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Abstract

A notion of conditionally identically distributed (c.i.d.) sequences has been studied as a form of
stochastic dependence weaker than exchangeability, but equivalent to it in the presence of stationarity.
We extend such notion to families of sequences. Paralleling the extension from exchangeability to partial
exchangeability in the sense of de Finetti, we propose a notion of partially c.i.d. dependence, which is
shown to be equivalent to partial exchangeability for stationary processes. Partially c.i.d. families of
sequences preserve attractive limit properties of partial exchangeability, and are asymptotically partially
exchangeable. Moreover, we provide strong laws of large numbers and two central limit theorems. Our
focus is on the asymptotic agreement of predictions and empirical means, which lies at the foundations
of Bayesian statistics. Natural examples of partially c.i.d. constructions are interacting randomly

reinforced processes satisfying certain conditions on the reinforcement.

Keywords. Exchangeability. Partial exchangeability. Reinforced processes. Spreadability. Limit theo-

rems. Prediction. Bayesian nonparametrics.

1 Introduction.

Exchangeability is a central notion in many areas of probability and related fields; we refer to M

M], Aldg]]é “L%’ih, Anstiﬂ M], Kallgnbgrg M], Aldg]]é M] for classical, wide references. In

Bayesian statistics, exchangeability is the fundamental probabilistic structure at the basis of learning,

expressing the subjective probabilistic description of repeated experiments under similar conditions. Ex-
changeable sequences are conditionally independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.).

However, forms of competition, selection, and other sources of non stationarity, may break exchange-
ability, although the system may converge, asymptotically, to an exchangeable steady state. Thus, weaker
notions of stochastic dependence, that do not assume stationarity, yet preserve some main asymptotic prop-

erties of exchangeable processes, are of theoretical and applied interest. Based on results by [Kallenberg

M], Berti et alJ M] introduce a notion of conditionally identically distributed (c.i.d.) sequences, as a
form of stochastic dependence weaker than exchangeability but equivalent to it for stationary sequences.
Roughly speaking, a sequence of random variables (X, )p>1 is c.i.d. if, for every n > 0, X,,11, Xp49,... are
conditionally identically distributed, given the past Xi,...,X,, (for n = 0 the property reads Xi, Xs,...
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are identically distributed). A precise definition is given in Section [2I These processes are the starting
point of our study.

Notions of partial exchangeability are needed for more complex phenomena, which can still be described
by some form of probabilistic invariance, under specific subclasses of permutations. See[Diaconis and Freedman

ILMI Kallgnbg Q M] Aldgug 201 (J] A basic notion is partial exchangeablhti in the sense of de Finetti

, | (called internal exchangeability for a family of sequences by |). In Bayesian

statistics, partial exchangeability in the sense of de Finetti is the fundamental probabilistic dependence
behind inference for multiple experiments. Roughly speaking, observations are exchangeable within each
experiment, but not across experiments; the probabilistic dependence among sequences allows borrowing
strength across experiments. Throughout this paper, by partial exchangeability we mean partial exchange-
ability in the sense of de Finetti. Again, different forms of non-stationarity may break the symmetry of
partial exchangeability. It seems natural to ask how the notion of c.i.d. sequences can be extended to
a notion of partially c.i.d. processes, the way that partial exchangeability extends exchangeability. Such
extension is the main objective of the present work.

We introduce a notion of partially c.i.d. families of sequences that is shown to be equivalent to partial
exchangeability under stationarity. Then, we prove that partially c.i.d. sequences preserve some main limit
properties of partially exchangeable sequences. In particular, the joint predictive distributions and the
joint empirical distributions converge (weakly) to the same random limit, almost surely. Moreover, par-
tially c.i.d. sequences are asymptotically partially exchangeable. The asymptotic agreement of frequencies
and predictions is of fundamental interest in Bayesian statistics, where probability has a subjective inter-
pretation, showing the frequentist basis of the subject’s probabilistic learning. Such agreement is ensured
(in the subject’s opinion) for exchangeable and partially exchangeable sequences. Our result shows that
it is still ensured when relaxing the assumption of stationarity from partial exchangeability. Marginally,
these results are not surprising, as partially c.i.d. sequences are marginally c.i.d. and the limit behavior

of c.i.d. sequences has been studied (Berti et al. M], Berti et alJ 2!!15]). Yet, for multiple sequences,

the joint limit behavior is not obvious, as the sequences are stochastically dependent. Notice that they

remain asymptotically dependent, if the random marginal limit measures are dependent.

These limit results are refined in Section B where we provide a strong law of large numbers for
partially c.i.d. sequences, and in Section B where we give two central limit theorems, for the scaled
cumulative forecast errors and the scaled difference between empirical means and predictions, respectively.
Beyond fundamental issues, the possibility of approximating predictions by empirical means, with an
approximation error given by a central limit theorem, can be of interest for hypothesis testing and model

checking as well as for facilitating computations in Bayesian prediction with large sample size.

Areas of applications include interacting evolutionary phenomena that, while not being stationary,
tend towards an equilibrium state of partial exchangeability. We provide several examples throughout
the paper. In particular, a natural class of partially c.i.d. families of sequences are interacting randomly

reinforced processes satisfying certain conditions on the random reinforcement (see Section []). In the case

of a single sequence, contructions based on a time-varying or random reinforcement (see |Remamlfj ||ZDD_7|])

are indeed main examples of c.i.d. sequences. The time-dependent urn scheme of [Pemantld |1 | is a

basic case, and further examples are Randomly Reinforced Urns (RRUs), a special case of Generalized

Polya Urns (see |A11hL€§@_aJ]d_N_Q¥I M], and |Rem@nﬂé ﬂZDDj]), with a diagonal and random replacement




matrix. In the classical two-color Polya urn, a ball is drawn at each step, and returned to the urn together
with an additional ball of the same color. Then the sequence of colors extracted at successive draws
is exchangeable. However, the number of additional balls placed in the urn at each step, the reinforce-
ment, may be random, making the sequence of colors no longer exchangeable. In fact, if the random
reinforcements are independent of the color extracted, the generated sequence of colors is c.i.d. Areas of
application include adaptive clinical trails (IHMQLBQS_QU.};LQLgQ]J ﬂZDDd], MLM%mnmm&mmgmhl

|), sequential design, two armed bandit problems and reinforcement learning (@ M]) and

Bayesian inference. The two-color randomly reinforced urn scheme proposed by [Durham and Yu [1990]

for response-adaptive clinical trials generates a c.i.d. sequence under the null hypothesis of eiuivalence

of the two treatments. Extensions and theoretical properties are given, among others, by

ﬂl&‘ﬁ], |Mullﬁr£_e:u_al.| ﬂZDDd], |Maund£]m1mmz| ﬂzmd], see |E]mumm_alj ﬂZQ]j] for a review. The notion

of partially c.i.d. sequences extends the spectrum of application to multiple experiments, for example clin-

ical trials in multiple centers. There is an increasing interest in interacting randomly reinforced processes

in many fields (see e.g. Eg&mmw ﬂZ_ODAI], |Qumald1_ejjﬂ ﬂZQlfJ]) Yet, the literature is somehow

fragmented, as many results are tailored for specific constructions and aims; the notion of partially c.i.d.

processes may provide a useful reference framework.

Processes with reinforcement are the basis of many important constructions in Bayesian nonparamet-
ric inference; extensions to a random reinforcement are of interest also in this area (Bassetti et al. ﬂZQl_d],
|Airddi_et_al.| dZQlAI]) Applications to competitive networks are shown by |C_ald.al_elllﬁj_al,| ||2Qd] and c.i.d.
sequences arise as a particular case of the generalized Indian Buffet process |Berti et alJ, M] for compet-

itive feature selection. Multivariate extensions of these constructions do not appear to have been studied.

In fact, a problem of interest in Bayesian nonparametrics is to characterize partially exchangeable families
of reinforced processes with a tractable form of the predictive laws. However, this problem is somehow
unsolved (see the discussion in [Wade et all [2011]], [Lee et alJ 2{!13] and [Bacallado et al. |2{215|]). Natural

constructions of dependent reinforced processes fail to be partially exchangeable. However, they may gen-

erate partially c.i.d., therefore asymptotically partially exchangeable, sequences. Implicitly, these partially
c.i.d. constructions characterize novel classes of prior distributions for dependent random measures, as

the weak limits of the joint predictive distributions. However, finding explicit expressions of these prior
distributions is difficult. Some results for c.i.d. or “quasi-c.i.d.” sequences are in [Durham et alJ M]

and |A]§jm_(—m_al.| ﬂZDQZL |2Q]_i |2Q1§i] |&;maﬁnﬂgl ﬂ19_9ﬂﬁ|] gives non-convergence results that apply to partially

c.i.d. sequences. The potential of stochastic approximation methods for randomized urn schemes is further

highlighted by |[Laruelle and Pagg’é 2!!15]. A study of the explicit limit law for partially c.i.d. sequences is
beyond the aim of this paper. Yet, we show an example, with dependent Gaussian sequences, for which

the limit law can be computed and has a parametric expression (Section M.

We start our study with a brief review of c.i.d. sequences, including some facts that appear to be
novel, in Section 2l We introduce the notion of partially c.i.d. sequences in Section [Bland prove some main
limit results in Section @l A strong law of large numbers and two central limits theorems are presented in

Sections Bl and [6 Several examples are provided throughout the paper.



2 Exchangeability, spreadability and c.i.d. sequences.

Let (X,)n>1 be a sequence of random variables defined on a probability space (2, F,P), with each X,
taking values in a Polish space X, endowed with the Borel o-algebra X'. Spaces of probability measures are
endowed with the topology of weak convergence and with the sigma-algebra generated by the evaluation
maps. A random probability measure is a random element taking values in a space of probability measures.
Conditional distributions refer to regular versions; equalities of random probability measures hold P-almost
surely (P-a.s.). Additionally, we use Xi.,, to denote the vector (X7,...,X,); (X,) to denote the sequence
(Xn)n>1 and 2 to denote equality in distribution.

The sequence (X,,) is exchangeable if its probability law is invariant under any finite permutation, that
is, if

(X1, X2, ) 2 (Xp1)s X2y - )

for any permutation 7 of N for which 7(n) = n, except for a finite number of n’s.

An equivalent notion of invariance under subsequence selection, or spreading invariance, is discussed in

|Kingmaﬂ M] and |Ald£1u.4 dli)ﬁd] Following the terminology 0f|lial]&nheng| ﬂl&%j], we say that a sequence

(X,) is spreadable if

(Xl,Xg,...) i (Xkl,Xk2,...) for every ki <kg<---.

It is easy to show that an exchangeable sequence is spreadable, and the converse implication is proved by

|B‘;th_a.rdz§_wskj| ﬂlﬂ] By de Finetti’s representation theorem, the law of an exchangeable sequence is
a mixture of distributions of i.i.d. random variables M |, Part I, Section 3). |RV11—NardzeWSki|

] proves that the same conclusion holds for spreadable sequences. In fact, Kallgnb@ré M] notices

that the representation theorem is a consequence of the mean ergodic theorem, and can be proved for

stationary sequences that satisfy a condition weaker than spreadability.

Proposition 2.1 Kall@nb@ré, M, Proposition 2.1|. A stationary sequence (X,,) that satisfies
(X1, 0, X0, Xot1) 4 (X1,..., X0, Xpak) for all integers k > 1 and n > 1 (1)

1s exchangeable.

Notice that () is equivalent to (Xi,..., X, Xpt1) 4 (X1,..., X5, Xpq2) for all n > 1. Condition ()
says that all future observations are conditionally identically distributed, given the past. Extending this
notion, [Berti et alJ ﬂZQD_Z}I] give the following definition. Assume that the sequence (X,,) is adapted to a
filtration G = (Gn),,»- Then, (X,) is conditionally identically distributed with respect to the filtration G,

or G-c.1.d. whenever

Elf(Xnir) | Gn] = E[f (Xnt1) | Gu] P-as.
for all K > 1, n > 0 and all bounded measurable functions f : X — R.

Roughly speaking, the future observations X, 1 are identically distributed, given the past G,,. In particu-
lar, the X, are marginally identically distributed. When considering the natural filtration, i.e. when G, is
the sigma-field generated by (X1,...,X,) and Gy = {0, Q}, (X,,) is called naturally c.i.d., or, simply, c.i.d.,
omitting the filtration. If (X,,) is G-c.i.d., then (X,,) is also c.i.d. with respect to any coarser filtration to

which it is adapted; in particular, it is c.i.d. An exchangeable sequence is clearly c.i.d.



The following proposition 1Kallgnbgré M] Proposition 2.2, and [Berti et alJ M]) gives equivalent

conditions.
Proposition 2.2 The following properties (i), (ii) and (iii) are equivalent:

(i) The sequence (X,,) is G-c.i.d.

(ii) The process of predictive measures Qn(-) = P[X,41 € - | Gn] is a measure-valued G-martingale.
(iii) For each finite G-stopping time 7, X1 4 X.

The martingale condition (ii) asserts that (Q,) is a sequence of random probability measures satisfying
E[Qn+1(A) | Gn] = Qn(A), P-a.s., for every n > 0 and every A € X 1HQrQWiLzJ M]), this is equivalent
to:

(E[f(Xn+1) | Gnl)pso 18 a G-martingale, for all bounded measurable functions f : X — R. (2)

We present below some facts, that appear to be novel, which provide further insights into the con-

nections with the notion of exchangeability. Further characterizations are given by [Berti et alJ dm,

An exchangeable sequence can be characterized by the sequence of predictive distributions (@Qp)n>o0,
with Qo := P[X; € - | and Q,, := P[X,,41 € - | X1.n], for n > 1 |Fortini et alJ, 2000]. In particular, a

necessary condition for (Q;,) to define an exchangeable probability law for (X,,) is that @,, is a symmetric

function of (X1,...,X,). For c.i.d. sequences, the symmetric role of past observations in prediction is
lost. Indeed, a c.i.d. sequence (X,,) is exchangeable if and only if P[X,, 11 € - | X1 € A1,...,X,, € A,)] is
symmetric in (Aq, ..., Ay), for every n > 1 and every Ay,..., A, with P[X; € A;,..., X, € A,] > 0. This
result is proved as a Corollary of Proposition in Section Bl

A second fact is related to the lack of a de Finetti-type representation theorem for c.i.d. sequences. If
(X,) is exchangeable, by de Finetti’s representation theorem there exists a random probability measure
« such that, conditionally on a, X1, Xo,... are i.i.d, with distribution «; « is called the directing random
measure of (X,,) and coincides P-a.s. with the weak limit of both the sequence of the empirical distributions
and the sequence of the predictive distributions of (X,) (M @]) Thus, although an exchangeable
sequence (X,) may describe an evolutionary process, the representation theorem implies that (X,,) is
probabilistically equivalent to static random sampling from its directing measure. The possible lack of
stationarity clearly implies that no equivalence with a static phenomenon, that is, no similar representation
result, is possible for c.i.d. sequences. Intuitively, X, is sampled from an evolving population that has
unpredictable dynamics and converges to a random steady state. The following proposition gives a state-

space like construction.

Proposition 2.3 Consider a process (X, Fy,) where F,, are random probability measures on X. If the

following conditions hold:
(i) conditionally on (F,), the X,, are independent and the conditional distribution of X, is Fy,;
(ii) (Fy,) is a measure-valued martingale with respect to its natural filtration,

then the process (Xy,) is c.i.d.



PROOF. We prove that, under (i) and (ii), (X,,) is G-c.i.d., where Gy = {0,Q} and G, is the sigma-field
generated by (Xi.,, F1.n,). Therefore, it is also c.i.d. By (i) and (ii), P[Xy € - | = E[Fi(-)] = E[F1()] =
P[X; € - ]. Furthermore, by (i), for every n > 1, every bounded continuous functions g, g1,..., g, and
every A € X,

E[QI(X1)92(X2)---ygn(Xn)g(Fn-I—k(A)) | Fl:n] = [ ( n-l—k | Fln HEgs s s] ;
therefore, F,r(A) is conditionally independent of Xj.,, given Fj.,,. Then, for any k¥ > 1, n > 1 and
Ae X,

]P)[Xn—i—k €A | Xl:naFlzn] = E[]P[Xn—i-k €A | Xl:n, (Fn)] | Xl:naFlzn] = E[Fn—l—k(A) | Fl:n]
— E[Fn—l-l(A) | Fl:n] — E[Fn—i-l(A) | Xl:naFlzn] = ]P[Xn—l-l cA | Xl:nyFlzn]

where the third equality follows from the martingale property (ii). Thus, (X,,) is G-c.i.d.
O

Abusing notation, we will write X, | F), ind F,, to denote the dependence structure under (i) above. The

following example, which elaborates from Example 1.3 in [Berti et alJ M], suggests that a c.i.d. process
may have a state-space representation in terms of a finite-dimensional latent process (6,) converging to a

random limit, a result that we do not pursue further here.

Example 2.4 Let (X,,,0,) be described by the following equations:
X, = 0, +en, n%dN(o ¢ —by);

znd

971 = 971—1 + Up, ~ N(O b bn—l): n = 17 (3)

for some 0 = by < by < by < -+ < ¢, with b, — ¢ < ¢, and with 6y, (¢,) and (v,) independent. For

brevity, let 6y be a fixed constant. In other words,
X, | 00 "IN, ¢ — by)

and (6,) is the damped random walk described by the state equation (B]). It is easy to show that the
process (X,,) is c.i.d., with X, i N(6p,c) (where 2 means identically distributed). Some computations
show that 6,, = 6y + Zi:l v; converges in distribution to a random limit § ~ N(6p,c’) (indeed, (6,,) is a
uniformly integrable martingale, therefore it converges a.s. to a random limit 8). Moreover, the predictive
distribution of X1, given Xj.,,, converges to a N(6,¢— ¢). By Lemma 8.2 inm |, this implies
that (X,,) is asymptotically exchangeable, and the exchangeable limit law has directing random measure

given by N(6, ¢ — ¢); that is, roughly speaking, X,, | 0 u N(0,c — ) for large n.

Although generally not exchangeable, G-c.i.d. sequences preserve some attractive limit properties of

exchangeable sequences |[Berti et alJ, |2£)D_4] In particular, P-a.s., the empirical distributions Y ;" ; dx,(-)/n
and the predictive distributions P[X,,+; € - | G,] converge to the same random probability measure a.
Moreover, P[X,+1 € - | Gn] = E[a(:) | Gn]. Convergence of the predictive distributions to « implies that
the sequence (X,) is asymptotically exchangeable and the exchangeable limit law has directing measure
a; that is, (Xp41, Xpnt2,.-.) 4 (Zy,Z3,...) as n — oo, for some exchangeable sequence (Z,,) directed
by «. This fact motivates referring to « as the directing random measure of the c.i.d. sequence. Further

i ptotic results and uniform limit theorems for c.i.d. sequences were given, among others, by

2019,



3 Partially c.i.d. sequences

Our aim is to extend the notion of c.i.d. sequences to arrays of random variables [X;, ;|n>1.5c1, where I
is a finite or countable set. We introduce a notion of partially c.i.d. sequences, that can be regarded as
a weaker form of partial exchangeability, in the same sense that the c.i.d. property is a weaker form of
exchangeability.

An array of random variables [ X, ;] is partially exchangeable (in the sense of de Finetti) if its probability

law is invariant under separate finite permutations of the columns, that is

d

[Xn,z] = [Xm(n),z]

for all finite permutations 7;, ¢ € I. Marginally, the columns (X, ;),>1 are exchangeable, but a family of
exchangeable sequences is not necessarily partially exchangeable. For example, two exchangeable sequences
(X,) and (Y},), where X,, =Y, for all n, are not partially exchangeable, unless their distributions are
degenerate. Similarly, an interesting notion of partially c.i.d. dependence should require appropriate
conditions for a family of c.i.d. sequences to be partially c.i.d. We proceed along the lines of Section
and, as a first step, we extend the notion of spreadability to families of sequences. Let us introduce
the notion of partial spreadability as invariance of the joint probability law under separate selection of

subsequences along the columns.

Definition 3.1 An array [ X, iln>1.e1 of random variables is partially spreadable if

4 (X, ), for every kgi) < kéi) <o yiell (4)

[Xm']
Clearly, a partially exchangeable array satisfies ({l). The reverse implication is also true.

Proposition 3.2 A partially spreadable array (X, ;| is partially exchangeable.

PROOF. Let J be a finite subset of I and j be a fixed element in J. Let Z = [X,,;],>1.5e.\ 441, and, for
every n > 1,let U, = (Z, X, ;). By @), the sequence (Uy,) is spreadable. By the results in [Ryll-Nardzewski
|, (Un) is exchangeable. In other words, (X, j)n>1 is exchangeable over Z |, Section
3). Since this holds for every finite J C I and for every j € J, the array [X,, ;| is partially exchangeable
], Proposition 3.8).
O
Let us now regard the rows of [X,, ;] as the values of a process (X1),>1, where X!, = (X,,;,i € I). If
the process (X!) is stationary, then a weaker form of spreadability is sufficient for partial exchangeability.

The following result extends Proposition 211

Theorem 3.3 A stationary process (X1) that satisfies

(X7 X,{}r{lj},XnH,j) 4 (X7 Xi}r{f},XnJrg,j) for everyn > 0,5 € J and every finite J C I,  (5)

1no 1:ns

is partially exchangeable, where (3) reads (Xf\{j},Xl,j) 4 (Xi]\{j},Xg’j) when n = 0.
PROOF. Since (X!) is stationary, we can embed it in a doubly infinite sequence (X1)_oo<pn<oo. Marginally,
each sequence (X, ;) is stationary and c.i.d., therefore, by Proposition 2] exchangeable. Let us denote

by «; its directing random measure. Let J be a finite subset of I, j a fixed element of J and m a fixed



positive integer. For every n > 1, let Z,, = (Xl‘]:m,XTJn\H},Xm_i_nJ). Since (Z,,) is stationary and c.i.d., it
X;]n\ijl}) ] Section

is exchangeable. In other words, (Xy1n j)n>1 is exchangeable over (X
@], (Xm+1,4> Xm+2,j, - - - ) are conditionally i.i.d. with common law

1:m>
3). By Proposition 3.8 in m

aj, given (o, (X7.,,, Xi\i]l})) Since (X1) is stationary, for every k € Z, X}, ; is conditionally independent
of (Xp, : (h,i) # (k,j),k —n < h < ki € J), given a;. Therefore, X}, ; is conditionally independent
of (Xn,i: (hyi) # (k,j),h < k,i € J), given . Since a; = limy, 500 ) 0 0x,_, /1 (P-a.s.), Xy ; is also

conditionally independent of (c; : i # j), given a;. Thus, for every n

PlNics My (Xii € Aga) | asi € J) = [[ [ ei(Ara),  P-as.
i€ k=1

and (X!) is partially exchangeable.
U

Condition ([l implies that, for any j € I, future values of X, ; are conditionally identically distributed,
given the past observations (X! ) and the concomitant values (Xfl\ff}) of the other variables. More

generally, given a filtration G = (gn)@O, we introduce the following definition.

Definition 3.4 A sequence (X1) is said to be partially conditionally identically distributed with respect to
a filtration G (briefly, partially G-c.i.d.), if it is adapted to G and, for every j € I,

E[f(Xn—i-Lj) ‘ ggL] = E[f(Xn—l—k,j) ‘ ggL]
forall k > 1,n >0 and all bounded measurable functions f : X — R,

(6)

where G = G V o( X1, 01 # j).

When G is the natural filtration of (X1), with Gy = {0}, 2}, the process is said to be naturally partially
c.i.d. or, simply, partially c.i.d. Clearly, in this case condition (@) reduces to (B). It is easy to show that, if
(X{L) is partially G-c.i.d., then it is also partially c.i.d. with respect to any coarser filtration to which it is
adapted; in particular, it is partially c.i.d. A partially exchangeable array satisfies (B, thus it is partially
c.i.d.

Condition (@) means that each sequence (X, j),>1 is c.i.d. with respect to the filtration G7 = (g,%)nzo.

This allows us to formulate equivalent conditions (extending Proposition [2.2]).
Proposition 3.5 The following properties (i), (ii) and (iii) are equivalent.
(i) The sequence (X1) is partially G-c.i.d.;

(ii) For any j € I and every bounded measurable function f : X — R, <E [f(XnH,j) | Q,%D s a

. n=0
G7 -martingale;

(iii) For every n > 0, and j € I, (Xi:_{f},XT_H,j) 4 (Xi:_{f},Xn+17j), for all finite G-stopping times T
satisfying T > n.

PRrOOF. Conditions (i) and (ii) are equivalent, by Proposition [Z2]1 To prove that (ii) implies (iii), fix n > 0

and j € I and let 7 > n be a finite G-stopping time. Let f : X — R be a bounded measurable function

and let B € X1\U} Since (E[f(Xn_l,_k_i_Lj)]].{XI\{j}GB} | Gntk])k>0 is a bounded martingale and 7 — n
n41 -

8



is a finite stopping time, with respect to the filtration (G, tx)r>0, by Doob optional stopping theorem,
EU(XTHJ)R{XQ\;[{}EB}]': E[f(X"HJ)]l{Xi\ff}eB}]’ which implies (iii). To prove that (iii) implies (i), let
us fix Be X, C e XI\U} A e @G, and let 7 = (n+ 1)1 4 4 nlge. Then, 7 is a finite G-stopping time and
P[(Xnsas € BINXM €0)na] =P[(Xr11, € BN €O ~P[(Xr415 € BN e O (r = )]

=P [(Xn—l—l,j € B) N (Xiﬁ{} S O) N A] .

O
Theorem [3.3]shows that stationarity is a sufficient condition for a partially c.i.d. process to be partially

exchangeable. The following proposition gives a sufficient condition in terms of the predictive distributions.

Proposition 3.6 Let (X1) be a partially c.i.d. process. Suppose that, for every finite J C I and every

j€J, n>0, permutations (m;)ics, we have

P [Xn-l—l,j € | NimyiyeH, ; (Xm,i € Am,i)] =P [Xn-i-l,j € | NimiyeH, ;(Xni(m),i € Amz’)] ;
where Hy, j = {(m,i) # (n+1,j) :m <n+1,i€ J},

(7)

for all Ay, ; such that the conditioning sets have positive probability. Then (XY is partially exchangeable.

PRrROOF. By Theorem 3.3 we only need to prove that (X1) is a stationary process, which is true if (X/) is
stationary for every finite J C I. Let J be a finite subset of I. Without loss of generality, we can assume
that J = {1,2,...,d}, for some d € N. Let us define the following ordering in N x .J :

(1,1) < (1,2) <--- < (1,d) < (2,1) < (2,2) <--- < (2,d) < (3,1) < --- < (3,d) < .... (8)
For every N € N, let us denote by Ky C N x J the set of the first N pairs in (§). We prove that
PN miyern (Xmi € Ami)] = PlNgn.iyercy (Xmt1i € Amy)]  for every [Amilmiexy € XY (9)

for every N, which implies stationarity of (X;). The proof is done by induction on N. The property is
trivially true for N = 1, since (X, 1)n>1 is c.i.d. Suppose that (@) holds for some N € N and let A, ;, with
(m,i) € Kny1, be fixed subsets in X. Let (n,j) denote the largest element of Ky and let (n', ;') denote
its subsequent element in ). Then n' > n and j' # j. If PV i)ery (Xmi € Am,i)] = 0, then, by the
induction hypothesis, P[N(y, i)ery (Xm+1,i € Ami)] = 0 and (@) holds with N + 1 in the place of N, since
both terms of the equality are equal to zero. Conversely, suppose that P[N(y, i)ery (Xmi € Ami)] > 0. By
the induction hypothesis P[m(m,i)EKN (X414 € Apmi)] > 0. By the p-c.i.d. condition and the induction
hypothesis,

P [m(m,i)eKN+1(Xm,i € Am,z)] =P [Xn’,j’ € An’,j’ ’ ﬁ(m,i)eKN (Xm,i S Am,z)] P[m(m,i)eKN (Xm,i c Am,z)]
= P[Xn1150 € Aw o |Nmiye sy (Xm,i € Am )| P[Nmyiyercy (Xmt1,i € Ami) ]
On the other hand, since (n’ 4 1, ;') is the largest element in Ky 4.1, by (@),
P[Xn 11,50 € A jr | Dmyiyery (Xmii € Ami)] = PlXwi1,5 € Awjr | Nimyiyern (Xma1,i € Amyi)l-

Hence (@) holds for N + 1 in the place of N, and the thesis follows.
O



Corollary 3.7 A c.i.d. sequence (X,,) is exchangeable if and only if, for every n > 1 and permutation 7,
P[Xn+1 S ’ X, € Al,...,Xn S An] =P [Xn-i-l € - ’ X7r(1) S Al,...,Xﬂ(n) € An] s
for all Ay, ..., A, such that the conditioning sets have positive probability.

Intuitively, a c.i.d. sequence is exchangeable if the order of the past observations is totally irrelevant for

predictions based on whatever information about the past. A different set of predictive conditions that

characterize an exchangeable probability law is given by |E1er1ﬁleJ dZDDd]

Example 3.8 [Interacting randomly reinforced processes]. As discussed in the Introduction, pro-
cesses with reinforcement are a powerful way to generate exchangeable sequences. However, even natural
extensions to systems of dependent reinforced processes break stationarity and are not partially exchange-
able. In fact, they are partially c.i.d. under quite natural assumptions on the updating rule. Consider a
family of sequences (X, ;)n>1, @ € I, that evolve according to the following randomly reinforced scheme.
Let wg; be known positive scalars and Wy ;, Wa;,... be positive random variables, for every i € I. Let

Gn=o(X{ WI ). Assume that X1, ~ v(-) for a given distribution v;, and for any n > 1

1no

wo,iVi(") + Y pe1 Whiidx,,; (+)
wo,i + D opeg Wi

Qni(-) == PXnt1: €| Gn] = , i€l (10)

The generative rule ([I0) produces a system of reinforced processes. For binary random variables, the

interacting randomly reinforced urns by b&g&mmms_mcbj dZDDAI] are examples of the construction ([I0I).

Other important reinforced schemes are special cases. If W, ; = 1 for all n and ¢, (I0) describes inde-

pendent Polya sequences |Blackwell and Maang@ﬂ, 1925], that is, independent, internally exchangeable

sequences (X, ;)n>1 driven by a Dirichlet process with base measure wy; v;. For time-varying or random

weights W, ;, marginal exchangeability is generally lost; however, such extensions are of interest in many

applications. For a single sequence (i.e. I = {1}), a randomly reinforced scheme of the kind (I0) is

considered by i | as a (c.i.d.) generalization of exchangeable species sampling models;

further developments are given in |Ai i |. The predictive system (I0) envisages extensions to
multiple populations.

Indeed, the interest in the generative rule ([IQ) is that one can introduce interaction across the sequences,
through the weights W, ;, which are generally stochastically dependent; in particular, each W, ; may be
a function of the observed values of the other sequences. Nonetheless, it is natural to assume that the
populations are updated independently, that is,

(a) conditionally on G,,, the X, 11, i € I, are independent.

If, moreover,

(b) the random weight W, ; is conditionally independent of X, ;, given G,,_1, for any n > 1,7 € I,

then (X1) is partially G-c.i.d. To see this, write the predictive distribution (IT) recursively:

Q"J() - An,i(SXn,i(') + (1 - An,i)Qn—l,i(')a (11)

where A, ; = W, ;/(wo + > p_y Wi;). By () and assumptions (a) and (b), for every n > 0,

E[Qni1i() | GV oWni1,)] = B [Ani1i0x,.,, () + (1= An1.0)Qni(-) [ G,V o(Wag14)] = Qual).
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Thus, [X,, ;] is partially G-c.i.d. Notice that (I0) and (II) are equivalent. Indeed, (I0)) can be retrieved
from () by defining, recursively, wg; =1 and W, ; = (wo + Zz;% Wi i)Ani/ (1 — Ap ).

Forms of interaction in the partially c.i.d. system (I0) may include common weights: W, ; = W, for
any ¢ € I and n > 1; interaction through the weights: W, ; = w,;(Xy; : k < n,j # i); interaction
through common (observable or latent) variables: W, ; = w,i(Zx : k < n) for any i. In the latter,
G, = U(X{m, Z1.m), and one further assumes that Z,, 11 is conditionally independent of Xfl 41, given Gy,
A further extension is to let Wy, ; = wy, i(Z1.n, X{\ﬁ{z})

The following is an example of the construction (I0), where no latent variables are introduced, so that

the predictive distribution given the natural filtration has a simple form.

Example 3.9 Consider the system (I0)) where I = {1,2}, the marginal law v; is the uniform distribution
on the unit interval and the random weights W, ; are defined recursively through (III), by letting A, ; =
BnXn,; for j # i, where (8,) is a fixed sequence of positive numbers, with 8; = 1 and 5, < 1. These
assumptions could be relaxed, allowing for more than two sequences and for different marginal laws. The
independence assumptions (a) and (b) in Example are satisfied, thus (X!) is partially-c.i.d. The
sequence of parameters (f3,,) allows to tune the relative weights of past observations in the predictive
distributions. For example, if 3, = 1 for every n, then the expected weight of X, ; in the prediction
of X141, is 1/2, and observations that are far away in the past have negligible weight; conversely, if
Bn = 2/(n + 1), then the expected weight of X, ; is 1/(n + 1) and all past observations have roughly the
same weight.

The interaction between the two sequences induces a positive correlation in the joint law of (X, 1, X, 2),
for every n. Indeed, E[(X21 — 1/2)(X22 — 1/2)] = E[(X11 — 1/2)?(X12 — 1/2)?] = 1/144, so that
Corr(Xa1, X22) = 1/12. Furthermore, denoting by G the natural filtration of (X1),

E[(Xni11 —1/2)(Xnt1,2 — 1/2)] = E[(Xn1 — 1/2)(Xn2 — 1/2)] = BEV[X 1 | Gu1]V[Xn2 | Guoa]] > 0.

Since the standard deviations are constant, the correlation between X, 1 and X, » is an increasing function

of n and is, therefore, strictly positive for every n > 1.

4 Asymptotic partial exchangeability

As seen in Section 2] c.i.d. sequences are asymptotically exchangeable. Here, we prove that partially c.i.d.
processes are asymptotically partially exchangeable.

Clearly, asymptotic partial exchangeability does not follow from marginal properties. If an array
[X,.i] is partially G-c.i.d., then each of its columns is G-c.i.d. and the marginal predictive distributions
P[Xp4+1: € - | Gn] converge to the marginal directing measure co; on X. This implies that the vector
(P[Xpn11, € - | Gnl,t € I) converges to the vector of random measures (o, i € I). However, these properties
are not sufficient to ensure the asymptotic conditional independence required for partial exchangeability.
Let us recall that, by the representation theorem for partially exchangeable sequences (see m M’,
Section 3), an array [X,, ;] is partially exchangeable if and only if there exist random probability measures
(a, 4 € I) such that, conditionally on (a;,i € I), the sequences (X, ;) are independent, with X, ; | (o,7 €

ind

N oy iel
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In order to prove the asymptotic partial exchangeability of partially c.i.d. arrays, we show that the
joint predictive distribution P[X/,, € - | G,] converges a.s. (which is not an immediate consequence of
the marginal c.i.d. property, because the sequence (Xfl) is not c.i.d.); and that it converges to the product
random probability measure X;cra;. This implies asymptotic partial exchangeability (Theorem [£3]).

Moreover, we show that, as for partially exchangeable sequences, the empirical distributions converge
a.s. to the same limit as the predictive distributions. Here, convergence is meant as weak convergence.
However, with a little more effort, we can prove that the predictive and the empirical distributions converge
point-wise. This is the content of Proposition The point-wise convergence will also become useful in

Section Bl The basic step for the proof is given by the following Lemma.

Lemma 4.1 Let (X1) be a partially G-c.i.d. process. Then, for every finite J C I and every bounded and

measurable functions f;, i € J,

E Hfi(Xn—i—l,i) | gn] — H/fidozi P-a.s. and in L', (12)
icJ =
and
1 n
- ZHfZ(X;”) — H/fidai P-a.s. and in L', (13)
k=1ieJ =

as n — 0o, where o is the marginal directing measure of (X, i)n>1-

PROOF. Since the f; are bounded, L' convergence is a consequence of the a.s. convergence.
The proof of (I2) proceeds by induction on k = |J|, the cardinality of J. For k =1, let J = {i}. Since
(Xn,i) is G-c.i.d., ([I2) holds for indicators [Berti et all, |2Q0_4|] and extends by linearity to simple functions.

Now let f be bounded and measurable. Then, E[f(X,+1,) | Gn] is a uniformly integrable martingale. Let
Vi be its P-a.s. limit. To prove that Vy = [ fda;, it is sufficient to approximate f from below with a
sequence (gm)m>1 of simple functions satisfying f — g, < 1/m. Then, P-as. [ fdo; — [ gmdo; < 1/m
and E[f(Xy414) | Gn] — E[gm(Xn+1,) | Gn] < 1/m, which implies that Vy — V=~ < 1/m. Since, for every
m, Vy,, = [ gmday, then Vy = [ fda;, P-a.s. Thus, (I2) holds for |J| = 1. Let us now prove that, if ([I2))
holds for some J, then it also holds for J U {j}, where j is any element of I \ J. By the definition of
partially c.i.d. array,

El [] £i(Xnt14) |Gl = E[[] fi(Xns14) /fjdaj | Gl = A + E[] [ £i(Xn114) | Gn) EIf5(Xnt1,5) | Gn)
e JU{j} eJ eJ

where

Aul < B | T]15Xua2) | [ s ~ 81 [ fd01 6]
icJ

since [[ic; [fi(Xns14)] is bounded and | [ fidoy — B[ fidoj | Gull = | [ fydo; — E[fj(Xnt1;5) | Gnll is
bounded and converges to zero a.s. Using the induction hypothesis, we obtain (I2]) for JU{j} in the place
of J.

Let us now prove ([3). Since the left hand side in (3] is uniformly bounded, the L' convergence follows

gn] — 0 P-as. asn — oo,

from almost sure convergence. Let Yy, = [[;c; fi(X4,) and

n—1
M, = Z Yig1 — E[Yiq | gk]_

prt k+1
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Then (My,),>1 is a martingale and satisfies sup,, E[M?2] < co. Hence, M, converges almost surely. By the

Kronecker Lemma,

- Z (Yetr —E[Yes1 [ Gi]) = 0, P-as.

By @), Y7 E[Vies | Ghl/n — [Lic; fdas, P-a.s. Hence, (3] holds.
U

Proposition 4.2 Let (X1) be a partially G-c.i.d. process, with marginal directing measures (c; : i € I).
Then, there exists N € F with P[N] = 0 such that, for every w € N€,

R I
Tim PX!4 € B Gl(w) = lm + 3 by (B)w) = a(B)(w) forcvery Be X', (14
and
. g I
nh_)ngo Elf(X}11) | Gal(w) = nh_>ngo - I;—lf (X%) /fda for every bounded measurablef, (15)

where a = Xeja;.

PROOF. Let Pyi1() = ]P)[XI-H € - | Gnl, pn() =n"t Y 5x£(’)7 Ep(f) = E[f(X n—l—l) | Gnl and
En(f) = n"" 300 F(XR).

Since X is countably generated, by Lemma [l there exists N € F, with P[N] = 0, and a class C C X
generating X, closed under complements, finite intersections and disjoint finite unions, such that, for all

B e S ={xjejA; X X\ . J finite, A; € C,i € J}, we have

nh_)n;o Po1(B)(w) = lim Py(B)(w) = a(B)(w) for every w € N°. (16)

n—oo

Property (@) extends easily to countable disjoint unions of events in § and, using Dynkin Lemma, to
every B € X!, This proves (I4).

We now prove (I5). If f is a simple function, by [Id), lim;,,— o0 Fp11(f) = limy, 00 En( f) = [ fda for every
w € N¢. If f is non negative, for every e > 0, there exists a simple function f(¢) such that 0 < f — f(9 < ¢

Hence, for every w € N¢,

n—oo

liminf B, 1 (f)(w )>hm1nfEn+1 (f) /f da(w /fda — €.

Since the above inequalities hold for every € > 0, iminf E,,41(f)(w) > [ fda(w). If M = sup f , then
M — f is bounded and non negative; hence limsup E,,+1(f)(w) < M [(M—f) da ) < [ fda(w). Thus
the limit lim, E,11(f)(w) = [ fdo(w) exists. By linearity, the property extends to functions f taking
positive and negative values. By repeating the same reasoning, with E, replacing F, 1, we obtain the
thesis.
O

From Proposition L2 it follows that the predictive distributions P[X/,; € - | G,] converge weakly to
the product random probability measure a = X,c;a;, P-a.s. This implies that (Xfl) is asymptotically
exchangeable with directing measure « , , Lemma 8.2]. Being a a product measure, (X!) is
asymptotically partially exchangeable. This proves the following

13



Theorem 4.3 Let (X!) be a partially G-c.i.d. process with marginal directing measures (c;,i € I).
Then, (X1) is asymptotically partially exchangeable, and the partially exchangeable limit law has directing

measures (1 € I).

Theorem [A.3] justifies referring to («;,7 € I) as the directing random measures of the partially c.i.d.
sequence (XI). From Theorem A3 it follows that a stationary partially c.i.d. sequence is partially
exchangeable. This is another proof of Theorem B3] since () implies the partially c.i.d. condition.

Example 4.4 [A Gaussian partially c.i.d. model]. Finding the explicit expression of the limit laws
«; is, in general, a difficult task. Yet, we present here a partially c.i.d. system for which the limit law is
available and has a parametric expression. Details on computations are given in the Appendix.

Think of unevenly spaced, synchronous observations on K variables. Let T} < Ty < ... denote the
times at which observations are taken. Assume that T, < oo, P-a.s. for every n > 1. For every n > 0, let
tn, = Th4+1 — T, denote the inter-arrival times (Tp = 0), and let X, ; denote the observation on the i-th
variable at time T},, ¢ € I = {1,..., K}. Assume that the X,,; (i € I) are conditionally independent given
Gn1 = 0(T1.n, X1, 1), and that T},.; is conditionally independent of X/ := (Xpi:i=1,...,K), given
Gn_1, with

{Xl,j ~ Qoj = N(p1,0% ), an
Xj | Gt~ Qno1j = N(pnjron ), n>2

where 17 ; € R, 0%’]- > 0 and pu,_ ; is given by the last tick (or piecewise-constant) interpolation scheme of

the process (see e.g. l, i i |):
topay + S e X -
nj = 7, , n>2.
A sufficient condition for [X,, ;] to be partially G-c.i.d. is
n—1
2 2 /2 2
Un,j: H [1_tk/Tk+1] 0'17]‘, 77,22
k=1

Then, defining \,, = t,,/T},+1, we can write

{“"J I R e (18)

2 2 2
On,j = (1 - )‘n—l)an—l,j

By Proposition 4.2} there exist K random probability measures aq,...,ax such that (Qn1,...,QnK) —

(1,...,ak) P-as., and PIX% € - | X{ | T1.,] = a1 x -+ x ak. It can be proved that

o = N(,ui,’yaii) (i=1,...,K),

with v = [[r2, (1 — A2) and
ind
pi | 7~ N, (1= )oty).

Hence, the random probability measures ag,...,ax are not independent, unless v has a degenerate dis-

tribution. For example, they are not independent when the observations arrive at a Poisson process rate.
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5 A strong law of large numbers

In this section, we provide a strong law of large numbers (SLLN) for f(X%), with f measurable and [X, ;]
a partially c.i.d. array with directing random measures (a;,i € I). Notice that the sequence (f(X1))
is not c.i.d. in general. Since the SLLN is based on the convergence of E[f(XZ,,) | Gn], we first give

sufficient conditions for

Blf(X}) |6.) [ fda Pas. (19)

where o« = X;cra;. We know, from Proposition 2] that (I9) holds if f is bounded and measurable.
The following proposition shows that a necessary and sufficient condition for (f(XZ1)) to satisfy (T is
predictive uniform integrability. We say that a sequence (Y},) of real-valued random variables is G-predictive

uniformly integrable if Y, is integrable for every n > 1 and

Sup E[|Ynt1|1qy, 15k} | Gn] = 0 P-as.  ask — oo. (20)
n

Proposition 5.1 Let (X1) be a partially G-c.i.d. process with directing random measures (oy,i € I) and

let f:XI' = R be a measurable function. Then, the following conditions are equivalent
(i) f(XIY is G-predictive uniformly integrable;
(it) E[f(XL,1) | Gn) = [ fdo < 00, P-a.s. as n — oo, where o = Xecy;.

PROOF. Let Y,, = f(X!) and, for every fixed k € N, let f}, = Tlip<ny-
(i)=-(ii). We prove the result for nonnegative f. The general case can be obtained by linearity. We know,

from Proposition 2] that E[Y,, 11y, <k} | Gn] converges P-a.s. to [ frda. Hence,
limnianE[YnH | Gn] > li%infE[Yn+1l{Kl+1Sk} | Gn] > /fkdoz P-a.s.
Since [ frda — [ fda P-as as k — oo,
limninfE[YnH | Gn] > /fda P-a.s.

To show the reverse inequality, let N1 € F be such that P[N1] = 0 and E[Y,,111¢y, <k} | Gn](w) converges
to [ frda(w) for every k € N and w € Nf. Let Ny be a null set such that the convergence in (20)
holds for every w € N§. Then, for every w € N§ and every € > 0, there exists £ € N such that,
sup,, E[Y,, 111y, >k} | 9nl(w) < €. Hence, for every w € Nf N Ng,

limsup E[Y,,11 | Gn](w) < limsup E[Y, 11y, <k} | Gnl(w) +€ < /fkda(w) +e< /fda(w) +e.

Since this holds for every ¢, limsup, E[Y,, 11 | G,] < [ fda P-a.s. Hence, E[Y,11 | G,] converges P-a.s. to
[ fdo. To show that [ fda < oo P-a.s., notice that, for every w € Nf N N§,

limsup E[Y, 11 | Gp](w) < limsup E[Y 11y, <y | Gn)(w) +supE[Yni1lyy, sky [ Gnl(w) <k +e.

(ii)=(i). Since E[|Yyi1|1qjy,, >k} | Gnl = E[Y::l—l]l{YJH>k} | Gn] + E[Yn_—rl]l{yn;pk} | Gn], it is sufficient
to prove predictive uniform integrability for non negative f. For every k and n,

+‘/fda—/fkda
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Let N be such that P[N] = 0 and, for every w € N¢ E[Y,41 | Gu] = [ fda and E[Y, 111y, <k —

[ frde for every k. Since ffda < 00, P-a.s., then, for every fixed € and w € N€ there exists k such

that ] [ fda(w) — [ frda(w) |< €/3. For such a k, let ng be such that, for every n > ng, |E[Yp41 |
ffda )| < ¢/3 and [E[Yi1lyy, <k} | Gnl(w) = [ frda(w)| < €/3. Then,

sSup E[Yn+1]]-{Yn+1>k} ‘ gn](w) <€

n>ng

O
By Proposition [B.I] predictive uniform integrability implies (). If f(X!) is also dominated in L',
then we get the SLLN. We say that a sequence (Y;,) of real-valued random variables is dominated in L' if

/ sup P[|Y,| > z]dx < oc. (21)
0 n

(Y,,) is dominated in L' if and only if |Y,| is stochastically dominated by an integrable random variable

Y, for any n.

Theorem 5.2 (SLLN) Let (X1) be a partially G-c.i.d. process with directing random measures (c;,i € I),
and let f : X! — R be a measurable function. If (f(X1)) is G-predictive uniformly integrable and dominated

in L', then, as n — oo,
1 n
EZf(Xé) — /fda, P-a.s.,
k=1
where a = Xeja;.

PROOF. We prove the theorem for nonnegative f. The general case can be obtained by linearity.
For every n > 1, let Y, = f(X]) and Y} =Y, 1y, <n}. Furthermore, let F(z) = inf, P[Y;, < z]. Then,

SR, AV =S P, > <> (1 -
n=1 n=1 n=1
By @I), >>72 (1 — F(n)) < co. Hence, P[Y,, # Y,¥ i.0] = 0. It is therefore sufficient to prove that
LS Y — [ fda, P-as. Let
n—1 y %
Vi —EYY | Qk]

M, =
prt k+1

Then M, is a G-martingale and, by (21]),

B ’il E[Yy,, —EY7,, | G2 . i E[Y;*2] —y i 2PV > a]de

2
= (k+1)

) > SLILLIUEDI ) S Iy —1Z2<421— h=1))
k=1 h=1

which is finite, by (2I]). It follows that M,, converges P-a.s. Hence,

V¥ . —E[YF g
Z ktl [ ktl | Gl < oo P-as.
— k+1




By Kronecker’s Lemma,
n—1
1
n Z (Vi —E[Vi1 [ Gh]) = 0 P-as.
k=0
as n — 0o. The proof is complete if we can show that
ElY, | Gn] — /fda P-a.s. (22)

Since (Y},) is G-predictive uniformly integrable, by Proposition GIIE[Y,, 11 | G,] converges to [ fda, P-a.s.
On the other hand, G-predictive uniform integrability implies that E[Y,, 111y, >nt1y | Gn] converges to
zero P-a.s. Hence, (22) holds.
O

The following propositions give sufficient conditions for a sequence (Y,,) to be G-predictive uniformly

integrable and dominated in L!.

Proposition 5.3 Let (Y,,) and (Y)!) be sequences of real-valued random variables, such that |Y,| < Y],

P-a.s. for every n.

(i) If (Y,)) is G-predictive uniformly integrable, then (Y,,) is G-predictive uniformly integrable.
(ii) If (Y,!) is dominated in L', then (Yy,) is dominated in L'.

Proposition 5.4 Let (Y;,) be a sequence of real-valued random variables, and G = (Gy,) a filtration.
(i) If sup,, E[|Y,+1]" | Gn] < 00 P-a.s. for some r > 1, then (Y;,) is G-predictive uniformly integrable.
(ii) If sup,, E[|Y,|"] < oo, for some r > 1, then (Yy,) is dominated in L.

The proofs of Propositions (.3l and 5.4] follow from standard arguments.

Proposition 5.5 If (Y,,) is a G-c.i.d. sequence of integrable real-valued random variables, then (Yy,) is

G-predictive uniformly integrable and dominated in L'.

PROOF. It is enough to prove the thesis for non-negative Y,,. The result can be extended by linearity. Since
Jo7 sup, P[Y,, > a]dz = E[Y1] < oo, (Y;) is dominated in L'. To prove predictive uniform integrability,
we use Proposition F1 with X, = Y;, and f the identity function, and show that E[Y;,.1 | G,] converges
almost surely to [ ya(dy), where « is the directing random measure of (V). We first show that (E[Y,41 |
Gn])n>0 is a uniformly integrable martingale. The martingale property follows from Proposition if
the distribution of Y7 has bounded support, and can be extended to the general case by truncation and
the monotone convergence theorem. Uniform integrability follows from E[E[Y, 41 | GulLiry, . |G.)>a}] <
E[Y,+11 (Ya +1>a}] P-a.s., which holds by conditional Jensen’s inequality, and from uniform integrability of
(Y},). Being a uniformly integrable martingale, (E[Y,, 41 | Gn])n>0 converges P-a.s. to an integrable random
variable V such that E[V | G,] = E[Y,,41 | G,], P-a.s. To prove that V = [ ya(dy), let us define, for every
k€N, br(y) = yly<ky. Then, E[by(Y,11) | Gn] converges P-a.s. to Vi, = [ b(y)a(dy) by Proposition B2
and E[V | G,] = E[bg(Yn+1) | Gn) P-a.s. Let us prove that Vj converges to V P-a.s. as k — co. Indeed,
E[V = Vi] = EY11l{y,50y] — 0, as k — oo, since Y11y,54 — 0 P-as. and is bounded by Y7, which is

integrable. Thus, the sequence of non negative random variables (V' — V) converges to zero in probability,
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as k — 0o. Being a monotone sequence, (V — V}) converges P-a.s. to zero, as k — 0o. On the other hand,
Vi = [br(y)a(dy) — [ya(dy), P-as. as k — oo, where the last convergence follows from the monotone
convergence theorem. Hence, V = [ ya(dy) P-a.s.

O

The results are illustrated in the following examples.

Example 5.6 Let [X,,;] be a partially c.i.d. array, with ¢ = 1,...,p, such that E[|X;;[’] < oo for all 1.
Then,

1P P

- S ITXki— ] / zoi(dz) P-as., (23)

k=1i=1 i=1

where (ai,...,a,) are the directing random measures of [X,, ;]. To prove it, we can write the right-hand
side of @3) as [ f(z1,...,zp)a(dxy, ... dxp), with f(z1,...,2,) = [[7_; 2; and o = X, and apply the
strong law of large numbers to Y,, = f(X,,1,...,X,,). Notice that |Y,| < 3P, |X,;|P/p with |X,, ;|
integrable and c.i.d. with respect to the natural filtration of [X,, ;|]. By Propositions and 5.0 (Y},) is
dominated in L' and predictive uniformly integrable with respect to the natural filtration of [Xn.i]. By
Theorem [5.2] Z;‘L:I Y;/n converges P-a.s. to [ fdo.
U

Example 5.7 Let [X,,;] be a partially c.i.d. array of positive random variables, with ¢ = 1,...,p, such
that E[|log X ;|] < oo for all i. Then

1 — p P
= 1 X 1 i dxy) ... a(d P-as.,
n ; og(; k, ) —>/ Og(;x Jaq (dxy) ap( xp) as

where (ai,...,a,) are the directing random measures of [X,,;]. To prove this, let Y, = f(X,,), with
f(z1,...,zp) =1log(3>-"_; ;). Notice that

log(f: X ) < maxi<i<p ’ log Xn,z" if Zle Xn,i <1
n,g) = .
Zlgigp log(Xn,; + 2)]]'{Xn,i<2} + Zlgigp log Xo,ilx, >2y if >y Xni > 1.

=1
Therefore, |Y,| < 37, |log X,i| + plog4. Since log X,,; is integrable and c.i.d. with respect to the
natural filtration of [X,, ;], by Propositions E3and B8] (log(3-7_; X)) is predictive uniformly integrable
with respect to the natural filtration of [X,, ;] and dominated in L. By theorem 5.2}, Y, _; Yi/n converges
P-a.s. to [ fdo.
O

6 Central limit theorems

This section deals with the central limit problem for (f;(X,;),7 € I), when [X,, ;] is partially c.i.d. and
the f; are real valued functions defined on X. Notice that, if [X,, ;] is partially G-c.i.d., the array [f;(X,, ;)]
is also partially G-c.i.d. Therefore, we can rename f;(X,;) as X, ;, to simplify the notation. Thus,
throughout the current section, the X, ; are assumed to be real-valued random variables.

We give two Central Limit Theorems (CLTs) for the empirical sums (>, _; Xp;,i¢ € I), suitably

centered and scaled. The choice of the centering focuses on the agreement between predictions and
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empirical means. Namely, we prove CLTs for the scaled cumulative forecast errors Y (X ; — E[Xj; |
Gk—1]) and for the approximation errors » ,_; X ,/n —E[X,41 | G,]. In statistical inference, these forms
of CLTs may provide a basis for model checking and for the approximation of predictions, in problems
such as Bayesian forecasting with large samples, discrete time filtering and sequential procedures, where
prediction is the main focus of interest but exact computations are costly. It is worth noticing that we
deal with the joint scaled differences, for ¢ € I. Thus, the CLTs will involve a multivariate Gaussian
distribution, when I is finite, or a Gaussian measure on R’, when I is countable.

As in the case of exchangeable and c.i.d. sequences, CLTs for partially c.i.d. sequences are given in

terms of stable convergence. Stable convergence is stronger than convergence in distribution and weaker

than converience in probability. We recall some basic notions regarding stable convergence, and refer the

d@] and |HauslﬁLand_Llls&b.g;z| ﬂZQl_d] for further reading. Roughly speaking, stable

convergence means convergence of the conditional distributions. A sequence (Z,,) of random variables

reader to

defined on (2, F,P) and taking values in a Polish space X converges stably if, for each non-null event A,
the conditional distribution of Z,, given A converges weakly. If Z, converges stably, then there exists a

representing random measure [3(-;w) such that one can write

PZ, € - | A]P[A] —>/5(';w P(dw
A

and Z, is said to converge stably with representing measure 3(-;w). For A = Q, this implies that the limit

P[Z, € ] — /Qﬂ(-;w) P(dw)

For example, if 5(-;w) is a Gaussian probability law N(-;0,02(w)), with zero mean and random variance

measure is a mixture,

o?(w) > 0, one has, for every B,
PZ, € B] - / N(B: 0, 02(w)) P(dw):
Q
moreover, for any A and B,

P[Z, € B,c* € A] — N(B:;0, 02 (w))P(dw).
{o2(w)eA}
If Z,, converges stably, one can extend the space (€2, F,P) to construct a “hmlt” variable Z such that the
representing measure is a regular conditional distribution for Z given F (see d@] page 57). Then
another relevant implication is that, if Z,, — Z stably, and Y;, — Y in probability, then (Z,,Y,,) converges
in distribution to (Z,Y"). This result allows a generalized version of the Cramér-Slutzky theorem, covering
the case when Y is a random variable; see |Héins]er and Luschgvl ﬂZQl_d]

The results in this section extend ideas in i | and are based on the following central

limit theorem for martingale differences.

Theorem 6.1 (Hall and Hgydé M] Theorem 3.2) Let | nk] k‘ =1,....kp,n =1 be an array of real,

square-integrable random variables, with k, — oo, and let S,, = k 1 Zn k- For alln, let F,o0 C Fn1 C
- C Fuk, CF be o-fields with F, o = {0,Q}. If the following conditions hold:

U(Zn,k) C ]:n,k C ]:n—I—l,k; (24)
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E[Z,k | Fng—1] = 0; (25)

P
Z = 0; 26
1@2@\ nk| = 0; (26)
2 .
sup B[ max Z,,] < oo; (27)
kn
k=1

then (Sy) converges stably with representing measure N(0, L).

The first limit result that we consider deals with the sums of the forecast errors

Uni = X7L7’i - E[Xn,z ‘ gn—l]a n = 172 S (29)

)

The limit distribution turns out to be a mixture of N(0,X) probability laws, where N(0,Y) denotes the
centered Gaussian measure on R with correlation operator ¥ (see ii ' |). We denote
by (e;,i € I) the canonical basis of RY.

Theorem 6.2 Let [X,, ;] be a partially G-c.i.d. array of real-valued and square-integrable random variables,

with directing random measures (o i € I). Let

g . _ > k=1 (Xki — E[Xpi | Gr1])
n,i \/ﬁ

Then, the sequence (Sﬁ) converges stably with representing measure N(0, X)), where X is a diagonal operator
and X(e;, €;) = o, with 0%, = [ #?a;(dz) — ([ za;(dz))?.

(e 7%

n>1,1€l.

PROOF. It is sufficient to show that, for every finite J C I and for every (a;,i € J) € R, >"._; a;S,.; con-

verges stably, with representing measure N(0, ) . 1 @il Y, i), where ; ; = ¥(e;, €) (seelHéusler and Lusch

|, Corollary 3.19 and Proposition 3.22, and ii ' |). We use Theorem [6.1] letting
kn =n, Fpoi = G, and Z, ), = n~1/2 Y ics @ik, with (Ug;) as in @9). Then Y .. ;a;Sni = > 51 Znk
and checking ([24)-(28) is sufficient to obtain the thesis. Conditions (24]) and (23] are immediate. To prove
([26), notice that

< . ) < . ) . ) .
e (Zo] < 3 Jaal e (Ul /v < 3 il max [Xpal/Vi+ Y ol max El|Xedl | Ge)/ Vi

1<k<k
S ieJ icJ ieJ
Furthermore,

n
1 2
P[ max [Xi| > evn] < kz_lPHXkﬂw > ev/n] < SEXTLixz seony]

n
1
P[ max E[| Xkl | Ge-1] > ev/n] < > PE[| Xkl | Ge1] > ev/n] < E_QE[X%,i]]-{Xfi>62n}]a
= k=1 ’

1<k
which converges to zero, as n — oco. To prove (27]), notice that
sup E[max Z2,] < supl Z |la;a;|E] max UZ,]
<k<n R n 1<k<n

1
" mojed
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and

1 ) 1 <& ) 1 <& )
sup ~E[ max Uf;] < sup kz_:l E[(Xpi — E[Xp | Gea)?] < sup kZ_l E[X7,] < oo.

To prove (28], we write

n 2 n
ZZT%JC = %Z <Z aiU;m) = Z aiaj% ZUk,iUkJ (30)
k=1

k=1 k=1 \ieJ ijed

and Lo Lo Lo
- ; UkiUk,j =~ ; Xii Xk — kZZI E(Xyi | Gr-1]E[Xk | Gr1] + Bnij + Enji

where, for every i and j in J, E, ;; = %Zzzl(Xk,i —E[Xk, | Gr-1])E[Xk; | Gr—1]. Since %Zzzl(Xk,i -
E[Xk,; | Gk—1]) converges P-a.s. to zero, and E[X} ; | Gy_1] converges P-a.s. to [za;(dz), then E, ; ;
converges to zero, P-a.s. for every 4,5 € J. Furthermore, by Theorem and the computations in
Example 56, > | X}, Xy ; converges P-as. to [z%a;(dz), if i = j, and to [zoy(dz) [ 2aj(dz), if
i # j. On the other hand, by Propositions 5.1l and 5.4l E[X,,; | Gn—1]E[X,; | Gn—1] converges P-a.s. to
[ zai(dz) [ waj(dz), as n — co. Thus, 2 30 E[Xk; | Gr—1] E[Xk; | Gr—1] converges P-a.s. to the same
limit. Hence, %ZZZI Uy,iUg,j converges in probability to aii if 7 = i and to zero otherwise. By (B0),

aiajEM.

> by Zfl , converges in probability to ), jeJ
O

The next result investigates the asymptotic behavior of the deviation of the sample mean from the con-
ditional expectation. The assumptions involve the forecast errors U, ;, defined in (29), and the prediction

mcrements
AEn,i =E [Xn—i-l,i | gn] —-E [Xn,z | gn—l] 5 n > 17’5' el (31)

Theorem 6.3 Let [X,, ;] be a partially G-c.i.d. array of real-valued and square integrable random variables
and let

Sn,i = \/ﬁ (Yn,z - E[Xn—l-l,i | gn]) , n>1liel,

where Xy = > p_y Xgi/n. If
sup E[Sf”] < o0 for every i € 1, (32)

and
1< -
— Z ViiVij — Y(ei,e5), P-a.s. for every i, j eI, (33)
" k=1

where Vi,; = Uk — kAEy,;, with Uy,; and AEy,; as in (Z3) and (31), then (S converges stably with

representing measure N(0,2).

Proor. We can write

n

S = ElSni | Gl = > (ElSui | Gl ~ ElSui | Gual)

k=1
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The sequence (E[Sp.i | Gr] —E[Sni | Gr_1])k>1 is a martingale difference with respect to (Gy)p>1. Further-
more,

E[Sni | Gkl —E[Sni| Gr_1] = Uri — kAEy; = Vi

Therefore, gn,i =n~1/2 > p—q Vk,i- Let us fix a finite set J C I and real numbers (a;,¢ € J), and prove
that >, ; aign,i converges stably with representing measure N(0, Zi,jeJ aiajii,j), where ii,j = Y(e;, e;).
We use Theorem 6.1 with F,, = Gy and 7, = n~1/2 Y icy@iVii Then >, aigm =01 Znk-
Conditions (24]) and ([25) are immediate and (28] follows from (B3]), by noticing that

n n 2
ZZEL,k = %Z <Z ain,i) — Z a;ia;%;; P-as.

k=1 k=1 \icJ ijeJ

To prove (26]) and (7)), notice that

— 0 P-a.s.

n n—1

n 2 n—1 2
2 e 2ies @iV n—1 Oy aiVia)
Zoy=) = -
k=1 =1

and Z, , = Zi p\/k/n. Thus, max Zfl 0, P-a.s. and
<ksn 7

n

supE[ max Z2,] < supZE (Z%,) < Z la;a;| supE|Sy, Sy, ;| < oo.
no Ashsno " ok=1 ’ ijeJ n

Thus, by Theorem [6.1] the thesis follows.

O

Example 6.4 [Interacting randomly reinforced processes (Ctd)]. As an illustration of Theorems
and [6.3] let us consider again the interacting randomly reinforced process of Example B.8 Assume
that the X, ; are generated independently as in (IIJ). Interaction is given by common weights W,,, where
W, ~ pw independently from the past and from the concomitant values X, ;. Let us assume that the
common distribution py, has finite second moment, and that the X, ; are square-integrable, R-valued
random variables. Hence, (X1) is partially G-c.i.d., where G, = o(X{,,WI{ ). By Proposition B3
(Xn,i)n>1 and (Xr%,i)nzl are G-predictive uniformly integrable and dominated in L'. Hence, E[Xn+1,i |
Gn) = [ zai(dr) < oo and E[XELJFLZ- | Gn] = [2%ai(dz) < oo, P-a.s., where (o : i € I) are the directing
random measures of the array [X,,;]. Let us denote p, = [ zda; and O’i = [2?a;(dz)— ,uii; furthermore,
let ®(-;0,02) be the distribution function of the Gaussian law with parameters 0 and o2, with the proviso
that ®(-;0,0) represents the distribution degenerate at 0.

By Theorem and the properties of stable convergence, for every finite J C I and every s; #0, j € J,

P [m <Z(X;” —E[Xk,; | Gr-1]) < ﬁs,)] — /H@(si;o,aii (w))P(dw), as n — 0o.

iedJ \k=1 icJ

Moving to Theorem [6.3] notice that

Uni= (Xni—tni), AE,;= : 7 v Vi = (Xni— png) (11— n )
i = (Xoni = pni) T wo+ Yy Wi # = (Eni = fins) wo/n+ 3y Wi/n
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where p,; = E[X,,; | Gn—1] . Thus,
L=
supE[S2,] < supE[V?2,] <supE[X2.] | 1+ supE <_ 4= _k>
n ’ n ’ n n n n

n,t
n

<supE[X] ] (1 +supE

where 1/0 := oo and the last inequality comes from the convexity of f(x) := 1/2%. The above inequalities
show that a sufficient condition for [B2) to hold is E[1/W?] < co. We restrict our attention to this case.
To prove ([33)), notice that

n

n 2
1 1 W
= VeiVij == (Xii— pii) (Xej — fix,5) (1 - ) -
" k; n k; wo/k + 35—y Wi/k

Moreover, [W,,X%],>1 is a partially G-c.i.d. array, with directing measures (pw,(a; : i € I)) and,
proceeding as in Example [5.6] it can be proved that the sequence of products (X, ; Xy, j)n>1 is predictive
uniformly integrable and dominated in L', for every i,j € I. Since E[X,; X, jW?] = E[X,,; X, ;]E[W2]
and E[X,,;: X, ;W2 | Gno1] = E[X0n.i X0 j | Gn—1]E[W}2], the sequence of products (X, ; Xy, ;W2)p>1 is also
predictive uniformly integrable and dominated in L'. The same reasoning applies to (Xn,iWr%)nZI' Thus,

by Theorem .2 as n — oo,

B R N A
n k=1 (Uai + :u'ai) J =1

1 < 1, E[W2 )
Ly g ey o Hehe B
" k=1 (O-C‘li +/‘ai)E[W1] J=1

1 ¢ "
n ZXkﬂwlg = N%‘E[WEL
k=1
where o, = [ wa;(dz) and 02, = [ 2?a;(dz)—p2, . Noticing that p,; 3 pa, and 1/(wo/n+>F_; Wy /n) 3
1/E[W1], we obtain
1 ¢ 2V /EWA? j =i
DWAAES BCH
Lt 0 J# 1,
as n — 0o. In the above equation, E[W;] > 0, since we are assuming E[1/W?] < cc.
Therefore, the assumptions of Theorem are satisfied, and, for every finite J C [ and every s; # 0

(ieJ),
— Si V[Wl]
P X, —E[X, L] < P (50,02 P(dw).
Q]< i~ E[Xny1 | Gn] < \/ﬁ>] %/Zl;[] <s UQZ(W)E[WJ) (dw)
Notice that, if V[W;] = 0 (i.e. if the (X, ;)n>1 are independent sequences of exchangeable random

variables), then v/n(X,; — E[X,4+1 | Gn]) converges in probability to zero.
U

In the above example, S, and S, have a similar behaviour. In particular, the limiting covariance

matrices are both diagonal. This is not always the case, as the next example shows.
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Example 6.5 Let us consider the partially c.i.d. array [X,, ]n>1=12 defined in Example Since the
X, i’s are bounded, they are square integrable. Hence, po, = [ z;(dz) < oo and Ji = fxzai(da;)—uii <
0o. By Theorem [6.2] for every sq, s # 0,

2 2
S0 (X — E[Xp | Gra]) ] o
P <si|| — | | (5450, 05, (w))P(dw).
[Q[ v } / 11

Let us now turn to Theorem A trivial calculation shows that, for every k and i,

Vii = (1 = kB Xy 5) (Xii — E[Xpy1 | Gr) -

The above equation suggests that /n(X,; — E[X,+1 | Gn]) may fail to converge, for specific settings of
(Bn) (e.g. if B, =1 for every n). Here, we consider 5, =2/(n + 1). Condition (B2)) holds, since (V},;)n>1
is bounded and
sup E[S’,%Z] <sup E[VT?Z] < 0.
n n

Furthermore, P-a.s.

1 & 1 — 2k 2k -
SN ViV = = 3 (K = ) (X — ping) (1= e X ) (1= o Xy ) = Sy Pas.,
nk:1vk, Vi, nk:1( ki — M) (Xkj Nlm)( 1 k)( P11 k,y>_> J a.s

where
§_ 4 [ J (@ = pr0a)*(x = 1/2)% a1 (d) o2 o2, ] |
0'310'32 f(ﬂ? - /‘az)2($ - 1/2)2042(‘133)
According to Theorem [6.3]

Si

ﬁ)] %/q)(sl,sQ;O,i(w))P(dw),

2
P [ﬂ <7n,z - E[Xn—i-l,z’ ’ gn] <
=1
U
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7 Appendix.
Here we provide some complements for Section @l

Proposition 7.1 Consider the Gaussian predictive system described in Exvample[{.7} Then:

(i) the process (X1) is G-partially c.i.d. with directing measures c; = N(pi,y03,;), where v =T (1 -
)\z) and the random means p; are conditionally independent, given , with p; | 7 ind N(p1,:, (1 —
7)0’%@-), i=1,...,K.

(i) The random probability measures o, . . ., a are not stochastically independent when the observations

arrive at a Poisson process rate.

PROOF
(i) For showing that X, 2, | G 4 nt14 | Gb, let us work with the characteristic function, and notice
that

Elexp(isXpny24) | G) = exp(is((1 = Ay 1)ptnsri — s°(1 = A y)om i1 1/2)Elexp(ishni1 Xny14) | G
= exp(is(tn+1,i — 520y 1.4/2))

Therefore, (X1) is partially G-c.i.d. By Proposition EE2] the marginal directing measure «; is the limit
of the predictive distribution P, ;, which is a N(um,afm) as in (7). For each i, the sequence (py ;)

is a uniformly integrable martingale. Hence, j,; converges to an integrable random variable p;, P-a.s.
2

=) is decreasing an non negative. Hence, it converges P-a.s. to
)

As for the variances, the sequence (o
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a non negative random variable O'i2 . By the recursive equations (I8)), one obtains 022

v =[132,(1 = X2). Thus, P,; = N(u;, 0?).
To find the probability distribution of the random vector p = (u1, ..., ux), notice that, conditionally

= yo?,, where

on A := (\,), (X1.n) has a Gaussian distribution. Therefore, given A, the vector i, = (tn1, ..., fn,Kx) is
Gaussian, with expectation pi1 = (1,1, . ., p1,kx ). Furthermore, since iy, 1, . . ., fin, i are conditionally inde-
pendent, given A, then u1, ..., ux are also conditionally independent given A. To compute the conditional

variances, notice that

Bl | Al = E [(1= A-)iin-1+ A1 Xn1)” | A] = (1= N2L0)E2 | A+ X2y (d s+ 03)

Given the initial value E[,u%i | A] = ,uii, the unique solution of the above system is

n—1
1- H(l - )‘2)] 012

k=1

E[Miz | Al = M%,i +

Thus,

V[/‘n,i | >‘] =

n—1
H (1 - )‘2 )] Jl KN
k=1

Since p; is the limit of py, ;,

i ‘ A~ N(:”‘l,i? (1 - ’Y)O-%,i%

with v = [[32,(1 — A?). Since the conditional distribution of (u1, ..., k), given A, is a function of +,
then (i) holds.

(ii) The random probability measures aj,...,ax are conditionally independent, given ~y, but are not
stochastically independent, unless v has a degenerate distribution. For example, C’ov(,u?, ,u?) = 0%2-0% jV(y).
When the observations arrive at a Poisson process rate, A1, A9, ... are independent random variables, and

An ~ B(1,n). Thus

n n 2
1= i TL0 w00 = b T (1 Gy ) =18

while
1 4 2 2
Viy] = lim <H EM -2 +1] -] (1- IE[/\k])>
k=1 k=1
u 4 24 a 2 2
=l 1—- + — l—-——
b0 <1£11 < k+D)k+2) " (k+1)k+2)(k+3)(k +4)> Ig ( (k+ 1)k + 2)) >
4 - 2 2
> l1—- 0.
—45n1330k:2< (k+1)(l<:+2)> ”
Hence ~ is not constant, therefore «; is not degenerate and a1, ..., ax are not stochastically independent.
O
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