arXiv:1804.03378v2 [math.ST] 15 Jul 2019

MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATION FOR GAUSSIAN
PROCESSES UNDER INEQUALITY CONSTRAINTS

Francois Bachoc Agnes Lagnoux
Institut de Mathématiques de Toulouse Institut de Mathématiques de Toulouse
Université Paul Sabatier Université Toulouse Jean Jaures
31062 Toulouse, France 31062 Toulouse, France
Francois.Bachoc@math.univ-toulouse.fr lagnoux@univ-tlse2.fr

Andrés F. Lopez-Lopera
Mines Saint-Etienne
42000 Saint-Etienne, France
andres-felipe.lopez@emse.fr

ABSTRACT

We consider covariance parameter estimation for a Gaussian process under inequality constraints
(boundedness, monotonicity or convexity) in fixed-domain asymptotics. We address the estimation of
the variance parameter and the estimation of the microergodic parameter of the Matérn and Wendland
covariance functions. First, we show that the (unconstrained) maximum likelihood estimator has the
same asymptotic distribution, unconditionally and conditionally to the fact that the Gaussian process
satisfies the inequality constraints. Then, we study the recently suggested constrained maximum
likelihood estimator. We show that it has the same asymptotic distribution as the (unconstrained)
maximum likelihood estimator. In addition, we show in simulations that the constrained maximum
likelihood estimator is generally more accurate on finite samples. Finally, we provide extensions to
prediction and to noisy observations.

1 Introduction

Kriging (Stein, 1999; Rasmussen and Williams, 2006) consists in inferring the values of a Gaussian random field
given observations at a finite set of points. It has become a popular method for a large range of applications, such as
geostatistics (Matheron, 1970), numerical code approximation (Sacks et al., 1989; Santner et al., 2003; Bachoc et al.,
2016) and calibration (Paulo et al., 2012; Bachoc et al., 2014), global optimization (Jones et al., 1998), and machine
learning (Rasmussen and Williams, 2006).

When considering a Gaussian process, one has to deal with the estimation of its covariance function. Usually, it is
assumed that the covariance function belongs to a given parametric family (see Abrahamsen, 1997, for a review of
classical families). In this case, the estimation boils down to estimating the corresponding covariance parameters. The
main estimation techniques are based on maximum likelihood (Stein, 1999), cross-validation (Zhang and Wang, 2010;
Bachoc, 2013, 2014a) and variation estimators (Istas and Lang, 1997; Anderes, 2010; Azais et al., 2018).

In this paper, we address maximum likelihood estimation of covariance parameters under fixed-domain asymptotics
(Stein, 1999). The fixed-domain asymptotics setting corresponds to observation points for the Gaussian process that
become dense in a fixed bounded domain. Under fixed-domain asymptotics, two types of covariance parameters can
be distinguished: microergodic and non-microergodic parameters (Ibragimov and Rozanov, 1978; Stein, 1999). A
covariance parameter is said to be microergodic if, when it takes two different values, the two corresponding Gaussian
measures are orthogonal (Ibragimov and Rozanov, 1978; Stein, 1999). It is said to be non-microergodic if, even for
two different values, the corresponding Gaussian measures are equivalent. Although non-microergodic parameters
cannot be estimated consistently, they have an asymptotically negligible impact on prediction (Stein, 1988, 1990a,c;
Zhang, 2004). On the contrary, it is at least possible to consistently estimate microergodic covariance parameters, and
misspecifying them can have a strong negative impact on predictions.
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It is still challenging to obtain results on maximum likelihood estimation of microergodic parameters that would hold
for very general classes of covariance functions. Nevertheless, significant contributions have been made for specific
types of covariance functions. In particular, when considering the isotropic Matérn family of covariance functions,
for input space dimension d = 1, 2, 3, a reparameterized quantity obtained from the variance and correlation length
parameters is microergodic (Zhang, 2004). It has been shown in (Kaufman and Shaby, 2013), from previous results in
(Du et al., 2009) and (Wang and Loh, 2011), that the maximum likelihood estimator of this microergodic parameter is
consistent and asymptotically Gaussian distributed. Anterior results on the exponential covariance function have been
also obtained in (Ying, 1991, 1993).

In this paper, we shall consider the situation where the trajectories of the Gaussian process are known to satisfy either
boundedness, monotonicity or convexity constraints. Indeed, Gaussian processes with inequality constraints provide
suitable regression models in application fields such as computer networking (monotonicity) (Golchi et al., 2015),
social system analysis (monotonicity) (Riihim#ki and Vehtari, 2010) and econometrics (monotonicity or positivity)
(Cousin et al., 2016). Furthermore, it has been shown that taking the constraints into account may considerably improve
the predictions and the predictive intervals for the Gaussian process (Da Veiga and Marrel, 2012; Golchi et al., 2015;
Riihimaiki and Vehtari, 2010).

Recently, a constrained maximum likelihood estimator (¢cMLE) for the covariance parameters has been suggested
in (L6pez-Lopera et al., 2018). Contrary, to the (unconstrained) maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) discussed
above, the cMLE explicitly takes into account the additional information brought by the inequality constraints. In
(Lépez-Lopera et al., 2018), it is shown, essentially, that the consistency of the MLE implies the consistency of the
c¢MLE under boundedness, monotonicity or convexity constraints.

The aim of this paper is to study the asymptotic conditional distributions of the MLE and the cMLE, given that the
Gaussian process satisfies the constraints. We consider the estimation of a single variance parameter and the estimation
of the microergodic parameter in the isotropic Matérn family of covariance functions. In both cases, we show that the
asymptotic conditional distributions of the MLE and the cMLE are identical to the unconditional asymptotic distribution
of the MLE. Hence, it turns out that the impact of the constraints on covariance parameter estimation is asymptotically
negligible. To the best of our knowledge, this paper is the first work on the asymptotic distribution of covariance
parameter estimators for constrained Gaussian processes. The proofs involve tools from asymptotic spatial statistics,
extrema of Gaussian processes and reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces. These proofs bring a significant level of novelty
compared to these in (Lépez-Lopera et al., 2018), where only consistency is addressed. In simulations, we confirm that
for large sample sizes, the MLE and the cMLE have very similar empirical distributions, that are close to the asymptotic
Gaussian distribution. For small or moderate sample sizes, we observe that the cMLE is generally more accurate than
the MLE, so that taking the constraints into account is beneficial. Finally, we explore three extensions: to prediction, to
the Wendland covariance model and to the framework of noisy observations.

The rest of the manuscript is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce in details the constraints, the MLE,
and the cMLE. In Section 3 we provide the asymptotic results for the estimation of the variance parameter, while the
asymptotic results for the isotropic Matérn family of covariance functions are given in Section 4. In Section 5, we report
the simulation outcomes. The extensions are presented in Section 6. Concluding remarks are given in Section 7. All the
proofs are postponed to the appendix.

2 Gaussian processes under inequality constraints

2.1 Framework and purpose of the paper

We consider a parametric set of functions {kg; 0 € ©} defined from R? to R, where © is a compact set of RP. We also
assume that, for each 6 € O, there exists a Gaussian process with continuous realizations having mean function zero

and covariance function kg on [0, 1]¢ x [0, 1]% defined by kg(u, v) = kg(u — v) for u,v € [0, 1]%. We refer to, e.g.,
(Adler, 1990) for mild smoothness conditions on kg ensuring this. We consider an application

Y 1 (2, 4) = (C([0,1]4R), B),

where (€2, A) is a measurable space, C([0, 1]¢,R) is the set of continuous functions from [0, 1]¢ to R, and B is the Borel
Sigma algebra on C([0, 1]¢,R) corresponding to the L> norm. For each § € ©, let Py be a probability measure on €
for which

Y 1 (Q,4,P) — (C([0,1]%, R), B),

has the distribution of a Gaussian process with mean function zero and covariance function k.
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Now consider a triangular array (z; ), cy ;=1 , Of observation points in [0,1]¢, where we write for concision

(21, ) = @™, 2("). We assume that (2{™) is dense, that is SUP,c(o,1)¢ Ifiz1, . |2 — 2| 0asn —
00. Let y be the Gaussian vector defined by y; = Y (2;) fori =1,...,n. For 0 € O, let Ry = [kg(z; — 2;)]1<ij<n
and

1 1 _
£.(9) = =5 n(2m) = S In(|Ra) = Sy Ry, (M)

be the log likelihood function. Here, | Ry| stands for det(Rp). Maximizing £,,(0) with respect to 6 yields the widely
studied and applied MLE (Santner et al., 2003; Stein, 1999; Ying, 1993; Zhang, 2004).

In this paper, we assume that the information {Y € £, } is available where &, is a convex set of functions defined by
inequality constraints. We will consider

E={f€C(0,1]1,R) st ¢< f(x) <u, Vrel0,1]%}
& ={fec(0,1]4,R) st df(x)/0x; >0, Yo € [0,1
0

1] e {1, d},
E ={f €C?(0,1]9,R) s.t. fisconvex},

which correspond to boundedness, monotonicity and convexity constraints respectively . For &, the bounds —oco <
¢ < u < 400 are fixed and known.

First, we will study the conditional asymptotic distribution of the (unconstrained) MLE obtained by maximizing (1),
given {Y € &, }. Nevertheless, a drawback of this MLE is that it does not exploit the information {Y € £.}. Then we
study the cMLE introduced in (Lopez-Lopera et al., 2018). This estimator is obtained by maximizing the logarithm of
the probability density function of y, conditionally to {Y € £, }, with respect to the probability measure Py on 2. This
logarithm of conditional density is given by

Loo(0) = L£,(0) = InPy(Y € &) +InPy(Y € Exly) = Ln(0) + An(0) + By (6), )

say, where Py(-) and Py(-|-) are defined in Section 2.2. In (Lépez-Lopera et al., 2018), the cMLE is studied and
compared to the MLE. The authors show that the cMLE is consistent when the MLE is. In this paper, we aim at

providing more quantitative results regarding the asymptotic distribution of the MLE and the cMLE, conditionally to
{Y e &}

2.2 Notation

In the paper, 0 < ¢ < 400 stands for a generic constant that may differ from one line to another. It is convenient to
have short expressions for terms that converge in probability to zero. Following (van der Vaart, 1998), the notation
op(1) (respectively Op (1)) stands for a sequence of random variables (r.v.’s) that converges to zero in probability (resp.
is bounded in probability) as n — co. More generally, for a sequence of r.v.’s R,,,

X, = op(R,) means X, =Y,R, with Ynio,
X, = Op(R,) means X, =Y,R, with Y, =0Op(1).

For deterministic sequences X,, and R,,, the stochastic notation reduce to the usual o and O. For a sequence of random
vectors or variables (X, )nen on R, that are functions of Y, and for a probability distribution x on R!, we write
LIY€EE,
Xn ———p,

n— oo

when, for any bounded continuous function g : R! — R, we have

E[g(X)|Y € &) — [ g()ude).
n—oo Jpi

We also write X, = op|ycg, (1) when for all € > 0 we have P(|X,,|> ¢|Y € &) — 0as n — oo. Finally, we write

X, = Op|yee, (1) when we have limsup,, , . P(|X,|> K[Y € &) — 0as K — oo.

For any two functions f(Y") and ¢g(Y'), let Eg[f(Y")] (respectively Eqy[f(Y)|g(Y)]) be the expectation (resp. the
conditional expectation) with respect to the measure Py on 2. We define similarly Py(A(Y")) and Pe(A(Y)|g(Y))
when A(Y) is an event with respect to Y. Let 6y € © be fixed. We consider 6 as the true unknown covariance
parameter and we let E[-], E[-|-], P(-), and P(-|-) be shorthands for Eg, [-], Eg, [*|-], Ps, (-), and Py, (+|-). When a quantity
is said to converge, say, in probability or almost surely, it is also implicit that we consider the measure [P, on (2.
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2.3 Conditions on the observation points

In some cases, we will need to assume that as n — oo, the triangular array of observation points contains finer and finer
tensorized grids.

Condition-Grid. There exist d sequences (v l(J ))zeN forj =1,...,d, dense in [0, 1], and so that for all N € N, there

exists ng € N such that for n > ng, we have {(vill), ... v(j)), 1<it,..yia S NYC(24)i=1,...n

? 7

In our opinion, Condition-Grid is reasonable and natural. Its purpose is to guarantee that the partial deriva-
tives of Y are consistently estimable from y everywhere on [0, 1]¢ (see, for instance, the proof of Theorems 3.2 and 3.3
for k = 1 in the appendix). We believe that, for the results for which Condition-Grid is assumed, one could replace it
by a milder condition and prove similar results. Then the proofs would be based on essentially the same ideas as the
current ones, but could be more cumbersome.

In some other cases, we only need to assume that the observation points constitute a sequence.

Condition-Sequence. For all n € N and i < n, we have z{") = 2",

Condition-Sequence implies that sequences of conditional expectations with respect to the observations are
martingales. This condition is necessary in some of the proofs (for instance, that of Theorem 3.3) where convergence
results for martingales are used.

3 Variance parameter estimation

3.1 Model and assumptions

In this section, we focus on the estimation of a single variance parameter when the correlation function is known. Hence,
welet p =1, 8 = 02, and for z € R?,

ko2 () = 0°k1 (), 3)
where k; is a fixed known function such that %1 defined by %1(u, v) = k1(u — v) is a correlation function on
[0,1]¢ x [0, 1]<.

We define the Fourier transform of a function h: R — R by

~ 1 T
h(w) = = [ h(t)e ™ ‘dt
@) = Gy L, M
where 82 = —1 and we make the following assumption.

Condition-Var. Let  be fixed in {0, 1, 2}.
- If Kk =0, ky is a-Holder, which means that there exist non-negative constants ¢ and « such that
|k (t) — kL ()< et — |1

for all ¢ and ¢’ in R?, where ||.|| is the Euclidean norm. Furthermore, the Fourier transform % of k satisfies,
for some fixed P < oo,

k() o — . 4)
llwll—o0
- If k = 1, the Gaussian process Y is differentiable in quadratic mean. For¢ =1,...,d,letk;; = —0%ky /03

Remark that the covariance function of 9Y/0z; is glven by 1 i defined by 1 z(u v) =k z(u —v). Then

k1 ,; is a-Holder for a fixed o > 0. Also, (4) holds with kl replaced by the Fourier transform k1 i of kq ; for
i1=1,...,d.

- If Kk = 2, the Gaussian process Y is twice differentiable in quadratic mean. For 7,5 = 1,...,d, let
kg,m = 0%%1/(0x7023). Remark that the covariance function of 0*Y/(dx;0x;) is given by kg,w de-
fined by Egﬁi,j(u, v) = ko, j(u —v). Then ky; ; is a-Holder for a fixed o > 0. Also, (4) holds with El
replaced by the Fourier transform 743\271'7]' of ko fori,j=1,...,d.



A PREPRINT - MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATION FOR GAUSSIAN PROCESSES UNDER INEQUALITY
CONSTRAINTS

These assumptions make the conditioning by {Y" € £, } valid for x = 0, 1, 2 as established in the following lemma.
Lemma 3.1. Assume that Condition-Var holds. Then for all k € {0, 1,2} and for any compact K in (0, +00), we have

inf P2 (Y € &) > 0.
o2eK

Proof of Lemma 3.1. It suffices to follow the same lines as in the proof of (L6pez-Lopera et al., 2018, Lemma A.6)

noticing that Condition-Var implies the conditions of (Lopez-Lopera et al., 2018, Lemma A.6) (see the discussion in
Lépez-Lopera et al., 2018). ]

3.2 Asymptotic conditional distribution of the maximum likelihood estimator

The log-likelihood function in (1) for o can be written as

n n 1 _
En(0'2) = —5 1n(27T) - §1n(0'2) — 5 h’l(‘RlD - TﬂyTRl 1y7 (5)
where Ry = [ki(z; — x;)]1<i j<n- Then the standard MLE is given by
72 € argmazx L, (0?). (6)

o2>0

Now we show that, for x =0, 1,2, y/n (62 — 08) is asymptotically Gaussian distributed conditionally to {Y" € &,}.

Theorem 3.2. For k = 1,2, we assume that Condition-Grid holds. For k = 0, 1,2, under Condition-Var, the MLE G2
of o2 defined by (6) conditioned on {Y € E,} is asymptotically Gaussian distributed. More precisely,

Vi (02 - o3

) EEEE N (0,208).

n—+oo

It is well known that \/n (62 — 03) converges (unconditionally) to the AV/(0, 207 distribution. Hence, conditioning by
{Y € &, } has no impact on the asymptotic distribution of the MLE.

3.3 Asymptotic conditional distribution of the constrained maximum likelihood estimator

Here, we assume that the compact set O is [07, 02] with 0 < 07 < 0§ < 02 < +00 and we consider the cMLE 52 _, of
o3 derived by maximizing on the compact set © the constrained log-likelihood in (2):

8,2176 € argmaz L, .(0?). @)
02€0

Now we show that the conditional asymptotic distribution of the cMLE is the same as the asymptotic distribution of the
MLE.

Theorem 3.3. For k = 1,2, we assume that Condition-Grid holds. For k = 0,1, 2, under Condition-Var and
Condition-Sequence, the cMLE 8721’6 of o2 defined in (7) is asymptotically Gaussian distributed. More precisely,

Vi (2, — 0?) iw_@) N(0,208).

n,c
’ —+o0

4 Microergodic parameter estimation for the isotropic Matérn model

4.1 Model and assumptions

In this section, we let d = 1,2 or 3 and we consider the isotropic Matérn family of covariance functions on R?. We
refer to, e.g., (Stein, 1999) for more details. Here kg = kg, is given by, for z € [0, 1]d,

= ()« () (),

The Matérn covariance function is given by Egm(u, v) = kg, (u — v). The parameter 0® > 0 is the variance of the
process, p > 0 is the correlation length parameter that controls how fast the covariance function decays with the
distance, and v > 0 is the regularity parameter of the process. The function x,, is the modified Bessel function of the
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second kind of order v (see Abramowitz and Stegun, 1964). We assume in the sequel that the smoothness parameter v
is known. Then 6 = (o2, p) and p = 2.

Condition-v. For k = 0 (respectively k = 1 and k = 2), we assume that v > 0 (resp. ¥ > 1 and v > 2).

We remark that Condition-v naturally implies Condition-Var so that the conditioning by {Y € £} is valid for any
k = 0,1, 2 as established in the next lemma. We refer to (Stein, 1999) for a reference on the impact of v on the
smoothness of the Matérn function kg ,, and on its Fourier transform.

Lemma 4.1. Assume that Condition-v holds. Then for all k € {0, 1,2} and for any compact K of (0,00)?, we have

inf Pya, (Y €&)>0.
(02,p)EK

Proof of Lemma 4.1. This lemma is a special case of (L6pez-Lopera et al., 2018, Lemma A.6). ]

4.2 Asymptotic conditional distribution of the maximum likelihood estimator

The log-likelihood function in (1) for o and p under the Matérn model with fixed parameter v can be written as
2 n n 2y 1 L
La(0®,p) = =5 1n(2m) = 2 In(0®) = S n(Rpu)) = 550" By Ly, ®)

where R,, = [K,(||lz; — z;|| /p)]i<ij<n- Let © = [07,02] X [py, pu] With fixed 0 < 07 < 02 < oo and fixed
0 < p; < pu < 00. Moreover, assume that the true parameters are such that o7 /(p?) < o2 /(p3") < 02 /(p?"). Then
the MLE is given by

(62, pn) € argmaz L, (02, p). )
(02,0)€0

It has been shown in (Zhang, 2004) that the parameters o3 and pg can not be estimated consistently but that the microer-
godic parameter o3 /p3” can. Furthermore, it is shown in (Kaufman and Shaby, 2013) that /n (2 /p% — o2 /p3")

converges to a N(0, 2 (08 / ng)2 ) distribution. In the next theorem, we show that this asymptotic normality also holds
conditionally to {Y € £, }.

Theorem 4.2. For x = 1,2, we assume that Condition-Grid holds. For k = 0, 1, 2, under Condition-v, the estimator
72 /p2 of the microergodic parameter o3 | p2" defined by (9) and conditioned on {Y € £} is asymptotically Gaussian

distributed. More precisely,
~2 2 2\ 2
o o5\ LlYes, og
- | — 0,2 —- .
ﬁ(ﬁ%” p%”) n—r+o0 N(’ (f%”) )

4.3 Asymptotic conditional distribution of the constrained maximum likelihood estimator

We turn to the constrained log-likelihood and its maximizer. We consider two types of estimation settings obtained by
maximizing the constrained log-likelihood (2) under the Matérn model. In the first setting, p = p; is fixed and (2) is
maximized over o2 (in the case p; = py this setting is already covered by Theorem 3.3). In the second setting, (2) is
maximized over both o2 and p. Under the two settings, we show that the cMLE has the same asymptotic distribution as
the MLE, conditionally to {Y" € & }.

Theorem 4.3 (Fixed correlation length parameter p;). For k = 1,2, we assume that Condition-Grid holds. Assume
that Condition-v and Condition-Sequence hold. Let for p € [p1, pu),

52 .(p) € argmaz L, (02 p). (10)

0'26[012,03]

Let p1 € [p1, pu] be fixed. Then Ei’c(pl) is asymptotically Gaussian distributed for k = 0, 1, 2. More precisely,

52 2 ) 2\ 2
\/ﬁ( n,CQ(Vpl) B Uzoy) clyee. N(O,Q(i‘l) )
P1 P n—+oo P
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Theorem 4.4 (Estimated correlation length parameter). For k = 1, 2 we assume that Condition-Grid holds. Assume
that Condition-v holds. Let G}, .(p) be defined as in (10) and let (G}, ., pn.c) be defined by

( 72107/)71 L) e argmax ‘CIL (,( 7/))
(02,p)€0

Notice that 52, , = G2 (Pn.c)-
(i) For k = 0, assume that one of the following two conditions hold.
a) We have v > 1, d = 1 and max,c[o mini=1,. .., [v — 2;[= o(1/y/n).
b) We have v > 2 and there exists a sequence (a,)nen with a,, = o(1/n'/*) as n — oo, so that, for all

x € [0,1]%, there exists d+ 1 points vy, . .., vg11 with {vy, ..., vas1} C {x1,...,2,}, so that x belongs
to the convex hull of vy, ..., vgq1 and maxj=1, 411 |z — v;| < ap.

(ii) For k = 1,2, assume that one of the following two conditions hold.

a) We have v > k + 1, d = 1 and max e 1yming—1... » |2 — z;|= o(1/y/n).
b) We have v > k2 and the observation points {x, . .., x,} are so that, for all n > 2%, with N = |n*/?|,

{zl,...,xn}D{<N“ 1,...,NZd 1>,0§i1,.. yig < Nl}

Then o an /P2 Py is asympiotically Gaussian distributed for k = 0,1, 2. More precisely,

=2 2 2 2
O-n’c JO L\Ye&

ﬁ(ﬁ” p2”> n—-+00 N<0 2( ) )
n,c 0 O

In Theorem 4.4, we assume that v is larger than in Condition-v, and we assume that the observation points have specific
quantitative space filling properties. The condition (i) b) also implies that a portion of the observation points are located
in the corners and borders of [0, 1]%. Furthermore, the condition (ii) b) implies that the majority of the observation
points are located on regular grids. We believe that these two last conditions could be replaced by milder ones, at the
cost of similar proofs but more cumbersome than the present ones.

We make stronger assumptions in Theorem 4.4 than in Theorem 4.3 because the former is more challenging than the
latter. Indeed, since p = p; is fixed in Theorem 4.3, we can use the equivalence of two fixed Gaussian measures in order
to obtain asymptotic properties of the conditional mean function of Y under %, ,, ,, (see the developments following
(35) in the proofs) This is not possible anymore when considering the conditional mean function of Y under £; 5 Broos
where p,, . is random. Hence, we use other proof techniques, based on reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces, for studying
this conditional mean function, for which the above additional conditions are needed. We refer for instance to the
developments following (40) in the appendix for more details.

5 Numerical results

In this section, we illustrate numerically the conditional asymptotic normality of the MLE and the cMLE of the
microergodic parameter for the Matérn 5/2 covariance function. The numerical experiments were implemented using
the R package “LineqGPR” (Lopez-Lopera, 2018).

5.1 Experimental settings

We let d = 1 in the rest of the section. Since the event {Y” € £} can not be simulated exactly in practice, we consider
the piecewise affine interpolation Y;,, of Y at ¢y, ..., t,, € [0, 1], with m > n (Maatouk and Bay, 2017; L6pez-Lopera
et al., 2018). Then, the event {Y" € &} is approximated by the event {Y;,, € £}, where &} (respectively &, £2) is
the set of continuous bounded between ¢ and u (resp. increasing, convex) functions. We can simulate efficiently Y,
conditionally to {Y;,, € £} by using Markov Chain Monte Carlo procedures (see, for instance, Pakman and Paninski,
2014).

In Section 5, we consider the Matérn 5/2 function defined by

=1 B35 ),

for x € R and with § = (02, p). Remark that kg 5,2 is obtained by the parametrization of (Roustant et al., 2012;
Lépez-Lopera, 2018) rather than that of Section 4.1. For an easy reading, we keep the same notation.
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Figure 1: Asymptotic conditional distributions of the variance parameter estimators under boundedness constraints. Here
(03, po) = (2,0.2). Each panel shows: the limit distribution A/(0, 208) (red, solid lines), the conditional distribution of
the MLE (green, dashed lines), and the conditional distribution of the cMLE (blue, dotted lines). The vertical lines
represent the median values of the distributions. Each sub-caption shows the number of observations n used for the

estimations.

5.2 Numerical results when p; is known

We let m = 300 and 1, ..., z,, be equispaced in [0,1] in the rest of Section 5. For k = 0,1, we generate N =
1,000 trajectories of Yy, given {Y,,, € £.}. For each of these trajectories, we compute the MLE &2, ,,(po) with

Ton(p) =y Ry 'y/n = argmax 2¢ g, 00) £n(0?, p), where R, = [k1,p,5/2(xi,%5)]; j—y g for p € (0,00). Then
we evaluate the cMLE as follows. We let m,,, ,, , 4 be the conditional mean function of Y;,, given y under covariance

function FI;L p,5/2- We simulate n; = 1,000 trajectories Z1, ..., Zp, of a Gaussian process with zero mean function and

covariance function ky, .1, 50,5/2, Where kp, 1, 5,2 is the covariance function of Y,,, given y under covariance function
¢ 2
Lo v powtozicer)- The term Ay (0%, po) can

%1,p,5/2. Then we let B, (02, pg) be approximated by In ((1/n:) >,
be easily approximated as it does not depend on the trajectory of Y,,, under consideration. We maximize the resulting

approximation of £,, (2, po) on 1,000 equispaced values of o2 between (1 — 4,/2/n)o3 and (1 + 4+/2/n)od,

yielding the approximated cMLE estimator 52, ,, .(po)-
0 (boundedness constraints) with (02,p9) = (2,0.2) and n
Trmn(po)i =08}y

In Figure 1, we report the results for x
20, 50, 80. We show the probability density functions obtained from the samples { nt/ 4 and

{nl/ 2 (33,“%6(/’0),; —0?) }i: .y obtained as discussed above. We also plot the probability density function of the
limit A(0, 208) distribution. We observe that for a small number of observations, e.g. n = 20, the distribution of the

cMLE is closer to the limit distribution than that of the MLE in terms of median value. We also observe that, as n
increases, both distributions become more similar to the limit one. Nevertheless, the cMLE exhibits faster convergence.

In Figure 2, we report the same quantities for £ = 1 (monotonicity constraints) and for (o2, pg) = (0.52,1). In this
case, we observe that the distributions of both the MLE and the cMLE are close to the limit one even for small values of

n (n = 5,20).

5.3 Numerical results when p; is unknown

We let & = 0, (62, pg) = (2,0.2) and n = 20,50, 80. We proceed similarly as in the case where pg is known. To

2 (Pm,n)s Pmon) of (03, po), we maximize L, (57, ,,(p), p) over a finite grid of values for p. To

compute the MLE (77, ,,
2 e Bmn,)s Prn.c) Of (93, po), we evaluate In (1/n0) X7y Tom,. .., 407, c1) Over 1002

compute the cMLE (a7, ,, .
pairs (01-27]-, Pi)ij=1,...100- Here Z, ; is generated as in Section 5.2 but with p, replaced by p, fori = 1,...,100. Then

, p1oo are equispaced in [0.1,0.3] and for i = 1, ..., 100, 01-2’1, . ,01-2’100 are equispaced in

5|0 4V20k o2 4V202
Pil s~ —F7— 35 5t ~—35|"
"1 Ve Vg

P1s- -

Hence, the estimator of the microergodic parameter o2 /pj is restricted to be at distance less than 4 times the asymptotic

standard deviation of the microergodic parameter.
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Figure 2: Asymptotic conditional distributions of the variance parameter estimators under monotonicity constraints.
Here (02, po) = (0.5, 1). Panel description is the same as in Figure 1.
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Figure 3: Asymptotic conditional distributions of the microergodic parameter estimators for the isotropic v = 5/2
Matérn model under boundedness constraints. Here (03, pg) = (2, 0.2). Panel description is the same as in Figure 1,

with NV(0,203) replaced by N'(0,2(a/p3)?).

In Figure 3, we show the probability density functions obtained from the samples {n'/?(62, ,,(Pm.n)i/ Do ni —
08/00) i v and {0 2B, . (Pmnc)i/Popmci — 08/08) }icr. n» With N = 1,000. Similarly to Section 5.2,
we observe that the distribution of the cMLE tends to be closer to the limit one, than that of the MLE. Moreover, the

convergence with the cMLE is faster than with the MLE in terms of median value.

6 Extensions

6.1 Results on prediction
In the next proposition, we show that, conditionally to the inequality constraints, the predictions obtained when taking
the constraints into account are asymptotically equal to the standard (unconstrained) Kriging predictions. Furthermore,
the same is true when comparing the conditional variances obtained with and without accounting for the constraints.
Proposition 6.1. Let k = 0,1,2 be fixed. Consider a Gaussian process Y on [0,1]¢ with mean function zero and
covariance function k of the form k(u,v) = k(u—v) for u,v € [0, 1]¢, where k : R? — R satisfies Condition-Var (with
k1 replaced by k). Assume that Condition-Sequence holds. Recall that y = (Y (x1),...,Y (z,)) " is the observation
vector. For zg € [0,1]%, let Y (z¢) = E[Y (z0)|y], 7(z0)? = Var(Y (20)|y), Ye(z0) = E[Y (z0)|y,Y € &), and
Ge(20)? = Var(Y (zo)|y, Y € E.). Then when xo & {x;}ien, we have

V(o) - Y.

w = opjyee, (1), (11)
and N ) )

Tanl ZLE0) — onyes, (1) )
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In Proposition 6.1, when taking the constraints into account or not, the predictions converge to the true values and the
conditional variances converge to zero. Thus, the results in Proposition 6.1 are given on a relative scale, by dividing the
difference of predictions by the conditional standard deviation (without constraints), and by dividing the difference of
conditional variances by the conditional variance (without constraints).

Similarly as for estimation in Sections 3 and 4, the conclusion of Proposition 6.1 is that the constraints do not have an
asymptotic impact on prediction.

When there is no constraints, significant results on using misspecified covariance functions that are asymptotically
equivalent to the true one have been obtained in (Stein, 1988, 1990a,c). Let k, &(x¢), Y (zo) and Y, (z¢) be as in
Proposition 6.1. Let k; satisfy Condition-Var and let k1 be defined from k; as in Proposition 6.1. Let the Gaussian
measures of the Gaussian processes with mean functions zero and covariance functions k and k1 on [0, 1]¢ be equivalent
(see Stein, 1999). Let 7 (x0), Y1 (20), }A’c,l(xo), and 7.1 (zo) be defined as (), Y (20), Ye(20) and Ge(zo), when

taking the conditional expectations with respect to k; rather than k. Then it is shown in (Stein, 1988, 1990a,c) (see also
Stein, 1999, Chapter 4, Theorem 8) that, when ¢ & {x; }ien,

Yi(zo) — ¥ (o)

% (0) = op(1), (13)

and N y -~ )
- (J:O;(x_o)g(%) = o(1). (14)

Both expressions above mean that the predictions and conditional variances obtained from equivalent Gaussian
measures are asymptotically equivalent. A corollary of our Proposition 6.1 is that this equivalence remains true when
the predictions and conditional variances are calculated accounting for the inequality constraints.

Corollary 6.2. Let k = 0,1,2 be fixed. Consider a Gaussian process Y on [0,1]? with mean function zero and
covariance function k of the form %(u, v) = k(u —v) for u,v € [0,1]¢, where k : R* — R satisfies Condition-Var.
Assume that Condition-Sequence holds. Consider a covariance function ki of the form El(u, v) = ki(u — v) for
u,v € [0,1]% where ki : RY — R satisfies Condition-Var.

Let the Gaussian measures of Gaussian processes with mean functions zero and covariance functions k and ky on
[0,1]% be equivalent. Then when xq & {x;}icn, we have

-~ ~

Ye1(wo) — Ye(z0)
Ec(xo)

Ge1(20)* = Te(w0)?
= O]P|Y€5,.;(1)> and < = 20 = OPIYEEH(I)'
05(960)

Finally, an important question for Gaussian processes is to assess the asymptotic accuracy of predictions obtained from
(possibly consistently) estimated covariance parameters. In this section, we have restricted the asymptotic analysis of
prediction to fixed (potentially misspecified) covariance parameters.

When no constraints are considered, and under increasing-domain asymptotics, predictions obtained from consistent
estimators of covariance parameters are generally asymptotically optimal (Bachoc, 2014b; Bachoc et al., 2018). Under
fixed-domain asymptotics, without considering constraints, the predictions obtained from estimators of the covariance
parameters can be asymptotically equal to those obtained from the true covariance parameters (Putter and Young, 2001).
It would be interesting, in future work, to extend the results given in (Putter and Young, 2001), to the case of inequality
constraints. This could be carried out by making Proposition 6.1 uniform over subspaces of covariance parameters, and
by following a similar approach as for proving Corollary 6.2.

6.2 Microergodic parameter estimation for the isotropic Wendland model

In this section, we let d = 1,2 or 3 and extend the results for the Matérn covariance functions of Section 4 to the
isotropic Wendland family of covariance functions on [0, 1]d (Gneiting, 2002; Bevilacqua et al., 2019). Here kg = kg s .,
with 6 = (02, p), is given by
x
o) = o0, (121,

for x € R% with, for ¢t > 0,
1

oo (1) = d B g 0 = 127 A= wrdu il <1,
o 0 else.

10
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The parameters s > 0 and u > (d+ 1)/2 + s are considered to be fixed and known. The Wendland covariance function
is given by kg 5 ,(u,v) = kg s ,(u — v). The parameter s drives the smoothness of the Wendland covariance function,
similarly as for the Matérn covariance function (Bevilacqua et al., 2019). The parameters 0> > 0 and p > 0 are
interpreted similarly as for the Matérn covariance functions and are to be estimated. We remark that, for appropriate
equality conditions on v (see Section 4), s and p, the Gaussian measures obtained from the Wendland and Matérn
covariance functions are equivalent (Bevilacqua et al., 2019). The Wendland covariance function is compactly supported,
which is a computational benefit (Bevilacqua et al., 2019).

Let us define the MLE (52, p,,) in the exact same way as in Section 4.2 but for the Wendland covariance functions,
with © = [02,02] x [p, pu] fixed as in Section 4.2 and with 02 /(p; 2%) < 02 /(pg %) < 02 /(pL2*).

It is shown in (Bevilacqua et al., 2019) that the parameters o2 and po cannot be estimated consistently but that the

parameter o3 /py">* can. Furthermore, \/n (62 /pL+%* — 03 /py™>°) converges to a N'(0,2 (o3 /p 1+25) ) distribution.
Then, we can extend Theorem 4.2, providing the asymptotic conditional distribution of the MLE of the microergodic
parameter for the Matérn model, to the Wendland model.

Condition-s, .. We assume that ¢4 > d/2 + 7/2 + s and for k = 1 (respectively x = 2), we assume that s + 1/2 > 1
(resp. s + 1/2 > 2).

Theorem 6.3. For k = 1,2, we assume that Condition-Grid holds. For k = 0,1, 2, under Condition-s, i, the MLE
72 /pLt2s of the mlcroergodtc parameter o5 ,01+25 conditioned on {Y € &,;}, is asymptotlcally Gausszan distributed.

More prectsely,
o2 o\ rclvee, (0.2 o2\’
vn ﬁ}[”zs - p(1)+25 n—+00 p1+25 .

Now we define the cMLEs 6. .(p) and (7 ., fn,c) as in Section 4.3, but for the Wendland covariance functions. Then
we can extend Theorems 4.3 and 4.4 to the Wendland model.

Theorem 6.4 (Fixed correlation length parameter p;). For kK = 1,2, we assume that Condition-Grid holds. Assume
that Condition-s, ju and Condition-Sequence hold. Let py € [py, p.] be fixed. Then 57, .(p1) is asymptotically Gaussian
distributed for k = 0,1, 2. More precisely,

/\2 ( 2 2
n,c Pl) [ory} LIYEE,
\/ﬁ( p%+2s’ p(1)+29> e N<0 2( 1+29> )

Theorem 6.5 (Estimated correlation length parameter). For k = 1, 2, we assume that Condition-Grid holds. Assume
that Condmon -, v holds. Assume the same two conditions (i) and (ii) as in Theorem 4.4, but with v replaced by s+ 1/2.
Then & O’n c/p1+25 is asymptotically Gaussian distributed for k = 0,1, 2. More precisely,

il Zne o2\ clves, (0.2 og
n oLz p+% | e 1+29 :

6.3 Noisy observations

The results above hold for a continuous Gaussian process that is observed exactly. It is thus natural to ask whether
similar results hold for discontinuous Gaussian processes or for Gaussian processes observed with errors. In the next
proposition, we show that the standard model of discontinuous Gaussian process with a nugget effect yields a zero
probability to satisfy bound constraints. Hence, it does not seem possible to define, in a meaningful way, a discontinuous
Gaussian process conditioned by bound constraints.

Proposition 6.6. Let & be defined as in Section 2.1 with —co < £ or u < +oc. Let Y be a Gaussian process on [0, 1]%
of the form
Y =Y. +7Y5,

where Y, is a continuous Gaussian process on [0,1]? and Yy is a Gaussian process on [0,1]? with mean function zero

and covariance function 7%5 given by N
k5(u7 U) = 6]1{u:v}a

foru,v € [0,1]%. In addition, assume that Y, and Y; are independent. Then
]P)(Y S 50) =0.

11
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This proposition can be extended to monotonicity and convexity constraints. Hence, in the rest of this section, we
consider constrained continuous Gaussian processes observed with noise.

In the case of noisy observations, obtaining fixed-domain asymptotic results on the (unconstrained) MLE of the
covariance parameters and the noise variance is challenging, even more so than in the noise-free context. To the best of
our knowledge, the only covariance models that have been investigated theoretically, under fixed-domain asymptotics
with measurement errors, are the Brownian motion (Stein, 1990b) and the exponential model (Chen et al., 2000; Chang
et al., 2017).

In the case of the exponential model, we let § = (02, p), © = [0, 02| X [p1, pu] With fixed 0 < 07 < 02 < oo and fixed
0 < pr < py <o00. Welet A =[d,0,] with0 < §; < J,, < oo being fixed. We consider the set {kaz, i (02,p) € O}
defined by ky2 ,(t) = o2~ 1177 for (62, p) € © and t € R. We let kg2 ,(u,v) = kg2 ,(u — v) for u,v € [0,1]. We
let Y be a Gaussian process on [0, 1] with mean function zero and covariance function &,z ,, with (03, p0) € ©. We
consider the triangular array of observation points defined by

(@1,..y2n) =(0,1/(n—1),...,1),
for n > 2. We consider that the n observations are given by
yi =Y (i) + €,
fori =1,...,n where €y, ..., €, are independent, independent of Y, and follow the A/(0, §2) distribution. Then the
log-likelihood is
L0(0%,0.6) = 2 (2m) — 3 (1 Rop i) — 3 Ry, 0

with (02,p) €0,6 € A,y = (y1,...,yn) " and Ry2 , 5 = [Egzyp(a:i, z;)1<i j<n + 62I,. The MLE is given by
(62,50.02) € argmaz  L,(0%,p,0).
(02,p)€0,6€A

In (Chen et al., 2000), it is shown that the MLE &7 /p,, of the microergodic parameter and the MLE Sfl of the noise
variance jointly satisfy the central limit theorem

nl/4 (82/@L — a'g/po) - 0 4v/280(02 / po)?/?
n/ P po) 0
( e (z-5) ) e ((6) (e ) ()

1/2

Hence, the rate of convergence of the MLE of the microergodic parameter is decreased from n'/2 to n!/#, because of

the measurement errors. The rate of convergence of the MLE of the noise variance is n'/.

In the next proposition, we show that these rates are unchanged when conditioning by the boundedness event {Y" € &}.

Proposition 6.7. Consider the setting defined above, with 0, dg in the interior of © x A. Then, as n — oo,

n1/4 (agz/ﬁn - Ug/po) = OP|Y€50(1)5 n1/4 (8n/b\n - U%/po) 7é OIP’|Y€50(1)5
and

nt/? (6 50) = Opjyes, (1), n'/? (5 50) 7 Op|y g, (1)-

It would be interesting to see whether the central limit theorem in (15) still holds conditionally to {Y" € &}. This
would be an extension to the noisy case of Theorems 3.2 and 4.2. Nevertheless, to prove Theorem 3.2, we have observed

that, in the noiseless case, the MLE of o3 is a normalized sum of the independent variables W2 ..., W2, with
i E % sy Yi—
W o Y By oyl
VVar(yilyi, .. yi1)
for¢ = 1,...,n. We have taken advantage of the fact that conditioning by W, 1,...,W,, ;, enables to condition
by Y(z1),...,Y(z) and to approximately condition by the event {Y € &y}, while leaving the distribution of
Wh k+1, - - - Wy, »n unchanged. We refer to the proof of Theorem 3.2 for more details.

In contrast, in the noisy case, the authors of (Chen et al., 2000) show that the MLE of o / po is also a normalized sum of
the independent variables Wn 1., W2, buteach Wn i depends on the observation vector y = (y1, ...,y ) entirely

n,n?’

(see Chen et al., 2000, Equatlons (3 40) and (3.42)). Hence it appears significantly more challenging to address the

12
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asymptotic normality of the MLE of 2 /pg and d, conditionally to {Y € & }. We leave this question open to future
work.

The constrained likelihood and the cMLE can be naturally extended to the noisy case. Nevertheless, the asymptotic
study of the cMLE, in the context of the exponential covariance function as in Proposition 6.7, seems to require
substantial additional work. Indeed, to analyze the cMLE in the noiseless case for the Matérn covariance functions, we
have relied on the results of (Kaufman and Shaby, 2013) and (Wang and Loh, 2011), that are specific to the noiseless
case. Furthermore, the martingale arguments, used for instance in the point 4) in the proof of Theorem 3.3, require the
observation points to be taken from a sequence. Hence, these martingale arguments are not available in the framework
of this section, in which the observation points are taken on regular grids. Finally, the RKHS arguments, used for
instance in the point 4) in the proof of Theorem 4.4, require to work with covariance functions that are at least twice
differentiable, which is not the case with the exponential covariance functions. Hence, we leave the asymptotic study of
the cMLE, in the noisy case, open to future research.

7 Concluding remarks

We have shown that the MLE and the cMLE are asymptotically Gaussian distributed, conditionally to the fact that the
Gaussian process satisfies either boundedness, monotonicity or convexity constraints. Their asymptotic distributions
are identical to the unconditional asymptotic distribution of the MLE. In simulations, we confirm that the MLE and
the cMLE have very similar performances when the number n of observation points becomes large enough. We also
observe that the cMLE is more accurate for small or moderate values of n.

Hence, since the computation of the cMLE is more challenging than that of the MLE, we recommend to use the MLE
for large data sets and the cMLE for smaller ones. In the proofs of the asymptotic behavior of the cMLE, one of the
main steps is to show that Pp(Y € &,|y) converges to one as n goes to infinity. Hence, in practice, one may evaluate
Py(Y € &ily), for some values of 6, in order to gauge whether this conditional probability is not too close to 1 so that
it is worth using the cMLE despite the additional computational cost. Similarly, Proposition 6.1 (and its proof) show
that if Py(Y" € Ex|y) is close to one, then it is approximately identical to predict new values of Y with accounting for
the constraints or not. The latter option is then preferable, as it is computationally less costly.

Our theoretical results could be extended in different ways. First, we remark that the techniques we have used to show
that Py(Y € &) and Py(Y € E|y) are asymptotically negligible (see (21) and (22)) can be used for more general
families of covariance functions. Hence, other results on the (unconditional) asymptotic distribution of the MLE could
be extended to the case of constrained Gaussian processes in future work. These types of results exist for instance for
the product exponential covariance function (Ying, 1993).

Also, in practice, computing the cMLE requires a discretization of the constraints, for instance using a piecewise
affine interpolation as in Section 5, or a finite set of constrained points (Da Veiga and Marrel, 2012). Thus it would be
interesting to extend our results by taking this discretization into account.

Finally, in this paper, we have focused on Gaussian processes that are either observed directly or with an additive
Gaussian noise. These contexts are relevant in practice when applying Gaussian processes to computer experiments
(Santner et al., 2003) and to regression problems in machine learning (Rasmussen and Williams, 2006). Nowadays, it
has also become standard to study other more complex models of latent Gaussian processes, for instance in Gaussian
process classification (Rasmussen and Williams, 2006; Nickisch and Rasmussen, 2008). Some authors have also
considered latent Gaussian processes subjected to inequality constraints for modelling point processes (Lépez-lopera
et al., 2019). It would be interesting to obtain asymptotic results similar to those in our article, for latent Gaussian
processes. This could be a challenging problem, as few asymptotic results are available even for unconstrained latent
Gaussian process models. We remark that some of the techniques we have used in this paper could be useful when
considering latent Gaussian processes under constraints. These techniques are, in particular, Lemmas A.1 and A.2 and
their applications.
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A Additional notation and intermediate results

Fora > 0, let f, : (0,00) — R be defined by f,(t) = —In(t) — a/t. We will repeatedly use the fact that f, has a
unique global maximum at a and f;/(t) = 1/t — 2a/t*. In addition, let £, = inf,c(g 1)a £(2), £* = sup, ¢ 17a &(2),

and £** = sup,¢o,1«|{(z)| for any stochastic process ¢ : [0, 19 - R.
Now we establish three lemmas that will be useful in the sequel.

Lemma A.1. Let (X,,)nen be a sequence of rv.’s and (my n)n.keN, k<n and (Myn)n ken, k<n be two triangular
arrays of r.v.’s. We consider a random vector (m, ]\4)—r such that m < my, ., < My, < M forall k < n. We assume
thatP(m =€) =P(M =u) = 0and P({ < m < M < u) > 0 for some fixed £ and u € R. Moreover, we consider a
sequence (kp)nen so that, k, < n, k, =00 00 and

(Mt s Mic, )T 2 (m, M) (16)
Then for any a € R,
lim |[P(X, <all <mp, n < My, n <u)—P(X, <af<m<M<u)|=0. a7

n—-+o0o

Proof of Lemma A.1. For the sake of simplicity, we denote by E}, ,, (respectively E) the event {¢ < my, ,, < My, <
u} (resp. {¢{ < m < M < u}). Then

P(X, <a, By ») —P(X, <a, E
P(X, <l ) — P(Xy < ofB)] < X S Brn) = F¥n S 0, B
P(Ek,n)
1 1

i P(Ex, n) N P(E) P(X, <a, E). (18)

(1) By (16), P(Ek,, ») goesto P(E) = P(£ < m < M < u) > 0asn goes to +00. Thus 1/P(Ey, ) is well-defined
for large values of n and bounded as n — co. Moreover, by trivial arguments of set theory, one gets

|P(X, < a, By, n) —P(Xn <a, B)| <P(Eg, nAE) =P(Ey,n \ E),
since P(E \ Ey, ») = 0. Now let e > 0. One has
P(Ek,n \ E) = P({ < My, 0 < My, 0 <u, (m, M) ¢ [€,0]?)

P <mp,m < Mg, n <u, m<l)+Pl <mg, , < Mg, n <u, M >u)

<
< P(f < Mi, ny, M < 2) + P(Mkmn Su, M > u)

One may decompose P(¢ < my,, ,, m < {) into
Pl+e<my,n m<)+PUl<my,»<Ll+e, m<l) <P(lmg, n—m|>e) + P <my, n <L+e).
The first term in the right hand-side goes to 0 as n goes to infinity. By Portemanteau’s lemma and (16),

limsupP({ < my, n <L+¢) <KPU<m <K €—|—5)—>00.
e—

n—-+o0o

We handle similarly the term P(My, , < u, M > u). Hence, in the r.h.s. of (18), the first term goes to 0 as n — co.

(ii) Now we turn to the control of the second term in (18). Upper bounding P(X,, < a, E) by 1, it remains to control

1 1 . PR . . . . . T
P(En. )~ BE) which is immediate by the convergence in distribution of (mkmn, Mkmn)

(implied by the a.s. convergence) and the fact that P(E') > 0 and P(m = ¢) = P(M = u) = 0. The proof is now
complete. ]

as n goes to infinity

Lemma A.2. Consider three sequences of random functions fp, gn, b @ [Ting, Tsup] = R with 0 < Tip s < Tsyp <
oo fixed. Consider that for all x € [Ting, Tsup), [n(Z), gn(2), and h,(x) are functions of Y and x only. Let

Ty, € argmax  fn(x).
TE[Tinf Tsup)

Assume the following properties.

14
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(i) There exists A >0, B > 0and § > 0 such that
fn(x) - fn(an) < —An(z — En)Qv Vo € [xinfaxsuph \x - §n|< J, (19)
and
sup fn(m) - fn(in) < *BTL, (20)

|e—Tn|>0
TE[Tinf  Tsup)

with probability going to 1 as n — oo.

(ii) There exists C' > 0 such that for all x1,x2 € [Tinf, Tsup)

|gn (1) — gn(22)] < Clzy — 229, (21)
with probability going to 1 as n — oo.

(iii) One has, for k = 0,1, 2,

sup |hn(71) = hn(22)| = 0By ee, (1) (22)
117m2€[minf7-’fsup]
Then, with
T, € a[rgmaa: ]{fn(a:) + gn(z) + hp(2)},
TE|Tinf Tsup
we have

\/ﬁlfn - §n|: op|lyeg,, (1) . (23)

Proof of Lemma A.2. Let ¢ > 0. First, we have, with probability (conditionally to {Y € £,}) going to 1 as n — oo,
from (19), (21) and (22)

sSup (fn() + gn(@) + hn(2) = fr(@n) — gn(Tn) — hn(Zn))
|z—20 |>e/v/n

lz—%,|<1/nt/4

2
€ C
< _An (> + W + OPYegn(l) = _A€2 + Oplyegﬁ(l).

vn
Second, from (19), (21) and (22), we have, with probability (conditionally to {Y € &,}) going to 1 as n — oo,
sup  (fal(z) + gn(2) + hn(2) = fu(@n) = gn(Zn) — hn(Zn))

|o—Z, |>1/nt/4
|z—%7 |<O

n—oo

1 \2
< —An <1/4> + C6 + opjyee, (1) — — 0.
n

Third, from (20), (21) and (22), we have, with probability (conditionally to {Y" € £,}) going to 1 as n — oo,
sup  (fn(z) + gn(z) + hn(z) = fo(Tn) — gn(@Tn) — hn(Z0))

|$_§n|>6

< —Bn+ C(xsup - xinf) + 0P|Y€5n(1) — — .

n—oo

Finally, for all € > 0 there exists ¢ > 0 so that, with probability (conditionally to {Y" € &,;}) going to 1 as n — oo,

sup (fn(@) + gn(2) + hn(2) = [1(@n) = Gn(@n) — ha(Tn)) < —c.
|z—Zn|>e/v/n

Hence, we have, by definition of %n
VN|Zn — Tnl= opjyee, (1)
O

Lemma A.3. Let {ko;0 € O} be the set of functions in Section 2 where © is compact. Assume that kg satisfies
Condition-Var in the case k = 0, where c and o can be chosen independently of 0. Let Z,, g be a Gaussian process with
mean function zero and covariance function (x1,z2) — Covg(Y (z1),Y (x2)|y). Then, we have

sup]E{ sup ng(a:)] — 0.
€0 Llzeo,1)¢ n—roo

Proof of Lemma A.3. This result is proved as an intermediate result in the proof of (Lopez-Lopera et al., 2018, Lemma
A.3). There, the result was for fixed 6, but it can be made uniform over # € © with no additional difficulties. O
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B Proofs for Sections 3 and 4 - Boundedness

We let k = 0 throughout Section B.

B.1 Estimation of the variance parameter

Proof of Theorem 3.2 under boundedness constraints.

1) Let mg,, = mini—1,__x Yi» My, = max;—1__x Yi, and (m, M) = (Y., Y*)T, where Y, and Y* have been
defined in Appendix A. We clearly have m < my, » < My, » < M. Since (z;);en is dense, for any sequence
(kn)nen so that k,, — oo as n — oo and k,, < n, we have (mknm,Mkmn)T — (m, M) a.s. asn — oo (up to
re-indexing x1, ..., xy).

2) Let k € N be fixed. We have
1 _
Vn (62 —ap) =T (y"Ri'y —nop) .

Writing the Gaussian probability density function of y as the product of the conditional probability density functions of
y; given yy, ..., y;—1 leads to

%(TRI y—noo _ Z( ylyl,...,y¢1])2_1).

Var(yi|y1, - - -, Yi-1)

The terms in the sum above are independent. Indeed,

Cov(yr,yi — Elyily1, ..., 9i—1]) =0, forany 1<i—1

and the Gaussian distribution then leads to independence. Therefore,

I T Elyly1, ..., yi-1])? ) 7~ ((yl- —Elyilyr, .- yi1])? >
— R7'y —no? ( -1)4+—= —1].
NG ( 1 0 Z Var(yily1, - - Yi—1) \/ﬁzz;q Var(yily1, -+, Yi-1)

The first term is op(1) being the sum of k r.v.’s (whose variances are all equal to 2) divided by the square root of n.

...............

mazr Y; < u} The second term is equal to o2 /+/n times the sum of n — k independent variables with zero mean and

i=1,...,

variance 2 and is also independent of y1, . . ., yx. Hence, from the central limit theorem and Slutsky’s lemma (van der
Vaart, 1998, Lemma 2.8), we obtain that
1 T Llye€o,k
W (y'Ry'y —nog) ———= N(0,207),

LlyeE €&
} and —Ok> is defined similarly as M

where &, 1= {y 0 < mmkyz < magckyi <
1=1,..., 1,.,

3) Hence, for = € R, there exists a sequence 7, —» oo satisfying 7, = o(n) as n — oo so that:
n—oo

P(ﬁ(oi—aﬁ)éx‘fg “min y; < max yz\u) — P(V <),

i=1,..., T i=1,...,Tp n— 00

with V' ~ N(0, 208‘). The above display naturally holds. Indeed, if (S; »,)nen,r=1,... n is a triangular array of numbers
so that, for any fixed 7, S;,, = S as n — oo, where S does not depend on 7, then there exists a sequence 7, — 00 SO
that S, , — Sasn — oo.

Therefore, from Lemma A.1,

P(vn (ol —03) <z|t<Y(z)<u, Vo e[0,1]Y) —P(V<a).

n—oo

This concludes the proof. ]
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Proof of Theorem 3.3 under boundedness constraints. We apply Lemma A.2 to the sequences of functions f,,, g,
and h,, defined by f,,(0?) = L, (0?), gn(z) = An(0?), and h,,(0?) = B,,(c?). Here we recall that for 02 € O,

An(0%) = —InP,. (Y € &) and B, (0%) = InP,2 (Y € & y) .
In order to apply Lemma A.2, we need to check that the conditions (19) to (22) hold.

1) By (5), one has

1
Ln(0?) = ,g In 27 — gln((ﬂ) — (R~ o5y Ry

2527

Now y " Ry 14/ is the square of the norm of a Gaussian vector with variance-covariance matrix 021, where I, stands

for the identity matrix of dimension n. Thus one can write yTRl_ly as the sum of the squares of n independent and
identically distributed r.v.’s €;, where ¢; is Gaussian distributed with mean 0 and variance 08. We prove that (19) is
satisfied. One may rewrite £,,(0%) as

n 1 n
Ln(0%) = —5111(2”) 3 In(|Ry]) + §fog+0p(1)(02)7 (24)

where the op(1) above does not depend on o2 and f,, has been introduced in Appendix A. By a Taylor expansion and
the definition of 52, we have, with probability going to 1 as n — oo,

1 ~
La(0?) = Ln(57) = (0% = 52)L3(57) + 5 (0% = 52)° L7 (%)
n ~ _
= ngg+op(1)(02)(‘72 - 0721)2
n(l (7(2J+OIF"(1)>(02(—72)27

4 \o* o6

with &2 in the interval with endpoints o and 6,%. Hence, non-random constants A > 0 and 6 > 0 exist for which (19)
is satisfied.

2) Second, let us prove that (20) holds with the previous § > 0 and for some B > 0. From (24),
2L, /n + In(27) + (1/n)In(|R;|) converges uniformly on [07,02] as n goes to infinity to foz. The function
fgg attains its unique maximum at o2, which implies the result since &2 converges to o3 in probability. Hence (20)

holds.

3) Now we consider (21). Let us introduce the Gaussian process Y,. with mean function zero and covariance function
ki. Let 0? < 03. Then, one has:

‘exp {-A,(0})} —exp{—A4,(03)} ‘ = ‘]P’(UlY,. € &) —P(orY, € 50)‘

=

<P <u <Y (z) < i, Yz € [0, l}d) +P <€ <Yi(x) < ﬁ, Vz € [0, 1]d>
09 o1 02 01

1 1

il
g1 g9

<c < clog — o?

by Tsirelson theorem in (Azais and Wschebor, 2009). Then, from Lemma 3.1, (21) holds.

4) We turn to
Bn(0?) =InP2(Y € &ly) = InPu2 (£ < Y (z) < u, Yz € [0,1]4y).

Let my,_, and o2k, be the conditional mean and covariance functions of Y given y, under the probability measure P,2.
Using Borell-TIS inequality (Adler and Taylor, 2007), with Z,, ,> a Gaussian process with mean function zero and
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covariance function 0275”, we obtain
Pral > ) < Bor (210 > 0= st (o))
z€[0,1]4
< Py (Z;TUZ >u— Sup mn,y(m”y)
z€[0,1]4
2
((w- s moyto)-B12:5.) )
z€[0,1] 4
<e - . 25
P 2 sup E[Zn.q2(2)2) 5)
z€[0,1]4

But by Lemma A3, sup,zc(y2 521 E[Z}".] — 0 asn — 4oo. Additionally, one can simply show that
SUP,e(0,1]¢ E[Zn,02 (%)% = sup,¢ (9,14 02k (z, ) goes to zero uniformly in 62 € [02, 02] as n — co. By (Bect et al.,
2018, Proposition 2.8) and because the sequence of observation points is dense,
sup |my, () — Y(:z:)|L> 0,
z€[0,1]¢ n—+00

from which we deduce that on {Y™* < u — 4}, a.s.
lim sup (u —  sup mny(x)) > 0.
n—-+00 z€[0,1]4

Consequently, (25) leads to
a.s

Tiyecumsy sup Poa(Y™ > uly) ——— 0. (26)
(726[0'12,0'3] n—+00
Similarly, taking —Y" instead of Y, one may prove easily that
Liy.sirsy sup  Poz(Yi <lly) —=> 0. 27)
026[022703] n—+00
Then, we deduce that
X a.s.
Liotrs<v (@)<u—s, vaeoa)ey  Sup P2 (Y" >wor Y < /Lly) eyl (28)

o02€[o?,02]

Now lete > 0,¢’ = 2[In(1 —¢)| and &y 5 := {f € C([0,1]9,R) s.t. £+ 6 < f(z) < u— 6, Va € [0,1]4}. We have:

IP’( sup Py (Y* >wuorY, </lly) >, Y65075> — 0

o2€lo?,02] n—+0o

= IE”( inf Bn(c?) < —£'/2,Y € 50,6>

o2¢€lo?,02]

= IP’( sup |Bn(c?)|=¢€/2,Y € 5075>

026[05703]

WV

P( sup  |Bulo?) — Ba(oB)[> ¢, Y € so,a)

0?,03€[0?,02]

by the triangular inequality and (28). Therefore,

IP’( sup  |Bn(c}) = B,(03)|= €, Y € 50>

o 03€lof 03]

:]P’( sup |Bn(03) — Bu(c2)|> €', Y € 8075> (29)

o2 03€l0? 02

+ IP’( sup  |Bn(0}) — Bp(o2)|> €', Y €& \50,5). (30)

ot o3elo? ot]

18
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As already shown, the term (29) converges to 0 as n — +oc for any fixed § > 0. For (30), we have
Po2(Y* <t1) —Po2(Y™* < to)|
sup 0 0

t1,t2€R |t1 _t2|
t1#£to

This follows from Tsirelson theorem in (Azais and Wschebor, 2009). Hence for all € > 0, there exists 6* > 0 such that,
Po2(Y" € [u—6"u]) <e. 31

Similarly, for all € > 0, there exists J, > 0 such that,
Po’% (Y* € [Z + 6*7 g]) < €. (32)
Taking § = min(d,, 0*), we conclude the proof of (22).

5) Finally, we remark that with probability going to one as n — 0o, 52 = argmax o2€(0?,02] L,,(0?). Hence, one may

apply Lemma A.2 to obtain
\/ﬁ|a\—72L7c - 5-72L|: OlP’\Ye&) (1) .

By Theorem 3.2 and Slutsky’s lemma, we conclude the proof. (|

B.2 Isotropic Matérn process

Before proving Theorems 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4, we establish an intermediate result useful in the sequel.

Lemma B.1. For p € [p;, pu], let
G2 (p) € argmax L, (02, p), and G2(p) € argmaz L, (2, p).

02€(0,00) o2€lo?,02]

Then, we have

h an
sup |20 TP o1 ) (33)
p1.02€lp1,pu] | P1 P2
and . Y
Un Un
sup |20 Tl 1 . (34)
p1.p2€lp1pu] | P1 P2
Proof of Lemma B.1. We have 52 (p1)/(p1") = (1/n)(1/(p))y " R, !,y so that from (Kaufman and Shaby, 2013,
Lemma 1), we get Z (pl) > % for p; < po. Thus,
2
|70 FAea)| |2 oGe)
p1,p2€[p1,pu] p%l/ p%V pl2u P

Then, it is shown in the proof of (Wang and Loh, 2011, Theorem 3) (see, also, Wang, 2010, for its proof) that

M M = op(1/y/n),

2v 2v
Py Po

and similarly for p,. Hence, (33) follows. Also, let p,2 52 be the function from (0, c0) to [07,02] defined by

Po? 02 (t) = min(max(t,07),07). Then, since 0® — L, (0%, p) is first increasing and then decreasing, we have

ru

7(p) = Pg2 42 (37 (p))- Notice that p,z = is continuous and bounded by o7,. Hence, (34) follows. O

n

Proof of Theorem 4.2 under boundedness constraints. Because o 2/(pF) < ad/(pdr) < o2/(p2 ), we have
72 = 52%(p,,) with the notation of Lemma B.1. Also, with probability going to 1 as n — 00, 32 (p,,) = 02 (p,) with

TL
the notation of Lemma B.1. From Lemma B.1 and with the notation therein, we have

520 o 5200) o M) B L1
(TR - ) = (TR ) v (- ) = e 0T ) o)
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where we have used that, with probability going to 1 as n — 00, 52 (po) = 32 (po). Then we conclude by applying
Theorem 3.2 when £ = 0 and with Ky = K, (-/po).

Proof of Theorem 4.3 under boundedness constraints. We apply Lemma A.2 to the sequences of functions f,,, g,
and h,, defined by f,,(02) = L, (02, p1), gn(x) = An(0?, p1), and h,,(0?) = B, (0?2, p1).

1) We have, with o7 so that 02 /p?” = 02 /p2",

n n 1 _
La(0®,p1) = = 5 In(2r) = 5 In(0%) = SI(|Ry, 0 ]) = 550" R,y

202"

n n 1 1 [p? _
=3 In(2m) — 3 In(0?) — B} In([R,, v |) — 552 [p(z]luyTRpol,uy + OP(\/E)] ’

from (33) in Lemma B.1, observing that 62 (p1) = (1/n)y " R, y. Thus

n n 1 o? [1 _
Ln(0% p1) = D) In(27) — §ln(02) ) In(|Ry, v[) — ﬁ [UgyTRpol,uy + OP(\/E)] ’

where (1/02)y" R;O{uy is a sum of the squares of independent standard Gaussian variables. Hence, we show (19) and
(20) exactly as for the proof of Theorem 3.3 when x = 0.

2) Assumption (21) is satisfied since it has been established in the proof of Theorem 3.3 when x = 0 (for any
po € (0,00)) and does not involve y.

3) We turn to B, (02, p1) = In P(y2,5,)(Y € Ely). Similarly to the proof of Theorem 3.3 when x = 0, we have that,
for any § > 0:

Poz o) (]l{lJrzKY(fv)SU& vectonsy , 5up  |Ba(® 1) n:;ﬁ) =1L (35)
o op,02
Now, for (62, p) € (0, 00)?, we recall that P(,2 ,) is the measure on Q for which Y : (€2, A, P,2 ,) — (C([0,1]%,R), B)
has the distribution of a Gaussian process on [0, 1]¢ with mean function zero and covariance function E027 o BY
(Zhang, 2004, Theorem 2), the measures P,z ,,y and P(,2 , ) are equivalent as soon as 03 /p = 0?/p? meaning
that for any set A € A,
]P( A) =1 P(af,pl)(A) =1.

o3.00)
Then, one gets

P(ag,po)<]l{e+6<1/(x)<u—6, vee1ey sup | Bn(o? p1) —>0> =1,

o2€lof,02] noee
which can also be written as

a.s.
L{ots<y (@) <us, veepajey  Sup  |Ba(o® p1)| —= 0.
026[0'[2,0121] n—00

This implies (22), as for the proof of Theorem 3.3 when x = 0.

4) From a special case of Theorem 4.2 when x = 0 and with p; = p,, = p1, we have

Vi (32 (1) — %) 252 N(0,201).

n—-+oo

Therefore, by Lemma A.2 and Slutsky’s lemma, we conclude the proof of Theorem 3.3 when « = 0. |

Proof of Theorem 4.4 under boundedness constraints. Let x = 0 in this proof. We apply Lemma A.2 to
the sequences of functions f,, gn and hy, defined by fn(z) = Ln(202; Pnic)s gn(x) = An(2pZ,, Pn.c), and

hn(z) = By, (xﬁ%,jca Pn.c)-
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1) We naturally have
32
n,c ~Dy v
~u € argmax En,c(xpn,ca pn,c)'
Prc  a€lo} /0202 /p2.]

Also, we have

oy ~ n n oy 1 1 _
Lo(@Pnler Prc) = = 5 (2m) = 5 n(@pile) — 5 (| B, . v]) = y'R;

n n 1 n 1 |y"R'y
=——In27m) — = In(p?") — = In(|R5, .,|) =1 - — |
S n(2m) — & (@) — 2 (1 Rp,,.0l) 5 (o) — o [ o).
from (33) in Lemma B.1, observing that 52 (p) = (1/n)y " R, ,y. Thus
oy ~ n n. 9, 1 n
L (2D, Prc) = —3 In(27) — 3 In(p2",) — 3 In(|Rp, . v|) + §f(og/ng)+vn+oP(1/\/ﬁ) (z), (36)

where /nV,, converges in distribution to a centered Gaussian distribution with variance 2(o3 /p3”)?. Here V,, and the
above op(1/+/n) do not depend on x. Hence, we show (19) and (20) exactly as for the proof of Theorem 3.3 when k£ = 0.

2) One can also see that § > 0 can be chosen so that 07 /p?” + 6 < o3/p3¥ < 02/p2” — 6. Furthermore, let
Ting = 0f/p? and T4y, = 02 /p2”. Then, from (36), one can show that with

N
o oy~
nﬁé’:c) € argmaz Ln(TPo e, Pric)s (37)
pn,c EG[fﬂmfyrsup]
we have:
A A 59
[ prte
with probability going to 1 as n — oo. It is convenient to introduce 72 (p, .) because this yields a non-random
optimization domain in (37). Hence, from Theorem 4.2 when x = 0 and from Lemma B.1,

~9 [~ 2 2\ 2
05 (Pne)  0F\ LIveg o
\/ﬁ<" ’ ) — N O,2< .
2R o

Let also 2 o)
g e Pn,c oo, P
s i:21/ € argmax ‘Cnvc(‘rpil,jmpz:c)'
pn,c TE[Tinf Tsup)
Then, if we show (21) and (22), we can show similarly as for (38) that:
gr%,c(ﬁ’ﬂ,c) _ 6\—727,,6
[ prve’

with probability going to 1 as n — co. Hence, from Lemmas A.2 and B.1 and Slutsky’s lemma, we can obtain, if (21)

and (22) hold,
i [ Tre _ 98 | avea, 02(08)2
n - T, ) 7]/ .
pE.  pg ) notoeo 1%

Therefore, in order to conclude the proof, it is sufficient to prove (21) and (22).

3) We turn to (21). Let oY), be a Gaussian process with mean function zero and covariance function %027 p,v- Then we
have, from Lemma 4.1,

|9n(21) = gn(@2)| < ¢[P(2157.Y5, . € €0) — P(2257,.Y5,.. € &)

[P(Yy < t1) —P(Y; < t)
t1 — taof

< clzy — a9 sup
pE[p1,pul
t1,t2 €[/ (@oupp” ) st/ (@ing p7Y)]
t1#£t2
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We introduce the following notation:
F,(t) = IP’( sup Y,(x) < t),
z€[0,1]4
and assume that
F,(t —F,(t
sup sup p( +€) p( ) = +00.
PElp1,pu] e>0 €
te[l/(TsuppZ? )/ (@ingpi? )]
Therefore, there exists a sequence (pg, tx, €k )ken such that
F, (t —F, (t
/’k( k +€k) l)k( k) +o00. (39)

€k k—+o00

We extract from (pg, t, € )ken a subsequence (still denoted (pg, tr, €k )ken) such that (pg )y is convergent and we
denote by p its limit. Let ® be the cumulative distribution function of a standard Gaussian random variable. Then by
the mean value theorem,

d'o FPk (tk + sk) — oo FPk (tk) > FPk (tk + sk) — FPk (tk) an (@71)/ (p) +00
Ek Ek pel0,1] k—4o00

noticing that inf,c(o1) (@) (p) > 0 and using (39).

But, using the concavity of ® ! o F, (see Lifshits, 1995, Theorem 10 in Section 11), one gets

—1 _ H-1
O o Fp(beten) = 27 0 By, () <<I>‘10Fpk< : 2 )_(I)_IOFM (12_1)
€k TsupPy” TsupPy”

l l
—>(I)10Fp< 2)—@10Fp<2_1>.
k—ro0 ZsupPy’ TsupPy”
The convergence comes from the continuity of the function p — F,(t) for a fixed ¢ (see the proof of Lépez-Lopera

etal., 2018, Lemma A.6). From Lemma 4.1, the above limit is finite, which is contradictory with (39). Hence, (21) is
proved.

4) Finally, we turn to (22). We let m,, ,, and 0275,,,,, be the mean and covariance functions of Y given y under
covariance function k2 ,, ,,. Our first aim is to show that, for any € > 0, with probability going to 1 as n — oo,

sup  sup (Mmppy(x) —Y") <e, (40)
pElp1,pulzel0,1]4

and
sup  sup (Yi—myg () <e. (41)
PE[Pl,Pu]we[Ovl]d

Now we use tools from the theory of reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces (RKHSs) and refer to, e.g., (Wendland, 2004)
for the definitions and properties of RKHSs used in the rest of the proof. For p € [p;, py], the function m,, , , belongs

to the RKHS of the covariance function El, p,v- Its RKHS norm ||m,, can be simply shown to satisfy

mw”%l%u
2 _
Hmn,p,y”%lﬁm = yTRp,yljy-
Hence, from Lemma B.1, observing that 57 (p) = (1/n)y " R, Ly, we have, with probability going to 1 as n — oo,

%, <evn. (42)

sup ||mn,p,y
PE[p1;pu]

Consider the case a). Since v > 1, the covariance function El, p,v 18 twice continuously differentiable on [0, 1]. Hence,
we have from (Zhou, 2008, Theorem 1),

sup sup |my, , (2)|< e sup [mnp,

pElp1,pulzel0,1] PE[pL,Ppul

|E11P,V < C\/{E7
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with probability going to 1 as n — oco. Hence, since fori = 1,...,n my 4 (2;) = y; < Y*, and from the assumption

m[ax] min |x — z;|= 0o(1/+/n), it follows that (40) holds. Slmllarly, one can show that, with probability going to 1
zc|0,1]t=

as n — 0o, (41) holds.

Consider the case b). Since v > 2, the covariance function El, o, 1s four times continuously differentiable on [0, l}d.
Hence, we have also from (Zhou, 2008, Theorem 1),

9%m
sup  max - sup (= (z)| <S¢ sup lma,yly, < eV, (43)
pElp1,pu)I=Ld ze(0,1]4 Li0Tj EE P

with probability going to 1 as n — oo. For € > 0, consider the event

{ sup sup (mappy(x) —Y7) > 5} : (44)
peE

[ﬂlapu] (EE[O’l]d

Then, there exists p € [p;, pu] and Z € [0, 1]¢ for which M 5.4(Z) = Y™ +¢e. Let Hym,, 5, be the Hessian matrix of
M5y at © and ||Hym, ;.|| be its largest singular value.

e For d = 1, we consider {vy,v2} C {x1,...,2,} for which v; < Z < vy with |v; — v2|< 2a, (the existence
is assumed in the case b)). Then, necessarily v; < Z < wvy. Because, m, ;,(vi1) < maxj—1, ., ¥ < Y7,
it follows that there exists w; € [vy, ] for which m], ; (w1) > ¢/a,. Similarly there exists wy € [Z,v2]
for which m;, ;. (ws) < —&/a,. Hence, there exists w3 € [v1,vs] for which m], ; (ws) < —e/a2 so that
SUPge0,1] [ Hamn, 5yl = ce/a.

e For d = 2, we consider {vy, v9,v3} C {21, ..., 2, } for which Z belongs to the convex hull of vy, va, v3. Then,
if Z belongs to one of the three segments with end points vy, v2 or v, v3 or vy, v3, from the previous step with d = 1, it
follows that sup,, (g 1j2 || Hen, 5|l > ce/ai,. Consider now that Z does not belong to one of these segments and
consider the (unique) intersection point r of the line with direction v; — Z and of the segment with endpoints vz and vs.
If My, 54(r) < Y™ 4 €/2, by considering the triplet (v, Z,r), from the reasoning of the case d = 1, it follows that
sup,e(o,1)2 [ HeMin pyll = ce/ap. I my 5, (1) = Y* + £/2, by considering the triplet (va, 7, v3), it also follows that
SUPge(0,1]2 [ Hamin, gyl = ce/al.

e For d = 3, we consider {vy, va,v3,v4} C {21,...,2z,} for which Z belongs to the convex hull of vy, va, v3, v4.
Let ch(zy, 22, 23) be the convex hull of 21, 2, 23 € [0, 1]¢ (a two-dimensional triangle). If Z belongs to one of the four
triangles ch(vy, va,v3), ch(vy, va, v4), ch(v1, vs3,v4), ch(va, v3, v4), then from the previous step with d = 2, it follows
that sup,.¢(g,1js |Hymn 5y || = c2/aZ. Now if Z does not belongs to one of these triangles, then there exists a plane P,
containing Z, intersecting ch(vy, ve,vs), ch(vy, v, v4), ch(vy, v3, v4), and being parallel to ch(ve,vs,v4). Let E be
the intersection of this plane P, and of ch(vy, ve, v3) U ch(v1, v, v4) U ch(vy,vs3,v4). If there exists z € E so that
Min,y,5(T) = Y™ + /2, then from the previous step with d = 2, it follows that sup,¢(g 1js | Hzmn 5,y = ce/a. If
forallz € E, m,, 4 5(x) < Y™ 4+ ¢/2, then there exists z1, 22, 23 € E so that T € ch(z1, 22, 23) and hence we obtain
SUPye(o,1]3 | Homn, gyl = cg/ag.

Hence eventually, in all the configurations of the case b), we have sup,¢(g 1]« | > ce/a?, under the event

(44). Hence, from (43), (40) follows in the case b). Analogously, (41) holds in that case.

Similarly to the proof of (22) in the proof of Theorem 3.3 when « = 0, one can show that sup(,2 e E[Z;",2 ] = 0

asn — 400 and that sup,.c (o 1j¢ E[Zn,02,,(7)%] = 0?sup,¢(o 1je En. (2, ) goes to zero uniformly in (o 7p) €0Oas

n — oo for any compact © C (0,00)2. Here Zn,o2,p 18 defined as in Lemma A.3. We also have as in the proof of

Theorem 3.3 when x = 0 that
2
u— sup mnpy(x) —E[Z}" .
z€[0,1]4 T4

2 sup E[Z, o2 ()]
z€[0,1]4

Po2 ,(Y" > uly) <exp( —
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Similarly, we bound the probability of the event {Y, < £} conditionally to y. Hence, we conclude (as in the proof of
Theorem 3.3 when x = 0), also from (31) and (32), that

( ju)p 7|Bn(025p)|: 0P|Y€50(1)'
o?,p)EO

Consequently, (22) follows and the proof is concluded. ]

C Proofs for Sections 3 and 4 - Monotonicity
We let k = 1 throughout Appendix C.

C.1 Estimation of the variance parameter
Proof of Theorem 3.2 under monotonicity constraints. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 3.2 when x = 0 and

is also divided into the three steps 1), 2) and 3).

1) For n € N, let N,, be the greatest integer such that Condition-Grid holds. Now we define

o 1 (1) (i-1) (i) , (i+1) (@)
m_mn{m_o<y( e )

Ji Ji—1

J1 0 Y1 0 Vi1 Vi 0 ’ Yjd

-Y (U(l) 7D @ D vw) ),

g €{1,..., N}, Ve e {L,...,d"\{i}, ji € {2,...,Nn}},

foralli =1,...,d. Since N,, — co asn — 00, M, a'—i’> inf, (9,170 OY (x)/dx; since Y is C' a.s. by Condition-
n—-+0o0 !

Var. Now we notice that m; , = ¢; (Y1, - - -, Yn) and we define my, ; , = i 1 (Y1, - .., Yr). One can see that a slightly
different version of Lemma A.1 can be shown (up to re-indexing =1, . .., &,) with my_, = min{mg 1.n,..., Mk.dn}
m = inf e ¢ Ming=1,__q Y (x)0x;, and My, , = M = u = +o0. After applying this different version, points 2)
and 3) in the proof of Theorem 3.2 when x = 0 remain unchanged. This concludes the proof. ]

Proof of Theorem 3.3 under monotonicity constraints. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 3.3 when x = 0 and
is also divided into the five steps 1) to 5). We apply Lemma A.2 to the sequences of functions f,, g, and h,, defined by
fn(0?) = L,(0?), gn(x) = A,(0?) and h,,(0?) = B, (c?). Here we recall that for 02 € O,

An(0?) = —InP,2 (Y € &) and B,,(0?) = InP,2 (Y € & ]y).

In order to apply Lemma A.2, we need to check that the conditions (19) to (22) hold.

1) and 2) The proof that (19) and (20) are satisfied is identical to the proof for Theorem 3.3 when x = 0, as (19) and
(20) do not involve the event {Y € & }.

3) Let us introduce the Gaussian process Y, with mean function zero and covariance function k;. Then we have

0

An(0®) = —InP (Vx € [0,1]¢,vi = 1,...,d,a%

v.20).
Hence A,,(0?) does not depend on o2 so that (21) holds.

4) We turn to

B,(0?) =InP,. (Vm €0,1)4,Vi=1,...,d, %Y > O’ y> .
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Fori=1,...,d,let mﬁ},;}') and 02755}’” be the conditional mean and covariance function of 9Y/dz; given y, under the
probability measure P,2. We obtain using Borell-TIS inequality (Adler and Taylor, 2007) and a union bound, with

1, 1,i
7 (L 12 a Gaussian process with mean function zero and covariance function UQkT(l Z),

)

P, <3x601 =1,...,d, —

ZIP’,,z( sup ZleUZQ)( )) > inf mgyl)( )

z€[0,1]4 z€[0,1]4

P2 sup 750 (2 ’ > inf m(1 0 Y
Z <a:e[0 1]d n02( ) zefo,e Y (=)
2
. (( i?zf]dm%f%f) (2) ~ E [supycpo e |20 @ >H> )
z€(0,1
<Y e - - : @
i=1 2 sup E[Zn gz( z)?]
z€[0,1]¢

One can see that Lemma A.3 can also be shown when Z,, 4 is replaced by Zf:g)i) (here § = ¢2). Hence
SUPy2¢(02,02] E[SUPc(0,174 |Z£Ll;3(a:)|] goes to 0 as n — oo. Additionally, one can simply show that
SUP,c(0,1]4 E[ZfL ;2)( 2] = SUP,e(0,1]4 o2k (z, ) goes to zero uniformly in 02 € [07,02] as n — oo.

One can see that the proof of (Bect et al., 2018, Proposition 2.8) can be adapted to establish that, fori = 1,...,d,
0

(1,3) a.s.
sup |my, () — =—Y(x)| —— 0,
x€[0,1)d Y O; n—+0o0

from which we deduce that on the set {Y" € &; 5}, where
&5 ={feC(0,1]"R) s.tof(x)/0x; =6, Yz €[0,1]%i€ {1,....d}},

we have a.s., fori =1,...,d,

liminf< inf m(1 1)( )) > 0.

n=+00 \ zefo,1)¢

Consequently, from (45), on {Y" € &; 5}, we have:

0
sup  Pye (ax €0,1)%3i=1,....d, —Y(2) < o’ y) N (46)
o2€lo?,02] 8371 n—+oo

Similarly as in the proof of Theorem 3.3 when x = 0, we can show, by applying Tsirelson theorem in (Azais and
Wschebor, 2009) to the processes Y /dx;, that

]P)Ug (Y e&n 81675) 6——>(>)0.
Hence we conclude the proof of (22) as for Theorem 3.3 when x = 0.

5) We conclude the proof as in 5) for Theorem 3.3 when x = 0. O

C.2 Isotropic Matérn process

Proof of Theorem 4.2 under monotonicity constraints. The proof is the same as for Theorem 4.2 when x = 0 and is
concluded by applying Theorem 3.2 when xk = 1. (]

Proof of Theorem 4.3 under monotonicity constraints. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 4.3 when x = 0 and
is also divided into the four steps 1) to 4). We apply Lemma A.2 to the sequences of functions f,, g, and h,, defined by
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fn(0?) = Ln(0%,p1), gn(x) = An(0?, p1), and hy,(0%) = Bn(0?, p1).

1) The proof that (19) and (20) are satisfied is identical to the proof of Theorem 4.3 when x = 0, as (19) and (20) do
not involve the event {Y € &; }.

2) Let us introduce the Gaussian process Y, with mean function zero and covariance function k1 ,, ... Then we have

0

A, (02, p1) = —InP (VJL‘ €[0,1]¢,vi = 1,...,d,a%

Yi(2) > o) |

Hence A,, (02, p1) does not depend on o2 so that (21) holds.

3) We turn to B, (02, p1). We conclude to (22) following the same lines as in the proof of Theorem 4.3 when x = 0
and using the equivalence of measures.

4) We conclude the proof of Theorem 4.3 when x = 1 similarly as in the proof of Theorem 4.3 when x = 0 using
Theorem 4.2 when x = 1. O

Proof of Theorem 4.4 under monotonicity constraints. The proof follows the similar four steps of the proof
Theorem 4.4 when x = 0. We apply Lemma A.2 to the sequences of functions f,, g, and h, defined by

fu(z) = En(xﬁwzz,l,}c: Pr.c)s Gn(T) = An(xﬁ%‘:w Pn,c), and hy, (z) = Bn(asﬁ%‘,’c, Prc)-

1) The proof that (19) and (20) are satisfied is identical to the proof of Theorem 4.4 when x = 0, as (19) and (20) do
not involve the event {Y € &;}.

2) Similarly as in the proof of Theorem 4.4 when x = 0, we show that Theorem 4.4 when x = 1 holds if (21) and (22)
are satisfied.

3) Similarly as in the proof of Theorem 4.3 when x = 1, we show that (21) holds.

4) Finally, we turn to (22). First, consider the case a). Recall the notation Y, = inf,¢[o,1] Y'(x) from Appendix A. We
proceed similarly as in the proof of Theorem 4.4 when x = 0. Since E,[Y'(z)|y] = m;, , , (), it is then sufficient to

show that, forall 7 = 1,...,d, for any € > 0, with probability going to 1 as n — oo,
sup  sup (Y*’ - m;l,p’y(x)) <e, 47)

pElp1,pu] 2€[0,1]

in order to prove (22) as in the proof of Theorem 4.4 when x = 0. Analogously, since v > 2, (43) holds. Consider Zz,
p so that m;, ;. (Z) < Y, —¢e. There exists 4,5 € {1,...,n}, z; < z; such that [z; — Z| < a, and |z; — 7| < an.
We have my, 5., (z;) — mn 5y (zi) = Y(z;) — Y(x;) > (z; — x;)Y,. Thus from the mean value theorem, there
exists w € [0,1] so that |z — w| < 2a, and ’m;’ﬁ}y(w) - m;,ﬁ)y(iﬂ > e. Hence there exists z € [0, 1] so that

my, 5,(2) = €/(2a,). Hence (47) holds from (43).

Second, consider the case b). We shall only address the case d = 3, the cases d = 1, 2 being treated similarly. For
all i = 1,2, 3, let us define Y (1) = 9Y/0z; and Y, = inf,epo,12 Y19 (2) following the notation of Appendix

A. Let also m&2, (x) = E,[Y ) (2)|y] = Omy,,py(2)/O;. First, we want to show that, for all i = 1,2, 3, for any

€ > 0, with probability going to 1 as n — oo,

N

sup sup (Y*(l’i) —m{ (1:)) €. (48)

pE[p1,pu] TE[2/n1/3,1-2/n1/3]3 ey
Assume that there exists ¢ € {1,2,3} and Z, p for which msmlg)y(i‘) < Y4 _ £ There exists {i1,...,i8} €
{1,...,n} so that, T belongs to the hypercube C' with vertices z;, j € {i1,...,is}. We refer to Figure 4 for an
illustration. This hypercube lies between two adjacent hypercubes C, C,. (with vertices in {z1,...,x,} and edge

lengths 1/ ( |nt/3| — 1)) which are obtained by translations (to the left and to the right) in the direction 7. Note that
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W4 ws

Z1 zZ4

Wa

w3
’lf)l 11?5
Ci C C,
Figure 4: The point Z belongs to the hypercube C' (in black, central) that lies between the hypercubes C; (in green, left)
and C). (in blue, right). The mean value theorem ensures the existence of the 8 points w;, j = 1,...,8, and Z belongs
to the convex hull ch(wy, . .., ws). Furthermore, Z also belongs to ch(zy, ..., z4), with {z1,..., 24} C {wy, ..., ws}
(in red).

C, Cy, C, are disjoint and that the pairs C, C; and C, C,. each have a common face which is orthogonal to the direction
1. We now consider the 8 vertices v, . .., vg of C; and C,. which are parallel to the direction i. Forany j = 1,...,8,
the endpoints of v; can be written as x,, z, with (z4)r = (zp)s for k # i and with (z,); < (xp);- Then we have

M py(Tp) — M py(Ta) = Y (2p) — Y (24) = Y*(l"i)((:vb)i — (24);)- Hence, from the mean value theorem, there

exists w; € v; for which mf},g‘}y(wj) > V" Also, it can be shown that Z belongs to ch(wy, . .., ws). In addition, it
can also be shown that T belongs to ch(zy, ..., 24), with {z1,..., 24} C {wy,...,ws}. Since mgll”g?y(zj) > v for
j=1,...,4 and since mif,?y(f) < Y*(l’l) — &, we show (48) as in the proof of Theorem 4.4 b) when x = 0.

We have, fori = 1,2, 3,

)

+ Po2,p) ( inf Y39 (z) <o, inf Y& (z) > 6/2
z€[0,1]3 z€[2/nt/3,1-2/n1/3]3

y) gp((,z’p) ( mf Y(l’z)(l‘) < 5/2

]P’(O.2,p) ( mf Y(l’i)(x) < 0
x€[2/n1/31-2/n1/3]3

z€[0,1]3

)

say. As in the proof of Theorem 4.4 b) when x = 0, we can show from (48) that ]].Y(l,i)>6sup(a27p)€(:) P, goes to
zero in probability so that it is sufficient to show sup,2 ,)cg F> goes to zero in probability where © is any compact
set of (0,00)2. We have, with Y239 (z) = 92Y (z)/(0x;01;), and with mZ07) (z) = 0%my, .y (x)/(02;02;) =

B[ 239(2)ly],
)

mZ3)(@)| > (e/2)n'/?

=P + Py,

y (2:3:%) (x)’ > cnl/3

Py <P(y2,) | max — sup
I (02,p) (j_1,213z€[071]3

)

m(2:3:0) (z) — Y(Q’j*i)(a:)‘ > (c/2)n1/3

n,p,y

<P o, S
X (02,p) (j_1,213m€[0§]3

_|_]P) ) max SU
(o2,p) <j=1,273 ze[Og]?’
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Using the Borell-TIS inequality as in the proof of 3.3 when x = 1, we can show that
y) = op(1).

sup P2 ) < max_ sup m(%pjﬂj)( ) — Y(Q’j’i)(x)’ > (¢/2)n'/?

p,02€0 J=1,2. 3I€[O 1]3
Now consider that there exist p € [pi, pu], j € {1,2,3} and Z € [0,1]* so that |m7(12§5;)(a_:)|2 (c/2)n'/3. If
J = i, then by applications of the mean value theorem, by using that m,, , ,(z) = Y (z) forz € {z1,...,z,}, we
can show that there exists @ € [0,1]? so that ||@ ~1/3 and ‘mf;;)(w)‘ < 2max; jeqq 2,3y Y (29D

where with the notation of Appendix A, Y (279 :— SUP,eqo,1)3 |Y (2.3 (2)|. Hence there exists 7 € [0, 1]® so that

max; pe (12,8 M (7F)| = en®® where mi i () = 83/ (02x0x;025) My ().

If j # 4, we can consider Z € {xy,...,2,} so that ||Z—2Z| < cn™'/3. We also consider 9 additional
points (Z1)k1ef1,2,3) C {:vl,...,:cn} so that 2, = @ + 1/(|n'/?] — 1)vx where v; = e; with e; the i-th
base column vector, v = e; and v3 = e; + e;. By applications of the mean value theorem, we can show
that there exist w; for which \mf; ;)( )|< 3Y(2 “0% qpy for which |m(2’j j)( 2)|< 3Y23:0)** and wg for
which |mn;;)( 3) + m(%g’;)( 3) + 2m;2g;)(w3)|< 12max,]€{1 2} Y @5.9%  1f |m;2pjyl)(w3)|< (c/4)n'/3,
then there exists 7 € [0,1] so that max; ke{lgg}‘mnw JF)= en?/3. If \mgpjlj)(wg)b (c/4)n'/3, then

|m22g;) (w3)|> (c/4)n'/? — 6 max; Jef1,2} Y (2.0:0%* op |mn2pjyj (w3)|> (c/4)n'/? — 6 max; jeq1,2} Y (2,39 nall

the cases, there exists 7 € [0, 1]® so that max; ye 1.2 3}m%3’k 7 )( F) > en?/3.

We have also from (Zhou, 2008, Theorem 1), and since v > 3,
93

Dz 00" M p,y ()

with probability going to 1 as n — oo from (42).

sup max

Sc osup |mn,y, <evn (49)
pElpr,pulid k= 1’27316[0 113 I, ka1 o X )

pE[p1,pul

Hence, we have that with probability going to 1 as n — oo,

suplP max  sup |mZ99 (g > (c/2 n'/3 =1 i =0.
7}[)) (02,p) <J L 23xe[0}z] | n,p,y ( )| ( / ) Y {max;—1 23 165[7;1;] mgquj(x) >(c/2)n1/3} —
This proves that (22) holds so that the proof is complete. ]

D Proofs for Sections 3 and 4 - Convexity
We let k = 2 throughout Appendix D.

D.1 Estimation of the variance parameter

Proof of Theorem 3.2 under convexity constraints. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 3.2 when x = 1, where
the finite differences of order one are replaced by finite differences of order two.

Proof of Theorem 3.3 under convexity constraints. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 3.3 when K = 0
introducing the Gaussian process V defined on S; x R? by V (v, z) = v HY (x)v where S; = {v € R?, ||v|| = 1}
and observing that
&y = {f e c([0,1]*,R), Va € [0,1)7, mf v H f(z)v 0},
H H -1
where H f(z) represents the Hessian matrix of f at z which means that H f(x); ; = 0% f(z)/(0z;0x;). O

D.2 Isotropic Matérn process

Proof of Theorem 4.2 under convexity constraints. The proof is the same as for Theorem 4.2 when x = 0 and is
concluded by applying Theorem 3.3 when xk = 2. ]
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Proof of Theorem 4.3 under convexity constraints. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 4.3 when x = 0. (]

Proof of Theorem 4.4 under convexity constraints. The proof follows the similar four steps of the proof Theorem
4.4 when k = 0. Points 1) to 3) are identical. Turning to (22), point 4) can be treated similarly as in the proof of
Theorem 4.4 when x = 1 but with more cumbersome notation and arguments. In order to ease the reading of the paper,
we omit this technical proof. (]

E Proofs for Section 6

Proof of Proposition 6.1. We have

P(o0) — Taloo) _ [ Viwo) ~ Plan)| ] B[P biveen|1]
&(zo) (o) P(Y € Exly) '
Now let E, (z0) = (Y (20) — Y (20))/5 (). We have

1

?(xo) - }Afc(xo
P(Y € &ly)

(o)
say. By Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality, we have

Al < E[En(w0)?ly]' *P(Y & Exly)'/.
In the above display, the first square root is 1 by definition and the second one is a op|yc¢, (1), as shown in the point 4)
in the proof of Theorem 3.3.
By Jensen’s inequality, we have |B|< E[E,(z0)?|y]'/? = 1. Finally, |C|= opjyce, (1), since P(Y & Ely) =
op|yce, (1), as above. This completes the proof of (11).

< |E [Bu(zo)(1 = Liveey)| 5] | + |E [ Eu(zo)Lives.y| ]| ] \ e

We also have

5 (20)% = Ge(w0)? _ | (Y(w0) = Y(20))* (¥ (w0) — Ye(wo))?
s © 5(wo)? 5(z0)? y}
Lp | @) = Ve@o)?| || (Vo) = Ve(@))?| o o
& (20)? & (20)?
=D+ E-F,
say. We have
[ Balwo) = o) (Y (o) = Vi) Two) = Telwo)\| ] [ Two) = Pulwo) )
D (2 @) T o) ) "= ( e ) ~omree: (1)
from (11). We also have
IE—F|<|E (Y(“"O;(;;‘;(“))Qn{yggﬁ} g+ [E (Y(””O(Zf&gg(xo Liyeen | v|| 101 = 1G4 HIC)

say. By Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality, we have

X — Y X 2
|G|< E (Y( 06)\'(:60})/2( 0)) 1{Y€€N} y‘|
Y (20) — Ye(wo) (Y (x0) — Y(z0) | Y(xo) — Ye(zo)
e [t e ) ()T P Bt}

~ 1/2 ~ . 2
<P(v ¢ Ealy)/2E | L0 Z( })“ 0))* +<Y<x01(‘ YC“‘”) B(Y ¢ Edly)
o(x (X
Lo ?(Ioz*?c(ﬂﬂo) E Y(iUoA)*?(mo) y
o (wo o (o)
:0P|YEEH(1)a
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since P(Y & Exly) = opjyee, (1), using (11) and the fact that conditionally to the observation vector y, (Y (zo) —

~

Y (x9))/0 (o) is distributed as a standard Gaussian random variable. As |C|= op|yc¢, (1), it remains to show that
|H|= Op|yce, (1) which is done by using that

(Y (z0) — Y (20))? y
/0'\(1‘0)2

|HIKE +|D|=1+|D|,

and that D = op|y ¢, (1) as established above. ]

Proof of Corollary 6.2. It is shown in the point 3) in the proof of Theorem 4.3 that Py (Y ¢ &:|y) = opjyee, (1),
where the conditional probability Py (+|-) is calculated with respect to k1. Hence, using (13) and (14), one can show that

Proposition 6.1 remains true when 3 (zq), Y (o), Yo (20). 6o (20), and E[-|] are replaced by 71 (x¢), Y1 (20), )A/C,l(mo),
Gc,1(z0), and Eq[-|-]. Then, the corollary is a consequence of this updated Proposition 6.1 and of (13) and (14). a

Proof of Theorems 6.3, 6.4 and 6.5. The proof is the same as in the Matérn case in Theorems 4.2, 4.3 and
4.4. In particular, when 1 + 2s = v, the Matérn and Wendland covariance functions have the same smoothness,
see (Bevilacqua et al., 2019, Theorem 1). Hence, a lemma similar as Lemma 4.1 holds. We also remark that
a lemma similar as Lemma B.1 can be proved, by using (Bevilacqua et al., 2019, Lemma 1) together with the
results given in the proof of (Bevilacqua et al., 2019, Theorem 8) (see the online supplementary material to this paper). [

Proof of Proposition 6.6. Without loss of generality, we can consider that v < +o0. Recall the notation Y* =
SUP,eo,17¢|Ye(®)[< +00 as. of Appendix A. Let (;);en be any sequence of two-by-two distinct points in [0, 1]9. We
have

P (Vz € [0, 114, <Y (x) < u) <P (Vie{l,...,n}, Yo(z;) + Ys(z;) < w)
=E[P(Vie{l,...,n}, Yo(z:) + Y5(2:) <ulYe(z1),..., Ye(zn))]
SEP(Vie{l,....n}, Ys(zi) < [ul+Y7[Ye(z1), ..., Ye(an))]
=E[P(Ys(z1) < [ul+Y Y)Y
The above probability goes to zero as n — oo for any Y* < oo. Thus by dominated convergence, the above
expectation goes to zero as n — oo. This concludes the proof. ]

Proof of Proposition 6.7. Let X,, := n'/* (52 /p,, — 02 /po). For K > 0, we have
) . P(|X,|= K)
> <
hrllnsupIP’(|Xn|/ K|Y € &) < hrrlnsup P(Y € &) e 0,

from (15) and because P (Y € &) > 0 does not depend on K from Lemma 3.1. Hence X,, = Op|ycg, (1). Moreover,
let € > 0. Then,

1 —limsupP (| X,|<e) —P(Y & &)

o 1-P(Y &&)

1 fP(|X,|2 e|lY € &) > il — =1,

IR ([Xnl> ¥ € o) P(Y € &) U F( &)
since the asymptotic variance is non-zero in (15). Hence X,, # opjyeg,(1). By the same arguments, the same
conclusions hold for the MLE of the noise variance. ]
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