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Abstract

Isotonic regression or monotone function estimation is a problem of estimating function
values under monotonicity constraints, which appears naturally in many scientific fields.
This paper proposes a new Bayesian method with global-local shrinkage priors for estimat-
ing monotone function values. Specifically, we introduce half shrinkage priors for positive
valued random variables and assign them for the first-order differences of function values.
We also develop fast and simple Gibbs sampling algorithms for full posterior analysis. By
incorporating advanced shrinkage priors, the proposed method is adaptive to local abrupt
changes or jumps in target functions. We show this adaptive property theoretically by
proving that the posterior mean estimators are robust to large differences and that asymp-
totic risk for unchanged points can be improved. Finally, we demonstrate the proposed

methods through simulations and applications to a real data set.
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bustness.



1 Introduction

The problem of estimating function under monotonicity constraints is generally called

isotonic regression or monotone function estimation (Barlow et al., 1972} Robertson et al.)

11988; |Groeneboom and Jongbloed, |2014). This problem naturally arises in a variety

of scientific applications including the dose-response modeling in epidemiological studies

(Morton-Jones et al., [2000) and estimation of the demand curves in economics (Quah

2000).

There is a large literature on point estimation for isotonic regression, including the

minimization of sums-of-squares errors subject to ordering constraints (Brunk et al., |[1972;

Robertson et al.l [1988]), the use of splines (Ramsay|, |1998; [Wang and Li, 2008) and kernels

(Mammen), 1991; Hall and Huang|, |2001) with appropriate constraints. Relaxing the hard

constraint on monotonicity is known as the nearly-isotonic regression and has also been

studied (Tibshirani et al.,2011; Matsuda and Miyatake, 2021). To extend those approaches

to allow for uncertainty quantification by posterior analysis, we need to model a prior on

the target function. This can be done in multiple ways, including the linear combination of

monotone functions (Neelon and Dunson [2004; Cai and Dunson, [2007; [McKay Curtis and|

\Ghosh, [2011}; |Shively et al., 2009), Gaussian processes combined with monotone projection

(Lin and Dunson, 2014) and Gaussian processes for derivatives of functions (Lenk and|

\Choi, [2017; Kobayashi et al. [2021). Although these methods can realize the posterior

distribution of the exactly or approximately monotone function, they have two limitations.
First, the models are not flexible enough to express a function with “jumps,” or sudden
increases/decreases at several points. Second, posterior computation can be costly and
inefficient due to the restriction of monotonicity.

In this paper, we address both problems by considering a prior for the first-order
differences of the function of interest at consecutive points. In doing so, we utilize the
global-local shrinkage by the half-horseshoe (HH) prior, a heavily-tailed distribution de-

fined on the positive real line, to ensure the exact monotonicity. This distribution is the

truncated version of the horseshoe prior (Carvalho et al. [2010) and exhibits the same

heavy tail, which enables the adaptive response of the posterior distribution to jumps. In

addition, the HH prior can be written as the scale mixture of half-normals (the normal dis-



tribution truncated on the positive real line), allowing an efficient posterior computation
by a simple Gibbs sampler. The horseshoe and its variants have already been applied to
the first-order or higher-order differences in the context of time series analysis (Faulkner
and Minin}, 2018; Bitto and Frithwirth-Schnatter, 2019; Kowal et al., [2019) and shown
the successful posterior inference for complex patterns of functional forms. We add the
monotone constraint to this series of research.

We clarified the utility of the HH prior for the isotonic regression through the two theo-
retical results about the Bayes estimator of the target function. First, we verified the pos-
terior tail-robustness under the proposed model. In other words, the more extreme jump
we observe, the less shrinkage we apply a posteriori, making the Bayes estimator adaptive
to the observed jump. Although this property is well-known for the horseshoe-type prior
(Carvalho et al., 2010; Hamura et al., [2022), the evaluation of posterior robustness for
isotonic regression is complicated due to the correlation between the function values at
two consecutive points. Consequently, the robustness for the isotonic regression by the
HH prior is “weaker” than those without monotonicity constraint, in terms of the speed
of diminishing shrinkage effects. Second, we proved the Kullbuck-Leibler super-efficiency
of the proposed method under sparsity, showing efficiency in estimating functions that are
constant on some regions.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [2| we provide the model
formulation and introduce shrinkage priors for positive valued differences of coefficients.
The Gibbs sampler for posterior computation is provided in Section [2. In Section [3] we
show theoretical results on the posterior robustness to jumps and the efficiency in handling
sparsity. Section [{] is devoted to numerical experiments for the investigation of finite
sample performance of the proposed methods together with some existing methods. The
application to the detection of the drop of Nile-river water flow is discussed in Section

The proofs, algorithms, and additional experimental results are provided in the Appendix.



2 Methods

2.1 Model formulation

We assume the n observations yi, ..., y, are conditionally independent and modeled by

yi = f(zi) +e, €~ N(O,JQ), fori=1,...,n,

where f : R — R is monotone. We discuss the estimation of f from the viewpoint of
the Gaussian location model by writing 6; = f(x;). Then, the monotonicity constraint

translates to 1 < 0y < --- < #6,, and the model can be rewritten as

y\9,02 ~ N(@,O'an), (1)

where y = (y1,...,yn) " and 6 = (01, ...,0,) .

We guarantee the monotonicity of function values by using priors for the first-order
differences of function values supported in (0, c0). Denote the differences by n; = 6; —0;_1
for 5 = 2,...,n and the initial value by 71 = 6;. Then we have § = Dn where n =

(n1,...,mn) " and D is a p x p lower triangular matrix defined below:

1 0 0 0]
11 0 0
D= (2)
11 10
11 11

In the next subsection, we specify the prior for 7 to define the prior for 8 implicitly via

equality 6 = Dn. The likelihood of 7 is obtained as

yln,o* ~ N(Dn,o*1,,).



2.2 Priors for differences of coefficients

To model positive parameters 12, ...,7,, we utilize global-local shrinkage priors whose
supports are the half real line. We assume that 7s,...,n, are mutually independent

and follow the truncated normal distributions on (0, c0) as
77]-]732,)\2,0'2 ~ N+(0,02)\27'j2) and 71 ~ (1), forj=2,..,n, (3)

where both A\ and (72,...,7,) are all positive. The prior for 7, or equivalently for 6, is
scaled by observational variance o2, hence we define our uncertainty on function values
relative to the sampling variations. This density function is also convenient for posterior
computation for its conditional conjugacy for o2. Note also that this prior does not depend
on the arguments of a function f, or (x1,...,x,), for simplicity. Hence we implicitly
assume that the function values are observed on evenly-spaced grids. For the extension to
the case of irregular grids, see Section

From the viewpoint of shrinkage estimation, global parameter A shrinks all n;’s to-
ward zero uniformly, while local parameter 7; provides a custom shrinkage effect for each
individual j. The flexibility of shrinkage effects depends on the choice of priors for the
global and local shrinkage parameters, A and (72, ...,7,). The use of these parameters in
is known as the global-local shrinkage and imported from the literature on shrinkage
priors (Carvalho et al., 2010). In the context of trend filtering, the same global-local
shrinkage technique has been practiced (e.g., [Faulkner and Minin|2018]) for the estimation
of n;, where the half-normal distribution in is replaced by the double-sided normal
distribution.

Here we discuss the choice of priors for 7;’s; the prior for A is provided later in Sec-
tion Following the discussions of |Faulkner and Minin| (2018]), we consider three types

of priors: half-horseshoe, half-Laplace and half-normal.

e Half-horseshoe prior. The horseshoe prior (Carvalho et al., 2009, 2010) has the
property of a very strong shrinkage effect, as represented by the density spikes at
near zero. In addition, its density has a Cauchy-like heavy tail, indicating that the

shrinkage is not applied to outlying signals. This combination results in an excellent



performance as a shrinkage prior. We assume a truncated version of horseshoe prior
for ;. This is realized by assuming that 7; follows the half-Cauchy distribution in
or, equivalently, Tj2|l/j ~ Ga(1/2,v;) and v; ~ Ga(1/2,1), where Ga(1/2,v;) is
the Gamma distribution with shape 1/2 and rate v; (with mean 1/(2v;)). We name
this model for n; the half-horseshoe prior. The density spike at 1; = 0 can also be
seen in this half-horseshoe prior, reflecting our belief that 0; ~ 6;,1 for most j’s.

Likewise, the heavy tail is expected to explain a possible large deviation of 6;; from

;.

e Half-Laplace prior. The half-Laplace prior, which is merely the exponential prior, is
obtained by assuming that Tj2 ~ Ga(1,v). As the truncated version of the Bayesian
Lasso (Park and Casellal [2008), this model will be compared with the half-horseshoe

prior.

e Half-normal prior. We also consider the half-normal prior, by setting 7; = 1 in (3)).
The normal prior does have a shrinkage effect as the Bayesian counterpart of the
Ridge estimation, but its shrinkage effect and tail-robustness are much weaker than

those of the horseshoe and Laplace priors.

In the left panel of Figure [I} we visually illustrate the marginal distributions of 7;
under the half-horseshoe, half-Laplace and half-normal priors. It is shown in this figure
that the density under the half-horseshoe prior has a spike at the origin and heavier tail
than those under the half-Laplace and half-normal priors. In addition, in the right panel
of Figure |1} we generate four sets of coefficients (61, ..., 619) from the half-horseshoe prior
with A2 = 1 and ¢? = 1, and illustrate the shapes of the functions. As seen in those
realizations of f, the HH prior represents a strong prior belief that the graph of f is
mostly flat and has occasional jumps. If the functional form of the true f is unmatched to
this description, then the posterior inference with the HH prior is likely to be unsuccessful.
In the simulation study, we consider the linear, constantly increasing f (Scenario (III) in
Section , where we confirm that the HL and HN priors perform better. Thus, the HH
prior is not a multi-purpose model, but should be chosen with great care in applications.

In what follows, we focus on the study of this finite-dimensional, correlated shrink-

age prior for # for practical reasons. Viewing this prior as the marginal distribution of a



stochastic process for function f is of potential interest, but we do not pursue such devel-
opment here. In the case of irregular grids, finding a corresponding stochastic process for

f is difficult (e.g., see Section 2.4 of Faulkner and Minin/2018)).

— half-horseshoe
half-Laplace

half-normal s

density
[¢]

Figure 1: Shapes of the half-horseshoe, half-Laplace and half-normal densities (left). Ex-
amples of shapes of monotone functions generated from the half-horseshoe prior (right).

2.8  Global parameters and posterior computation

2 we assign the non-informative prior, 7(c?) = ¢=2. For

For the observational variance o
the global shrinkage parameter, we set A%[¢ ~ Ga(1/2,€) and &€ ~ Ga(1/2,1). We also
set the scale-beta prior for 71, namely, m |72, 0% ~ N(0,0%7%), 2[v1 ~ Ga(l,11), and
v1 ~ Ga(1/2,1). We use this set of priors for all the models, including the half-horseshoe,
half-Laplace and half-normal models for 7o.,,.

Although the Bayes estimator of 6; is not analytically available, there is an efficient
yet simple Markov chain Monte Carlo algorithm for posterior computation. The full
conditional posteriors of all parameters become well-known distributions, so that we can

efficiently carry out Gibbs sampling by generating posterior sampling from those distribu-

tions. We provide detailed step-by-step Gibbs samplings in the Appendix.

2.4 Eaxtension to irregular grids

Our model formulation is so far restricted to the case where data is observed at equally
spaced locations. Here, following Faulkner and Minin| (2018), we generalize the model to
allow for data observed at irregularly spaced locations. Let 1 < 22 < .-+ < x, be the

locations of observations, and we denote by w; = x; —x;_1 the distance between adjacent



locations. For the case of irregular grids, we assume the following prior for 7);:
nj\TjQ,)\Q,az ~ N+(0,02)\2Tj2wj) and 7 ~m(r;), forj=2,..n (4)

The difference from the regular grid case can be seen in the dependence of the variance
of n; on w;. For this dependence, for example, when w; is small, it is expected to have
a stronger shrinkage effect on n; = 6; — 6;_1. The half-horseshoe, half-Laplace and half-
normal priors for 7; can be applied in the same way with the case of the regular grid. The
algorithm of the Gibbs sampler in the irregular grid case is trivially obtained and provided

in the Appendix.

3 Theoretical properties

3.1 Posterior robustness for n;

The original horseshoe estimator for sparse signals is robust in the sense that the difference
between the estimate and the observation vanishes as the observation becomes extreme
(Carvalho et al.l 2010). This property is known as tail-robustness. In this subsection,
we show that the posterior mean estimator in our setting is also robust to large positive
signals, but in a different sense. This theoretical result explains the reason that the
proposed method can make the posterior of the function adaptive to jumps.

Consider the model , where 02 is assumed to be fixed. We treat the initial value
z1 = y1 and the differences z; = y; — y;_1 as observations and we rewrite the model
as z ~ N(n,%), where z = D'y = (y1,92 — Y1,sYn — Un_1) ,n = D7'0 and
Y =0?D"Y(D™HT, and D is the lower triangular matrix defined in . We consider the
three distributions provided in Section as the priors for the location differences. That
is, conditional on 7;’s, the prior distribution for n; for j = 2,...,n is the scale mixture of

half-normals (and the prior for 7; is the scale mixture of normals):

771|7—1 ~ N(Ov 7-12)7

njlms ~ Na(0,77), j=2,..n.

where 7; is fixed (half-normal), ’7'j2 ~ Ga(l,v) for some v > 0 (half-Laplace) or 7; follows



the half-Cauchy distribution (half-horseshoe). For simplicity, we omit the global shrinkage
parameter. We arbitrarily choose an index i, € {2,...,n}, where a jump of the function
value is observed, and fix the values z; € R for j # 7,. That is, z;, is the only outlier in
our setting. The next theorem shows the behavior of the posterior mean E[n;,|z] in the

presence of a large signal.
Theorem 1. The posterior means, E[n;,|z], of the half-Laplace and half-horseshoe models

described above are weakly tail-robust, in the sense that

|Emi.|2] — zi.]
2

— 0 as z, — o0.

*

The proof for the half-Laplace model is surprisingly concise due to the simplicity
of the marginal density of 7;. In contrast, the half-horseshoe density involves integral
representation and complicates the proof. For details, see the Supplementary Materials.

The robustness property shown above is weaker than the usual tail-robustness (i.e.,
|E[ni.|2] — zi.| = 0 as z;, — 00). As stated in the introduction, the analysis of the poste-
rior means under our setting is more difficult than a standard setting where the location
parameters 7);’s are conditionally independent a posteriori (Carvalho et al. [2010). The
difference from the standard setting, and the source of weakened robustness, is the corre-
lation of observation z (or, equivalently, the correlation of the original location parameter
). The robustness property of horseshoe estimators under such a correlation has not been
studied.

It is noteworthy that not only the half-horseshoe model but also the half-Laplace
model can achieve the weak tail-robustness. The difference between the two models in
point estimation is evaluated numerically in Section 4l where outlier z;, takes a finite
value. The half-normal prior, whose density tail is thinner than that of the half-Laplace
distribution, does not have the weak tail-robustness. To see this, consider a simple model
for a single observation: zj|n; ~ N(n;,0?) and n; ~ N(0,1), ignoring both monotonicity
constraint and correlation for simplicity. Then we obtain the posterior mean estimator
E[n;lz] = (1 + 0?)~12;, which does not have the weak tail-robustness since |E[n;|z;] —

zil/zj — 0*/(1 + 0?) as zj — oo. This example, together with Theorem [l| shows the



necessity of the prior for n; with a heavier tail than the Gaussian one to achieve the weak

tail-robustness.

3.2  Efficiency in handling sparsity

The half-horseshoe prior can also handle sparsity in 7; efficiently for its density spike at the
origin. Following (Carvalho et al. (2010), we formalize this efficiency in terms of the rate
of convergence of the Kullback-Leibler divergence between the true sampling density and
its posterior mean estimator. By showing this efficiency, we claim that under the sparse
setting, the (half) horseshoe prior can reconstruct the true sampling density faster than
any other prior with a bounded density at the origin. Unlike the weak-tail robustness,
the proof completely parallels that of the standard horseshoe prior (Carvalho et al., 2010,
Theorem 4).

For any parameter n > 0, let denote the probability density function of z under
n as fp(x) = N(z|n,1),2 € R. Let 1y denote the true value of the parameter, and
let Agr(nolln) = Axr{fnllfn} denote the Kullback-Leibler divergence of f, from f,.
Because f; is assumed to be the normal density, we can express the Kullback-Leibler

divergence explicitly as
(n —1m0)*

Agr(molln) = 5

Suppose we have n observations yi, ..., y,. Let p be the marginal prior density on 7, and
for each k = 1,...,n, let mx(dn|yi, ..., yx) be the posterior density based on k observations
Y1, ---, Yk, respectively. Then the posterior mean estimator of the density based on the k

observations is defined as

fule) = /0 " fo@mdlyss o).

As the accuracy of estimation, we use the following Cesaro-average risk:

Ry = % > Axr{fallfi}-
k=1

The following theorem shows that the half-horseshoe prior leads to a super-efficient rate

of convergence when ny = 0.

10



Theorem 2. Suppose the true sampling model is N(ng,1), and we assume the half-
horseshoe prior for ng. Then, the rates of convergence of Cesdro-average risk Ry, under

no = 0 and ng > 0 are given as follows

O[n~'{logn —loglogn}], no =0,
R, =

O{n~tlogn}, mno > 0.

As stated in |Carvalho et al. (2010)), the optimal convergence rate of Cesaro-average
risk is O{n~'logn} when using a priors with bounded density. Therefore, Theorem
implies that under the sparse setting 79 = 0, the density estimator based on the half-
horseshoe prior converges to the true density faster than those based on other bounded
priors on [0,00). Theorem [2 also implies that for 79 > 0, the density estimator based on
the half-horseshoe prior should converge at least as fast as those based on other bounded

priors.

4 Simulation study

We here investigate the finite sample performance of the proposed method together with
other methods. We generated n = 100 observations from y; ~ N(6;,0.25) where 6; is the

value of a monotone function f(x) at x = 4. In generating the true monotone function f,

11



we adopted the following five scenarios:

0

() f(z) = {25

3

(1) f(z) = 0.04z,

(0 <z < 25)
(25 < 2 < 80) >

(80 < 2 < 100)

0.02z (0 < z < 20)
0.02z +1 (20 < = < 50)
(IV) f(z) = :
0.022+1.5 (50 < z < 80)
0.022 + 1.75 (80 < z < 100)

\

(V) Flx) = ¢ exp{0052 ~ 2} + 1

These true functions are constant, piecewise constant, linear, piecewise linear and expo-

nential shape, respectively. In scenarios (I) and (III), the true function has less frequent

increments in comparison to the other scenarios. Note that in scenarios (II) and (IV),

there are a few jumps in the function values.

We estimated 6;’s using the following six methods:

e HH: The proposed method with the half-horseshoe prior for 7;.

e HL: The method with the half-Laplace prior for n;.

e HN: The method with the half-normal prior for n;.

Minin] (2018).

TF: The Bayesian trend-filtering with the horseshoe prior proposed by |[Faulkner and

GP: The Gaussian process regression method (e.g., Williams and Rasmussen (2006))).

e GPP: The Gaussian process projection method proposed by |Lin and Dunson (2014]).

To implement the posterior analysis in the GP and GPP methods, we employed the

Python package ”GPflow”. On the covariance kernel of Gaussian process, we assigned the

12



same prior used in the simulation in [Lin and Dunson| (2014)). All the methods require
computations by Markov chain Monte Carlo methods. For each dataset, we generated
2,500 posterior samples after discarding 500 samples as a burn-in period. We computed
the posterior means of 6;’s as their point estimates in all methods. Note that the esti-
mated function is guaranteed to be monotonic in the HH, HL, HN and GPP methods,
while it is not necessarily monotonic in the TF and GP methods. The performance of

these point estimators was evaluated by the root mean squared error (RMSE) defined as

\/ n=t 3" (6; — 6;)2. We also computed 95% credible intervals of §;’s and evaluated their
performance using the coverage probability (CP) and average length (AL). We repeated
this process for 1,000 times.

In Table [l we presented the averaged values of the RMSEs, CPs and ALs in all the
methods. We can see that under scenarios (I), (III) and (V), the GPP method performs
well in terms of RMSE, CP and AL, while the proposed HH method is comparable in
RMSE. For scenarios (II) and (IV), where the true function has a few jumps, the HH
method performs the best in RMSE, as well as achieves high coverage rates by the interval
estimates of reasonable lengths. Seeing this result, we confirm that the proposed half-
horseshoe prior can flexibly represent functions with abrupt changes, as expected.

In addition, we reported an example of posterior fits under three methods HH, TF
and GPP in Figure We can see that the HH method is most adaptive to the abrupt
increases in scenarios (II) and (IV). The same graphical illustration for the other three
methods (the HL, HN and GP methods) is reported in the Appendix. Here, we presented
the posterior plots in Scenarios (II) only in Figure We can see that the HH method
is more adaptive to abrupt increases in function values than the HL method. This result
shows that, although both HL and HH models achieve the weak tail-robustness in theory
(Theorem , the horseshoe model can respond to jumps more quickly for its heavier
density tail.

Next, we present a simulation result when data is observed at irregularly spaced lo-
cations. We randomly picked 25 elements from {1,2,...,100} and sorted them as z; <
x9 < -+ < mgs. We generated 25 observations from yi ~ N(f(z),0.25),k = 1,...,25
under the five scenarios for the true monotone function. We estimated the 100 function

values f(i), ¢ = 1,...,100 from the 25 observations y;’s, including those without the corre-

13
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Figure 2: Example fits by the HH, TF and GPP methods under the five scenarios. Plots
show true functions (dashed red lines), posterior means(solid black lines), and associated
95% Bayesian credible interval (gray bands) for each 6;. Values between observed locations
are interpolated for plotting.
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Scenario HH HL HN TF GP GPP

RMSE 0.034 0.044 0.057 0.094 0.030 0.021
(I) CPp 91.9 90.3 834 99.7 981 99.0
AL 0.121 0.127 0.151 0.469 0.138 0.118

RMSE 0.087 0.312 0.517 0.115 0.222 0.200
(I1) CPp 91.9 90.0 839 986 91.3 904
AL 0.220 0.345 0.411 0.501 0.535 0.315

RMSE 0.079 0.055 0.057 0.090 0.05 0.05
(I11) CP 98.8 994 995 993 940 944
AL 0.357 0.284 0.257 0.467 0.193 0.190

RMSE 0.081 0.139 0.166 0.127 0.156 0.141
(IV) CP 971 771 667 966 81.0 82.2
AL 0322 0291 0275 0493 0.357 0.321

RMSE 0.110 0.159 0.231 0.094 0.075 0.072
(V) CPp 89.8 65.8 43.0 99.5 940 94.2
AL 0.352 0.308 0.311 0.460 0.279 0.256

Table 1: Averaged values of root mean squared errors (RMSEs) of point estimators, and
coverage probability (CP) and average length(AL) of 95% credible intervals under five
scenarios with n = 100.

HH HL HN

— T T T T
0 20 40 60 80 100

Figure 3: Example fits by the HH, HL and HN methods under the scenarios (II). Plots
show true functions (dashed red lines), posterior means(solid black lines), and associated
95% Bayesian credible interval (gray bands) for each 6;. Values between observed locations
are interpolated for plotting.
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sponding observations, by using the HH, GP and GPP methods. To interpolate f(x) for
x € {x1,..., w25}, we first estimated f(xy)’s by the method described in Section 2.4, then
computed the function values between the observed locations by the linear interpolation.
In Table [2| we reported the averaged values of RMSEs, CPs and ALs in this setting. We
can observe a result similar to the case of regular grids. For scenarios (II) and (IV), the
HH method performs quite well in terms of RMSE and has short credible intervals with

good coverage probabilities.

Scenario HH GP GPP
RMSE 0.084 0.056 0.042
(1) CP 88.0 100.0 99.3

AL 0.278 0.300 0.278

RMSE 0.262 0.385 0.364
(I1) CPp 81.6 91.5 89.3
AL 0.420 1.147 0.762

RMSE 0.139 0.097 0.095
(111) CP 960 984 985
AL 0.566 0.445 0.446

RMSE 0.178 0.243 0.224
(IV) CP 922 784 785
AL 0556 0.605 0.566

RMSE 0.194 0.210 0.204
(V) CP 921 960 96.4
AL 0592 0.700 0.615

Table 2: The averaged values of the RMSEs, CPs and ALs in the case of irregular grids.

5 Data analysis

In this section, we estimate the trend of the yearly volume of the Nile River at Aswan by
applying the proposed method. Our data consists of measurements of the annual flow of
the Nile River from 1871 to 1970, obtained from Durbin and Koopman|(2012) and publicly
available in R-package datasets (R Core Team, 2018|). This data has a decreasing trend as
a whole and has an apparent change point near 1898 when a dam was built. In this study,
we are interested in whether or not the estimated trends can detect the change point.
To this end, we apply the proposed isotonic regression method with the HH prior to this
data, as well as the HL,, HN and GPP methods. In each Gibbs sampler, we generate 5,000

16



posterior samples after discarding 1,000 posterior samples as burn-in.

Figure |4] shows the posterior means and 95% credible intervals of the function values.
It is observed in this figure that the proposed method with the half-horseshoe prior suc-
cessfully detects the abrupt change in 1898. In contrast, this change is less emphasized,
or not at all detected by the other methods. This is another example where the sufficient

flexibility of the proposed method is utilized to allow large jumps.
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Figure 4: Estimates for the Nile river data by different methods. Solid lines are posterior
means and dashed lines are 95% credible intervals. Dashed vertical lines indicate the
changepoint (1898).

6 Concluding remarks

In this research, we proposed the half-horseshoe prior for the robust posterior inference
of monotone functions. It should be noted that the half-horseshoe prior is a continuous
distribution, where we place no probability mass on {6; = 6;41}, or {n; = 0}. The
extension to the point-mass mixture, known as the spike-and-slab prior, is of great interest.
It is well known, however, that the ability of handling sparsity under the spike-and-slab

prior comes at the increased computational cost for the full posterior inference. This
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problem is expected to be inherited from the problem of estimating monotone functions.
The trade-off of the model flexibility and computational cost is left for future research.

The application of the half-horseshoe prior to the higher-order differences is trivial.
Although the first-order difference is extensively studied in this research to focus on the
monotonicity, the second-order difference of function values is also of great interest to
realize convex constraints on the target function. Investigating the methodological and
theoretical properties of such methods for convex function estimation would be an impor-
tant topic of future research.

In addition, the proposed method can be extended easily to situations having multiple
covariates. For example, when p covariates (z;1,...,%;p) are obtained, we may consider
an additive model, y; = Y 7_; fe(zi) + €. If any functions of fi,..., f, are known
to be monotone, then we can model the monotonicity by assigning the proposed prior
independently for those functions. The posterior computation for such an additive model
is straightforwardly implemented by Bayesian backfitting (Hastie and Tibshirani, 2000),

combined with the conditional conjugacy of the proposed half-horseshoe priors.
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Appendix

A1l Step-by-step Gibbs sampling procedures

We here provide Gibbs sampling producers under the proposed half-horseshoe prior in
both the regular and irregular grid cases. We denote the GIG distribution with parameter
a>0,b>0,p€Rby GIG(a,b,p). That is, the density of GIG(a,b,p) is given by

2
flx) = 7(a/b)p/ gP~le—(aztb/z)/2 0 5

B 2K,(Vab)
We also denote the inverted gamma distribution with shape parameter a > 0 and scale

parameter 3 > 0 by IG(«, 3). That is, the density of IG(«, ) is
o 1 a+1
f(x):—ﬂ <> 675/1, x> 0.

For j = 1,...,n, let d; be the j-th columns vector of the lower triangular matrix D and

define a vector e; € R™ by

€=y — andk-

Py
|| - || denotes the Euclidean norm. The summary of the posterior sampling under the

half-horseshoe prior in the general case (irregular grids) is as follows:
- (Sampling from function values) Sample 77; from N(m;,s?) where

m elel and 2 o
1= 17319 ., /17 9y = T3 10 . 717 9\
[da|? 4 (1/77) a2+ (1/72)

and sample 7;(j = 2,...,n) from N (m;, s?), where

T7. 2
ejdj o

, and s?= .
;)12 + {1/X27F (25 — wj-1)} gl A+ {1/ A2 (2 — @-1)}

m; =
- (Sampling from local shrinkage parameters) First, sample 14 from Ga(3/2,1+

sz), and sample v;(j = 2, ...,n) from Ga(1, 1+Tj2). Then, sample 72 from GIG (2v1, 1% /0%,1/2),

and sample Tj2(j =2,...,n) from GIG(Quj,n?/{JQ)\Z(a:j —xj-1)},0).
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- (Sampling from scale parameter) First, sample ¢ from Ga(1,1+ \?), and then

sample A\? from

2 2—n

GIG | 2¢, QZ T _x] 3%

]2]

- (Sampling from error variance) Sample o2 from

1
1G | n, =

2
Ui
5 | v —Dnl*+ 55 Ly P

=2 75 () — 5”] )T
Note that the sampling algorithm under the regular grid can be obtained by setting x; = j.

A2 Proof of Theorem 1

Half-Laplace priors

We marginalize local scale parameters 7; out and work on the following model:

z ~ Ny(z|n, X),

n~ e~Iml/(2e1) H 6_771'/(201')’
1=2

for ¢1,...,cp >0, where n € R x (0,00)""!. Fix i, = 2,...,n. Then, as z;, — oo by the

dominated convergence theorem, we have

Eni.|z) — 2z / exp<—*[(n TS z>+'”1'+2m};dn
R (0,00) 1 o o
_ /[(—z)—HRX(O,oo)nl] i €XP ( [gT g4 10 : al ;Cz )dg
/[(—Z)-HRX(O,OO)”l] o (= fe7= e ‘&:121' ' ; ZDdﬁ
. /H{X[(Zi*)+RX(O’OO)TL_2} &, exp ( — %[gTz”E + Mljlzl‘ + ZZ: 51]) (€€ i)
/Rx[(—z_i*)mx(o,oo)nz] exp ( - %[STE‘IS + Kl:rlzll + ; izD (&, € ;)
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Since the right-hand side is finite, we obtain

P O U e
Zijy —200 Zi*
Half-horseshoe priors
Recall that we consider the following model:
z~ N(z|n,X),

n
n ~ N(m[0,70) [ [ Nv(nil0,72),
=2
n

1
TNHM it

where z = (z;)1,, n = (m;)}'_, and T = (7;)]_,. Here we describe the notations used in the
following proof. For an integer k, we denote the origin of R* and the k x k identity matrix
as 0%) and I, respectively. For aq, ..., a; € R, diag(aq, ..., ax) denotes the diagonal matrix

(k)

whose (i,4) element is a;. e, denotes the vector in R¥ with a 1 in the i th coordinate
and 0's elsewhere. For a vector a € RF, a_; denotes the vector with length £ —1 obtained
by removing the j th coordinate of a. For a set A, we denote its cardinality as |A|. For a
set A C RF and ¢ € R, we define aset A+c={a+c:a€ A}. For aset A C RF and
r€RF 1(z € A)is1ifx € A, and 0 otherwise. Ni(u, V') denotes the k-variate Gaussian
distribution with mean g and covariance matrix V', and for B ¢ R*¥, P(Ny(u,V) € B)
means the probability P(X € B) for X ~ Ni(p,V). a = b denotes b is defined by a.
f(x) ~ g(x) denotes the function f is asymptotically equal to the function g. We will
prove the claim in six steps.

Step 1: Representation of posterior mean. First, we give a representation of the

posterior mean that characterizes the prior’s tail robustness in terms of a score function.

Let m be the marginal density of z. Since

m(z) = / No (2l S)p(n)dn,
Rx(0,00)"—1

om(z) B
0z /RX(O o) A=27 = = m)INu(zIn, Z)p(n)dn,
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we have the representation

1 om(z)

Einle] — = = B2

In the following, we focus on the asymptotic behavior of the score function, namely,

{1/m(2)}{9/(9z)}m(2).

Step 2: First reduction. Define the diagonal matrix T' = diag (71, ...,7,). We have

” /<0 co)™ </Rx(o co)n=1 { ﬁ W(T:i) } P [ B %{(" —2)' 37 - 2)+ "7TT_2"7}} dn) dr

x - (E 4T InIAT(E Ly T - (2 T—2)—12—1z}] dn) dr
1

> /(0 ) ({ ﬁ W(TT-i) } eXP [7 %ZTE_I{E — (274 T_2)_1}2_14 1+ 12|12
0 i=1

X / N,(n(Z'+T2) 2z (=7 + T*z)*l)dn)dr
Rx(0,00)7—1

oo (2o [ Jrsmo e rt s

T; ‘271+T_2|1/2
X / Npo1(g 4 |Eo(Z + T2 Ey(=~t + T—2)—1E2T)dn,1)dT
(0,00)"71

- /(0 ) ({ ﬁ WS-T.i) } exp [_ %szil{E -(='+ T72)71}2*1z} =T +1T‘2|1/2
190 i=1 "

X F(T;z)>d7',

where we set Eo = (01 I, 1) € R*=Dx7 and

F(r;z) = /( - N1 | Eo(Z + T2 18 2 By (B 4+ T2 Ey dn_,.
0,00)"—
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Notice that

2—1{2 _ (2—1 4 T—Z)—I}E—l
=yl (-7, + Tz H " lrinyx!

=TI, + T2 H- !

and

F(Ti)} 1 _ i)

T3

{

Combining these facts, we have

n

=+ 722 |+ TS T2

=1

m(z)

i i 1

Therefore, we have the following equality

1 9m(z)
m(z) 0z

TL, T\ T; 1 B - o )
:/<0 ) [!I IJ_rLTi\T(lf}\w eXp{—ngT I, +T'sT Y~ 'T 1Z}

X { T YL, + TOIST Y T R () + MHCZT

0z
Step 3: Change of variables. Let D = diag (|z1],...,|zn|). We define a new variable

v = (v1,...,v,)" via T = Dv, and put w = D '2. We express the above display using
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new variables as

1 0m(z)
m(z) 0z

:/ [ [y m(lz|ve)
(0,00 L[ In + DVETVD|1/2
1
X exp{ - §'wTV_1(In + D—lv—lzv—lp—l)—lv—lw}

F
X { — DWW, + D'WSV D Y W lwF(Do; 2) + gz(Dv; z)H dv

// [ [Tz 7(lzivi)
(0,00)" L[ In + DVE~'VDI|/2

1
“w VYT, + D—lv—lzv—lp—l)—lv—lw}} F(Dv; z)dw, (5)

xexp{—2

where V' = diag (v1,...,vp).

Step 4: Calculation of limits. We choose an index i, € {2,...,n} and fix the values
zj € R for j # i,. We calculate the limits of quantities that appear in as 0 < z;, — o0.
Step 4.1. First, we calculate the limits of [[}; 7(|zi|v:)/|I, + DVE~'VD|'/? and
exp{—iw 'V I, + D'V sV D)7V~ lw}. Since

I, DV ) )
= (=)"E|L, - DV (=%)"VD| = |I,|| -% - VDI,” DV],
VD -%

we have the equality |I,, + DVE~'V D| = | 4+ VD?V|/|Z|. Therefore, we have

[T, 7(J2ilvi) N { Hi;ﬁi* 7r(|zz|vz)}7r(|zz* ) /v,
I, + DVEZ~1VD|/2 1=+ VD2V|1/2/|5|/2
_ AL, m(lzl00) p(l22,]) /02,2
|D[|D™'ED! + V212|212
N { iz, 7(2il0i) b (lzi.]) fvi, 2
|D||Z + V2[1/2/ |21/

)

where we put > = lim;, oo D 'SD~'. Furthermore, we have

1

exp{ —sw VI + D*1V*12V*1D*1)*1V*1w}
1

= exp{ - 511JT(V2 + D_IED_I)_lw}

~ eXp{ - %wT(V2 + f])_lfw}.
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Step 4.2. Next, we calculate the limit of F'(Dw; z). Note that F(7; z) can be expressed

as

F(r;z) = / N1 4| Eo(B T + T ) 'S 2, By (S +T7%) By )dn_,y
(O’OO)TL—l

= PN, 1(Ex(Z 4+ T )2 2, By + T2 E,T) € (0,00)" 1)
= P(N,_1 (0" D Ey(Z '+ T2 Ey ") € (0,00)" F — Eo(27 4+ T72) 7 1m12)

= P(N,_ 10"V B2 4+ T2 By ) e Eo (2 +T7H) 712712 — (0,00)" 7).
In addition, since

EyX '+ T HIx 2 = Ey(I, + XT3 12
=E{I, — (T'+Tx ) 'T '}z

= Eoz — Eo(T '+ T )17 12,
we have the equality

EX '+ D2V HTlsT 2 = Bz - Ex(D'V  DVES T H vl

=Eyz — Ey(D v+ vE )" lv D .
Therefore, we can represent F'(Dwv;z) as

F(Dv; z)

= P(N,_1(0" Y By '+ D2V )'E,)
€Ey(Z '+ D2V AIn Tz — (0,00)" )

= P(N,_1 (0" Y By~ + D2V 2)7LE,T)

€Eyz—E;(D2v 4 vE YWD w— (0,00 )

B 1/(27T)(n—1)/2
B2+ DAV LE, T2

X / (1(7;_1 € Esz — Ex(D2V I 4 vE YV ID lw — (0,00)" 1)
Rn—l

1 _ o,y _
XGXP[—QU—lT{EZ(E '+ DV TR, ) 177—1})6177—1' (6)
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Since

1 _ oo _ 1 _
exp —577—1T{E2(2 '+ DV 2) 1E2T} 177—1} SeXp{—in_lT(EzzEzT) 177—1},

we can apply the dominated convergence theorem in the right-hand side of @ As a

result, we obtain the following limit

F(Dv; z)
1/ (2m) /2
|Eo[2 + {A(v_,)}2] LE, T |1/2

X /R B [1(77—(1,1‘*) €z_(15)— E_q,;)(B(v-i,)+ VE YTV — (0,00)"7?)

1 - — —
X eXP{ - 5"771T(E2[2 Y {A(w_ )P By 17771”0“771
= P(N, (02, E_q;)[Z'+ {A(v_i*)}z]flE—(l,i*)T)

€z (1)~ E_(1;){Bv_i,) + VET} 'V — (0,00)"?),
where we put

Av_;,)= lim D'V™' B(v_,)= lim DV w= lim D 'w

Zijy —700 Zijy —700 Zix —00

and where nm_(1;y = (M)ic{1,.n)\{Lis}r Z—(1i) = (Zi)ie{1,.ap\{Li}> and E_(1 ;) =

((6§n))z‘e{1,...,n}\{1,¢*})T-
Step 4.3. Finally, we derive the limit of {(0F)/(0z)}(Dv;z) as z;, — oo. We put
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u=Ey(X7' + T72)7'2 712 and rewrite {(OF)/(0%)}(T; 2) as

OF (1;2)
azi
_”Zl duy D / : {
8Zi 8uk 00
/ Noa (|07, Bo(S7 4 72 By y ) e
u—k_(ovoo)n_Q
n—1
=Y e )T BT T e
k=1
X / N1 (s M- (1,441)) [0, Eo (271 + T_2)_1E2T)d"7—(1,k+1)}
u_—(0,00)" 2
n—1

=Y {Ee ) B s T e
k=1

N(ug|0, (e](ﬁn_l))TEz(Efl 4 T—2)71E2Tel(€n_1))

/ anl((ukv nf(l,k+1))|0(n_1)v E2(271 + T_Q)_lEQT)
u_—(0,00)"~2  N(ugl0, (e,(gnfl))TEQ(Zfl + T*Q)*lEgTe,(cnfl))

X

X

dn_(1,k41) },

where 1_(; ;.1 1) denotes the vector obtained by removing the first and £+ 1 th coordinates

of n and where (ug,n_(1 41)) denotes (N2 -+ s N> Uk, M2y - - 1) - € R?™L. From this
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expression, we have

oF

=~ (Dv:

82( v; 2)
n—1

e p—
k=1

x N(ug)0, (eén—l))TEﬂEq + T72)71E2Te](€n—1))

Not (1100 Bo(B7 T BT
N(uk|0, (e](gnfl))TEQ(Efl + T—z)_lEQTel(cnfl)) —(1,k+1)

—k—(O,OO)"72

X
3 :\

x N(ugl0, (6,(:71))TE2(271 + T72)71E2Tel(€n71))

X

/ N1 (e, M- (1,541)) [0, (371 + T_2)_1E2T)d77
w0002 N(ugl0, (el D) TEo(B~ + T-2)- 1By el D) Y

k
}’TZD'U
n—1
e Z [2—1(2—1 + D_2V_2)_1E2Te](€n_1)
k=1

X N((uklr=po)|0, (e ) Eo(371 + D2V )T By el )

X

/ {Nn_l((uk’TD”’ M_(1440)|0 D, BEy(371 + D2V 2)1E,T)
(- ilr=p) =002 * N((wglr—po)[0, (e} )T Eo(S7 + D2V 21 By e )
}dn—(l,k-i-l)]

n—1
k=1
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Here, for all k =1,...,n — 1, we have

| H ||
~ SR 4 A )P T B Y|
x N((el))T [+ {A(_) 7' 271200, (e ) TEo (=7 + {A(v_i,)}2 ' Eo e )
y / {Nn—l((uk”TD'va N_(1kr) 0D Ey(27 4+ D2V )R, T)
(U-klrepo)—(0,09)"=2 * N((tk|r=D0)[0, ("N TEy(S7! + D2V -2)-1E,Tel" )

}dﬂ_u,kﬂ)
_ _ _ n—1
<= {Aw )} By Y

X« N((e)) =+ {A )P =120, () TE S 4 {A(wi )} B el )

and |(e,(;21)T[2_1 +{A(v_;,)}?|7'Z 72| = 00 as z;, — co. Therefore, we have

OF
8—z(D'v,z) — 0.

Step 5: Existence of dominance integrable functions. Until the previous step, we
have shown E[n|z] — z is equal to the right-hand side of (5)) and calculated the limits of
quantities which appear in . In this step, we show the existence of dominance integrable

functions in order to apply the dominated convergence theorem in . First, we rewrite
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{1/m(2)}{9/(9z)}m(z) as

1 0m(z)

m(z) 0z

/ [ [[i=y 7(|=ilvi)
(0,00 L In + DVE~VD|1/2

1
X exp{ - §'wTV_1(In + D—1V—12V—1D—1)—1V—1w}

F
X { — DWW, + D'WSV D Y WV lwF(Do; 2) + gz(D'v; z)H dv

/ [ [Tz 7(lzivi)
(0,00)" L[ In + DVE~'V DI|/2

1
X exp{ - §'wTV_1(In + D—1V—12V—1D—1)—1V—1w}

X F(Dv;z)} dv

/ [ [T, m(J=ilvi)
(0,00)™ ‘2 =+ ‘/v.DQVvP/2

1
xesp{ ~ Jw VI, + DVIRV D) Y )

F
x { — D WI,+ D'WVISV D Y)W lwF (D w) + g—(Dv; z)H dv
z

// [ L= 7(zilv)
(0,00 L[Z + VD2V |1/2

1
xesp{ ~ Jw V(I + DVIEV D) Y )

X F(D'v;z)} dv

_/ [H?zl{ﬂ(!zz'\w)/ﬂ(!zi!)}
(0,00)"

ID'ED™ 4 V2|12

1
X exp{ —sw VI + D*1V*12V*1D*1)*1V*1w}

X { DYWL, + D'WVISV D Y)WV lwF(Dw; 2) + Z—F(Dv; z)Hdv

L[z [ (lzivi) /7 (i)
o

|ID7'ED 4 V2|12

z

1
X exp{ —sw VI + D*1V*12V*1D*1)*1V*1w}

X F(Dv;z)} dv

JRRLCES

X { DWW, 4+ DWVISVI DY) Wl F(Dw; 2) + 2L (D, z)H dv

/ / h(v; . ) F(Dv; )dv,
(0,00)™
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where we define

h(v; 2.) = [T {m(lzifvi) /7 ([2]) } .

1 Ty -1 —1y/—1 —1py—1\—1y,—1
DR VI Xp{ Sw' VU L+DT VBV DT Y w}.

We will show that the functions h(v; z;, ) F'(Dw; z) and

oF
h(v; zi*){ - D'V I, + DTV RV TIDT) WV wF (Dv; 2) + (Do z)}
z
are dominated by integrable functions on (0, 00)™ which do not depend on z;,. First, we
show this for the function h(v;z;,)F(Dwv;z). Let e, M > 0 such that eI,, < ¥ < MI,.
Observe that

1 1 < 1 - z2 \1/2
< - - (7) ’
ID'ED '+ V312 T [eD7? + V2|12 Hl (e/z2 + v;?)1/? Hl € + z;%v;?

ﬁw(|zi|v,~) :ﬁ 14 2 < (H 1+ 2 ) 9 2,2
2 or(ml) T+ zfe® T 1+ z%v;? L+ 2,20,

1F 0

and
1
exp { —ow V(I + D—lv—lzv—lp—l)—lv—lw}

1
< exp { — 5w V(L + MD*ZV*Z)*V*%U}

1
= exp { — EwT(V2 + MD_2)_1w}

ﬁ ( 1 1 ) ﬁ ( 1 ZZ'Q >
= ex —_——— | = exp| —=————+—=).
Pl P 202+ M/z? Pl P 2 M + z%v;2
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From these facts, we obtain the following bound

h(”? zl*)
n 2 1/2 1 2 2 n 2
Z3 + z; Zi 1 Zq
A me) ) ) e Hew (- 55mn)
}_le € + z;2v;2 z];;;[ 1+ 2;2v;2 1+ ZZ'*2U1'*2 H P 2 M + z;%v;2
Zi2 /2 1+ Zi2 1 ZiQ
NG me) e e (5w}
oy €+ zi“v; 1+ z%v; 2 M + zi*v;
y ( zi,” )1/2 (2 z,” ) ( 152 )
_ —— = )exp| —z—"5—5).
€+ 2i,%v;,2 T+ z.20,2) P\ T 2 M 4 2. %02
Here, we have the following bound under v;, > 1
o2 1/2 o2 1 ; 2 1 \1/2 1
Gomme) Cimma) o (Comram) <) (30)
e+ z,%v;,2 1+ 2;,2%v;,2 2 M + z,%v;,2 v;, 2 v;, 2

and the following bound under v;, <1

z,” 1/2 %,” 1 z?
( ) Jow (= )
€+ 2i,2v;,2 1+ z,%v;,2 2 M + 2, %v;,2

M z,” 1/2 2,2 1 2,2
) ) oe (b
- ( e M+ Zi*ZUZ'*2) ( M + ZZ'*2U@'*2 P 2M + ZZ'*2’U1'*2

< (]\j>1/22M{ s(up )(u3/26_“/2)} =M < .
u€(0,00

Therefore, noting F(Dwv; z) < 1, the function h(v; z;, ) F(Dwv; z) is dominated as

s F D) < [ [T{ (o) o e (- Sarron) ]

i et 2i%v; 1+ 2202 P\ T 2 M 1 2202
, 1\/2/ 1
X {1(% < DM+ 1(v;, > 1)(vi2) (2%*2)}.

The right-hand side of the above display is integrable on (0,00)™ and does not depend on

Zi

e

Next, we show the existence of an integrable function that dominates the function

F
h(v: zi*){ D WY, + DWIEV D YWV lwF(Do; 2) + gz(Dv; z)}.
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For a sufficiently large Ms > 0, we have the following bound

|- D'V (I, + D'V sV D H 'V lwF(Dw; 2)|

<[ID7HIVTH I+ DTVTISVTIDTH TV ||w]

n

1 _ _1N—
— X I+ DED ) e

i=1 7"

< Z ZZ’ (n V2+D 12D )_1€§'n)’
=1 j=1
T(V2+D'ED Y e + (/)T (V2 + D'ED ) el
z ] J
SRS S el :
=1 =1 j=1
n (n) V2—|-ED_2)_16(~n)+( (n)) (V2+ED ) (")
7 ] J
SRS » ol ;

=1 j=1

n n n

n 1
= 22222 1;<E+22U

1= =

1
n

2
Zi
SM?E:ﬁ'
- 1€+Zi (o
1=
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Therefore, we obtain

| - D'VI(I, + D'V IV D YW lwF(Dw; 2)h(v; 2, ||

2 2
Zil iy
SM?(Z 5,2 .2.2)
€+ zyrcvy €+ 2,70,

i/ iy
T ) e (g omn))

exp| —-——5—

o et ate?) 1zt PAT o 2202

% ( Zi*2 )1/2 <2 zi*2 > o ( 1 Zi*2 )
< _ -
€+ zi*2vi*2 1+ zi*2vi*2 P 2 M + 21*2112‘*2
2

5.2 1/241(i=i") 1 + 2,2 1 z
=M [ { (é) 23 ( - *+> H
2 Z H €+ z 21} 2 1+ Zi2vi2 xp 2M + ZiQUiQ

iV Fi 1F s
2 o2 o2

y ( % >1/2 <2 Zia > ( 1z )
exp( — ot
€ + 2, %v;,2 1+ 2.20.2) “P\ T 20 1 2,20, 2

2 1/2 1 4 22 1 2
z z z
[ { ( : ) Z ( 2 M + Z )H
2 H € + 2z;%v;2 1+ 2202 0P 2 2i%v;?

1F

() o ()
€+ z,%v;, 2 T+ z.20,2) O P\ T 2 M 4 2. %0,

52 \U2HG=) 14 2 1 22
<0 30 | TH{(-72) T2 (a3 am)
2 Z H £+ 2,20;2 1+ 2202 exp M + 2,20,

iV Fie 1F s

, 1 \1/2 1

X {1<Ui* < 1)M +1(Ui* > 1)(02*2) (201*2)}
52 1/2 14 22 1 z?
[ T{(50) T e (- yarirs) ]
e 117;.[ e+ 2202) T+ 2202 P\ T 2 M+ 2702
1 \1/2+1 1

"

X {1(’0@»* < 1)M + 1(%‘* > 1)(%*2) (2%*2)}

for some M” > 0, where the right hand side of the above display is an integrable function of

v on (0,00)" which does not depend on z;,. Furthermore, {(0F)/(0z)}(Dwv; z) is bounded
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as

8 n—1
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Therefore, we obtained the desired result.

Step 6: Conclusion. By the dominated convergence theorem, we have
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Therefore, we have

Eln|z] - =

~oE [ AL AR AW}V wh()de/ [ o),
(0,00)™ (0,00)™

as z;, — oo. This implies F[n|z] — z is bounded, so the claim of the theorem follows.

A3 Proof of Theorem 2

In the proof of Theorem 2, we use the following lemma, which gives a relationship between
the Cesdro-average risk and the prior p. For any measurable set A C [0,00), we denote

p(A) as the prior measure.

Lemma 1 (Clarke and Barron| (1990)). For any e > 0, let A. = {n > 0: Agr(nol|n) < e}
denote the Kullback-Leibler information neighborhood of size €, centered at ng. Then the

following upper bound for R, holds for all e > 0 and n:

1
Ry <e—— log p(Ac). (7)

Proof of Theorem 2. First, we consider the case 19 = 0. In this case, the Kullback-Leibler
information neighborhood is A. = [0,v/2¢). Using the lower bounds for the horseshoe

density (Theorem 1 in |Carvalho et al| (2010)), we have the following lower bound for

p(Ae):

V2e
p(As) > # log {1+ i dn
G Jo 7

B 1 * log(1 + u)d
o (2%3)1/2 5/ ud/2 u

1
> Chel/? log <1 + ) )
€
where (' is a constant. Setting ¢ = 1/n and applying Lemma |1| gives the bound

1 1 1
R,=0 ( + —logn — —loglog(1 + n)) = O[n"Hlogn — loglogn}].
n  2n n
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Next, we consider the case ng > 0. In this case, for all small € > 0, the Kullback-Leibler
information neighborhood is A. = (10 —+/2¢,m0+v/2¢). Because the half-horseshoe density

is bounded below by a constant Co near 7y, we have

no-++/2¢
p(Ag) > / Codn = 2v/2C5/z.
n

0o—V 2e

Setting ¢ = 1/n and applying Lemma [1| gives the bound

11 .
R, =0 <n + 2nlogn) = O{n""logn}.

A4 Additional simulation results

We here provide additional simulation results. First, we reported example fits using the
HL, HN and GP methods in Figure We see that the HL and HN methods are less
adaptive to abrupt increases than the HH method in Figure 2. We also see that the
estimated values by the GP method are not always monotonic.

Next, focusing the comparison on the three methods based on shrinkage priors ( HH,
HL and HN), we reported boxplots of simulation results by the three methods in Figure
6] It is observed that in scenarios in (I) and (II), where the true function f has a less
frequent increase, the HH method tends to have the shortest credible intervals while the
HN method has the longest. This result would show that the strong shrinkage effects
of the half-horseshoe prior were realized for many zero signals. On the other hand, in
scenarios (III) and (IV) where f has more frequent increments, the HH method tends to
have the longest credible intervals while the HN has the shortest. This would show that
the heavy tail property of the half-horseshoe prior realized for many positive signals.

Finally, we reported coverage probabilities (CPs) of credible intervals at different
locations in Table In the five scenarios, we estimated the function values by the
proposed HH method 100 times and calculated CPs of the 95% credible intervals at

i € {5,10,15, 20, 25,30, 35, 40, 45, 50}.
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Figure 5: Example fits by the HL, HN and GP methods under the five scenarios. Plots
show true functions (dashed red lines), posterior means(solid black lines), and associated
95% Bayesian credible interval (gray bands) for each 6;. Values between observed locations
are interpolated for plotting.

38



(U] () (lir) (Iv) | (V)

_|
0.12

1
0.18

1

.{
0.30

.{

0.10
1
0.25
1

014
1
0|14
1
of
L[

--—

0|3
I
00
-
.{
0|10 |
F
0|20
1
F

o
2]
o |
|
«© |
S |
o . : '
9 o . !
2 i
>S4 7 T i
|
x < ! | g ! $
| i .
5] g ' =
> =) -+
OE : | i
1 e
o S I S . © o |F 3 ~
=i | Sl o ! \ S 4 -
s = R s] S
-t e . —_ — —
T

T T T T T T T T T T T T T
HH HL HN HH HL HN HH HL HN HH HL HN HH HL HN

0.40

w
<
- | s T T o| T
1 ! @A
© \ o - \ o
- - < o
i ° E - 'ﬁ 0 : E 17
. Q_E H <) "
— 7o) o )
Hi i B3 907
-4 ) | ! S h
i ' \ ' o ' 93 | o —_
2 I | & ! 8 - 17 07| e s
N o o - o ! w :E: T £ '
o | N o
5 el T S+ 78| ] =H
| 8 T olclL Blsis
IR = S e
- ' ! o o ° ° - : :
N ' | ~ A
© | . o | | I - '
. . . o =
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
HH HL HN HH HL HN HH HL HN HH HL HN HH HL HN

method

Figure 6: Boxplots of simulation results by the HH, HL. and HN methods under five
scenarios. The first row shows root mean square errors (RMSEs) of point estimators and
the second row shows average lengths (ALs) of 95% credible intervals.

l ) 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

(I) 082 084 085 088 093 095 095 097 0.99 0.98
(I) 098 096 093 0.87 0.74 0.53 0.66 0.86 0.90 0.98
(III) 098 094 097 098 096 099 099 097 097 0.98
(IV) 0.98 0.97 0.96 091 0.95 0.96 0.99 0.99 0.95 0.89
(V) 047 0.77 093 0.96 095 0.94 091 0.90 0.88 0.93

Table 3: Coverage probabilities of 95% credible intervals by the HH method at different
locations
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Figure 7: Paths of 2500 MCMC samples (with 500 burn-in) of 619, 620, 630, 040, 050 and
060 under the half-horseshoe priors in Scenario (II) of Section 4.

A5 Convergence diagnosis of Gibbs sampler

Figures [7] and [§] show the sample paths of the selected model parameters used in the
posterior analysis under the half-horseshoe model in Scenario (II) of Section 4. Overall,
the sampler is successful in exploring the parameter space efficiently, except that one could
view the sampling of A inefficiently. The mean of the effective sample sizes of function
values 6;’s is 432.2786, and its standard deviation is 302.2642. The mean of the effective
sample sizes of all parameters is 939.3129, and its standard deviation is 660.5398. We
have also increased the number of MCMC iterations from 2500 to 20000 to see a possible
difference in posterior analysis. As summarized in Table [ there is little or no difference

in the RMSEs, CPs and ALs.

A6 Predictive analysis

Using the Nile River data in Section 5, we illustrate the predictive analysis by the isotonic

regression models with the half shrinkage priors. Unlike the plug-in approach in Section 4,
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Figure 8: Sample paths of 72, 12, \%,, €2 and o2 in the log-scale (half-horseshoe, Scenario

(1I).

MCMC iterations 2500 20000

RMSE 0.089 0.089
CPp 90.8  89.8
AL 0.210 0.211

Table 4: The averaged values of the RMSEs, CPs and ALs with different numbers of
posterior samples.
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we take the formal, fully-Bayesian approach by computing the one-step ahead predictive
distribution. In doing so, we repeatedly employ the MCMC method using y;., at every
n > 20 to forecast yn4+1. The predictive distribution, p(yn+1|y1:n), can be computed easily

by adding the following step to the MCMC algorithm in Section Al.

- (Sampling of 4, 11) Conditional on the sampled values of 02, A\? and 6,,,

(i) Generate 7,41 from the Cauchy distribution (the half-horseshoe model) or gen-
erate 7'7% 41 from the exponential distribution (the half-Laplace model), or set

Tn+1 = 1 (the half-normal model).
i) Generate 1,41 from N, (0,02)\272 ).
n+1
(ZZZ) Set 0n+1 = Mn+1 + Hn

(iv) Generate y;11 from N (0,41, 02).

The predictive analysis can be done by using the generated samples of y,+1. We computed
and plotted the predictive posterior means and 95% credible intervals using the half-
horseshoe, half-Laplace and half-normal priors in Figure [9] It is seen in this figure that
the point forecasts of the half-horseshoe model exhibit several temporal jumps. In addition,
the predictive intervals of the half-horseshoe model are narrower than those of the other
models. Table [5| summarizes the predictive results by the RMSEs of the posterior means
and the empirical coverage rates and average lengths of the 95% predictive intervals. While
the half-horseshoe model has the best RMSE, its coverage rate is below the nominal level

and could underestimate the predictive uncertainty.

HH HL HN

RMSE 146.212 154.253 152.502
CP 91.2 93.7 97.5
AL 510.380 575.328 735.874

Table 5: The averaged values of the RMSEs, CPs and ALs of the one-step ahead predictive
analysis.

A7 Choice of half-shrinkage priors

As seen in the numerical examples of our research, there is a significant difference be-

tween the half-normal/Laplace/horseshoe priors in their posterior and predictive analyses.
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Choosing an appropriate half-shrinkage prior, depending on the context, is an important
question for practitioners. To complement such an important decision, one can compare
the three half-shrinkage priors by evaluating model-selection measures that can be com-
puted by using the MCMC samples. To exemplify this approach to the choice of priors, we
compute the posterior predictive losses (PPL;|Gelfand and Ghosh/1998)) in each scenario of
Section 4 and the Nile River data analysis in Section 5, which are summarized in Table [6]
For the simulation data of Scenario (II) and Nile river data, where jumps are observed
and the half-horseshoe model is expected to fit well, the PPL of the half-horseshoe model
is the smallest. By contrast, in the example of piecewise linear functions of Scenario (III),
the half-normal and half-Laplace models show smaller PPLs. These observations support

the conclusions we made in Section 4 and 5.

(1) (I) ) (Iv) (V) Nile (x10%)

HH 15.70 1839 1239 14.59 17.19 9.63
HL 29.40 4590 11.94 16.58 28.62 13.75
HN 36.96 67.57 11.88 17.82 32.78 18.01

Table 6: The posterior predictive losses (PPL) of the half-horseshoe (HH), half-Laplace
(HL) and half-normal (HN) models computed by using the five simulation data in Section 4
and the Nile River data in Section 5.
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