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Abstract

Estimation of parameters that obey specific constraints is crucial in statistics and
machine learning; for example, when parameters are required to satisfy boundedness,
monotonicity, or linear inequalities. Traditional approaches impose these constraints
via constraint-specific transformations or by truncating the posterior distribution.
Such methods often result in computational challenges, limited flexibility, and a lack
of generality. We propose a generalized framework for constrained Bayesian inference
by projecting the unconstrained posterior distribution into the space of the parameter
constraints, providing a computationally efficient and easily implementable solution
for a large class of problems. We rigorously establish the theoretical foundations of the
projected posterior distribution, as well as providing asymptotic results for posterior
consistency, posterior contraction, and optimal coverage properties. Our methodology
is validated through both theoretical arguments and practical applications, including
bounded-monotonic regression and emulation of a computer model with directional
outputs.

Keywords: posterior projection, model constraints, monotonic regression, Stiefel manifold,
directional outputs

1 Introduction

Since the early publications of the Monte Carlo method (Metropolis & Ulam, 1949; Von Neu-
mann, 1951) to the end of the 20th century, generating pseudo-random variates has been
central to the development of probability, statistics and machine learning. Non-uniform
sampling methods accelerated Monte Carlo sampling (Devroye, 1986), in turn facilitating
the implementation and development of Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods pro-
posed in the seminal articles of Metropolis et al. (1953), Hastings (1970), Geman & Geman
(1984), Tanner & Wong (1987) and Gelfand & Smith (1991). The realization, brought upon
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by MCMC, of the possibility to sample from an extremely large class of (non-standard)
distributions elevated Bayesian inference to the position it holds in statistics and machine
learning today (for a summary, see Brooks et al., 2011). Nevertheless, despite advances
in computer hardware, software and optimization tools experienced in the 21st century,
the increasing complexity of modern real world problems necessitates complex models that
in practice remain difficult to sample from and so efficient solutions and implementations
are required. More recently, much work has been dedicated to addressing the challenges
with simulating from increasingly intricate constrained random variables, with a particu-
lar emphasis on Gaussian Process (GP) regression (Swiler et al., 2020). In what follows,
we describe a unifying theory for parameter estimation in constrained spaces via a pro-
jection of an unconstrained posterior into the constrained space. It is a method that can
be applied to a wide class of constraints, has theoretical foundations and, importantly, is
computationally expedient and is easy to implement.

Efficient and practical methods for classic constraint problems have seen much atten-
tion; for instance, the probabilities in a logistic regression (Polson et al., 2013), the rate
parameters in count regression (Canale & Dunson, 2013), monotonic regression functions
(Riihimäki & Vehtari, 2010), and for parameters or processes that obey more complex
inequalities or dynamic behavior (Da Veiga & Marrel, 2012; Pakman & Paninski, 2014;
Jidling et al., 2017; Harkonen et al., 2023; Dalton et al., 2024). Furthermore, parameter
constraints may imply that parameters live in a space with a lower topological dimension,
as with the weights in a mixture model that reside in the simplex (Ishwaran & James,
2001) or parameters that describe directions or bearings (Byrne & Girolami, 2013; Wang
& Gelfand, 2014; Navarro et al., 2017). Parameter estimation with respect to each of these
constraints has a bespoke methodology designed to target the nuances of each individual
problem.

To formalize, denote by θ an unknown random variable of dimension d with prior proba-
bility measure ΠΘ(θ) over the (unconstrained) support Θ ∈ Rd. A general methodology for
specifying a prior measure on a constrained space Θ̃ ⊆ Θ is to let ΠΘ̃(θ) ∝ ΠΘ(θ)1{θ ∈ Θ̃}
where 1{·} is the indicator function. Given an observed set of data x(n) = (x1, . . . , xn),
and likelihood P(x(n)|θ) such a prior specification leads to the posterior distribution

ΠΘ̃(θ | x(n)) ∝ P(x(n)|θ)ΠΘ(θ)1{θ ∈ Θ̃}
∝ ΠΘ(θ | x(n))1{θ ∈ Θ̃}.

(1)

We name constrained posterior distributions on the left hand side of (1) truncated posterior
distributions and note that they are rarely analytically available and typically numerically
approximated via rejection sampling from the unconstrained posterior distribution (Rao
et al., 2016). Although in theory this offers a general solution to the problem of parameter
constraints, rejection sampling becomes difficult to implement when ΠΘ(θ | x(n)) has much
of its probability mass outside of Θ̃, a challenge that is exacerbated with increasing dimen-
sionality d. When Θ̃ is of lower topological dimension than Θ, and so has measure-zero,
rejection sampling does not work all together: for example, when θ denotes a compass bear-
ing and so may be modeled as one-dimensional hyper-sphere Θ̃ = S1 ⊂ R2 in the real-valued
plane Θ = R2. MCMC schemes are available that target the truncated posterior directly
(see, e.g. Pakman & Paninski, 2014), although these again become problem-specific and be-
spoke solutions that are difficult to generalize. In contrast, we propose posterior projection,
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a methodology that enforces parameter constraints by projecting samples from ΠΘ(θ | x(n))

into Θ̃.
The foundations of posterior projections are not new, and recent work has shown its

potential. Dunson & Neelon (2003) and Gunn & Dunson (2005) consider order constrained
parameters in generalized linear models and Silva & Kalaitzis (2015) study constraints
for covariance matrices of latent Gaussian models for probit regression. The method
is extremely well suited to constraints on GPs, as shown in Lin & Dunson (2014) and
Chakraborty & Ghosal (2021) who present posterior projection methods to restrict GPs to
be monotonic and Wang & Gelfand (2014) who restrict GPs to directional quantities, simi-
lar to the compass bearing example above. In these works, the projected posteriors all have
better empirical and finite sample performance than the comparative truncated posteriors.
Despite the appeal of the projected posterior approach, it has only been implemented for
specific cases, as mentioned above, and it lacks justification as a general theory.

We rectify these gaps by presenting rigorous mathematical foundations for inference via
posterior projections that extend the previous works in two ways. First, our methodology no
longer relies on any one parameter constraint and can be applied as a general procedure to
any of the aforementioned constraints, among many others. Second, it permits a projection
operator over any valid norm ∥·∥, rather than simply as the Euclidean norm implicit in
the previous works, and we show this can make a substantial improvement in performance.
Similar to the works cited above, our generalized version remains easily implemented in
standard software. Our results are presented as both a combination of theoretic findings and
practical applications. Related to this work is Astfalck et al. (2024a), who study projected
posterior beliefs for probability-free methods in Bayes linear statistics, and Everink et al.
(2023) who use projections to define flexible projected prior distributions.

The contributions of the paper are organized as follows. In Section 2 we define the
projected posterior distribution and provide a simple illustrative example. Further, we
examine some motivations for our approach: we present a decision theoretic interpretation,
show that the projected posterior is a minimizer to the Wasserstein distance between any
distribution defined on Θ̃ and ΠΘ(θ | x(n)), and demonstrate the existence of an empirical
Bayes prior that leads to the projected posterior distribution. In Section 3 we present some
asymptotic results; including results on posterior consistency, posterior contraction, and we
demonstrate optimal asymptotic coverage via a Bernstein–von Mises Theorem. This section
concludes with some remarks on the comparison of the projected and truncated posterior
distributions under model misspecification. In Section 4 we demonstrate the applicability
of the projected posterior distribution to a number of case studies. First, we analyze the
bounded-monotonic regression problem of Agrell (2019), and second, we demonstrate ap-
plicability to a real-world problem of emulating a computer model with directional outputs.
Finally, we provide discussion and concluding remarks in Section 5. Throughout, we state
a number of Theorems the proofs of which are all found in Appendix A.

2 The Posterior Projected Distribution

To define the posterior projected distribution of θ, we specify a number of assumptions
used throughout.
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Assumption 1. The unconstrained sample space Θ is a separable Banach space (Θ, ∥·∥).

Assumption 2. The constrained sample space Θ̃ is a non-empty and closed subset of Θ.

Assumption 3. There exists a map TΘ̃ : Θ 7→ P(Θ̃) that is unique for all θ ∈ Θ, where
P(Θ̃) is the power set of Θ̃.

Assumption 4. The unconstrained posterior distribution ΠΘ(θ | x(n)) has finite second-
order moments represented by a strictly positive definite covariance operator.

Consider a random sample x(n) ∈ X drawn from a regular conditional distribution
P(x(n) | θ) on the sample space (X ,BX ) with σ-algebra BX . The parameter θ ∈ Θ ⊆ Rd

has prior probability measure ΠΘ on (Θ,BΘ). If P(x(n) | θ) is a dominated collection of
measures, then there exists a density p(x(n) | θ) with respect to a σ-finite dominating
measure µ, typically a Radon measure, such that the map (x(n), θ) 7→ p(x(n) | θ) is jointly
measurable. As a result, (x(n), θ) has a well-defined joint distribution on the product
measure space (X × Θ,BX × BΘ) given by P(x(n) ∈ A, θ ∈ B) =

∫
B
p(A | θ) dΠΘ(θ) for

A ∈ BX and B ∈ BΘ. According to Assumption 2, Θ̃ ⊆ Θ is a non-empty, closed subset
representing some parameter constraint. We similarly equip Θ̃ with a σ-algebra BΘ̃ and
prior measure ΠΘ̃. Under the prior ΠΘ̃, the posterior measure is

ΠΘ̃(B̃ | x(n)) =

∫
B̃
p(x(n) | θ) dΠΘ̃(θ)∫

Θ̃
p(x(n) | θ) dΠΘ̃(θ)

(2)

for all B̃ ∈ BΘ̃. Since Θ is a Polish space (Assumption 1), by Alexandrov’s Theorem we
have BΘ̃ = {B ∩ Θ̃ : B ∈ BΘ} ensuring (2) is well defined (Ghosal & van der Vaart, 2017).
When Θ̃ = Θ, (2) induces the posterior distribution ΠΘ(θ | x(n)), which we refer to as the
unconstrained posterior distribution.

To define the projected posterior distribution, we exploit the geometric properties of
(Θ, ∥·∥) to project the unconstrained posterior measure into Θ̃. Given the associated norm
∥·∥ of the Banach space Θ, define a distance between a point θ ∈ Θ and the subset Θ̃ as
dist(θ, Θ̃) = inf{∥θ − θ̃∥ : θ̃ ∈ Θ̃}. We are now in a position to formally define the map in
Assumption 3 as

TΘ̃(θ) =
{
θ̃ ∈ Θ̃ : ∥θ − θ̃∥ = dist(θ, Θ̃)

}
, (3)

where, as per Assumption 3, we assume TΘ̃ is unique for all θ ∈ Θ.

Remark 1. There are a plurality of sufficient conditions on Θ̃ that satisfy Assumption 3.
The most common of these is to assume that Θ̃ is a closed convex subset and that the norm
∥·∥ is induced by an inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ so that the Banach space (Θ, ∥·∥) is induced by a
Hilbert space (Θ, ⟨·, ·⟩). The Hilbert projection theorem then ensures Assumption 3 holds.
Another well known result that satisfies Assumption 3 is when Θ̃ is a Stiefel manifold
endowed with the trace inner product (Absil & Malick, 2012). We provide examples of both
of these conditions in the case studies in Section 4.

Define the inverse image T−1

Θ̃
(B̃) = {θ ∈ Θ : TΘ̃(θ) ∈ B̃}. Due to Assumption 3, TΘ̃

is measurable as T−1

Θ̃
(B̃) ∈ BΘ for all B̃ ∈ BΘ̃. Thus, provided with the unconstrained
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posterior measure ΠΘ(B | x(n)) on (Θ,BΘ), TΘ̃ induces a push-forward measure Π̃Θ̃(B̃ |
x(n)) on (Θ̃,BΘ̃), such that for any B̃ ∈ BΘ̃,

Π̃Θ̃(B̃ | x(n)) = ΠΘ(T
−1

Θ̃
(B̃) | x(n)). (4)

We define the distribution induced by the measure in (4), Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)), as the projected
posterior distribution. Note that (4) is strictly with respect to ∥·∥; however, for simplicity,
we have suppressed this in the notation so that the dependency is implicit.

Remark 2. Assumption 2 ensures Θ̃ is a closed subset of Θ. This ensures that the projec-
tion defined in (3) is well defined. If we relax the requirement of Θ̃ to be closed, we could
alternatively define (3) as the approximate projection

TΘ̃(θ) =
{
θ̃ ∈ Θ̃ : ∥θ − θ̃∥ < dist(θ, ∂Θ̃) + ϵ as ϵ → 0+

}
where ∂Θ̃ is the boundary of Θ̃. Such a projection operator is theoretically valid, but becomes
troublesome for implementation. As a main focus of this paper is practical implementation,
we assume Θ̃ is closed for the remainder of this work.

2.1 A simple example

To firm ideas, we provide a simple illustrative example. Consider data x(n) = (x1, . . . , xn)

sampled from xi | θ
iid∼ N (x; θ, 1) for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Say we have the unconstrained

prior belief θ ∼ N (µ0, n
−1
0 ); this yields the unconstrained posterior distribution ΠΘ(θ |

x(n)) = N (µn, σ
2
n) for θ ∈ Θ = R, where σ2

n = (n + n0)
−1, µn = σ2

n(nx̄ + n0µ0) and
x̄ = n−1

∑
i xi. Say we believe θ ∈ Θ̃ = R+ is the non-negative real numbers, noting that

despite the open and infinite upper bound, Θ̃ is a closed set, as the complement Θ̃c is open.
Denote by T N [a,b](·) the truncated normal distribution truncated on the interval [a, b];
the truncated posterior is estimated by specifying the truncated prior T N [0,∞)(µ0, n

−1
0 ) ∝

N (µ0, n
−1
0 )1{θ ∈ R+} so that ΠΘ̃(θ | x(n)) = T N [0,∞)(µn, σ

2
n). This posterior distribution

assigns zero probability measure to the boundary {0} and has expectation and variance

EΠΘ̃
(θ | x(n)) = µn +

φ(α)

1− Φ(α)
σn, varΠΘ̃

(θ | x(n)) = σ2
n

[
1 +

(
φ(α)

1− Φ(α)

)2
]

where α = −µn/σn, φ(·) and Φ(·) denote the standard normal probability density function
and cumulative density function, respectively, and the expectation and variance are with
respect to the truncated posterior measure ΠΘ̃.

We calculate the projected posterior distribution by projecting the unconstrained pos-
terior distribution into Θ̃ = R+ via the map defined in (3). To do so we would typically
be required to specify ∥·∥, the associated norm of the Banach space (Θ, ∥·∥), although in
this instance the problem is invariant to the specification of ∥·∥ as Θ ∈ R. Accordingly, we
leave discussion of the selection of ∥·∥ to later sections of the manuscript. The projected
posterior is

Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) = Φ(α)δ(0) + {1− Φ(α)}T N [0,∞)(µn, σ
2
n) (5)
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where δ(0) is the Dirac delta measure at zero. The projected posterior expectation and
variance are

EΠ̃Θ̃
(θ | x(n)) = {1− Φ(α)}EΠΘ̃

(θ | x(n)), varΠ̃Θ̃
(θ | x(n)) = {1− Φ(α)}2 varΠΘ̃

(θ | x(n)).

Due to the point mass at zero, the projected posterior distribution in (5) does not have
a density with respect to the Lebesgue measure as with the unconstrained and truncated
posteriors. However, it has the density

π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) = Φ(α)1{θ = 0}+ {1− Φ(α)}φ[0,∞)(θ;µn, σ
2
n), (6)

with respect to the Radon measure

λ[0,∞)(B̃) = 1{0 ∈ B̃}+ µR([0,∞) ∩ B̃) (7)

where µR denotes the Lebesgue measure in R, and φ[0,∞)(θ;µn, σ
2
n) denotes the density of

the [0,∞)-truncated normal distribution.
Assume that the data have been generated by some true value of θ, θ0. We consider the

constraint to be well-specified when θ0 ∈ Θ̃ and misspecified otherwise. In comparing the
truncated and projected distributions, in this instance there are a number of interesting
points to note. For both well-specified and misspecified constraints, the projected posterior
is always closer to the unconstrained posterior, in expectation, than the truncated pos-
terior. Further, the projected posterior has lower variance than the truncated posterior,
again for both well-specified and misspecified constraints. Finally, when the constraint
is misspecified we see diverging behavior between the projected and truncated posteriors.
Assume θ0 ∈ Θ̃c, as n → ∞ the projected posterior variance varΠ̃Θ̃

(θ | x(n)) → 0 and
the projected posterior distribution Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) → δ(0) in probability. Conversely, the
truncated posterior variance varΠΘ̃

(θ | x(n)) → ∞ and so the truncated posterior distribu-
tion ΠΘ̃(θ | x(n)) → U(0,∞) in probability where U(a, b) denotes the uniform distribution
over the interval [a, b]. We generalize these observations as theoretical properties of the
projected and truncated distributions in Section 3.

2.2 Motivation for the projected posterior

We now present some properties of the projected posterior distribution that motivate its
use. Note, these sections do not present necessary theory for definition or implementation,
but nonetheless contain some important results.

2.2.1 Decision theoretic interpretation

Bayesian decision theory aims to minimize the expected loss of a decision with respect to
the posterior distribution. Define the decision ξ and loss function L(θ, ξ). Strictly, ξ is
dependent on the observed data x(n) and prior beliefs ΠΘ(θ) but we do not include these
dependencies in the notation for simplicity. The Bayes decision rule is the ξ that solves

ξ∗ = argmin
ξ

∫
Θ

L(θ, ξ) dΠΘ(θ | x(n)).

6



For instance, setting L(θ, ξ) = (ξ − θ)2 as squared loss leads to the Bayes decision rule
being equal to the posterior mean, ξ∗ = E[θ | x(n)]. The value of the expected loss given
the Bayes decision rule is known as Bayes risk,

R(ξ∗) =

∫
Θ

L(θ, ξ∗) dΠΘ(θ | x(n)).

We state the following theorem, in regards to the Bayes decision rule of the projected
posterior distribution.

Theorem 1. Given a loss function L(θ, ξ) with decision ξ, the Bayesian decision rule under
Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) is equal to

ξ∗ = argmin
ξ

∫
Θ

L(θ, ξ) dΠ̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) = argmin
ξ

∫
Θ

L(TΘ(θ), ξ) dΠΘ(θ | x(n)).

The proof is provided in Appendix A.
Theorem 1 states that the Bayesian decision rule under the projected posterior distribu-

tion is equal to the Bayesian decision rule of L(TΘ(θ), ξ) under the unconstrained posterior
distribution. Thus for Bayesian decision theory, the action of projecting alters the loss
function from L(θ, ξ) to L(TΘ(θ), ξ) for θ ∈ Θ.

2.2.2 The Wasserstein distance

Denote by P2(Θ̃) the set of all probability measures on (Θ̃,BΘ̃) with finite second-order
moments. Further recall that any probability measure on (Θ̃,BΘ̃) is a valid probability
measure on (Θ,BΘ). The Wasserstein-2 distance between any two probability measures
µ, ν ∈ P2(Θ) and with respect to the norm ∥·∥ is defined as

W2(µ, ν) = inf
γ∈Γ(µ,ν)

{∫
Θ×Θ

∥θ − θ′∥2 dγ(θ, θ′)

}1/2

(8)

where Γ(µ, ν) is the family of all probability measures on the product space Θ × Θ with
marginals µ and ν. The Wasserstein distance is the natural way to measure the distance
between two arbitrary distributions defined on a Banach space (Θ, ∥·∥). Commonly, (8)
is defined by a metric d(θ, θ′); however, given Assumption 1, here we find it to be more
natural to define (8) via the norm ∥θ − θ′∥. If we set µ in (8) to be the unconstrained
posterior we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 2. Given Assumptions 1–4, the projected posterior distribution is the element
in P2(Θ̃) that minimizes the Wasserstein-2 distance from the unconstrained posterior dis-
tribution,

Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) = argmin
ν∈P2(Θ̃)

{
W2(ν,ΠΘ(θ | x(n)))

}
with respect to the norm ∥·∥ that defines (Θ, ∥·∥).

The proof is provided in Appendix A.
Theorem 2 implies that with respect to W2(·, ·), the projected posterior distribution is

the closest distribution to the unconstrained posterior of all distributions in P2(Θ̃). Thus,
when the belief specifications simultaneously yield a belief in the unconstrained posterior
distribution and a belief that the posterior measure must lie in Θ̃, the projected posterior
distribution is the optimal choice of distribution.
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2.2.3 An Empirical Bayes Prior

Empirical Bayes techniques estimate the prior distribution of a statistical model from the
data (Maritz, 2018). Consider a prior distribution ΠΘ(θ), which combined with a likelihood
and observations x(n) yields the unconstrained posterior ΠΘ(θ | x(n),ΠΘ(θ)). Here, we have
been explicit about the dependency of the unconstrained posterior on the prior. We show in
this section that an empirical Bayes prior exists Π̃Θ̃(θ) such that the unconstrained posterior
calculated under Π̃Θ̃(θ), ΠΘ(θ | x(n), Π̃Θ̃(θ)) is the same as the projected posterior calculated
under ΠΘ(θ), Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n),ΠΘ(θ)), almost everywhere. Mathematically, this implies for any
B̃ ∈ BΘ̃, ΠΘ(B̃ | x(n), Π̃Θ̃(B̃)) = Π̃Θ̃(B̃ | x(n),ΠΘ(B̃)). First, we establish the existence of
a projected posterior density in Lemma 1.

Lemma 1. The projected posterior distribution Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) has a density π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n))

given by its Radon-Nikodym derivative with respect to a σ-finite reference measure µ̃ on Θ̃.

The proof is provided in Appendix A.
Lemma 1 allows us to establish a data-dependent prior distribution that leads to the

projected posterior density via a traditional Bayes update.

Theorem 3. As in Lemma 1, denote by π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) the density of the projected poste-
rior distribution given by its Radon-Nikodym derivative with respect to a σ-finite reference
measure µ̃ on Θ̃. The unconstrained posterior calculated from the prior density given by

π̃Θ̃(θ) := p(x(n) | θ)−1π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n))

[∫
Θ̃

p(x(n) | θ)−1π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) dµ̃(θ)

]−1

, θ ∈ Θ̃ (9)

is the same as the projected posterior distribution almost everywhere.

The proof is provided in Appendix A.
The result of Theorem 3 is that the projected posterior may be viewed as a certain

type of empirical Bayes posterior. For certain simple cases (9) is analytically tractable, for
instance, in the example in Section 2.1. We conjecture that a functional form for (9) is
available when Θ̃ is a finite convex polytope, p(x(n) | θ) is Gaussian and π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) is a
sum of Gaussians of dimension less than or equal to dim(Θ), including the Dirac measure.
Such π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) quickly becomes laborsome to compute, and for the more general case,
would need to calculated numerically.

2.3 Choosing the norm

So far we have not explicitly discussed the appropriate selection of the norm in the definition
of the projected posterior. The theory and definition exists for any norm, and there are
certainly situations in which the choice of one norm over another may be sensible. Indeed,
this flexibility is one of advantages of our theory. However, when one does not have a strong
belief as to the appropriate norm, we provide guidance on a default selection based upon
the first two moments of the posterior distribution.

Let us assume, as per Assumption 4, that the unconstrained posterior has a finite second
moment represented by a strictly positive covariance operator. We will further assume
Θ ⊆ Rd is finite dimensional so that d ∈ N, and we make some comments on infinite-
dimensional spaces at the end of this section. Denote by Σ the posterior variance matrix
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with (i, j)th elements Σi,j = cov[θi, θj | x(n)] where θi is the random quantity represented
by the ith dimension of Θ. Further denote by λi and φi the ith eigenvalue and eigenvector
of Σ, respectively. Covariance naturally defines a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS)
with the inner product ⟨·, ·⟩Σ. From Mercer’s Theorem, define the RKHS defined by Σ as

HΣ :=

{
θ ∈ Θ :

d∑
i=1

⟨θ, φi⟩22
λi

< ∞

}
(10)

where ⟨·, ·⟩2 is the standard Euclidean inner product. The inner product and squared norm
of HΣ are respectively

⟨θ, θ′⟩Σ =
d∑

i=1

⟨θ, φi⟩2⟨θ′, φi⟩2
λi

, and ∥θ∥2Σ =
d∑

i=1

⟨θ, φi⟩22
λi

. (11)

Thus, in HΣ, the norm that defines the projection operator in (3) is given by the Maha-
lanobis distance,

∥θ − θ′∥2Σ = (θ − θ′)⊺Σ−1(θ − θ′). (12)

As the norm is defined from an RKHS, the Hilbert projection theorem states that a sufficient
condition that satisfies the uniqueness requirement in Assumption 3 is that Θ̃ is convex.
Further, we note that we have presupposed the knowledge of the value of Σ; however, this
may not always be the case. In such circumstances, as long as Assumption 4 is satisfied,
Σ may be computationally calculated to an arbitrary degree of accuracy via sampling, or
approximated by the Fisher information matrix, calculated via numerical methods such as
auto-differentiation.

Finally, we now provide some comments for the case when Θ is infinite dimensional,
for instance when θ is a function such that Assumptions 1–3 still hold. An example is
Θ = L2[0, 1], the space of square integrable bounded functions. Denote by K(s, t) =

cov[θ(s), θ(t)] the covariance function that defines a compact linear operator

Kθ(t) =

∫
K(s, t)θ(s) ds,

where, as per Assumption 4, K in injective. As K is a compact linear operator in an
infinite dimensional space, its spectrum converges to zero. Consequently, K can not be
invertible, and so we are unable to create a direct analogue with (12). In such circumstances,
extensions of the Mahalanobis norm to the functional setting provides an alternative option
(see Berrendero et al., 2020).

3 Asymptotic Results

We now show some asymptotic results of the projected posterior distribution. The first
three results establish posterior consistency, the posterior contraction rate, and a Bernstein–
von Mises theorem for the projected posterior. In general, these findings state that if
the prior beliefs on the constraints are correct, then the projected posterior distribution
inherits the asymptotic properties of the unconstrained posterior distribution. Finally, we
compare the projected and truncated posterior distributions under misspecified parameter
constraints.
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3.1 Posterior consistency

For simplicity, here we assume the existence of a true parameter θ0. Many subjective
Bayesians agree with such an assumption; to obtain similar proofs more in line with the
subjectivist point of view, posterior consistency could be defined as convergence of poste-
rior predictive distributions under differing prior beliefs defined on the same support (see
Diaconis & Freedman, 1986), with θ0 the center of the smallest ball that contains 0 < c < 1

of the posterior mass as n → ∞. Given θ0, we define posterior consistency similarly to
Ghosal & van der Vaart (2017), and say that the posterior distribution ΠΘ(θ | x(n)) is
weakly consistent at θ0 if ΠΘ(θ : ∥θ − θ0∥ > ϵ | x(n)) → 0 in P(x(n) | θ0)-probability as
n → ∞ for all ϵ > 0. We now state Theorem 4, which provides conditions on consistency
for the projected posterior.

Theorem 4. If Assumptions 1–3 are met, θ0 ∈ Θ̃, and the unconstrained posterior distri-
bution ΠΘ(θ | x(n)) is weakly consistent at θ0, so that ΠΘ(θ : ∥θ − θ0∥ > ϵ | x(n)) → 0 in
P(x(n) | θ0)-probability as n → ∞ for all ϵ > 0, then the projected posterior distribution
Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) is weakly consistent at θ0.

The proof is provided in Appendix A.
If θ0 /∈ Θ̃ then Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) is not consistent as TΘ̃(θ0) ̸= θ0. This property is not

specific to the projected posterior distribution, but is shared with all distributions with unit
measure on Θ̃ including the truncated posterior distributions. This result is reassuring, as
the posterior distribution is absolutely continuous with respect to the prior. Thus, when
θ0 /∈ Θ̃ the failure of the projected posterior to achieve consistency is a failure of the prior
belief specification and should not be viewed as a shortcoming of the methodology.

3.2 Posterior contraction

Posterior contraction measures the rate at which the posterior distribution concentrates
about θ0. We say that a posterior distribution Π(θ | x(n)) has a contraction rate ϵn with
respect to a semimetric d if

ΠΘ(θ : d(θ, θ0) > Mnϵn | x(n)) → 0

in P(x(n) | θ0)-probability for all Mn → ∞. In addition, we make the following assumption
on ΠΘ(θ | x(n)).

Assumption 5. The unconstrained posterior distribution has a contraction rate ϵn with
respect to a bi-Lipschitz semimetric d on (Θ, ∥·∥) such that there exists a constant c ≥ 1

where c−1 ∥θ − θ′∥ ≤ d(θ, θ′) ≤ c ∥θ − θ′∥ for all θ, θ′ ∈ Θ.

We may now state the following Theorem on the contraction rate of Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)).

Theorem 5. If θ0 ∈ Θ, and Assumptions 1–3 and 5 are met, then the projected posterior
distribution Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) satisfies

Π̃Θ̃(θ : d(θ, θ0) > 2c2Mnϵn | x(n)) → 0

in probability for c ≥ 1 and every Mn → ∞. Thus, the projected posterior achieves a
contraction rate at least that of the unconstrained posterior distribution.

The proof is provided in Appendix A.
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3.3 Bernstein–von Mises Theorem

The Bernstein–von Mises Theorem describes the asymptotic behavior of the posterior dis-
tribution and states that, under certain regularity conditions, as n → ∞ the posterior
distribution converges in distribution to a normal distribution centered at θ0 and with vari-
ance given by the inverse Fisher information matrix. In the Assumption and Theorem that
follows, denote by θ̂n the maximum likelihood estimator of θ, I(θ0) the Fisher information
matrix at θ0 and ∥·∥TV the total variation distance.

Assumption 6. Assume ΠΘ(θ | x(n)) satisfies the Bernstein–von Mises Theorem so that

EP(x(n)|θ0)

∥∥∥∥ΠΘ(θ | x(n))−N
(
θ̂n,

1

n
I−1(θ0)

)∥∥∥∥
TV

→ 0 as n → ∞.

For Assumption 6 to be met, a number of regularity conditions on ΠΘ(θ | x(n)) are
required; see Section 2.3 of Bochkina (2019) for a list. We may now state the following
Theorem.

Theorem 6. If θ0 ∈ Θ̃◦ is in the interior of Θ̃, and Assumptions 1–3 and 6 hold, so that the
projected posterior is well-defined and the unconstrained posterior satisfies the Bernstein–
von Mises Theorem, then Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) also satisfies the Bernstein–von Mises Theorem,

EP(x(n)|θ0)

∥∥∥∥Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n))−N
(
θ̂n,

1

n
I−1(θ0)

)∥∥∥∥
TV

→ 0 as n → ∞.

The proof is provided in Appendix A and is accompanied by Lemmas 2 and 3, also in
Appendix A.

The Bernstein–von Mises Theorem implies that the credible intervals of the posterior
distribution share the same coverage as the frequentist confidence intervals, asymptotically.
Thus, the implication of Theorem 6 is that when θ0 ∈ Θ̃◦ then the projected posterior
distribution also shares the same asymptotic coverage.

3.4 Comparison with truncation under constraint misspecification

Sections 3.1–3.3 compare the behavior of the unconstrained and projected posterior dis-
tributions when θ0 ∈ Θ. Similarly, when θ0 ∈ Θ we expect the truncated posterior dis-
tribution, defined in (1) and denoted by ΠΘ̃(θ | x(n)), to exhibit similar behavior. So far
we have argued that the main advantage of the projected posterior, over the truncated
posterior, is one of convenience: if ΠΘ(θ | x(n)) is known or can easily be sampled from,
then sampling from Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) is trivial; this is not necessarily the case for the truncated
posterior. However, we now show that under prior misspecification when θ0 /∈ Θ̃, there are
further asymptotic arguments that suggest that the projected posterior is preferable over
the truncated posterior.

Theorem 7. Define the truncated posterior distribution ΠΘ̃(θ | x(n)) as in (1) such that Θ̃
is a measurable set with respect to a σ-finite measure µ. If θ0 /∈ Θ̃, and Assumptions 1, 2
and 6 hold, we state the following two findings for ΠΘ̃(θ | x(n)).
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a) Assume Θ̃ ⊂ Rd is a bounded set, such that for some finite radius R and for all
x ∈ Rd, we have ∥θ − x∥ < R for all θ ∈ Θ̃. As n → ∞, ΠΘ̃(θ | x(n)) converges to a
uniform measure on Θ̃.

b) Assume Θ̃ ⊆ Rd is unbounded, such that for a finite radius R, there exists some θ ∈ Θ̃

with ∥θ − x∥ ≥ R. As n → ∞, ΠΘ̃(θ | x(n)) converges to the zero measure on Θ̃.

The implications of Theorem 7 are that if our prior belief of the constraint is mis-
specified, then the truncated posterior grows increasingly more diffuse over Θ̃. Com-
pare this with the projected posterior distribution, when θ0 /∈ Θ, the projected posterior
Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) → TΘ̃(δ(θ0)) as n → ∞. For the projected posterior, all the mass gathers at
the boundary of Θ̃ that minimizes dist(θ0, Θ̃) and the variance shrinks to zero.

4 Case Studies

The generality of our method allows it to be applied to a large array of applications, and
so exhaustive empirical demonstration of the methodology is not plausible. We attempt to
focus on case studies that are pertinent to this journal’s expected readership and, accord-
ingly, we focus on two distinct applications of GP regression. As we have discussed, the
projected posterior may inherit many of the computational benefits of the unconstrained
posterior; this is particularly so with GP regression where the conditional distribution is
analytical. The first case study examines GPs subject to inequality constraints, where we
repeat the analysis of Agrell (2019). The second case study presents a use of the projected
posterior to emulate a computer model with directional outputs.

4.1 Linear inequality constrained Gaussian processes

It is a common desire in non-parametric regression to restrict the function to a class of
shapes or inequalities. We demonstrate our methodology in the case study used in Agrell
(2019), which involves an unknown function with a linear inequality constraint. We use
the projected posterior under a GP prior. Linear inequality constraints imply that Θ̃ is
convex (Boyd & Vandenberghe, 2004), thus Assumption 3 is satisfied when Θ is a Hilbert
space endowed with an inner product, via the Hilbert projection theorem. Agrell (2019)
define the true function over x as f(x) = 1

3
[tan−1(20x−10)−tan−1(−10)] for x ∈ [0, 1], and

impose a minimum bound of l(x) = 0, and an upper bound of u(x) = 1
3
log(30x+ 1) + 0.1.

Seven noiseless observations are provided from f(x) at the locations xi = 0.1 + 1/(i + 1)

for i ∈ [1, . . . , 7]. The true model f(x), the lower and upper bounds, and the observations
are shown in the top left panel of Figure 1.

In Agrell (2019), the GP fit is constrained to satisfy monotonicity df/dx ≥ 0 and
boundedness l(x) ≤ f(x) ≤ u(x). Furthermore, the unconstrained GP is parameterized
as a zero-mean process with covariance given by a squared-exponential kernel kSE(x, x′) =

σ2 exp(−1
2
(x−x′

l
)2) with amplitude σ = 0.5 and length scale l = 0.1. The fit of the uncon-

strained GP model is shown in the top right panel of Figure 1; the thick blue line is the
posterior mean, the shaded region represents the 90% predictive interval, and the yellow
lines are three samples drawn randomly. In plotting this figure, we drew 1000 independent
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samples; none respect the monotonicity and boundedness desired by the model setup, so
rejection sampling is highly inefficient.

Lin & Dunson (2014) present a methodology to define a monotonically projected GP by
projecting samples w(x) ∼ GP(µ(x), k(x, x′)), indexed on X ∈ Rd, from the unconstrained
GP into the monotonic cone M = [0, 1]d. Focusing here on the case of d = 1, they define
their projection operator by

TM(w(x)) = argmin
F∈M

∫
X
(w(x)− F (x))2 dx

with analytical solution

TM(w(x)) = inf
v≥x

sup
u≤x

1

v − u

∫ v

u

w(x) dx. (13)

The posterior moments of the Lin & Dunson (2014) model are shown in the bottom left
panel of Figure 1, and the samples shown correspond to the projection of the samples shown
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Figure 1: The model of Agrell (2019) and three different functional estimations, posterior expec-
tations are blue solid lines, and bands denote 90% predictive intervals. Top left: the solid line
is the true function, the dashed lines the bounds, and the points the observed data. Top right:
the fit of a zero-mean GP with no monotonicity or boundedness constraints, parameterized by a
squared-exponential kernel with parameters σ = 0.5 and l = 0.1. Bottom left: monotonic projec-
tions of the unconstrained GP (top right) as per Lin & Dunson (2014). Bottom right: monotonic
and bounded projections of the unconstrained GP (top right) in the Banach space defined by ∥·∥Σ
in (12), with Σ set as the conditional variance of the unconstrained GP.
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in the unconstrained model. Sample projection is an embarrassingly parallel problem and,
here, requires ∼ 5 ms per sample on an Apple M2 Pro processor with 32GB RAM. Al-
though Lin & Dunson (2014) provides a neat analytical solution to monotonic regression,
the projected posterior is unfaithful to the initial prior specifications, as seen by the dis-
continuous derivatives in the samples. The model of Lin & Dunson (2014) is subsumed by
our theory by setting Θ̃ = M and specifying the Banach space by the Euclidean norm ∥·∥2,
and so the projection does not respect correlation between locations in X . Furthermore,
by requiring the posterior projections to respect the bounds, (13) no longer holds as an
analytical solution, and so this theory does not satisfy the full requirements of the problem.

We project the unconstrained Gaussian process using the projection (3) depending
on ∥·∥Σ as defined in (12) in Section 2.3, where here Σ is the conditional variance of
the unconstrained Gaussian process. The results are shown in the bottom right panel of
Figure 1. Due to the convexity of Θ̃ in this problem, we may guarantee both the existence
and uniqueness of the solution. It is apparent in Figure 1 that we successfully obey the
monotone and boundedness constraints. Further, each of our generated samples (also
projected from the unconstrained samples) provides a much closer representation to the
prior beliefs imparted by the squared-exponential, thus providing evidence of the value of
appropriate norm specification. Projections were calculated by cvxr, a bespoke package for
convex optimization (Fu et al., 2017); projection of each sample required ∼ 40 ms. With
the aid of cvxr, the extra code required for the projections is simple and only comprises ∼ 4

extra lines of code; our code is available at github/astfalckl/projector, and CVX also
has packages in MATLAB and python that efficiently solve convex optimization problems (see
Grant & Boyd, 2014; Diamond & Boyd, 2016). This stands in comparison to methodologies
such as Agrell (2019) or Wang & Berger (2016), bespoke solutions to the problem of linearly
constrained Gaussian processes, who require relatively complex code for implementation.

4.2 Computer emulation of directional outputs

We now present an application of our methodology to the emulation of a computer model
with directional outputs. Directional quantities are not straightforward to represent in a
statistical model for a number of reasons. First, as the direction θ ‘wraps’ around 0 and 2π,
the distance on the circle must be parameterized appropriately, such as geodesic distance,
and covariance functions must be defined that are positive semi-definite over the circular
domain (Gneiting, 2013). Although this solves the problem when the inputs are directional
(see Astfalck et al., 2019), for circular outputs, it remains difficult to define a coherent
statistical process directly. The most common methods wrap a distribution defined in R
around the circle (Jona-Lasinio et al., 2012), or similar to what we propose, project a
distribution from R2 onto the circle (Wang & Gelfand, 2014; Mastrantonio et al., 2016). In
fact, as with the methodology of Lin & Dunson (2014) in Section 4.1, the methodology of
Wang & Gelfand (2014) can be seen as a special case of ours with the norm of the Banach
space defined by ∥·∥2.

Directional quantities are a special case of a Stiefel manifold, defined as St(p,m), for
p,m ∈ N with 1 ≤ p ≤ m as the subspace of all orthonormal p-frames of Rm×p,

St(p,m) = {θ ∈ Rm×p : θ⊺θ = Ip}
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where Ip is the p × p identity matrix. When p = 1, the manifold St(1,m) describes a
(m− 1)-dimensional hypersphere, for example, m = 2 defines a single direction in S ⊂ R2

as with our example of vessel heading, and m = 3 describes a bearing in S2 ⊂ R3 as would
be experienced in flight navigation. Proposition 4.9 of Eleonora & Giuseppe (2017) states
that the projection, with respect to the trace inner product, of any θ ∈ Θp = {θ ∈ Rm×p :

rank(θ) = p} into St(p,m) is unique. When p = 1, the trace inner product induces the
norm ∥·∥2 and Θ1 = Rm \ {0}; that is, the only point that does not respect uniqueness is
the origin.

We may also generalize the conditions under which the projection is unique for the
norm ∥·∥Σ for p = 1. Define φ1, · · · , φm−1 and λ1, · · · , λm−1 as the first m− 1 eigenvectors
and eigenvalues of the matrix Σ−1 that defines ∥·∥Σ, and define

Θφ =

{
θ ∈ Rm : θ =

m−1∑
i=1

tiφi,

m−1∑
i=1

t2iλi < 1

}
. (14)

For example, when m = 2 as in our application, (14) corresponds to the locations bounded
within the circle in the linear subspace that runs perpendicular to the major axis of Σ.
Similarly, when m = 3, (14) describes the locations bounded within the sphere and on
the plane perpendicular to the major axis of Σ. The projection into St(1,m) is unique for
all θ ∈ Θ = Rm \ Θv. To satisfy Assumption 3, the unconstrained posterior must place
its entire measure on Rm \ Θv. In this application, we wish to build a GP emulator to
the computer model, and so the unconstrained posterior is continuous with respect to the
Lebesgue measure µ on Rm. As µ(Θv) = 0, sampling from Rm is equivalent, with respect
to µ, to sampling from Rm \ Θv.

The computer simulator of interest models a moored vessel that is free to weathervane,
or rotate, about its mooring. The vessel is subject to wind and current forcings, and achieves
a heading that balances the rotational moments on the vessel, induced by wind and current
forcing measured as vectors with components in the easting and northing directions. See
Milne et al. (2016) for further details and an example of the application. We show a
simple example of the output of the model with respect to a single input in Figure 2. The
thick black arrows are the model output at wind easting components of −20,−10, 10 and
20 ms−1, with a constant wind northing component of 10 ms−1 and current easting and
northings of 0.3 ms−1. The model output is a direction and the arrows lie on the unit
circle, although the choice of arrow length is arbitrary. In the top plot of Figure 2, we
model the directional output as a bivariate GP, assumed independent between the output
dimensions, and predict the computer model over a dense grid of wind easting values. The
true directions, unobserved by the GP, of the model are shown by the thin black arrow, the
predicted values are the colored arrows, and the uncertainty of the prediction is represented
by the shaded regions that denote the 80% centered prediction interval. As expected, the
GP predictions do not lie in the unit circle. Wang & Gelfand (2014) propose a methodology
that projects the samples from the bivariate GP onto the unit circle, in effect, sampling
the angles of the bivariate vectors. As noted above, this is equivalent to our methodology
in ∥·∥2, and is shown in the middle plot of Figure 2. The bottom plot of Figure 2 shows
the result of projecting samples from the bivariate GP with respect to ∥·∥Σ. Interpretation
of the middle and bottom plots is much the same as the top; although uncertainty of the
directional quantities is now represented by the shaded arcs around the predictions. Our
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methodology supports the use of the norms ∥·∥2 and ∥·∥Σ; in this instance, a better mean
performance is observed under ∥·∥Σ with a root-mean-square error of 1.9 deg, as opposed
to under ∥·∥2 with root-mean-square error of 6.5 deg. The differences are most noticeable
between the values of −10 and 10 ms−1.

We now emulate the full computer model over the four dimensional input space defined
by the wind and current vector components. We train to simulation outputs from a regular
grid between −20 and 20 ms−1 for the wind components and −0.5 and 0.5 ms−1 for the
current components. In regions of zero forcing, or when the wind and current fields directly
oppose each other, the model is ill-defined. Consequently, we exclude these regions from
the predicted locations. Figure 3 shows a slice of the emulated output corresponding to
the wind-only loading case, that is, zero current components. The interpretation of this
graph is the same as in Figure 3, with the unconstrained bivariate GP shown on the left
and the projected process on the right. For this particular slice of the input space, the
origin corresponds to the zero-loading case, and so it, and surrounding regions, is not
included in the predicted locations. As in the example provided in Figure 2, the bivariate
GP predictions do not lie on the unit circle, although there is valuable information in the
predicted angles. In the plot of the projected process, the true simulator values have also
been plotted but are almost completely covered by the predicted expectations. As our
methodology subsumes that of Wang & Gelfand (2014), it inherits the ability to model
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Figure 2: GP emulation of a computer simulation of vessel headings over a single input with a
bivariate GP and the corresponding projections onto the unit circle, projected with respect to
∥·∥2 (middle) and ∥·∥Σ (bottom). Observed values from the computer simulation are shown by
the thick black arrows, the respective mean predictions are shown by the colored arrows, the true
(unobserved) values from the computer simulation are shown by the thin black arrows. Prediction
uncertainty is denoted by the shaded regions: shaded circles for the bivariate GP, and shaded arcs
for the projected processes.
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Figure 3: A 2D slice in the input space of a computer emulation of a vessel heading model,
emulated over a four dimensional input space represented by the wind and current vector forcings.
The slice corresponds to zero current forcing. The left plot is the emulation with a simple bivariate
GP, and the right the projected process with respect to ∥·∥Σ. Interpretation of the plot is as in
Figure 2.

directional bimodality and skewness through richer classes of unconstrained GPs that are
not isotropic in the output dimensions, allowing the representation of more complex facets
of the directional process.

5 Discussion

This paper presents a unified framework for Bayesian inference in constrained parameter
spaces via posterior projection. Unlike existing approaches, which often rely on bespoke
methodologies tailored to specific constraints, our method generalizes to a wide range of
parameter constraints, is robust to the choice of norm, and is easily implemented. We
establish theoretical guarantees, including posterior consistency, contraction, and optimal
asymptotic coverage via a Bernstein–von Mises theorem. In addition, we demonstrate the
practicality and flexibility of our approach through two case studies. The proposed method-
ology avoids the challenges of truncation-based methods, which can be computationally
prohibitive to sample from or infeasible for measure-zero constraints, and has significant
implications for both theory and practice. Practically, the flexibility to define projections
over arbitrary norms allows practitioners to tailor the methodology to specific problem do-
mains. By avoiding rejection sampling or bespoke MCMC schemes, the projected posterior
offers a computationally efficient alternative that scales well to higher dimensions.

Despite the apparent strengths of this theory, there remain some limitations. The
computational cost of projecting samples in very high-dimensional settings may still be
prohibitive, especially under ∥·∥Σ if the inverse of Σ is dense. Such circumstances may be
solved with an approximate sparse matrix inversion, for example, via the Vecchia approxi-
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mation (Katzfuss & Guinness, 2021). We also note that the calculation of the projections
is embarrassingly parallel over each sample, and so the computational architecture could
be exploited if many samples are required. In addition, we note that this methodology does
not protect against model misspecification. Imposing a parameter constraint represents a
strong prior belief on the model, and the burden of correctly specifying constraints lies with
the modeler not the model.

We provide some asymptotic guarantees and empirical evidence, but there remain ex-
citing avenues for further exploration. From a theoretical perspective, extensions to the
Bernstein–von Mises theorem presented in Theorem 6 are particularly intriguing. For in-
stance, allowing for θ ∈ ∂Θ̃, that is, when θ lies on the boundary of Θ̃. This would
naturally extend to also providing results when Θ̃ has zero measure in Θ, as with the
example in Section 4.2. Additionally, we conjecture that stronger results on frequentist
coverage of the credible intervals can be shown. Specifically, let qα(x(n)) and q̃α(x(n))

denote the αth quantile of the unconstrained and projected posterior for α ∈ (0, 1), respec-
tively, and define the coverage probabilities cα = P(qα/2(x(n)) < θ0 < q1−α/2(x(n)) | θ0) and
c̃α = P(q̃α/2(x(n)) < θ0 < q̃1−α/2(x(n)) | θ0). We hypothesize that |cα − c̃α| → 0 as n → ∞,
providing further justification for the validity of projected posteriors in large-sample set-
tings. From an application perspective, there is potential to expand the framework to
more complex constraint structures, such as those arising in hierarchical models where
constraints operate at multiple levels, for example, in the application of Astfalck et al.
(2024b). Identifying broader families of constraints that satisfy Assumption 3 or exploring
constraints with dynamic or time-varying characteristics could also enhance the versatility
of the approach.

In summary, this paper establishes posterior projection as a rigorous, versatile, and prac-
tical approach to inference in constrained parameter spaces. The combination of theoretical
guarantees, computational efficiency, and broad applicability positions it as a valuable tool
for modern Bayesian analysis and machine learning research.

Acknowledgement

LA and EC are supported by the ARC ITRH for Transforming energy Infrastructure
through Digital Engineering (TIDE), Grant No. IH200100009. DS acknowledges support
from the Statistical and Applied Mathematics Institute (SAMSI), Grant No. DMS-1638521.
DD was partially supported by the National Institutes of Health (grant ID R01ES035625),
by the European Research Council under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and
innovation program (grant agreement No 856506), and by the Office of Naval Research
(N00014-21-1-2510).

A Proofs

Proof. (of Theorem 1) For θ ∈ Θ, define the loss function

L̃(θ, ξ) = L(TΘ(θ), ξ) + h(θ,TΘ(θ))
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where h(·, ·) is a non-negative function with h(θ, θ) = 0. A sufficient choice is h(·, ·) =

dist(·, ·) where dist(·, ·) is defined as in (3). When θ ∈ Θ̃, we have L̃(θ, ξ) = L(θ, ξ) and so∫
Θ

L̃(θ, ξ) dΠ̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) =

∫
Θ

L(θ, ξ) dΠ̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) (15)

as Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) is only measurable in Θ̃. The expected loss of L̃(θ, ξ) under the uncon-
strained posterior is∫

Θ

L̃(θ, ξ) dΠΘ(θ | x(n)) =

∫
Θ

L(TΘ(θ), ξ) + dist(θ,TΘ(θ)) dΠΘ(θ | x(n)). (16)

For a given decision ξ and samples θ̃[i] ∼ Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)), the integral in (15) is numerically
calculated as

R̃(ξ) =
1

M

M∑
i=1

L(θ̃[i], ξ) (17)

and becomes exact as M → ∞. Similarly, given samples θ[i] ∼ ΠΘ(θ | x(n)), the integral in
(16) is numerically calculated as

R(ξ) =
1

M

M∑
i=1

L(TΘ(θ
[i]), ξ) + const (18)

where the constant is equal to the expectation of dist(θ,TΘ(θ)) and is invariant in ξ.
From the definition of Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)), setting θ̃[i] := TΘ(θ

[i]) provides valid samples from
Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)). Hence, (17) and (18) are equal up to a constant, are thus are minimized by
the same value ξ∗, and the proof of the theorem is obtained. ■

Proof. (of Theorem 2) From Villani et al. (2009), a proof to Theorem 2 is obtained when
both Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) and ΠΘ(θ | x(n)) are valid probability measures on Θ, and by showing
that TΘ̃ in (3) is a pushforward map between ΠΘ(θ | x(n)) and ν, is unique for all θ ∈ Θ,
and minimizes Monge’s formulation of (8),

TΘ̃ = argmin
T

∫
Θ

∥θ − T(θ)∥2 dµ(θ). (19)

The unconstrained and projected posterior distributions are measurable as defined in the
main body of the text. Assumption 3 ensures uniqueness of the projection, and as a
consequence TΘ̃ is defined as the pushforward map in (4). Finally, TΘ̃ minimizes (19) as
∥·∥2 is convex and, by definition, TΘ̃ minimizes the norm in (3). ■

Proof. (of Lemma 1) Define µ and ν as two measures on Θ such that µ dominates ν,
mathematically expressed as ν ≪ µ. This implies that ν is absolutely continuous with
respect to µ so that for some B ∈ B, if µ(B) = 0 then ν(B) = 0. We further define
ν̃ = TΘ̃(ν) and µ̃ = TΘ̃(µ) as the projection of ν and µ onto Θ̃, respectively. Letting
B̃ ∈ BΘ̃ such that µ̃(B̃) = 0, this implies µ

(
T−1

Θ̃
(B̃)

)
= 0 =⇒ ν

(
T−1

Θ̃
(B̃)

)
= 0 and

so ν̃(B̃) = 0. Equate ν and ν̃ with the unconstrained and projected posterior measures,
respectively. By definition, the unconstrained posterior measure is absolutely continuous
with respect to a σ-finite dominating measure µ, and so there exists a σ-finite dominating
measure µ̃ that dominates Π̃Θ̃(B̃ | x(n)). The remainder of Lemma 1 is given by the
Radon-Nikodym Theorem. ■
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Proof. (of Theorem 3) As defined in the main text, recall that π̃Θ̃(θ) is the prior density
on Θ̃ that we seek, p(x(n) | θ) is the likelihood, π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) is the projected posterior
density, and µ̃ is a σ-finite reference measure on Θ̃ that dominates the posterior (and hence
prior) measure π̃Θ̃(B̃ | x(n)) for B̃ ∈ BΘ̃. From Bayes’ rule, we seek some π̃Θ̃(θ) so that

π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) =
p(x(n) | θ)π̃Θ̃(θ)∫

Θ̃
p(x(n) | θ)π̃Θ̃(θ) dµ̃(θ)

(20)

holds. Consider the prior density

π̃Θ̃(θ) =
p(x(n) | θ)−1π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n))∫

Θ̃
p(x(n) | θ)−1π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) dµ̃(θ)

(21)

where according to Lemma 1, (21) is well defined, and it is simple to see that it is a
probability density as

∫
θ̃
π̃Θ̃(θ) dµ̃(θ) = 1. Substituting (21) into the denominator of (20)

yields ∫
Θ̃

p(x(n) | θ)π̃Θ̃(θ) dµ̃(θ) =

∫
Θ̃
π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) dµ̃(θ)∫

Θ̃
p(x(n) | θ)−1π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) dµ̃(θ)

=
1∫

Θ̃
p(x(n) | θ)−1π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) dµ̃(θ)

=
π̃Θ̃(θ)

p(x(n) | θ)−1π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n))
,

which substituting back into (20) achieves the proof. ■

Proof. (of Theorem 4) Proposition 6.2 of Ghosal & van der Vaart (2017) states that
posterior consistency at θ0 is achieved if and only if ΠΘ(θ | x(n)) ⇝ δ(θ0) in probability
as n → ∞. This follows from the Portmanteau Theorem. If θ0 ∈ Θ̃, then similarly
Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n))⇝ δ(θ0) as the projection TΘ̃(θ0) = θ0. ■

Proof. (of Theorem 5) For any θ ∈ Θ and θ̃ ∈ Θ̃, we have

∥TΘ(θ)− θ̃∥ ≤ ∥TΘ(θ)− θ∥+ ∥θ − θ̃∥ ≤ 2∥θ − θ̃∥. (22)

Here, the first inequality is due to the triangle inequality, and the second inequality is
due to the definition of the projection operator. Next, due the Assumption of bi-Lipschitz
continuity in Assumption 5,

c−2d(TΘ(θ), θ̃) ≤ c−1∥TΘ(θ)− θ̃∥ ≤ 2c−1∥θ − θ̃∥ ≤ 2d(θ, θ̃) (23)

for all θ ∈ Θ and θ̃ ∈ Θ̃. Thus, we may write

T−1
Θ {θ̃ ∈ Θ̃ : d(θ̃, θ0) ≥ 2c2Mnϵn} =

{
θ ∈ Θ : d(TΘ(θ), θ0) ≥ 2c2Mnϵn

}
(24)

⊆ {θ ∈ Θ : d(θ, θ0) ≥ Mnϵn} (25)

where (24) is by definition of the projection operator, and (25) is due to the first and last
expressions in (23). Therefore,

Π̃Θ̃

(
θ̃ ∈ Θ̃ : d(θ̃, θ0) > 2c2Mnϵn | x(n)

)
= ΠΘ

(
T−1

Θ {θ̃ ∈ Θ̃ : d(θ̃, θ0) > 2c2Mnϵn} | x(n)

)
= ΠΘ

(
θ ∈ Θ : d(TΘ(θ), θ0) > 2c2Mnϵn | x(n)

)
≤ ΠΘ

(
θ ∈ Θ : d(θ, θ0) > Mnϵn | x(n)

)
→ 0 in probability for every Mn → ∞.

■
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Lemma 2. Given the assumptions in Theorem 6, and denote by Θ̃c = Θ\Θ̃◦ the comple-
ment of the interior of Θ̃,

EP(x(n)|θ0)

[
N

(
Θ̃c; θ̂n,

1

n
I−1(θ0)

)]
→ 0 as n → ∞, (26)

where, here, N
(
Θ̃c; θ̂n,

1
n
I−1(θ0)

)
is the measure on Θ̃c parameterized by a Normal distri-

bution with mean θ̂n and variance 1
n
I−1(θ0).

Proof. (of Lemma 2) All expectations in the following proof are with respect to P(x(n) |
θ0); this dependency is suppressed in the notation for simplicity. Define a sample z ∼
N

(
θ̂n,

1
n
I−1(θ0)

)
, thus

E
[
N

(
Θ̃c; θ̂n,

1

n
I−1(θ0)

)]
= E

[
P(z ∈ Θ̃c)

]
. (27)

Define B(θ0, ϵ) = {θ ∈ Θ : ∥θ − θ0∥ < ϵ} as an open ball around θ0 for some ϵ > 0 such
that B(θ0, ϵ) ⊂ Θ̃. Partition

E
[
P(z ∈ Θ̃c)

]
= E

[
P(z ∈ Θ̃c)1{θ̂n ∈ B(θ0, ϵ)}

]
+ E

[
P(z ∈ Θ̃c)1{θ̂n /∈ B(θ0, ϵ)}

]
. (28)

First consider the first term on the right-hand side of the equality. For every θ̂n ∈ B(θ0, ϵ)
we may define an open ball B(θ̂n, δ) ⊂ Θ̃ for some δ > 0. Due to consistency, as E[P(z /∈
B(θ̂n, δ))] → 0 for n → ∞, thus E

[
P(z ∈ Θ̃c)1{θ̂n ∈ B(θ0, ϵ)}

]
→ 0 for n → ∞ as B(θ̂n, δ)∩

Θ̃c = 0. Next consider the last term of (28),

E
[
P(z ∈ Θ̃c)1{θ̂n /∈ B(θ0, ϵ})

]
≤ E

[
1{θ̂n /∈ B(θ0, ϵ)}

]
= P(θ̂n /∈ B(θ0, ϵ)) → 0

for n → ∞ as
√
n(θ̂n− θ0)

D→ N (0, I−1(θ0)) and so θ̂n converges weakly to a Dirac measure
at θ0. Thus E

[
P(z ∈ Θ̃c)

]
→ 0 as n → ∞ and a proof to the Lemma via (27) is obtained.

■

Lemma 3. Given the assumptions in Theorem 6, the expectation of the unconstrained
posterior measure over Θ̃c,

EP(x(n)|θ0)

[
ΠΘ(Θ̃

c | x(n))
]
→ 0

as n → ∞ and where Θ̃c is as defined in Lemma 2.

Proof. (of Lemma 3) All expectations in the following proof are with respect to P(x(n) |
θ0); this dependency is suppressed in the notation for simplicity. By definition of the total
variation norm

E
[∣∣∣∣ΠΘ(Θ̃

c | x(n))−N
(
Θ̃c; θ̂n,

1

n
I−1(θ0)

)∣∣∣∣] ≤ E
∥∥∥∥ΠΘ(θ | x(n))−N

(
θ̂n,

1

n
I−1(θ0)

)∥∥∥∥ ,
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and so by Assumption 6,

E
[∣∣∣∣ΠΘ(Θ̃

c | x(n))−N
(
Θ̃c; θ̂n,

1

n
I−1(θ0)

)∣∣∣∣] → 0 as n → ∞.

Lemma 2 establishes

E
[∣∣∣∣N (

Θ̃c; θ̂n,
1

n
I−1(θ0)

)∣∣∣∣] → 0 as n → ∞

and so E
[
ΠΘ(Θ̃

c | x(n))
]
→ 0 as n → ∞ and a proof to the Lemma is obtained. ■

Proof. (of Theorem 6) In the proof that follows, assume all expectations are with respect
to P(x(n) | θ0) and all norms are the total variation norm. For simplicity, we have suppressed
this in the notation. Via the triangle inequality, we bound

E
∥∥∥∥Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n))−N

(
θ0,

1

n
I−1(θ0)

)∥∥∥∥ ≤

E
∥∥∥Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n))− ΠΘ(θ | x(n))

∥∥∥+ E
∥∥∥∥ΠΘ(θ | x(n))−N

(
θ0,

1

n
I−1(θ0)

)∥∥∥∥ . (29)

We establish a proof to the Theorem by showing that both terms on the right-hand side
of the inequality converge to zero as n → ∞. First, we note that the final term of (29)
converges to zero by Assumption 6. Next, as ΠΘ(θ | x(n)) = Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n)) for θ ∈ Θ̃◦

E
∥∥∥Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n))− ΠΘ(θ | x(n))

∥∥∥ ≤ E
[
ΠΘ(Θ̃

c | x(n))
]
.

From Lemma 3, E
[
ΠΘ(Θ̃

c | x(n))
]
→ 0 as n → ∞ and so

E
∥∥∥Π̃Θ̃(θ | x(n))− ΠΘ(θ | x(n))

∥∥∥ → 0

as n → ∞ and a proof to the Theorem is obtained. ■

Proof. (of Theorem 7) By Assumption 6 as n → ∞, the unconstrained posterior distri-
bution ΠΘ(θ | x(n))

D→ N
(
θ0,

1
n
I−1(θ0)

)
. Therefore, the truncated posterior distribution

ΠΘ̃(θ | x(n))
D→ T N Θ̃

(
θ0,

1
n
I−1(θ0)

)
, a multivariate normal distribution with mean θ0 and

variance 1
n
I−1(θ0), truncated to Θ̃.

Define an open ball B(θ, r) = {s ∈ Θ : ∥s− θ∥ < r} with complement B̄(θ, r) = {s ∈
Θ : ∥s− θ∥ ≥ r}. By Assumption 6, the posterior becomes increasingly concentrated at θ0
as n → ∞, with variance decreasing as n−1. Thus, as n → ∞, ΠΘ̃(B(θ0, ϵ) | x(n)) → 1 in
P(x(n) | θ0)-probability for any ϵ > 0, and so ΠΘ̃(B̄(θ0, ϵ) | x(n)) → 0.

Define the unconstrained posterior distribution, truncated to B̄(θ0, ϵ), as

ΠB̄(θ | x(n)) =
ΠΘ(θ | x(n))

ΠΘ(B̄(θ0, ϵ) | x(n))
, θ ∈ B̄(θ0, ϵ),

with B̄(θ0, ϵ) as a σ-algebra on BB̄. As ΠΘ̃(B̄(θ0, ϵ) | x(n)) → 0, the variance var[ΠB̄(θ |
x(n))] → ∞. Excluding θ0 in the truncation leads the posterior distribution to flatten over
B̄(θ0, ϵ) and ΠB̄(θ | x(n)) tends to a uniform measure on B̄(θ0, ϵ), such that

ΠB̄(B | x(n)) =
µRd(B ∩ B̄(θ0, ϵ))
µRd(B̄(θ0, ϵ))

for B ∈ BB̄,
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where µRd is the Lebesgue measure on Rd.
As θ0 /∈ Θ̃ there exists some r > 0 so that B(θ0, r) and Θ̃ are mutually exclusive,

implying Θ̃ ⊆ B̄(θ0, r). Thus, the truncated posterior distribution ΠΘ̃(θ | x(n)) may be
expressed as the truncation of ΠB̄(B | x(n)) to Θ̃ with measure

ΠΘ̃(B | x(n)) =
µRd(B ∩ Θ̃)

µRd(Θ̃)
for B ∈ BΘ̃ ⊆ BB̄, (30)

where BΘ̃ is a σ-algebra on Θ̃.
For a bounded set Θ̃, (30) is a valid measure, with density πΘ̃(θ | x(n)) → 1/vol(Θ̃) as

n → ∞. Conversely, for an unbounded Θ̃, the mass in (30) can not be normalized, yielding
µRd(Θ̃) = ∞. Thus, ΠΘ̃(B | x(n)) → 0 for all B ∈ BΘ̃. This concludes the proof. ■
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