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Abstract

We consider a nonparametric Bayesian approach to estimation and testing for a multi-
variate monotone density. Instead of following the conventional Bayesian route of putting
a prior distribution complying with the monotonicity restriction, we put a prior on the
step heights through binning and a Dirichlet distribution. An arbitrary piece-wise con-
stant probability density is converted to a monotone one by a projection map, taking its
LL1-projection onto the space of monotone functions, which is subsequently normalized to
integrate to one. We construct consistent Bayesian tests to test multivariate monotonic-
ity of a probability density based on the L;-distance to the class of monotone functions.
The test is shown to have a size going to zero and high power against alternatives suffi-
ciently separated from the null hypothesis. To obtain a Bayesian credible interval for the
value of the density function at an interior point with guaranteed asymptotic frequentist
coverage, we consider a posterior quantile interval of an induced map transforming the
function value to its value optimized over certain blocks. The limiting coverage is explic-
itly calculated and is seen to be higher than the credibility level used in the construction.
By exploring the asymptotic relationship between the coverage and the credibility, we
show that a desired asymptomatic coverage can be obtained exactly by starting with an

appropriate credibility level.

Keywords: Bayesian tests for monotonicity; Contraction rate; Credible intervals; Lim-

iting coverage; Multivariate density estimation.

1 Introduction

The problem of estimating a probability density from observed data has been well-studied
theoretically, and the technique has been applied in diverse fields. Usually, density is esti-
mated assuming the smoothness of the function, but in many contexts, structural properties
like monotonicity, convexity, or log-concavity occur naturally. Under such a setting, a den-
sity function may be estimated accurately without even continuity or smoothness. The
nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator of a univariate monotone nonincreasing den-
sity function, known as the Grenander estimator, is characterized as the left-derivative of
the least concave majorant of the empirical distribution functions [21]. The pointwise distri-

butional theory was developed in [34, 22, 30, 16, 17], among others. Applications in survival
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analysis were considered by [29, 28]. Testing for monotonicity was explored by [24, 19], and
others. Confidence bands and confidence intervals in monotone shape-restricted problems
were constructed and studied in [14, 15, 8, 2]; see [23] for a comprehensive summary. Ac-
commodating monotonicity in the multivariate context and studying the properties of the
resulting procedures are more challenging. Risk bounds of the least squares estimator of
multivariate isotonic regressions given by a max-min formula were studied by [12, 26, 25]. A
new estimator by using a subset of the blocks in the formula was proposed in [18]. The risk
bounds of this estimator were derived in [13] and [27] obtained its asymptotic distribution.

Bayesian approaches by incorporating the monotone shape-restriction in the prior for
the regression function were considered in [33, 7, 36]. The authors used spline functions
to represent the regression function and put a prior on the coefficient vector subject to the
monotonicity constraint. These works rely heavily on Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
sampling techniques and did not provide any result about the concentration of the posterior
distribution. The posterior contraction rate for a univariate monotone density function using
a Dirichlet process mixture of a uniform prior was derived by [35], utilizing the fact that a
monotone nonincreasing density on the positive real half-line can be represented as a scale-
mixture of the uniform kernel. The same representation to study the contraction rate of an
empirical Bayes procedure was also used by [32]. A different approach was pursued by [31].
They did not incorporate the monotonicity restriction on the function at the prior stage
and used a Gaussian process prior. Instead, they projected posterior samples on the space
of monotone functions to comply with the shape restriction. The induced distribution, to
be called the “projection-posterior distribution” is then used to make an inference on the
regression function. The projection technique was also used by [9, 10] starting from a prior
on step-functions with step-heights given independent normal prior distributions. These
papers respectively obtained global posterior contraction rates and asymptotic frequentist
coverage of a credible interval of the function value at an interior point. The first paper
also included a Bayesian test for monotonicity with desirable asymptotic properties. For
a monotone decreasing density, the projection-posterior approach through a step function
having a Dirichlet prior distribution was considered by [11]. They obtained the optimal
global posterior contraction rate, constructed a consistent Bayesian test for monotonicity,
and characterized the limiting coverage of a Bayesian credible interval for the value of the
density at an interior point. For both monotone regression and monotone density, it was
observed that the limiting coverage of the credible interval based on projection-posterior
quantiles is higher than the credibility level, but a predetermined asymptotic coverage level
may be assured by starting with a slightly lower appropriate credibility level. The idea
of a projection-posterior for inference is useful beyond the setting of shape-restricted curve
estimation. In differential equation models, [3, 4, 5, 6] used certain distance minimizing maps
from the space of smooth functions to the space of the solutions of the differential equation
to induce a posterior distribution on the parameters of the differential equation, starting
from a random series prior on the regression function using a B-spline basis. They obtained
Bernstein-von Mises theorems which, in particular, show that the posterior contracts at

the parametric rate and Bayesian credible intervals have the correct asymptotic frequentist



coverage. The Bayesian multivariate monotone regression problem was treated by [40] using
the projection-posterior approach. They obtained the global posterior contraction rate and
a consistent Bayesian test for monotonicity. In the same setting, frequentist coverage of a
Bayesian credible interval of the function value at a point using a more general “immersion-
posterior” approach was studied by [39].

In this paper, we develop a Bayesian method to make inferences on the joint probability
density function of several random variables. Instead of making a global smoothness assump-
tion, we assume that the density function decreases in each argument. We shall pursue the
projection-posterior approach, or use a more general immersion map to induce a posterior
distribution from an unrestricted posterior distribution supported on piece-wise constant
functions on small hyperrectangles. More precisely, we consider the setting where we ob-
serve independent and identically distributed random samples from an unknown probability
density supported on [0, 1]% which is monotonically decreasing in each coordinate. To put a
prior on the probability density function, we partition [0, 1]¢ into hyperrectangles and let the
density function have constant values on each hyperrectangle. However, instead of imposing
the shape constraints, we first put a Dirichlet distribution on the vector of (normalized)
step-heights of the piece-wise representation as the prior. By posterior conjugacy, the corre-
sponding unrestricted posterior distribution also follows a Dirichlet distribution on the unit
simplex. Since the unrestricted posterior for the density function is not supported within
the space of multivariate monotone densities, we comply with this restriction by applying a
transformation on the samples from the unrestricted posterior, which maps a density to a
multivariate monotone density. Depending on the purpose of the inference, we use different
transformations. To obtain a global posterior contraction rate with respect to the ILi-metric,
we use an LLi-projection of a density function onto the space of monotone functions. For a
sampled density from the posterior distribution, the monotone projection results in a non-
negative monotone step function, which need not be a density though. This deficiency is
rectified by combining it with a renormalization map. We show that the resulting induced
posterior from this immersion map obtained by an ILi-projection and renormalization con-
tracts at the optimal rate provided that the number of bins is chosen optimally. We then use
this result to construct a Bayesian test for multivariate monotonicity of the density. We re-
ject the hypothesis of monotonicity if the posterior probability that the distance between the
density following the unrestricted posterior and the space of multivariate monotone functions
is smaller than an appropriate threshold given by the posterior contraction rate is smaller
than a predetermined level. We show that the resulting Bayesian test has size approach-
ing zero, power at any fixed alternative approaching one, and the last assertion holds even
for smooth alternative densities approaching the null hypothesis of multivariate monotone
functions if they are separated sufficiently well. We further present a variation of the test
such that the required separation with the null hypothesis for the power to approach one
adapts to the smoothness of the underlying density function. It may be noted that no test,
Bayesian or frequentist, seems available to test for multivariate monotonicity of a density
in the literature. Finally, we address the important problem of uncertainty quantification

of the function value at a given point. In the Bayesian approach, a credible interval, typ-



ically based on posterior quantiles is used to quantify the uncertainty about a parameter,
but its frequentist coverage may be significantly different. Bayesian credible intervals with
asymptotically adequate frequentist coverage are highly desirable. We obtain the asymptotic
coverage of a Bayesian credible interval with endpoints at certain quantiles of an immersion-
posterior distribution induced by a min-max, or max-min, block operation. We observe that
the asymptotic coverage is slightly higher than the credibility level used in the construction.
This is similar to the phenomenon observed for the univariate case in [11], except that the
immersion map is different from the Lo-projection map. As in the univariate case, the lim-
iting coverage depends only on the credibility level used for a given smoothness level of the
density function at the point of interest, not on any nuisance parameter. Hence the correct
asymptotic coverage can be achieved by starting with an appropriate lower credibility level.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the notations,
prior, posterior, and the notion of the immersion posterior. We present results on the pos-
terior contraction rate of the immersion posterior and construct a consistent Bayesian test
for multivariate monotonicity in Section 3. The asymptotic coverage of a credible interval
based on an immersion posterior is obtained in Section 4. Simulation studies to assess the
accuracy of the proposed methods are given in Section 5. The proofs are given in Section 6

and Appendix A.

2 Setup, prior and posterior

Notations. Let bold letters stand for d-dimensional vectors throughout the paper, either
deterministic or random. The transpose of a is denoted by al. Let R, R>p, and R-q be
the sets of real numbers, nonnegative real numbers, and positive real numbers respectively
and Z, Z>q, and Zq be the sets of integers, nonnegative integers, and positive integers. For
(§1,32) € 2Ly x 24, let [j1 : jo] = {4 € ZLy : jak < jk < jok, forall 1 <k < d}. Let 1
stand for the d-dimensional all-one vector and O for the d-dimensional all-zero vector. We
use the notations a V b = max{a,b} and a A b = min{a,b} for (a,b) € R% Let aV b =
(a1 Vby,...,aqVbg)T and aAb = (a1 Aby,...,agAbg)T. For a € R, [a] denotes the smallest
integer no greater than a. [a] denotes ([a1],..., [aq])T. For the multi-index notations, let
W=10!- g, ot = ol -2y, and 0 f(x) = (91l /ouly - 02lf) f(z) for 1 € 724y, € RY,
and some function f on RY.

For two sequences a,, and b, we use a, = O(b,) and a,, = o(b,) when a,,/b,, is bounded
and a,/b, — 0 and Op(:), op(:) are their stochastic versions. The symbols, <, and 2,
represent less/greater than or equal to up to a positive constant, while < means being equal
in order. We write a,, < b, if a, /b, — 0, and a,, ~ b, when a, /b, — 1.

The indicator function of a set A is denoted by 1 4. Let L,(A), p > 1, and L (A) be the
spaces of Lebesgue p-integrable and bounded functions on A respectively. For 1 < p < oo,
let || - [, be the p-norm and define d,(f,S) = inf{|f —s||, : s € S}, for f € L,(A) and
S C Ly(A). The notation dy(-,-) denotes the Hellinger distance between two probability
densities. Let K(p,q) and V(p,q) be the Kullback-Leibler divergence and Kullback-Leibler
variation from probability density p to probability density ¢g. For a semimetric space (7, d),



let N'(e,T,d) denote the e-covering number of 7.

Let N(u,0?) denote the normal distribution with mean p and variance 0. The binomial
distribution with parameters n and p is denoted by Bin(n,p). The k-dimensional Dirichlet
distribution with parameters (o, ..., ay) is denoted by Dir(k; aq, ..., o). We write Ga(a, b)
to denote the Gamma distribution with shape parameter a and scale parameter b. Let £(-)
denote the law of a random element. Equality in distribution is denoted by =,4. Convergences
in probability and in distribution are denoted by —p and ~-, respectively.

We aim to make inferences on the unknown multivariate probability density function ¢
based on the independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) sample of size n. Specifically we
have n d-dimensional i.i.d. observations X7,..., X, from an unknown probability distribu-
tion G with probability density function g supported on [0, 1]¢. We shall use D,, to denote the
data. The probability density function g is presumed to be nonincreasing with respect to each
variable when fixing the other ones. Specifically, we define a natural partial ordering on R?
in the following way. We say « = y if and only if 2, > 1, for all 1 < k < d, for ,y € R? and
similarly define & < y. Then g is supposed to be monotonically nonincreasing with respect
to the natural partial ordering. We denote the set of multivariate nonincreasing probability
density functions as follows, G* = {g : [0,1]9 = Rxq : g(z) < g(y) if & = y; [ g = 1}. Let
F*={f:0,1] = R: f(x) < f(y) if = = y} stand for the set of multivariate nonincreasing
functions. Let H (o, L) stand for the set of Holder continuous function class on [0,1]¢ with
Holder smoothness index o and Holder constant L.

Prior and posterior. The class of piece-wise constant functions with an increasing number
of hyperrectangles approximates the class of all integrable functions. Therefore, to put
a prior on the density function g, we can consider a distribution on piece-wise constant
functions. To this end, partition the domain [0,1]? by splitting the kth direction into .Jj,
equal length subintervals, {[0,1/J¢], (1/Jk, 2/ T, ..., (Jg—1)/ Tk, 1]}, k = 1,...,d, resulting
in Hz:1 Ji pieces in total. Let I; = ngl[O,l/Jk] and I; = HZZI((jk —1)/Jx, jx/Jx] for
J € [1:J]\{1}. Then a typical function in the support of the prior can be represented
as g = (szl Jk) Z]—E[LJ} 0;1;,, with a suitable prior on the scaled vector of step-heights
0 := (0 : j € [1:J]). Let the set of multivariate functions taking constant value on I},
j € [1: J], be denoted by Fy, and the set of multivariate piece-wise constant probability
densities by Gy. These sets of functions with the constraint of multivariate monotonicity are
respectively F; = F*NFyand G7 = G*NG;. For most results in this paper, Ji, k =1,...,d,
can be taken to be deterministic with value dependent on n.

A conjugate prior II on ¢ is given by a Dirichlet distribution on @: for some array of

positive numbers (o : j € [1: J]),

d
(65 :5 € [1:J)) ~Die([] ki (e : 5 € 12 T])), (2.1)
k=1

leading to the posterior measure II(-|D,,) given by

d
(055 € [1: I)IDy ~ Din([] Jas (a5 + N 5 € [1: J]), (2.2)
k=1



where Nj = > 7" | 17,(X;).

Clearly, neither the prior nor the posterior is supported within the desirable space G*
of multivariate monotone densities. To comply with the shape restriction, we make an in-
ference based on the posterior distribution IT¥ := II, o t~! induced by an immersion map ¢
that transforms a density to a multivariate monotone density. The choice of the immersion
map will depend on the application. More specifically, to obtain the posterior contraction
rate, we use an immersion map a composition of the ILi-projection on the space of monotone
functions F* followed by a renormalization taking in G*. Indeed, since the immersion map
is applied to a sample from the posterior distribution of g which is supported within Gy, it
will be observed that the image under the immersion map belongs to G%. Thus the immer-
sion posterior is supported within the space of piece-wise constant multivariate monotone
densities. This property has a significant implication that the computation of the immersion
posterior consists entirely of a finite-dimensional sampling and a finite-dimensional optimiza-
tion algorithm. To study the asymptotic frequentist coverage of a Bayesian credible interval,
we use a min-max or max-min block operation, to be precisely defined in Section 4. In both

cases, the choice of the immersion maps is motivated by the desired asymptotic properties.

3 Contraction rates and testing for multivariate monotonicity

We first study the posterior contraction rate of the immersion posterior induced by the
map ¢ mapping g € Gy to g* € G given by ¢* = g/ [ §, where g € argmin{||g—h|; : h € F*}.
We observe an important fact below that for any p > 1, the L,-projection of a piece-wise

constant function belongs to F75, and hence «(g) € G5 for any g sampled from the posterior.

Lemma 3.1. For p > 1 and s € L,([0,1]9), let s5 = (szl Ji) 2o jepa bili; where by =
f1~ s. Then,
J

(i) for any h € Fy, [|sg —hllp <|[s = hllp;
(ii) if s € F*, then sy € Fy;
(iii) iof s € G*, then sy € gy.

In view of Lemma 3.1, to obtain the monotone LL,-projection of a piece-wise function
h = 3 jen.g 0511, it suffices to isotonize the coefficient vector @ = (6; : j € [1 : J])
by minimizing }-;c5.lc; — 057 over (¢j : j € [L: J]) € Cy, where Cj = {(¢; : j €
1:J]): ¢ <y, if g1 = g2}, the closed and convex monotone cone. The solution to
this isotonization problem exists by the convexity of the loss function and the convexity
and closeness of the feasible set. It is not hard to see that when #; > 0 for all j € [1 :
J], the nonnegativity of the isotonization is ensured. However, for p # 2, the condition
Zje[L 7] 0; = 1 does not automatically ensure that the isotonized coefficients add up to
one. For the case d = 1 and p = 2, from the description of the Pool Adjacent Violation
Algorithm (cf. [1]), it is clear that the sum of the coefficients does not change, and hence
the isotonization of a density g € Gy is automatically a density. This can be shown to be

true for the multivariate case d > 2 and p = 2 and thus makes the renormalization step



redundant. Nevertheless, we work with a monotone LLi-projection as the approximation rate
at a monotone function by piece-wise constant functions is not sufficiently strong in terms
of the L,-metric (p > 1), and hence a renormalization step following the L;-isotonization of
the step-heights is necessary to make the monotone projection a valid probability density.
An alternative would be to directly consider an ILLi-projection of ¢ € Gy onto G*, but a
convenient computational algorithm for that does not seem to be readily available. This
necessitates the use of a more general immersion map instead of a projection used for the
multivariate monotone regression problem studied in [40].

Let @ = (0 : j € [1: J]) stand for the isotonization of @ with respect to the L;-distance.
There may be more than one solution, in which case we may choose any of them. Then the
immersion posterior sample will be given by 67 = 9}/ Z]—E[LJ} éj for all 5 € [1: J]. For the
rest of the section, for all kK =1,...,d, we let Jp = J for some J. The following result gives

the posterior contraction rate of the resulting immersion posterior.

Theorem 3.1. Let the true density go € G*. If 1 < J* < n and ay < aj < ay for
all 3 € 1 : J| and some ag,ar > 0, then EoIl(||lg* — goll1 > Mpen|Dy) — 0 for any
M,, — oo, where €, = max{J ', \/J4/n}. The optimal rate n="*+d js achieved by choosing
J = nt/@+d),

Next, we construct a Bayesian test for multivariate monotonicity analogous to that in

[40] for the multivariate monotone regression problem.

Theorem 3.2. Let ¢, = 1{II(dy(g, F*) < M,n~/CtI|D,) < ~}, where M,, is a slowly

growing sequence and v € (0,1) is a predetermined constant. If J =< nt/C+d) - then we have
(i) for any fized go € G*, Eo(¢n) — 0;
(ii) for any fixed gy not in the LLi-closure of G*, Eo(1 — ¢,) — 0;

(iii) for any o € (0,1] and any L > 0, we have sup{Ey(1 — ¢,,) : go € H(a, L), d1(g0,G*) >
pn(@)} — 0, where

(@) Cn—/(2+d), for some C' >0 if a < 1,
n\&) =
r CMun= VD) for any C > 2 if o = 1.

The universal consistency against any fixed non-monotone alternative density is appeal-
ing. Nevertheless, the separation rate n=®/(2+4 of the alternative density from the null
hypothesis of multivariate monotonicity assumed above for power to approach one is slower

—a/(2a+d) of Holder functions of smoothness

than the optimal posterior contraction rate n
index «. This is because the optimal posterior contraction rate for this class using piece-wise
constant functions is obtained only by choosing J = n!'/2e+d) while the choice J =< n!/(2+d)
used to construct the test leads to the suboptimal contraction rate n=®+4) However, the
assumed choice is essential to obtain the optimal posterior contraction rate at multivariate
monotone functions since otherwise, at some monotone true density, the posterior will not

concentrate within its M,n~Y(Z+4) _neighborhood, and hence the size of the Bayesian test



will tend to one. The problem can be rectified by also putting an appropriate prior on J but
at the expense of higher computational complexity. Therefore, fixed J can not give rise to
the optimal separation rate for some classes of smooth functions, but with a random J, the

required separation rate adapts optimally with o within a logarithmic factor.

Theorem 3.3. Let J be endowed with a prior m such that ebr/Mlog < w(J) < b2t log ]
for some by and by > 0, and suppose that azn™* < a; < ay, for some constants ay,az, and
az > 0. Consider the test ¢, = 1{II(d} (g, F*) < Mo+/(JTlogn)/n|D,) < ~} for testing the
hypothesis of multivariate monotonicity of g, where My is a sufficiently large constant and

v € (0,1) is predetermined. Then
(i) for fized go € G* and go bounded away from zero, Eo(¢pn) — 0;

(ii) for fized density go bounded away from zero and not belonging to the LLi-closure of G*,
Eo(1 — ¢p) — 0;

(iii) there exists a sufficiently large constant C > 0 depending only on «, L, and d, such
that sup{Eo(1 —¢n) : go € H(ar, L), go > 1 > 0,d:1(go, %) > C(n/logn)~*/etd}y 0,

4 Coverage of pointwise credible intervals

To obtain a Bayesian credible interval for g(ag) at an interior point xy € (0,1)¢ with
an asserted frequentist coverage, we use quantiles of immersion posteriors induced by the
immersion maps via the max-min (or min-max) operation over blocks containing xy. The
immersion map is partly inspired by the operation used in the estimator of the monotone
function value at a point proposed by [18]. The asymptotic distribution of such block esti-
mators was studied by [27] for the multivariate monotone regression problem. We drew on
their method in the proof of the following theorem:.

Throughout this section, J is taken as deterministic and changing with the sample size.
We allow Jj, to take different values adapting to the different local smoothness levels along
each coordinate. Let jo = [xg o J| so that x¢ € I},. Since xq is arbitrary so far, we can define
an immersion map ¢ by the value of ¢(g) at @y for any g = (szl Ji) 2 jen.g 051, with 6
from the the unit simplex in RITi=1 Jx Specifically, we consider the min-max immersion map
© defined by 7(g)(xo) = 07, where

S ctiia O
9;0 = min max — -'76[.7142'} J .
J1=Jo jo=j2 szl(h,k —Jik+ 1)

It is clear that 9;0 is uniquely defined although there can be multiple pairs of jo and j;

(4.1)

maximizing and minimizing the average of 6; in the last display. It is not hard to see that

0% := (05 : 5 € [1:J]) € Cy. If we switch the order of maximization and minimization in the

transformation in (4.1), we obtain the max-min immersion map ¢ defined by t(g)(xo) = 9;.0,
where

6! = max min Zje[jl:jﬂ ‘s .

T 5=020 =i T8 Gak — ik + 1)

(4.2)
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It again follows that 6% := (05 :4 € [1:J]) €Cy, but 61 is possibly different from 6*. As
both operations result in monotone outcomes, the average immersion map (4 ¢)/2 will also
map piece-wise constant functions to monotone piece-wise constant functions. For a given
x(, we shall obtain asymptotic frequentist coverage of Bayesian credible intervals of g(x)
based on the quantiles of its immersion posterior distribution using the immersion maps z, ¢
and (7 +1¢)/2.

We shall make the following assumptions on the prior and the true probability density

function.

Assumption 1. The parameters of the prior distribution satisfy max;a; < a; for some

positive constant aq.

Assumption 2. The true density go is a coordinate-wise nonincreasing function on [0, 1]%. go
is continuously differentiable in a small neighborhood of &y € (0,1)?. For every 1 < k < d,
there exists some 7y, € Zq such that 9, go(xo) = 0 for my, = 1,...,n,—1 and 9" go(xo) # 0,
and for any ¢ > 0, with My = {m € Z%o : Zizl mg/me < 1},

sup{|go(a:) — Z %ﬁxo)(m — :co)m| e — x| < trn} = o(wp),

m!
meMy
1 1
where wy, | 0 and r, = (wn/m7 . 7wn/77d)T.

Assumption 2 is adapted from [27] and some unique features, essential for the proof, of
multivariate monotone functions follow from this assumption, see Lemma 1 of [27]. Assump-
tion 2 holds generally when gp has smoothness of order max{ny : 1 < k < d} at x.

To state the theorems on limiting coverage, we introduce some stochastic processes.
Let Hi(u,v) and Hs(u,v) be two independent centered Gaussian processes indexed by

(u,v) € R>0 x R <o with the covariance structure

d
Cov(H;(u,v), H(w',v")) = [ [ (ur Al + v Av}),
=1

for (u,v), (u/,v') € RE So X R>0 and ¢ = 1,2. Then define a Gaussian process by the relation
Ulu,v) = Voo(@o) Hi(u,v) v/ go(xo)Ha(u, v) 3 O go(@o) yp v — (—wy™
) 15, (ug + vg) T8, (ug + vg) o (mA 1)l 2 g + g ;

where M = {m € Z‘éo : Zzzl my/ne = 1}. For each of the three immersion maps, let the
images be denoted by ¢g* = (g), g' = 1(g9) and g = ((z +1)/2)(g).

Theorem 4.1. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold and w,, = n~ V@i ) and Ty, = (w}/m, ce W

If Ji > r;}ﬁ and szl Jip < nwy, then for every z € R, we have

(w,, (g% (x0) — go(x0)) < 2[Dy) ~ P( inf sup U(u,v) < z|Hy),

uz0 40
(w, " (9" (@0) — go(w0)) < 2|Dy) ~ P(sup 1nf Ulu,v) < z|Hy),
'u>-0u
H(w;l(g(wo) —go(xg)) < z|Dy) ~ ( (mf supU(u,v) + sup inf U(u,v)) < z|H1).
'v>0 v>~0u>~

1/77d)T.



The corresponding immersion-posterior (1 — «)-quantiles are

Theorem 4.1 gives the coverage of the corresponding immersion-posterior credible intervals

in terms of the distributions of the following random variables:

Z](Bl) = P(inf supU(u,v) < 0|Hy),

uz0 40
Zg) = P(sup inf U(u,v) < 0|Hy),
vto’u,to
(B) _ priy; .
Zy = P(ﬁ(iréfoi‘;%w“’”) i‘;%i%%U(“’”)) < 0[Hy).

Corollary 4.2. The asymptotic coverage of one-sided immersion-posterior credible intervals

s given by
Po(go(zo) < QW) — P(Z5 < 1-7), (4.3)

and that of two-sided immersion-posterior credible intervals are

l l l
Po(g0(0) € [Q4 10 QL o)) = P(3/2 < Zp) <1 —/2), (4.4)
forl=1,2,3.

Thus the coverage depends only on the distributions of Zg), [ = 1,2,3, which do not
involve any model parameters. The distribution functions of Zg) at a set of most commonly
used points under several local smoothness levels of gy at xp were tabulated in [39]. From
their tables, we can conclude that if n = (1,1), the asymptotic coverage of the three 95% one-
sided credible intervals considered here are 96.6%, 97.5%, and 96.8%, respectively. To target
a specific asymptotic frequentist coverage, [39] tabulated values of the inverted distribution
functions of Zg), Zg) and Zg’) at several points and back-calculated the credibility level
necessary for certain standard confidence levels. For example, if we use the symmetrized
immersion-posterior quantile intervals with the targeted coverage of 95%, the required two
endpoints are Q1(1?:2).959 and QS?).OM’ resulting in a shorter interval than the nominal 95%

credible interval.

5 Numerical results

In this section, we shall carry out two simulation studies to investigate the approach we
proposed in previous sections in finite sample settings. We shall look at both the global per-
formance with respect to the ILi-metric and the pointwise inference in terms of the frequentist

coverage of posterior quantile-based credible interval.
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5.1 Global deviation of immersion posteriors

We consider the following four data-generating probability density functions throughout

this section.

L ogi(w,y) =9(1 —2)*(1—y)*,

2. ga(w,y) = 2.25\/(1 — 2)(1 —y),

3. gs(z,y) = A[(1 + 0D (1 4 2w 7L,
4. g4($,y) _ 4[(1 + 64(ac—0.5))(1 + e4(y—0.5))]—1.

For each density function, we generate i.i.d. samples of sizes, n = 500, 1000, 2000, 5000, and
10000. For density functions g; and go, we obtain the data by independent sampling from
Beta distributions for each of the two coordinates x and y. For density functions gs and g4,
we use the rejection sampling to generate the samples. To implement the Bayesian procedure,
we set J = [2711/ 4}, which is the rate-optimal choice for the LLi-posterior contraction rates
according to Theorem 3.1. All hyperparameters o in the Dirichlet priors are set to 1
without any prior information. The unrestricted posterior is immediate by conjugacy. Next,
we calculate an LLi-projection of the unrestricted posterior samples onto the multivariate
monotone decreasing function class. We implement the ILi-projection algorithm from Section
4 of [37]. This algorithm can isotonize a sample of size s within O(slogs) time for data on
a 2-dimensional grid. The immersion posterior sample of a multivariate probability density
function can then be obtained by a renormalization step following the ILi-projection.

From the proof of Theorem 3.1, we know that the immersion posterior inherits the same
contraction rate as the unrestricted posterior. In addition to evaluating the proposed meth-
ods when the sample size is finite, we also compare the ILi-metric between the immersion
posterior samples and the true data generating density function and the LL;-metric between
the unrestricted posterior samples and the true data generating density function in the sim-
ulation studies.

For each data set, we generate 1000 posterior samples and calculate 1000 immersion pos-
terior samples correspondingly. For each posterior density function, we numerically calculate
the Li-metric to the true probability density. We repeat this process for 100 times.

We summarize our computation results in Table 1. We reported the average of the pos-
terior mean and posterior standard deviation of LLi-metric in terms of unrestricted posterior
and immersion posterior. In Table 1, the average of the posterior mean is denoted by L and
L7 respectively for unrestricted and immersion posterior, and the average of posterior stan-
dard deviation is denoted by SD and SD*. Marked in parentheses are standard deviations
of posterior means and posterior standard deviations over 100 replicates for each setting.

From our simulation results, immersion posterior improves the performance of the con-
ventional unrestricted posterior by leveraging the functional shape information at a later
stage by a monotone mapping. The improvement is consistent over all functions concerned
here and all sample sizes in terms of the ILi-metric and its posterior variation.

It may be noted that as no other test for multivariate monotone density, Bayesian or

frequentist, exists in the literature, we do not compare our test with any other procedure.
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Table 1: Li-metric of unrestricted posterior and immersion posterior.

90 n Ly SD Ly SD*
500 | 0.397(0.015) 0.029(1.091) 0.264(0.011)  0.022(0.002)
1000 | 0.337(0.011) 0.021(0.720) 0.220(0.008) 0.016(0.001)
T 2000 0.280(0.009) 0.015(0.483) 0.182(0.006) 0.011(0.001)
5000 | 0.217(0.005) 0.010(0.284) 0.143(0.003) 0.007(0.000)
10000 | 0.180(0.004) 0.007(0.188) 0.119(0.002) 0.005(0.000)
500 | 0.429(0.014) 0.028(0.785) 0.185(0.012) 0.026(0.004)
1000 | 0.375(0.012) 0.021(0.566) 0.156(0.011) 0.019(0.003)
921 2000 0.320(0.007)  0.015(0.422) 0.130(0.007) 0.013(0.002)
5000 | 0.254(0.006) 0.010(0.260) 0.104(0.004) 0.008(0.001)
10000 | 0.214(0.004) 0.007(0.160) 0.087(0.003) 0.006(0.000)
500 | 0.393(0.014) 0.030(1.120) 0.256(0.015) 0.031(0.003)
1000 | 0.336(0.012) 0.022(0.603) 0.208(0.012) 0.022(0.002)
P51 2000 0.277(0.007)  0.016(0.381) 0.166(0.008) 0.015(0.001)
5000 | 0.213(0.006) 0.010(0.289) 0.125(0.005) 0.010(0.001)
10000 | 0.177(0.004) 0.007(0.187) 0.101(0.004) 0.007(0.001)
500 | 0.418(0.017) 0.029(0.986) 0.199(0.011) 0.024(0.002)
1000 | 0.364(0.009) 0.021(0.546) 0.168(0.009) 0.017(0.002)
91 2000 0.311(0.008) 0.015(0.377) 0.142(0.006) 0.013(0.001)
5000 | 0.244(0.005) 0.010(0.252) 0.112(0.004) 0.008(0.001)
10000 | 0.207(0.004) 0.007(0.180) 0.094(0.003) 0.006(0.000)

5.2 Coverage of credible intervals

In this part, we conduct simulation studies to investigate the frequentist coverage of credi-
ble intervals based on the immersion posterior quantiles. The data is generated from the same
set of probability density functions considered in the last section. We consider five different
sample sizes, n = 500, 1000, 2000, and 5000. The point at which we will make an inference on
the density is g = (0.5,0.5). According to the sample size, we take J = [n”ﬂ/@]. The
hyperparameters in the Dirichlet priors are taken to be 1. All three immersion maps are con-
sidered. They are indicated as “min-max”, “
considered the two-sided credible interval for gg(xg) with four credibilities, 0.99,0.95,0.90,

and 0.80. To recalibrate the credible interval to the right asymptotic coverage, we use the

max-min”, and “ave” in the following tables. We

corresponding quantiles of Zg’) from Table 4 of [39]. Note that the distribution function of
Zg’) is symmetric about 1/2. Thus it is possible to get both the upper and lower quantiles
from the table. For example, we use 0.990 and 0.010, instead of 0.995 and 0.005, immersion
quantiles to construct the credible sets targeting the coverage 99%.

We repeated generating the data in each setup for 1000 times and calculate the frequency
of credible intervals including the true parameter. The results for the function g1 are summa-

rized in Table 2 — Table 5. When the sample size is larger, the recalibrated credible intervals
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behave very well, with coverage staying closer to the target while the credible intervals based
on raw quantiles are more conservative. However, when the sample size is moderate, the
performance of all methods varies among different probability density functions. For in-
stance, for the function g;, as the function value at xq is relatively closer to 0, the proposed
methods result in poor coverage when n = 500, but soon the coverage gets much better when
n = 1000. In all the tables, C' and L denote the coverage and average length of credible

intervals, rounded to two digits.

Table 2: Coverage and length of credible intervals for g; (x)

. . credibility
n | M maps 0.99 0.95 0.90
C L C L C L
min-max | 0.91 0.86(0.12) | 0.70 0.66(0.10) | 0.56 0.56(0.09)
cop | maxemin | 0.92 0.85(0.13) | 0.74 0.66(0.10) | 0.60 0.56(0.09)
average | 0.91 0.85(0.12) | 0.71 0.66(0.10) | 0.58 0.56(0.09)
adjusted | 0.85 0.83(0.12) | 0.61 0.63(0.10) | 0.48 0.53(0.09)
min-max | 1.00 0.62(0.09) | 0.97 0.48(0.07) | 0.94 0.41(0.06)
Log | maxmin | 1.00 0.62(0.09) | 0.98 0.48(0.08) | 0.95 0.41(0.07)
average | 1.00  0.62(0.09) | 0.97 0.48(0.08) | 0.94 0.41(0.07)
adjusted | 0.99 0.60(0.09) | 0.95 0.46(0.07) | 0.90 0.39(0.06)
min-max | 1.00 0.54(0.08) | 0.98 0.42(0.06) | 0.93 0.36(0.06)
o000 | M@min | 1.00 0.54(0.08) | 0.98 0.42(0.06) | 0.95 0.35(0.06)
average | 1.00  0.54(0.08) | 0.98 0.42(0.06) | 0.94 0.35(0.06)
adjusted | 0.99 0.52(0.08) | 0.95 0.40(0.06) | 0.89 0.34(0.05)
min-max | 1.00 0.44(0.06) | 0.98 0.35(0.05) | 0.93 0.29(0.04)
so0p | mexmin | 1.00 0.44(0.06) | 0.98 0.34(0.05) | 0.95 0.29(0.04)
average | 1.00  0.44(0.06) | 0.98 0.34(0.05) | 0.94 0.29(0.04)
adjusted | 0.99 0.43(0.06) | 0.95 0.33(0.05) | 0.90 0.27(0.04)
6 Proofs

Proof of Lemma 3.1. For part (i), let @ € I;. Then, as h is constant over I;, by the definition
of sy

d d
sat@) —h@) =|(T[4) [ s=n < (T[T [ 15—, (6.)
k=1 I k=1 I

by Jensen’s inequality. By taking integral on both sides of (6.1) over I;, we have [; |sg—h|P <
J

f I, |s — h|P. Part (i) now follows then by summing over all j on both sides of the inequality.

For parts (ii) and (iii), if s is a multivariate monotone nonincreasing function, then {b;}

is a monotonically decreasing array in terms of the natural partial order on the indices since,
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Table 3: Coverage and length of credible intervals for go ()

. . credibility
n | M maps 0.99 0.95 0.90
C L C L C L
min-max | 1.00  0.59(0.08) | 0.99 0.45(0.07) | 0.97 0.38(0.06)
cop | memin | 100 0.59(0.08) | 099 0.45(0.07) | 097 0.38(0.06)
average | 1.00 0.58(0.08) | 0.99 0.45(0.07) | 0.97 0.38(0.06)
adjusted | 1.00 0.56(0.08) | 0.98 0.43(0.06) | 0.94 0.36(0.06)
min-max | 0.99 0.50(0.07) | 0.98 0.39(0.06) | 0.94 0.33(0.05)
Logp | maxmin | 099 0.50(0.07) | 0.96 0.39(0.06) | 0.92 0.33(0.05)
average | 0.99  0.50(0.07) | 0.97 0.39(0.06) | 0.92 0.33(0.05)
adjusted | 0.98 0.48(0.07) | 0.94 0.37(0.05) | 0.88 0.31(0.05)
min-max | 0.99 0.43(0.06) | 0.98 0.34(0.05) | 0.94 0.29(0.04)
s000 | MmN | 0.99 0.43(0.06) | 0.96 0.34(0.05) | 0.91  0.28(0.04)
average | 0.99  0.43(0.06) | 0.97 0.33(0.05) | 0.93 0.28(0.04)
adjusted | 0.99 0.41(0.06) | 0.94 0.32(0.05) | 0.89 0.27(0.04)
min-max | 0.99 0.36(0.05) | 0.97 0.28(0.04) | 0.92 0.23(0.03)
So00 | M | 0.99 0.36(0.05) | 0.95 0.28(0.04) | 0.9 0.23(0.03)
average | 0.99  0.35(0.05) | 0.96 0.27(0.04) | 0.92 0.23(0.03)
adjusted | 0.99  0.34(0.05) | 0.93 0.26(0.04) | 0.87 0.22(0.03)

by the translation of s,

bj, :/1- s(x)dx 2/ s(a:+(j2—j1)/J)da::/ s(z)da = bj,,

J Ijl I

when jo = ji. Additionally, it is clear that if s > 0, b; > 0 for all 5, and Zje[l:J}(Hi:l Ji)bj =
f[o,l]d s. Ol

The main ideas of the proofs of Theorems 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 are very similar to their
univariate counterpart in [11], but the associated bounds will have to be reestablished in the

multidimensional case. For the sake of self-contentedness, we present the proofs in brief.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Let g be an LLi-projection of g to F*, from which we obtain the
normalized g*. Since [|g* — goll1 < /g — gollx + 17 — ¢"[l1, and

Hg—g*ulz/r—%\:/g\l—ﬁ!:1/5—/9019\9—90\\1,

we have [|g* —gol[1 < 2[|g—gollr. Moreover, [|§—gollr < (17— glls +lg = gollr < 2llg—gollx by
the triangle inequality and the definition of projection. Combining ||g* — goll1 < 4|lg — goll1,
hence the immersion posterior contraction rate is inherited from the unrestricted posterior

contraction rate.
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Table 4: Coverage and length of credible intervals for g3(xo)

. . credibility
n | M maps 0.99 0.95 0.90
C L C L C L
min-max | 0.95 1.27(0.16) | 0.85 1.00(0.14) | 0.74 0.85(0.12)
cop | mecmin | 096 1.26(0.16) | 086 0.99(0.14) | 076 0.84(0.13)
average | 0.96  1.26(0.16) | 0.86 0.99(0.14) | 0.74 0.84(0.13)
adjusted | 0.93 1.22(0.16) | 0.78 0.95(0.14) | 0.67 0.80(0.12)
min-max | 1.00  1.00(0.13) | 0.98 0.78(0.11) | 0.93 0.66(0.10)
Logp | maxmin | 100 0.99(0.13) | 0.97 0.78(0.11) | 0.93 0.66(0.10)
average | 1.00 0.99(0.13) | 0.98 0.78(0.11) | 0.93  0.66(0.10)
adjusted | 0.99 0.96(0.13) | 0.94 0.75(0.11) | 0.89 0.63(0.10)
min-max | 1.00  0.89(0.11) | 0.97 0.70(0.10) | 0.94 0.59(0.09)
s000 | MmN | 1,00 0.88(0.11) | 0.97 0.69(0.10) | 0.93 0.59(0.09)
average | 1.00 0.88(0.11) | 0.97 0.69(0.10) | 0.93  0.59(0.09)
adjusted | 0.99 0.86(0.11) | 0.94 0.66(0.09) | 0.90 0.56(0.08)
min-max | 1.00  0.76(0.09) | 0.98 0.59(0.08) | 0.93 0.50(0.07)
~o0 | M@min | 1,00 0.75(0.09) | 0.97 0.59(0.08) | 0.92  0.50(0.07)
average | 1.00 0.75(0.09) | 0.98 0.59(0.08) | 0.93 0.50(0.07)
adjusted | 0.99  0.73(0.09) | 0.95 0.56(0.08) | 0.87 0.47(0.07)

Let go,; = Je Zje[l:J] 0o,j11,, where 6y ; = Po(l;). For every j and = € I;, [go,s(x) —
go(®)| = | [, g0 — go(®)| < go((7 —1)/J) — go(4/J) as go is coordinate-wise decreasing.
J
Then, splitting the integral over each I},
lgo.s = golls < T4 > [90((G = 1)/T) = go(3/ )] < dJ " (g0(0) — go(1)),

JE[1:JT]

by the telescoping property of the series corresponding to the points {...,7,7+1,7+2-1,...},
and there are no more than dJ% ! such series in the above summation.

Since ||lg—goll1 < lg—90,7111 + /90,7 — goll1, we only have to show that for every M,, — oo,
EolI(|lg — go,sl[1 = M/ J4/n|Dy) — 0. (6.2)

As the Lo-norm dominates the L;-norm, it suffices to show that EoIL(||g—go,s|l2 > Mny/J¢/n|Dy,) —
0. Observing that ||g — go.s||3 = J¢ > jena 105 — 0o.j|%, it is enough to verify the bounds

> Var(6;|D,) = Op(n™"), D [E(6;D,) — 65 = Op(n™")
J€E[1:JT] JE[1:JT]

in view of the Markov inequality and a standard variance-bias decomposition. Since Var(6;|D,,) <
(oj + N;)/(a. +n)?, the first part of the assertion is immediately obtained as a; < a; < oo,
J4 < n and >_jeng) Nj = n. For the second claim, note that E(6;|D) = (a; + N;)/ (. +n)
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Table 5: Coverage and length of credible intervals for g4(xo)

. . credibility
n | M maps 0.99 0.95 0.90
C L C L C L
min-max | 0.99 0.76(0.10) | 0.96 0.59(0.09) | 0.92 0.50(0.08)
~op | memin | 100 0.76(0.11) | 096 0.59(0.09) | 094 0.50(0.08)
average | 1.0 0.76(0.10) | 0.96 0.59(0.09) | 0.93 0.50(0.08)
adjusted | 0.99  0.73(0.10) | 0.94 0.56(0.08) | 0.87 0.47(0.07)
min-max | 1.00  0.63(0.09) | 0.98 0.49(0.07) | 0.94 0.42(0.06)
Logp | maxmin | 100 0.63(0.09) | 0.97 0.49(0.07) | 0.93 0.41(0.06)
average | 1.00 0.63(0.09) | 0.97 0.49(0.07) | 0.94 0.41(0.06)
adjusted | 0.99 0.60(0.08) | 0.95 0.46(0.07) | 0.89 0.39(0.06)
min-max | 1.00  0.55(0.07) | 0.98 0.43(0.06) | 0.95 0.36(0.05)
s000 | MmN | 1,00 0.5(0.07) | 0.97 0.42(0.06) | 0.94  0.36(0.06)
average | 1.00 0.54(0.07) | 0.98 0.42(0.06) | 0.94 0.36(0.05)
adjusted | 1.00  0.52(0.07) | 0.96 0.40(0.06) | 0.90 0.34(0.05)
min-max | 1.00 0.46(0.06) | 0.99 0.36(0.05) | 0.97 0.30(0.05)
~o0 | M min | 1,00 0.46(0.06) | 0.98 0.36(0.05) | 0.96 0.30(0.05)
average | 1.00 0.46(0.06) | 0.99 0.36(0.05) | 0.96 0.30(0.04)
adjusted | 1.00  0.44(0.06) | 0.97 0.34(0.05) | 0.93 0.28(0.04)

and Nj ~ Bin(n, 0y ;), where o. =} 5. g5 < J%;. Thus
Var(E(0;Dn)) = no (1 = 005)/ (a0 + n)* < 0y 5/n < J~go(0)/n,
(Eo(E(0;]Dn)) — 00,4)* = (0 — aoflo,3)*/ (a0 +n)* < 2a1(1 + g5(0)) /n?,
as 0y ; < J %go(0). Now summing over j € [1 : J], we obtain the result. O

Proof of Theorem 3.2. (i) Since di(g,F) = |lg — gll1 < |lg — gol|1, the first assertion follows
from Theorem 3.1.

(ii) We claim that di(go, F*) > 0. If not, for every n > 0, there exists f € F* such that
lf —goll <n/2. Then fy € F* and || f+ — golli < ||f — goll1, where f4 is the positive part of

f. Further, f = fi/|[fi|h € G* and, since f — fi = fo(1 = [[f+]l)/If+ 1 and [lgolh =1,

1 = golly < IIF = Fllu + 11F+ = golly < Mllgolly — [1F4 112l + I+ — gollx

is bounded by 2||f+ — goll1 < 2||f — goll1 <7, contradicting the assumption that gy does not
belong to the closure of G*. Thus dy(go, F*) > 0. Hence by the triangle inequality and the
definition of the LLi-projection,

di(g,7") = llgo — gl = llg — gollx = di(go, F*) = llg — goll1- (6.3)

To conclude the consistency of the test, it now suffices to show that the posterior distribution

of g is consistent at gy with respect to the ILi-metric. By the martingale convergence theorem,
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we have ||go—go,7|l1 = 0 as J — oco. Observing (6.2) does not require monotonicity, posterior
consistency at gg follows.

(iii) Uniformly over go € H(a, L), we have ||go — go,s|l1 < J . Combined with (6.2), this
gives the posterior contraction rate max{J %, \/Jd—/n} at go, which is optimized to n—/(2+d)
for the choice J = n/(+4)  As in the proof of part (i), we can conclude that dy(go, F*) >
pn(@)/2 if di(go,G*) > pn(e). By (6.3), I(di(g, F*) < M,n~"C+*)|D,) is bounded by
I(|lg — goll1 > di(go, F*) — Mpun=/CTI|D,,). When a < 1, n=/(@+2) > M, n=1/(4+2) and
hence the bound goes to 0 in Py-probability with the choice of p,(a) = Cn~*/+d) for any
fixed C' > 0. When a = 1, the bound is at most II(||g — go|l1 > (C/2 — 1)M,n~/C+I|D,,),

which converges to zero in Pg-probability. O

Proof of Theorem 3.3. (i) By the definition of the piece-wise constant approximation, go j €
G C F*if go € G*. Then we have dy(g, F*) < |lg — go,s|l1 for every J > 0. Then for part

(i), we assert that
Po(II([lg — go,s1l1 > Moy/ (J¥logn)/n|Dy) <1 —7) = 1. (6.4)
To this end, we shall show that for J¢ < n,

(a) T(|lg — go,slh > Mor/T¥logn/n, J < J,[Dy) —p, 0;
(b) (J > Jn|]D)n) —>PO 0 for Jn = (n/ ]og n)l/(d‘f'l).

As the Lo-metric dominates the Lj-metric on [0,1]¢, the posterior probability in (a) is

bounded by 27", A, 5 (Mo)n(J|Dy,), where A, y(My) = TI( [ |g—go.s|* > MZ(J%logn)/n|J, D).
By Markov’s inequality
n

Ans (M) < ST

[ Var(;iDn) + > (E(0;]Dn) — 60,5)%). (6.5)
je:J] je:J]

Using the bounds established in the proof of (6.2), the first term inside the bracket is O(n~!)
uniformly for all J, while we can decompose E(6;|D,,) —6p ; as the sum of (aj —a.Nj/n)/(a.+
n) and Nj/n—0p; with . := .05 g0 < a1J?. The sum of squares of the first term over

Jj € [1: J] is bounded by

2[Yjen.g @G + a2 X e N /n?] - 20} T+ (a1 I Y 1.0 Ni /7]
(a. +mn)? - (a. +n)?

e
n
uniformly for all j and all J. Using Bennett’s inequality (cf. Proposition A.6.2 of [38]) and
summing over j, we conclude that simultaneously for all J < J,, max{|N;/n — 0y;| : j €
[1:J]} <+v/(logn)/(nJ?) if J?logn < n. This gives that the expression in (6.5) is bounded
by a constant multiple of M 2 and hence can be made arbitrarily small by choosing M
sufficiently large. Thus, claim (a) follows.

To establish (b), we apply the general theory of posterior contraction in [20]. Because
go is bounded below, any g sufficiently uniformly close is also bounded below, and so go/g
is uniformly bounded. Using standard relations between Kullback-Leibler divergences, the
Hellinger distance and the ILi-distance, and recalling that the piece-wise constant approxima-

tion go 7 is O(J ~1) close to gg in L1, to estimate the prior €,-ball probability necessary for the
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application of the general theory, it suffices to lower bound II(J = JH)II(}_ je1.04 05 —00 5] <
€n), where J* < €1, By the assumption on the prior on .J and the Dirichlet small ball prob-

*\d
—e(Jp)*logn for some ¢ > 0

ability estimate (cf. Lemma G.13 of [20]), a lower bound is e
provided that €, is lower bounded by some negative power of n. Thus (b) holds if J, is
chosen a sufficiently large constant multiple of J* by Theorem 8.20 of [20]. Now, with these
estimates, proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 3.2, the conclusion in (i) can be established.

For part (ii), in view of the martingale convergence theorem, for any given € > 0, ||go —
go,7ll1 < € when J > Jy, say. Then we proceed as in part (i) with a fixed small €, J; = Jy
and establish that (a) and (b) hold for .J,, a multiple of (n/logn)'/¢, where the constant of
proportionality is taken to be sufficiently small depending on e.

The proof of part (iii) also proceeds similarly after establishing the posterior contraction
rate €, =< (n/logn)~®/(2¢+d) by standard arguments for Holder functions. The estimates
used in the proof imply that (a) and (b) hold for J,, a sufficiently large constant multiple of
(n/logn)l/Gatd), O

The proof of Theorem 4.1 is long, so we separate it into several key steps. These are
stated as separate lemmas below, under the setup and assumptions of Theorem 4.1. We first
introduce some notations and preliminaries.

For t € RY, let j(t) = [(x0 +tor,) o J]. Then we can rewrite g*(zo) as

RPNV
g*(wo) = min max y ZJOG[J(—AUJ).](«U)] J —
u>~0 v>0 Hk:l(](’v)k — ](_u)k + 1)Jk

and the localized version of g*(xy) with some positive constant ¢ and v as

.
G@) = min  max — Liocli-wiw) b .
et oz [T ()i — J(—w)i + D

We denote

Wy = w, (9" (w0) — go(wo)),

W . = w,, (g (o) — go(eo)),
W, = inf sup

cTV1Z2uzel (=71 <v=cl

{VL‘JO(%O)HI(“”U) L Vo(@o)Hy(u,v) T 0™ go(wo) T UZL'“H—(—uk)m’““}’

HZ=1(uk + ) HZ=1(uk + ) M (m +1)! k=1 Uk Uk
=i f
W= it
d m m
v go(xo) H1(u,v) Y go(xo)Ha(u, v) . Z 9™ go(z0) H vt — ()t
HZ=1(uk + ) HZ=1(uk + ) M (m+1)! k=1 Uk Uk

The desired weak convergence of random measures on R follows from Lemma B.1 of [39],
stated below.

Lemma 6.1 (Lemma B.1 of [39]). Let the following conditions be satisfied.
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(i) For every c >0, LW, .[Dy) ~ L(W.|H1);
(ii) lime oo limsup,, o (W) . # Wi |Dy) = 0 in Po-probability;
(iii) lime_yo0 P(Ws # W) = 0.

Then in the space of probability measures under the weak topology, L(W|Dy,) ~~ L(W|H1).

We apply the Gamma representation for the Dirichlet distribution to the unrestricted
posterior @ given the data ID,,. Let V;|D,, ~ Gamma(co; + Nj, 1), mutually independent.
Then 6; given the data Dy, is distributed as V5/ 3 111,50 Vi- Let a. =37y, 5y . 1t follows
immediately that > ;.. Vi ~ Gamma(a. +n,1), and E(} 1.0 V1) = Var(Q e Vi) =
o+ n.

We decompose

" (@0) = 90(@0)) = minma{An,1(u,v) + Apa(u,0) + Bs (10) + Boa(u, v)},

where

Z]( w:jw) (Vi — E(V;Dn))/ 3 Vi
Hk 1( (U)k —J( u)k +1)J;§1
Apao(u,v) =w, y — ,
Hk:1(](”)k - ](—U)k +1)J,
1 2 (—wyi) (N — Eo(N;))/n
Bn,l(uv ’U) = Wp d . . 1
[Tiei G(0)k — j(—w)k + 1)J;

Bpa(u,v) =w," ( L - —90(500)> .
7 i G0k — G(—uw)i + 1),

Lemma 6.2. The conditional distribution of stochastic process Yn(w, v; V') = wn 3 5o (Vi—

E(V;|Dy,)) given D, converges weakly to the distribution of \/go(zo) Ha(u,v)) in Loo([0, c1] x

[0, c1]) in Po-probability.

Api(u,v) =

Proof. Conditional on D, the expectation of Y, is zero and the variance is given by
Var(Y, (u, v; V)|Dy,) = w? Z (aj + Nj).
FEli(—u):j(v)]

By Assumption 1, we have

d
w? Z aj <ap-wl H(kauk + Tp Uk + 2J,;1)Jk
Jeli(=u):j(v)] k=1

d d
=ai- n~! H Ji H(uk + v + 27’;}&]];1),
k=1 k=1

as w? Hg 1Tk = n~!. By noting that Hg 1 e < nwy, K n, 7}7}9 < Jg, and ug, v < c for
every 1 < k < d, it follows that w? 2 li(—u)(w) @ — 0

Since gq is differentiable, and hence is continuous at x,

Eo(wi Z Nj) = nw,%/ go(z)dz
U{I;:5 €[5 (—w):i (v)]}

JE[ (—u):j(v)]
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U

= nw,(go(xo) H otk + o vk + O(T 1Y)
fe1

d
— go(@o H uy + ),

as w2 szl Tk =n"1 and T 1 < Ji. Since Y. w):j(v)) V5 is binomially distributed, we

Jeli(=
similarly have

Var(wfl Z Nj> < nwfl/ go(x)dx
JEl(—u):j(v)] DUy aeli(-u) @l
d
< wlgo(x) H max{ug + vk, QJQIT;}C} — 0.
k=1

Thus Var(Y,(u,v; V)|Dy,) —p, g0(x0) Hizl(uk + vg).

We shall apply Lyapunov’s central limit theorem using bounds for the fourth moment
to show the marginal convergence. Using the moment bound E((V; — E(V;|D,))*|D,) <
(aj + Nj)?, and observing that

wh o > (N Swn Y N:

JeElj(—u):j(v)] JE[(—u):j(v)]
ooty st Mk
Swy, | | (wkrn e + vrrn k) Ji S
k=1 15—y Tk 1, Jk I e

with Pg-probability tending to one, as r;}g < Ji and ug, v, < c for every k. Comparing
this with the asymptotic variance, it is clear that Lyapunov’s condition holds. Thus for

a fixed (u,v), the conditional distribution of Y, (u,v, V) given the data converges weakly

to \/ go(xo) sz1(uk + v;)N(0,1) in Py-probability. The conclusion easily extends to finite-

dimensional joint distributions by observing that for (u,v) and (u/,v") € [0, ¢1] X [0, c1],

E(Y,(u,v; V) Y, (a0 V)|D,)
d

= w? Z Var(V;|Dy,) = go(xo) H(uk A, + v Aoy,
FEl (—uru):j(vAv')] k=1

in Po-probability.
We now show the asymptotic tightness of the conditional law of the process given by

Y, (u,v; V) given the data in L ([0, c1] x [0, c1]). We apply Theorem 2.2.4 of [38] with the
4d+2

function 1 : x + 21972 and use the metric p((u,v), (v/,v’)) = /[|lu — /|| + [[v — V'] on

[0,c1] x [0,cl]. We first calculate the (4d + 2)-th moment of the increments, conditional on
the data. By Lemma A.5, we have that

(Y (u,;V) = Yo (u', v V)[7|Dy)

= Wi B (( 3 (V; — E(V;|D,)) "’ |D,,)
JEli(—u):j(v)|Alj(—u’):j(v")]

20



< widh?( 3 NP (6.6)
JEl(—w):j ()] Al (—u'):j(v")]
with Po-probability tending to one, by noting that min{N; : 5 € [1 : J|} —p, oo and {a;}
is uniformly bounded. With Py-probability tending to one, we have
d

d d
Z N; fjnHrmk(H(uk\/u;ﬁ—kvk\/v;ﬁ)—H(uk/\ufc—i—vk/\vfﬁ))
= k=1

Jeli(=w):j ()] Al (—w):j(v')] k=1 k=1

U

d
= nZ(H(uk Vo, + v Vo) — 1_[(u/rC A uj, + v A ).
=1 k=1

Thus by Lemma A.1, (6.6) is bounded by a constant multiple of (|ju — || + |Jv — v'||)?¢*+!
with Pg-probability tending to one. The e-packing number of [0, c1] x [0, c1] with respect to

the metric p is bounded by a constant multiple of e 44 Then by Theorem 2.2.4 of [38], by
taking n = 5(2d+1)/(40l+1)7

[[sup{|Yo(w, v; V) = Yo(u',v's V)| 1 p((u,v), (v, v)) < 0}|4a+2

< /n(€4d)1/(4d+2)d6+5(778d)1/(4d+2)’

~

0

which is of the order of §'/(¢+1)  Hence the process Y, (u,v; V) is asymptotically uniformly

equicontinuous. This concludes the proof of asymptotic tightness. ]

Lemma 6.3. Let Py (,v) = wn Y jcj—wyjwy (Ni—Eo(Nj)) and Ji, > 1, k. Then Py(u,v) ~
Vgo(xo)Hi(u,v) in Ly([0,cl] x [0 cl])
Proof. Let Zyi(u,v) = waly(r;eli(—u)j()} (Xi) for i = 1,...,n. We rewrite P, (u,v) =
Wn iy Zni(uw,v) — EoZy ;(u,v). First, we verify the finite-dimensional convergence. For
(u,v) and (uv/,v") € [0,c1] x [0, 1],

Cov (P, (u,v), Py(u,v") = nw2EoZy1(u A/, v Av') — nwiEoZ,1(u,v) - EgZn 1 (u,v).

We observe that

nwiEoZn,l(u,v) = nw2/ go(x)dx
U{Zj:5€li(—u):5 (v)]}

d

d
= (g0(o) + o(1)) [T (wr + vr + O((Tarne) ™)) = go(@o) [T (wr + i),
k=1 k=1

uniformly for all (u,v) € [0,c1] x [0, cl] as Jj > r;}ﬁ Thus

d
Cov(P,(u,v), P,(u/,v")) — go(zo H ug A u), + vg A vp,).

Next, we apply Theorem 2.11.9 of [38] to show asymptotic tightness. Take m, = n
and F = {(u,v) € [0,c1] x [0,c1]}. By noting that ||Z, ;|| = WnHU{Ij:je[j(—cl):j(cl)}}(Xz)

converges to 0, and hence for every n > 0,

n
> BollZnilF1{| Znill 7 > n} =0
i=1
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for sufficiently large n, trivially verifying the first condition of their theorem.
Let o((u,v), (u/,v")) = [[u — w'[| + [|v — v'||. Then

ZEO Zni(u,v) — Z, (u,v))2

= nw2Eo| Zp1(w,v) — Zy 1 (u/,v')| = nwg/ go(x)dx
U{L;:5 €[5 (—w): (v)] Al (—w'):5(v")]}
d d d
H (up + v + 2(Jkrn k)~ H (), + V), + 2(Jprng) —QH(uk/\u;%—vk/\vfc)
k=1 k=1 k=1

S o((u, ), (u', ")) + mggd(Jank)
where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.1. Hence, Y i Eo(Zni(u,v)—Z, (v, v))? —
0, as o((u,v), (u/,v")) = 0 and n — oco.

Next, for any € > 0, we construct a partition of F as follows. Choose a 6 > 0, to be
determined later, which depends only on e. For the interval [0, ¢], with equispaced grid points
0=s0< 81 <...<s =c, the partition of (0,c]? x (0,¢]¢ is given by {szl(stk_l,stk] X
Hizl(srk,l,sm] s tg,mp € {1,...,1}}. Then F C Ut requ,..ipa For, where Fyp = {(u,v) €
(0, x (0,c]? : Sty—1 < Uk < Sty Sppm1 < Uk < srk}. Now

n

S By sup |Zuilf) = Zuilo)
=1 f,.9€Ftr

2
< nwlEo (1ygz;:eli—se)i(sn (X1) = LUgrset—se)sn—n)1 (X1))
d d
,S (Stk +ST’]€ +2 Jkrnk H stk 1 +s7"k 1)

=1 k=1

N

k

5+ J, !
fggxd( Knk)

where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.1. As J > r }ﬁ for k=1,...,d, the second

term in the last display will be eventually smaller than a prescribed § > 0. Thus § can be

set to be a multiple of € to meet the second condition. Meanwhile, the bracketing number

with respect to the semimetric Ly defined therein, Njj(e, F, Lj) < 124 < (2¢/8)% < e

Then there exists a positive constant C' such that

On On
log Nj1(e, F, LY deg/ log(Ce4d) de — 0,
/0 \/ g Ni( 5) o /los( )

as 0, — 0. This verifies all three conditions in Theorem 2.11.9 of [38], and hence concludes
the weak convergence of P, in Ly ([0, c1] x [0, c1]). O

Lemma 6.4. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.1, for any T > 0, it holds that

E 2 [j(—u)jw) (Vi — Eo(Ng))/n
o sup — | S wa.
wsrl, T (o), — j(—u), +1)J;
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Proof. For ease of notation, we assume that 7 = 1.

S > jeli(—uw)iw) Vi — Eo(Nj))/n
0 ) ‘ Z
w=twst | [Tis (o) = (-w)e + 17!
Z Z E, de[j( u+1):j('u—1)](Nj _EO(Nj)) . (6.7)
hi >0 Ry >0 2" Suy <2t n I (G0 — j(—u)y +1)J; !
1<h<d1<pea  2"F<op <2t
1<k<d
Let h = (hy,...,hq)T and b’ = (h],...,h})"T. First, we have
d
min - +1)J; 1
Qhksukszhk+l IE k? .] )k? ) k
ol SkaQh;C+1 -
1<k<d
d
=n [JGE" )k —3(=2") + 1)J; >n1'[rnk 2h + 2" )]. (6.8)
k=1 k=1
By Jensen’s inequality,
E N; — Eo(N. E N; — Eo(N. ks
P )| < A .
02hksrurlta£§hk+1 ) Z ( J 0( J))‘ = |: 02hk§gia;;hk+l ' Z ( J 0( J))‘ ]
2P <u <1 [(—u):j(v)] 2P <u <21 [(—u):j(v)]
1<k<d 1<k<d
(6.9)

By Lemma A.5 of [39], the right-hand side of (6.9) is further bounded, up to a con-
. . /2
stant multiple depending only on d, by [EO‘ Zje[j(—2h+1):j(2h’+1)](Nj — E(Nj))ﬂ . As
2 jeti—amrry ey Ni ~ B, [ jepionaygoniny 90(@)de), we have
971/2
Bl Y B0y
[i(=2h+1):j (2R +1)]

d
go(a:)da:} i < [n H T e (20 2’%*1)] 1/2,
k=1

<

n
{ /U{ g€l (—2h 1) (2h + )]}

as go is bounded and Jj > 7“7}6 Combining with (6.8), we conclude that (6.7) is bounded,

up to some positive constant, by wy, > n,>0 D 1, >0 Hk (2 4 2M)=1/2 Then it remains

1<k<d 1<k<d
to show the convergence of the sum of the series in the last display. To see this, using the

fact that 3,50 > 502" +2") /2 converges, we have

Z Z ﬁQhk+2h’ ~1/2 _ H< Z Z 2hk+2h 1/2>’

O<hk<nk O<h, <n, k=1 k=1 O<hk<nk Ogh/ Snk
1<k<d 1<k<d

and it will converge to some positive constant when ny and nj. go to infinity. O

Lemma 6.5. Under the conditions of Theorem /.1, for any M, T oo, we have II(|g*(xo) —
go(xo)| = Mywy,|Dy) —p, 0.
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Proof. We shall prove one side of the claim that
Po(II(g* (0) — go(x0) > Mpw,|Dy) >n) =0 (6.10)

for any 17 > 0. The other side follows by similar arguments.

By the min-max formula, we have that

wy, (g (o) — go(z0))

0.
<wo! (max . 'Z[J(*l)..](v)} J - _go(x0)>
v=0 [y (G(v)e — 4 (=1)k + 1) J;
<max |4, 1(1,v;V)| + max |Ay,2(1,v; V)| + max |B), 1(1,v)| + max | B, 2(1, v)|.
v>0 v>0 v>0 v>0

Thus it follows that

H(g*(w(]) - gO(wO) > ann“D)n)
< . .
_H(rggg [An1 (1,0, V)| > M, /4]Dy) + H(Iggg [An2(1,0; V)| > M, /4|Dy)

+1 Bpi(1 M,/4} + 1 Bpo(1 M, /4.
Hence, we have

Po(II(g*(z0) — go(x0) > Mywy|Dy) < 1)

< PO(H(%@(}; |An1 (1,03 V)| > My, /4) > n/2Dy,) (6.11)
+Py (H(;nax |An2(1,v; V)| > M, /4Dy,) > n/2) (6.12)
+P0(max|Bn1 (1,v)| > M, /4) (6.13)
+P0(max\Bn2 (1,v)| > M, /4). (6.14)

It suffices to show that each term (6.11)—(6.14) converges to zero.

To show that (6.11) converges to zero, it is enough to show that

E(max 251yt (Vi EOG))/m \‘ ):Opo(wn). (6.15)

v=0 T, ((0)e — (= 1)k + 1) ;!

We use arguments similar to those in the proof of Lemma 6.4. By splitting the domain into

smaller rectangles, we can bound

( 21y (Vs — E(V; 1” )

E( max

w20 T, (j(o)s — 4(-1 wu‘

< S ou( max | 211 (Vi — BV, Im.)
0 Qhkigk,jf;’““ T Gilv — 1), —j(—1 k+1 J_1

1<k<d

1

<y E< max | Sy —E(V-))”]D) )

d h J J n
1]?kz<0dnnk:1(rn,k2 k) Qhk%%kkSSQ;kJrl [(—1):5(v—1)]
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1 9 1/2
<Y B(, max [ > (Vi E(V;)[ D)
f?k<d7l[lk:i(TMk2hk) 2hk§gﬁ§§k+l [(~1):j(v—1)]

1/2
<Ciy, Bl > G -Em) L)
hy,>0 nHk 1(Tnk2 k) [j(—1):j(2h+1-1)]
1<k<d
1/2
—Cy (aj + Nj) (6.16)
th>:0 QU 1(’""’“2 )[m 1 %':M T )

1<k<d

for some positive constant Cy depending only on d. As, by Lemma A.3, {«o;} is bounded
uniformly by a constant a; > 0 and N; < n/ szl J uniformly for all § with Pg-probability

tending to one, (6.16) is bounded, up to some constant multiple, by

(0 L o) 2§ ootz _ oy,
e
1<k<d
for some constant C' > 0 with Py-probability tending to one, since the sum of the series in
the last display converges. Thus (6.15) holds.
To bound (6.12), we follow the arguments used in bounding (6.7) by replacing u by 1
and lower-bounding v to 0.

To obtain a bound for (6.13), we proceed as in the proof of Lemma 6.4, and observe that

‘ 21— 1yy (NG — Eo(Ng)) /m ‘

Ep max : —
v=0 ITT0_ (o), — (=1)k + 1),
Nj — Eo(Nj))/n
<Y B max [2UC mlm( o i){]—l\
kE<v k _ o
20 R = [They Gi(v = ) = §(=1) + 1),

1
<)

Eg max Z (Nj - EO(Nj))‘
3
S0 "I Tk=1 (rnk2) Qh‘“ﬁlgf@g;“l (=) (w—1)]

1<k<d
1 211/2
<y [Eo max 3 (N~—E0(N~))‘ ]
d h J J
p>0 M Teen (T2 B 2tesues2utt by (350 )

1<k<d

<cp Y T o thk)[Eo‘ S (N Eo(N))

20 (=121 -1)

d hi+1Y)1/2
n T k2
cCuyy 3 T2 )

d
nso iz (rae2i)
1<h<d

‘2} 1/2

which is bounded by a constant multiple of w,. Thus max{|B,1(1,v)| : v = 0} = Op,(1).

We observe that B, 5 is deterministic and

Jutgetinonioy o@de + [ go(x)da
Juuygetic-1yoy 92

|Bra(1,0)] = wy, !

n

— go(xo)|,
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As go is nonincreasing, it is clear that go(x) > go(xo) for all @ € J{I; : j € [j(-1) :
j(0)]\ 7(0)}. Thus, |By,2(1,v)| is bounded by

1 Jutgaeic o) 90@) — go(@)dz
Jotretic-iony 42
which is further bounded by

f[ (0) gO(wO)dm‘

(0)]}

i oo((Fo = ma] = 1)/9) — golao)] +o(1) 5| 3 TR0

meM

as ngl m,‘; = ka L/ = wy, for m € M. Thus, max,>¢ |B,(1,v)| < M, /4 when n
large enough.
Piecing these together, (6.10) follows. O

Lemma 6.6. Let u* and v* be such that

2w % 2 li(—w):i(w) P

= min max

[T Gtk = (—ut)p+ 1) w=0 w20 T (iw)e — j(—w)p + 1), "
Then there exist ¢ > 1 and v > 0 such that

lim limsupII(¢™7 < min v} < max uj < c|D,) =1
=00 n300 1<k<d 1<k<d

i Po-probability.
Proof. First, we show that

lim lim sup I( max, uj < ¢|Dy,) =1 in Py-probability. (6.17)

=00 00 1<k

We note that, by the min-max formula,

wp B, 2(u*, v*)

2lj—uryior) ENG)/n aolw0) > Jutzseticuryian 90(x) — go(xo))da
= — — 0 .
[T, G0 — G~ + 1) Jutzietic-unsany 42

(6.18)
By Assumption 2, for @ in a small neighborhood of x(, we have
9™ go(xo) m ”
90(x) = go(o) = 26%4 (@ — o)™ + o(max |y, — w0 ™).
m

Thus, by noting that go(x) is monotone nonincreasing and then 9;* go(xo) < 0, (6.18) can
be lower bounded by

(x — xo)™dx

Z 0™ go(o) fu[j(*u*):j(n]fj

m!

*Mk
T + o(wp max uy )
meM RUCOFIENEE:

)mk—l—l

— Z 9" go(xo) 1 — [Thy(—u

+ o(wy, max uj ™)
ey (MADE T (14 ) k

26



= wn max up™,

which holds when n and max;<j<q uj are sufficiently large. If maxy uj > c for a sufficiently
large ¢ > 0, then |g*(xo) — go(xo)| 2 cwy. In view of Lemma 6.5, the assertion in (6.17)
follows.

Without loss of generality, it is sufficient to show that II(u} < ¢77|D,) —p, 0, as ¢,n —
0o. We shall prove the claim by showing that {g*(x0) — go(x¢) > ’wy} for some § > 0, to
be determined later, if {minj<z<quj < ¢7} happens when n and c large enough. Then the
claim is concluded with the help of Lemma 6.5.

Recall the notations, A, 1, A,2, By, Bp2, Sn, Y, and P,, defined in the proofs of
Theorem 4.1, Lemma 6.2, and Lemma 6.3. We shall use the same decomposition as in this
proof of Theorem 4.1. For some constants a > 0 and b > 0, to be determined later, we can
write w,, *(g* (o) — go(xo)) as

n Yo (u*, v,V P,(u*,v
<Zl 7 . Zi(u*,v) ) + Apo(u,v; V) + 752((“*,0))

n  Y,(ut,v;V)
Zl ‘/l sn(u*,v)

max
v>0

+ By 2(u*, v))

> max
0<v <co1{1<k<d—1}+c—01{k=d}

+ Apo(u*,v; V) +

n  Y,(u,v;V) P,(u*,v)
> max . +
0<vp<eo1{1<k<d—1}+cb1{k=d} \ D ; Vi = sn(u*,v) sp(u*,v)
min Apo(u*,v;V)
0<vp < 1{1<k<d—1}+c1{k=d}
+ mi By, 2(u*,v).

n
0<vp<ca1{1<k<d—1}+c—b1{k=d}

Define &(c) = {u}j < ¢} and &(c) = {maxi<y<quy < c}. By the first part of the
proof, for every n and € > 0, we have Po(II(&1(c)|D,) > 1—n) > 1—€ when ¢ and n are large
enough. Define R, p(c) = {(u,v) € REE xR, : 0 <y < cl{l <k <d—1}+c71{k =
d},0<wv, <cI{l1 <k<d-1}+ c_b]l_{k = d}}, where a, b,y will be determined later.

By Lemma 6.2 and Lemma 6.3, we know

Y, (u,v; V) ~~ y/go(xo) H2(u, v) in Po-probability in L. ([0, 1] x [0, c1]),
P, (u,v) ~ v/go(xo)H1(u,v) in Loo([0, 1] x [0, c1]).

Then by Lemma A.2, when ¢, n are large enough, there exists a constant C; depending on
go(xo), d,a such that Po(II(E2(c)[Dy,) > 1 —1n) > 1 — € where E(c) is defined as

52(0) = { Sup ’Yn(’u’/v) - Yn(O,’U)‘ < (Cl/n) Y Ca(dil)iﬂ/ logc}-

(uvv)eRa,b,v(c)

Similarly, there exists Cy > 0 such that, for

EQ(C) = { sSup ’Pn(uvv) - Pn(O,’U)‘ < (02/6) \ cald=1)=y log c}7

(’M,’U)GRGJ,W(C)

we have Pg(E2(c)) > 1 — € when n and ¢ large enough.
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As Hy and Hs are two independent Gaussian processes, by Lemma A .4, there exists some
pn,e > 0 such that, when a > 1, ¢ > 1 and n large enough, we have

P0><H< max Y, (0,v) + P,(0,v) < V/ cald=1)— pm)

0<v <co1{1<k<d—1}4c—b1{k=d}

—>P( max H1(0,v) + H(0,v) < Verld—1)— pn,/\/gowo)

0<v,<co1{1<k<d—1}

0<vg<c~?
< P<0£nax Hi(0,v) + H2(0,v) < ppe/v/go(xo) ) < ne.
<vp<1
1<k<d

Hence, there exists a constant C3 > 0 such that, for the event
E3(c) = {sup{Y,(0,v) + P, (0,v) : 0 < v, < ¢%,0 < vg < ¢ %} > O3V cald=1)-bY,

we have (PoxII)(E3) > 1—ne for n large enough. This implies the assertion that Py (I1(£3(c)|Dy,) >
1 —mn) > 1— e when n large enough.

For s, we have on Ry ~(c),
d
sn(u,v) = nw?z H(f(ﬂﬁo,k + k)i | — [(@ok — Tnpur) T | + 1)ch_1
k=1

d
< [T G+ ok +27 1) S e+ ) e +e77),
k=1

Hence, on the intersection of events &y(c), &1 (c), E2(c), Fa(c) and E3(c), it holds that

. Yo (u*,v; V) + Po(u*, v)

0<vp<co1{1<k<d—1} Sp(u*,v)
0<ug<c~?

> GV = Ciy/e@ D logefn — Co/er @D T logefe | (/o

(c* + )P +c77)

for some C4 > 0 when n and ¢ large enough and v > b.
To bound A, 2(u, v) uniformly in (u,v), we follow the arguments used in bounding A, »

in the proof of Theorem 4.1 and Lemma A.3, to observe that

Ciclicwaon ¥i/m__ jepjcupioy i i
[TeaG)s = 3w+ DI T (G - ot DI

uniformly for all (u,v), with Py-probability tending to one.

We also observe that for n sufficiently large, by monotonicity and Assumption 2, there
exists C5 > 0 such that

min By 2(u*,v)
0<vE<cl1<p<a—1 ’
0<vg<c?
I i (o)) 90(x)dx
:wfl( ‘min ULZ;:d€li(—ur):5(v)]} - —90(3’30))
0o TOSkSd )y egu e 42
SVgxC
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> w, ( min
0<vp <c®1{1<k<d—1}
0<vg<c~?

4 Z lamgo CCo
. max
0<vp<c?1{1<h<d-1} “
0<vg<c?

_C5Ca maxyg Nk .

go(xo + v+ J~

) go(o)

d
H Ukrn,k‘i‘!]];l)mk +0(Camaxknk)
k=1

As here we assume that 1 < o < oo for every k, we take a = 3, b > 2a maxy, a +a(d—1)
and v = b+1. To fulfill the conditions on a, b, and 7 in Lemma A.2. Let 6 = (b—a(d—1))/2 >

amaxy 1. On the intersection of events £2, &L, 2, E? and &3,

when n and c large enough,

crCcrCcen
we have
Wy (9" (20) — go(@0))
* . *
> i < n_ Ya(ut,vV) n P,(u ,v))
0<vp<ca1{1<k<d—1}+cb1{k=d} \D ; Vi  sp(u*,v) sn(u*, v)
min Ay o(u, v V) + min n2(u*,v)
0<vp<cal{1<k<d—1}+cb1{k=d} 0<vp<cal{1<k<d—1}+c~b1{k=d}
> Cy\/ cb—ald=1)) — Oyt maxk e > (.
Hence for some Cg > 0, on an event with Pg-probability tending to 1,
ﬂ E,(c) N By (c)|Dy) < (wy, M (g* (w0) — go(o)) > Coc®|Dy). (6.19)

By Lemma 6.5

choose ¢ sufficiently large. On the other hand, we know that P (II(
(D) > 1—n) > 1— ¢, Po(Ba(c)) > 1 — ¢, and Po(TI(Es

Py (I1(&,
Thus we can conclude that Py(IL,

(€o(e)) <m) =

enough.

Proof of Theorem j.1. Let s,(u,v) = nw? Hi:1(j(v)k —j(—u)r +
Sn(u,v) — szl(uk + vi) uniformly for (u,v) €

bound s, by
d
H (urTn ke + virnk) < sp(uw,v)

Note that nw? [[_
d

d
H(uk + v + Q(Tn,kg]k)fl) —
k=1 k=1

where C, 4 is a positive constant only relative to ¢ and d. Then the claim follows as Jj, > r .

forall 1 <k <d.
As Zle[lzﬂ Vi~

n

Zle[lzﬂ Vi

29

d
—1=Op(max{n* H Tk,

, the right-hand side of (6.19) can be arbitrarily small in Py-probability we

Ei1(c)|Dy) > 1—n) > 1—¢,
(c)Dp) >1—n)>1—c¢

1 — 5¢, when n and ¢ are taken to be large

O

1)J,'. We claim that

[0,c1] x [0,c1] for any ¢ > 0. We can

d
H (ukTn g + Vkrng + 2.

17k = 1. By Lemma A.1, we have that

H(uk + )| < Ceq glggd(rn,szk)*l,

1

Gamma(a. +n, 1), by Assumption 1, we have

n~1/2}). (6.20)

k=1



We see that A, 1(u,v) =Y, (u,v;V)-(n/>°; Vi)/sn(u,v), where Y,, is defined in Lemma
6.2. Combining with Lemma 6.2, we prove that the conditional distribution of A, ;(u,v)
given ID,, converges weakly to the distribution of /go(z0) Ha(u, v)/ szl(uk+vk) in Lo ([0, c1]x
[0, c1]) in Py-probability.

Secondly, for A, 2(u,v), we have

Z[j(—u):j(v)}(aj +Nj)/ Zle[l:.]} Vi~ Nj/n‘
[T (G(0)k = () + 1.7,

aHi:1 Jr
- wn ZlE[I:J] Vi

|An2(u, )] = wy!

y 2wy Nilm
[T () = d(-we + 1.7,
(6.21)

n

= —1
Zle[lzﬂ Vi

—1
+w,

The first term converges in probability to zero in view of (6.20) and the condition on Jg,
ngl Ji < nw,y,. For the second term, by (6.20), we can obtain that

d
1
= Op (max { iy Jk, }) —p 0,
Wy /nw?

in view of the condition Hi:l J, < nw, again and by noting that w, > n~/2. Next,

"
Zle[lzﬂ Vi

-1
Wy,

—1

in order to show that A, o(u,v) converges to zero in probability uniformly for (u,v) €

[c™, )¢ x [¢™7,c]? for any ¢ > 1 and 7 > 1, it suffices to show that

. oo Ni/n
sup li(wso) N5/ — Op,(1). (6.22)
d . . -1 0
w1, [[m1 (F(0)k — j(—u)k + 1)Jk

v-c 71

To this end, Lemma 6.4 establishes that

D li(—uwyj(w) (N5 — Eo(IN;))/n
Eo su = O(wp). 6.23
Ouzc31, Hz=1(j(v)k —j(—u), + 1)Jk_1 (wn) (6.23)

vre 71

Moreover, we observe that

. 2wy Bo(NG)/m J Ut gelic-wio) (®)go(x)da
wz0.00 [[h_ 1 (j(0) — j(—u)i + DI wmowzo [ yggelic-uwyjw)y (®)de

)

which is bounded by go(0). Thus, (6.22) follows. We conclude that the posterior probability
that A, 2 is smaller than a predetermined positive number uniformly for all (u,v) € R? x R?
goes to one in Py-probability.

We write B, 1(u,v) = P,(u,v)/s,(u,v), where P, (u,v) is defined in Lemma 6.3 and s,
is defined and investigated in the preceding part of the proof. Thus B, 1 ~ \/go(x0) H1(u,v)/ ngl (up+
vg) on Lo ([0, 1] x [0, c1]).

We can rewrite B, 2 as

nwy, [ 1i1;eli(—w))) (®)(9o(®) — go(mo))da

By o(u,v) = o (W, 0) (6.24)
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Under Assumption 2, by Lemma 1 of [27], we see that the mixed derivatives with the order
m being such that 0 < >, my/m; < 1 in the expansion in Assumption 2 must be zero
under the multivariate monotonicity condition. By Assumption 2, as the remainder in the
expansion is o(wy,) uniformly for all (u,v) € [0,c1] x [0, cl], the limit of B, 2(u,v) is the

same as that of

> O™ go(@o) "n Sy geli-uysico)y (£~ To)"d@
m! Sn(u,v) ’

meM
We note that

(x —xo)"dx

/U{Ij:je[j(—u):j(v)}}
d mg+1
1 Tok + VTnk)J) g
11 <R e —l’oJc)

~ Td
szl(mk + 1) k=1 Jk
d
[(zok — uprn i) k] —1 et
— H 7 — xo,k .
k=1 k
d —1
As rpp = wi/™ and S mp/me = 1 for m € M, we have [[¢_, 7“2?,’3“ = wyll+z'“:1nk

Then it follows that

k) ) * - .
i T (PR D]y ) T o+ O 1 T

k=1 Tk

as Jp > r;}g By the same argument, we have that

d mp+1 d
— werng) Je] — 1 K
non [ (((Sﬂo,k kT k) ] —1 wo,k> TT (~u)ms.

k=1 Tk
In view of (6.24), we have shown that
T ()t

9™ go(xo) d e
B a(u,v) = Z H k

|
meM (m T 1)' k=1

U + Vg

uniformly for (u,v) € [¢7,¢]? x [¢™7, ] for any ¢ > 1 and v > 1.
The second condition of Proposition 6.1 is shown by Lemma 6.6.

For the third condition, from Proposition 7 in [27], we know that

c—00

lim P(W, # W) = lim /P(Wc # W|[H;)dPpy, =0,

which implies the third condition by Markov’s inequality. By verifying all the three conditions
in Lemma 6.1, we conclude the proof of the weak convergence.
O
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A Auxiliary results

Lemma A.1. For anyc> 1, let h: [0,c]? x [0, c]? = R be given by h(a,b) = szl(ak +bg).
Then |h(a,b) —h(a'.b')| < [la—a'|| + ||b—b'||, where the implicit constant multiple depends

only on ¢ and d.

Proof. As h is a polynomial function of 2d arguments and the order with respect to each
argument is one while holding the rest fixed, then, by the first-order Taylor expansion, we
have that

d
oh
/ / /
|h(a,b) — h(a’,b) ,;: —3 a',b) |ak—ak|+§ 8b (a@’,b')|b, — by|.

Note that Oh/0ay(a’,b") = 0h/dby(a’,b") = ;4. (a;+b)) < (2¢)4=L. Thus |h(a,b)—h(a’, b))
is bounded by a multiple of ||a — a/||; + ||b — b’||;. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the
sum of the L;-norms is bounded further by v/d(||u — || + ||v — v'||), which gives the desired
inequality. O

Lemma A.2 (Lemma C.6 of [27], Supplement C). Let a € (1,00), b € (0,7), and v €
(b,a+b—1). Let Ryp~(c) = {(u,v) € R‘éo X ]R‘éo tug €10,¢),1 <k <djug<c 70 <uwy <
1 <k<d0<uy < c_b}. Let H(u,v) be a centered Gaussian process with covariance

kernel
d
Cov(H (u,v), H(w',v')) = [ [ (ur A uj, + vk Av}), (A1)
k=1
for all (u,v), (u/,v") € R‘éo X R‘éo. Then there exists a constant Cqq > 0 such that for any
c>1,

E( sup |H(u,v) — H(0,v)|) < Cyqy/c@=D=7loge.
(uvv)eRa,b,v(c)

Lemma A.3 (Lemma B.4 of [39]). If 1 < g0 < q2 for 0 < g1 < g2 < 00, then
o(éhn/(QH Ji) <min N; < max N; < 2q2n/(H J)) — 1.
j j
Lemma A.4. For the Gaussian process H(u,v) with covariance kernel (A.1),
max{H(0,v) : 0< v, <1,1<k<d} >0 as.

Proof. For d = 1, H(0,v) is a Brownian motion on v > 0. The first statement is simply
induced by the reflection principle. When s = d, by noting that H(0,(1,...,1,v4)) is a

Brownian motion with respect to vg > 0, it holds that

0§P< max H(0,v) <0) gP( max H(0,(1,...,1,v4)) go) ~0
0<up<1 0<vg<l
1<k<d

by the fact that P(maxogvdgl H(0,(1,...,1,u9)) < ,0) = 1-2P(H(0,1) > p), and the

continuity of normal distribution. O
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Lemma A.5. If U ~ Gamma(A, 1), then for every m € Zg, BE(U — E(U))*™ < A™ as
A — oo.

Proof. Suppose na < A < na + 1 for some integer na. We will assume that A > na
in this proof. If A is an integer, the argument can proceed in a similar and simpler way.
Let Z; denote independent random variables with standard exponential distribution for i =
1,...,na. Let Z,,+1 ~ Gamma(A — na,1). Then U is equal to Z?:Afrl Z; in distribution.
By Marcinkiewicz—Zygmund inequality, there exists a constant C,, > 0 depending only on

m such that,

na+1 na+1

m 2m m

E(U —E(U)*™ =E[ > (Z—E(Z))]" < CuB[ Y (Zi —E(Z)*]". (A.2)
i=1 =1
By Jensen’s inequality,

1 na+1 1 na+1

Zi —E(Z)*|" < Zi — B(Z;))*™.
a1 X GBS e D (- ()

The the right-hand side of (A.2) is bounded by (na + 1) ! Z?:Afrl E(Z; — E(Z;))*™. For

fixed m, the lemma follows when A — cc. O
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