credible intervals for the KO calibrated computer model. The physical data (circles)
and the Gaussian process (GP) estimates of the physical system (dashed lines) are also
displayed.

4.3 Spot Welding Example

Now we consider the spot welding example studied in Bayarri et al. (2007) and Chang and
Joseph (2014). Three control variables in the experiment are the load, current, and gauge.
The physical experiments are only conducted for gauge being 1 and 2. Since the computer
model fails to produce meaningful output when the gauge is set to 1, here we only consider
the case where the gauge is 2, i.e., the control variables are the load and the current only.
The physical data are provided in Table 4 of Bayarri et al. (2007). For each fixed design
point, the mean of the 10 replicates of the output is taken as the response.

The computer model for the spot welding system, on the other hand, is not directly

available to us. In short, the computer model consists of a time-consuming finite element
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method (FEM) for numerically solving a system of partial differential equations (PDEs).
There are 21 available runs for the computer code, as is presented in Table 3 of Bayarri et al.
(2007). As discussed in section 2, an emulator is needed as a surrogate for the computer
model in such a situation where the code is expensive. Here we apply the RobustGaSP
package (Gu et al., 2018a) to emulate the expensive FEM computer model. For theoretical
background on the RobustGaSP emulator, we refer to Gu et al. (2018b).

We follow similar approach in subsections 4.1 and 4.2 to draw posterior samples using
Bayesian projected calibration and the KO method. The only difference is that the non-
available computer model y*® is replaced by the predictive mean of the RobustGaSP emulator
based on the results of the 21 runs on the FEM computer code. The summary statistics
are presented in Table 5, indicating that the Bayesian projected calibration outperforms the
KO approach in terms of uncertainty quantification, 7.e., smaller standard deviation and
thinner credible interval. The calibrated computer models using the Bayesian projected cal-
ibration and the KO approach, together with their corresponding point-wise 95%-credible
intervals, are depicted in Figure 5. We can see that in terms of computer model calibration,
both approaches behave similarly. The point-wise credible intervals, however, indicate that
the Bayesian projected calibration method outperforms the KO approach regarding uncer-
tainty quantification. The imperfection of the computer model can also be seen from the

discrepancy presented on the right two panels of Figure 5.

Table 5: Summary Statistics of Posterior of 6 for the Spot Welding Example

Projected Calibration | KO Calibration
Mean 4.385933 4.107683
Standard Deviation 0.08455849 1.333926
97.5%-Quantile 4.505187 6.880466
2.5%-Quantile 4.183981 1.439716

5 Conclusion and Discussion

We develop a novel Bayesian projected calibration method following the frequentist Lo-

projected calibration method in Tuo and Wu (2015). The proposed approach is formulated
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Figure 5: Visualization of computer model calibration for the spot welding example. The left
and right panels present the calibrated computer models (red dashed lines) as a function of
the current with the load fixed at 4N and 5.3N, respectively. The shaded areas are the point-
wise 95%-credible intervals for the corresponding calibrated computer models. The physical
data (circles) and the Gaussian process (GP) estimates of the physical system (solid lines)
are also displayed.
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in an identifiable way and naturally quantifies uncertainty in the calibration problem through
the posterior distribution. Theoretical justification of the Bayesian projected calibration is
provided: the marginal posterior distribution of the calibration parameter is not only /n-
consistent, but also asymptotically normal with efficient covariance matrix.

The estimation methods in this work and Tuo and Wu (2015) can be viewed as the
following two-step procedure: First estimate the physical system through Gaussian process
models; Then estimate the calibration parameter using the Lo-projection criterion. On the
other hand, it is possible to jointly estimate the calibration parameter and the discrepancy
between the physical system and the computer model. For example, Plumlee (2017) pro-
poses an orthogonal Gaussian process (OGP) model to tackle this joint estimation issue.
The theoretical development for OGP, nevertheless, is only restricted to a point estimate
(Tuo, 2017): the mazimum a posteriori (MAP) estimate of @ is asymptotically normal and
semiparametric efficient. It will be non-trivial to apply the technical results developed here
to the OGP calibration approach, and asymptotic characterization of the corresponding full
posterior distribution will be an interesting topic.

Similar to the OGP calibration method, the Bayesian projected calibration also involves
intractable integrals. Plumlee (2017) suggested that the intractable integrals can be numer-
ically computed using Monte Carlo integration. However, this involves drawing N uniform
samples from €2, and N is typically much larger than n for accurate evaluation of these
integrals, adding heavy computational burden for posterior inference. In particular, the nu-
merical integration yields extra O(N) operations. It is therefore desired that the computation

barriers for the two approaches can be tackled via efficient algorithms.

APPENDIX

A Auxiliary Results

In this section we list some auxiliary results that are used to prove theorem 2. The proofs
of the lemmas stated in this section are deferred to the supplementary material. Before

proceeding, we introduce some notions and definitions that are widely used in the study
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of empirical processes. Suppose F is a function space equipped with metric d. Given two
functions [, u € F, a bracket [[,u] is a set of functions f such that [ < f < wu everywhere, and
the size of the bracket is defined to be d(l,u). The e-bracketing number of F with respect
to the metric d, denoted by N(¢, F,d), is the minimum number of brackets of size € that
are needed to cover F. The bracketing integral Jj(e, F,d) is defined to be the integral of

the logarithmic bracketing number as follows:

Jiyle, Frd) = /0 ' Vlog N3, F. d)ds.

Suppose X is the space where random variables take values. Given a sequence (x;)I; of
independent and identically distributed random variables, the empirical measure and the

empirical process of a function f : X — R, denoted by P, f and G, f, are defined by
1< 1 <
Pof==> fxi), Guf=-—7) [f(xi)—Ef(x:)],

respectively. For two variables a and b, we use a < b and a 2 b to denote the inequalities up
to a universal multiplicative constant, and a < b if a < b and a 2 b.

In the empirical processes theory, maximum inequalities are widely adopted to study the
asymptotic behavior of nonparametric estimates. Here we cite one of them that is used in

the proof of theorem 2 (see, for example, lemma 19.36 in van der Vaart, 2000).

Theorem 3. Let (x;)!", be independent and identically distributed according to a distribution
Py over X, and let F be a class of measurable functions f : Y — R. If |]f\|%2(Px) < 0% and
1 flloe < M for all f € F, where § and M does not depend on F, then

Ty (5 F - oaen)

M
E [sup |G, f|| S Jp (6, F, | - o) |1+ 5—
s G 1| 0.7 lnae) [1+ 52

The following lemma is the modification of a standard probabilistic theorem for Gaussian
processes. For the related literature, we refer to van der Vaart and van Zanten (2008) and

Ghosal and van der Vaart (2017).

Lemma 2. Suppose n is imposed the Matérn Gaussian process with roughness parameter

a, and g € C€4(Q) N Ho(Q), where a > p/2. Let €, = n~/2%FP) Then there exists a
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measurable set B, in €()) such that for sufficiently large n, the following hold:

H(Bn ’ Dn) =1- 0P0<1)7

Jiy(enlogn, By, || - [|2,@) S (log n)2a/(20‘+p)\/ﬁei.

~

Now denote
() = logpy(yi,xi) = Y log Uoly; — n(xi))
i=1 i=1
to be the log-likelihood function of 7 given the physical data (x;, ;). Define the event

A, = {||77 - 770||L2(Q) < Mnen} N {||77 - 770||Loo(ﬂ) < M} NB,,

where M,, =logn, M is given by theorem 1, and B,, is given by lemma 2. Then by theorem
1 and lemma 2 we know that II(A4,, | D,,) =1 — op,(1).

Lemma 3. Suppose the conditions of theorem 2 hold. For each vector t € RY and each

n € F define

Then it holds that

/ exp [£n (1) — £n(10)] TL(dn) = [1 + 0p,(1)] {/ exp [€n(17) = £n(10)] H(dn)} :

n

The asymptotic normality result of the Lo-projected calibration estimate §L2 from Tuo

and Wu (2015) is also useful to study the asymptotic behavior of I1(,/n(6; — 6.,) €| D).

Theorem 4. Under the conditions of theorem 2, it holds that

5o ou—t | 1N~ _
O, — 65 =2Vy' [ﬁ Zez‘a—e(xm 65) | + or,(n 1/2)~
i=1

B Proof of Theorem 2

By theorem 1 and lemma 2 we know that II(A,, | D,,) = 1 —o0p,(1). Let ©,, = {0; in €A}
It follows directly that I1(0; € ©,, | D,,) = 1 — op,(1). Denote

(0 € -NO, | D,)
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Then we obtain

Sup’H< (0 —0,,) € A|D ) N (0,402V;'WV; )

<sup’H< n(6; —0L2)€A|D) H(ﬁ(B;—§L2)6A|Dn,@n>

+sup ‘H( n(0; —6,,) € A| D,,0, ) (0,402V51WV51)( .
Denote B, (A) = {0; : /n(8; — 6,,) € A}. Since

sup ‘H (\/5(0; —0,,)cA| pn) 1 (\/ﬁ(e;; —8,,) € A|D,, @n)

I1(6; € B,(A) N O, | D,)
11(6; € O, | Dy)

< * c * c
= 1(6; €0, D) {SupH(O € B, (A)ﬂ@n|Dn)+H(0n€@n|Dn)] — 0,

it suffices to show that

sup(n< n(0; —6,,) € A|D,,0, ) N (0,402V;'WV; ).

We prove the result by the method of moment generating function, namely, showing that for

any fixed vector t € RY, it holds that
~ 1
/A exp [tT\/ﬁ (9:; - 0L2>} TI(dn | D) — exp {étT (40°V; "WV, 1) t]
in Pp-probability. The rest part of the proof is completed by lemma 1 and lemma 2 in Castillo

and Rousseau (2015b).
Let €, = n~%/(?¢+?)  The left-hand side of the preceeding display can be re-written as

{ ol —tmiman} { [ ew[e7vi (65 - 82) + a0 - eaow] mam b

For the vector t € R, define

and for each 7, define the remainder

n
Ra1,10) = 211 = 10l —
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Then simple algebra shows

[ (ne) — €n(m0)] — [€n(n) — £n(n0)]

n

V- y *
2 [||77t - 770”%2(9) —ln - 770”%2(9 § tT 0 ! sze )

+ Ry (ne,m0) — Rn(n,m0)]

1
_ 2\/_ / x)|tTVg 1‘2‘% (x,0)dx — 7 (10°V WV ¢

L1
_—Z tTVO 80 xz,e) —5 B0, m0) = Bu(,10)].

Denote the remainder of the Taylor expansion of 8; at 6 by

S

£(.) = 0~ 05— 2 [ [1(x) ~ 0]V 57,6

Then by theorem 4 we have

£"v/n (6; - 5L2) + €a(n) = L)

= t"v/n (6] - Z 47V I (., 83) + 08,(1) + Ealn) — L)
=t"v/n (6] — 65) + op, (1) — 2\/‘/ o(x)[tTVy 1%% (x,6;)dx
1 1
+ §tT (402V()_1WV()_ ) t— ; [Rn(nta 770) - Rn(n7 770)] + En(nt) - gn(TIO)

o 1
(40P Ve WV bVt e (0, m0) + 5 [Ru(,10) — Rue,0)]

+ £n (1) = €n(10) + 08, (1)
Now set M,, = logn. By lemma 1 we see that
sup |\/—tT r (1, 770)| < Lm I[¢]| /M 2n 20/ Qactp) < pp2p/2-0)/Cote) — (1),

neAy,

In addition, simple algebra and the law of large numbers imply that

Rn(nu 770) - Rn(nta 770)
B 201 &
N n

i=1

[tTVO —(x4,0)| —20"TVIWV 't — 207G, [ (n—no)()tT V!

00
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— a s *
= ~20°G, |(1—m) ()" Vo Z5 (. 65)| + 0p, (1),

We now claim that

sup |Ru(n,m0) — Ra(ne, m0)| = opy(1).
neAy,
Since over A,,, we know that || — nol|,) < Mnén, |1 — m0llz(@) < M, and by lemma 2 it

holds that

Ty (Muen, An, | pc@) S M) y/ne, = (logn)*/ @) /ne;

n’

it follows by the maximal inequality for empirical process (theorem 3) that
oy* }

G, {(77 —m0) ()t Vo' oo 93)}
J[.](Mn€n7'/4n7 | - HLQ(Q)):|

M?2e2\/n

Eq { sup

neAn,

S J[.](MnenaAn7 || ' ||L2(Q)> [1 + M

< Mga/@a—i-p)\/ﬁei 1+

Mga/ (20+p) \/ﬁei
M2 e

5 Mn\/ﬁei = 0(1>7

and hence, it holds that sup,c 4, [R.(7,70) — Bn(m,m0)| = 0p,(1). Therefore by applying

lemma 3 we obtain
[ e [0 (05 812) + £ — () 1)
= exp [%tT (40*Vi"WV ) £ + 0@0(1):| / exp [Cn(ne) — £n(no)] TI(dn)

= exp [%tT (40*Vi"WV )t + 0@0(1)} [1+ op,(1)] /exp [0 (n) — £n(n0)] TI(dn)

= {exp BtT (402V51WV51)1:] +0p0(1)} / exp(n(17) — £n(10)|11(dy).

The proof is thus completed.
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Supplementary Material for “Bayesian Projected
Calibration of Computer Models”

A  Proof of theorem 1

We first present a classic result regarding convergence rate of the Matérn Gaussian process

regression from van der Vaart and Zanten (2011).

Theorem A.1. Suppose n is imposed the Matérn Gaussian process with roughness parameter
a, and My € €4 (Q) N Ha(2), where a > p/2. Then there exists some constant C' > 0, such
that

E, {/Q [||77 — 7]0||%2(Q)} II(dn | Dn)} < Op20/(2o+p). (A.1)

The first assertion follows immediately from the Markov’s inequality:

Eo [T ([l = mollza) > Mun= /)| D,)]

1 2
< Mgn—Qa/(QOé-i-p)EO {/Q [Hn o 77O”Lz(ﬂ)] II(dn | Dn)}

C
e Y

The posterior distribution of 1 can be expressed by

(UEZ/{"D [/Hpnyzvxz

Po yza Xz

-1

)| /T

where po(yi, x;) = Yo (y; —no(x;)) is the density of the true distribution. To prove the second
assertion, we need the following result from Xie et al. (2017) to bound the denominator of

the preceeding display.

Lemma A.1. Assume the conditions of theorem 1 hold. For any D > 0, define the event

Z;Xz 1
{/iI“y dmZHW%Wﬂmmﬁ%M%pP(D+;)Mﬂ}-

i=1 pO yzaxz

Suppose (€,)°2, is a sequence such that ne2 — oo and €, — 0. Then Po(HS) — 0.

Since a > p/2, we can some positive [ such that f € (max{a,p/2},«). Define ¢, =

n~P#/(28+P)  Since the Matérn Gaussian process assigns prior probability one to the space
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C5(2) (see, for example, section 3.1 in van der Vaart and Zanten, 2011), then the Gaussian
process prior on 71 can be regarded as a mean-zero Gaussian random element in the Banach
space €5(2) equipped with the 8-Hélder norm ||-|[¢(q). Therefore by the Borell’s inequality
(see, for example, Ghosal and van der Vaart, 2017) it holds that

1/2
[ i) ) <2 (A2

IT <||?7||ca<9> > 4z

for any positive x.
By lemma 15 in van der Vaart and Zanten (2011) there exists a constant M > 0 such that
1l by < M| f]% (2ﬁ+p)|\f”25/(2ﬂ+p for any function f € €3(Q). Let s > 0 be a constant

determined later. Then

1/2
{I1n = m0ll 2oy < Mun=/CetP)} 1y {HUH%(Q) < 4sv/ney, [/ ||77||§B(Q)H(d"7):| }

{Iln M0l Loty < Ml = ol () M2 2P0, —(2a6)/[(2a+p)(26+p)]}

1/2
N {||77||¢5(Q) < 4sy/ne, {/ ||77||%ﬁ(Q)H(d77)} }

/@8+p) ~2a8/[(2a
C {ln = molliier < B (Inllesio + I lley(ey)” " M23/ 0205 ot 2in] |

1/2
N {HUHQB(Q) < 4sv/ne, {/ H77|I§ﬁ(mﬂ(d77)} }

{Iln Moll ey < My M8/ CB+0) =208/ [ortp) 26+0)] p? /[2(2ﬁ+p)2]}

for some constant M; > 0 depending on 79 only when n is sufficiently large. Noticing that

—a/(2a+p) < —B/(26 + p), then taking M, = logn yields

{Hn Mollzo ) < My M2/@540)y —2a5/[(2a+p)(25+p)}np2/[2(25+p)2]}
)< 26/(2B+p) ;,—(26%—p*/2)/ (28+D)°
17 = 1ol Loy < Mi(logn)

< {lIn = moll iy < M}

for some constant M > 0, where the fact 8 > p/2 is applied. Since by the first assertion
H([[n =m0l o0 < M,n=/@o+P) | D) = 1—o0p,(1), it suffices to show that Eq [T, | D,)] —
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0, where U,, is the event

1/2
U, = {HUH%(Q) > 4sv/ne, [/ ||77||§ﬁ(ﬂ)ﬂ(d77)} } -

Let H,, be defined as in lemma A.1 with the constant D be determined later. Then Py(H¢) —

0, and we directly compute by Fubini’s theorem

Eo [ (Us | Dp)] < Eo [L(Ha)I (Un | Dn)] + Po(H,)
- Py(Yis Xi)
/gpo(yi,xi)n(dn)

exp[(D + 1/0?)ne?] pn Yi, X;)
< en / [H

II([17 = 10l Lo () po(Yi, X;)
exp|(D + 1/0?)ne2|1(U,
II(||n — 770||Loo <€)

By lemma 3 and lemma 4 in van der Vaart and Zanten (2011) we know that

=,

II(dn) + o(1)

) + o(1).

(|7 — 10l () < €0) > exp (—Ce, ) > exp (—CnPP/ @)
for some constant C' > 0. Now take D = 1/(20?), s = 1/0, and we conclude

Eo{Il(U, | D)} < exp (Qine + C’npﬂ/["‘(m”)]) (U,) + o(1)

<2 exp (%nei + C’n(P/B/[a(Q/B-FP)] _ zne
g g

i) +0(1) =0,

where the last inequality is due to (A.2) and the fact § < « is applied.

B Proof of Lemma 1

Recall that 8; = argmingcg ||I7(-) — 3°(-, B)H%Q(Q). Since by condition A4 it is permitted to
interchange the differentiation with respect to @ and the integral, it follows that

0
= ) =y (. 0)IRe)

S

y
=— x) —y’(x,0 x,07)dx.
=2 00 - vx0)] G ey

Now define the function F : F x © — R? by

S

F(1.6) = =2 [ 16x) ~ 1°(x.6)] 1 (x. ).
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It follows immediately that F(n,8;) = 0. The partial derivative of F' with respect to  is
given by

Fo(n0) = 5 00) = [ {5cinto - (x 0 pax

and the partial Fréchet derivative of F with respect to 7 is a function F, : 7 — R? given by

1. 0)]() = =2 [ ()5 (x.O)dx.

since [ is linear with respect to 7. Therefore by the implicit function theorem on Banach
space, there exists some € > 0 such that over {n € F : ||n — no||r,) < €}, the functional
0, : n— argmingcg |[n(-) — y°(;, 0)“%2(9) is continuous, the Fréchet derivative 0,’; : F = R?
for 6 exists, and can be computed by

-1

0:(h) = — [Fo(n,0,)] " [Fy(n,6;)] (h) =2V, / (z,0;)dx.

Therefore we obtain by the fundamental theorem of calculus and the mean-value theorem

1
* * d
077 — 00 = A d n[u]du
1 d
:/ Gn[u] <d n[u]> du
8 S
=2 n[u] 60 —g4 (X, 07, dxdu
a S
1 *
- / ) )V o 5, Oy

where nlu] = no+ (n—no)u for 0 < u < 1 and «’ € [0, 1]. By condition A3, we know that the

that

smallest eigenvalue Apin(V,) of V,, is strictly positive in an Ly-neighborhood of 7y, and we
can without loss of generality require that infj,_,, Ly <€ Amin(Vy) > 0. Hence we proceed

by condition A4 and Jensen’s inequality that

%g(x’e)H/ﬂlﬁ(X)—no(Xde

2 o) { [0~ miax)

o~ <2 s V| s
In—n0ll Ly (0) <€ 0)cQx0

1
<2 inf Amin (Vn)} sup
(

=70l Lo (o) <€ x,0)eQxO

_L( )HT/ 770||L2
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for some constant L%) > () depending on 7 only.

We now analyze the property of V,, as a functional {n € F : ||n—no||1,) < €} =€ R,
n — V,. For a matrix A € R?7*? denote [A];; to be the (7, 7)-th element of A. Directly

compute

Vil = V=2 [ 500 0,) 50 (x.05) — 01 .80) 51 (x.03)| ax

P o O .
2,8

s . o Oy .
—2/9{[n<x>—no<x>+y (5.6 (.07 32 (.0 >}d

=2V =2V, —2V3.

For Vi, by condition A4 we know that 0y®/08 is Lipschitz continuous on 2 x ©, and therefore

Vil < [ |50 [G70c.0;) = 5x.03)ax
g L
S(x,asalelgxe H [Ha@k -6 ( %) Li(Q +H%(70;> gg( %) Ll(ﬂ)]
<2 o550 822; ol ;e

S =10l a)-

Condition A4 also implies that 9?y*/(06;00},) is Lipschitz continuous on 2 x ©. Hence
Val S /QU??(X) — no(X)| + (%) — v (%, 6,)]116;, — 65 ]| dx
1/2
< L=l §2 [ 1n6) = w2 [ mG) o )P |

1/2
S L%)H?? - 770||L2(Q) (262 + 4“770”%2(9) + 421618 ||y8('7 9)||%2(Q)>
S L0 = moll L)

Now we consider Vs:

82 ys

Vsl <
‘ 3\ sup (99 00,

(x,0)€Qx 0

09 = 160+ 17, 60) = (x. 65
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82 s ays
< s 0 =1 +  sup H 0" — 0" lda
(x,0)€Qx O ae aek H OHL2(Q) (x.0)c0xO o0 ( ) ” n OH
82ys [ 83/8 H
= 1+ sup x,0)|[ LD [n —n
(x.0)c0xo | 00;00; (xovcaxe || 08 (x,0) (| Ly, | | ol ()
We conclude that [[V,];5 — [Voljk] < Coolln—nollLa) for all j,k =1,. .., ¢ for some constant

Cy, > 0 depending on 7y only. By the fact that
Z!/\ (B)] < |A - BJ%

holds for any positive definite matrices A, B € R?*? (see, for example, Hoffman and Wielandt,

2003), we obtain

|>‘min( ) - mm(VO)‘ < ”V VOHF - ZZ’ Jk - VO Jk‘Q < q2020]|77 - 770H2L2(Q)

j=1 k=1
We may also assume without loss of generality that e is sufficiently small such that [Api,(V,)—
Amin(Vo)| < Amin(Vo)/2 whenever || — no||z,) < €, in which case it holds that ||V | >
2|V t||- Hence
Ve = Vol = [[Ve ' (Vo = V) V. |
< Vo lVo = Vil V|
<2V [V, = Vol

< 2qCy, | V5| 17 = moll 10

whenever || — nol/z,) < €. Hence

r(.m) = 0= 0 =2 | [n(x) - 2
dy*

_ 2/ - { , 0:1) — Vi 2L (x, ; } dx
0 T]O n[u] 80 ) 0 00 ( 0)
ays "
= 2/Q - 770 |: 80 ( X, n[u’]):| dx

w2 [0 = mGoIVs [ (5,85 o .00

(Ve 2 (x, 6)dx

~—
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and hence,

s

_ dy
It <2 [ 10 = ma ||Vt = Vo' s o) | ax
x.0)c0xe || 90
Iy’
1 * *
w2 [ o) |{||vo 1] G )~ Sy .6 | ax

S N =m0l a@@®Co VG Il = noll o) + VS Hn = m0llZ )

implying that ||r(n,n0)] < L,%)Hn - T]OH%2(Q) for some constant L%) depending on 7, only.
The proof is thus completed.

C Proof of Lemma 2

Before proceeding, we introduce the notion of covering number for a metric space (X,d).
The e-covering number of (X, d) for € > 0, is the smallest number of e-balls (with respect to
the metric d) that are needed to cover X.

Since 7 is imposed the Matérn Gaussian process with roughness parameter «, it follows

that the concentration function

Pao(€) = inf ~Inli2 ~ log (e < )

NEH:|n—m0]| oo () <€ 2
satisfies ¢, (€) < Ce P/ for some constant C' > 0 for sufficiently small ¢ > 0. Then by
theorem 2.1 in van der Vaart and van Zanten (2008), it holds that

(7 =m0l L) < €n) > exp(—C?ney), (C.1)

where €, = n~®/(2*?) Pick B > 0 such that $ € (max{a,p/2},a). Then we know that
the Matérn Gaussian process GP(0,V,,) assigns prior probability one to €5(£2). Now set
B, = .€5() + m,Hy, (), where

CL(Q) ={f € () : [|flleaiy <1}, Hy (Q) = {f € Hy, () : | fllsy, ) <1},

m,, is some sequence determined later, and Hy,_ (€2) is the reproducing kernel Hilbert space
(abbreviated as RKHS) associated with the Matérn covariance function ¥,. Denote ® to

be the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal distribution and set m,, =
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—2®(exp[—(2C + 1/0?)ne2]). Since n ~ GP(0,¥,,) can be viewed as a Gaussian random
element in the Banach space €5(f2) with the norm || - ||¢, (), then by the Borell’s inequality

(van der Vaart and van Zanten, 2008) we have

I(B,) > ® (27! (exp (—Cne2)) +my,)
=& (cb—l (exp (—Cne2)) — 207" (exp {— (20 + %) neib)
oo ol (o))

1
=1—exp {— (2C+ —2> nei} :
o

I(n € BS) < exp {— (20 + %) nei} : (C.2)

Now we prove the first inequality using (C.1) and (C.2). Let H,, be defined as in lemma A.1.

Hence

Denote M, = logn. Then

Eo[TI(B;, | Dn)] < Eo[1(Hn)II(B,, | Dn)] + Po(Hy)

[T

leo

— E, +o(1)

[/B 11 Polys, ) L)
exp[(D + 07 ?)ne]
TR P

1 1
< exp {(D + —2) nez + Cne? — (20 + —2> nei} +o(1)
o o

<exp [(D—C)nex] +o(1).

I(B;,) + o(1)

Hence taking D = C)/2 yields Eq[II(B¢ | D,,)] — 0.

Finally we prove the second inequality involving the bracketing integral. Since Hy_(12)
is the RKHS of the Matérn covariance function with roughness parameter «, then Hy, ()
coincides with the Sobolev space Hq.p/2(§2) (see, for example, corollary 1 of Tuo and Wu,
2016). The logarithm of the covering number of pHy, () is bounded by (Edmunds and
Triebel, 2008)

2p/(2a+p)

log A" (€. oLy, (). | - @) S (£)
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for sufficiently small € > 0. The metric entropy for the a-Holder space €,€. (Q) is also known

in the literature (see, for example, van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996):

N
10N (e, u 3. - lwie) 5 (2.

€

Hence for sufficiently small € > 0,

2\ 2/ (2a+D) n\P/B

and it follows by simple algebra that

Myen
J[.}(MnenaBna || : ||L2(Q)) S /0 \/IOgN(E,Bn, || . ||Loo(9))d€
< mp/etp) ( Mnen)2a/(2a+p) + €/28(M,e,) 2P/ (2)
— Mga/(hﬂo)\/ﬁei + M£2B*p)/(2'3)en

< Mn2a/(2a+p)\/ﬁ€i

for sufficiently large n.

D Proof of Lemma 3

Before proceeding, we establish the following fact: if (W,)22, is a sequence of event such

n=1
that II(W,, | D,,) = og,(1), then

/ exp(ba() — Lu(mo))T1(dy) = TI(W, | D, / exp(bn(1) — £u(r0))TI(d7)

n

= op,(Dn), (D.1)
where

D, = / exp(£a () — £a (o)) T1(dn).

Recall that the RKHS Hy_ (€2) of the Matérn Gaussian process with roughness parameter
a > p/2 coincides with the Sobolev space Hop/2(€2) (Wendland, 2004; Tuo and Wu, 2016),
and the RKHS norm || - [|g,, () is equivalent to the Sobolev norm || - [y, ). Given

a realization 7 of the Matérn Gaussian process GP(0, ¥, ), define the following isometry
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associated to n:

HMN

ak\I/ tr € Qar e RK € N+} — Ly(Py),

D a(ty) = > arn(te)

and extend U from H to Hy = Hy, (Q2) continuously. Then under the prior distribution II,
for any h € Hy, (Q), U(h) ~ N (0, ||k||,,_ (o). Hence by lemma 17 in Castillo (2012), for
any measurable function 7" : €(2) — R, any g,h € Hy_(Q2), and any p > 0,

En (L{|U(0)] < p}¥(n 1)
—En {1 []U06) + (0. e, ] <] T o0 | U-) = 10, ] - D2)

Let €, = =) Denote A1, = {I|n — mollzo@) < Muen}, Azn = {lIn — nollwi) < M},
and take

ay® . 20
) 90)7 h‘<X)

_22T -1

0 60(
Co = {IU(9)] < Lvneallgllizg @) } +

—g (%.65),

where L is some constant to be specified later. Since U(g/||g||m,, «)) follows the standar

normal distribution under the prior, it follows that for sufficiently large L,

ce) =11 {‘U (L) > L\/ﬁen} < 2exp (—ETLEZ) :
91z, 2 2

Then by the proof of lemma 2, we know that II(CS | D,) = op,(1) by taking a sufficiently

large L. Furthermore, we know that
2

40t ay*
<g7 h>H Q tTV ! (79*)
} \I/a( )‘ \/ﬁ 60 0 qua(ﬂ)

2
||V Lg)2 Zsup = o(v/ney),
\/_ H%m)
which implies that for sufficiently large n,
{lU)] < (L/2)Vneallgllmg, @} € {[U(9) + (9, Mg, )| < Lv/neallglleg, @) }
c {9l < 2L\/_en||g||H% ) (D.3)
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On the other hand,

= o(€y,),

2
17 Vel max sup 0 . o)
89 L2(9)

\/_ 49O

Allz@ < —=

implying that

Aln = {||77t —To + h||L2(Q) S Mnen}
C {lne = nollzae) < Macn + [|hll o) }
C {llme = mollLat) < 2Mnen } =AY, (t) (D.4)

for sufficiently large n, where the fact n='/2 < ¢, is applied. Similarly, for sufficiently large

n it holds that
At D {lIne — moll o) < Muen/2} := Al (t). (D.5)

Hence we can bound [, exp(£, (1) — £n(10))1I(dn) from above as follows:

/ exp(ln(ng) — £n(no))I1(dn)

n

_ / 1(Co) exp(ln (1) — £ (00))TI(dn) + 05, (D)

n

< [ 1{U) < Lviealglias @} LAL©) exp(l () = fa(m)LdD) + oz, (D,).

The first term in the preceeding display can be further upper bounded using the change of
measure formula (D.2), (D.3), and (D.4):

[ 110 < Lyiealglins o} 1AL D) expl ) — o)1)

< /ﬂ{lU(g)Jr(g, sy, )] < Lvneallglli,, @} L =m0l z0) < 2Mpen)

2

X exp(ln(n) = Ln(no)) exp |U(=h) — —

/ 1{|U(g)| < 2Lv/meallglng. 0} 10m — mollzacey < 2Mne)

x exp(ln(n) — £n(n0)) exp :U (—%)] I1(dn)

exp(ln(n) = Lu(m0)) exp (2Len gl ky, ) T(dn)

IT(dn)

Hy,, ()

<

/{”77_770||L2(Q) <2Mpen}
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<1+ o1)] / exp (L () — €u(0))TI(dn).

Therefore we conclude that

[ exp(tam) = () TIn) < 1+ 0(1)] [ exp(taln) = b)) + o, (D)

1+ ogy(1)] / exp(la () — (o)) TI(dn). (D.6)

On the other hand, we need to bound [, exp(£, (1) — €u(no))TI(dn) from below:
/ exp{€a() — () T
> / 1) bl () — () TI(0)
- /A 1(Co) xp(a(m) — L))
- /A (A5, UBLL(C) exp((1) — o))
- /A LG explaln) — Culm)T() — 08, (D)
/1 {lU(9)] < Lv/nenllgllig @ } 1(AL(6)) exp(Cu(ne) — Lo (n0))TI(dn) — 08, (D).

We lower bound the first term in the preceeding display using (D.2), (D.3), and (D.5):
/1 {lU(9)] < Lvneallglla, @) } 1AL, (£)) exp(l(e) — £n(10)) ()
= /11 {1U(9) + (9. a0 | < Lvnenllgllin, @} L{lIn—nollzoi@) < Mnen/2}
g 202
[ A
(R

/11 {lU(@)] < (L/2)Vnenllglima, @ } L {0 = ollzoi@) < Maen/2}

tTV 18@/ ( 0*) ?
0 00

x exp(£n(n) — €n(10)) xp I1(dn)

Hy,, (2)

< exp(6an) — £u(0)) exp ( Sl >|) 11— o(1)]TI(ds)
> 1= o] [ 1{066) < (E/2Vealgle, o0} 1 {1 = ol < M2}

x exp(ln(n) — £y (no))II(dn).

Since II(||n — 1ol ro) > Mn€n/2 | D) = op,(1), and for sufficiently large L, II(|U(g)| >
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(L/2)vnelgllmg @) | Prn) = op,(1), the last display can be further computed
/]1 {1U(9)] < (L/2)v/nenllgllug, @} 1 {lIn = 1m0l Lo) < Mn€n/2} exp(€n(n) — €,(n0))I1(dn)

> / exp(b (1) — £ (10)T1(cly) — / exp(bn (1) — L)) T1(cl)

{lU@)1>(L/2)vRenlglli, @ }

- exp(ln — L (no))11(d
/{||n—no||L2(m>Mn6n/2} p(ln(n) — £n(no))I(dn)

_ / exp(£a(n) — La(0))T1(dn) — 0py (D).

Hence we conclude that

/ exp(ln(n) — €n(no))(dn) > [1 — o(1)] / exp(€n(n) — £n(no))IL(dn) — op,(Dy)

— 1 - g, (1)] / exp (b (1) — £a10))TI(dl). (D.7)

The proof is completed by combining (D.6) and (D.7).
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