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Abstract

Distributional regression aims to estimate the full conditional distribution of a target variable, given
covariates. Popular methods include linear and tree-ensemble based quantile regression. We propose a
neural network-based distributional regression methodology called ‘engression’. An engression model is
generative in the sense that we can sample from the fitted conditional distribution and is also suitable for
high-dimensional outcomes. Furthermore, we find that modelling the conditional distribution on training
data can constrain the fitted function outside of the training support, which offers a new perspective
to the challenging extrapolation problem in nonlinear regression. In particular, for ‘pre-additive noise’
models, where noise is added to the covariates before applying a nonlinear transformation, we show
that engression can successfully perform extrapolation under some assumptions such as monotonicity,
whereas traditional regression approaches such as least-squares or quantile regression fall short under the
same assumptions. Our empirical results, from both simulated and real data, validate the effectiveness
of the engression method and indicate that the pre-additive noise model is typically suitable for many
real-world scenarios. The software implementations of engression are available in both R and Python.

1 Introduction

We consider regression with a response variable Y € R, using a set of predictors or covariates X € R%. For
simplicity, we focus primarily on the case of a univariate target but our methodology generalises naturally to
a multivariate response. A common regression task is then to estimate the conditional mean E(Y|X = z).
For many applications, however, we are interested in not just the conditional mean but rather the full
conditional distribution of Y'|X = z. A possible approach for the distributional regression task is to model
each quantile of the distribution separately using quantile regression (Koenker and Bassett, 1978; Koenker,
2005). Fitting a separate model for each quantile, however, is a computational burden and leads to issues
such as quantile crossing. While the latter can be rectified (He, 1997; Chernozhukov et al., 2010) and
extensions to multivariate responses are non-trivial but possible (Carlier et al., 2017), an alternative approach
is generative-type models with flexible model classes such as neural networks, having emerged dramatically
recently in machine learning (Goodfellow et al., 2014). Generative models characterise the distribution via a
generating process instead of explicitly modelling multiple quantiles and allow to sample from the conditional
distribution Y| X = x, which then enables sampling-based estimation for the conditional mean and quantiles.

We propose a neural network-based distributional regression method called ‘engression’, where the dis-
tributional fit is assessed with the energy score (Gneiting and Raftery, 2007). Engression is a simple yet
generic generative approach that can be applied to various regression tasks, including point prediction for
the conditional mean and quantiles, constructing prediction intervals, and sampling from the conditional
distribution. It is shown to be effective for many real data and suitable for modelling high-dimensional re-
sponses. Generally speaking, we envision engression as a flexible technique for statistical inference problems
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Figure 1: Examples of nonlinear extrapolation behaviour for different model classes. The true (conditional
median) function is a cubic function. We use linear quantile regression, quantile regression forest, and quantile
regression with a two-layer neural network and 100 hidden neurons to fit the training data supported on
[—2,2], and evaluate the models on a wider range of test data.

that involve (conditional) distribution estimation, as well as an interesting addition to the current nonlinear
regression toolbox for practitioners. To facilitate this, we provide software of engression in R and Python
packages engression; see Section 1.2 for details.

Equipped with this distributional regression tool, we then focus on a new perspective that engression offers
to the extrapolation problem in nonlinear regression. In many statistical and machine learning applications,
it is common to encounter data points that go beyond the support of the training data. Investigating the
extrapolation properties of models is thus important in practice. Extrapolation for linear models is relatively
straightforward, given that a linear function is generally uniquely defined by its values within the support
of the training data. However, nonlinear models pose a much larger challenge. Tree ensemble methods
such as Random Forest (Breiman, 2001) and boosted regression trees (Friedman, 2001; Bithlmann and Yu,
2003; Bithlmann and Hothorn, 2007) typically produce a constant prediction during extrapolation, as they
invariably apply the nearest corresponding feature value from the training data when faced with a feature
located outside the training support. Neural networks (NNs) on the other hand often exhibit uncontrollable
behaviour. For example, a recent study by Dong and Ma (2023) revealed the existence of two-layer neural
networks that align perfectly on one distribution, yet display starkly different behaviour on an expanded
distribution that extends beyond the initial support.

Fig. 1 illustrates the different behaviours of existing methods when extrapolating beyond the training
support. Linear models tend to ignore the nonlinearity, offering a globally linear fit. Tree-based models de-
fault to providing constant predictions beyond the support boundaries. Neural networks fit nearly flawlessly
the training data, yet display an arbitrary behaviour on data points located outside the support. Note that
the respective properties of tree-based models and neural networks for extrapolation may not necessarily
be problematic but could be desirable depending on the application. For example, the behaviour of tree
ensembles ensures that predicted values never go outside of the support of observed values of the target
variable. The high variability of neural networks for extrapolation tasks could on the other hand be ex-
ploited to provide an uncertainty estimate if we look at an ensemble of networks fitted for subsamples of the
data or with different initial weights (Abe et al., 2022). See also related approaches in Bayesian Machine
Learning (Snoek et al., 2012; Osband et al., 2024).

In this work, we study the extrapolation property regarding whether the target of interest (either the
conditional mean or conditional quantile functions) can be identified beyond the training support of the
covariate variable. This question aligns with a substantial body of literature; see Section 5.1 for a detailed
review. We find that under suitable assumptions, distributional regression can benefit extrapolation, intu-
itively because the full conditional distribution (in contrast to just the conditional mean) may contain more



information about the behaviour of the nonlinear functions of interest beyond the training support. Thus,
modelling the conditional distribution exploits the extra information to constrain the fitted function outside
of the bounded support.

In addition to a distributional estimation method, the modelling choice also plays a crucial role for
successful extrapolation. For simplicity, here we illustrate the univariate case, while a more general setting
with multivariate X is described in Section 2.1. Conventionally, a regression model assumes that noise 7 is
added after applying a nonlinear transformation g to the covariates X, i.e.

Y =g(X)+n (1)

We refer to (1) as the post-additive noise model (post-ANM). Contrarily, in what we call the pre-additive
noise model (pre-ANM), the noise is added directly to X prior to any nonlinear transformation, i.e.

Y = g(X +n). (2)

We propose the pre-ANM as an alternative modelling choice to the often-used post-ANM, especially in the
context of extrapolation. Intuitively, the pre-additive noise in the underlying data distribution can reveal
some information about the true function outside of the support, which can then be exploited by engression
to enable data-driven extrapolation. The advantages of pre-ANMs are formally justified. Our numerical
results also indicate that pre-ANMs are typically suitable for many real data sets.

1.1 Structure

The engression method is proposed in Section 2. Section 3 presents the theoretical formulation and guarantees
for extrapolation at the population level. We start by introducing the concept of extrapolation uncertainty as
a measure of the degree of (dis)agreement between two models beyond the training support. We propose the
term ‘extrapolability’, which measures the capability of a model to extrapolate. Importantly, we consider
extrapolability both functionally and distributionally. While previous studies have focused on functional
extrapolability, we argue that distributional extrapolability is a more desirable notion. It can be achieved
with much weaker assumptions about the function class. As an exercise, we demonstrate the extrapolability of
the pre-ANM class of models, suggesting a possible advantage of pre-ANMSs over post-ANMs for extrapolation
tasks.

Furthermore, we derive a few simple theoretical results about engression. Specifically, we establish the
extrapolability of engression under modest conditions of a strictly monotone function class, a feat that
cannot be achieved by traditional methods such as least-squares regression and quantile regression. To
the best of our knowledge, engression is the first methodology that can verifiably extrapolate beyond the
support for nonlinear monotone functions (without the need to assume Lipschitz continuity). We also provide
a quantification of the advantage of engression by examining the discrepancies between the extrapolation
uncertainty of engression and that of benchmark methods, suggesting that engression consistently delivers
an advantage. Interestingly, we demonstrate that engression can benefit from a high noise level: larger noise
levels actually assist with extrapolation by employing engression. While much of our theoretical analysis is
geared toward the univariate case, which already poses a significant challenge to extrapolation, our method
can readily handle multivariate predictors and response variables.

Section 4 is devoted to the finite-sample analysis of the engression estimator. We derive the finite-sample
bounds for parameter estimation and prediction for the conditional mean or quantiles, especially outside
the support, under specific settings of quadratic models. While traditional regression methods produce
arbitrarily large errors outside the support, we show that engression attains consistency for both in-support
and out-of-support data. Furthermore, when the pre-additive noise assumption is violated, the model yield by
engression defaults to a linear fit that provides a useful baseline performance in comparison to the arbitrarily
large extrapolation error from regression. In addition, we show the consistency for general monotone and
Lipschitz functions.



More discussion on the relation to existing literature is in Section 5. In Section 6, we present comprehen-
sive empirical studies using both simulated data and an assortment of real-world data sets. Our studies cover
a range of regression tasks, including univariate and multivariate prediction, as well as prediction intervals.
The promising results lend support to our theory and indicate the broad applicability and versatility of the
engression method.

1.2 Software

The software implementations of engression are available in both R and Python packages engression with
the source code at https://github.com/xwshen51/engression. They support general data types so that
both X and Y can be univariate or multivariate, continuous or discrete, and support various regression tasks.
GPU acceleration is for now only available in the Python version, but CPU-based training, while slower in
general, is still suitable for moderately large data sets of up to a few hundred variables and a few thousand
observations on a standard single-core machine.

Below is already an example to demonstrate how the software can be used in R (with default options) on
a simple linear model, where the test distribution is slightly shifted from the training distribution (although
a linear least-squares or quantile fit would be clearly be a better choice for this linear model example).

> n = 1000; p=5 ## 1000 samples and 5 dimensional covariate

> beta = rnorm(p) ## random regression coefficients

> X = matrix(rnorm(n*p), ncol=p) ## design matrix

> Y = X %*), beta + rnorm(n) ## linear model

> Xtest = matrix(1 + rnorm(n*p), ncol=p) ## test data are slightly shifted

> Ytest = Xtest %*J beta + rnorm(n)

> library(engression) ## load engression package

> engressionFit = engression(X, Y) ## fit an engression model

> yhatEngression = predict(engressionFit, Xtest) ## predict on test data

> mean((yhatEngression - Ytest)~2) ## evaluate conditional mean prediction on test data
[1] 1.045293

> predict(engressionFit, Xtest, type="quantile", ## quantile prediction with the same engression object
quantiles=c(0.1, 0.5, 0.9))

> predict(engressionFit, Xtest, type="sample", ## sampling from the fitted conditional distribution

nsample=100)

1.3 Notation

Let P, (z) and P, (y|z) denote the marginal distribution of X and the conditional distribution of Y| X =z
during training, respectively. Let X C R represent the support of P, (z). For a univariate function f(z), let
f(z) be its derivative and f(x) be its second derivative. For z € R, let (), = max{z,0}. For a vector z € R,
let ||z|| be the Euclidean norm. For a random variable X and a € [0, 1], let Qo (X) := inf{z : P(X < z) > a}
be the a-quantile of X, or simply denoted by QX. For random variables X and X' that follow the same
distribution, we denote by X 2 X' For L > 0, a function f : R — R is L-Lipschitz continuous if
|f(x) — f(z")| < L||x — 2'|| for all z,2’ € RY. Throughout the paper, all distributions are assumed to be
absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure unless stated otherwise.

2 Engression

In Section 2.1, we discuss the pre- and post-additive noise models as different ways to model the nonlinear
relationship between X and Y. In Section 2.2, we discuss distributional and non-distributional regression.
In Section 2.3, we propose the engression method as a general technique for distributional regression. In
Section 2.4, we introduce a recipe for extrapolation with engression for pre-ANMs.


https://github.com/xwshen51/engression

2.1 Pre-Additive versus Post-Additive Noise Models

We generalize the pre- and post-ANMs introduced earlier in (1) and (14) to multivariate X. Formally, a
post-additive noise model is expressed as

Y =g(WX) +n, (3)

where W € R¥*? ¢ :R*¥ — R is a nonlinear function, and 7 is a noise variable. Taking W to be the identity
matrix, the model becomes Y = ¢g(X) + n which is the standard form in nonlinear regression. When k = 1,
the model is a single index model (McCullagh and Nelder, 1983; Hardle et al., 1993; Brillinger, 2012).

In contrast, a general pre-additive noise model is of the form

Y =g(WX +n)+8"X, (4)

where W € R**? ¢ : R¥ — R is a nonlinear function, § € R?, and the noise 7 is a random vector unless
we take k = 1. Note that the linear term $' X is merely for adding more flexibility to the model but not
necessary for extrapolation, and it can be dropped by setting g = 0.

The difference in the position of the noise can impact the extrapolability of the model. Intuitively,
the response variable generated according to a post-ANM (3) is a vertically perturbed version of the true
function, whereas the response from a pre-ANM (4) is a horizontally perturbed version. As such, if the data
are generated according to a post-ANM, the observations for the response variable are perturbed values of
the true function evaluated at covariate values within the support. We hence generally have no data-driven
information about the behaviour of the true function outside the support. In contrast, data generated from
a pre-ANM contain response values that reveal some information beyond the support.

In fact, we will establish in Section 3.2 that pre-ANMs are extrapolable under mild assumptions, specif-
ically when g is strictly monotone, whereas post-ANMs fail to be extrapolable unless one imposes stringent
assumptions on g, such as belonging to a linear function class. Furthermore, in subsequent sections, we
demonstrate that the pre-additive noise can be beneficial for extrapolation: larger noise levels actually assist
with extrapolation, thus transforming what could be a curse into a blessing, given that we use distributional
regression.

We discuss the connections of pre-ANMs to the existing post-nonlinear models in Section 5.3. Further-
more, assuming g is invertible, the pre-ANM in (4) without the linear term can be written as g~ 1(Y) =
WX +n, which appears to be a linear model after transforming Y. Invertibility of g requires that k is equal
to the dimension of the response. In many applications, it is common to transform the response variable
by a pre-defined function, such as logarithm, based on domain expertise. This indicates from a practical
perspective that the pre-ANMs could potentially fit many real data well. However, manually choosing the
suitable transformation becomes inplausible especially when we have multivariate variables Y and X. More-
over, with an additional linear term, the pre-ANM can no longer be captured through such a transformation.
Thus, our proposed method goes even beyond learning the suitable transformation of Y in a data-driven
way.

2.2 Distributional regression versus non-distributional regression

Regression is a well-established technique for estimating the dependence of the response variable Y given
covariates X. The most classical view of regression focuses on estimating the conditional mean E[Y|X = z],
with the most prevalent technique being the least-squares regression, a.k.a. Lo regression (Legendre, 1806).
Specifically, it searches among a function class F for the best fit that minimises the Lo risk,

min E[(Y — (X)), (5)

Beyond the conditional mean, other functionals of the conditional distribution have been considered, such
as quantiles. Given « € [0, 1], quantile regression (Koenker, 2005) is defined as the solution to

min Elpa (Y — (X)), (6)



where po () := 2(a—1(y<0)). In the special case with a = 0.5, quantile regression becomes the least absolute
deviation regression, a.k.a. Ly regression,

min E|Y — (X)), ™)

which is used for estimating the conditional median of Y given X = z.

In all the aforementioned techniques, the conditional distribution is summarised in a univariate quantity
of interests, which may often lead to the most efficient approach in terms of the in-support performance.
However, when it comes to extrapolation outside the support, even with the same goal of point prediction,
we will highlight formally in Section 3.1 the gain from aiming for the entire distribution rather than just
the quantity of interest. Intuitively, the out-of-support information revealed by a pre-ANM requires a full
capture of the noise distribution, which is essentially the conditional distribution of Y|X = z.

An important element of a distributional regression method is a quantitative metric to assess a distri-
butional fit. The energy score introduced by Gneiting and Raftery (2007) is a popular scoring rule for
evaluating multivariate distributional predictions. For a random vector Z that follows a distribution P and
an observation z, the energy score is defined as

1
ES(P,2) = 5BrllZ - 2| ~EplZ - 2|, ®)

where Z and Z’ are two independent draws from P. Note that the higher the score, the better the distribu-
tional prediction. We will generally use the negative of the energy score to design a loss function and call it
energy loss where appropriate. The following lemma based on the results in Székely (2003) and Székely and
Rizzo (2023) states that the energy score is a strictly proper scoring rule.

Lemma 1. For any distribution P’, we have Ez p[ES(P, Z)] > Ez.p[ES(P’, Z)], where the equality holds
if and only if P and P’ are identical.

When Z is univariate whose cumulative distribution function (cdf) is denoted by F', the energy score
reduces to the continuous ranked probability score (CRPS) (Matheson and Winkler, 1976) defined as
CRPS(F,z) = —/ (F(2) —1{¢' > 2})%d~.
The equality between CRPS and the energy score in (8) in the univariate case was shown by Baringhaus
and Franz (2004), which is essentially a distributional extension of the (negative) absolute error.
These scoring rules are associated with certain distance functions. In particular, the respective distance
of the energy score for two distributions P and P’ is the energy distance (Székely, 2003) defined as

ED(P,P') =2E||Z - Z'| - E|Z - Z| - E||Z’ - Z'|, (9)

where Z and Z are two independent draws from P, and Z’ and Z' are independent draws from P’. The
distance associated with CRPS for two cdf’s F' and F’ is the Cramér distance (Székely, 2003) defined as
CD(F,F') = / (F(2) — F'(2))%dz.

Both the energy distance and the Cramér distance are special cases of the maximum mean discrepancy
(MMD) distance (Gretton et al., 2012; Sejdinovic et al., 2013) and had been incorporated in Bellemare
et al. (2017) in the context of generative adversarial networks (Goodfellow et al., 2014) and recently in Chen
et al. (2024) for post-processing ensemble weather forecasts. See Section 5.2 for more literature review on
distributional regression and generative models.



2.3 Engression methodology

Consider a general model class
M = {g(z,e)} (10)

where g : (z,¢) — y belongs to a function class and ¢ is a random vector with a pre-specified distribution
independent from covariates X, e.g. with each component following i.i.d. a uniform or standard Gaussian
distribution. Each model in (10) is a generative model that induces a conditional distribution of Y| X = x:
for g € M and x € R?, we denote by P,(y|z) the distribution of g(z,e) with the randomness coming from e.
Most generally, M can contain both pre-ANM and post-ANM classes.

We define the solution g to the population version of engression as

g € argminExp, ) [L(Pe(y]X); P (y X)), (11)
ge

where L(P; Py) is a loss function for a distribution P given a reference distribution Py. We will define the
finite-sample version of engression after specifying the choice for the loss function.

Engression in principle allows a rather flexible choice of the loss function, with the only requirement
being the characterisation property: for all distributions P, it holds that £(P; Py) > L(FPo; Py), where the
equality holds if and only if P = Py. It can be designed based on a statistical distance. Note that when
the function classes G and H are nonparametric classes or neural networks, the loss function based on the
KL divergence or Wasserstein distance in general does not have an analytic form to be easily optimised. For
such loss functions, one typical solution is to adapt the generative adversarial networks (Goodfellow et al.,
2014), which is more computationally involved.

In comparison, the energy score (8) or energy distance (9) are appealing due to their computational
simplicity: the estimation of the score or distance is explicitly computed based on sampling. This works
nicely with the generative nature of our model. Specifically, for any given x, one can draw a sample from the
conditional distribution P,(y|z) by first sampling the random vector € ~ Unif[0, 1] and then applying the
transformation g. Therefore, in this work, our primary choice for the loss function is the energy loss based
on the negative energy score, defined as

Lo(P; Py) := Ey.p,[-ES(P,Y)].

Then the objective function in engression (11) yields
1
E[Le(Py(y|X); Pur(y| X)) = IE[IIY —8(X,e)] = 5lls(X.e) — (X, €N (12)

where (X,Y) ~ P, (z,y) and € and ¢’ are independent draws from Unif[0, 1] (without loss of generality).

The first term in (12) measures the mean absolute (for univariate Y) residual of an engression sample.
By minimising the first term alone, the inferential target would be the conditional median of Y |X = «,
which boils down to the special case of a deterministic model g(z,¢) = g(z). The second term measures the
expected distance between samples of the generated distribution and encourages a positive variance of the
fitted distribution (as it enters the loss with a negative sign).

The following proposition provides a population guarantee for engression as a general distributional
regression approach. It shows that when the model is correctly specified, the population engression learns
the true conditional distribution for all x within the support. Note that when the model class is a neural
network class with a sufficiently large capacity, model specification is often not an issue in practice. Moreover,
this guarantee also holds for a multivariate Y. See the proof in Appendix A.1.

Proposition 1. Assume there exists g € M such that g(xz,e) ~ Py (y|z) for all x € X. Then the population
engression solution g defined in (11) with the loss function being the energy loss (12) satisfies g(x,e) ~
Py (y|x) for all x € X almost everywhere.



Nevertheless, it is worth pointing out that the above result as well as all the theoretical results in Section 3
hold for any loss functions that satisfy the above characterisation property. We investigate the empirical
performance of engression with other loss functions in Appendix D including the MMD distance and KL
divergence, where we observe that different loss functions result in comparable performance. While it will
be worthwhile to discuss the relative advantages from a theoretical point of view, we work primarily with
the energy loss because it is simple to understand without the need to choose further hyperparameters,
is computationally fast as it does not require adversarial training, and is empirically well behaved during
optimisation.

2.3.1 Finite-sample engression

Consider an ii.d. sample {(X;,Y;):i=1,...,n} from P, (z,y). For each observation, we sample the noise
variable ¢ independently from Unif[0, 1] for m times, resulting in an i.i.d. sample {e;; : i =1,...,n,j =
1,...,m}. Based on the finite samples, we define the empirical version of engression as
g € argmin £(g) (13)
gEMpre

with the empirical objective function given by

n m

L(g) == %Z %Z Vi — g(Xi,ei )| — m Z Z la(Xi, i) — 8(Xi,ea)| |

i=1 Jj=lj'=1

which is an unbiased estimator of the population objective function (12). We parameterise the pre-ANMs
using neural networks. Then the above empirical objective function is differentiable almost everywhere with
respect to all the model parameters. Thus, we adopt (stochastic) gradient descent algorithms (Cauchy, 1847;
Robbins and Monro, 1951) to solve the optimisation problem in (13).

2.3.2 Point prediction

Engression, being a distributional regression method, estimates the conditional distribution of Y|X = =z,
thus also providing estimators for various characteristics of the distribution such as the mean and quantiles.
Specifically, at the population level, the engression estimator for the conditional mean of Y given X =
x is derived from ji(x) := E.[g(z,e)]. The engression estimator for the conditional median is m(x) =
Qo.5(8(x,€)), where the quantile is taken with respect to €. For any « € [0, 1], the engression estimator for
the conditional a-quantile is ¢, (z) := Qn (8(z,¢)).

For a finite sample, based on the empirical engression solution g, we construct the estimators by sampling.
Specifically, for any x, we sample €;,i = 1,...,m for some m € N, , and then obtain g(x,¢;),i =1,...,m.
These form an i.i.d. sample from the conditional distribution pg(y|z). All the quantities are then estimated
using their empirical versions from this sample. For instance, the conditional mean of Y given X = z is
estimated by - > g(x, ;).

2.4 Engression for extrapolation: recipe and real data starter

Our recipe for extrapolation consists of two main ingredients:
(i) distributional regression;
(ii) a pre-additive noise model.
As we will demonstrate in the next section, both ingredients are necessary for successful extrapolation.
Results in Section 3.2 indicate the failure of distributional regression in conjunction with post-ANMs, while

results in Section 3.3 show the failure of the combinations of non-distributional approaches with pre- or
post-ANMs.
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Figure 2: Out-of-support predictions by engression and Lo regression on the air quality data. The models are
trained on a support up to the first quartile of NMHC and evaluated in their predictions for larger NMHC
values. To ensure a fair comparison, we apply both methods with the same neural network architecture
whose number of layers is varying from 3 to 9; for each architecture, we repeatedly employ both methods
for ten times (each with an independent random initialisation) and show the behaviour of all of them.

Notably, engression possesses both ingredients. First, Proposition 1 justifies engression as a distributional
regression approach. Second, our general model class M in (10) contains the pre-ANM class, for which we
provide detailed explanations that align more closely with our practical implementations in Appendix E.3.
We later provide some evidence of successful extrapolation for engression.

Before presenting the formal theory, we demonstrate engression versus regression using the air quality
data set from Vito (2016), where we take the measurements of two pollutants, NMHC and NOx, as the
predictor and response variables, respectively. We partition the data into training and test sets at the first
quartile of the predictor and take the smaller portion for training. As visualised in Figure 2, engression and
regression work comparably well within the training data while behaving very differently on out-of-support
test data, despite the same underlying network architectures being used. Engression maintains excellent
prediction performance on test data beyond the training boundary up to a certain range, when it starts to
diverge moderately. In contrast, regression produces highly variable predictions that spread out the whole
space once going outside the support. Especially as the number of layers in the neural network grows, the
out-of-support predictions by regression disperse even wider, whereas engression is highly robust to various
model architectures.

In the sequel, we cover theoretical and empirical perspectives of engression. Section 3 presents the formal
theory of extrapolation and justify the virtue of engression in this regard. Section 4 provides finite-sample
guarantees for the engression estimator. Section 6 is devoted to large-scale experimental investigations.

3 Extrapolation theory

In Section 3.1, we define the extrapolation uncertainty and extrapolability for a given model class. As
a demonstration, in Section 3.2, we study the extrapolability of pre-ANMs and post-ANMs. Section 3.3
discusses the extrapolability of engression, while Section 3.4 quantifies the extrapolability gains of engression
compared to the baseline methods. All results in this section are at the population level.



3.1 Extrapolability

In this section, we define extrapolability through the notions of extrapolation uncertainty at functional and
distributional levels. The term ‘uncertainty’ here refers to the spread among out-of-support predictions
that arises due to partially observing the sample space and the fact that multiple functions or models fit
the in-support data equally well, as made more precise further below. It is in particular distinct from the
‘stochastic uncertainty’ caused by the randomness from a finite sample.

We start with the extrapolation uncertainty and extrapolability in terms of a function class which includes
the notion of extrapolation used in existing literature as a special case. For any x € R?, define the distance
between z and set X by d(z, X) = infycx ||z — /|

Definition 1 (Functional extrapolability). Let F be a function class of x € RY. For § > 0, define the
functional extrapolation uncertainty of a function class F as
Ur(0) == sup sup Dar(f, 1),
z’:d(z’,X)<§ ffeF:
D.(f,f)=0,YoeX
where D (f, ') = |f(x) — f'(x)| for all x € R F is said to be (globally) functionally extrapolable, if
Z/{]:((S) =0.

In words, the functional extrapolation uncertainty quantifies the worst-case disagreement of two functions
that agree perfectly within the support. The following examples illustrate the functional extrapolation
uncertainty of several common function classes, which are proved in Appendix A.2.

Ezample 1 (Linear functions). Linear functions are functionally extrapolable, i.e. U(d) = 0. Note that the
functional extrapolability has appeared in existing work, e.g. Christiansen et al. (2021). It essentially requires
the function to be uniquely determined by its values on the support.

Ezample 2 (Lipschitz functions). The functional extrapolation uncertainty of the class of L-Lipschitz con-
tinuous functions is U(d) = 2L6.

Ezample 3 (Monotone functions). The functional extrapolation uncertainty of a class of (component-wise)
monotone functions is U(d) = occ.

In distributional regression, the relationship between X and Y is comprehensively captured by the con-
ditional distribution of Y|X = z. Consider a class P = {P(y|z)} of conditional distributions. Standard
prediction tasks are often concerned with a certain characteristic quantity, such as the conditional mean
function pp(z) = Ep(y|2)[Y] or conditional quantile functions. Taking the conditional mean as an example,
we define below the mean extrapolability which is a direct extension of the functional extrapolability towards
a distributional level.

Definition 2 (Mean extrapolability). For § > 0, define the mean extrapolation uncertainty of P as

UL() :==  sup sup D,/ (P, P,
z':d(x’,X)<é P,P'eP:
D, (P,P")=0,YzeX

where D (P, P') := |up(x) — pp ()| for all x € R,

In Definition 2, the distance between two distributions is measured by the difference between the two
conditional means. A more general way instead is to use a statistical distance, denoted by D(P, P’), between
two probability distributions P and P’, such as the Wasserstein distance or KL divergence. This leads us to
the final notion of extrapolability in terms of a class of distributions.

Definition 3 (Distributional extrapolability). For § > 0, define the distributional extrapolation uncertainty
of P as

Up(d):==  sup sup D,/(P, P,
ard(a,X) <5 PP eP:
D, (P,P")=0,YzeX
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where D, (P, P') := D(P(y|x), P'(y|z)) for all x € RY. P is said to be (globally) distributionally extrapolable,
Zf Z/["p ((5) =0.

The distributional extrapolation uncertainty provides an upper bound on the degree of disparity between
two conditional distributions outside the support, given that they coincide within the support. Distributional
extrapolability implies that the conditional distribution of Y'|X = « for all  globally is uniquely determined
by the conditional distributions of Y|X = z for all x within the support. Perhaps surprisingly, unlike
functional extrapolability, which imposes stringent constraints on the function class (such as linearity, as
discussed in Example 1), distributional extrapolability can be achieved under relatively mild conditions.
These will be realised concretely in Theorem 1 below.

We conclude this section by illuminating the connections among the three levels of extrapolability. In
essence, mean extrapolability serves as a bridge between functional and distributional extrapolability. If a
method is solely aimed at fitting the conditional mean function, its ability to extrapolate beyond the training
support relies fully on the extrapolability of the function class itself, which could be highly restrictive. In
contrast, a method that aims to match the entire conditional distribution needs potentially much weaker
assumptions on the function class for successful extrapolation.

This insight implies that if a method is solely aimed at fitting the conditional mean function, its ability to
extrapolate beyond the training support relies fully on the extrapolability of the function class itself, which
could be highly restrictive. In contrast, a method that aims to match the entire conditional distribution
needs potentially much weaker assumptions on the function class for successful extrapolation. This suggests
from another perspective than the intuitions provided in Section 2.2 that distributional regression could
bring in more potential for extrapolation.

3.2 extrapolability of ANMs

For ease of presentation, starting from this section, we will primarily focus on the univariate case with X € R
unless stated otherwise. We introduce some additional notation. Recall in (1) that a univariate post-ANM
is expressed as Y = ¢(X) + n, where g is a univariate nonlinear function and the parameter W in (3) is
absorbed into g. We assume 7 is independent from X and follows an arbitrary distribution that is absolutely
continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure so that n L h*(e) for a strictly monotone function h* and
a random variable ¢ ~ Unif[0,1]. Note that € can in principle be any continuous random variable and we
choose the uniform distribution for convenience. Also assume without loss of generality that n has a zero
median so that ~*(0.5) = 0, which avoids trivial non-identifiability. Define function classes G = {g(x)} and
H = {h(e) : h(0.5) = 0, h is strictly monotone}. We denote by Mpest = {g(x) + h(e) : g € G,h € H} a class
of post-ANMs. Similarly, the pre-ANM is of the following form

Y =g(X +n)+ pX. (14)

We denote by Mpe = {g(z + h(e)) + Bz : g € G,h € H,5 € R} a class of pre-ANMs.

Note that any model in My or My induces a conditional distribution of Y, given X = z. For
example, a post-ANM ¢(X) 4+ n with n ~ A (0,1) follows a Gaussian distribution A (g(z),1) conditional on
X = z. Thus, the extrapolability of My or Mpes is defined as the distributional extrapolability of the
class of conditional distributions induced by the models in Mpy. or Mpogt.

Definition 4 (Linear and nonlinear pre-ANMs). A pre-ANM class Mye is said to be linear if G belongs to
a linear function class. A pre-ANM class Mpye s said to be nonlinear if for all g € G, for all h € H and
e € [0,1], it holds that g is twice differentiable and there exists x € X such that §(x + h(e)) # 0.

The following theorem formalises the extrapolability of a pre-ANM class, either linear or nonlinear, in
contrast to the non-extrapolability of a post-ANM class.

Theorem 1. Assume h is unbounded for all h € H, i.e. for any B > 0, there exists £1,€2, such that
h(e1) > B and h(e2) < —B. If g is strictly monotone and twice differentiable for all g € G, then we have
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(1) both linear and nonlinear Mpye are distributionally extrapolable, i.e. Upre(d) = 0;
(11) Mpost has an infinite distributional extrapolation uncertainty, i.e. Upost(6) = oo.

In fact, G being functionally extrapolable is the sufficient and necessary condition for Mpes to be distribu-
tionally extrapolable.

The proof is provided in Appendix A.3. The assumptions for a pre-ANM class to perform extrapolation
include the unboundedness of h and the monotonicity of the function class G. The first assumption essentially
asserts that the noise nn = h(e) is supported on R, meaning that it has a strictly positive density on R. While
this may seem like a mild assumption, in transitioning from a population case to finite samples, we must
acknowledge that the empirical support of the training data is always finite. Thus, starting from the next
section, we will navigate towards a more realistic scenario where the noise 1 may have a bounded support.
The assumption of monotonicity is also much broader than assuming the functional extrapolability of the
function class. Nevertheless, we can relax the requirement for global monotonicity to that of monotonicity
only in proximity to the boundary of the support.

Theorem 1 highlights a substantial difference between pre-ANMs and post-ANMs: under identical (and
rather mild) assumptions, pre-ANMs satisfy distributional extrapolability, whereas post-ANMs fail to ex-
trapolate unless the function class is inherently extrapolable. Note that although a linear pre-ANM class is
not identifiable (i.e. there exist two linear pre-ANMs that induce the same conditional distribution of Y| X),
it still satisfies the distributional extrapolability according to Theorem 1. In fact, the two model classes
Mpre and Mose only coincide when G is a linear function class, which is in harmony with the functional
extrapolability of linear functions presented in Example 1.

It is worth noting that one could establish extrapolability for a model that allows for both pre- and
post-additive noises, for example, as follows

Y =g(X +n)+BX+E,

where 7 is the pre-additive noise while £ is the post-additive noise. In Appendix C, we provide an example
of this possibility while more general investigations are worthwhile in future research.

3.3 extrapolability of engression

Next, we take a closer look at the extrapolability properties and guarantees of engression. Denote the
solution to the population engression in (11) explicitly by (§, h, 3). Based on the definitions in Section 3.1,
we define the extrapolability of a method as the extrapolability of the class of estimators obtained from
that method. For a quantity q of interest, denote by Fg the class of functions for estimating the quantity g
obtained by applying engression on the training distribution. Specifically, we use ¢ = m, u and « to stand
for the (conditional) median, mean, and a-quantile, respectively. For a method M, denote by Fy the class of
functions obtained by applying the method M on the training distribution. Specifically, we use M = QR, L1
and Ly to represent quantile regression, L, regression, and Lo regression, respectively. We denote by For
the solution set of quantile regression for the a-quantile.
Throughout this section, we assume the following conditions are fulfilled.

(A1) The noise n follows a symmetric distribution with a bounded support, i.e. 1 € [~Nmax; Pmax] for
Nmax > 0.

(A2) The training support is a half line X = (—00, Tpax]-

(A8) g is strictly monotone and twice differentiable for all g € G.

(A4) The true model, denoted by Y = g*(X + h*(e)) + 8* X, satisfies g* € G, h* € H, and g* is nonlinear,
ie. §g*(z) # 0 apart from a set with Lebesgue measure 0.

Condition (A7) is not a necessary assumption as a bounded support makes the problem more challenging for

extrapolation, as suggested by Theorem 1. We include this assumption to make the setting more plausible
for a broader range of real-world scenarios, compared to the requirement of unbounded noise.
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Condition (A2) simplifies the discussions by restricting the focus on extrapolation where = > Zax.
Though this is a technical assumption for ease of analysis, the insights can be extended to scenarios where
extrapolation is required on both ends of the support.

Condition (A7) requires the monotonicity and differentiability of the function g. Compared to a Lipschitz
condition, this assumption presents a tougher challenge for extrapolation. However, it could be readily
relaxed to the condition where g is strictly monotone only in the interval [Zmax — fmax, Tmax + Tmax], under
which the results regarding the extrapolation for x outside the support would still hold.

Finally, Condition (A/) ensures the correct specification of the model, meaning that the true data
generating process g*(X + h*(¢)) + 8*X belongs to the pre-ANM class M. This condition helps us
concentrate our analysis on the extrapolation behaviour of the method, by excluding the effects of any
approximation errors. The additional requirement that g* be nonlinear excludes the linear setting where
extrapolation is straightforward and positions us in the pivotal scenario of nonlinear extrapolation.

Given that the noise is bounded, we cannot expect extrapolability across the whole real line. However,
we can achieve extrapolability within a specific range that extends beyond the support, an advantage that
is not seen in alternative methods under the same mild conditions. Moreover, in the upcoming subsection,
we will compare our method with baseline approaches by quantifying the gains between their extrapolation
uncertainties globally on R, where engression constantly holds an advantage.

The following theorem suggests that engression can identify the true function g* up to a certain range
depending on the noise level. This brings up an interesting point that the (pre-additive) noise is a blessing
rather than a curse for extrapolation: the more noise one has (i.e. a larger 7max), the farther one can
extrapolate. In fact, this further echoes the result in Theorem 1 which states that with an unbounded noise
(Nmax — 00), we can achieve global extrapolability and recover g* over the entire real line. The proof is
given in Appendix A.4.

Theorem 2. We have 3 = B*, §(z) = g*(z) for all & < Tumax + Nmax, and h(e) = h*(e) for all £ € [0,1].

We say a model class is locally extrapolable on A C (0,00) if U4(6) = 0 for all § € A. For example, global
extrapolability is local extrapolability with A = (0, 00). Consider estimating the conditional quantile. For
a € [0,1], let g% (x) be the conditional a-quantile of Y given X = z under the training distribution P, (y|z).
The class of engression estimators for the a-quantile is given by F§ = {Ga(x)}. The following result shows
that Fg is locally extrapolable on (0, max — Qa(n)]-

Corollary 1. For a € [0,1], it holds for all ¥ < Tmax + Mmax — Qa(n) that §a(z) = % (), i.e.
PY<@-oX)|X=2)=1-0.

In comparison, quantile regression does not have any local functional extrapolability. To see this, notice
that quantile regression defined in (6) among the function class G leads to the solution set

or =1/ €G: f(z) = q3(2),Vr < Trmax} (15)

which contains all functions that match the true quantile function within the support but can take arbitrary
values for = outside the support. For a monotone function class G, the extrapolation uncertainty of Fgp is
actually infinity for all § > 0, as seen in Example 3. Alternatively, one may consider quantile regression over
a pre-ANM class, e.g.

(in Elpa(Y — g(X + h(e)))).

In fact, the above formulation leads to the same solution set (15), thus possessing an infinite extrapolation
uncertainty. These results suggest that in the recipe for extrapolation, the combinations of non-distributional
approaches with either pre-ANMs or post-ANMs do not work.
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3.4 extrapolability gain

We present the extrapolability gains (in terms of extrapolation uncertainties) of engression over baseline
methods for estimating the conditional median, mean, and distribution. We have seen from Example 3 and
Theorem 1 that with monotone functions, the baseline methods yield infinite extrapolation uncertainties.
Thus, to ensure informative quantifications, throughout this subsection, we assume in addition to Conditions
(A1)-(A4) that G is uniformly L-Lipschitz continuous, i.e.
(A5) For all g € G, it holds that 0 < g(z) < L for all z € R,
although it is not a necessary condition for the extrapolability of engression.

According to Theorem 2, we have for the engression solution that § € G* with

g* = {g c g : g(ﬂf) = g*(x),vx S Tmax + Wrrlax}-

We start with the extrapolability gain for conditional median estimation, where we compare engression
to L; regression defined in (7) with the same function class G. As discussed at the end of Section 2.3, given
an engression estimator (g, h, 3) and a point = € R, we use the median of §(z + h(€)) 4+ Sz as the median
estimator. Since § is strictly monotone and h(e) has a median 0, the engression estimator for the conditional
median of Y given X = 2 becomes §(z)+ Sz. Thus, the class of conditional median estimators by engression
is given by Fi' = {g(z) + 8*x : g € G*}. The one obtained by L; regression is denoted by Fr,. The proofs
for the extrapolability gains (Propositions 2-4) are given in Appendix A.5.

Proposition 2 (Median extrapolability gain). The functional extrapolation uncertainties of the two classes
of median estimators are given by Urm(5) = L(0 — Nmax)+ and Uz, () = LJ, respectively. The median
extrapolability gain, defined by the difference between the two functional extrapolation uncertainties, is

vY"(8) :==Ur, (0) —Urp(5) = Lmin{d, Nmax} > 0,
for all 6 > 0. The mazimum extrapolability gain is Sups~qy™(0) = Limax, which is achieved when § > Nmax.

Next, we consider conditional mean estimation which is the most common prediction task. The class of
conditional mean estimators from engression is 7 = {E,[g(z + n)] + 8*z : g € G*}, by Theorem 2. We
consider Lo regression with the function class G as our baseline which gives a class of conditional mean
estimators denoted by Fr,. Let F}, be the cumulative distribution function of 7.

Proposition 3 (Mean extrapolability gain). The functional extrapolation uncertainties of the two classes
of mean estimators are given by

Thmax

Usg@) =L [ (1= e+ )P (1)
Tmax —
and U, (0) = L, respectively. The mean extrapolability gain is
T]max
+(0) := uf’ﬁQ (6) = Urn(0) = LOF, (max — 0) + L/ (Mmax — n)dF,(n) > 0,

TImax -4

for all 6 > 0. The mazimum extrapolability gain is sups~oy*(6) = Limax, which is achieved when § > 2nmax.

Finally, we turn to conditional distribution estimation. By Theorem 2, engression naturally provides a
class of conditional distributions

P :=A{P(ylz;g,h", 7)1 g € G7},

where P(y|z; g, h*, 5*) is the conditional distribution of g(X + h*(g)) + *X given X = x. As to the baseline
approach, we consider quantile regression for all quantiles, which leads to a class of conditional distributions
defined in terms of quantile functions

Par = {(4a(2))acio.1] * 4o € FGr, @ € [0,1]},
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Figure 3: Extrapolation uncertainties and extrapolability gains. The gains for the mean and the distribution
depend on the specific noise distribution and here we take 7 ~ Unif[—nmax, max] s an example. Black lines
represent extrapolation uncertainties; red lines are extrapolability gains; red arrows represent the maximum
extrapolability gains.

where F@p is class of estimators for the conditional a-quantile by the quantile regression, as defined in (15).

In the definition of distributional extrapolation uncertainty (Definition 3), we consider the Wasserstein-/
distance as the distance measure for any £ > 1. For two probability distributions P and P’, the Wasserstein-
¢ distance between them is defined as Wy(P, P') = (infrepp,py Ecx x)~r[| X — X'||])Y/*¢ where TI(P, P')
denotes the set of all joint distributions over (X, X’) whose marginals are P and P’, respectively.

Proposition 4 (Distributional extrapolability gain). The distributional extrapolation uncertainties of the
two classes of estimated conditional distributions are given by

nlnax
up,0) =1 [
Ui

max—0

1/¢
(77 — Nmax + 6)ZdF77 (77)>

and Z/lf;QR (8) = L&, respectively. Define the distributional extrapolability gain as v3(5) := I/{f;QR (6) —Up, (6),
which satisfies the following:

(i) For £ =1, the gain is explicitly given by

,’]mﬁx
10) = LF (=) L[ (e = 1)y 1) > 0
——_—
for all 6 > 0. The mazimum extrapolability gain is supssoVL(6) = Limax, which is achieved when
1) Z 277ma.x-

(ii) For ¢ € (1,00), we have 0 < v(8) < v{(8) for all § > 0, and the mazimum extrapolability gain is
suP;0 V¢ (8) = lims—so0 7¢(8) = Limax-

(iii) For £ = oo, we have v% (5) = 0 for all § > 0.

We illustrate the theoretical formulas of extrapolability gains in Figure 3. In summary, all the extrapola-
bility gains for the median, the mean, and the distribution are positive for all 6 > 0 (except for one case of the
distributional extrapolability gain with the Wasserstein-oco distance). This indicates that engression yields
strictly lower extrapolation uncertainties across the entire real line. Notably, the maximum extrapolability
gains for the median, mean, and the distribution (with £ = 1) are the same. However, the maximum extrap-
olability gain is achieved later for the mean and distribution than for the median. The reason is because the
mean and distribution also rely on the higher (or even extreme) quantiles, for which engression has a higher
extrapolation uncertainty than that for the median. For distributional extrapolability, when 1 < ¢ < oo, the
gain becomes smaller than the one measured with ¢ = 1, but it still remains positive and achieves the same
maximum gain at infinity. The extreme case of £ = co, however, corresponds to the only measure under
which engression does not show an advantage over baseline methods but performs identically.
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4 Finite-sample analysis

We study the finite-sample behaviour of the engression estimator. We first derive finite-sample bounds
for parameter estimation and out-of-support prediction under a special case of quadratic models when the
pre-ANM is either well- or misspecified. Then we present the consistency results for general monotone and
Lipschitz models.

4.1 Quadratic models

Consider the following quadratic pre-ANM class

{Bo + Bi(z +n) + Ba(z+n)*: B=(Bo, b1, B2) € B,n~ P, € Py}, (16)

where the covariate x and noise variable 7 are univariate, B C R3 is a bounded parameter space such
that 8182 > 0, and P, is a class of noise distributions. As such, this is a semiparametric model with a
finite-dimensional parameter S and infinite-dimensional component 7. Assume all distributions in P, are
symmetric with a bounded support [—79max; max)- Assume the density of Y = By + B1(z + 1) + Ba2(x + 1)?,
denoted by pg,,(y|z), is uniformly bounded away from 0, i.e.
bi= _inf_, paalule) >0. (17)
n~P,€P,

Consider the extreme case where the covariate X takes only two values during training, i.e. with the
training support X = {x1,x2}, where 0 < x; < x2; assume x1 > Nmax and that X takes each value with
probability 0.5. The training data consists of (z1,Y1,:),i =1,...,n and (x2,Y2,),i =1,...,n. As we focus
on the statistical behaviour concerning the sample size n and one can in principle generate as many samples
of the noise variable as possible without the worry of computational complexity, we assume the noise sample
size m in (13) tends to infinity. Denote the engression estimator in (13) based on the above sample by
B = (Bo, b1, B2) and 7.

We are interested in predicting the conditional mean or quantile of Y given X = z for any point z € R,
particularly those lying outside the support X.

4.1.1 Well-specified pre-ANM

We first consider the case where the true data generating model is a pre-ANM, so that the pre-ANM class
(16) is well specified. Specifically, let * = (35, 87, 85) € B be the true parameter and n* ~ Py € P, be the
true noise variable.

We first show the failure in extrapolation of Lo regression (5) and quantile regression (6) among the

model class {8y + B1x + Box? : B € B}. Define the set of Ly regression estimators by

2 n

B* —argmmizz i — (Bo + B +5295 )2

j=11i=1

and the set of quantile regression estimators given a level a by

Bl = argmm—ZZﬂa i — (Bo + Bz +5217 ))-

Jj=11i=1

Note that given two values x1, x5 of the covariate, both L, regression and quantile regression do not have
a unique solution, i.e. sets B and B* are not singleton. Let p*(x) be the true conditional mean of Y given
X =z and ¢} (z) be the true conditional a-quantile.

The following proposition suggests that Lo regression and quantile regression yield arbitrarily large errors
for conditional mean and quantile prediction for out-of-support data. The proof is given in Appendix B.2.
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Proposition 5. For all x ¢ X, we have

sup E[(Y — (Bo + Biz + B22?))?] = oo,
pBeBH

and for all a € [0,1]

sup |(qk(z) — (Bo + Brx + Baa”)| = oo.
BEBY

Now we turn to engression. Let §,(x) be the engression estimator for the conditional a-quantile of Y
given X = z, which is defined as the a-quantile of By + B1(z + A) + B2(x + )2 in terms of A. Let ji(x) be
the engression estimator for the conditional mean, defined as E; [BO + Bi(z + 1) + Balz + 7)?]. Theorem 3
presents the finite-sample bounds for estimation errors of the parameter as well as the conditional mean
and quantiles. Notably, in contrast to the failure of Lo regression and quantile regression, our engression
yields consistent estimators for the conditional mean and quantiles for data points both within or outside
the support, as shown in (19) and (20). The proof is given in Appendix B.3.

Theorem 3. Let § > 0. Under the setting posited above, with probability exceeding 1 — §, we have
1
- . C log(2/6)\ ®
16 - g1 < S (REEA), (19)
(.%‘2 — 33‘1)[)3 n

where b is defined in (17), and Cy is a constant depending on the parameter space B and the noise level
Nmax- In addition, for any x € R, it holds with probability exceeding 1 — & that

oe(2/0)) "

(1) = @) < Comax(1, ol a*} (19)
where Cy < o0 is a constant independent of x. For any x € R and o € [0,1], it holds with probability
exceeding 1 — 0 that

lda(@) — g4(2)] < O3 max{L, 2], 22} QY| (lg(z/é)) " (20)

n

where C3 < 00 is a constant independent of o and x.

Taking a closer look at the error rate for parameter estimation in (18), the constant is monotonically
decreasing with respect to zo — x1, indicating that the engression estimator would yield faster convergence
as the training support of the covariate becomes more diverse. Also the constant C; is in fact monotonically
decreasing with respect to the noise level 7,.x. In addition, the dependence of the rates for the conditional
mean and quantile estimation suggest that it tends to be more challenging to extrapolate on a point farther
away from training data or for extreme quantiles. These findings align with our previous theoretical results
at the population level as well as the empirical observations presented below.

Furthermore, due to the nonparametric component 7, engression yields a nonparametric rate of the order
(’)(n_%). However, in this case, a simple modification of engression that enforces the conditional median
to take the parametric form By + f1x + B222 (e.g. by adding a regularisation term or imposing parametric
assumptions on ) can lead to the parametric rate for 5 and conditional median estimation. It remains an
open problem whether engression can achieve a parametric rate more generally.

4.1.2 Misspecified pre-ANM

We further investigate the case with model misspecification, in particular, when the pre-ANM assumption,
which plays a key role in engression, is violated. Consider the same setting as above with the only difference
being that the training data is now assumed to be generated according to Y = 8§ + Six + 8322 + n* which
is in fact a post-ANM. However, we continue to adopt engression with the pre-ANM class defined in (16)
which does not contain the true model.

The following proposition presents the bounds for the parametric component B of the engression estima-
tor, which is proved in Appendix B.4.
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Proposition 6. Under the setting posited above, with probability exceeding 1 — &, we have

1
3
o {160 = (55 ~ Bgnaa)l | = (51 + B3(on + ), 1fal} 5 (EZD)

We note that the engression estimator is generally inconsistent unless the true model is linear (i.e. 55 = 0),
which is reasonable since the model is misspecified. More interestingly, engression still yields a unique
solution, in contrast to the non-uniqueness of regression. Furthermore, engression leads approximately to a
linear model with Bg 20 asn — co. As we have only observations at two distinct values of the predictor
variable, a linear fit seems to be a useful fallback option in case of model misspecification. In comparison,
traditional regression methods again exhibit arbitrarily large errors outside the training support, as shown
in Proposition 5.

4.2 General pre-ANMs

We extend the previous setting and focus on a general pre-ANM class {g(x + h(¢)) : g € G, h € H} defined
in Section 3 without the additional linear term. We consider a continuous support X = [Zmin, Tmax] Which
is a bounded interval on R. Without loss of generality, we assume that e ~ Unif[0, 1] and # is the same as
posited in Section 3.2. Let ¢*(z + h*(g)) be the true model. Let n be the training sample size.

The following theorem states the consistency of the engression estimator (g,ﬁ). Notably, the set of
covariate values for which the consistency of § is achieved, i.e. X, extends beyond the support up to a range
depending on the noise level. In addition, the consistency of h implies that engression can consistently

estimate the cdf of the noise distribution. The proof is given in Appendix B.5.
Theorem 4. Assume the following conditions hold:

(B1) Tmax — Tmin > max{|h*(1)|, [*(0)[}.

(B2) G is uniformly Lipschitz and strictly monotone.

(B3) X lies on grid points Tmin = o < 1 <+ < Ty, = Tmax, Where m = m(n) such that m(n) — oo,
m(n)/n — 0, and max;—1,  m |2 — i—1| = o(m) as n — oo, and P(X = x;) > ¢/m for some ¢ > 0.

Then it holds for all & € X = {z + h*(¢) : x € X,e € [0,1]} and ¢ € [0,1] that
(@) 5 g* (%) and h(e) B h () asn— oo

Condition (BI) requires the training support of the covariate exceed the noise level. Condition (B2)
imposes assumptions on the function class. It is worth noting that with the Lipschitz condition, we establish
the consistency for covariate values outside the support, which traditional regression approaches, however,
do not attain. For example, under the same assumptions, L regression consistently exhibits an error for
conditional median estimation on out-of-support data that scales linearly with respect to the distance away
from the support boundary, as indicated in Proposition 2. Condition (B3) is a technical assumption for
simplifying the analysis and we think the same results could be shown for X with a general continuous
density that is bounded away from 0.

5 Related work

5.1 Extrapolation and distribution shifts

The theoretical understanding of extrapolation for nonlinear models is quite limited. Earlier studies, such as
the one by Sugiyama et al. (2007), were predicated on the assumption of a bounded density ratio between the
training and test distributions. This assumption implies that the test support is nested within the training
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support, thus excluding the out-of-support extrapolation scenarios that we aim to address. Christiansen et al.
(2021) introduced an extrapolation method that presupposes linearity beyond the support, thus imposing
stringent constraints on the function class. More recently, Dong and Ma (2023) explored extrapolation
within the class of additive nonlinear functions. They evaluated the average performance of a model under
a newly extended distribution, assuming that the marginals are not substantially shifted. However, they did
not study the behaviour of the model at distinct test points beyond the training support, an aspect often
referred to as point-wise performance.

Extrapolation is also linked to the extensive body of work on domain adaptation or generalisation, with
the primary objective being the development of models that can adapt or generalise effectively to potentially
divergent test distributions. Such methods typically depend on the integration of a certain amount of data
from the test distribution (Ben-David et al., 2006; Ganin and Lempitsky, 2015; Chen and Biithlmann, 2021),
adjusting the test distribution via covariate shift compensation (Sugiyama et al., 2007; Gretton et al., 2009),
or exploiting specific inherent data structures to train a model that is invariant or robust to distribution
shifts (Peters et al., 2016; Arjovsky et al., 2019; Rothenh&usler et al., 2021). However, our work diverges
from these methodologies by tackling a challenging problem: how a model trained on data within a bounded
set can extrapolate to a data point that lies outside the training support. We do not specify the test
distribution, nor do we utilise data from the test domain. There is also an extensive body of literature on
distributionally robust learning, where the goal is to minimise the worst case risk among a family of potential
test distributions. The family of distributions can be defined via a Wasserstein ball (Kuhn et al., 2019; Sinha
et al., 2018), MMD ball (Staib and Jegelka, 2019; Kirschner et al., 2020), or general f-divergences (Namkoong
and Duchi, 2016). In contrast to these, we assume that the conditional distribution of the target, given the
covariates, is unchanged for test data, and we examine the properties of the proposed methodology once
the covariate distribution is shifting and has at test time a positive density outside of the training support.
While the setting is different in this sense, we also show that the desired extrapolation properties depend
critically on fitting a distributional regression model as opposed to a conditional mean or quantile regression
model. There is also extensive literature on distributional robustness where the assumption is that we have
at training time access to samples from several different distributions and we try to use the heterogeneity in
the training distributions to learn a robust model (Meinshausen and Biithlmann, 2015; Sagawa et al., 2020;
Mehta et al., 2024). In contrast, here we assume we have only access to i.i.d. samples from a single training
distribution. In fact, our proposed method is also of interest for the setting where training and test data
are both sampled i.i.d. from the same distribution as it provides a novel way for distributional regression
with neural networks that does not require much hyperparameter tuning. The smoothing effect of the pre-
additive noise model bears also resemblance with the positive effect of smoothing on adversarial robustness
in a classification setting (Cohen et al., 2019).

While engression can provide prediction intervals with conditional coverage, conformal prediction is a
popular possibility for guaranteeing marginal coverage of prediction intervals (Shafer and Vovk, 2008; Barber
et al., 2023). The standard setting of conformal prediction requires training and test data to follow the same
distribution but there have been attempts to provide marginal coverage guarantees under distribution shifts
(Tibshirani et al., 2019; Gibbs and Candes, 2021; Fannjiang et al., 2022). These approaches broadly rely
on an appropriate reweighting scheme of samples to correct for the distributional shift. However, if the
test distribution has a positive density in a region of the covariate space where the density of the training
distribution tends to zero, the relevant weights will tend to infinity, making the distributional shift correction
infeasible for conformal prediction.

5.2 Distributional regression

Both parametric and non-parametric approaches have been developed for distributional regression through
estimating the cumulative distribution function (Foresi and Peracchi, 1995; Hothorn et al., 2014), density
function (Dunson et al., 2007), quantile function (Meinshausen, 2006), etc. See a recent review of distribu-
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tional regression approaches in Kneib et al. (2023).

From the modelling perspective, engression aligns more with the recently advanced field of generative
models which aims at learning to sample from the training data distribution via a transformation of a
simple distribution. Over the past decade, numerous methods have been developed and shown to achieve
remarkable empirical success in generating images (Rombach et al., 2022; Ramesh et al., 2022) or texts
(Brown et al., 2020). We think that one of the most valuable advantages of engression over existing deep
generative models is its simplicity in both statistical and computational sense, yet performing well in our
numerical studies for classical regression tasks. The statistical property of engression is relatively easy to
understand, as demonstrated through our finite-sample results in (4). Compared to generative adversarial
networks (Goodfellow et al., 2014), engression solves a minimisation problem as in (13) which is much easier
computationally than solving a min-max optimisation problem. Engression does not need an additional
discriminator model, resulting in much less hyperparameter tuning and more stable training. Compared to
variational autoencoders (Kingma and Welling, 2014), engression does not rely on variational approximation,
does not need an additional encoder model, and allows generative models (10) which are more general than
the Gaussian or Bernoulli decoders typically adopted in VAE. While an engression model in general does not
lead to a closed-form density, it allows more expressive neural network models than the invertible NNs used
in normalizing flows (Papamakarios et al., 2021) and its optimisation does not involve expensive Jacobian
computation. In contrast to diffusion models (Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015; Ho et al., 2020), sampling from an
engression model is done through a single forward pass of the model rather than iterating over a stochastic
process, thus reducing the computational cost. In summary, these popular generative models have been
focusing on image and text generation as their main application, while engression is more closely aligned
with classical regression and its simplicity makes it particularly suitable in this context.

5.3 Post-nonlinear models

It is important to note that pre-ANMs bear certain resemblances to the post-nonlinear models featured in
literature. In the context of nonlinear independent component analysis, given an independent source vector
S, the post-nonlinear mixture (Taleb and Jutten, 1999) hypothesises that the observed mixture X is formed
through component-wise nonlinearities applied to the components of the linear mixture, represented as:

Xi = g:((WS1)

where ¢ = 1,...,d, W is a linear transformation, and g is a component-wise invertible nonlinear function.
However, in contrast to our context, this is a deterministic process with the distinct aim of recovering the
hidden signal S from X.

In causality, Zhang and Hyvérinen (2009) extended the post-nonlinear mixture to the post-nonlinear
causal model, which models the causal relationship between a variable Y and its direct cause X as:

Y = g2(91(X) +¢),

where ¢; denotes the nonlinear causal effect, g5 the invertible post-nonlinear distortion in Y, and € the
independent noise. The crucial difference between this model and the pre-ANM is whether the noise ¢ is
directly added to X, up to a linear transformation. This attribute forms the cornerstone of pre-ANMs, which
is not the case for post-nonlinear models unless ¢g; is linear. Besides, the pre-ANM allows for additional linear
terms that do not show up in a post-nonlinear model.

6 Empirical results

We start with simulated scenarios without model misspecification in Section 6.1 and then extend to the
real-world scenarios without guarantees for the fulfillment of the model assumptions in Section 6.2.
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Table 1: Simulation settings. In all settings, the training data are supported on a bounded set within the
boundary value xy.x = 2. With a finite sample, the noise also has a bounded support with roughly 7y,.x =~ 2
(approximately 97.5% quantile of a standard Gaussian). All functions g* are nonlinear outside the support
except that the softplus function is approximately linear as x grows large.

Name g (") X 7

softplus g¢*(z) = log(1 + €%) Unif[-2,2]  N(0,1)

square g (r) = (v,)?/2 Unif[0, 2] N(0,1)

cubic g () =23/3 Unif[-2,2]  N/(0,1.1%)
-2

log )= 3 T8l TS o N0,
log(x) x> 2

6.1 Simulations

We simulate data from a heteroscedastic noise model that falls into the pre-ANM class in (14), with details
given in Table 1. In all settings, the training data are supported on a bounded set and the true functions
are nonlinear outside the support. We compare engression to the traditional L; and Lo regression; for
all methods, we use the identical implementation setups including architectures of neural networks and all
hyperparameters of the optimisation algorithm. For each setting, we randomly simulate data and apply
the methods with random initialisation, which is repeated for 20 times. All the experimental details are
described in Appendix E.

We are interested in the performance of the estimated models outside the training support. To evaluate
this, we use both qualitative visualisations and quantitative metrics. While we focus here on extrapolation
beyond the larger end of the support for convenience, we expect similar phenomena to happen for the smaller
side as well; we investigate extrapolation on both ends of the training support in real-data experiments.

Figure 4 visualises the overall performance of different methods, where we plot the fitted curves as well as
the true function. Here we are concerned with the estimation of the conditional median and mean functions
of Y given X = z. The true median function is given by ¢*(z), while the true mean function is given by
E,[g*(z + n)], which is estimated based on the sampling 10° i.i.d. draws of 7. The engression estimators for
the median and mean are estimated from 512 samples from the engression model for each . We observe that
within the training support, all methods perform almost perfectly. However, once going beyond the support,
L, and Lo regression fail drastically and tend to produce uncontrollable predictions, resulting in a huge
spread that represents roughly the extrapolation uncertainty. In contrast, the extrapolation uncertainty, as
shown by the shaded area, of engression is significantly smaller. Particularly when z < 4, which roughly
corresponds to © < Typax + Mmax, engression leads to nearly 0 extrapolation uncertainty for the conditional
median, which supports our local extrapolability results in Section 3.3. The extrapolation uncertainty of
engression for the conditional mean tends to be slightly higher than that for the conditional median, which
coincides with the results in Propositions 2 and 3.

In addition to the visual illustrations, we quantitatively evaluate the conditional median estimation using
the L loss and the conditional mean estimation using the Ly loss. Both metrics are computed according to X
following a uniform distribution on two (sub)sets outside the training support: a subset [Zmax, Tmax +Jmax] 01
which engression consistently recover the true (median) function by Theorem 2, and the ‘full’ test set which
goes further beyond the local extrapolable boundary xpax + fmax- The metrics for the 20 repetitions are
reported via boxplots in Figure 5. These numerical results further demonstrate the substantial advantages
of engression in extrapolation outside the training support for the conditional mean or median function.

Additionally, we illustrate how engression can take advantage of higher noise levels. In the simulation
settings for square and log, we experiment with various variance levels for the noise 1. As depicted in
Figure 6, with an increase in the noise level, engression tends to extrapolate over a broader range until the
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Figure 4: The estimated conditional medians and means of different methods in all simulation settings. Each
figure consists of the estimated functions for 20 random repetitions (whose 10% to 90% quantiles are plotted
in graduated colors with the darkest curve in the middle representing the mean of the 20 estimated mean
functions), the true function, and training data.
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Figure 5: Average performance on out-of-support data. The top row shows the L; loss for conditional median
estimation; the bottom row shows the Ly loss for conditional mean estimation.
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prediction curve begins to diverge from the true function. This observation supports Theorem 2, which asserts
that engression can consistently recover the true function up to a boundary that becomes less restrictive
with an increasing noise level.

Finally, we investigate how well engression fits the entire conditional distribution of Y'|X via sampling.
Figure 7 presents the scatterplots of the true data and data generated from the engression model. Inside the
training support, engression captures exactly the true conditional distribution, generating data identically
distributed as the true data. Outside the support, the estimated distribution still exhibits a large overlap
with the true distribution at the beginning while eventually starts to deviate from the truth, except the
softplus case where engression appears to produce linear extrapolation that matches the true one.

6.2 Real data experiments

We apply engression to an extensive range of real data sets spanning various domains such as climate science,
biology, ecology, public health, and more. We compare engression with traditional prediction methods, in-
cluding L; regression and Lo regression with neural networks, linear quantile regression (LQR) (Koenker and
Bassett, 1978; Koenker, 2005), linear Lo regression (LR), and quantile regression forest (QRF) (Meinshausen,
2006). Our investigation begins with large-scale experiments on univariate prediction, where the primary goal
is to assess the wide applicability and validity of engression across different domains. Furthermore, we extend
our evaluation to multivariate prediction and prediction intervals, showcasing the versatility of engression in
various prediction tasks. We provide descriptions of the data sets and all details about hyperparameter and
experimental settings in Appendix E.

6.2.1 Univariate prediction

We conduct pairwise predictions on data sets from a variety of fields, which results in 30 pairs of variables
and 59 univariate prediction tasks, accomplished by switching the roles of the predictor and response variables
(with one discrete variable being exclusively considered as the response). For each prediction task, we
partition the training and test data based on the quantiles of the predictor, specifically at the 0.3, 0.4, 0.5,
0.6, 0.7 quantiles, and designate the smaller or larger portion as the training sample. This way, all the test
data lie outside the training support and we encounter diverse patterns of training and test data. Hence,
we have a total of 590 unique data configurations, each representing a specific combination of the data set,
predictor/response variables, and data partitioning.

Additionally, we utilise the same range of hyperparameter settings for NN-based methods, including
engression and L1 or Ly regression. This range includes various combinations of learning rates, numbers of
training iterations, layers, and neurons per layer. In each data configuration, we experiment with 18 unique
hyperparameter settings, resulting in a total of 31,860 models generated by the three NN-based methods.
Each model represents an aggregate of 10 models acquired through 10-fold cross-validation (CV). Regarding
evaluation, we report both the average performance across all hyperparameter settings and the performance
for the hyperparameter setting that yields the best CV metric. Specifically, for engression, L, regression, and
L5 regression, we employ the energy loss, L loss, and Ly loss as the validation metrics, respectively. This
strategy ensures a fair and consistent foundation for comparison and mitigates potential bias originating
from hyperparameter tuning.

Our main evaluation metric is the Lo loss on the out-of-support test data which reflects the extrapolation
performance in such practical scenarios. Table 2 demonstrates the comparative performance of each method
across various data configurations. Engression consistently stands out as one of the top methods for the
most of the data settings. In contrast, other nonlinear approaches, including L; and Lo NN regression
and quantile regression forests, significantly underperform compared to engression, which aligns with our
theoretical and simulation findings presented earlier. Linear models, while inferior to engression, often rank
second, possibly because the out-of-support patterns on real-world data are relatively close to linearity. In
addition, it is worth noting that the average performance of engression across all hyperparameter settings
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Table 2: Proportion (in percentage) of the data configurations for each method with the out-of-support Lo
loss exceeding the best loss by a certain percentage given in the first column. For example, the first number in
the table, 79, means that on 79% of all data configurations, the test Lo loss of engression (averaging across
all hyperparameter settings) exceeds the minimum test Lo loss among all approaches for the same data
configuration by 1%. The smaller the numbers, the better the method is. For NN-based methods, including
engression and Li and Lo regression, we report both the average performance across all hyperparameter
settings or the best performance according to the CV metric.

exceeding engression L; regression Lo regression LQR LR QRF
percentage average CV average CV average CV

1% 79 55 98 72 97 82 85 81 93
3% 65 44 95 63 93 72 78 71 91
10% 35 28 86 44 83 56 61 54 83
30% 14 12 64 22 60 41 38 34 62
100% 2 3 26 9 21 25 13 11 28

is already superior compared to other methods, although model selection via cross validation can further
magnify the advantage.

Moreover, we show a more detailed comparison between engression and regression, both always using the
same architecture of the neural networks. As demonstrated in Figure 8, engression consistently surpasses
L, and Lo regression in terms of the L and Lo loss on test data that fall outside the support, respectively.
This is true even though these losses are specifically optimised by the regression methods on the training
data.

Beyond the absolute evaluation of performance on data outside the support, we also scrutinise the relative
performance between predictions made within and beyond the support. We utilise the Lo loss on the omitted
folds in cross-validation to gauge the performance within the support, which aids in sidestepping potential
overfitting effects. Figure 9 shows the ratio between the Ly losses for predictions made outside the support
versus those made within it for both methods. We arrive at two key observations. Firstly, the ratios of
engression are typically around 1, suggesting negligible performance degradation when transitioning from
within-support to outside-support prediction. In contrast, regression tends to encounter more pronounced
difficulties when extending beyond the training support, as illustrated by the generally larger ratios (note the
log-scaling on the plot). In particular, there exist several instances where engression maintains comparable
performance levels both within and outside the support, whereas regression exhibits a substantial increase
in loss for predictions outside the support compared to those within it, as shown in the red circle. This
further highlights the superior extrapolation performance of engression. Additionally, it should be noted
that we plot the performance for all hyperparameter settings, and engression demonstrates less variance in
performance compared to regression. This implies that engression displays greater robustness across a range
of hyperparameter configurations.

The large-scale experimental study comprehensively demonstrates the remarkable performance of engres-
sion in out-of-support prediction. The empirical results suggest that engression is suitable for a wide range
of real data and offers practitioners an alternative modelling choice for practical data analysis. Furthermore,
it is worth noting that for each pair of variables across all data sets, we include the prediction tasks in both
directions, taking either of them as the response and the other one as the predictor and the other way round.
This ensures that at least in one of these two directions, the assumption on the pre-ANM is not fully fulfilled,
unless the relationship is linear. Considering this, the observation that engression works well across all these
data set configurations indicates the satisfying robustness of engression under model misspecification, which
makes it even more widely applicable in real scenarios.
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Figure 8: Out-of-support losses (in log-scale) of engression and regression for various data configurations,
averaging over all hyperparameter settings.
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6.2.2 Multivariate prediction

Next, we demonstrate the performance of engression in multivariate prediction through two data sets. (While
we focus here on the setting of multivariate predictors and univariate outcome, the method is also directly
applicable to multivariate outcomes, which is implemented in our software.) The air quality data comprises
measurements of five pollutants and three meteorological covariates. For the prediction task, we select one
pollutant as the response variable and utilise the remaining variables as predictors. The NHANES data set
includes the total activity count (TAC), sedentary time (ST), body mass index (BMI), and age, where we
consider predicting the TAC from the remaining three variables. The data is split into training and test sets
based on the median of one of the predictors. We evaluate the performance by the Lo losses on both training
and test data.

In Figures 10-11, we visualise the results by plotting the response variable against the predictor ¢ that
is used for splitting training and test data. We include both the true data points and the prediction of
EY|X; = x;, X_;], where X_; denotes the set of remaining predictors excluding X;. In most scenarios, the
marginal relations between the response and the predictor are nonlinear. We observe that linear regression
tends to show predominantly linear extrapolations when visualised univariately. However, nonlinear effects
can surface in the results, originating from nonlinear dependencies between the depicted predictor variables
and the other variables present in the data set. On the other hand, NN Lo regression, while consistently
having the smallest training loss, fails to extrapolate reliably, resulting in a significantly larger test loss. In
comparison, engression outperforms both linear regression and NN regression. It achieves a lower training
loss than linear regression, owing to the expressiveness of the NN class. More importantly, engression
often maintains a strong performance on out-of-support test data, significantly surpassing the other two
approaches.

In the bottom row of Figure 10, the marginal relationship appears to be almost linear, with a slight
presence of heteroscedasticity. In this case, all methods appear to provide reasonable predictions visually.
However, when evaluated quantitatively, engression exhibits a much lower test loss. In fact, although the
marginal relationship between CO and NMHC is approximately linear, the relationships between CO and
other predictors, like NOx (as shown in the top row) are nonlinear. Thus, predicting CO based on multiple
predictors still requires nonlinear extrapolation in which engression excels, although the advantage lies in
the other predictors and is not explicitly reflected in the marginal relationship between CO and NMHC as
shown in the plots.

In summary, these empirical findings suggest the potential of engression in multivariate prediction. Thus,
it is worthwhile to delve deeper into the theoretical underpinnings of engression in multivariate scenarios in
future research.

6.2.3 Prediction intervals

Engression can also be applied to construct prediction intervals based on the conditional quantile estima-
tions. Specifically, we compute the 2.5% and 97.5% quantiles of the estimated conditional distribution from
engression and obtain the 95% prediction intervals based on them. Note that we do not account for the
estimation uncertainty arising due to a finite sample size. We use linear quantile regression and quantile
regression forests as baseline methods, where the intervals are derived based on the estimated quantiles. We
also consider standard prediction intervals with linear Lo regression for Gaussian errors as another baseline.

In Figure 12, we visualise the 95% prediction intervals on three data sets, along with the average coverage
probabilities. We observe that for engression and most baseline methods, about 95% of all training data
points fall within the 95% prediction intervals. However, when it comes to out-of-support test data, only
the prediction intervals obtained through engression attain good coverage, while the other three methods
exhibit significantly lower coverage rates. For instance, for the GCM data where we predict the global
mean temperature from the radiation, their relationship is nonlinear during training while extrapolating
linearly during test. Linear methods, though obtaining the best linear fits for the training distribution,
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Figure 10: Results for multivariate prediction on the air quality data. Each row shows a predictor-response

pair; each column is for a method. In each plot, the variable on the x-axis is used to split the training and
test data at its median. The numbers in the parenthesis above each plot are the training and test Lo losses,
respectively. The spread in the predictions arises due to the presence of other predictor variables in this

multivariate prediction.
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Figure 12: Prediction intervals. Each row shows the results on a data set; each column is for a method. The
numbers in the parenthesis above each plot are the average coverage probabilities of the prediction intervals
on training and test data, respectively.

provide misleading prediction intervals that cover the test data poorly. In comparison, engression successfully
captures the pattern outside the support, leading to prediction intervals with decent coverage. These results
align with the extrapolability guarantee of engression for quantile estimation in Corollary 1, whereas the
failure of other methods is mainly due to unreliable estimations of the quantiles (for QR and QRF) or the
mean (for LR) outside the support.

It is notable that conformal prediction (Shafer and Vovk, 2008; Lei et al., 2018) can also be used to
construct prediction intervals. Nonetheless, when it comes to extrapolation, the residuals of a regression
model at data points that fall outside the support would generally not fulfill the exchangeability assumption
necessary for conformal prediction as we are operating outside the support of the training distribution.
Consequently, adapting conformal prediction to ensure coverage guarantees for out-of-support predictions is
not a straightforward task.

7 Discussion

Our main contribution is twofold:

(1) We propose a new method ‘engression’ for estimating the conditional distribution of a response variable
given covariates.

(2) Engression in conjunction with pre-additive noise models provides a new perspective for the extrapo-
lation problem in nonlinear regression.

As a distributional regression method, engression is simple yet generically applicable to various regression
tasks. Our preliminary theoretical and empirical studies have shown some promise. From a practical per-
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spective, compared to traditional statistical methodologies, engression benefits from recent advancements in
machine learning. The expressive capacity of neural networks alleviates the limitations of parametric model
specifications. Furthermore, modern optimisation tools and computational hardware have made the associ-
ated computations tractable and scalable, even when dealing with vast sample sizes and high-dimensional
data. Compared to modern generative models for image and text data, such as diffusion models and genera-
tive adversarial networks, the simplicity of engression makes it much more user-friendly and computationally
lighter.

We therefore envisage engression as a useful tool for both statisticians and applied researchers. On one
hand, engression can inspire the development of new methodologies for many statistical inference problems
that involve (conditional) distribution estimation such as conditional independence test (Shi et al., 2021),
missing data imputation (N&f and Josse, 2024), and dimension reduction (Shen and Meinshausen, 2024).
On the other hand, engression can be an interesting addition to the current data analysis toolkit, as it
possesses distinct characteristics than existing nonlinear regression techniques, such as more comprehensive
quantification of the full distribution and different behaviour when it comes to data outside the training
support, which could be more appealing to many practitioners.

In addition, we study one important aspect of engression: the ability to extrapolate beyond the support
of the training data. This need arises from the limitations of existing regression models: linear models,
while capable of extrapolation, are a rather restrictive class, offering limited flexibility. In contrast, nonlinear
regression models, such as tree ensembles and neural networks, suffer from their own deficiencies when it
comes to extrapolation. Tree ensembles provide a constant prediction when extending beyond of the support,
which may not be accurate in many contexts. Neural network predictions, on the contrary, tend to become
uncontrollable when used for extrapolation.

We highlight that engression exhibits a distinct extrapolation behaviour than the existing models and thus
offers a new perspective and modelling tool. Our recipe for extrapolation incorporates two key components:
a pre-additive noise model and a distributional fit. The advantage of a pre-ANM class is, in simple terms,
that it reveals the nonlinearities outside of the training support. This benefit can only be captured, however,
if we fit the full conditional distribution. Importantly, we have shown that both ingredients (i.e. pre-ANM
and distributional fitting) are necessary for extrapolation and that neither adopting a post-ANM nor fitting
merely the mean or quantiles would attain the same merits.

The usefulness and robustness of our proposed engression methodology are demonstrated through theo-
retical proofs and empirical evidence. Our theoretical results show a significant improvement of engression
over traditional regression approaches in extrapolation. Interestingly, the range to which we can extrapolate
benefits from a high noise level. In addition, we have studied finite-sample bounds for some specific settings,
which shows the possibility to extrapolate beyond the support of the finite training data if the pre-additive
noise model is correct. Even when the pre-additive noise assumption is incorrect and the true model proves
to be a post-additive model with a homoscedastic noise, the model produced by engression defaults to a
linear extrapolation, thereby ensuring a useful baseline performance. Moreover, our empirical results show
that pre-additive noise models are a reasonable model for many data sets, validate our theoretical findings,
and show the robustness and accuracy of engression in various regression tasks.
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A Proofs of the population results

A.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof of Proposition 1. Our correct model specification assumption ensures the existence of such a g that
satisfies g(z,e) ~ Py (y|z) for all z € X almost everywhere. Given any model g € M, assume there exists a
subset X’ C X with a nonzero base measure such that for all x € X', Ps(y|z) # P (y|z). Then according to
Lemma 1, we have for all x € X’ that

Ey «p,, (o) [ES(Pg(y[7), Y)] > Ey < p,, (y]2) [ES(Pg(ylz), Y)].
Taking the expectation with respect to Pi(x) then yields
Ep, [ES(Pg(y|X),Y)] > Ep, [ES(F(y|X),Y)].
Thus we have
E[Le(Pg(ylX); Pur(y| X)) < E[Le(Py(y]X); Por(y[X))],

which concludes the proof. O

A.2 Proof of examples in Section 3.1

Proof of Example 1. Let F = {#"x}. For all 8,8’ such that 3Tz = /"« for all x € X', we have 8 = 3’ and
thus BTz = BTz for all x € R. Thus U(5) = 0. O

Proof of Example 2. Let x, = argmin,cy ||z — 2’||. For all f, f* € F such that f(z) = f'(z) for all z € X,
we have f(xp) = f'(xp) and then

f@) = /(@) = f@&') = flz) + f(a) = £'(2)
= (Vf(@) = V(@) (@' — ),

where & and Z’ are points on the line segment between ' and xp, so &, %' ¢ X. Thus

U@®)=  sup sup (Vf(&) = VF'(@) T (2" — )l
z':d(x,x’) <6 f.f eF:
Do (f,f")=0,VYzeXx
sup  2L||z" — x| = 2L4.
z':d(z,x') <8

Proof of Ezample 5. For all o' ¢ X, sup; ¢ |f(2') — f'(2')] = co. Thus U(J) = oc.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 1

Recall the pre-ANM class defined in the main text
Mpre ={g9(x+h(e))+Bx:9g€ G, heMH,[eR}

We first study the identifiability of M. which serves as the basis for the investigation of extrapolability.
The identifiability refers to the uniqueness of a model that induces a single (conditional distribution). The
following proposition formalises the identifiability of M... It says if the two pre-ANMs induce the same
conditional distribution of Y given X = x, then their functions or parameters would also be the same up to
a certain extent of unidentifiability.
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Proposition 7 (Identifiability of pre-ANMs). Assume functions in G are strictly monotone. Let 8,3 € R,
9,9 €3G, and h,h' € H be such that g(x + h(e)) + Bz < g (x+h(e)+ Bz forallz € X.

(i) Assume functions in G are twice differentiable and functions in H are differentiable. If g is nonlinear,
i.e. §#0 a.e., then B =0, g(x + h(e)) = ¢'(x + h(e)) for allx € X and € € [0,1], and h(e) = h/(¢)
for all e € [0,1];

(ii) Assume functions in G and H are differentiable. If g is linear, i.e. g(x) = ax +¢, then ¢'(x + h'(g)) =
o/ (x+h () +<¢ forallz e X and e € [0,1], where s =<' and a+ 8 =o' + ', and ah(e) = o'I (¢).

Proof of Proposition 7. For all x € X, since g(x + h(e)) + Sz 4 g (x 4+ h'(e)) + B'z, the a-quantiles of both
sides are equal. As g,¢’, h, h' are strictly monotone, we have g(x + h(Qn(£))) + Bz = ¢'(x + K (Qa(€))) + 'z
for all o € [0,1]. Let € = Q4(¢). This implies

gz +hE)+Br=g(x+h(e)+ 8 (21)

for all z € X and € € [0,1].
Taking partial derivatives of both sides in (21) with respect to € and = implies

9(z + h(e)h(e) = §'(x + h'())h'(e) (22)
B+g(x+h(e) =B+ 4 (x+ 1)) (23)

By plugging (23) into (22) and reorganising, we have
g(x + h(e))(h(e) = W' (e)) = (8 = BN (¢).

Let us first consider the scenario of (i). Taking the derivative on both sides with respect to x leads to

j(z + h(e))(h(e) = W'(e)) = 0

for all z € X,e € [0,1]. Since j # 0 a.e., we have h() = h/(¢) for all £ € [0,1]. Since we assume
h(0.5) = h/(0.5), we have h(e) = h/(¢) for all £ € [0, 1].
Taking € = 0 in (21) implies

Br+g(x)=pz2+¢(x), VredX.
For all z € X, let g9 # 0 be such that x + h(gg) € X. Then (21) becomes
B+ g+ hieo) = B + (8 = B)(w + hizo)) +¢'(x + hleo)) = Bz +¢'(z + A=)
which leads to
(8 - B)h(zo) = 0.
Since h(eg) # 0, we have 5’ = . Further by (21), we have
(e +h(e) = ¢z + h(e))

for all x € X and € € [0,1]. We hence conclude (i).
As to the linear case in (ii), (23) become

B+a=p"+§(x+1(e))

for all e. Thus, ¢'(z + I/(¢)) has to be a constant and we denote it by ¢'(z + h'(¢)) = ', which implies
J@+h(E)=adx+h(Ee)+d and f+a=p +a.
Back to (21), we then have

a(z+h(e)) + s+ Bz = (x+ 1 () +¢ +

for all x € X and ¢ € [0,1]. This implies ¢ = ¢’ and ah(e) = o’h/(g) for all e. We hence conclude (ii). O
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Then we are ready to prove Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. We first show that M. is distributionally extrapable. Let g(z + h(e)) + Bz, ¢'(z +
R (g)) + B’z be any two models in M. Following the definition of distributional extrapolability, suppose
glx + h(e)) + Bz 4 g (x+ W (e))+ f'x for all z € X. Then the strict monotonicity of G allows us to apply
Proposition 7.

If My is nonlinear, we have from Proposition 7 (i) that 5 = 8, g(x 4+ h(e)) = ¢'(z + h(e)) for all z € X
and € € [0,1], and h(e) = B/(e) for all € € [0,1]. Since h is unbounded, this implies g(z) = ¢'(z) for all
z € R. Therefore, we have g(x + h(e)) + Bz < g (z+ K (e)) + 'z for all z € R, which leads to Upye(d) = 0.

On the other hand, if My, is linear, we know from Proposition 7 (ii) that g(z) = ax+¢, ¢'(z) = ¢’z +¢’
for all z € R, where ¢ = ¢ and a + = o + 3/, and ah(e) = o’h/(¢). Note that in the linear case,
g(x + h(e)) + Br = (o + B)x + ah(e) +¢. Therefore, we have g(x + h(e)) + Bz 4 g (z+ k' (e)) + p'z for all
x € R, which leads to Upye(d) = 0. We thus conclude (i).

For post-ANMs, let g(x) + h(e) and ¢'(z) + h(e) be two models in Moy for any ¢, ¢’ € G and the same
h € H. Suppose g(x) + h(e) £ g'(x) + h(e) for all x € X, which is equivalent to say g(z) = ¢'(x) for all
x € X. Then if G is the class of all monotone functions, g(z) and ¢'(z) can differ by an arbitrarily large
amount for any ¢ X. Thus Upes(6) = oo for all § > 0.

Last, we look at the condition for My to be distributionally extrapable. We start from the sufficiency.
Let g(x) + h(e) and ¢'(x) + /() be any two models in Mpos. Suppose g(z) + h(e) 4 g'(z) + h/(e) for all
x € X. By taking the median of both sides and noting that h(0.5) = #/(0.5) = 0, we have g(z) = ¢'(z) for
all z € X. Then we have h(e) 4 1 (), which implies h(e) = h/(e) for any € € [0, 1]. Now if G is functionally
extrapable, we have g(x) = ¢'(z) for all x € R. This then implies g(z) + h(e) 4 g’ (z) + W' (e) for all x € R,
that is, Mpos is distributionally extrapable. This shows the sufficiency.

To see the necessity, suppose G is not functionally extrapable, meaning that there exists § > 0 such that
Ug(0) > 0, which is equivalently to say there exists 2’ ¢ X such that g(z’) # ¢’(x). Then the distributions of
g(z')+h(e) and ¢'(2’)+ 1/ (e) are not equal, 80 Upest () > 0, that is, Mo is not distributionally extrapable.
We thus conclude the proof. O

A.4 Proofs in Section 3.3

Proof of Theorem 2. By Lemma 1, we have §(x + h(e)) + Bz = g*(x 4+ h*(¢)) 4+ f*z for all z € X. Then the
desired results follow immediately from Proposition 7. O

Proof of Corollary 1. Note that Go(z) = Gz + Qa(n)) + Bz and ¢%(z) = g*(x + Qu(n)) + B*z. Then the
desired result follows from Theorem 2. O

A.5 Proofs in Section 3.4
Proof of Proposition 2. For all f, f' € FJ, there exists g,¢' € G* such that f(z) = g(x) + f*x and f'(z) =
g'(z) + B*x. Recall the definition G* := {g € G : g(x) = ¢*(x),VZ < Tmax + Mmax . Thus, by Definition 1
and the uniform Lipschitz of G, for § < nypax, we have
Urp(6) = sup sup | f(z') — f'(2')]
2/ €[Tmax ,Tmax+0] f,f €EFL

= sup |f(xmax+5)_f/(33max+6)|
[ eFE

= sup |g(Tmax +6) — ¢ (Tmax + )| = 0.
g9,9'€G*
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For § > nmax, we have

f(xmax + 6) - fl(xmax + 6) = g(‘rmax + 6) g,(xmax + 5)
— g(xmax + nmax) ( )(5 nmax) - [gl(l'max + nmax) + g/(‘%/)(é - nmax)]
= (6 - nmax)( ( ) ( ))

where Z, %' € [Tmax + Nmax; Tmax + 0]. Then the extrapolation uncertainty of engression is

Ury (0) = (6 = Nmax) - sup [9(Z) = §"(@)] = L(0 — Nmax)
g9,9'€G*

by the L-Lipschitz condition in Assumption (A5). Thus, we have Urm (0) = L(§ — Nmax)+-
For L, regression, for all f, f’ € Fr,, we only have f(z) = f/(z) for all < zpax. Thus, for all § > 0

qul (6) = sup |f(Tmax +6) — f/(mmax +9)]

ff€FLy
= sup  [g(Tmax) + f()0 = [f (@max) + f(#)3]]
ff€FLy
=6 sup |f(z)— f'(&")| = L9,
f.f'eg
where Z, % € [Zmax + Mmax, Zmax + 0]. The remaining results are straightforward to see. O]

Proof of Proposition 3. For § > 0, for all f, f' € Ff, there exists g, ¢’ € G* such that
f(xmax + 5) - fl(xmax + 5) - En [g(érmax + 5 + 77)} - En [g/(xmax + 5 + 77)]

MNmax 4 Mmax
- / (e + 6+ )dE () + / G+ 8-+ 1)F (1)

—TMmax max —

—MNmax max —

Mmax 4 MNmax
- ( / 0 (Emax + 8+ 1)dFy () + / 0+ 3+ n)an(n)>

nmdx
= / s [g(xmax +0+n)— g,(xmax +0+ 77)] an(Tl)

max —

= /nmax 5(9(5) - 9'(5?'))(77 — Nmax + 5)an(77)a

max

where Z, &’ € [Tmax + Nmax; Tmax + 0 + 1] or ) > Nmax — 0. Then the extrapolation uncertainty of engression
is

Ufg (6) = sup |f(Tmax +0)— f/(xmax +9)]
f.fery

= sup
9,9'€G*

nmax
:L/ 6<n_nmax+5)dFTl(n)'

max

When § > 2max, we have Uz (6) = L(6 — Nmax)-
As to Lo regression, for all f, f’ € Fr,, we only have f(z) = f'(x) for all # < xpax. Thus, for all 6 > 0,

[ @@ = @0~ o+ D) 0

max —

Ury, (0) = sup [f(Tmax +0) = f'(Tmax + )| = L9,
fof'€F L,

similar to the case of L; regression.
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Then the extrapolability gain is given by

Tmax

VH(8) = L6~ L / (1= e + 8)dF, ()

Nmax —0
nmax_(s Thmax
—L |5 [ amm 4 [ (s~ B )
—Mmax Nmax -6
nrnax
= LPy (= 8)+ L [ (e = )P (1) (24)
—
nlllax
= L(0— nmaX)Fn(nmax —6) + Limax — L/ s ndF, (n)- (25)
nIIlaX7

Since both terms in (24) are non-negative, we have v#(§) > 0 for all 6 > 0. When 0 < § < Npax, (25) is
monotone increasing with respect to § and v*(Nmax) = Lmax — L fo " ndF,(n) > 0. When § > Nmax, we
have

Tmax

Lnmax — 7#(5) = L/ 77an (77) - L((S - nmaX)Fn (nmax - 6)

Nmax—0

nIrlax
—L /5 0 (1) — L(6 — mina) (1 — (8 — 1)) = 0

—Mmax

where the second equality is due to the symmetry of the distribution of 7, and the inequality becomes an
equality if and only if § > 21y,.x. Thus, we conclude the proof. O

Proof of Proposition /. For one-dimensional distributions p, p’, the Wasserstein-¢ distance between them is

1/

Wi(p,p') = (/01 |Qa(p) Qa(p’)leda)) ;

where Q. (p) is the a-quantile of p.

For p(y|z),p’ (y|z) € P, there exists g, ¢’ € G* such that g(z +n) + S*x ~ p(y|z) and ¢'(z +7n) + ¥z ~
P (y|z). For a € [0,1], denote by ¢, (z) and ¢, (z) the a-quantiles of p(y|z) and p'(y|x), respectively. Note
that ¢o(z) = g(z + Qa(n)) + f*x. By Corollary 1, we have g, (z) = ¢/, (z) for all * < Zimax + Mmax — Qa(n)-
Let Fg be the class of a-quantile functions of all p € Pg, i.e. F§ = {g(z + Qu(n)) + 8*z : g € G*}.

Then for all 6 > Npax — Qa(n), we have

qa(wmax + 5) - qg(wmax + 5) = Q(x(xmax + Thmax — Qa(n)) + qa (-’i;)<5 — TImax + Qa(ﬁ))
— [ga (Zmax + Nmax — Qa (1)) + ¢4 (Z) (6 — Nmax + Qa(n))]
= (0 = Thmax + Qa(1))(da (%) — 4o (7))

= (6 = Mmax + Qa(1))(9a (T + Qua(n)) — g(lx('i/ +Qa(n))),

8]

where 1'7 fi'l € [xmax + Thmax — Qa(n)7 LTmax + 6]
For § > 0, let ag(6) = Fyy(@max +0) so that o < ag(Tmax +0) € 0 < Pmax — Qa(n). When 6 > 21y, we
have a(d) = 0. Then the above implies the distributional extrapolation uncertainty of engression is given
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by

Up, (9)

sup  Wi(p(y|Tmax + 5)vp,(y|xmax +6))
p,p' €PE

<
g
L

. 1/¢
/ SUP |q0¢ (xmax + 5) - q; (xmax + 5)|eda)
0

90,9, EFE

0(0) 90,90, €EFE

) 1/
/ sup  |qo(Tmax +0) — ¢ (Tmax + 5)|€da>

1

1/¢
(0 = Nmax + Qa(ﬁ)) sup ‘ga(f + Qa(ﬁ)) - g; (55, + Qa(n))leda>

o () 9,9'€G

1/¢
=1L (0 = Nmax + Qa (n))lda
D40(5)

1/

Tmax
=L (/ (1 — Mmax + 5)£an(T])) >0,
max—0

for all § > 0 and £ > 0.
As to quantile regression, given «, for all f, f € Fgg, we only have f(z) = f(z) for all < xpax. Thus,
we have

Upo(8) = sup  Wo(p(ylTmax + ), P (YlTmax + 6))
p,p' €PqQr

X 1/
= (/ sup | f(Zmax +6) — f'(Zmax + 5)|éd0‘>
0

F I EFg,
= LS.

Thus, for all £ > 0, 6 > 0, we have Up,_(6) < Z/{%QR (8), so v4(5) > 0.
When ¢ = 1, we have
nnlax
Ure6) =L [ (1= s+ O)IF ).

Then the (maximum) extrapolation gain can be derived the same as in the proof of Proposition 3, which
leads to (i).

When /¢ € (1,00), note that Up,_(8) is monotone increasing with respect to ¢ while Uf;QR () is free of ¢,
s0 0 < 3 (8) < v}(9) for all §. Also, when & > 2nmax,

Z/[ZE((S) o (En [("7 +0— nmaX)q)l/z o n ‘
uZE(a) B § — Nmax -\ < i 1)

as § — 0o. Also, lims_,o0 (Up, (5)/L{7€QR(6)) = 1. Thus,

d d Uy (8 —uUs (5
i 220 _ iy 280) ) Upan () = Up, )

d—00 7, ((5) d—00 anax 5"00 M’PQR((S) - u713E (5)

=1

—

meaning that lims oo ¥&(5) = Limax, which is the maximum extrapolability gain.
When ¢ = 0, note for all § > 0,

Up, (0) =L sup (1 — Ymax + 0) = L9,
"7€["7max*5~,"7maX]

implying 74 () = 0. Therefore, we conclude the proof. O

42



B Proofs of Section 4

B.1 Preliminaries

For two cdf’s F and G over R, recall that the Cramér distance between them is defined as

CD(F,G) :/ (F(2) — G(2))%dz.
The following lemma presents a bound of the Cramér distance between the population and empirical
distributions.

Lemma 2. Let Z be a random variable with a continuous cdf F with a bounded support Z C R and
{Z1,...,Z,} be ani.i.d. sample whose empirical distribution function (edf) is denoted by Fi,(2) = L 31 115, <.y.
Then with probability exceeding 1 — §, we have

o v(2)log(2/9)
CD(F, F,) < —

where v is the Lebesgue measure.

Proof of Lemma 2. By the Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz inequality (Massart, 1990), for all ¢ > 0, we have

zEZ

P <Sup \E,(2) — F(2)| > t) < 2e72t”,
Therefore, with probability exceeding 1 — d, we have

. log(2/6
sup |F,(2) — F(2)] < #
z€EZ n
Then by definition,
: log(2/)

CD(F, F,) = /Z (F(z) - Fn(z)>2 dz < w(2)2E 02

The following lemma bounds the difference between quantiles in terms of the Cramér distance.

Lemma 3. Let F,G be any monotone cdf’s with the support Z C R. Assume F has a density f bounded
away from 0, i.e. b=1inf,cz f(2) > 0. Let QL and Q(Cj be quantile functions of F' and G, respectively. Then
we have .
3CD(F,G) ) 3

s [0f - 0] < (25

a€l0,1]

Proof of Lemma 3. Let T = sup,¢[o 1] |QF — Q%|, which is achieved at a = ag. Assume without loss of
generality that QF 0 = SO + 7. As the derivative of F is lower bounded by b, we have for z € | 507 50]
that G(z) — F(z) > b(z — Q%). Thus,

ng T b27'3
CD(F,G) = / (F(2) — G(2))2dz > / (F(2) — G(2))2dz > / (bu)?du =
z QS, 0
This implies the uniform bound for the difference between two quantile functions. O
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B.2 Proof of Proposition 5

Proof of Proposition 5. We first show the result for Lo regression. Note that the true conditional mean is
given by p*(z) = 8% + Btz + B%(2* + E[*?]). Empirical Ly regression yields the following

B+ Bla + Bla? = B + Bix + B3 (x? + El*?]) + 0,(1) (26)

for pt € Bt and x = 21, x5. From the two equations (up to a small error that converges to 0 in probability as
n — 00), one cannot (approximately) identify three unknown parameters. To see this, let ¢ be any nonzero
real number and take 85 = 8% 4 ¢. Then (26) becomes

c+ Blz + Bla® = Biz + B3 (2® + E[n*?]) + op(1).

Then we have

*R *2
si-pp = IR )
- 5t = ~(c+ BE™D (5 + = ) + opl0),
1 T2

Thus, for any = ¢ X, we have

E[(Y — (8 + Bz + Bl2?))?) > (85 + Bia + B3 (2 + E[**)) — (8] + Bla + Bla?))?

— _ *E *2
_ |:C(.13 1‘1)(.13 1‘2) + B;E[n*2]$$1 + X2 _ 2 [77 }
T1T2 T1T2 T1T2

2

. [c(az —z)(z —22)]°

T1T2

which can be made arbitrarily large by choosing ¢, as x # x1 and = # x».
Next, we show the results for L; regression, which can be extended to quantile regression in a straight-
forward way. Empirical L, regression yields

By + Bix + Bya? = B + Bix + Bia® + op(1), (27)

for B € B* and 2 = x1, 5. Again, from these two equations, one cannot (approximately) identify three
unknown parameters. Similarly, let ¢/ be any nonzero real number and take 63 = B§ + ¢. Then from (27)

o -t =< (= + )

Z1 €2

we have

C/

By — 55 =

1T
Thus, for any « ¢ X, we have

o —x1)(x — x9)

185 + Blw + B50% = (B3 + Bie + f32%)| > s

which can be made arbitrarily large by choosing ¢, as x # x1 and = # x5. Thereby, we conclude the proof. [

B.3 Proof of Theorem 3

A quadratic pre-ANM defined in (16) is indexed by parameter 8 = (31, 82, 83) and a noise variable n. Let
Fg i be the conditional cdf of Y given X = x induced by a model (3,7). Let Fy = Fg« |, be the true
conditional cdf and F,|, be the corresponding empirical distribution function. Note that in the posited
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setting, the empirical engression (13) is equivalent to minimising the Cramér distance between the empirical
distribution and the distribution induced by the model:

min CD(F I,an .
R Z ( B.ml \ )
zeX

Let Q7 be the a-quantile of a noise variable 7.
Proof of Theorem 3. The proof proceeds in 5 steps.

e In step I, we bound the Cramér distance between the estimated conditional distribution Fy Al and the
true one F;

e in step II, for any model indexed by (8,7), for a level a, we bound ||3 — £*|| and |Q7 — Q7’| in terms
of differences in their corresponding conditional quantiles of Y| X;

e in step III, we combine the previous two steps and yield the finite-sample bound for parameter esti-
mation;

e in the last two steps, we derive the bounds for conditional quantile and mean estimation, respectively.

Step I. With probability exceeding 1 — §, we have

> CD(Fy 30 F2) €237 [CD(F 100 Fuge) + CD(FS, Frp)
TEX zeX

<4y CD(F}, Fyp.) (28)

zeX
< 2v(Y)log(2/90)
B n
with probability exceeding 1 — &, where ) is the training support of Y; the first inequality follows by
Cauchy—Schwarz inequality; the second inequality is due to the fact that

CD(F;

B,i|z Fn\x) = HlFi‘Il CD(Fv Fn|m))7

where F' is taken among the cdf’s induced by any model in (16), by the definition of the empirical engression;
the third inequality follows by applying Lemma 2.

Step 1I. Consider any 3 € B and n ~ P, € P,,. Let qo(z) be the a-quantile of 8y + B1(z + n) + Ba2(x + 1)?,
q%(z) be the a-quantile of 85 + B (x + n) + B3 (x + n)?, and Q7 be the a-quantile of . By monotonicity,
we have o (z) = Bo + f10 + Box? + (81 + 2B22)Q" + £2Q1%. Let du(2) = qgolx) — ¢&(2) be the difference
between the two quantiles. The symmetry of the noise implies Q" = —Q7__. For any a € (0.5, 1], it holds
that

Bo + B + Bz + (Br + 2B00) Q1 + BoQ1? = B + Bra + Bia® + (B +2850)Q + B3Q1 7 + 6a(x) (29)
Bo + 1z + Ba2? — (Br + 2B22)Q + Bo2Q1% = B + Brx + Bia? — (B + 2B50)Q7 + QN7 + 61_a(2)

(30)
Bo + Bre + Poa® = By + Bix + Bza® + bo.5(x) (31)
for x = x1, xs.
Taking the difference between (29) and (30) yields
261 +2820)Q% = 2(B7 + 2652)QY + 8a() — b1-a(2). (32)
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Taking the difference of the above equation for z = x1 and x5 implies

a(#2) = 0o (1) — 01-a(@2) + d1—a(21)
4(%2 7%1) '

B,0n = B3Qu +°

=13 (z1,T2,00)
Plugging this into (32) for = 2 leads to

5a($1) - 51—a($1) .

* * z
BIQL = BQY — % a1, w2,0) + 5 (33)
=71 (z1,22,00)
Taking the ratio of the above two equations, we have
&Gy il (34)
ﬁl 61 B{Qa + 71
—_———
=:r3(x1,T2,00)
On the other hand, taking the difference of (31) for x = 21 and x2 yields
Bi(w1 — xa) + Ba(a] — 23) = Bi (w1 — x2) + B3 (27 — 23) + do.5(x1) — do.5(2). (35)

Plugging (34) into (35) implies

T e

From (35) and (31) for x = x;, we know

Br— Bt dos(xr) — bo.5(x2)

B2 =2 = x1 + T2 + z? — a3 (87)
Bo — B = z1(B1 — B}) + x1(B2 — B5) + do.5(1). (38)

Combining (36), (37) and (38) leads to a bound for the parameter difference

18 =87l <180 = B5| + 81 = BTl + |52 — B3]

2+ 1 x2+1

< +1+ 2 — B+ =2—=16 — 4 -+ |6

< (xl 7 x2> |81 — B > _x%| 0.5(21) = do.5(x2)| + [d0.5(1)] (39)
234+ 1\ Bir(ay + x9)|13(21, 72, Q)|

< 414 22 12 + 6 + 16

- (Il 1 +x2> 14 B3 (z1 +22)/8F Cl(| 0.5(@1)| +| 0'5(@)‘)

where ¢; < oo is a constant depending on z1,x9, 57 and (3.
Furthermore, (33) implies
(Bf = BVQY +7
B ’

which holds for all « € [0, 1] by symmetry and leads to a bound for the difference in the noise quantiles by
combining with (36).

Qn - QI = (40)

Step III. Let Go(x) be the a-quantile of By + B1(z 4+ i) + Pa(x + 7)2, which is the engression estimator for
the conditional quantile. By Lemma 3, we have for x = z1,

1
. 3CD(FAAI, ")\ ®
Sup 1 (2) — g3(2)] < (2;”' ) .
a€l0,1]
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Applying the bound in (28) then yields

6<y>1g<2/6>) | (41)

s (o) ~ dz(o)] < (P

ael0,1]
for x = x1, xs.
According to the results in Step II, by taking § = g and n = 1), we have from the above bounds that
do(z) = O((k’%)%) uniformly for all = x1, 25 and « € [0,1]. Then both 7; and 7 are of the same order,
which implies that for all o, with probability at least 1 — 9,

e <log<2/6> )é
(£E2 - $1)QZ* b’n ’

where ¢y x 1/(3})% is a constant depending on the size of the support ), g*, X. Taking the infimum over «
yields

T3(21, T2, @) <

inf T3(X1, Lo, X S
agl0,1] ( ’ ’ ) (1’2 _xl)nmax

Therefore, we conclude from (39) that

e <1og(2/5))% |

b2n

o) (log(2/5) )% |

— b2n

18- 54 < -
2

Step IV. Based on (40) and the above bound for parameter estimation, we have for o € [0, 1]

Q- Q| < calQY| (lg@/‘”)

- (42)

for a constant c3 < co. Then for all x € R, we have
Ga(@) = g2 (@) = o — B3 +2(B1 — B7) +2%(Ba — 55) + BrQ1 — BIQL +20(5Q0 — B3Q1 ) + 5Q1" - 391"
Note that 1
A . A 1 1
|Bo — Bs + (81 — BF) + 22(B2 — B3)| < max{1,z,x?} (0g(2/5)) 7

n

Q1 - 5101 = (s - @y + Au@d -l slar | (P22,

n

(301 - B3QI)| S 12Q1 | (1g<2/5>> .

n

and 1
552 o p*2 . log(2/6)\
i - ey s ey (EE)
Thus, we conclude the bound

|Ga () — g(2)] < Csmax{1,z,2}|Q1 | (bg(jﬂ;)) °

for a constant C3 < oo that does not depend on x or a.

Step V. As n* < fmax, taking the supremum of (42) yields

sup |Q— Q1| < (lg@/‘”)

a€l0,1] n

47



As 77 and n* have mean 0, we have

A(x) = p*(x) = fo — By + (B = A1) + («® + En**])) (62 — B3) +52(E[7°] — El*™)).

L
Smax{l,m,zz}(ilng(:/d) ) 3

Note that

i) - £l ) = | [ @Pae— [ (@1 o

Yoz 7\2| dey
g/oma) QU )2ld

< 277max sup ‘QZ - Qg*l
a€el0,1]

()

Therefore, we conclude the bound

oe(2/0))

n

i) = )] < Comax{.a%) (

where (3 < oo is a constant that does not depend on . O

B.4 Proof of Proposition 6

Proof of Proposition 6. The proof proceeds similarly to the first three steps in the proof of Theorem 3.
Recall that the true data generating model is Y = 8§ + Six + 522 + n* and X takes only two values
during training. Let F, be the conditional cdf of Y given X = x induced by the true model. Let Fg |, be
the conditional cdf of Y given X = z induced by a pre-ANM in the class (16). Note that the pre-ANM in
class (16) with By = B — Bixixa, By = By + B5(x1 + x2), By =0, and 7j = 77*/51 induces exactly the same
conditional distribution of Y|X = z as the true model, for x = x1, 5. That is, FB e = = F} for x = z1, zo.

Thus, we have for the engression estimator B , 7 that
reX o TEX rzeX

Therefore, similarly to (28) in the proof of Theorem 3, we have with probability exceeding 1 — § that

> OD(Fy ) 5

reX

Let Go(z) be the a-quantile of By + 1 (x + 1) + Ba2(z + 7)2, and ¢%(z) be the a-quantile of 8 + B (z +
n) + B3 (z +n)?%. Let do(z) = du(z) — ¢%(x) which depends on n. Then by Lemma 3 and the above bound,

we have for x = x1, x5 that

1

N log(2/6)\ 3

s 1a(a)] 5 (B2 ) (43)
«a€l0,1] n

For any « € (0.5, 1], it holds that

Bo + Brx + Baa® + (B + 2602)Q1 + SoQ1” = By + Bz + B2 + QU + da(x) (44)
Bo + Bz + Bax? — (B1 + 2522)Q1 + BzQZQ = G5+ Brx+ B5x? — QU + d1-a(z) (45)
Bo + Biz + Boa® = B + Bra + Bia® + bos(x) (46)
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for x = x1, xo.
Taking the difference between (44) and (45) yields

2(B1 +2622)Q1 = 2Q + (@) — 01-a(2).
Taking the difference of the above equation for x = x; and x5 implies

5 . Sa(m) — Sa(ﬂﬁ) — 51—a(9€2) + 51—a(961)
ﬂ?QZ - 4(1’2 — $1) )

s ] 5 (0)
On the other hand, taking the difference of (46) for x = 21 and x2 yields

Bi(wr — x2) + a2} — 3) = Bi (w1 — x2) + B3 (23 — 23) + do.5(x1) — do.5(2). (48)

Plugging (47) into (48) implies

1
log(2/6)\ 3
|81 = BT — B3 (w1 + 22)| S (g(n/)> .
Then from (46) for x = x1, we know
5 log(2/6)\ #
o - 5+ | < (EEL)
which concludes the proof. O

B.5 Proof of Theorem 4

Proof of Theorem /. Let Fy ), be the conditional cdf of ¥ given X = z induced by a pre-ANM model
indexed by (f,g). Let Fy = Fgs p+|, be the true cdf and F,,,, be the empirical distribution function of Y’

given X = z;, where n; be the number of Y samples for each X = z;, for ¢ = 1,...,m. Then the empirical
engression is equivalent to
m
I;lihn CD(Fg,hﬂi’ Fm\%)
=1

Then similarly to (28) in the proof of Theorem 3, we have with probability exceeding 1 — § that

- log(12/9)
*
i=1
where 7 = min{ny,...,n,} > cn/m — 0o as n — oo by Condition (B3).
Let o () and ¢X(z) be the quantiles of g(x + h(e)) and g*(x + h*(¢)), respectively. Let 04(x) = do(z) —
¢%(z). Then by Lemma 3 and the above bound, we have for « € {z1,...,z,,} that

. log(71/9) | *
s (P52) o

Let d,, = max;=1,.. m |z; —xj_1] = o(m) by Condition (B%). For any z € X, there exists i € {1,...,m}
such that |z — ;| < d,,,. By the Lipschitz condition in Condition (B2) with the Lipschitz constant denoted
by L, we know the quantile functions are also uniformly L-Lipschitz. Thus, we have for all z € X

sup [0a(z)] < sup [da(z) = Ga(w:)| + sup |gh(z) — (@)l + sup |dal@:) — g (2:)|
a€el0,1] a€l0,1] a€l0,1] a€l0,1]

< Lldm| + (bg(;:/(S)>
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Then for all & € [0,1] and all z € X, we have
9@+ h(Q3) = 9" (x + h*(QR)) + da(2).

As e ~ Unif|0, 1], the above indicates that for all x € X and any fixed number ¢ € [0, 1], it holds that

9(x +h(e)) = g"(x + h*(e)) + bc (). (50)

Let y = g*(x + h*(g)). We have for all € € [0,1] and y € {g*(z + h*(¢)) : © € X'} that

~

gy = () =97y~ 0-(y)) — h(e), (51)

where we denote 6. (y) := d.(g* " (y) — h*(¢)) for ease of notation.
Taking £ = 0, we have for all y € ¢g*(X) that

For all € € [0,1], according to Condition (B1), there exists x € X such that x + h*(¢) € X. Let

y = g*(x + h*()) € g*(X). Then we have ¢* ' (y) = 5 (y — do.5(y)), plugging which into (51) leads to

9y = d05(y) = h*(e) = 37 (y = 0-(y)) — h(e)

By the uniform Lipschitz condition in Condition (B2), the above equality implies for all € € [0, 1]

|h(e) = B* ()] £ 16:(y)| + 1905 ()] (52)
On the other hand, note from (50) and Taylor expansion that
g(@+ 1 (&) + hie) = h*(e) = g"(x + h*(e)) + be(w) = §lx + h*(e)) + §' (') () — 1" (e)),
where o' = & + h*(¢) + t(h(e) — h*(¢)) for some ¢ € [0,1]. This implies for all z € X and ¢ € [0,1]
19(x +h*(e) = g* (@ + 17 ()| S |h(e) = h*(e)] + |0-(x)]. (53)

By letting n — oo in (52) and (53) and noting the uniform bound in (49), we arrive at the desired
consistency results. O

C Extrapolability of quadratic pre-post-additive noise models

Consider the following quadratic model that allows for both pre- and post-additive noises, called a pre-post-
additive noise model
Y =go(X +n)+ X+,

where 0 = (0p,01,02) € R3 3 € R we take a quadratic function gg(x) = 0y + 612 + 6222, and 1 and & have
symmetric distributions and unbounded supports.

The following proposition shows the distributional extrapolability of the quadratic pre-post-ANM model
class.

Proposition 8. The class of quadratic pre-post-ANM models
{go(x +n)+Bx+£:0 R B R,y and & have symmetric distributions and unbounded supports}

is distributionally extrapable.
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Proof of Proposition 8. By Definition 3, it suffices to show for any 6, 3,n,&,6",5',1, £ such that
d
go(x +n) +Br+E&=go (v +0)+ Bz + ¢ (54)

for x € X, it also holds that gg(z +n) + Bz + £ 4 go(x+n')+fx+¢ foral z e R.
In particular for the quadratic model class, it further suffices to show for model components that satisfy
(54), it holds that

0=0,8=5,n<ny, cL¢.
Note that
go(x +n) + B+ € =0 + (01 + B)x + 032 4 011 + 2022m + Oon + €.

Taking the mean of both sides of (54) yields
0o + (01 + B)x + 022> + 2E[n?] = 0 + (0; + Bz + 042* + 04E[n?]

for all z € X, thus indicating 6; + 8 = 6] + £’ and 6, = 6.
Taking the variance of both sides of (54) yields

(61 4 2052)*Var(n) + 02Var(n?) + Var(¢) = (0] + 205x)*Var(n') + 0§2Var(n’2) + Var(¢')

for all x € X, thus indicating 6; = 67 and Var(n) = Var(n’), which according to the above relations, further
implies 8 = 3’ and 6y = 6.
Now, consider the characteristic function of both sides of (54); we have for all ¢t € R

]E[eit(él+292x)n]]E[eit02n2]E[eitf] _ E[eit(91+292x)nl]E[eit%n/?]E[eit&/}
holds for all z € X. Then we know

]E[eitZGQ(mfm’)n] E[eiﬂ&'z(fﬂ*ﬂﬁ,)ﬁ/}

for all z,z’ € X'. Thus, we have 4 1’ and also & 4 &', which concludes the proof. O

D Engression with other loss functions

As noted in Section 2.3, the choices of the loss function in engression can be rather flexible and the theoretical
results in Section 3 always hold. In this section, we discuss some alternative choices, including the KL
divergence and the kernel score (Dawid, 2007) or the MMD distance (Gretton et al., 2012; Sejdinovic et al.,
2013) with several common kernels, and investigate their empirical performance in simulated settings.

D.1 Kernel/MMD loss

A bivariate function k : R x R — R is said to be a positive definite kernel if it is symmetric in its arguments
and Yo, Z?:1 aiajk(z,z;) > 0 for alln € Ny, " a; = 0, and all z; € R. Given a distribution P, an
observation z, and a kernel k, the kernel score is defined as

Sk(P.2) = Egnplk(Z,2)] — 5Ez2 (M7 7',

where Z, Z' are two i.i.d. draws from P in the second term. If k is a characteristic kernel, then Sy is a strictly
proper scoring rule (Steinwart and Ziegel, 2021). The associated distance function for two distributions P
and P’ is the squared MMD distance (Gretton et al., 2012)

MMD;(P, P') = Elk(Z, Z)] - 2E[k(Z, Z")] + E[k(Z', Z'),
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where Z and Z are two independent draws from P, and Z’ and 7' are independent draws from P’.

The energy score is a special case of the kernel score with k(z,2') = —|z — 2/||. Other commonly
used characteristic kernels include the Gaussian kernel k(z,2’) = exp(—||z — 2’||?/20), the Laplace kernel
k(z,2") = exp(—||z — 2'||/o), and the inverse multiquadric kernel k(z,2') = 1/4/]]z —2'||2 +¢c. In our

experiments, we use the default hyperparameter values of o = 1 for Gaussian and Laplace kernels and ¢ =1
for the inverse multiquadric kernel.
Now, define the loss function based on the (negative) kernel score as

Li(Pg(ylz); Per(ylw)) = Ey o p,, (y]a) [= Sk (Pe(ylz), Y)]

= By 1)~ Ee (g, 2), V)] + 3B (b8, ), )],

where €,¢’ are two i.i.d. draws from Unif[0,1]. We know if k is a characteristic kernel, the above kernel
loss satisfies the characterisation property and hence can be used as the loss function for engression. The
population engression with the kernel loss is

min L (Py(y|x); P (y|x))-

gEMpre

D.2 KL loss

For two probability densities p, p’, the KL divergence between p,p’ is defined as

KL(p,p') = / p(2) log(p(2)/1/(2))de.

We have KL(p,p') > 0 where the equality holds if and only if p = p’.
Let pr(y|x) and pg(y|z) be the conditional densities of the training and model distributions, respectively.
Define the loss function based on the KL divergence as

Lxr(Pe(yl2); P (ylz)) = KL(pe: (y[x), pe(yl2))
= —Ep,(y) [log(pg(Y]X))] + Ep,, (z,9) [log(per (y]))]

where the second term is a constant, so minimising the KL loss is equivalent to the maximum likelihood
estimation. The population version of engression with the KL loss is defined as

i L (pg(yle); puyle)). (55)

However, when G and H are parameterised by neural networks, the KL loss does not have a closed form

to be easily optimised. To this end, we adapt a generative adversarial network (GAN) algorithm from Shen

et al. (2022) for solving (55). Let gy(z,e) = go, (Wa + hg,(g)) + Sz, also known as the generator in the

generative models literature, where both g and h are parameterised by neural networks and 6 = (61,602, 3, W)

collects all the parameters. We summarise the procedure of the GAN-based engression in Algorithm 1, where

in line 4, we solve an empirical nonlinear logistic regression among a class D of discriminators; in practice,

we use early stopping and only take a few gradient descent steps, as in Goodfellow et al. (2014). Under
suitable conditions, the algorithm yields a consistent estimator for solving (55) (Shen et al., 2022).

D.3 Empirical results

In Figures 13-16, we show the results of engression with various loss functions for the simulation settings in
Table 1, Section 6.1. Compared with engression with the energy loss adopted in the main text, in particular
the results in Figure 4, we see that engression with other loss functions in general exhibit comparable
performance in contrast to the significantly higher extrapolation uncertainty of baseline approaches. Indeed,
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Algorithm 1: GAN-based engression

Input: Sample {(z;,y;) : i =1,...,n}, initial parameter 6y, learning rate 7, number of iterations T
1 fort=0,1,2,...,7 do

2 Sample ¢; ~ Unif[0,1],i=1,...,n
3 Generate §J; = gy, (x;,€;) fori=1,...,n
— - 1y n ~D(yi)) 4 1y D(3;
4 Dy = argminpep [n >izilog(l+e W) + 7 2iet log(l+e ( l))]
. n n ~ T ~
5 | O =00+ > exp(—=Di(9:))Vogy(xis€i)  lo=0, VDi(:)
Return: 61
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training data training data training data training data
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Figure 13: Performance of engression with other loss functions on softplus.

we also observe some differences in terms of extrapolation performance. For example, GAN-based engression
with the KL loss performs better than the other loss functions on softplus and square, while the Laplace
kernel loss appears to be the most superior on log. These empirical observations suggest that the theoretical
investigation of various loss functions and their impact on engression are worthy subjects for future research.

E Experimental details

We first describe the setup that we adopt generally across all experiments. For estimating the energy loss, at
each gradient descent step, we use two generated samples for each observation of the covariate. We generate
new samples of ¢ for different steps, leading to a large generated sample size m in total in the empirical
loss in (13). Regarding the neural network architecture, we always adopt multilayer perceptrons (MLPs).
In Figure 17, we illustrate the structure for one layer that we typically adopt for all input and intermediate
layers (if the NN contains more than two layers); the output layer is always a single dense (fully-connected)
layer. For L; and Lo regression, we use deterministic networks, where each layer follows the same architecture
in Figure 17 without concatenating any noise. For optimisation, we adopt the Adam optimiser (Kingma and
Ba, 2015) with default values for the beta parameters on the full batch of data in the experiments reported
in this paper, while mini-batch gradient descent is implemented as well in our software. Throughout all
experiments, we always keep the same NN architecture and optimisation hyperparameter for engression and
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Figure 14: Performance of engression with other loss functions on square.
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Figure 15: Performance of engression with other loss functions on cubic.
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Figure 16: Performance of engression with other loss functions on log.

noise R%

input data/neuron R%

Input R+

output R%

Figure 17: Architecture for one layer with input dimension d;, noise dimension d,, and output dimension d,,.

regression. For engression, we typically set the noise dimension to d,, = 100 unless stated otherwise.

E.1 Simulations

For softplus and square, we simulate 50k training data and use NNs with one layer and 100 hidden neurons
(i.e. one input layer as shown in Figure 17 followed by a dense output layer). For cubic and log, we simulate
100k training data and use NNs with 3 layers and 100 hidden neurons each. We adopt the Adam optimiser
with a learning rate of 5 x 1072 and train all the models for 10k iterations.

For kernel losses, we use exactly the same training setups as with the energy loss. For GAN, for numerical
stability, we use a learning rate 1 x 1073 for the model (generator) parameter 6; at each gradient step of
the pre-ANM, the discriminator is updated for 10 steps using the Adam optimiser with a learning rate of
5 x 1073, The discriminator is an MLP with exactly the same architecture as the generator except no noise.
All models are trained on the full batch for 10k iterations.
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E.2 Real data
E.2.1 Data sets and preprocessing

We adopt 6 real, public data sets from various domains:

¢ GCM The GCM data set consists of 13,590 observations for three variables: daily global mean
temperature (in Kelvin) obtained from the CanESM2 global circulation climate (GCM) model (Kushner
et al., 2018) that covers the years 1950-2100 and regridded to a regular 2.5 degree-grid, the global annual
mean radiation anomaly (in W/m?) that summarises the Earth’s energy imbalance (e.g. from changing
COy concentrations), and the time stamp (integer). We consider predicting the temperature with
either the radiation or time and the reverse direction.

e Abruptdx The Abruptdx data set contains temperature data from the CESM2 global circulation
climate model (Danabasoglu et al., 2020) that spans 999 years. At the beginning, the CO5 concentration
in the atmosphere is multiplied by a factor of 4 compared to a pre-industrial level and then the climate
slowly adjusts to a new and warmer equilibrium afterwards. We take the global mean temperature
either monthly (using all years) or daily (using the first 209 years due to the huge sample size). We
use the time stamp to predict either the monthly or daily temperature and predict the time using the
temperatures.

e NHANES National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) is a nationally represen-
tative study conducted by the US Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) to assess the
health and nutritional status of the United States population. In total, there were 20,470 study partic-
ipants who participated in the NHANES 2003-2006 study. The original data set is obtained from the
R package rnhanesdata (Leroux et al., 2019) and processed following a similar pipeline as described in
Cui et al. (2021). For this experiment, we exclude participants who did not wear a physical activity
monitor or had high-quality accelerometry data for less than 3 days and with missing BMI and age
information. The final data set contains 10,914 participants. We focus on 4 variables: the total activity
count (a unit measuring physical activity intensity), sedentary time (in minutes), body mass index,
and age (in months). We do pairwise prediction for all pairs of variables in both directions.

e Single-cell The single-cell RNA sequencing data set was published by Replogle et al. (2022) who
performed genome-scale Perturb-seq targeting all expressed genes with CRISPR perturbations across
human cells. We utilise the data set on the RPE1 cells. After removing missing data and excluding
genes with low expression, we select 6 pairs of genes with the highest correlation coefficient, with a
sample size of around 11,400 for each pair. We do pairwise predictions in both directions.

e Birth This data set is obtained from the CDC Vital Statistics Data Online Portal (https://www.
cdc.gov/nchs/data_access/vitalstatsonline.htm) and contains the information about around 3.8
million births in 2018, from which we remove all missing entries and randomly sample 30,000 individuals
for our experiment. We focus on predicting the birth weight (in grams) from the pregnancy duration
(in months, discrete).

e Air The air quality data set (Vito, 2016) is obtained from the UCI machine learning repository. It
contains hourly averaged concentrations for five pollutants: CO, non-methane hydrocarbons concen-
tration (NMHC), Total Nitrogen Oxides (NOx), Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2), O3, and three meteorological
covariates: temperature in degrees Celsius, relative humidity (in percentage) and absolute humidity
(AH) for 8991 hours after removing missing values. We do pairwise predictions for all five pollutants,
as well as NO2 — temperature, NO2 — AH, and AH — temperature in both directions.

In the large-scale experiments for univariate prediction, as described in Section 6.2.1, for each prediction
task (i.e. a specific pair of the response and predictor), we partition the training and test data at the 0.3,
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Figure 18: An example of data setup on the air quality data. Partitioning training and test data at different
quantiles of the predictor results in different levels of “similarity” between training and test distribution,
implying varying difficulty for extrapolation. Comparing (d)-(e) to (a)-(c), flipping the roles of the predictor
and response leads to potentially different underlying models.

Table 3: Set of hyperparameters. We experiment with all possible (in total 18) combinations.

(num_ layer, hidden_dim) | (2, 100), (3, 10), (3, 100)

| (
learning rate ‘ 1x1073,1x 1072
|

500, 1000, 3000

number of training steps

0.4, 0.5, 0.6, and 0.7 quantiles of the predictor and designate the smaller or larger portion as the training
set. In Figure 18, we demonstrate one example of data setup on the air quality data. After training/test
partitioning, we normalize the full data set based on the sample mean and standard deviation of the training
set.

E.2.2 Hyperparameters

For large-scale experiments on univariate prediction in Section 6.2.1, we consider various combinations of
learning rates, numbers of training iterations, layers, and neurons per layer, as listed in Table 3.

For multivariate prediction in Section 6.2.2, we use exactly the same NN architectures and optimisation
hyperparameters for both engression and regression and on both the air quality and NHANES data sets with
any variables as the response. We use MLPs with 3 layers and 500 neurons per layer; for engression the
noise dimension is set to 500 as well. We again use the Adam optimiser with a learning rate of 0.001 and
train all models for 3000 iterations. For evaluation, the predictions for the conditional mean by engression
are obtained by sampling 128 ¢’s for each x, which is used for both visualisation and computing the squared
prediction error.

For prediction intervals in Section 6.2.3, we again keep all the hyperparameters the same for engression
and regression. For GCM data, we predict the global mean temperature from the time whose relationship
is relatively simple, so we use an MLP with 2 layers and 100 hidden neurons trained for 500 iterations. For
the air quality and NHANES data sets where the dependence is more complex, we use MLPs with 3 layers
and 100 neurons per layer trained for 1000 iterations. The noise dimension for engression is 100 as typical.
The Adam optimiser is adopted with a learning rate of 0.01.

E.3 Engression and pre-ANMs

We explain how the practical implementation of the engression model aligns with the pre-ANM class. Based
on definition (4), a pre-ANM class is given by

{g(z,e) = g(Wa+h(e) + B 2: WeR>* 3R gec G heH}, (56)
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where G and H are two function classes, noise ¢ follows a pre-defined distribution, and each model depends
on a tuple (W, 3, g, h) which is unknown and to be learned. In fact, when parametrising g(x,e) by neural
networks whose first operator is a linear transformation, we can write the model more explicitly as

glx,e) =g(Wax + Ve),

where Wz +Ve is the first linear layer and g is the subsequent layers. This form already aligns with pre-ANMs
by adding scalable pre-specified noises to covariates. To further allow a fully learnable noise distribution, we
adopt the skip connection technique (He et al., 2016) and the model can thus be written as

glx,e) = ga(g1 Wiz + Ve) + Waz) + 5T957

where two skip connections are adopted after g; and g, respectively. The model is then essentially the same
as the pre-ANM class (56).
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