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Abstract

In shape-constrained nonparametric inference, it is often necessary to perform pre-
liminary tests to verify whether a probability mass function (p.m.f.) satisfies qualitative
constraints such as monotonicity, convexity or in general k-monotonicity. In this paper,
we are interested in testing k-monotonicity of a compactly supported p.m.f. and we put
our main focus on monotonicity and convexity; i.e., k ∈ {1, 2}. We consider new test-
ing procedures that are directly derived from the definition of k-monotonicity and rely
exclusively on the empirical measure, as well as tests that are based on the projection
of the empirical measure on the class of k-monotone p.m.f.s. The asymptotic behaviour
of the introduced test statistics is derived and a simulation study is performed to assess
the finite sample performance of all the proposed tests. Applications to real datasets
are presented to illustrate the theory.

Keywords: k-monotonicity, asymptotic tests, monotonicity, convexity, probability mass
function, nonparametric estimation, shape-constrained estimation.

1 Introduction

Modelling count data is an important task in many statistical problems. Several paramet-
ric families of count distributions have been proposed in the literature with their associated
inference and goodness-of-fit procedures. For real-world applications, there is often a great
interest in modelling the distribution of count data by assuming that the underlying proba-
bility mass function (p.m.f.) satisfies some shape constraint such as monotonicity, convex-
ity, log-concavity, unimodality, k-monotonicity including complete monotonicity (k = ∞);

∗fadoua.balabdaoui(at)stat.math.ethz.ch
†antonio.dinoia(at)stat.math.ethz.ch

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

01
75

1v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

ST
] 

 1
 J

ul
 2

02
4



see e.g. Balabdaoui et al. (2013), Durot et al. (2013), Chee and Wang (2016), Balabdaoui
and Kulagina (2020). Recently, several papers have focused on developing and studying
nonparametric estimators for discrete distributions under such constraints, see e.g. Balab-
daoui et al. (2017), Jankowski and Wellner (2009), Giguelay (2017). However, it appears
that less attention has been paid to proposing testing procedures for these qualitative con-
straints. This oversight often stems from the complexity involved in deriving distributional
results for the test statistics. The attempts made in Balabdaoui et al. (2018) in the case
of convexity, and Giguelay and Huet (2018) in the general case of k-monotonicity have
motivated us to investigate this problem from several perspectives.

In this work, we propose a general procedure to derive the asymptotic behaviour of some
intuitive statistics that we use to test for k-monotonicity. Moreover, the obtained results
allow us to design a data-driven algorithm that selects the so-called k-knots points or just
knots; i.e., the points where the true p.m.f. is characterized by a positive sign of a specific
k-th order forward difference operator which captures certain analytical properties of a
sequence of numbers. This selection procedure is one important contribution of this work
that allows building consistent tests for k-monotonicity for each fixed degree k. Moreover,
for testing monotonicity (k = 1) and convexity (k = 2), the procedure will allow us
to consistently approximate the limit distribution of the test statistics built upon the
Grenander estimator (see e.g. Jankowski and Wellner, 2009) and the discrete convex least-
squares estimator (Durot et al., 2013) respectively. We shall restrict attention to discrete
distributions that are supported on a finite subset of the natural numbers. However, we do
not assume that the support is known. We believe that our framework is not very restrictive
for applications with the advantage of significantly simplifying the notation as well as the
exposition. It is worth noting that the test statistics based on the empirical measure are
quite intuitive. This aspect is usually very desirable as practitioners can easily understand
the main idea and can correctly interpret the obtained result of the test. However, the
asymptotic behaviour of the statistics is not straightforward to establish, and as we show
in the Appendix, it is not always possible to approximate the limiting distribution via
bootstrap resampling methods.

Note that one main difference between our paper and that of Giguelay and Huet (2018)
is the very definition of k-monotonicity. While the inequality constraints in Giguelay (2017)
and Giguelay and Huet (2018) are imposed on all non-negative integers (even in the case
where the true p.m.f. is finitely supported), we only assume here that the constraints hold
on a particular subset of the finite support of the true distribution. Thus, the inequal-
ities through which k-monotonicity in those papers is defined do not have in general to
be satisfied in our case beyond a certain point. Our definition adds a greater degree of
flexibility to the modelling scope, thereby losing a few theoretical properties which are not
very crucial for our main purpose. In the case of monotonicity (k = 1) both definitions
coincide since the true p.m.f. is equal to 0 to the right of its support and hence continues
to be non-increasing. An example, that we construct below in Section 2, showcases the
existing difference between our definition of convexity and the one considered in Giguelay
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(2017).
The present paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we introduce the k-monotonicity

sample statistic and investigate its asymptotic behaviour. Next, we introduce three differ-
ent approaches to approximate the limiting distribution. Those approximations are based
on data-driven procedures for knot selection. Sections 3 and 4 are devoted to monotonicity
and convexity tests. In particular, we discuss two different testing approaches: The first
one relies solely on the sample statistics introduced in Section 2 and is an application of the
results obtained there to k = 1, 2. The second testing approach is based on the ℓ2-distance
between the raw empirical estimator and a shape-constrained version thereof. In Section 5
we present the results of an extensive Monte Carlo simulation study that we conducted to
assess the finite sample performance of the proposed tests. To highlight the practical use
of the methods, we employed the testing procedures in some real data applications. Sec-
tion 6 offers some concluding remarks. In the Appendix we provide details regarding the
bootstrap procedure and why it cannot be used to approximate the limiting distribution
of the testing statistic based on the empirical measure.

2 Asymptotics for k-monotonicity sample statistics

In the sequel, we consider a probability space (Ω,F , P ) on which a random variable (r.v.)
X : Ω → S ⊂ N0 is defined such that |S| < ∞; i.e., X is supported on a finite subset of
non-negative integers. Let p denote the probability mass function (p.m.f.) associated with
the distribution of X. We start this section by recalling the definition of k-monotonicity.

Definition 1. Let k ≥ 1 and S = {m, . . . ,M} for some (not necessarily known) non-
negative integers m ≤ M − k. The p.m.f. p is k-monotone if

∇kp(j) = (−1)k∆kp(j) ≥ 0 (1)

for all j ∈ Sk := {m, . . . ,M − k}, where ∆k is the k-th degree discrete Laplacian defined
by the recursive relationship

∆1p(j) = p(j + 1)− p(j), and ∆rp(j) = ∆1[∆r−1p(j)] for r ≥ 2.

We recall that if ∇kp(j) > 0, then j is called a k-knot point or just a knot of p.
Moreover, we observe that the operator ∇k can be seen as a forward difference operator
which captures certain analytical properties of a sequence of numbers, for instance, ∇1

returns the right-hand slopes and ∇2 returns the right-hand curvature. As mentioned in
Section 1, our definition is different from the one used in Giguelay (2017) and Giguelay
and Huet (2018). The main difference is that we restrict attention to the support of
the underlying distribution and hence require the constraint in (1) to be satisfied only
for the integers in Sk. Giguelay (2017) uses the same definition as in Lefèvre and Loisel
(2013) where the inequalities in (1) have to be satisfied for all j ∈ N0. This means that
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these inequalities have to hold beyond the set Sk. In this sense, the definition used in
Giguelay (2017) and Giguelay and Huet (2018) is more restrictive. On the other hand,
some interesting properties can be shown in that case, e.g. k-monotonicity implies strict
l-monotonicity for 1 ≤ l ≤ k − 1, where the strictness refers to the inequalities in (1); see
Giguelay (2017). In the following example, we again stress the fact that our focus in this
work is finitely supported distributions. For this reason, we are mainly interested in the
“local” shape of the corresponding p.m.f. on its support and not in the “global” one.

Example 1. To give a concrete example, consider the p.m.f. p defined on the set {0, 1, 2, 3}
as follows:

p(0) = 1/3, p(1) = p(2) = 1/6, p(3) = 1/3, p(j) = 0 ∀ j > 3.

Then, with k = 2 we have that S2 = {0, 1},

∇2p(0) = p(0) + p(2)− 2p(1) = 1/6 > 0,

and
∇2p(1) = p(1) + p(3)− 2p(2) = 1/6 > 0.

This means that p is convex according to Definition 1. However, the same p.m.f. is not
convex in the sense of Giguelay (2017). This can be seen in a simple sketch of the p.m.f.
or using a formal calculation. For instance,

∇2p(2) = p(2) + p(4)− 2p(3) = 1/6 + 0− 2/3 = −1/2 < 0.

Note that a convex p.m.f. in the sense of Giguelay (2017) has to be strictly decreasing on
N0, a property which is clearly violated in this example.

It follows from the definition of k-monotonicity given above that it is equivalent to the
condition

ρk := min
j∈Sk

∇kp(j) ≥ 0.

To describe our statistical procedure to test whether a sample is drawn from a k-monotone
p, let us considerX1, . . . , Xn independent copies ofX as defined above. Define the empirical
p.m.f. as

p̂n(j) = n−1
n∑

i=1

1{Xi=j}.

In the sequel, we shall focus on studying the properties of the estimator

ρ̂k,n = min
j∈Ŝk,n

∇kp̂n(j)
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where Ŝk,n = {X(1), . . . , X(n) − k} is obtained through the extreme order statistics X(1) =
min{X1, . . . , Xn}, and X(n) = max{X1, . . . , Xn}. Let us consider the following centred and
re-scaled version of ρ̂k,n

Tk,n :=
√
n(ρ̂k,n − ρk).

We propose to use the statistics Tk,n because it is straightforward to compute since it
completely depends on the empirical measure. The advantage of our proposal is that the
asymptotic behaviour of Tk,n can be easily derived as done in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Let Sk = {m, . . . ,M − k} and consider the set

I = {i ∈ Sk : ∇kp(i) = ρk}.

Then, Tk,n converges in distribution to W = minj∈I Zj as n → ∞, where (Zj)j∈Sk
is a

random vector with distribution N (0,Σ) with

Σr,s = Cov[∇k1{X1=m+r−1},∇k1{X1=m+s−1}]

for r, s ∈ {1, . . . ,M − k −m+ 1}. In particular, if ρk = 0 then I = Sk \ J where J is the
set of knots of p; i.e. J = {j ∈ Sk : ∇kp(j) > 0}.

Note that Theorem 1 can be proved either using the properties of the empirical p.m.f.
or the Generalized Delta Method for quasi-differentiable functions (Marcheselli, 2000). In
the Appendix, we provide both versions of the proof, although it is clear the first version
is easier to understand as it does not involve the notions of A-differentiability and quasi-
differentiability. For our purposes, a suitable test statistic for the testing problem

H0 : ρk ≥ 0 against H1 : ρk < 0

is given by
T̂k,n :=

√
nρ̂k,n,

and it is at once apparent that its asymptotic behaviour depends on the unknown set I.
We aim next to provide valid approximations to the limiting r.v. W = minj∈I Zj . Such a
task may be approached in at least three different ways.

Method 1. Let us replace I by the set Ŝk,n = {X(1), . . . , X(n) − k}, which is equal to
Sk almost surely as n → ∞, as a consequence of the Strong Law of Large Numbers. The
resulting limiting distribution is different from W . If we denote the α-order quantile of the
r.v. min

j∈Ŝk,n
Zj by q̄α, the resulting rejection region is

C̄k
α,n =

{
T̂k,n = t : t < q̄α

}
. (2)

The main advantage of this method is that it is easily implementable. However, it is clear
that it is conservative and will lead to a testing procedure that has a smaller power. Thus,
to perform a valid statistical inference about ρk we would need a data-driven method
that allows us to obtain a proper approximation of the set I and hence of the limiting
distribution W .
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Method 2. Let us consider a random sequence {an}n to construct the set

Ĩ =
{
j ∈ Ŝk,n : ∇kp̂n(j) ≤

an
c

max
i∈Ŝk,n

∇kp̂n(j)
}

where c > 0 is some suitable constant. This leads to the rejection region

C̃k
α,n =

{
T̂k,n = t : t < q̃α

}
(3)

where q̃α is the α-order quantile of W̃ = min
j∈Ĩ Zj . This approach comes with the drawback

of the arbitrariness in the choice of the sequence an as well as the constant c. In our

numerical experiments we achieve a good performance choosing an = n−1/|Ŝk,n| and c = 1.
However, it is not straightforward to derive theoretical guarantees for some given sub-
classes of discrete distributions with finite support. Furthermore, when Ĩ is the empty set
we suggest adopting the (conservative) Method 1 because this method guarantees that the
resulting test is anyway valid.

Method 3. We shall assume that ρk ≤ 0. In the case where the true p.m.f. p is k-monotone
(the null hypothesis), then ρk = 0. This implies that p has regions where k-monotonicity
is not strict. For instance, in the case of monotonicity (respectively convexity), the p.m.f.
is assumed to have a flat (respectively linear) region. This case is the most difficult to
test. For example, for k = 1, a strictly decreasing p.m.f will yield strictly ordered values
of its empirical estimator for n large enough. A formal test for monotonicity would not
be necessary in this case as a visual inspection can be considered by a practitioner to be
sufficient. Formally, the testing problem can be given by

H0 : ρk = 0 against H1 : ρk < 0. (4)

Consider again the test statistic T̂k,n =
√
nρ̂k,n, and let us assume that the set I were

known. Then, the test based on the rejection region

Ck
α,n =

{
T̂k,n = t : t < qα

}
,

where qα is the α-order quantile of the r.v. W = minj∈I Zj , has (significance) level asymp-
totically tending to α. Since I is unknown, a data-driven selection of the elements of I
should be based on testing whether for a given integer j ∈ Sk it holds that ∇kp(j) = 0.
Under the assumption that ∇kp(j) = 0, the Central Limit Theorem yields that

√
n

∇kp̂n(j)√
Σj−m+1,j−m+1

d→ N ∼ N (0, 1), (5)

where the value of Σj−m+1,j−m+1 should be determined under the condition ∇kp(j) = 0.
For instance, if k = 1 then

Σj−m+1,j−m+1 = p(j + 1) + p(j)− (∇1p(j))2 = 2p(j + 1),
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see Proposition 2 for more details. Thus, this selection approach consists of conducting
multiple tests which aim at picking all of the indices j ∈ Ŝk,n that are “compatible” with
the weak convergence stated in (5). Formally, we select

Îγ =
{
j ∈ Ŝk,n :

√
n

∇kp̂n(j)√
Σ̂j−m+1,j−m+1

≤ z1−γ

}
(6)

where zβ is the β-order quantile of the standard Gaussian and Σ̂ is a consistent estimator
of Σ; e.g. the one based on the empirical estimator of p. Therefore, a level α test has the
following rejection region

Ĉk
n,α =

{
T̂k,n = t : t < q̂α

}
(7)

where q̂α is the α-order quantile of Ŵ = min
j∈Îγ Zj . Before proceeding with the derivation

of theoretical guarantees for Îγ , note that whenever ρk > 0, Îγ can be the empty set; in
this misspecified case there is no theoretically solid way to adopt the empirical p.m.f. to
select non-knots, therefore in our experiments for convenience we will select I according to
Method 2, i.e. we set I = Ĩ. In turn, if Ĩ is empty, as already mentioned for Method 2 we
adopt the (conservative) Method 1 setting I = Ŝk,n and thus adopt the rejection region in
(2).

The following proposition gives theoretical guarantees for Method 3; i.e. for the con-

vergence Îγ
P→ I, providing a consistent choice of the quantile order 1− γ appearing in the

definition of Îγ in (6). As a consequence, such a choice makes the level of the test based
on (7) asymptotically tend to the nominal level α.

Proposition 1. Let δ > 0 be small and γ := γn = 1/n. For the testing problem in (4),
there exists n large enough such that

P (Îγ ̸= I) < δ

under H0.

To illustrate the validity of our theoretical results, we present in Figure 1 the kernel
density estimators of the true distribution of T̂1,n for n = 10000 and its theoretical limiting
behaviour using the true knots and our estimation of these knots, using the three proposed
methods. The true p used in this example is supported on {0, . . . , 9} and it is given by

p(0) = p(1) = p(2) =
5

31
, p(3) = p(4) =

4

31
, p(5) =

3

31
,

p(6) =
2

31
, p(7) = p(8) = p(9) =

1

31
.
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Figure 1: Density of T̂1,n for n = 10000 and its approximations: true density (blue),
theoretical limit (red), approximated limit with Method 1 (dashed cyan), approximated
limit with Method 2 (dashed orange), approximated limit with Method 3 (dashed green).

To plot the true distribution of T̂1,n for n = 10000 we generate 1000 independent Monte

Carlo replicas of X1, . . . , X10000 and each time we compute T̂1,n. To plot the theoretical
limit we draw a single sample of size 10000 from p, and we use it to draw 1000 independent
samples from the limiting r.v. W and from its approximations using Methods 1, 2 and
3. From Figure 1 it is apparent that Method 1 provides an approximation of W which
is stochastically smaller, thus, as we will show in Section 5 it will lead to a conservative
test. On the other hand both Methods 2 and 3 provide a consistent estimation of the set
I, leading to accurate approximations of the theoretical limiting r.v. W .

Before moving to the next sections which are devoted to testing monotonicity (k = 1)
and convexity (k = 2), we would like to note that our Method 3 differs fundamentally from
the one used by Giguelay and Huet (2018). Indeed, to construct a test, the authors do not
directly derive the limit distribution of minj∈Sk

∇kp̂(j) but rather that of the stochastically
smaller r.v.

min
j∈Sk

∇k(p̂n(j)− p(j))

under k-monotonicity; i.e. H0. In fact, when p is k-monotone we have ∇kp(j) ≥ 0 for all
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j ∈ Sk implying that for all j ∈ Sk

∇kp̂n(j) ≥ ∇kp̂(j)−∇kp̂(j).

Then, for any t ∈ R we have that

P
(
min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂n(j) ≤ t
)
≤ P

(
min
j∈Sk

{∇kp̂n(j)−∇kp(j)} ≤ t
)
. (8)

Since the Central Limit Theorem and the Continuous Mapping Theorem can be applied
to the r.v. on the right-hand side of (8), the above inequality gives a way of finding the
quantile qα that (asymptotically) should yield the targeted level α of the test. This quantile
can be easily approximated by simulation and the clear advantage of the approach is that
the critical region can be easily determined. However, the resulting test is by construction
conservative since the actual probability of rejecting H0 while it is true (level of the test) is,
by definition, always smaller than the nominal level α (even asymptotically), with equality
occurring if and only if the true p.m.f. p is a constant function, in which case their test
and our proposal coincide. It is worth mentioning that the procedure proposed in Giguelay
and Huet (2018) turns out to be equivalent to our Method 1 outlined above. Also, note
that our Theorem 1 characterizes the limiting behaviour of minj∈Sk

∇kp̂n(j) which holds
in general, and not only under H0.

3 Monotonicity tests

In this section, we discuss procedures that are specifically tailored to testing monotonic-
ity. First of all, we will apply the results obtained in Section 2 and subsequently propose
an alternative approach based on the ℓ2-distance between the empirical estimator and its
monotone projection better known as the Grenander estimator. The limit distribution of
the re-scaled ℓ2-distance can be consistently approximated using the knot selection proce-
dure described in Method 3 as well as the consistency result of Proposition 1.

3.1 Monotonicity testing based on the empirical measure

A p.m.f. p supported on {m, . . . ,M} is monotone non-increasing if it is 1-monotone; i.e,
if for every j = m, . . . ,M − 1 it holds that ∇1p(j) = − (p(j + 1)− p(j)) ≥ 0. Then,
with ρ1 = minj∈{m,...,M−1}∇1p(j) and ρ̂1,n = minj∈S1,n ∇1p̂n(j) it follows from Theorem
1 that T1,n =

√
n(ρ̂1,n − ρ1) converges in distribution to W = minj∈I Zj where I =

{m, . . . ,M − 1} \ {j : ∇1p(j) > 0} and (Zm, . . . , ZM−1) is a centered Gaussian random
vector whose covariance is given in the following proposition.

Proposition 2. As n → ∞, the random vector

√
n(∇1p̂n(j)−∇1p(j))j∈{m,...,M−1}
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converges in distribution to a centered Gaussian vector Z ∼ N (0,Σ) where the asymptotic
covariance matrix Σ = (Σr,s)r,s=1,...,M−m is such that

Σr,s = −∇1p(m− 1 + r)∇1p(m− 1 + s), |r − s| ≥ 2,

Σr,r+1 = −p(m+ r)−∇1p(m− 1 + r)∇1p(m+ r),

Σr,r = p(m+ r) + p(m− 1 + r)− (∇1p(m− 1 + r))2.

The statistical tests for 1-monotonicity in this section are all based on the statistic.
T̂1,n =

√
nρ̂1,n. Recall that T̂1,n is the most appropriate statistic to use under the assump-

tion that ρ1 ≤ 0. As mentioned above, this assumption focuses on the case where under
H0 (1-monotonicity) the true p.m.f. has at least one flat region; i.e., ρ1 = 0. Our Method
3 described above provides a statistical procedure to consistently identify the constancy
regions using the set Îγ with γ = 1/n; see also (6). By Proposition 2 we have that

Î1/n =
{
j ∈ Ŝ1,n :

√
n

∇1p̂n(j)√
2p̂n(j + 1)

≤ z1−1/n

}
.

Therefore, for a level α test, the rejection region using Method 3 is given by

Ĉ1
α,n =

{
T̂1,n = t : t < q̂α

}
where q̂α is the α-order quantile of Ŵ = min

j∈Î1/n
Zj . Methods 1 and 2 give rise to different

tests based on the rejection regions given in (2) and (3) for the particular case of k = 1.
More details will be given in Section 5.

3.2 Monotonicity testing based on the Grenander estimator

In this section, we propose another testing procedure which is based on the monotone
projection of the empirical estimator of p. First of all, we recall the definition of monotone
projection of p̂n also known as the Grenander estimator, and which we denote by p̂Mn .
Then,

p̂Mn = argmin
q non-increasing

(∑
j∈S

(p̂n(j)− q(j))2
)1/2

= argmin
q non-increasing

∥p̂n − q∥2,

where ∥ · ∥2 denotes the Euclidean ℓ2-norm on N0. For a given sample size n, it is clear
that the true (and unknown) support S is replaced by {X1, . . . , X(n)}. However, this set
is equal to S almost surely for n large enough by the Strong Law of Large Numbers. It
can be shown that the Grenander estimator can be related to the concave hull of a certain
diagram. Following Jankowski and Wellner (2009), let v = (vm, . . . , vM ) and consider the
set of M −m+ 1 points

A =
{(

j,

j∑
i=m

vi

)
: j = m− 1,m, . . . ,M

}
,
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with the convention
∑m−1

i=m vi = 0. The set A is also known under the cumulative sum
diagram of v. Now, let LA be the least concave majorant of A, that is

LA := inf
f concave on
{m−1,...,M}

{
f : fj ≥

j∑
i=m

vi for all j = m− 1,m, . . . ,M
}
.

The Grenander estimator p̂Mn can be shown to be equal to the left slopes of LA for v = p̂n.
The well-known Pooling Adjacent Violators Algorithm (PAVA) is so far the most efficient
numerical procedure to compute p̂Mn ; see Barlow et al. (1972).

Based on p̂Mn we define the test statistic

T̂M
n :=

√
n∥p̂Mn − p̂n∥2. (9)

From the results of Jankowski and Wellner (2009) on the asymptotic behaviour of the
Grenander estimator we can easily characterize the asymptotic behaviour of T̂M

n which is
summarised in the following theorem.

Theorem 2. Under H0, as n → ∞

T̂M
n

d→ TM := ∥GM −G∥2

where G is a Gaussian vector N (0,Γ) ∈ RM−m+1 with Γr,s = 1{r=s}p(m− 1 + r)− p(m−
1 + r)p(m − 1 + s) for r, s ∈ {1, . . . ,M − m + 1}, and GM = (GM

1 , . . . , GM
M−m+1) is

defined as follows: For m ≤ i ≤ j ≤ M such that {i, . . . , j} is a constancy region of p i.e.
p(i− 1) > p(i) = · · · = p(j) > p(j + 1), then

(GM
i−m+1, . . . , G

M
j−m+1) = argmin

q non-increasing
on {i,...,j}

( j∑
l=i

(Gl−m+1 − ql)
2
)1/2

.

From the definition of GM it follows that it is equal in distribution to G if p is strictly
1-monotone. Indeed, in this case, every point in the support of p is a knot, thus, the
monotone projection of G on a region that contains a single point is G itself at this point.
In general, characterizing the distribution of the limiting random variable TM depends on
having a good guess about the constancy regions of p, or equivalently its knots. This issue
can be solved directly by the selection method described in Method 3. More precisely, a
well-calibrated test for monotonicity, with level asymptotically tending to α, is given by
the following rejection region

ĈM
α,n =

{
T̂M
n = t : t > qM1−α

}
, (10)

where qM1−α is the quantile of order 1 − α of the r.v. T̂M where the true set of knots of p

are replaced by Ĵ = Ŝ1,n \ Î1/n.
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To illustrate the validity of the theoretical results, we present in Figure 2 the kernel
density estimators of the true distribution of T̂M

n for n = 10000 and its theoretical limiting
behaviour using the true knots and our estimation of these knots (using Method 3). The
true p used in this example is that of a truncated Poisson with support {0, . . . , 9} and
parameter λ = 1 so that the distribution is monotone; see Table 1. To plot the true
distribution we generated 1000 independent Monte Carlo replicas of X1, . . . , X10000 and
each time we computed T̂M

n . To plot the theoretical limit we drew a single sample of size
10000 from p, and we used it to draw 1000 independent samples from the limiting r.v. TM

and from its approximation using Method 3. Figure 2 shows that Method 3 provides a
consistent estimation of the set of knots.
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Figure 2: Density of T̂M
n for n = 10000 and its approximations: True density (blue),

theoretical limit (red), and the approximated limit based on Method 3 (dashed green).

4 Convexity tests

As for monotonicity, we describe in this section our procedures for testing convexity. Be-
sides the simple test proposed in Section 2 we will propose an alternative approach based
on the ℓ2-distance between the empirical estimator and the convex least-squares estimator
of the empirical p.m.f. studied in (Durot et al., 2013).
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4.1 Convexity testing based on the empirical measure

Recall that p is convex on its support {m, . . . ,M} if and only if

ρ2 = min
j∈{m,...,M−2}

∇2p(j) ≥ 0.

In the following proposition, we give the covariance of the Gaussian vector Z on which
depends the distribution of

T2,n =
√
n(ρ̂2,n − ρ2),

see Theorem 1.

Proposition 3. As n → ∞, the random vector

√
n(∇2p̂n(j)−∇2p(j))j∈{m,...,M−2},

converges in distribution to a centered Gaussian vector Z ∼ N (0,Σ) where the asymptotic
covariance matrix Σ = (Σr,s)r,s=1,...,M−m−1 is such that

Σr,s = −∇2p(m− 1 + r)∇2p(m− 1 + s), |r − s| > 2,

Σr,r+2 = p(m+ r + 1)−∇2p(m+ r − 1)∇2p(m+ r + 1),

Σr,r+1 = −2(p(m+ r + 1) + p(m+ r))−∇2p(m− 1 + r)∇2p(m+ r),

Σr,r = p(m+ r + 1) + 4p(m+ r) + p(m− 1 + r)− (∇2p(m− 1 + r))2.

The statistical test of convexity is based on T̂2,n =
√
nρ̂2,n under the assumption that

ρ2 = 0 under the null hypothesis of convexity. As already mentioned above, this is the
hardest case to test as a strictly convex distribution (with ρ2 > 0) should give rise to a
convex empirical estimator for n large enough. When ρ2 = 0, the true p.m.f. has linear
regions which need to be consistently extracted from the support. This is done using the
set

Î1/n =
{
j ∈ Ŝ2,n :

√
n

∇2p̂n(j)√
6p̂n(j + 1)

≤ z1−1/n

}
.

Therefore, for a level α test, the rejection region adjusted using Method 3 is

Ĉ2
α,n =

{
T̂2,n = t : t < q̂α

}
where q̂α is the α-order quantile of Ŵ = min

j∈Î1/n
Zj . As for the monotonicity Methods

1 and 2 can be used to approximate the distribution of W yielding different tests. More
details will be given in Section 5.
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4.2 Convexity testing based on the convex least-squares estimator

Balabdaoui et al. (2018) propose a procedure to test convexity of a p.m.f. supported on
{0, . . . ,M} for some integer M ≥ 1. In their scope, the p.m.f. p, although compactly
supported, is assumed to be convex on N0. This means that the definition of convexity
is the same as the one used in Giguelay (2017). The proposed test is based on the least-
squares estimator (LSE) of p studied in Durot et al. (2013). More specifically, the convex
LSE of p is given by

p̂Cn := argmin
q∈C

( ∑
j∈N0

(p̂n(j)− q(j))2
)1/2

= argmin
q∈C

∥p̂n − q∥2

where C denotes the set of all convex p.m.f.s on N0 and ∥·∥2 denotes the Euclidean ℓ2-norm
on N0.

Here, we will propose a testing procedure which is similar to the one proposed in
Balabdaoui et al. (2018) with the main difference that our convex LSE estimator is only
required to satisfy the convexity constraint on the empirical support {X(1), . . . , X(n)}. In
particular, as n → ∞, the support of our convex LSE is equal to the true support of p; i.e.,
{m, . . . ,M}. Let pCn denote this estimator and consider the statistic

T̂ C
n :=

√
n∥p̂Cn − p̂n∥2, (11)

where ∥ · ∥2 denotes the Euclidean ℓ2-norm on the true support (assuming that n is large
enough).

The following result can be proved using similar arguments as in Balabdaoui et al.
(2017) and Balabdaoui et al. (2018). As in Balabdaoui et al. (2017), the convex LSE p̂Cn
can be characterized through an envelop function which acts like the least concave majorant
in the monotone problem. In particular, if for a given sequence {qi}i∈{m,...,M} we define

Fq(j) =

j∑
i=m

qi and Hq(j) =

j−1∑
i=m

Fq(i)

for j ∈ {m, . . . ,M} (with the convention Hq(m) = 0) then we can show that q = p̂Cn is the
convex LSE if and only if

Hq(j)

{
≥ Hp̂n(j), for all j ∈ {m, . . . ,M},
= Hp̂n(j), if j is a knot of q.

Theorem 3. Under H0, as n → ∞

T̂ C
n

d→ T C := ∥GC −G∥2
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where G ∼ N (0,Γ) with Γr,s = 1{r=s}p(m + r − 1) − p(m + r − 1)p(m + s − 1) for

r, s ∈ {1, . . . ,M−m+1}, and (GC
1 , . . . , G

C
M−m+1) is defined as follows: For m ≤ i ≤ j ≤ M

such that {i, . . . , j} is a linear region of p, i.e. i − 1 and j − 1 are consecutive knots of p
(∇2p(i− 1) > 0 and ∇2p(j − 1) > 0), then

(GC
i−m+1, . . . , G

C
j−m+1) = argmin

q convex on
{i,...,j}

( j∑
l=i

(Gl−m+1 − ql)
2
)1/2

.

To compute the convex estimator p̂Cn, a support reduction algorithm based on the
characterization above can be used where support points are added sequentially, thereby
losing the “inactive” ones, until all the conditions of the characterization are met (this is
the stopping criterion).

The distribution of the limit T C depends on the unknown location of the knots of the
true p.m.f. p. Our approach which gives a consistent estimation of these locations using
the set Î1/n has a clear advantage over the method proposed in Balabdaoui et al. (2018).
Indeed, the authors propose using a non-negative sequence {vn}n such that vn = o(1) and
vn ≫ n−1/2 to select in the following way: If ∇2p̂n(i) ≤ vn, then i belongs to a linear region
of p. In other words, a point in the support will be considered as a knot of p if the previous
inequality is replaced by ∇2p̂n(i) > vn. The main disadvantage of this approach is there are
infinitely many sequences {vn}n that can be used but it is unclear which ones are optimal
for the particular data at hand. Thus, the arbitrariness in the choice of the sequence {vn}n
makes the resulting testing procedure strongly dependent on p, as shown in the simulation
study presented in Balabdaoui et al. (2018). The authors also propose an alternative
calibration of the limit distribution under the “least favourable hypothesis”. While the
resulting test does not depend on a tuning parameter, it is by definition conservative since
its actual level is always (asymptotically) strictly smaller than the targeted nominal level,
which is only approached when p is a triangular p.m.f. and n is large enough.

Our alternative convexity testing procedure gives an easy and consistent approximation
of the limit distribution for a large enough sample size. To illustrate this, we present in
Figure 3 the kernel density estimators of the true distribution of T̂ C

n for n = 10000 and its
theoretical limiting behaviour using the true knots and our estimation of these knots (using
Method 3). The true p used in this example is that of a truncated Poisson with support
{0, . . . , 9} and parameter λ = 2−

√
2 so that the distribution is convex; see Table 1. The

procedures used to generate the plots of the densities in this case are the same as in the
previous section and their description is hence omitted. We conclude again that Method
3 provides a consistent estimation of the set of knots. Therefore, a well-calibrated test for
convexity, with level asymptotically tending to α, is given by the following rejection region

ĈC
α,n =

{
T̂ C
n = t : t > qC1−α

}
, (12)
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where qC1−α is the quantile of order 1−α of the r.v. T̂ C where the true set of knots of p are

replaced by Ĵ = Ŝ2,n \ Î1/n.
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Figure 3: Density of T̂ C
n for n = 10000 and its approximations: True density (blue),

theoretical limit (red), and its approximated limit based on Method 3 (dashed green).

5 Numerical experiments

5.1 Simulation study

In this section, we inspect the performance and applicability to real data of the proposed
testing methodologies. In the following we will evaluate the performance of the following
tests:

(i) Test based on the rejection region (2) obtained using Method 1.

(ii) Test based on the rejection region (3) obtained using Method 2.

(iii) Test based on the rejection region (7) obtained using Method 3.

(iv) Test based on either the rejection region (10) (for monotonicity) or rejection region
(12) (for convexity).
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To evaluate the finite sample performance of the tests, independent Monte Carlo sam-
ples were generated under H0 (monotonicity and convexity) and also under some fixed
alternatives (H1). The results for the empirical level and empirical power of the tests are
reported as the percentage of rejections of the tests at a nominal level, here α = 0.05.
We considered the following distributions: The truncated Poisson denoted by P(m,M, λ)
where λ can be selected according to the required order of k-monotonicity, see Giguelay
and Huet (2018) and Table 3 in Balabdaoui et al. (2019). Specifically we consider λ = 2 for
non-monotonicity, λ = 1 for monotonicity (k = 1) and λ = 2 −

√
2 for convexity (k = 2).

Table 1 summarizes the considered scenarios.

Table 1: Monotonicity and convexity of the Poisson distribution at different parameter
values.

λ \ Test monotonicity convexity

2 (non-monotone) H1 H1

1 (1-monotone) H0 H1

2−
√
2 (2-monotone) H0 H0

Moreover, Durot et al. (2013) shows that any convex p.m.f. p on {0, . . . ,M} can be
represented as a mixture of triangular distributions

p =
M+1∑
r=1

πrTr

where Tr(i) = 2(r−i)+
r(r+1) is the Triangular p.m.f. supported on {0, . . . , r− 1}. We denote such

law as MT (π1, . . . , πM+1). Under H1 we consider also the truncated binomial distribution
denoted by B(m,M, r, q) supported on {m, . . . ,M} where r is the number of trials and q
is the success probability. In our simulations, we consider convex distributions supported
on {0, . . . ,M} with π1 = · · · = πM+1 = 1/(M + 1). In all the simulations we fix α = 0.05,
we let n ∈ {100, 1000} and we consider 1000 independent Monte Carlo replications drawn
from each fixed model. For each Monte Carlo replication we draw 1000 samples from the
distribution of the test statistics used to approximate the quantiles of interest.

From both Tables 2 and 4 one can see that Test (i) exhibits a conservative behaviour
since the empirical level is smaller than the nominal one. This behaviour is particularly
evident in the case of P(0, 4, 1) and P(0, 9, 1) when testing for monotonicity. On the other
hand, under the same models, Tests (ii), (iii) and (iv) attain the nominal level for n = 1000.
In the case of convexity, it is shown in Table 4 that the proposed tests attain the nominal
level for large samples. However, Test (i) shows a slightly conservative behaviour also for
n = 1000. It should be noticed that, in general, when we test for k-monotonicity and
the distribution is h-monotone, for h > k we get that the empirical level converges to
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0. Therefore, in all the considered simulation settings where the distribution satisfies k-
monotonicity with k larger than the one used in H0, the empirical level tends to 0. This
behaviour is a direct consequence of the fact that ρk > 0, which means we are in a miss-
specified scenario. This behaviour can be seen for Poisson models with intensity parameter
chosen such that the model is k-monotone with k larger than the one under H0, see Table
1 for the considered parameter values and the corresponding k-monotonicity. A similar
behaviour can be noted in Table 4 for the MT distributions. Although the mentioned
misspecification occurs, one can see that the tests get less conservative as the cardinality
of the support increases for all the proposed approaches.

Tables 3 and 5 show that Tests (i), (ii) and (iii) exhibit a comparable behaviour in
terms of empirical power, with a slightly better performance of Tests (ii) and (iii). Indeed,
their behaviours are comparable because the three selection methods for the set of non-
knots tend to give very similar results under H1 leading to similar approximations of the
limiting distribution of the test statistic. On the other hand, Test (iv) outperforms the
other tests for some alternatives, reaching high empirical power already for small sample
sizes. In Table 5 we see that under the Binomial alternatives it reaches 100% power already
for n = 100. Moreover, as a general remark, all the proposed testing procedures are shown
to be consistent, i.e. the empirical power increases to 1 as n increases.

Table 2: Percentage of rejections under H0 for monotonicity tests.

n = 100 n = 1000

Model \ Test (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (i) (ii) (iii) (iv)

P(0, 4, 1) 2.8 4.2 3.9 3.8 3.2 5.6 5.5 4.9

P(0, 4, 2−
√
2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

P(0, 9, 1) 2.6 4.1 3.9 3.7 2.9 5.4 5.2 5.2

P(0, 9, 2−
√
2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

MT (15 , . . . ,
1
5) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

MT ( 1
10 , . . . ,

1
10) 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

5.2 Applications to real data

We considered 5 real datasets to illustrate the applicability of the proposed testing proce-
dures. Some datasets are taken from Chee and Wang (2016) who proposed a method to
estimate the number of species using discrete k-monotone models, and they also propose
a model selection approach to select the parameter k, nevertheless, it must be pointed out
that their definition of k-monotonicity is different from the one that we adopted. In fact,
according to their definition, for a given value of k, a discrete distribution is said to be
k-monotone if it is a mixture of certain discrete monotone decreasing beta distributions.
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Table 3: Percentage of rejections under H1 for monotonicity tests.

n = 100 n = 1000

Model \ Test (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (i) (ii) (iii) (iv)

P(0, 4, 2) 48.7 56.6 50.2 60.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
P(0, 9, 2) 46.3 54.5 50.0 57.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
B(0, 4, 4, 0.5) 92.1 96.3 93.7 99.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
B(0, 9, 4, 0.5) 91.6 95.1 92.4 99.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Table 4: Percentage of rejections under H0 for convexity tests.

n = 100 n = 1000

Model \ Test (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (i) (ii) (iii) (iv)

P(0, 4, 2−
√
2) 4.5 4.7 4.3 4.7 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.2

P(0, 9, 2−
√
2) 4.4 4.6 4.2 4.7 4.7 5.0 5.0 5.5

MT (15 , . . . ,
1
5) 0.1 0.6 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5

MT ( 1
10 , . . . ,

1
10) 1.4 3.0 1.9 1.2 0.1 1.3 0.3 0.1

Table 5: Percentage of rejections under H1 for convexity tests.

n = 100 n = 1000

Model \ Test (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (i) (ii) (iii) (iv)

P(0, 4, 2) 29.2 35.1 28.9 99.7 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0
P(0, 4, 1) 31.8 34.8 32.2 34.6 98.5 98.7 98.9 99.8
P(0, 9, 2) 28.7 32.1 28.8 94.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
P(0, 9, 1) 32.2 36.0 32.3 34.5 98.2 98.5 98.4 99.4
B(0, 4, 4, 0.5) 53.0 55.6 53.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
B(0, 9, 4, 0.5) 53.7 55.6 53.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Although such a definition is very different from the one adopted in this paper, we will still
mention that their results are compatible with our findings.

The datasets that we consider for our analysis are the following:

- “Accidents”: This dataset contains the counts of claims of n = 9461 issued accident
insurance policies. The dataset has been studied by Chee and Wang (2016) and their
analysis suggests an optimal value k = 9.

- “Shakespeare”: It is about Shakespeare’s vocabulary richness; see Spevack (1968)
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for the original reference. It has been studied in Bohning et al. (2017), Chee and
Wang (2016), Efron and Thisted (1976) and Giguelay and Huet (2018). We use the
dataset reported in Table 5 of Chee and Wang (2016) which contains frequencies of
words used by Shakespeare up to 100 occurrences, and for which the authors fitted
a discrete 25-monotone model. On the other hand, the results reported in Giguelay
and Huet (2018) suggest k = 6.

- “Stamboliyski”: This is a biodosimetry application based on the measurements of the
biological response to radiation. In particular, exposure to radiation causes a certain
(random) number of chromosome aberrations (generally dicentrics and/or rings) on
the cells. The dataset, already used in Puig and Weiß (2020), consists of the counts
of aberrations (dicentrics and rings) from a patient exposed to radiation after the
nuclear accident of Stamboliyski (Bulgaria) in 2011.

- “Tokai-mura”: It is again a biodosimetry application, and consists of the count of
dicentrics of a patient exposed to high doses of radiation caused by the nuclear
accident that happened in Tokai-mura (Japan) in 1999.

- “Microbial”: This datatset contains 149 counts of observed species richness. Both
Bunge and Barger (2008) and Chee and Wang (2016) have studied it. In the latter
paper, the authors report a selected monotonicity degree equal to k = 27.

For all the datasets, we report the obtained test statistics and corresponding p-values in
Tables 6 and 7. For the Accidents and Shakespeare datasets, all the testing procedures
show that there is no empirical evidence against H0 (either monotonicity or convexity).
The results are in line with the results of Chee and Wang (2016) who fit a 9-monotone
model and a 25-monotone model respectively. Furthermore, our results for the Shakespeare
dataset are also in line with the value of k = 6 suggested in Giguelay and Huet (2018). The
Stamboliyski dataset shows no evidence against H0 (either monotonicity or convexity), but
convexity seems to be less likely satisfied. The Tokai-mura dataset shows strong evidence
against monotonicity and convexity. Finally, the Microbial dataset shows no evidence at
all against H0 (either monotonicity or convexity), and this is also in line with Chee and
Wang (2016) who fitted a 27-monotone model.

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we introduced asymptotic tests for k-monotonicity of a compactly supported
p.m.f., restricting our attention to monotonicity (k = 1) and convexity (k = 2), which
are the most relevant constraints used in practical applications. We started with deriving
the asymptotic behaviour of simple k-monotonicity sample statistics and proposed three
methods to provide an approximation to their limiting distributions. In particular, we
proposed a data-driven method to select the knots of the p.m.f. with proven theoretical
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Table 6: Monotonicity test statistics and corresponding p-values (in parenthesis) for the 5
considered datasets.

Test \ Dataset Accidents Shakespeare Stamboliyski Tokai-mura Microbial

(i) 0 (1.00) -0.11 (1.00) -0.06 (1.00) -2.49 (0) 0 (1)
(ii) 0 (1.00) -0.11 (1.00) -0.06 (0.75) -2.49 (0) 0 (1)
(iii) 0 (0.96) -0.11 (0.99) -0.06 (0.76) -2.49 (0) 0 (1)
(iv) 0 (0.96) 0.19 (1.00) 0.00 (0.88) 2.11 (0) 0 (1)

Table 7: Convexity test statistics and corresponding p-values (in parenthesis) for the 5
considered datasets.

Test \ Dataset Accidents Shakespeare Stamboliyski Tokai-mura Microbial

(i) -0.03 (1.00) -0.26 (1.00) -1.19 (0.35) -3.25 (0) -0.15 (1)
(ii) -0.03 (0.97) -0.26 (0.99) -1.19 (0.33) -3.25 (0) -0.15 (1)
(iii) -0.03 (0.80) -0.26 (0.96) -1.19 (0.33) -3.25 (0) -0.15 (1)
(iv) 0.01 (0.81) 0.31 (1.00) 0.53 (0.38) 2.78 (0) 0.30 (1)

guarantees. This selection method is also employed to approximate the limiting behaviour
of alternative test statistics based on the ℓ2-distance between the raw empirical estimator
and the shape-constrained estimators of the p.m.f. Our results lead to several approaches
for testing monotonicity and convexity which are discussed and compared. A Monte Carlo
simulation study aimed to assess finite sample performances shows that the proposed tests
are consistent and well-calibrated. Moreover, they attain the nominal level and achieve
high power for small sample sizes. Therefore, the novel proposed tests overcome the issues
related to the unknown limiting behaviour of the test statistics that previously appeared
in the literature.
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Appendix

A Proofs

Proof of Theorem 1

As stated in the theorem, let I be the set of indices i such that∇kp(i) = ρk = minj∈Sk
∇kp(j).

For all j /∈ I it holds that ∇kp(j) > ρk. Using convergence in probability of ∇kp̂(j) to
∇kp(j) for j ∈ Sk it follows that for all j /∈ I and i ∈ I it holds ∇kp̂(j) > ∇kp̂(i) with
probability tending to 1. Thus, with probability tending to 1 it holds

√
n
(
min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂n(j)− min
j∈Sk

∇kp(j)
)
=

√
n
(
min
i∈I

∇kp̂n(i)− ρk

)
= min

i∈I

{√
n(∇kp̂n(i)− ρk)

}
= min

i∈I

{√
n(∇kp̂n(i)−∇kp(i))

}
,

where we used that ρk is the common value of ∇kp(i) for all i ∈ I. Using the multivariate
Central Limit Theorem applied to the vector (∇kp̂n(j))j∈Sk

and the Continuous Mapping
Theorem it follows that

min
i∈I

{√
n(∇kp̂n(i)−∇kp(i))

}
d→ min

i∈I
Zi,

where (Zj)j∈Sk
∼ N (0,Σ) and Σ is the covariance matrix defined in the statement of the

theorem.

An alternative proof of Theorem 1 via the Generalized Delta Method

Since Ŝk,n → Sk almost surely, without loss of generality and for simplicity of exposition

we can just replace Ŝk,n by Sk. In the following, we will use the results of Section 4 in
Marcheselli (2000). For an integer s ≥ 1, consider the ordering function Γ : Rs → Rs given
by

Γ(x1, . . . , xs) = (x(s), . . . , x(1))
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where min1≤i≤s xi = x(1) ≤ . . . ≤ x(s) = max1≤i≤s xi. Since we are interested in computing
the quasi-differential of the function

(x1, . . . , xs) 7→ x(1) = min
1≤i≤s

xi

we will consider the function h : Rs → R as

(x1 . . . , xs) 7→ h(x1, . . . , xs) = xs.

Let A ⊂ Rs and fix θ an accumulation point in A, then, the function h is A-differentiable at
θ (see Definition 1 of Marcheselli, 2000) since it is differentiable in the usual sense, and we
denote by Hθ its A-differential at θ. Now, let v1 > · · · > vr be the distinct values taken by
θ1, . . . , θs, and for i = 1, . . . , r, let Ji = {j ∈ {1, . . . , s} : θj = vi} with cardinality |Ji|. For
a given vector x = (x1, . . . , xs) ∈ Rs and for i ∈ {1, . . . , r} we denote by xJi the sub-vector
of x whose components are indexed by Ji. For every i = 1, . . . , r, let us define the function
Γi : Rs → R|Ji| as

x 7→ Γ̃i(x) := Γ(xJi),

that is Γ̃i(x) is the vector of components of xJi arranged in decreasing order. If Γ̃ : Rs → Rs

denotes the function
x 7→ Γ̃(x) := (Γ̃1(x), . . . , Γ̃r(x)) ∈ Rs,

then Theorem 2 of Marcheselli (2000) implies that the (regular) quasi-differential of the
function (x1, . . . , xs) 7→ x(1) at θ is given by

τ(x) = (HΓ(θ) ◦ Γ̃)(x)

=
〈
∇h(Γ(θ)), Γ̃(x)

〉
=

〈
(0, . . . , 0, 1), (Γ̃1(x), . . . , Γ̃r(x))

〉
= min

l∈Jr
xl.

(13)

In other words τ(x) gives the very last component of Γ̃(x) which is equal to the last
component of Γ̃r(x) = Γ(xJr), that is minl∈Jr xl. Note that Jr is the set of indices where
the minimal value in {θ1, . . . , θs} is attained.

Let (Zj)j∈Sk
∼ N (0,Σ) where Σ is the covariance matrix defined in the statement of

the theorem, the classical multivariate Central Limit Theorem implies that

√
n
(
∇kp̂n(j)−∇kp(j)

)
j∈Sk

d→ (Z1, . . . , Z|Sk|).

Therefore, using the expression derived in (13) and the Generalized Delta Method intro-
duced in Theorem 1 of Marcheselli (2000) (with an =

√
n and C = ∅) it follows that

√
n
(
min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂n(j)− min
j∈Sk

∇kp(j)
)

d→ τ(Z1, . . . , Z|Sk|) = min
j∈I

Zj

where I is the set of indices in Sk where ρk = minj∈Sk
∇kp(j) is attained.
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Proof of Proposition 1

Without loss of generality we assume Sk = {1, . . . ,M − k}. Since Ŝk,n = Sk almost surely
for n large enough, the equality occurs with probability tending to 1 as n → ∞. Let us
denote by Iγ the set where we only replace Ŝk,n by Sk in the definition of Îγ . Let ϵ > 0,
there exists n large enough such that, for every γ, it yields

P (Îγ ̸= I) = P (Îγ ̸= I ∩ Îγ = Iγ) + P (Îγ ̸= I ∩ Îγ ̸= Iγ)

≤ P (Iγ ̸= I) + P (Îγ ̸= Iγ)

≤ P (Iγ ̸= I) + ϵ,

for n large enough. Now, note that

P (Iγ ̸= I) = P (∃ j ∈ Sk : j ∈ Iγ ∩ Ic) + P (∃ j ∈ Sk : j ∈ Icγ ∩ I)

= P
(
∃ j ∈ Sk :

√
n
∇kp̂n(j)√

Σ̂j,j

≤ z1−γ ∩ ∇kp(j) > 0
)

+ P
(
∃ j ∈ Sk :

√
n
∇kp̂n(j)√

Σ̂j,j

> z1−γ ∩ ∇kp(j) = 0
) (14)

where in the first probability term we use the fact that p is k-monotone, which implies that
∇kp(j) ≥ 0 for all j ∈ Sk, which means that if ∇kp(j) ̸= 0, then it holds ∇kp(j) > 0. Using
the union bound and recalling that Σj,j is the asymptotic variance of

√
n(∇kp̂n(j)−∇kp(j))

we obtain that the first term of (14) can be bounded as

P
(
∃ j ∈ Sk :

√
n
∇kp̂n(j)√

Σ̂j,j

≤ z1−γ ∩ ∇kp(j) > 0
)

≤
∑
j∈Sk

P
(√

n
∇kp̂n(j)−∇kp(j)√

Σ̂j,j

≤ z1−γ −
√
n∇kp(j)√

Σ̂j,j

)

=
∑
j∈Sk

P
(√

n
∇kp̂n(j)−∇kp(j)√

Σj,j

≤

√
Σ̂j,j√
Σj,j

(
z1−γ −

√
n∇kp(j)√

Σ̂j,j

))
.

(15)

To further upper bound the probabilities in (14), we will use the following three results.
The first two results are related to strong consistency and weak convergence of the empirical
p.m.f., and the third result is related to Gaussian tail behaviour. Firstly, strong consistency
of the empirical p.m.f. implies strong consistency of the empirical estimator Σ̂j,j . As a
consequence, there exists n large enough such that

P
(√

Σ̂j,j ≤ 2
√
Σj,j

)
= 1. (16)
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Secondly, for every j ∈ Sk define the distribution function

F j
n(x) := P

(√
n
∇kp̂n(j)−∇kp(j)√

Σj,j

≤ x
)
,

by the classical Berry-Essen (quantitative) Central Limit Theorem it follows that for every
j ∈ Sk

|F j
n(x)− Φ(x)| < Cρj

√
nΣ

3/2
j,j

, (17)

where C > 0 is a universal constant and ρj = E[|∇k1{X1=j}−∇kp(j)|3] is the third central
moment. Lastly, consider γ = γn = 1/n, let bn → ∞ and z1−1/n = bn, then using the well-
known tail behaviour 1 − Φ(x) ∼ ϕ(x)/x where Φ and ϕ are respectively the distribution
function, and the density function of the standard Gaussian, it follows 1/n ∼ ϕ(bn)/bn, or
equivalently log n ∼ b2n/2 and z1−1/n ∼

√
2 log n. Thus, for n large enough we obtain the

bound

z1−1/n ≤ 2
√

2 log n. (18)

Proceeding with bounding the first probability term of (14), replacing γ = γn = 1/n,
and using (15) and (16), for n large enough we obtain

P
(
∃ j ∈ Sk :

√
n
∇kp̂n(j)√

Σ̂j,j

≤ z1−1/n ∩ ∇kp(j) > 0
)

≤
∑
j∈Sk

P
(√

n
∇kp̂n(j)−∇kp(j)√

Σj,j

≤

√
Σ̂j,j√
Σj,j

(
z1−1/n −

√
n∇kp(j)√

Σ̂j,j

))

≤
∑
j∈Sk

P
(√

n
∇kp̂n(j)−∇kp(j)√

Σj,j

≤

√
Σ̂j,j√
Σj,j

(
z1−1/n −

√
n∇kp(j)√

Σ̂j,j

)
∩

√
Σ̂j,j ≤ 2

√
Σj,j

)
+ ϵ

≤
∑
j∈Sk

P
(√

n
∇kp̂n(j)−∇kp(j)√

Σj,j

≤
2
√

Σj,j√
Σj,j

(
z1−1/n −

√
n∇kp(j)

2
√

Σj,j

))
+ ϵ

=
∑
j∈Sk

F j
n

(
2z1−1/n −

√
n∇kp(j)√

Σj,j

)
+ ϵ

≤
∑
j∈Sk

∣∣∣F j
n

(
2z1−1/n −

√
n∇kp(j)√

Σj,j

)
− Φ

(
2z1−1/n −

√
n∇kp(j)√

Σj,j

)∣∣∣
+

∑
j∈Sk

Φ
(
2z1−1/n −

√
n∇kp(j)√

Σj,j

)
+ ϵ
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< |Sk|max
j∈Sk

{ Cρj
√
nΣ

3/2
j,j

}
+ |Sk|max

j∈Sk

{
Φ
(
2z1−1/n −

√
n∇kp(j)√

Σj,j

)}
+ ϵ

≤ |Sk|max
j∈Sk

{ Cρj
√
nΣ

3/2
j,j

}
+ |Sk|max

j∈Sk

{
Φ
(
4
√

2 log n−
√
n∇kp(j)√

Σj,j

)}
+ ϵ ≤ 3ϵ

where in the last two steps we used, respectively, (17) and (18). Now, we turn to the second
probability term of (14). Replacing γ = γn = 1/n, and using again the union bound and
(16), for n large enough we obtain

P
(
∃ j ∈ Sk :

√
n
∇kp̂n(j)√

Σ̂j,j

> z1−1/n ∩ ∇kp(j) = 0
)

≤
∑
j∈Sk

P
(√

n
∇kp̂n(j)√

Σ̂j,j

> z1−1/n ∩ ∇kp(j) = 0
)

=
∑
j∈Sk

P
(√

n
∇kp̂n(j)√

Σj,j

>

√
Σ̂j,j√
Σj,j

z1−1/n ∩ ∇kp(j) = 0
)

≤
∑
j∈Sk

P
(√

n
∇kp̂n(j)√

Σj,j

>

√
Σ̂j,j√
Σj,j

z1−1/n ∩ ∇kp(j) = 0 ∩
√
Σj,j

2
≤

√
Σ̂j,j

)
+ ϵ

≤
∑
j∈Sk

P
(√

n
∇kp̂n(j)√

Σj,j

>
z1−1/n

2
∩ ∇kp(j) = 0

)
+ ϵ

=
∑
j∈Sk

(
1− F j

n

(z1−1/n

2

))
+ ϵ

≤
∑
j∈Sk

∣∣∣F j
n

(z1−1/n

2

)
− Φ

(z1−1/n

2

)∣∣∣+ ∑
j∈Sk

Φ
(
1− Φ

(z1−1/n

2

))
+ ϵ

< |Sk|max
j∈Sk

{ Cρj
√
nΣ

3/2
j,j

}
+ |Sk|

(
1− Φ

(z1−1/n

2

))
+ ϵ

≤ |Sk|max
j∈Sk

{ Cρj
√
nΣ

3/2
j,j

}
+ |Sk|

(
1− Φ(

√
2 log n)

)
+ ϵ ≤ 3ϵ

where again in the last two steps we used (17) and (18). Merging all the pieces, it suffices
to choose δ accordingly, e.g. we can fix δ = 7ϵ to conclude that P (Îγ ̸= I) < δ for n large
enough.
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Proof of Proposition 2

Thanks to the Central Limit Theorem

√
n(∇1p̂n(j)−∇1p(j))j∈{m,...,M−1}

converges in distribution to a centered Gaussian vector N (0,Σ) since it is a linear combi-
nation of weakly convergent and asymptotically centered Gaussian sequences. Now, note
that for every r, s = 1, . . . ,M −m it holds

Σr,s = E
[
(1{X1=m+r−1} − 1{X1=m+r})(1{X1=m+s−1} − 1{X1=m+s})

]
−∇1p(m+ r − 1)∇1p(m+ s− 1).

Therefore, we have that for the component Σr,s when |r − s| ≥ 2 we immediately get
Σr,s = −∇1p(m − 1 + r)∇1p(m − 1 + s) since all the cross products are equal to 0. For
Σr,r+1 we have that Σr,r+1 = −p(m+r)−∇1p(m−1+r)∇1p(m+r), since the products of
indicator functions are non-zero only for the index m+ r. Finally, we similarly have that
Σr,r = p(m+ r) + p(m− 1 + r)− (∇1p(m− 1 + r))2, and the proof is concluded.

Proof of Theorem 2

By Theorem 3.8 from Jankowski and Wellner (2009) and the classical multivariate Central
Limit Theorem we obtain the following joint weak convergence( √

n(p̂Mn − p)√
n(p̂n − p)

)
d→
(

GM

G

)
.

Therefore, by the Continuous Mapping Theorem we conclude

T̂M
n =

√
n∥p̂Mn − p̂n∥2

d→ ∥GM −G∥2,

which is the thesis.

Proof of Proposition 3

The proof follows the same weak convergence arguments as the proof of Proposition 2. For
the covariance matrix, note that for every r, s = 1, . . . ,M −m− 1 it holds

Σr,s = E
[
(1{X1=m+r+1} − 21{X1=m+r} + 1{X1=m+r−1})

× (1{X1=m+s+1} − 21{X1=m+s} + 1{X1=m+s−1})
]
−∇2p(m+ r − 1)∇2p(m+ s− 1).

Therefore, when |r − s| > 2 we immediately get Σr,s = −∇2p(m − 1 + r)∇2p(m − 1 + s)
since all the cross products are equal to 0. For Σr,r+2 we get Σr,r+2 = p(m + r + 1) −
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∇2p(m + r − 1)∇2p(m + r + 1), since the products of indicator functions are non-zero
only for the index m + r + 1. Following the same reasoning for Σr,r+1 and Σr,r we get
Σr,r+1 = −2(p(m+ r+1)+ p(m+ r))−∇2p(m− 1+ r)∇2p(m+ r), and Σr,r = p(m+ r+
1) + 4p(m+ r) + p(m− 1 + r)− (∇2p(m− 1 + r))2.

Proof of Theorem 3

As a direct consequence of Theorem 3.2 from Balabdaoui et al. (2017) and the classical
multivariate Central Limit Theorem we obtain the following joint weak convergence( √

n(p̂Cn − p)√
n(p̂n − p)

)
d→
(

GC

G

)
.

Therefore, by the Continuous Mapping Theorem we conclude

T̂ C
n =

√
n∥p̂Cn − p̂n∥2

d→ ∥GC −G∥2,

which is the thesis.

B Bootstrap

In this section, we show that Bootstrap resampling does not provide appropriate approxi-
mations to the r.v. mini∈I Zi when I is not a singleton. To fix notation, let X1, . . . , Xn be
independent copies of a r.v. with p.m.f. p which is supported on {m, . . . ,M}. Denote again
by ρk = minj∈Sk

∇kp(j). Let X∗
1 , . . . , X

∗
n be a bootstrap sample drawn from the empirical

distribution function of X1, . . . , Xn, that is, X∗
1 , . . . , X

∗
n are independent copies of a r.v.

with p.m.f. p̂n. We denote by p̂∗n the empirical p.m.f. based on the bootstrap sample.

Proposition 4. Let I be a singleton, conditionally on X1, ..., Xn the weak limit of
√
n
(
min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂∗n(j)− min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂n(j)
)

converges in probability to mini∈I Zi as n → ∞. Let |I| ≥ 2, conditionally on X1, ..., Xn

the weak limit of √
n
(
min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂∗n(j)− min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂n(j)
)

is stochastically larger than mini∈I Zi as n → ∞.

Proof. In the following, we let {X(1), . . . , X(n) − k} = Sk as this event occurs with proba-
bility 1 for n large enough. We have that

min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂∗n(j) = min
j∈Sk

{
∇kp̂∗n(j)−∇kp̂n(j) +∇kp̂n(j)

}
= min

j∈I

{
∇kp̂∗n(j)−∇kp̂n(j) +∇kp̂n(j)

}
∧min

j∈Ic

{
∇kp̂∗n(j)−∇kp̂n(j) +∇kp̂n(j)

}
.

(19)
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Now, conditionally on X1, . . . , Xn we have by the Central Limit Theorem that

√
n
(
∇kp̂∗n(j)−∇kp̂n(j)

)
j∈Sk

d→ (Ẑj)j∈Sk
∼ N (0, Σ̂n)

where Σ̂n is the empirical estimator of the true covariance matrix Σ introduced in Theorem
1. Suppose that Ic ̸= ∅. Then, for i ∈ I and j ∈ Ic we have that

∇kp̂∗n(j)−∇kp̂∗n(i)

= ∇kp̂∗n(j)−∇kp̂n(j) +∇kp̂n(j)−
(
∇kp̂∗n(i)−∇kp̂n(i) +∇kp̂n(i)

)
= ∇kp̂n(j)−∇kp̂n(i) +OP (1/

√
n) > 0

with probability tending to 1 as n grows, as a consequence of consistency of the empirical
estimator p̂n. Thus, thanks to (19) we have that

min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂∗n(j) = min
i∈I

∇kp̂∗n(i).

with probability tending to 1. Since the same argument implies that

min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂n(j) = min
j∈I

∇kp̂n(j)

with increasing probability, we conclude that for n large enough

min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂∗n(j)− min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂n(j) = min
i∈I

∇kp̂∗n(i)−min
i∈I

∇kp̂n(j).

Suppose that I = {i0}. Then,
√
n
{
min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂∗n(j)− min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂n(j)
}
=

√
n
(
∇kp̂∗n(i0)−∇kp̂n(i0)

) d→ Ẑi0 ∼ N (0, σ̂2
n)

with σ̂2
n

P→ σ2 such that Ẑi0
d→ Zi0 ∼ N (0, σ2) (using the same notation as above).

Therefore, when I is a singleton the limit distribution of

√
n
(
min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂∗n(j)− min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂n(j)
)

conditionally on the original random sample X1, ..., Xn converges in probability to the same
limit distribution of √

n
(
min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂n(j)− ρk

)
.

Suppose now that I is not necessarily a singleton. Using the fact that mini(ai + bi) ≥
mini ai +mini bi we have that

√
n
(
min
i∈I

{
∇kp̂∗n(i)−∇kp̂n(i) +∇kp̂n(i)

}
−min

i∈I
∇kp̂n(i)

)
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≥
√
nmin

i∈I

{
∇kp̂∗n(i)−∇kp̂n(i)

}
+

√
nmin

i∈I
∇kp̂n(i)−

√
nmin

i∈I
∇kp̂n(i)

= min
i∈I

√
n
{
∇kp̂∗n(i)−∇kp̂n(i)

}
.

Thus, by (19) it follows that with increasing probability

√
n
(
min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂∗n(j)− min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂n(j)
)
≥ min

i∈I

√
n
{
∇kp̂∗n(i)−∇kp̂n(i)

}
d→ min

i∈I
Ẑi

conditionally on X1, . . . , Xn, where (Ẑj)j∈Sk
∼ N (0, Σ̂n) and Σ̂n is as above. Since

mini∈I Ẑi
P→ mini∈I Zi, for the general case we conclude that as n → ∞

√
n
(
min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂∗n(j)− min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂n(j)
)

is asymptotically stochastically larger than mini∈I Zi, that is the weak limit

√
n
(
min
j∈Sk

∇kp̂n(j)− ρk

)
.

conditionally on X1, . . . , Xn.
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