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ABSTRACT

We exploit the multiplicative structure of Pélya Tree priors for density and differential entropy esti-
mation in p-dimensions. We establish: (i) a representation theorem of entropy functionals and (ii)
conditions on the parameters of Pélya Trees to obtain Kullback-Leibler and Total Variation consis-
tency for vectors with compact support. Those results motivate a novel differential entropy estimator
that is consistent in probability for compact supported vectors under mild conditions. In order to
enable applications of both results, we also provide a theoretical motivation for the truncation of
Univariate Pélya Trees at level 3 log, n.

Keywords Bayesian nonparametrics - Pélya Trees - Density estimation - Differential Entropy Estimation

1 Introduction

Pélya Trees [Mauldin et all, [1992] are widely studied stochastic processes that draw random probability measures.
They are convenient prior distributions in nonparametric Bayesian inference since they are conjugate, mathematically
tractable, and allow the modeling of both absolutely continuous and non-continuous distribution functions. Pdlya Tree
mixtures and generalizations were applied in many different scenarios such as hypothesis testing, survival analysis,

and directional statistics [Laviné, 1992, [Kraft, 1964, Ferguson, [1974].

One reason for theoretical interest in Pdlya Trees is posterior consistency, a major goals in Bayesian nonparametric
inference. There are many definitions of consistency, and they materialize the concentration of the posterior around the
true data generating process. Usual theorems on the consistency of Pélya Trees explore particular cases of Schwarz’s

theorem, or the application of the more recent multi-scale approach [Barron et all,[1999, [Castillo and Rousseau,[2013].

The usual Bayesian nonparametric setting considers X,, = (X1, ..., X,,) to be a random p-dimensional i.i.d. sample
distributed according to a random density 6, sampled by a measure II, with support on the set of p-dimensional
densities. For a measurable, A, the posterior measure Il x, is given by

Hypx, (A) = (posterior measure)

B fM(Rp) H G(Ii)dno (9)
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In this setting, let fj be the true value of 6. A prior Iy is said to be consistent with respect to some divergence d if

g x, ({0 : d(fo,0) > €}) =0 (posterior consistency condition)

in fo probability or almost surely with respect to an infinite sample of X;. The posterior Iy x , is considered strongly
consistent if the convergence is almost sure and weakly consistent, otherwise.

The theoretical machinery mobilized to obtain consistency results depends on d. Consequently, this choice defines
the conditions that ITy must satisfy. When d metricizes weak convergence, Schwarz’s Theorem requires fy to be
on the Kullback-Leibler support of Il in order to achieve consistency. For d based on a metric, much stronger
requirements are needed. For the Hellinger H or L; norm, existing results require the 11, to assign small probability
to rough densities. Applying the recent multi-scale approach ensures that similar conditions also imply convergence

with respect to the supremum norm [Walket, 2004, [Ghosal and van der Vaari, 2017, [Barron et al},[1999].

In this paper, we present a novel technique for obtaining consistency results on Pélya Trees. Let K(f,0) be the
Kullback-Leibler divergence between a density f and § sampled by a Pélya Tree. Our first main result is a representa-
tion Lemma.

Theorem 1. If f belongs to the weak Kullback-Leibler support of a Pélya Tree 11 that sample densities almost surely
bounded away from 0 and oo , then K (f,0) satisfies

K(£.60)=> P,
=1

11y almost surely where P; are mutually independent random variables.

Set aside its computational relevance, the conditions of Theorem 1 also guarantee that a Pélya Tree posterior is weakly
consistent for several choices of d. One could ask whether the condition on 6 is too strong, but this is not the case.
In comparison to earlier consistency results, we show throughout the paper that our condition is weaker than others
previously considered. For the sake of clarity, we delay the precise statement to the next sections.

Theorem 2. If fy is on the weak Kullback-Leibler support of a Pdlya Tree 11y and 0 is almost surely bounded away
from 0 and oo, then 11y x , is weakly consistent with respect to the total variation distance and Eni, . [K (fo,0)] — 0
in X,, probability.

One could ask whether those conditions also ensure consistency results for functionals of §. For example, Schwartz’s
Theorem implies the consistency of functionals of the form [ g(¢)6(¢)dt for bounded functions g. However, this does
not include a practically relevant functional known as differential entropy, defined as H(fo) = — [ fo(t)log fo(t)dt.
We highlight the fruitfulness of our approach by providing a novel consistent estimator for H( fo).

ﬁ(xn) = -, i M

- n
1=1

Xn] (Polya Tree estimator of differential entropy)

Most differential entropy estimators are frequentist and fall in large classes of estimators. Generally, they are either
sample spacing based estimates, re-substitution estimates, plug-in estimates, or cross-validation estimates. Bayesian
differential entropy estimation has not received that much attention, with recent installments proposing the first known
consistent estimators. Providing a deeper insight on Bayesian differential entropy estimation is a goal of this paper.
Specifically, our estimator does not fall into any of the previous known categories of estimators [[Al-Labadi et al!,2021]]
[Castillo and Rousseau, 2015].

Theorem 3. Under regularity conditions on a Polya Tree 11y and fy

" log O(X;
Zg()

n

—Ey

i=1
in X,, probability.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section [2| we present notation and preliminary results that will be referenced
throughout the paper. In Section 3] we establish our main results. We begin by presenting Theorem [Il that powers up
all of our arguments. Then we proceed to the discussions regarding the proof of Theorem [ in Section Bl Finally,
we analyze the properties of the [Polya Tree estimator of differential entropy|in Section We present summarized
proofs throughout the paper and full proofs are available in the appendix.
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2 Basic definitions

2.1 Polya Trees

In this section, we establish the notation and review classic results on Pdlya Trees that will be used throughout the
paper. We follow the notation of [2003] and restate results from [Ghosal and van der Vaar [2017] employing
it. Throughout the paper, we adopt 6 as the symbol for a random density sampled by a suitable Pdlya Tree. This
choice emphasizes that the parameter of interest is the sampled density under the posterior, rather than the random
measure itself. Naturally, this focus on the density is feasible only when the random measure considered is almost
surely absolutely continuous with respect to some measure \.

Let:

* E7,j € Nbe the set of all binary sequences of length j. A sequence € = (e1€2...¢;) € E is composed of
binary digits ¢; € {0,1}, 1 < i < j. For example, (e1¢e2¢3) = (101) € Ej is a binary sequence of length 3
in this notation.

e F; = ‘Zzl E? be the set of binary sequences of length equal to or less than j.

E={0}tU (Ufil E ) be the set of all finite-length binary sequences including the empty sequence.

I(€) be the length of a binary sequence € € E.

e X a measurable subset of RP.

B = {Pi, Py, ...} be acollection of partitions P; = { B, : ¢ € E7}, j € N such that
1. P is a partition of X;
2. {Bco, Be1} is a partition of B, forall e € F and
3. B generates the Borel o-algebra.

* q be a set of positive real numbers indexed by £
a = {ac, e € E}, a. € Ry

A Pélya Tree prior is a probability measure II on the set of probability measures over X' parametrized by the sets B
and a that satisfies under II:

1. All random variables in the set { P(Bo|B.) : € € E} are independent.
2. Foralle € E, P(Bo|B.) ~ Beta(acp, Ge1)-

We shall refer to one such measure as IT ~ PT(B,a). A random measure P drawn according to the measure II shall
be denoted P ~ II. In this case, as IT is induced by P, we shall also write P ~ PT (B, a) for simplicity. Furthermore,
we will represent the beta-distributed random variables that constitute a random P by:

Y. = Yel...ek = P(Belnfk'BElnfk—l)'

Throughout this paper, we shall consider only specific choices of parameters for Pélya Trees. This ensures both the
existence of IT and the smoothness of random measures P ~ II. Our results concern Pélya Trees PT (B, a) that satisfy

1. a. = ay), Ve € F and
Z all < 00 (sufficient condition for absolute continuity of P)
2. For a continuous probability measure A over X we have A\(B,) = 271,
Under this circumstance P is absolutely continuous with respect to \. If B satisfies A(B.) = 27(¢) we shall call this

partition canonical with respect to A [Ghosal and van der Vaart, 2017]. If X = R the canonical partition is uniquely
determined by
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On general sets X’ such as [0, 1]?, p > 2 or a p-dimensional sphere, the canonical partition is not uniquely determined
by A. On convex & we shall apply our results to specific 3 canonical with respect to the Lebesgue Measure. If X is
RP, one may take A to be an arbitrary absolutely continuous measure with density fy. Our results are stated for general
canonical partitions with respect to the Lebesgue Measure when \(X) < oo. We shall present a specific canonical
partition for [0, 1]? in Section 3.

Finally, we quote the posterior conjugacy result for Pélya Trees. Let X, |P be an i.i.d. sample of observations
distributed accordingly to P. Let x,, be an observation from X,,. If P ~ PT (5, a) then the posterior P|X,, is also
sampled by a Pdlya tree PT(B, ax, ) where

ax, ={a;+n.:e€ E}andne = ZIBS (Xi)-
i=1

We shall refer to the density of P with respect to the suitable Lebesgue Measure being considered as 6|X,, and
to the measure induced by P|X,, as Ilyx,. Expectations with regard to Iy x, shall be denoted Ey[-|X,,] and
expectations with regard to X,, shall be denoted Ex, [-]. We shall switch notations between the random variable
N, = Z:’Zl Ip, (X;) and the realization n., when analyzing the behavior of H@‘Xn as a random variable or a fixed
realization, respectively. Realizations of Ilyx = are important as they’re probability measures over the set of densities
with support on X that capture the updating of Il as a belief measure under the observation of X,,.

2.2 Regularity conditions on f

In this section we define the classes of functions fy under which our consistency result holds. Our first condition asks
for fy to have finite differential entropy.

/ fo(t)log fo(t)dt‘ < 00 (Assumption I)
X

This condition is standard in Bayesian Nonparametrics, as it is deeply connected with the notion of Kullback-Leibler
support. The KS-support of a measure I1j over the set of densities is defined as the set

fo such that exists € > 0 that satisfies ITo (0 : K(fo,0) <€) >0 (KS support)

Traditional consistency theorems for Bayesian Nonparametric Posteriors hold for members of the Kullback-Leibler
support. For Pélya Trees that satisfy the [sufficient condition for absolute continuity of P} any fy satisfying Assump-
tion I is also a member of the Kullback-Leibler support [Gosh, 2003, Ghosal and van der Vaart, 2017]. As we are also
interested in estimating H ( fo) we are forced to consider this condition in our differential entropy estimation results.

Assumption IT is a complementary regularity condition which we require for the consistency of our differential entropy
estimator.

sto fO(t)dt

There is m € [0, 1] such that yo(fo) = ==>—— > mfore € £ (Assumption IT)

fBe fO(t)dt

This condition ensures that the expectation of certain functionals of #|X,, are bounded with respect to Ex, . Assump-
tion Il is motivated by the similarity between the convergence 6|X,, towards fj and the convergence {Y, : ¢ € F}|X,,
towards a sequence {y.(fo) : € € E}. In other words, Assumption II asks for {y.(fo)} to be bounded away from
0. This ensures that the sample X,, eventually provides data for posterior inference on all Y. This is enough for
establishing the consistency of an estimator of H(fy) basedon Y : € € E}|X,,.

A traditional sufficient condition for consistency in density estimation is sufficient for Assumptions I and II. If f is
bounded away from zero and infinity, it also has finite differential entropy and y.(fo) is bounded away from 0. Thus,
in general, all of our results hold for fj satisfying Assumption III.

There are My, My € R such that My > fo(t) > M2 > Oforallt € X (Assumption IIT)
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3 Main results

In this section we state and discuss our main consistency results alongside an intermediate computational result. The-
orem 2 states that Pélya Tree priors satisfying mild regularity conditions are weakly consistent with respect to Total
Variation and Kullback-Leibler neighborhoods if fj satisfy Assumption I. Theorem 3 states that under Assumptions
IT and IIT a Pélya Tree-based differential entropy estimator is consistent in probability. Theorem 1 is an intermediate
result that stabilizes both results.

Theorem 2. Ler § ~ PT(B,a) parametrized by a canonical partition with respect to the Lebesgue Measure. If fy is
in the Kullback-Leibler support of 11y and

oo
l . . .
E — < 00 (regularity condition on the prior)
a

=1

then for all e > 0

Ex., [Eo[K(fo,0)[Xn]] =0

H9|Xn (Tv(f()u 9) > 6) — 0

and

H‘g‘xn (K(fo, 9) > 6) — 0
in X, probability.

As much of the literature is concerned with such results, before continuing we make a brief survey of related works.
[1963] establishes general conditions for consistency in the weak topology, which were applied to Pélya
Trees by [Lavine [1992]. Strong consistency with respect to the Hellinger and Total Variation metric was obtained by
Barron et all [[1999] and further refined bym [&EYA]. Later works considered convergence rates of Ilyx, (NE)
on situations under which consistency was demonstrated. Consistency of Pdlya Trees with respect to the supremum

norm was demonstrated more recently by [Castilld [2017].

In comparison to the previous works, we work with less restrictive assumptions on the prior because Theorem 2
establishes convergence in probability, not almost surely. The slower growth rate admitted for consistency with respect
to TV is a; = 39,6 > 0. The [regularity condition on the priof on the other hand, holds for slower growth rates
such as a; = 1219, Our assumptions on fq are also less restrictive or exactly equal to other conditions previously
considered. fy being a member of the Kullback-Leibler support of IIj is also required by Barron et all [1999] and

. Earlier results on the convergence in the supremum norm also required fj to be Holder continuous

[Castillo and Rousseau, 2015].

Weak consistency in a strong metric such as 7'V is interesting for applications and for theoretical reasons. Weak
consistency is easier to extend to the setting where X,, does not consist of i.i.d. samples, as pointed out by

Ghosal and van der Vaar, [2017]. Examples of such cases are the practically relevant applications in survival anal-
ysis and time series modeling. From a theoretical point of view, our results bridge a gap between Schwartz’s Theorem,
which states convergence in the weak topology, and strong convergence on strong metrics. Theorem 2 shows that
almost all Pélya Trees that satisfy Schwartz’s Theorem are also weakly consistent in a stronger topology. Theorem 2
is also useful for obtaining consistency for specific statistics. Corollary 1 for example states that the predictive density
is consistent in probability.

Corollary 1. Consider a prior 0 ~ PT(D, a;). Set

0(t) = Eg [0(1)X.] (predictive density)

If 1y satisfies the|regularity condition on the prionand fo a density in the Kullback-Leibler support of I1y then

TV (0, fo) — 0 (predictive consistency with respect to TV)

in X,, probability.
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Different from previous results, Theorem 2 is also stated for a generic sample space. Usually, consistency results for
Pélya Trees are obtained as particular cases of results that apply to general priors. Setting X = [0, 1] is a pivotal
step in order to verify the conditions of general consistency theorems. Theorem 2 holds e.g. for [0, 1] if a canonical
partition is provided. We build such partitions for many interesting samples spaces in Section 3.3.

Theorem 3 deepens the analysis of the consistency of a Pdlya Tree posterior Iy x,, for differential entropy estima-
tion. Consistency of bounded functionals of 0 may be established by Schwartz’s Theorem, but Theorem 3 states the
consistency of the entropy functional H(f) = — [ f(¢)log f(t)dt, which is unbounded.

Theorem 3. Consider 0 ~ PT(B,a) parametrized by a canonical partition with respect to the Lebesgue Measure,
satisfying the|sufficient condition for absolute continuity of ‘Pland X,, an i.i.d. sample of some absolutely continuous
X. Consider also the quantity

. N, Ney..e
H(Xn) = - Z TEG [1Og(2}/€)|Xn] = Z ln . (10g2 + z/J(Néln.Ek + al(e)) - w(N€1...6k71 + 2al(é)))

eck eeE
(estimator of differential entropy)

If fo satisfies Assumptions I and Il and a; = 2°' for 8 > 2 then |H(X,,) — H(fo)| — 0 in X,, probability.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first explicit estimator of differential entropy based on a full Bayesian Non-
parametric posterior. Earlier Bayesian differential entropy methods considered finite alphabets or truncated priors
[Nemenman, 2011]]. Theorem 3 holds for both finite and infinite alphabets, and also in arbitrary dimensions and
sample spaces.

The conditions of Theorem 3 are also weaker than usual. We divide differential entropy estimation methods into
whether they are based on nearest neighborhoods, plug-in estimators, or sample-spacings. Nearest neighborhood meth-
ods usually require mild tail conditions. Plug-in estimators usually require Assumption III, which is much stronger
than Assumption II. Sample-spacings methods require fewer conditions but work on less general sample spaces.

In the following subsections, we discuss the results in detail and provide outlines for the proofs. Full proofs are
provided in the appendix.

3.1 Representation Lemma

In this section we state and prove Theorem [l This result enables the explicit computation of moments of the cross
entropy and Kullback-Leibler divergence functionals calculated with respect to a random 6 ~ PT(D, a;). In the next
sections we shall explore two important applications, but both Theorem [I] and its Lemmas are of general interest;
therefore, we now briefly discuss them and present a proof at the end of the section.

Theorem 1 Consider § ~ PT (D, a;) and II; the corresponding measure. If f belongs to the weak Kullback-Leibler
support of Iy and

oo
l . . .
E — < 00 (regularity condition on the prior)
a

=1

then K (f, 0) satisfies

K(f,0)= /f(t) log f(t)dt — Z (F'(Beo)log2Yeo + F(Be1)log 2(1 — Yeo))
eck
(series representation of KL divergence)

11y almost surely. It also holds

H() =—- /9(1%) log O(t)dt = — Z (P(Beo)log2Yeo + P(Be1)log2(1 — Yeo))
eck
(series representation of random differential entropy)
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Theorem 1 may be interpreted intuitively as a result on truncated Pélya Trees. Let P7 be a Pélya Tree truncated
) I(e)
at j, an arbitrary level of truncation of the partition tree. For I(¢) < j by definition P/ (B.) = H Ye, e, and

07(t) =2"<) ] Y. Theorem 1 states that the following approximation holds a.s. when j — co.
e:teB

/fo log 0(t)dt — /fo 10g( )dt /fo 1og(‘””()>

> Fy(Be)log (P(Bo)) = > Fo(B)log [ 219 J] Yo | = > Fy(Be)log(2Ye)

€€E} €EEY e:teB e'eE:l(e)<j
This is an "expectation and limit commutes" kind of theorem, and as usual, e.g. for Dominated
Convergence Theorem, we must ask for a regularity condition on the integrand fy(t)log6f(t).  One
could wonder whether the [regularity condition on the prior] is too strong. This is not the case, be-

cause the [sufficient condition for absolute continuity of P, which we must require, is just mildly weaker than
[regularity condition on the priof For example, a; = [° satisfies only the first condition, while a; = [ satisfies both
of them. In fact, for any o > 0, the [regularity condition on the prioiis satisfied by a; = (>*. Thus, this condition is
satisfied for a; that grows as fast as many polynomials, and consequently is weaker than the exponential growth rates
such a; = 8' required for stronger forms of consistency [Barron et all,[1999].

We are motivated to prove this result because a similar formula holds for any fy with finite differential entropy.
Let f;(t) be a uniform discretization of f alongside a partition {P; = B. : ¢ € Ej}. Lemma B.10 of

[2017] states that:

[ ronos sy = tim [ s(e)10g (01

Also, . Watson and Holmesd [2017] applied a similar result when computing Kullback-Leibler divergences with regard
to random densities sampled by truncated Pélya trees. Theorem 1 may be interpreted as a limit of integrals of truncated
Pélya Trees.

The condition on fy is also mild and standard in the Bayesian Nonparametric literature. It is guaranteed by the
traditional result on the Kullback-Leibler support of absolutely continuous Pdlya Trees. In the following, we restate it
for completeness, as they’re both Lemmas for Theorem 1.

Proposition 1 (Kullback-Leibler property of Pélya Trees). [Ghosal and van der Vaart, [2017]
Let 0 ~ PT (D, a;), I1 the corresponding measure and fo a density. If

1
Z — < (sufficient condition for absolute continuity of P)
ap
=1
then
|H(fo)] < oo = II(K(fo,0) >¢)>0 (Kullback-Leibler property)

Proposition 1 tells us that an absolutely continuous P6lya Tree assigns mass to the neighborhood of any finite differen-
tial entropy density, but we require a stronger result. Theorem 1 is the result of being able to exchange the expectation
and the product of the following identity, so we look for an application of the Dominated Convergence Theorem.

Let X ~ fo and consider its binary digits 0.1 (X )ea(X) ... ; for a fixed realization of {Y: }.c g, we have

/fo(t) log 0(t)dt = Ex~, [log0(X)] = Ex~y, [bg (H 2Ya(x>...ﬂ(x>>]

=1

thus if | [ fo(t) log8(¢)dt| < sup |logd(t)| < oo the Dominated Convergence Theorem applies and we are able to
exchange E x . f, and the infinite product.
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The condition sup |log#(t)| is equivalent to 6(t) being almost surely bounded and also never becoming too
close to 0. In the density estimation literature, this condition is known as bounded away from 0 and oco. The
[regularity condition on the priorjis sufficient for verifying this property.

Lemma 1 (Pdlya Trees bounded away from 0 and oc). Let 6 ~ PT(D, a;) and 11 the corresponding measure. If

— !
Z — (regularity condition on the prior)
aj

then 0(t) is almost surely bounded away from 0 and oo

This result is of general interest even without further consistency consequences. A subjective Bayesian could consider
whether or not the boundedness of log(#(t)) is coherent with her subjective knowledge about #(¢). In the negative case,
it could be the case of considering another prior for 6. Also, this result also ensures the existence of other integrals
such as [ g(6(t))dt for g unbounded as 6(¢) approaches 0. Here we apply it in the particular case g = log.

Lemmal[ll and Proposmon 1 are sufficient to prove Theorem[I] proof which we now present. The proof of Lemma 1 is
provided in the appendix.

Proof of Theorem[Il First we observe that

Ex~fo [log (QYEI(X)...EZ(X) Z Fy(B.)log (2Y¢) . )
ecE;

As Lemma [Tl implies that | log #(¢)| is almost surely bounded on ¢, the conditions of the Dominated Convergence
Theorem are almost surely satisfied and therefore:

/ fo(t)log0(t)dt = Ex~p, [log (H2YE1<X (X) )] = Ex~p [log (2, (x)..c(x))] - )

=1 =1

It follows that

/ fo(t)logO(t)dt = ZEXNfO [log (2Y2,(x)...ci(x))] Z > Fo(Be)log (2Ye) | =) Fu(B)log (2Ye).

=1 =1 \e€Ey ceE

We conclude the proof noting that each Y; for I(e) > 1 is either Y. or Yoy =1 — Y fora€e € E. Thus:

> Fy(Bo)log (2Ye) =
eck (3)
Fy(Bo)log(2Yo) + Fo(B1)log(2Y7) + Z (Fo(Beo) log (2Ye0) + Fo(Be1) log (2(1 — Yeo)))
eck
which is a sum of mutually independent random variables.
O

3.2 Weak consistency of Polya Trees

In this section, we apply Theorem 1 as a Lemma to demonstrate Theorem 2, our main consistency result. It consists of
showing that under the same mild conditions of Theorem 1 the [posterior consistency condition|holds with respect to
the total variation distance. As already mentioned, this is a desirable property per se, and is also sufficient for another

result with practical relevance. It ensures the consistency of the predictive density 6.

Next we discuss an overview of the proof. The general strategy for obtaining consistency results is upper bounding
g x, (Ne) by the posterior expectation of K ( fo, #). This bound is possible because
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Eo[TV (fo,0)*Xa]
2
Eq[K (fo,0)]Xo]
262

Hoix, (TV (fo,0) > €) <

< By Markov’s Inequality
by Pinskers’s Inequality

We obtain weak consistency results showing that Ex , [Eg [K(fo,0)|X,,]] vanishes. Theorem 1 enables explicit com-
putations:

Exn [EQ [K(f07 9)|X Exn

— 3" Ry(BJ)Es [log(2Y.)|X..] - <fo>]=

el
— > Fo(BoEx, [Eg [log(2Ye)[X,]] — H(fo) =
el
F B€1~~~€L e)—1
_;EFO oJEx, [Eg [log(2Y7)|X,] +€€ZEF0 103( Z?“(()(B—(;)))> )
FO(Bﬁlmﬁz e 71)
6;EFO(Be) <log <2W:l;))> - [E9 [10g(2Y5)|X"]]>

. . . . FO(Bel---el(é),l)
Ey [K(fo,0)|X,,] is a weighted average of the biases of Eg[log(2Y:)|X,,] as an estimator of log 2 mm )
1 ei(e)

They are bounded in € and vanish with n. The proof revolves around bounding the summands’ bias.

The biases are summable for € € E because

3.3 Differential entropy estimation

Theorem 2 states that —Eg | f fo(t)log 6(t)dt] concentrates around H (fy). A natural following strategy is if plugging
in some estimate fo into | fo ) log 6(t)dt would also work as an estimator of H(fy). The answer is positive and is
the conclusion of Theorem 3, which we shall prove in this section.

A natural question is whether the posterior sampling variance of the estimator coincides asymptotically. As
— > ecr 2= log(2Y) is a random series of independent random variables under Il x, , their variance and compu-
tation are straightforward. The following result ties them both.

Proposition 2. For any 6 ~ PT (D, a;) satisfying the[sufficient condition for absolute continuity of P|it holds

ﬁ(Xn) - _% Z (Ne log( ) + NEOQ/]( €0 + al(é)) + Nelw( el + al( ) - New(Ne + 2al(e))) (4’3)

ecE

Vo

"L 0(X; 1
Z (n )IXn] == Z (NZ¥1(Neo + aye)) + N1 (Ner + ) — N2y (Ne + 2ay(0)))  (4b)

i=1 eck

Vx, [A(X.)| =Ex, |Eo <Zn: %)2 X, | | -Ex. [ﬁ(xn)]Q—Exn Vo

i=1

an o 9L) en(Xi) |XH (40)

i=1

Proposition 2 implies that, in general, both variances may not be equal, so the credible regions around H (X,,) might
not be confidence regions. It does, however, suggest an estimator for the variance of H(X,,).

Before further discussions we note that in practical applications H (X,,) must be truncated at some finite level. We

expect that if the truncation level is large enough, then Theorem 3 will hold as if we were able to compute H (X,)
fully. This truncation might be deterministic or a quantity that depends on X,,. In order to explore the impact of a
truncation on H (X,,) we introduce the statistic



arXiv Template A PREPRINT

L(X,) = min{j : max Ne=1}+1 (maximum impact level)
ec ]*

L(X,,) is maximum impact level of sample X,, on a Pélya Tree prior IIj. It consists of the first level along the
partition tree such that all N, are either 1 or 0. L(X,,) is almost surely finite if X is absolutely continuous, as the
probability of ties is 0. After L(X,,), all Y.|X,, that constitute P|X,, are either Beta(a. + 1, a.) or Beta(ae, ac)
distributed. In this sense, the distributions of Y, (prior) and Y¢|X,, (posterior) are exactly equal or the difference is
minimal. Therefore, on those levels, the impact of the prior is large and the impact of the data is minimized.

L(X,,) is useful because it simplifies computations on deep levels of a Pdélya Tree. For example, the
[Pélya Tree estimator of differential entropy|satisfies

- 1
H(Xn) = - E Z (log( ) + NEOQ/]( 0t al(é)) + N51¢( el T al( ) - New(Ne + 2&1(5))) -
e€E;l(e)<L(Xy)
Z (log2 +(a;+ 1) — ¥ (2a; + 1)) .
I=L(X,)

(&)

Aslog2 + ¢(a; + 1) — 1/)(2al + 1) = O(a; "), it follows that the error committed by truncating the sum of H(X,)
at level L(X,) is O(a, X )) We may also get the error to become as low as needed if an arbitrary deterministic
truncation L,, level is larger than L(X,,). As computing L(X,,) is possibly computationally expensive, it would
be convenient to have a deterministic formula that dominates L(X,,). For a large class of f; we are able to find a
deterministic upper bound for L(X,,) with high probability, so it is possible to define a deterministic truncation that
gets the truncation error to vanish.

Proposition 3 for p = 1 states that L(X,,) is at most 2 log, n for any square integrable f;.

Proposition 3. Let M,, be a sequence of positive numbers such that M,, — co. If X C R and fy is square integrable
then

L(X,,) < 2logy(n) + M, (6)
in X, probability.

This result is of general interest because it defines that any truncation level L,, such that L,, — 2logy,n — o0, e.g.
3 log,y n, is enough to surpass the maximum impact level. This is the case because any truncation level asymptotically
larger than log, n dominates L(X,,) with high probability. On the other hand, the Proposition also points out that
truncation levels below log, n might be discarding levels with a significant impact on the data distribution of Y.

Theorem 3 is stated in terms of the complete version of the estimator. The behavior of the complete estimator informs
us on the behavior of the truncated estimator with large L, or the estimator truncated at L(X,,). As Proposition 3 gives
an estimate for L(X,,), we have two approaches for truncation of the [P3lya Tree estimator of differential entropy}

We prove Theorem 3 noting that H(X,,) follows closely the "oracle" estimator Eg| [ fo(t)log6(t)dt|X,,] obtained in

Theorem 2. This occurs because H (X,,) estimates fo(t) by dF,(t), where E, is the empirical distribution function.
Under this circumstance, we note that

‘ﬁ(xn) _Ey [ / folt) log 9(t)dt|Xn]

N,
—Ey [log (2Y7) |X,,] F(B.)Eg [log (2Y) |X
S S5a flog (2V) K] = Y F(BOEs [log (2Y0)[ X, =

ecel el
\Z (% - F(Be)) Eo log (272) X[ < 3 |5 — F (B 1By flog (27, X, <
eclE
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Ne_ pB.

n

) (Z By flog (2V.) |Xn1|>

(sup
ecE ccE

B is a Glivenko-Cantelli class, therefore we have that the supremum norm between the differences of Fn and F'on B is
O(1/+/n). Then our proof strategy consists of estimating the second term of the upper bound. Proposition 4 provides
a sufficient condition for this.

Proposition 4. If0 ~ PT(B,a) is a canonical partition with respect to the Lebesgue measure on X such that

a; =20t 550

and fo satisfies Assumption Il then

(X ccr [Bq [log (2Y0) [Xa]|)
NG

—0

in X,, probability.

3.4 Canonical partitions for the multidimensional cube

In this section we present a canonical partition for the sample space X’ = [0, 1] with respect to the Lebesgue measure.
This construction is due to[Hanson ]. The same idea applies to other compact sets. This construction is relevant
for applications of Theorem 2 and Theorem 3 on arbitrary p-dimensional spaces.

When p = 1 the canonical partition with respect to the Lebesgue Measure is the set of dyadic intervals. For p > 1 there
are many possible constructions of partitions that satisfy A(B.) = 1/ 24(9)_ In this section, we provide a construction
that is sufficiently straightforward for applications.

Our construction may be represented by the following algorithm

1. Start from the whole X = [0, 1]7.

2. Split it in half with respect to the first dimension, say z1. Therefore By = {(z1,...,zp) € X, 21 < 1/2}
and By = {(x1,...,2p) € X, z1 > 1/2}.

3. Split both By and B; in half with respect to the second dimension z.

4. Repeat until all p dimensions have been used, then start it over splitting with respect to x1, £ and so on.

This construction is equivalent to assigning a periodic pattern to one unique binary sequence ¢ € E. Consider an
element (z1,...,x,) € X. In this pattern, €1 represents the first binary digit of 1, €2 the first binary digit of x2 and
€p the first dinary digit of x,,. The next terms of € encodes the next digits of every z;. In this way €, shall represent
the second binary digit of x1, €,4-2 shall represent the second binary digit of 22 and so on.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we establish the theory for two applications of Pélya Trees. On one hand, we provide a consistency
theorem that holds for a generic X , provided we adopt canonical partitions. This powers up inference such as
multivariate density estimation, for example. This result also enables the study of the convergence rate of the posterior
with respect to the distribution of Dx,(fo]|#), which is a sum of independent random variables.

On the other hand, we also demonstrate the usefulness of PSlya Trees in the differential entropy estimation problem.
We propose a novel differential entropy estimator as the expectation of a functional of 6. In this paper, we prove the
consistency in probability of this estimator. However, the efficiency in terms of the optimality of the mean squared
error, for example, remains to be further studied.

Aside from our main results, we also highlight two of our intermediate results. For the truncation of Pélya Trees, we
obtained a theoretical result on the "safe" truncation of a Pélya Tree. For square-integrable data generating densities,
we showed that truncating a Pélya Tree at level 3 log, n captures the relevant influence of X, on the prior with high
probobablity as n increases.

11
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Lastly, we also obtained a computational formula for entropy functionals of Pélya Trees. Our application is one
example of the usefulness of the result, as it enables the study of consistency properties. However, entropy function-
als between Pélya Trees and fixed densities are also considered in other contexts such as hypothesis tests and prior
elicitation.
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A Proof of Lemma[ll

We prove Lemma 1 by applying the following auxiliary results

Proposition 5. [Marchal and Arbel, [2017]
Let X ~ Beta(a,a) fora > 1. Then

E

1\ (2)!(a);
Y — - =
2 22-7‘]!(20)2]'
where (a); = I'(a+ j)/T'(a)
Lemma 2. Consider 6 ~ PT(B,a)and Y.

Eg

25 41 —j
(yE _ l) < _27e 7)
2 (2al(6) +1)J
Proof. From proposition 5

Eq

<Y 3 1)% _(2)ae);
) 227 51(2ay(¢))2;
We upper bound this number in two steps. First by the definition

(@) 1 _ 1
(2ay(e))2; — 20 [Th_, (2aye) + 2k — 1) ~ 27 (2ay¢) + 1)

Second by standard Stirling’s inequalities:

; N25+1/2 2 2j+1 ;2541 ,—2j
(25)! <€(2J)J [Pem2 212N lem2 i+l ji+1e=d,

2241 — \/§(j)j+1/2e—j - jie~i
Therefore
% G154l g—j i+l
E, | (v _1 < 2 77T e o 2577 e _
2 21 (2ay¢) +1)7  (2ay(¢) +1)7

Proof of Lemma 1. For all t we have

in 2V, < 0(t) < 2Y,
[T min 27 <00 < ] T o
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therefore

b
3 eGEj

in 2Y, <inf (¢ 0(t) < 2 Y.
1_[15%1}211 <in ()<sup()_1_[1 max
= j=

Our argument consists of exploiting the fact that both bounds are products of independent random variables. For the
maximum, we have

2}/62 2}/6’ 72}/5/ =
e = g tmed 2o, 2}

1
max {max{2Y.0,2(1 — Yu0)}} = max (1 +2 '5 — Yo

CER;_, CER;_,

1
>:1+2 max ('——Y;/O
eebEr | \|2

)

and analogously for the minimum:

1
min 2Y, =1 —2 max ('——YE/O
ecE eebBr ; \|2

We conclude the proof noting that by Kakutni’s Theorem for convergence of product martingales, for both bounds to

be almost surely finite and non-zero, it suffices to have

1 < Ey max 2Y. | < oo

This is the case because by Jensen’s Inequality for any p > 1

s fn (g )

< (9i-1 2pPtle P z
- (2aj + 1)1’ '

Choosing p to be the first even integer above j, we have the following for some constant C' that does not depend on j
)se2
aj

- J
1<E Y| < 1+C=
<so | W] <I1 (1 e7) <=

1
EO |: max <’§—}/€/0

E’GE;Ll

and applying Lemma 2

1
EO |: max (‘— — }/5/0
E,EE;71 2

1
EO |: max (’5 _}/5/0

e’GE;Ll

Thus

where the last inequality follows from the hypothesis.

B Proof of Theorem 2]

We present a proof that employs three auxiliary results alongside Theorem[l Proposition[@l provides estimates for the
negative moment of a binomial random variable and Proposition [7] provides bounds for evaluations of the digamma
function [see e.g. [Gradshteyn and Ryzhik, [2014] for details]. Finally, Proposition[8] applies Proposition [] obtaining

an upper bound for Ex [log(Y?)].
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Proposition 6 ([Wooff, [1973]). Ler X ~ Bin(n,p) be a binomial random variable. It holds

1 1
E < 8
{a—i—X]_(np—i—a—l—i—p) ©
Proposition 7 ([Batit, 2008]). The digamma function v satisfy for all > 0:

1
log(e) = — < () < log(e) — 5- ©

Proposition 8. Let X,, be an i.i.d. sample of r.v.s with support on X and {N_}.c g counts alongside a partition tree
of X. It holds

Ne e, T 2al(e) nF(Bel...él,l) + 2al(e)
Ex, [1og< m—— <log (10a)
2(Ney.e, + al(é)) 2(nF(B€1~~~Ez) T+ aye) + F(Bflnfl—l) + yé(fo) - 2)

F(B.) F(B.) ) _EB) _ (10b)

F(BE()) log (m) + F(Bel) log (2F(B51) al(e)

N + 2@1(5) N+ 2al(5)
F(Beo)Ex,, [bg (72(1\]50 Taw) + F(Ba)Ex,, |log Na F ) @) (10c)

Ne + 2al(s) Ne + 2al(5) >:| < 2F(BE) (IOd)

F(Be)Ex, [log (mﬂ + F(Ba)Ex, [log (2(N€1 + ay(e))

We present our proof of Proposition [§|after proving Theorem [ as it is a slight distraction from the main argument.

- 2&1(6) —4

Proof of Theorem[Il First we note that
Ex. [ [Dics (o)) = Ex. [Bo | [ fot) 108 fotyie — [ futtogoian]| =

—H(fo) +Ex, [Ee [—/fo(t) 10g(9(t))dt|XnH >0

Therefore our proof strategy consists in bounding the expectation of Ex,, [Eg [— [ fo(t) log(6(t))dt|X,,]] and com-
paring it to H (fp). We outline the steps of proof as:

1. Apply Theorem[Tto decompose Ex, Eg[— [ fo(t) log(6(t))dt|X,,] as a converging series.

2. Estimate the size of the terms to obtain an upper bound of the form

H(fy) < Ex, [Eg [—/fo(t)log 0(t))dt| X, H > bem

ecE

for some absolutely summable series with [b, ,,| < u..

3. Apply the Bounded Convergence Theorem to show that

nli)rr;ozben Z hm ben = _ZFO log 2y6(f0)) (fO)

ecE eeE el

The last equation implies the required result directly.

Step 1 goes as
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[/fo ) log(6 dt|X}_

Theorem 1 and BCT Ej [ZF ) log(2Y,)| X.n } =" F(B.)Ey [log(2Y.)|X,)] =

Property of beta distribution ZF ) (10g(2) + ¥(Ney...e, + are)) — V(Ney.eiy + 2a(¢))) =

2(Ne,..e, + 2
Proposition 7 Z F(B.)log (]\5 o " ;l ) Z F(B (7>
€1...€_1 Qp(e)

61 a T Qi(e)

By Propositions 8 and 6, it follows

nF (B, ,“57)4—2&1(6) )
—E t)log(6(t))dt| X Fo(Bey..c, ) 1o 1ol +
U folt)log(6(1))dt] ] 2 FolBeoa) g(2(nF(Bel...ez)+al(e)+F(Bel...ez1)+ye(f0)—2)

el

Z FO(B€1 € 1)
¢cEE nF(Bél---Ez) + al(e) -1+ F(Bel...el)

Proposition 8 also states that the absolute value of the terms of the first sum are uniformly bounded in n. The second
term may also be uniformly bounded in n taking n = 0.

As the infinite sums on € € E of both upper bounds are smaller than —H (fo)+> -, ail, it follows from the Dominated
Convergence Theorem that

lim Ex, [ Eq [/fo )log(0(¢))dt| X, ” <

n— o0
nF(Be € ) + 2al(5) F(Be)
lim F(B.)log ( 1ot + hm
n—00 Z (nF(Bel EZ) + Qj(e) +1-— €1 el n—)oo (Bél...él) + Qji(e) +1-— F(Bél...él)
nF(Be € )+ 2al(e) ) F(B )
lim F(B.)lo Pt + lim <
Zn%oo & (2(nF(B€1mEZ)+al( ) +1—- F(B,. EL Zn%oon l)—l—al(e) +1 _F(Bel...el)
Z F(B.)log < Beiaa) +0
Be,. éz)

H(fo)

Proof of Proposition 8. First we note that N, . ¢,|Ne,...c,_, ~ Bin(N¢, .. .c,_,,yc(fo)) and therefore expectations of
ratio of N¢, ., and N, ., , might be computed applying the Law of Total expectation. The first part of the proof
consists applications of the law of iterated expectation and alternated applications of Jensen’s Inequality, Proposition
6)
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Ne € + 2al(5)
E 1 1601 _
X |:Og <2(N€1~~~Ez +al(e))

Ne e T 2al(5) ]
E E 1 1ot N, . LTE
Nejep_yq [ Ney ... |:Og (2(N51 o+ )) | 1e€1-1 |

IN

En, ., 10g< Ney oy [ - ;l ;:iil:)” €1...€1- 1]) < Jensen’s
En o, IOg (2 A lyjlfoég_;;(i?f;(fo) — 1)) = Proposition 6
En, ., [log (Ney...e, 1 + 2a16)) | +En, o, log (2 Neo o o fO)‘ial(e)‘i'ye(fO) — 1)) <

Proposition 6

log (nF(Bel...EH) + 2az(e)) + log (2(nF(Bel...ell)ye(fO) g & FB o )T ofo = 2)) =

log ( nF(Bey...ciy) + 201 )
2(nF(Be,..c;) + ay(e) + F(Be...ei 1) +ye(fo) —2)

For the second equation we note that

N, + 2al(6) N, + 2al(e)
F(Beo)Ex, |log [ = F(Ba)Ex, |log [ - 2719 )| <
(Beo) X”[°g<2(zv€o+al<e>) + F(Ba)Ex, |log 2(No1 + ayo))

<

F(B.) + 2ay. F(B.) + 2ay.
F(Beo)log( nF(Be) + 2ay(c nF(B.) + 2a¢ )

2(nF (Beo) + aie) — 2)) + F(Ba)log (2(nF(B51) Faye — 2)

n(F(BE) - 2F(B50)) +4 n(F(Be) B 2F(Bel)) +4
F(BEO)< 2 F(Boy) + ey —2) >+F(B >< 2 F(Ba) + ey —2) )

without loss of generality lets write F'(Bg) = F'(B¢)/24 ¢ and F(B¢1) = F(B.)/2— ¢ for0 < § < F(B.)/2. Then
(F(B.) — 2F(B.)) = —26 and (F(B.) — 2F(B.1)) = 26. Therefore

n(F(B.) — 2F(Bu)) + 4> ( n(F(B.) — 2F(Ba)) + 4)
F (B, + F(B. =
(Beo) < 2(nF(Beo) + aye) — 2) (Ba) 2(nF(Be1) + aye) — 2)
—ond + 4 2nd + 4
F(B.)/2 F(B.)/2 - =
(F(Be)/2 +9) <nF(B€) +2nd + 2ay(¢) — 4> +(F(Bo)/ ) (nF(BE) —2n6 + 2a;(¢) — 4)
F(B.) —2né + 4 2nd + 4
+ +
2 nF(Be) +2nd + 2&[(6) —14 nF(Be) —2nd + 2al(6) —4
—2nd + 4 2nd + 4
5 _
TLF(BE) +2nd + 20,1(6) -4 TLF(BE) —2nd + 2&1(6) —4
This sum is maximized for § = 0. Thus
N + 2ay(¢ >:| |: ( N, + 2ay(¢ )] 2F(B,) 2F(B,)
F(By)E 1 _ F(Ba)E 1 < <
( 0) Xn [Og <2(N50 + Gl(é)) + ( 1) Xn 08 2(N51 + al(e)) TLF(BE) + 2@1(6) — 4 204(6) — 4

as stated.
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For the last equation we note that

Ne+ 2ay Ne+ 2ay
F(By)E I _ F(Ba)E I _ >
(Bo)Ex. [ o <2(N50 + ay(e)) T F(Ba)Ex, |log 2(New + aye))

F(B:) + 2a;. F(Be) + 2a;. Ex, |Ne+ 2a.
nF(B.) + 2ay) ) ( 61)10g< nF(B.) + 2 >+F(BE) | By | B Vet 2a0] 1)
2(TLF(B€0) + al(e)) Q(HF(Bd) + al(é)) Ne + 2al(5)

nF(Be) + 2al(6) R nF(Be) + 2&1(6) B F(BE)(l — F(Be))
2(nF(Beo) + al(é))> + F(Ba)log <2(7’LF(361) + al(é))> nF(B) + 2ay6) — 1 + F(B.)

F(Beo) log (

F(Beo) log <

and that the lower bound is decreasing towards their limits in n, proving the third equation.

|
C Proof of Theorem 3
Our proof employs two auxiliary results. We present their proofs after the proof of Theorem 3.
Lemma 3. Let 0 ~ PT(B,a) and 0|X,, its posterior. If
a; = 2l(2+5),5 >0
then
E Ey [log (2Y¢) | X,
(L eer Bx.. 1B log (2Y) IX,) "
N
in X,, probability.
Proposition 9. Let 0 ~ PT (B, a) and 0|X,, be its posterior. Then
nP(B.) + 2
Ex, [[Eo log (2v0) X, || < 8 (1)

~ 2(nP(Beo) + ai(e) — ye(fo))

Proof of Theorem 3. It holds

|H(fo) — H(X,)| < ’I?I(Xn)—Eg [/fo(t)logH(t)dﬂXn} + |Eo

[ / fo(t)loge(t)dﬂXn] — H(fo)| =

\mxn) ~ By | [ fot) 0 00)d11X, || + B [K (i),

Theorem 2 states that the second term converges to 0 in probability. We prove the theorem showing that
H(X,) = By [[ fo(t) log 0(t)dtX.,]

It holds

'ﬁ(xn) _Ey [ / folt) log 9(t)dt|Xn]

N,
‘Z—Ee [log (2Ye) [Xn] — > F(Bo)Eq [log (2Y2) |X,]| =

Ne
— — F (B,
< F(B.)

<y

ecE

- [Ey [log (2Y,) [X,]| <

‘Z (ﬂ - F(Be)) By [log (2Y2) |X,1]

18
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Ne_ pB.

n

(sup
ecE

B has VC-dimension 2, therefore by Glivenko-Cantelli, the first term is bounded in probability by O(1/+/n). By

) (Z By flog (2V.) |Xn1|>

ecE

( 2 [Eo [log(QYe)IXnH)
Lemma 3 ~=< T — 0 in probability. It follows that the product converges to 0 and the theorem is

proved.

O

Proof of Lemma 3. By Assumption I, the upper bound of proposition X is uniformly bounded by some finite value M .
Consider L,, = log, n/0 a fixed truncation level of the partition tree for some § > 2. It holds:

D BT s A S

ecE e:l(e)<L, e:l(e)>Ly,

( nP(B.) + 2 )
0 2(nP(Beo) + aye) — ye)

nP(B.) + 2 >

2M (nv — 1) + <
e:l(E)Z>Ln 2(nP(BEO) + al(é) - ye)

Ifi(e) > L, = ay(¢) > n2"9)P for some 3 > 0 we have

nP(B.) + 2 nP(B.) 2
2 (2(nP(Beo) + aye) —ys)> =z 2(nP(Bey) + n2U98 — y,) P> 2(nP(Beo) + aje) — ye) =

e:l(e)>Ly, e:l(e)>Ly, el(e)>Ly
nP(B,) 2 < 1 ) < 9! )
oy (Y (T )<~
I(e 8
e:l(e)>Ly, n2!() el(e)>Ly al(é)/2 I>L, 2 I>L, die)

By Assumption II both inequalities hold; therefore

ecnBx [Eo oY) (Xl _ 2 My

vn Vn

and the convergence in probability follows.

Proof of Proposition 9. First we note that

2N + 2 E 1 1 2N + 2 € 1 1
1og( 0 ‘”“)— SEe[log@YeHXn]SlOg( g ””“)

+ - +
Ne + 2a5(¢) Neo+ajey  Ne+2ay Ne + 2a5(¢) 2Neo + 2ay¢y  Ne + 2ay(e)
and thus
2N50 —|— 2al(€)> 1 <2N€0 + 20,[(6)) 1
lo — < [Ey [log (2Y,) | X,,] <lo .
s ( Ne + 2ay Neo + aye) — o llog (2¥) [ X E\N.+ 2ay(¢) Neo + aye)
Therefore

[Eg [log (2Ye) X | <

o (2NEO + 2al(e)> + 1
s Ne + 2a;(¢) Neo + aye)’
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Also
_ Ne+ 20y <l <2N€0 + 201(6)) - 2Neo +2a¢) 1
2Ny + 2al(5) B Ne + 2al(5) N, + 2&1(6)
and thus
Neo — Ny <1o 2N€0+2al(€) < Neo — Na
2N + 2al(6) - N, + 2al(6) - N.+ 2al(6) '
Consequently
lo 2Neo + 2al(5) < |NEO - NEll < N
S\N+ 2a;¢) )| = 2Neo +2ay¢) ~ 2Neo + 2006y
As
E { N, ] <E { N, - nP(B.)
2N + 2010 ] T [2(Neyeo + aie) — geo + 1) ] = 2(nP(Beo) + aue) — yeo + 1)
we have

nP(Be) + 2
Ex.. [[Es flog (2Ye) Xul | < 50 580y + angy =90

A Proof of Proposition 3

We begin with an auxiliary result.

Proposition 10 (Adapted from Theorem 2.1 of Kanagawa et all [1992]). Let X, be an i.i.d. sample of r.v. with density
f:RP € L2 Then:

/113w

lim P <n2 min |z; — x| > u> =e Z . (13)

n— o0 i,

n? min; j |z; — x;| converges in law to a random variable with an exponential distribution with parameter ||R||3 /2.

We are able to control the size of L(X,,) because it is deeply related to sample spacings.

Proposition 11. Let d(x,) = min,; j<n, |z; — x| be the smallest distance between two points in a one-dimensional
X,. Then:

[logy(n)] +1 < L(Xn) < [—logy d(xn)] +1 (14)

Proof. For the lower bound, note that for all j, the number of elements in EJ* is 29 and that Zee g e = n. Thus, if
27 < n, by the pigeonhole principle, any distribution of the sample points x,, in the partition { B, € € E;‘} assigns

at least two observations to some B, resulting in n. > 1. For the first 7* such that 27" > n, it becomes possible to
observe an allocation in which all n, are 1. By definition, j* = |log,(n) ], and thus the result is demonstrated.

For the upper bound, note that for all & > — log, d(x,, ), we have:

1 .
k> —logyd(x,) = —k <log,d(x,) = o* < in |z; — ;]

1,5 <
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It follows that there are no two x;, x; in the same B, with € € E;. We demonstrate this fact by contradiction because
if there were x;, x; € B,, the distance between them should be less than the width of B, whichis 1 / 2k, contradicting
the above implications.

Thus, L(X,,) < k + 1. We can refine the inequality by taking the smallest k that satisfies & > — log, d(x,,). By
definition, this number is [— log, d(x,,)], as we wanted to demonstrate.

O
As a corollary, we obtain precise estimates for the growth of L(X,,):
Proposition 12. Under the conditions of Proposition[IQ for all M,, — oo, we have
L(X,) < 2logy(n) + M, in X,, probability (15)

Proof. First, we note that as n? min | X; — X;| converges in law to a absolutely continuous limit X, the convergence
is uniform. Therefore the approximation error E;, = sup, |Fy,2 min | x,—x;|(t) — Fx ()| does not depend on . By the
previous propositions, taking v = 2~ M= we have:

11113

P (n2 min |z; — ;| > u) =P (—10g2 min |z; — ;| < 2logy n — log, u) <e 2T+ E, =0
,] 7

Therefore, — log, min; ; |x; — x;| is bounded in probability. By Proposition 11, so is L(X,,) as stated.
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