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Abstract

Quantile estimation and regression within the Bayesian framework is challenging as the choice
of likelihood and prior is not obvious. In this paper, we introduce a novel Bayesian nonpara-
metric method for quantile estimation and regression based on the recently introduced martingale
posterior (MP) framework. The core idea of the MP is that posterior sampling is equivalent to
predictive imputation, which allows us to break free of the stringent likelihood-prior specification.
We demonstrate that a recursive estimate of a smooth quantile function, subject to a martingale
condition, is entirely sufficient for full nonparametric Bayesian inference. We term the resulting
posterior distribution as the quantile martingale posterior (QMP), which arises from an implicit
generative predictive distribution. Associated with the QMP is an expedient, MCMC-free and
parallelizable posterior computation scheme, which can be further accelerated with an asymptotic
approximation based on a Gaussian process. Furthermore, the well-known issue of monotonicity
in quantile estimation is naturally alleviated through increasing rearrangement due to the connec-
tions to the Bayesian bootstrap. Finally, the QMP has a particularly tractable form that allows
for comprehensive theoretical study, which forms a main focus of the work. We demonstrate the
ease of posterior computation in simulations and real data experiments.

1 Introduction

Quantile estimation and regression has wide applications in fields such as econometrics and biostatistics

[Koenker and Bassett Jr, 1978]. The Bayesian approach has garnered attention due to the ability

to fully quantify uncertainty through the posterior distribution. However, a Bayesian equivalent is

not immediately obvious as the need to specify a likelihood is challenging. [Yu and Moyeed| [2001],

Yang et al|[2016] and related works utilize a ‘working likelihood’ based on the asymmetric Laplace

distribution, where the quantile of interest parameterizes a potentially misspecified likelihood. Within
the Bayesian nonparametric literature, the challenge lies in eliciting a valid nonparametric prior.

and Walker| [2009] introduced the quantile pyramid, which is a nonparametric prior with support on

piecewise linear quantile functions. Rodrigues et al.|[2019] and |An and MacEachern| [2024] extend the

quantile pyramid to allow for the introduction of covariate dependence. [Tokdar and Kadane| [2012]

introduce a semiparametric prior for linear quantile regression which has support on monotone curves;
Yang and Tokdar| [2017] and |Chen and Tokdar| [2021] then extend this to more complex covariate
spaces. In general, constructing prior distributions for quantile functions is nontrivial, and posterior

*Corresponding author. Email: chefong@hku.hk



inference in all cases require the use of Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) techniques, which can
often be computationally demanding.

A recent promising class of approaches that avoids the need to work directly with a likelihood are
methods which generalize Bayesian inference. One direction is the generalized Bayesian update of
Bissiri et al.| [2016], which relies on a loss function instead of a likelihood, and motivates updating
through coherence. The asymmetric Laplace likelihood can be motivated in this fashion, as the
likelihood is indeed proportional to the exponentiated check loss function. Another approach is to
view Bayesian inference as a predictive task by taking advantage of connections between posterior
and predictive inference, which has been explored in Berti et al.| [2020], Fong et al. [2023], Fortini and
Petrone [2020, |2023] and others. Particularly close to our work is the martingale posterior (MP) of
Fong et al.| [2023], where the traditional likelihood-prior construct of Bayesian inference is replaced
with the elicitation of a sequence of predictive densities, which shares the motivation of the prequential
approach of Dawid|[1984]. Given observations Y7.,, the sequence of predictives is utilized to impute the
remainder of the population, Y}, 1.00, from which an estimand can be computed and is then distributed
according to the MP.

1.1 Owur contribution

In this work, we introduce a Bayesian nonparametric method for quantile estimation and regression,
motivated from the purely predictive framework of the MP [Fong et al.,|2023]. The core idea is to utilize
a recursive estimate of the quantile function as a generative predictive, which is then sampled from
and updated to impute Y, 11.00. We will differentiate between quantile functions and quantile function
estimates, where the first is monotonically increasing but the latter may not be. The distribution
of the resulting random quantile function of Y;, ;1.0 is then termed the quantile martingale posterior
(QMP). The generative predictive is essentially a stochastic approximation of the quantile function
with an additional coherence condition.

The QMP inherits many advantages of the MP framework. Firstly, exact posterior computation is
simple and expedient, as MCMC is not required at all. We will see later that a highly accurate
approximate posterior sampling reduces computation time even further, making the imputation step
negligible in time. Secondly, in many situations, we may not have strong prior information despite
wanting to quantify posterior uncertainty. The prior distribution can thus be a nuisance to specify,
motivating noninformative priors [Berger et al. [2009]. This is particularly true in Bayesian non-
parametrics, where the specification of the prior is both technically demanding and challenging to
interpret. In contrast to traditional Bayes, the QMP is entirely data-driven and prior-free, and the
model is simple to interpret due to connections to stochastic approximation.

The QMP also has unique advantages within the context of quantile estimation. The issue of mono-
tonicity or quantile crossing is handled automatically by the imputation step in the QMP, and we rely
heavily on the useful theory of increasing rearrangements. This is another benefit of working with
the predictive framework and specifically with a generative predictive as in our case. Extensions to
incorporate covariate dependence, e.g. for linear quantile regression, is then straightforward again due
to connections to stochastic approximation, especially when compared to traditional Bayesian non-
parametric priors. Finally, we will be extending beyond the c.i.d. condition required for the original
MP, which greatly expands the possible set of models for Bayesian nonparametric inference.

In exchange for these benefits, we will immediately be faced with theoretical challenges, for which
solutions form the bulk of this work. In general, theoretical study of the MP is challenging due to the



inability to rely on standard tools for Bayesian asymptotics, and we now cannot even rely on results
from the c.i.d. literature. To study the existence and support of the QMP, we will leverage new tools
from the Banach space valued martingale literature, which will aid us greatly. In addition, we will be
able to study the weak convergence of the QMP, as well as posterior consistency and contraction in the
frequentist sense, which is novel for MPs. The theoretical results have strong practical implications
as they guide model elicitation, hyperparameter setting and approximate sampling. We hope these
methods and tools used are also of independent interest and will be useful for future research in MPs
and Bayesian inference in general. We speculate that the aforementioned theory may also be adapted
to the Bayesian estimation of more general monotone functions [e.g. |Chakraborty and Ghosal, [2021].

We now provide an outline the paper. In Section [2, we will review the role of increasing rearrangement
in quantile estimation and the MP framework from |[Fong et al.| [2023]. We then introduce the QMP
in the unconditional setting, and provide intuition as to the various model components and sampling
algorithm. Section [4] will then cover the bulk of the theory, with most derivations postponed for the
Appendix. Section 5| will discuss the practical implications of the theory, with a focus on the setting of
a few key hyperparameters and an expedient approximate posterior sampling scheme. Section [6] then
extends the QMP for quantile regression, covering similar theory and practical discussions. Section [7]
demonstrates the QMP in a simulation and real data example, and Section [§| concludes with future
directions.

2 Quantile martingale posteriors

For ease of exposition, we first introduce the quantile martingale posterior without covariate depen-
dence, and extend it to the quantile regression case in Section [6] For the remainder of this section, let
Y1., be nii.d. copies of the r.v. Y € R from an unknown sampling distribution P* with cumulative
distribution function (CDF) P*(y).

2.1 Quantile functions and increasing rearrangement

To begin, we outline some prerequisites on the quantile function and its estimators, with a particular
focus on increasing rearrangement |Chernozhukov et al. 2010]. The quantile function Q* : (0,1) - R
is the left-continuous, monotonically increasing function defined as

Q*(u) =inf{y e R:u < P*(y)}.

The quantile function is particularly useful for inverse-transform sampling from P*, which we strongly
leverage in our work. In particular, given a uniform r.v. V ~ U(0,1), we have that Q*(V) ~ P*.
This is due to the key property that Q*(u) < y if and only if u < P*(y) for all w € (0,1). A detailed
summary of properties of quantile functions can be found in [Embrechts and Hofert| [2013]. For the
remainder of the paper, we will assume that that both P*(y) and Q*(u) are continuous.

Let @, be an estimate of the quantile function Q* from Yi.,. A well-known problem in quantile
estimation is that @Q,(u) may not be monotonically increasing on u € (0,1), so it is not a valid
quantile function. In the case of quantile regression, this is known as the quantile crossing problem
[Bassett Jr and Koenker| 1982, |Hel, 1997, |(Chernozhukov et al., 2010], where the lack of monotonicity
causes quantile curves as functions of the covariates to cross one another for different values of wu.
Many solutions to this problem have been proposed, but we will focus particularly on increasing
rearrangements, as this occurs naturally under the MP framework.



For the remainder of the paper, we will denote a potentially non-monotone quantile function estimate
as Qn. Let QL denote the increasing rearrangement of (Q,,, which is defined as follows:

1
Pa(y) = /0 L(Qn(u) < y)du, Qf(u) =inf{y € R:u< Pyly)} (1)

Q;rl is then a proper quantile function, where one can see the monotonicity as follows. For V'~ U(0,1),
the function P, is the CDF of Q,, (V'), so QIL is a valid quantile function and must be monotonically
increasing. The connection to the bootstrap is hence obvious and of key importance - the quantile
estimate @, gives us a means to simulate from P,, (or equivalently QL) through the inverse transform,
which forms the basis of our work. In Figure [1| (left), we show an example of rearranging a non-
monotone (), into a monotonically increasing QIL, with corresponding P, in Figure |1 (right). We
can see that QIL agrees with (), in some regions, and preserves continuity. A detailed discussion on
properties of rearrangement for quantile estimation can be found in |Chernozhukov et al.| [2010].

There is also a close connection to rearrangement inequalities [Hardy et al. [1952], which have previ-
ously been leveraged in estimation by (Chernozhukov et al.|[2009] and specifically in quantile estima-
tion/regression by |(Chernozhukov et al.|[2010]. Many useful properties of QIL have also been shown in
Chernozhukov et al| [2010], and we will outline and utilize this theory in Section[4 In particular, one
can show that QIL is always a better estimate of Q* in terms of L? distance as a result. Increasing
rearrangement also preserves continuity properties, which will be useful for us.

2.2 Martingale posterior distributions

The MP is a generalization of the Bayesian framework introduced by Fong et al. [2023]. The key
notion is that Bayesian uncertainty on a parameter of interest 6 arises from the unknown remainder
of the population Y,,;1.0c that has yet to be observed. |[Fong et al. [2023] show that posterior sampling
is equivalent to the predictive imputation of Y, ;1.0 given Y7.,, followed by the computation of 6 as
an estimand from Y7j.... This procedure is termed as predictive resampling, where the sequence of
predictive distributions, P,(y) = P(Ynt+1 <y | Y1.n), is used to sequentially impute Y;,11.00, which is
outlined in Algorithm

Armed with this interpretation of Bayesian inference, the MP then generalizes Bayes by eliciting a
general sequence of predictive distributions {P,, P,+1, ...} directly as the statistical model, removing
the need for a likelihood and prior, and instead relying on predictive resampling to obtain a posterior
distribution on a parameter of interest. In order for the MP on 6 to exist, we require the sequence
Py to converge almost surely to a random probability measure P, when predictive resampling, which
is ensured through a martingale condition. In particular, [Fong et al| [2023] requires the following
predictive coherence condition, E [Py11(y) | Yi.n] = Pn(y) for each y € R and all N > n. This
then implies that the sequence of imputed observations Y, 11.o0 is conditionally identically distributed
(c.i.d.), and Berti et al. [2004] show that the c.i.d. condition is sufficient for the existence of a Ps,
which Py — P, weakly almost surely. This c.i.d. condition unfortunately greatly constrains the
class of predictive distributions one can use for the MP. The MP also has close connections to the
Bayesian bootstrap of Rubin [1981], which has recently had a resurgence in popularity, e.g. Fong et al.
[2019], Nie and Rockova [2023]. Other nonparametric MPs have been suggested in |Cui and Walker
[2023, |2024] and Walker| [2024]. Parametric versions of the MP have also been introduced in [Walker
[2022], Holmes and Walker]| [2023], where a parametric predictive distribution is utilized for predictive
resampling. The martingale is now directly the parameter of interest 6, ensuring convergence of an
estimator Oy — 6, instead of Py — Ps,, which relaxes the c.i.d. condition.



Fong et al. [2023] enforce the c.i.d. condition using a nonparametric recursive update for Py based
on the bivariate copula as introduced in Hahn et al. [2018]. This recursive update is inspired by the
Dirichlet process mixture model, and takes the form

Pyy1(y) = (1 — an+1) Pr(y) + ang1Hy (Pr(y), PN (YN41)) (2)
where H,(u,v) is the conditional distribution of the bivariate Gaussian copula of the form
o1 (u) — p®(v)
Hp(u7 U) =0 5 ) (3)
Vi—p

and p € (0,1) is the correlation term and ® and ®~! are the standard normal CDF and its inverse
respectively. The weights are usually chosen ay = O(N~1!) in order for the update to approach the

independence copula as N — oo. Intuitively, the second term in the sum is akin to a kernel centred
at Yyi1 as in the traditional kernel density estimate, but the main difference is that the kernel is
adaptive as it depends on Py.

The nonparametric MP based on faces a few challenges. Firstly, estimating a probability density
constrains the update due to the need to integrate to 1. Secondly, although extensions to conditional
density estimation are provided in [Fong et al. [2023], it is challenging to incorporate structure in
the regression setting (e.g. linearity), due to the stringent c.i.d. condition. Finally, studying the
asymptotic properties of the nonparametric MP based on the copula is challenging, due to working
in the space of probability measures [Berti et al., 2004]. We will see that the QMP alleviates these
challenges faced by the nonparametric MP outlined in the previous section as the space of quantile

function estimates is much easier to handle.

Algorithm 1: Predictive resampling Algorithm 2: Quantile predictive resampling

1 Compute P, from the observed data Y., 1 Compute @Q,, from the observed data Y7.,

2 for b+ 1 to B do 2 for b+ 1 to B do

3 fori+ n+1to N do 3 fori+ n+1to N do

4 Sample Y; ~ P;_ a Sample V; ~ U(0, 1); compute Y; = Q;—1(V;)
5 Update P; <= {P;_1,Y;} 5 Update @Q; <+ {Q;—1,Y:}

6 end 6 end

7 | Evaluate 62 = 6(Y1.y) or 6(Py) 7 | Evaluate 60 = 6(Y1.y) or 0(Q1,)

s end s end

9 Return {05\}), e ,91(\?)} 9 Return {65\}), . ,61(\,3)}

2.3 Quantile predictive resampling

In this section, we introduce the quantile martingale posterior framework, which builds on the ideas
of Fong et al. [2023] to address quantile estimation. The core idea is to utilize a recursive update for
an estimate of the quantile function, which serves as our predictive imputation machine. For now,
assume that we have an estimate of the quantile function, @, : (0,1) — R, computed from the i.i.d.
observations Y7.,. We will address how to obtain @, later, and will assume that @,, is continuous and
bounded, but not necessarily monotonic. Given @Q,,, consider the following sampling scheme:

1. Simulate V11 ~ U(0,1)

2. Compute Y41 = Qn(Vot1).



Viewed in this manner, @, is simply a tool for simulating Y, 1, and can thus be viewed as a generative
predictive sampler. This is analogous to the approach of the generative adversarial network [Goodfellow
et al., [2020], where accurate samples are generated by passing noise through a neural network instead
of estimating the density. It is also not challenging to see that Y;, 1 is in fact distributed according to
P,, with the corresponding rearranged quantile function QL, which is indeed monotonic. The quantile
function estimate ,, thus provides us a means to simulate from the rearranged predictive distribution
directly, without the need to actually compute the rearrangement operator . This procedure is
illustrated in Figure [1| (left), where we draw V41 ~ U(0,1) and read off the corresponding value
Qn(Vp41) to get a sample. The quantile function and CDF of Y;,41 is then QIL and P, as shown in red
in Figures (left) and (right) respectively. We will also refer to Q, and P, as the implicit quantile
function and CDF respectively. We provide more intuition as to what rearrangement implies for the
resulting QMP in Section [4

Given the further specification of a recursive update (Qn, Yp+1) — @n+1, and assuming appropriate
conditions on the update, we will then have all the ingredients needed to sample from the QMP,
which is outlined in Algorithm [2 The main difference to the original MP is that we keep track of a
quantile function estimate, which can be interpreted as a generative predictive sampler, and it does
not need to satisfy the monotonicity property. For now, we leave the update unspecified, but we will
investigate the appropriate elicitation of the update function in detail starting in Section |3} Compared
to the original MP, the class of possible predictives for the QMP is much broader, as we only require
Q@ to be bounded and continuous, whereas the original MP requires estimating a probability density
function. We will see in Section [4] that this relaxation allows for comprehensive theoretical study of the
QMP, and Section [6] will illustrate the simplicity of incorporating covariates for conditional quantile
estimation.

Figure 1: Plot of (Left) Q,, and rearranged Q], and (Right) implicit P, ; for V;,41 = 0.7 which gives Y;, 41 ~ —0.4.
Note that P,,(Yn41) # Vi1, although P, (Y,41) 4 V41 as both are distributed according to 4(0, 1).

2.4 Martingale condition and coherence

In order for the QMP to be well-specified under the scheme of Algorithm we will require an
analogous condition to the c.i.d. property for the original nonparametric MP. Unsurprisingly, we
find that a martingale condition is once again sufficient for existence of the MP, which corresponds to
an interesting coherence property on the generative predictive.

While we will leave the technical details for Section[d], we briefly outline the martingale condition here.



In particular, we require a similar condition on the estimate of the quantile:

E[Qn+1(u) | Yi.n] = Qn(u) (4)

for each u € (0,1) for all N > n. Here, the conditional expectation is over Yy11 = Qn(Vni1), SO
we are averaging over the r.v. Vyi1 ~ U(0,1). Under assumptions on the recursive update, we show
in Section 4| that the limiting empirical distribution of Y, 11.c0 converges to some P, weakly almost
surely, which has a corresponding random quantile function Qlo. This kind of convergence also has
close connections to exchangeability. The QMP is then the distribution of Qlo or Py, (or appropriate
functionals thereof). The theory requires technical tools from the function-valued martingales and
rearrangement operator literature, but intuitively, the above weak convergence implies that the QMP
over the unknown quantile function exists. Furthermore, we will see that the additional flexibility
gained in working with quantile functions instead of CDF's will allow us to quantify the convergence
of Q;V to QJ;O more precisely.

Previously, [Fong et al.| [2023] highlighted that the c.i.d. condition was equivalent to predictive co-
herence, as the posterior mean of the predictive CDF Py (y) is equal to the initial estimate P, (y).
In the QMP case, we will instead have a kind of generative coherence. To interpret this, suppose
we are interested in drawing a sample from Y ~ P,. One can draw V ~ U(0,1) and plug it into
the limiting generative predictive Y = Qs (V'), which then gives Y ~ P,,. From (4)), we have that
E[Y | Yi.n] = Qn(V), which suggests that the posterior mean of a sample from P, is equal to a
sample from P, almost surely. We thus have not introduced any bias in samples from P,, through our
recursive update, which amounts to a generative coherence property.

3 Recursive quantile estimator

3.1 Stochastic approximation

We now introduce a novel recursive update to estimate continuous quantile functions. Recursive up-
dates are particularly well-suited for the QMP, as it gives us both a means for predictive resampling
and for ensuring the necessary martingale condition, which will we discuss in depth shortly. The moti-
vation is based on the connection between recursive methods and stochastic approximation [Lai, 2003|.
Hahn et al.| [2018], Fong et al. [2023] highlight the interpretation of as a stochastic approximation
of the CDF /density, and the parametric MP of Walker| [2022], [Holmes and Walker| [2023] relies on a
stochastic gradient descent approach to update the parameter 6.

We take a similar approach here, leveraging a stochastic approximation estimate of the quantile
function, which has also been investigated in works such as |Aboubacar and Thiam [2014], Kohler
et al. [2014] and |Chen et al.| [2023] in the non-Bayesian setting. One can define the quantile at
u € (0,1) as Q*(u) = argmin, [ p,(y —q) dP*(y) where p,(z) = z (u — 1 (2 < 0)) is the familiar check
loss. Although the check loss is not differentiable at z = 0, one can still utilize the sub-gradient, and
define the recursive update

Qnt1(u) = Qn(u) + ant1 [u— 1 (Y1 < Qn(u))] ()

where «,, is a sequence of decreasing weights chosen so that

oo oo
ZO%:OO, ZOA%<OO (6)
i=1 i=1



as is standard in stochastic approximation. One can show that this is indeed a consistent estimator
under some assumptions, as the second condition on «; ensures the algorithm converges, and the first
condition ensures initial conditions are forgotten and we converge to the minimizer.

There are however two main issues with that cause it to be unsuitable for the QMP, which we
address now. Firstly, we are interested in the case where QQ* is continuous, whilst will recover a
discontinuous estimate of the quantile. Secondly, for the purposes of the QMP, there is the subtle
but important point that does not imply a martingale for @, (u) under the quantile predictive
resampling, which will be important for showing the existence of the QMP.

3.2 Recursive copula update

We now describe a recursive estimate of the quantile function which returns both continuous curves
and satisfies the required martingale condition. To begin, we highlight the connection between the
recursive update of the predictive CDF based on the bivariate Gaussian copula as shown in and the
empirical distribution and Bayesian bootstrap. The empirical distribution can be written recursively:

Pyii(y) = (1 —any1)Pn(y) + ani1l (Ypr < y)

where ay = N~!. By comparing the above update to , we see that the indicator term 1 (Yyi1 < v)
corresponds to the term H, (Py(y), Pn(Yn+1)). In fact, we have that lim, 1 H,(u,v) = 1(v < u). As
a result, can be viewed as a smoothed version of the empirical distribution update.

Inspired by this connection, we apply the same intuition to extend into a form that is suitable for
the QMP. Our suggested recursive update of the quantile function estimate is then

Qn+1(u) = Qn(u) + ant1 [u— Hpy,, (u, Py(Yv41))] (7)

where Py is the rearranged CDF function of @y, and o satisfies @ We postpone discussion on
the sequence py € (0,1) except for requiring that py — 1 as N increases, which is a key difference
between the QMP and the regular MP, as the bandwidth p is kept fixed in the latter. Intuitively,
the update is akin to a Bayesian analogue of a recursive kernel-smoothed quantile estimator (e.g.
Aboubacar and Thiam [2014]) which arises naturally from a stochastic optimization viewpoint. Figure
(left) illustrates the form of [u — H,(u,v)] for increasing values of p, which we see approaches the
limiting case [u — 1(v < u)]. We can thus directly view [u — H,(u,v)] as a continuous relaxation
of [u— 1(v < u)]. Figure |2] (right) then illustrates the effect of updating with an observation with
PN(YN+1) = .

Unlike the non-Bayesian case, much care is needed to ensure the coherence condition discussed in
Section [2.4] is satisfied. To this end, the rearrangement step is crucial for obtaining the martingale
under predictive resampling, as (Q; may not be monotonic. We highlight the key property that both
[u — H,(u,v)] and [u — 1(v < )] are not monotonic, so it is possible for Qn41 to not be monotonic
even if Qu is. This is illustrated in Figure 2| (right), where for p close to 1, we have non-monotonicity
of the updated Qny1-

To understand the importance of rearrangement for the martingale condition, we focus on the step
function case, and contrast between [u — 1(Yyy1 < Qn(u))] versus [u — 1(Py(Yn+1) < u)], where the
first case is from and the latter is from with p — 1. If Qu is is a proper quantile function, i.e.
it is motonically increasing and left-continuous, then we have Yyi1 < Qn(u) < Py(Yny1) < u. In
this case, it is thus clear that the two updates are equivalent. However, when ()n is not monotonic,
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Figure 2: Plot of (Left) [u — H, (u,v)] and (Right) updated quantile estimate Qn+1(u) and old Qn(u) (-+);
for v = 0.7 with p = (0.9,0.95,0.99) (—,—,—) and [u — 1(v < w)] (---).

the two updates will differ. To see why the latter update is more suitable, consider Yy11 ~ Py where
Py is continuous. Under predictive resampling, we have Py(Yn41) ~ U(0,1), so in the latter case we
have

1
Eu—1(Pv(Yn+1) <u) | YinN] :u—/o 1(v<wu)dv=0.

In the first case however, we have E [u — 1(Yy11 < Qn(u)) | Yi.n] = v — Py (Qn(u)) # 0. The issue
arises as Py (Qn(u)) # w when @ is not monotonic, and the size of the deviation is related to how
non-monotonic @y is. Finally, the above logic extends to the smooth case, where one can show that

1
E[u—Hyy,, (u, PN(Yn11)) | Yin] =u— / Hpy . (u,v)dv=0.
0

This follows as fovl H,(u,v)dv = Cp(u,v’) where C, is the bivariate Gaussian copula, and taking
v — 1 returns Cy(u,1) = u. As a result, the recursive update @ satisfies the required martingale
condition from Section when Py is continuous. This once again highlights the bivariate copula as
a versatile building block for Bayesian nonparametrics, especially for smooth functions.

3.3 Posterior sampling from the QMP

A nice property of the QMP is that rearrangement is automatically handled during predictive resam-
pling. To see this, we revisit the quantile predictive resampling scheme, where Yx11 = Qn(Vny1) for
VN41 ~ U(0,1), resulting in Yx41 ~ Py. The recursive quantile update only relies on Y1 through
Py (Yn+1), and again we have Py (Ynyy1) ~ U(0,1) if Py is continuous. To carry out one step of
predictive resampling, it is then simply a matter of simulating Viy4+1 ~ U(0,1) and computing

Qn1(u) = Qn(u) + ant1 [u— Hpy ., (u, Vvya)] - (8)

Once again, posterior sampling only depends on the simulation of uniform r.v.s, which is extremely
cheap, and does not require complex MCMC schemes. In practice, the update truncated at some
reasonably large N > n is sufficient for convergence to Q. Looking ahead, we will shortly see that
a truncation may not even be necessary as we can identify the limiting law of Qoo — Qn-.

The advantages of predictive resampling over traditional Bayes is clear and outlined in [Fong et al.
[2023], which we now recap. Firstly, we can completely avoid issues of mixing and serial computation
that faces MCMC, relying only on uniform r.v.s and simple computations to provide i.i.d. posterior
samples. The update is also particularly easy to parallelize, both across samples and across



different values of u, allowing us to easily take advantage of modern GPU compute. Finally, the only
source of approximation comes from a relatively harmless truncation step. Interestingly, sampling
from the QMP has additional advantages over the regular MP due to working in the space of quantile
function estimates. The first is that samples from P, can be obtained directly when quantile predictive
resampling, as we are working with a generative predictive. Specifically, if we replace u in with
U ~ U(0,1), then computing the recursive update will transform Yy = Qn(U) ~ Py into Yyy1 =
Qn+1(U) ~ Pyi1. In practice, we can thus initialize a vector Uy.p i U(0,1) and pass it through
the update for N > n+ 1. A second benefit is that theoretical study will be more comprehensive
compared to the regular MP, as the QMP only requires v and V1 as inputs for the update. In
particular, we will be able to show a weak convergence result which allows even faster approximate
sampling from the QMP based on a Gaussian process (GP).

3.4 Initial estimate @),

Up until now, we have not discussed how one would obtain the initial estimate @Q,, from the observed
data Yi.,, from which predictive resampling begins. We emphasize here that n is the number of
observed i.i.d. samples from P* or @Q*, whereas N is used to index predictively resampled future
samples. Of course, @, is of utmost importance as it governs the central tendency of the QMP.
Following |[Fong et al.| [2023], it is the most coherent if @), is obtained by applying the update (7)) to
the i.i.d. observations Yi.,, starting from some initial Qo (e.g. the quantile function of U[a, b] where
[a,b] depends on the dataset). The entire statistical model is then governed by the update and
Qo, which is closely connected to the prequential framework of Dawid| [1984]. One can then interpret
Bayesian inference as applying the update up until the final observation Y,,, then imputing Y, 11.00
from @), once we ‘run out’ of observed data points.

There is however a slight intricacy specific to the quantile estimation case, which suggests that a
variant of may be more desirable when estimating @), from i.i.d. observations. Consider the
rearranged update:

Qir1(u) = QI (w) + a1 [u— Hp,., (u, P(Yig1))] (9)

fori=1,...,n—1. The key difference is that we require an additional rearrangement of ); after each
update. We will see in Section that applying the update @ gives us consistency of QIL at Q*,
which we have been unable to show for . The intuition for this discrepancy lies in the stochastic
gradient descent interpretation of the update. In both and @D, the ‘gradient’ is computed at the
rearranged version of Q;r (through F;), but the gradient update is applied to @; instead of Qj in ,
which may impede consistency.

Under predictive resampling however, the non-linear rearrangement step in @D would cause @Qn to no
longer be a martingale, which is undesirable for the QMP. As a result, we recommend using the update
@ for the i.i.d. observations to obtain the initial QL, then carrying out predictive resampling with
for imputing Y, 41, Yp+2,.... Under this scheme, @ will ensure frequentist consistency while will
ensure that the QMP exists under predictive resampling. This slight incoherency appears to be the
price that we pay for working with quantile function estimates, which are well known to have issues
related to monotonicity of estimates as we discussed. Fortunately, we find that in practice there is not
too much difference in the estimated QL obtained through or @ as long as py is chosen to not
approach 1 too quickly (which we discuss shortly), so the above concern is perhaps more theoretical

in nature.
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3.5 Algorithm

We now summarize the QMP method, and postpone the setting of p; and «; and approximate sampling
to Section [5l Algorithms [3] and (] below illustrate the full process of obtaining the QMP. Like with
the regular MP, there is a distinct separation of estimation and obtaining uncertainty, which is more
akin to frequentist methods. In practice, it may be desirable to average the output of Algorithm
over multiple permutations of the data (e.g. 10) if it is desirable for the initial estimate of the
QMP @, to be permutation invariant. Due to the expediency of the update, this is not too restrictive
computationally, and no permutation-averaging is required for predictive resampling due to asymptotic
exchangeability (discussed in Section [4.1.2). We will require a grid of u-values on which we compute
the quantile estimates, and this also governs the ‘resolution’ of our samples. We find that a grid of 200
evenly spaced points from [0, 1] works well in practice. The number of future samples N can be set by
monitoring the convergence of )y, and we see that N ~ n + 5000 is sufficient in practice. Algorithm
can be easily executed on a GPU, as sampling consists of many simple operations which can be
computed in parallel. However, we will see in Section than Algorithm (] can be approximated even
more quickly using a GP.

Algorithm 4: QMP sampling

1 Initialize @,, from Algorithm
2 for b+ 1 to B do
3 fori<~n+1to N do

Algorithm 3: Estimation of quantile
function

1 Initialize Qg
2 Datais Yi,...,Y,

(b)
3 for i+ 1 ton do 4 DY?W Vi Nbu(ov 1) )
4 Compute V; = P;_1(Y7) 5 QE )(u) = Qz('—)1(“)+04i [“ - H,, (va;( )>]
s | Qi(w) = QI (w)+a;[u—H, (u,V;)] 6 | end
6 end 7 end
i
7 Return Q, 8 Return {Q;(V(l), cee Q;V(B)}
4 Theory

For the original MP, asymptotic theory was challenging due to the complex dependence in the update.
Interestingly, the lack of dependence on the predictive of the first input into H,(u,v) helps to simplify
the theory. We distinguish between two asymptotic regimes under the MP framework. The first is the
convergence of Py — P, from predictive resampling, starting at N = n+ 1, which we term predictive
asymptotics. This is closely connected to Doob’s consistency theorem [Doobl [1949], and is discussed
nicely in [Fortini and Petrone [2024]. The second is the classical frequentist asymptotics, where we
study the convergence of the MP or relevant estimates (such as P,,) as n — 0o, where n is the number
of i.i.d. observations Y7., % pr. We will now investigate both for the QMP. Full derivations are
postponed to the Appendix, although we provide proof outlines when they are particularly insightful.

4.1 Predictive asymptotics

To study the predictive asymptotics of the QMP, we will rely on the theory of function-valued mar-
tingales [Pisier, [2016]. Although the theory is technical, the results and conditions are insightful and
simple to interpret. We begin this subsection with prerequisite theory from functional analysis, with
details deferred to Section[A]in the Appendix. As the space of possible of quantile function estimates
QN is quite large due to not requiring monotonicity, we will have sufficient structure to borrow pow-
erful results from functional analysis. Let B be a Banach space of real-valued functions f : (0,1) - R
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with norm | - ||g, which @x will belong to. In particular, we will work with two very useful spaces
that lend themselves to easy study of recursive updates for Qn. The first is the L2((0,1)) space,

which consists of square-integrable functions with norm || f|j2 = /[ f(u)? du. We write the L? dis-

tance between two elements f,g € L?((0,1)) as d2(f,g) = ||f — gll2. The second is the Sobolev space
H'((0,1)) consisting of functions f € L?((0,1)) which are weakly differentiable with weak derivative
f" € L?((0,1)), which shares properties with the regular derivative. A very useful property in the
I-dimensional case is that if f € H'((0,1)), then f is equal almost everywhere to an absolutely con-
tinuous function. The norm in the Sobolev space H'((0,1)) is then ||f|l12 = /|| fII2 + [|f']|3, with
corresponding distance dy 2(f,g) = ||f — gll1.2. Both L? and H' are Hilbert spaces, which will allow
us to apply function-valued martingale convergence theorems easily.

Through Algorithm (] @ will evolve randomly, so we require a probability space on B-valued objects.
Let (2, F,P) denote the probability space. A r.v. in this case is a function f : Q@ — B which is
Bochner measurable and takes values in B, so realizations of the r.v. are functions, that is f(w) € B
for w € Q. We write LP (Q,F,P; B) or LP(B) as the space of Bochner measurable functions with
E[[If1%] = [ IfIdP < oo for some 1 < p < oo, where we will mostly be using p = 2. The norm
of this space is defined as || f||z»(p) = (E [HfH%])l/p, and functions that are equal a.e. are identified.
In our use cases, expectations within this space can be evaluated pointwise on the function, so the
condition is enough to ensure @y is a function-valued martingale. Details regarding (conditional)
expectations are in Section [A.T] of the Appendix.

4.1.1 Existence and support of the QMP

We now study the convergence of the sequence @11, @ni2, ... under quantile predictive resampling
with Algorithm [ which will inform us on properties of the QMP. The main theorem we will use is
the convergence theorem for Banach space valued martingales, which we cover in detail in Section
of the Appendix.

We will need the following assumptions on @, : (0,1) — R, which is the initial estimate of the quantile
function that we predictive resample from, as well as an assumption on the copula update.

Assumption 1 (Bounded in L?). @, satisfies |Qnl]2 < oo.

Assumption 2 (Weak derivatives bounded in L?). Q, is weakly differentiable with weak derivative
qn which satisfies ||gnll2 < 00, s0 ||@Qnll1,2 < co.

Assumption 3 (Learning rate). The learning rate sequence takes the form o; = a(i +1)~1 for some
a € (0,00) fori>1.

Assumption 4 (Bandwidth). The bandwidth sequence takes the form p; = V1 — ci=% where 0 < k < 1
and 0 < c <1 fori>1.

Intuitively, Assumptions [I| and [2] ensure that the initial sampler @Q,, is sufficiently well-behaved. As-
sumption (3| satisfies @ which is standard for stochastic approximation. Assumption 4| ensures that
pn does not approach 1 too quickly, i.e. the smoothness of the update function does not decrease too
quickly.

Proposition 1. Under Assumptions[1] and[3, there exists a random function Qs with realizations in
L2((0,1)) such that d2(Qn, Qo) — 0 a.s.
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Proof outline. We rely on the martingale convergence theorem for Banach spaces as given in Theorem
in the Appendix. By construction, we have (4)) so @y is a martingale. The main condition to
check is that sup s, E [|Qn|3] < oo, which is detailed in the Appendix. O

The above proposition thus guarantees the existence of the QMP, which is the distribution of Q.
Under relatively weak constraints on the predictive update, we can say much more about the support
of the QMP.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions there exists a random function Quo with realizations in H*((0,1))
such that di2 (QN, Qo) = 0 a.s.

Proof outline. The key here is that the Assumption [ on the bandwidth prevents the expected Sobolev
norm from diverging to infinity, i.e. supys, E [|Qn]|3 5] < co. This allows us to apply Theorem
as we did in Proposition O

Corollary 1. Under Assumptions realizations of Qx are absolutely continuous on (0,1) a.s., up
to the equivalence class of H((0,1)).

In other words, the above theorem and corollary implies that samples of Qo from the QMP are
absolutely continuous and thus differentiable almost everywhere a.s. We have thus managed to identify
the support of the QMP by leveraging the Sobolev space, which is crucial if absolute continuity of
the quantile function estimate is desired. However, we have only studied the quantile estimate Qy,
which may not be monotonic. Since the actual object of interest is the implicit quantile function or
CDF Q;rv /P, the question is whether we can say anything about the QMP distribution over those.
Fortunately the answer is yes, due to the regularizing effect of the rearrangement operator. To first
study the convergence of QJf , we will need the following well-known proposition on rearrangement:

Proposition 2 (Lorentz| [1953], (Chernozhukov et al. [2009]). Let f, g be any two functions [0,1] — C
for some bounded subset C C R with increasing rearrangements f1,g" respectively. We then have

Consider the case where g = Q* is a proper quantile function. The above proposition then states
that the rearrangement of Qn to Q}L\, can only improve the estimate [Chernozhukov et all 2009).
Furthermore, the rearrangement procedure does not hurt the smoothness of the function, which implies
the following result.

Proposition 3. Under Assumptions there exists a random function Qlo with realizations in
H'((0,1)) such that dg(QJ]rV, Qio) — 0 a.s, where realizations of QJZFV and Qlo are proper monotonically
increasing quantile functions.

We highlight that QI is absolutely continuous on (0,1) up to the equivalence class of H'((0,1))
a.s., which follows from the well-known property that rearrangement preserves absolute continuity
(Theorem M in the Appendix). We thus have that the predictive quantile function Q}LV converges
to an absolutely continuous random quantile function Qlo a.s. In other words, the rearrangement
operator does not significantly affect the predictive asymptotics of the QMP, although we highlight
that in general the posterior mean of the QMP is not QL. Note that the convergence is only in

13



the L? norm, as strengthening the convergence to hold in the Sobolev norm is trickier. A technical
result states that a variant of the rearrangement operator is continuous in the Sobolev space H*((0, 1))
|Coron, {1984) |Almgren Jr and Lieb, [1989], so it is likely possible for our case. However, this is stronger
than what we require, so we leave this for future work.

Summary Although the results are technical, the intuition is hopefully clear. We have utilized the
function-valued martingale convergence theorem to show that the quantile estimate )y converges a.s.
(in the norm of the respective Banach space) to a random @, under Algorithm {4} The regularizing
behaviour of the rearrangement operator then assures us that the implicit proper quantile functions
Q;rv also converge in L? a.s. to a random proper quantile function Q];o. This guarantees the existence
of the QMP, which is precisely the distribution of Qlo. Under additional smoothness assumptions on
@, and the bandwidth sequence pp, we can then leverage the Sobolev space to show that the support
of the QMP is on proper quantile functions which are absolutely continuous on (0, 1).

4.1.2 QMP over probability measures and asymptotic exchangeability

So far, we have only been working in the quantile space, but it is interesting to study the QMP on
the more familiar space of probability measures. This will also allow us to make statements on the
convergence of limiting probability distributions as studied in |Berti et al. [2004] and Fong et al. [2023].
Fortunately, we can leverage a simple connection between L? convergence of quantile functions and
weak convergence.

Proposition 4. Under Assumptions [1] and [3, there exists a random probability measure Py, on R
such that Py— Py in Wasserstein-2 distance a.s., which further implies Py— Pso weakly a.s. Under
the additional Assumptions@ and@ Py, corresponds to an absolutely continuous Qlo.

Proof. As dg(Q}L\,, Qlo) is exactly the Wasserstein-2 distance between Py and P, where P, is com-
puted from QQoo, we have that Py — P, in Wasserstein-2 distance a.s. As the Wasserstein distance
metrizes weak convergence in R (e.g. |Villani et al., 2009, Theorem 6.8]), we have the above result. [

As we have a.s. weak convergence of Py to a random probability measure, we can make the usual
statements on limiting empirical distributions and asymptotic exchangeability.

Corollary 2. Under Assumptions and@ the sequence (Yni1, Yni2,...) arising from Algorithm 18
asymptotically exchangeable. Furthermore, the empirical distribution of (Yn+t1, Ynt2, ..., YN) converges
weakly to Py a.s. as N — oo.

Both results in the above corollary arise due to the a.s. weak convergence of Py to some P, which
implies that this convergence of the predictive distribution is sufficient for Bayesian inference [Fong
et al. 2023 |Cui and Walker, 2023]. The QMP distribution over any functional is then simply the
push-forward of §(P). The c.i.d. condition is a very convenient means to attain this convergence,
but the above two results highlight that it is by no means necessary. Unlike in Fong et al.|[2023], which
relies on the c.i.d. condition, here we instead rely on a martingale condition on the potentially non-
monotonic quantile estimate. A keen reader may notice that we have not assured absolute continuity
on the probability measure P, which would then imply the existence of a probability density function.
Unfortunately the absolute continuity and non-strict monotonicity of Qlo is not enough to guarantee
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this, as any flat regions of Qlo could be mapped to an atom for P,,. However, absolute continuity of
Qlo allows us to guarantee that P,, does not have any gaps in its support, and in practice we also see
that P is continuous a.s.

4.1.3 (Gaussian process

Having established the existence of (), which is distributed according to the QMP, a natural question
is to investigate the properties of Qo — QN as we take N — oo in Algorithm [4] This is closely
related to the study carried out in Fortini and Petrone [2020, 2023 |2024], but we will require some
technical tools from empirical process theory as we would like to study the entire function Q. One
surprising consequence of the theory to come is the simplicity of the law of Qo — Qn, which allows
us to accelerate sampling from the QMP even further. We now introduce the results before discussing
their implications.

For the rest of this section, we will assume that ay takes the form given in Assumption [3] To begin,
we first discuss the object of study. We will focus on quantifying the convergence of Qn to Q, as
this is much more tractable than the rearranged case. Specifically, we are interested in the law of
the random function Sy = Qo — @n-1 as N — oo, which we suspect to be Gaussian due to the
summative form of @ More concretely, let us define the random function

S (1) = Quo(u) = Qu-1(w) = 3 ey (u — Hy, (u, V7)) (10)
i=N

where V; i u (0,1) for all ¢ > N. We highlight to the reader again that Sy has an additive form

and in particular consists of a sum of independent terms. As an aside, one concern may be that the
distribution of Sy does not depend on observed data (through @,). However, we can quell these
concerns by drawing a connection to the Bayesian bootstrap, where the random Dirichlet weights wy.,
do not depend on the data at all, but the location of observations contribute to the posterior. In the
QMP case, Sy plays the role of the Dirichlet weights, and the initial function @,, plays the role of the
observations’ locations.

This independent form of Sy is in fact a strength of the QMP compared to the traditional MP, as it
allows us to much more easily leverage central limit theorems for the sum of independent functions.
Armed with this, we can study the convergence of the whole function, which depends on technical
empirical process theory that we defer to Section[A.3]in the Appendix. In particular, the independent
form of Sy (u) allows us to easily verify an asymptotic tightness condition and marginal convergence
to a Gaussian distribution using the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem (CLT), which gives the
following result.

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions E and the function NSy converges weakly in £ ((0,1)) to G,
where G, is a zero-mean GP with covariance function E [Gq(u) G4(u')] = a?(min{u, u'} — uu').

Proof outline. Asymptotic tightness of v/ NSy is shown in Theorem in the Appendix. We also
show in the Appendix that any finite collection of points of VNS ~n(u) converges to a Gaussian dis-
tribution using the Lindeberg-Feller CLT, which together with asymptotic tightness is sufficient for
weak convergence to the GP. 0

This covariance function is a? times the Brownian bridge covariance, which is unsurprising as this
arises in the asymptotics for traditional quantile estimation as well. We conclude this section with a
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brief discussion of the implications of the above, and postpone a detailed demonstration for Section
Following Fortini and Petrone| [2020], we note that the above gives us a measure of contraction of Qn
to Qoo, which is quantified by v/N term pre-multiplying Sx. More interesting for us however, is the
ability to approximate Algorithm [4| with the above GP, which we dedicate Section to. A remaining
question is whether the rearranged QI,O satisfies a similar result. Our conjecture is that it may hold,
but it is challenging to extend the proof due to an issue of the centering function. Nonetheless, as we
are primarily interested in posterior sampling, we can still utilize the asymptotic normality to sample
Qoo which then gives the implied QL.

4.2 Frequentist asymptotics

We now address the frequentist properties of QMP, which requires a different set of technical tools,
but relies on similar recursive arguments such as martingale theory. We will shortly see that posterior
consistency and contraction rates can be shown for the QMP, where the L?((0,1)) Hilbert space
and rearrangement theory aid us greatly. The proofs depend critically on the consistency and the
convergence rate of the initial QIL. However, the latter properties depend on somewhat more technical
tools from the stochastic approximation literature. We hope to distinguish this in the discussion below.
To begin, we introduce the setup which differs to the previous subsection. Let Yi., i p* where
P* has the corresponding quantile function Q*, and we consider the case as n — oco. Following the
discussion in Section we study the frequentist properties of the QMP obtained through applying
Algorithm (3| to the i.i.d. observations Y7., to obtain the initial QL, followed by predictive resampling
with Algorithm 4| in order to obtain Qlo. The QMP is then the distribution of Qlo conditional on
Yin.

4.2.1 Posterior consistency

Posterior consistency is a crucial property of a Bayesian model which in our context states that the
posterior distribution concentrates on the true Q* from which the data is i.i.d. This is much stronger
than Doob’s consistency theorem, which only holds a.s. with respect to the prior and is closely
connected to the previously discussed predictive asymptotics. Posterior consistency usually hinges
on the Kullback-Leibler (KL) property of the prior distribution |Ghosal and Van der Vaart, [2017,
Chapter 6], which states that the prior allocates non-zero mass to a KL ball around the truth. Within
the martingale posterior context, no such prior distribution exists, so we must develop novel tools for
posterior consistency. Fong et al.| [2023] showed consistency of the posterior mean of the MP, but did
not make any statements on the entire posterior distribution. We will now show this for the QMP
case, which requires the following conditions.

Assumption 5 (Lipschitz quantile function). Assume that P* has a quantile function Q* which is
M -Lipschitz continuous on [0, 1], where M is a constant. Furthermore, Qg is chosen to be Lipschitz
CONtINUOUS.

A sufficient condition for this is that P* has compact support, and P* is continuously differentiable
with strictly positive derivative on its support (e.g. see [Van der Vaart, [2000, Lemma 21.4]). We now
have consistency of the initial QL.

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions @ and@ we have that dQ(QIL, Q*) = 0 a.s.[P*] under Algorithm
[3
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Proof outline. The proof has similar components to the proofs of consistency in Hahn et al. [2018]
and [Fong et al. [2023], but require additional tools specialized to quantile functions and rearrange-
ment. We show that dg(QL, Q%) is an almost supermartingale in the sense of Robbins and Siegmund
[1971]. The bandwidth condition ensures that @ approaches a variant of the step update (5)). The
condition Y a2 < oo prevent the errors from accumulating so do (QL, Q") converges a.s. The Lipschitz
assumption on Q* and > ay, = co guarantee that the distance converges to 0 a.s. We also highlight
that the rearrangement inequality in Proposition [2]is crucial in handling the rearrangement step after
updating with each data point. O

Let us now write Q;rwo as the random function obtained from Algorithm |4| starting at QL for each
n, where the additional index n on Qim is to indicate the dependence on the initial QL. A novel
contribution of our work is that consistency of Q,Tl can be used to show consistency of the entire QMP,
which follows from an application of Markov’s inequality and Proposition

Theorem 4. Under Assumptions [3, [{] and [3, for any € > 0, the QMP from Algorithms [3 and [
satisfies

10, (Q,Tm  dy (QIM,Q*) > Y1n> S0 as]P

Proof outline. We follow a similar approach to Example 8.5 from |Ghosal and Van der Vaart| [2017].
As d%(QLOO, Q") < d% (Qnoo, Q) from Proposition |2} we have from Markov’s inequality that

1, (Qjm - ds (QLOO,Q*) > Ym) < éE [d2 (Qnoo, Q%) | Vin] -

We decompose d3 (Qnoo, Q*) into a posterior variance component E[d3(Q o0, QL) | Y1.n], a point esti-
mate component dg(QL, @*) and a cross-term. The posterior variance is sent to 0 by the sequence oy,
so posterior consistency depends only on consistency of QL, which is guaranteed by Theorem O

Once again, the connections of the L? distance between quantile functions and the Wasserstein metric
suggest that the QMP over P, is consistent at P* in the Wasserstein metric; posterior asymptotics
in this metric space has also been studied by |Chae et al.| [2021].

4.2.2 Posterior contraction rate

A more challenging but informative result is the posterior contraction rate, which quantifies how
quickly the QMP concentrates on the true Q*. Once again, we will rely on the convergence rate of QL
to the truth, but we have only managed to show results for quite stringent additional assumptions,
given below.

Assumption 6 (Lipschitz quantile functions, learning rate and bandwidth). Suppose Assumption@
holds, and additionally that c; = a(i + 1)~! for a > M/2 and the bandwidth satisfies p; = V1 — ci~*
fork >4 and c € (0,1).

Theorem 5. Under Assumption[l, we have that for any 0 < 6 < 1, Algorithm[3 satisfies

n’d3 <QL,Q*) —0 a.s[P"

17



Proof outline. The proof follows a similar argument to Aboubacar and Thiam| [2014], where we extend
the consistency proof to show that n‘sd%(QL, Q@*) is an almost supermartingale. O

Theorem 6. Under Assumption @ the sequence e, = n~9/2 for any 0 < 6 < 1 is a wvalid posterior

contraction rate for the QMP from Algorithms[3 and[], that is for any finite K > 0, we have
My (Qhoo  d2 (Qhs @7) = Ko | Vi) 0 as[P]

Proof outline. The proof continues from that of Theorem [4, The posterior variance is O(n~') due to
the sequence «,,, so we just require the convergence rate of QL as provided by Theorem ]

Although it is encouraging that obtaining a posterior contraction rate is possible for the QMP, the
assumptions on a and k are not conducive for good performance in practice, as we will see in Section
In particular, we require k < 1 for smoothness, and M can be very large if P* has light tails,
greatly inflating posterior variance. As a result, we do not suggest the usage of the above Theorem
[6] for hyperparameter setting. We believe it likely that the condition on k is an artefact of the proof,
and suspect it may be relaxed. However, it is possible that the assumption on a > M/2 is necessary.
One potential solution is to only consider the posterior contraction rate of the quantile function on a
subset of (0, 1), which can decrease the required lower bound on a. Another potential remedy for this
impractical setting of a is to use a functional learning rate a(u) based on a density estimate, which
we discuss in Section [l

5 Hyperparameters and approximate posterior sampling

Although the theory just introduced is technical, we now shed light on the practical utility of the
above theory and its extensions for practical selection of hyperparameters and approximate posterior
sampling.

5.1 Learning rate

The sequence «; is extremely important for both consistency of Q;rl and the amount of uncertainty
obtained when predictive resampling. As a reminder, we will let a; = a(i +1)7!, as in Assumption
where a € (0,00) which we will refer to as the learning rate. The above sequence clearly satisfies @
due the rate of a; — 0. The choice of the learning rate a however requires much care, as it directly
controls the magnitude of the posterior uncertainty. Perhaps surprisingly, a default choice for a can
be justified by considering the asymptotic posterior variance of a low-dimensional functional of the
QMP, which we now discuss. This works well in practice across a general range of settings.

Consider the mean of P, which can be written as pio = fol Qlo(u) du = fol Qoo (1) du, where the last
equality can be seen from the integral preserving property of increasing rearrangement (Lemma
in the Appendix). This allows us to work with Q directly instead of Qlo, where the latter is much
more challenging due to its non-linearity. The following proposition quantifies the posterior mean and
asymptotic variance of fio.

Proposition 5. Let y, = [ QIL(u) du for {sz}nzl from Algorithm|3, and pineo = fol Qj%oo(u) du where
Q:rwo arises from Algom'thm starting from QL. Under Assumptions and we have Elfineo | Yim] =

tn for eachn > 1, and nE | (pnoo — ,un)2 | Ylm] — a?/12 a.s.[P*].
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If p, is the sample mean for Yi., id P* with mean p*, then it has the asymptotic variance o? /n,
where o2 is the variance of Y ~ P*. A natural matching of the asymptotic variance of the QMP to
the sample mean then involves setting a = v/120. Although we cannot guarantee that QIL gives an
efficient estimate of u,, this serves as a simple default choice which works well in practice, and one
can also regard our suggestion as a lower bound on a. In this case, we can actually show asymptotic
normality by leveraging Theorem [2] which we defer to Section in the Appendix.

One potential weakness of the QMP is that a is only a scalar, so we have to choose a single low-
dimensional functional for which we want to match asymptotic variances. Nonetheless, our above
suggestion based on the mean functional works well in practice. As discussed after Theorem [ the
above issue can also be potentially alleviated with a functional learning rate a(u) which we discuss in
Section but requires a separate density estimate. More generally, the learning rate for martingale
posteriors remains an important open topic of research.

5.2 Bandwidth sequence

The bandwidth sequence p; governs the smoothness of the update, and there are two competing
effects. First, we would like p; — 1 so Hp,(u,v) approaches an indicator function, which is required
for frequentist consistency in the L? norm (Theorem . This is akin to the condition required for
kernel density estimation, and we see in practice that having p; — 1 also improves the initial QIL.
On the other hand, Theorem [1| assures us that posterior samples of the quantile function from the
QMP are only absolutely continuous if p; does not approach 1 too quickly. Furthermore, under the
assumption of Q*(u) being differentiable, if p; approaches 1 too quickly, then the weak derivatives
q;rl do not approximate the derivative of ¢* well. A slower convergence of p; — 1 also results in
fewer violations of monotonicity when applying Algorithm The importance of Assumption (] for
Corollaryis illustrated in Figure (left, middle), where we see that QMP samples of Q}rv are smooth
for k = 0.5, but non-smooth for k£ = 1.5.

Our suggestion is thus to set the bandwidth sequence as p; = V1 — ci—* as in Assumption |4} where
¢ € (0,1) and k € (0,1) are two hyperparameters. This form arises naturally from the proofs of
Theorems (1| and Although both theorems are satisfied for any k& € (0,1), we find the choice of
k = 0.5 to work well in practice which balances between smoothness of the QMP and attaining L?
consistency. We then suggest setting the constant ¢ € (0,1) in a data-adaptive manner, which allows
fine-tuning of the smoothness of the initial QL to the specific dataset. As we have p; = /1 —¢
and p, = V1 —cn=95, the constant ¢ controls the initial value p; which increases monotonically to

vV1—cn095asi—n.

To choose ¢, we suggest maximizing the prequential log score due to its connections to the marginal
likelihood [Dawid, (1984, Gneiting and Raftery} [2007, |Fong and Holmes, 2020]. In particular, the
prequential log score is easy to compute in our setting, as we have

Zlog [pi-1(Y3)] = —Zlog [‘13—1 (Pi1 (Y2))
=1 =1

where qiT is the weak derivative of QI. The existence of qz is guaranteed by the absolute continuity

of QI and Theorem in the Appendix. The choice of the above is justified as we should rely on

g; in some way to set ¢, as relying on QZT alone (e.g. with the L? norm) will not guarantee smooth
f

estimates. We can compute ¢; easily with finite differences, and P;_1(Y;) is already computed for our

update.
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Figure 3: Posterior samples, mean and 95% credible intervals of Q' for (Left) k = 0.5; (Middle) k = 1.5; (Right)
GP approximation; all plots are with initial Q, (u) = 4(u — 0.4)3 + 0.2u, n = 10, N = n + 5000, a ~ 0.95 and
¢ = 0.5; generating B = 5000 exact and approximate samples required 15s and 0.2s respectively.

5.3 Approximate posterior sampling

This subsection is dedicated to utilizing Theorem [2]in order to drastically accelerate quantile predictive

resampling. For S, (u) = Quoo(u) — Qn(u), we essentially have that a=1v/n+ 18, LG for sufficiently
large n, where G ~ GP (0, (min{u,u'} — uw')) is the Brownian bridge. Unlike in the case of [Fortini
and Petrone, [2020} 2023] and the regular MP, the distribution of G does not depend on any random
quantities, which arises from working with the quantile instead of the distribution, and allows easier
sampling. Furthermore, we only require realizations of Qo to lie in L2((0,1)) or H'((0,1)), which is
much simpler than needing realizations to be valid probability measures as in the regular MP case. It
thus seems reasonable to approximate sampling Q, with QVOO = Q;[L +aG/y/n+ 1. Algorithmically,
this involves drawing a sample from a Brownian bridge, then scaling it by a//n and adding it to the
initial QIL. The immediate downside to this approach is that samples of @oo will not be smooth (i.e.
in H1((0,1))) even if Qo is from Theorem [1} due to the a.s. nowhere differentiability of paths from a
Brownian bridge.

To remedy this, we propose the following alternative approximation:

@oo :QL+aGpn+1/Vn+1v

where G, is a zero-mean GP with covariance function k,(u,u’) = C,2(u, ') — uu’ and C)(u,u’) is the

bivariate normal copula. To justify this above choice, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 7. Let S, = Qs — Qn and let gn = aG,,,,/vVn+1 be the approrimation as defined
above, and suppose Assumptions[3 and[4] hold true. The covariance function of Sy, which we write as
kn(u,u') :=E[Sy(u) Sp(u')], satisfies the following for all u,u’ € (0,1) and n > 1:

Ve (u, ') < min{u,u'} — udd,

kpn+1(u,u/) <r,

where r, =Y 00, of ~a*(n+1)71, and both k.,
uu' asn — oo. Furthermore, realizations of Sy, lie in H'((0,1)) a.s., and a='\/n S, converges weakly

in £2°((0,1)) to the Brownian bridge G.

(u,u’) and r;  kn(u,u') converge to min{u,u'} —

From the above, we have that @OO and Q) have the same distribution asymptotically when suitably
normalized, which happens as p, — 1. Furthermore, realizations of Q (and thus Qlo) lie in the same
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Sobolev space a.s. This occurs as the true covariance function £, lies in between £, , and that of the

Brownian motion in terms of smoothness, where we prefer k to k, as the former is much cheaper

Pn+1
to compute. The above theorem thus justifies the choice of (o, as a suitable approximation to Q.
The above inequality actually suggests that sample paths of Qo may be slightly smoother than that
of Q. In practice, this effect disappears quickly with increasing n as the inequality is very tight even

for moderate n.

This approximate sampling scheme is given in Algorithm [5] where drawing from the GP is very cheap
and detailed in Section of the Appendix. In practice, this approximation works extremely well, as
we illustrate in Figure |3| (right). Both samples and credible intervals of @lo are visually very similar
to Q;r\, even for n = 10. Furthermore, generating B = 5000 posterior samples required 15s and 0.2s
for the exact and approximate case respectively, which indicates a substantial speedup. We will see
further demonstration of the computational gains and similar results in later in the illustrations.

Algorithm 5: Approximate QMP sampling with GPs
1 Initialize @,, from Algorithm

Set ppi1 = /1 —c(n+1)"Fk

3 for b+ 1to B do

Draw S® ~ GP(0, Cpi+1(u, u') —uu')

Compute éffé) =Qf +aS®/\yn+1

¢ end

Return {@lo(l)? cee QLO(B)}

N

N

6 Quantile regression

Having established the framework and theory for the QMP, we now introduce the QMP in the quantile
regression setting, which is a natural extension. This is in contrast to the usual intricacies involved in
specifying nonparametric prior distributions with covariate dependence. We will focus on the linear
case, and leave discussion of potential directions for the non-linear case to Section

To begin, we assume that {Y;, X;}i=1,.» id P*(y,z), where Y € R and X € X C RP. The conditional

distribution P*(y | x) is assumed to have a quantile function which varies linearly, that is Q*(u |
x) = B*(u)x, where B*(u) : (0,1) — R? is the true unknown coefficients. As we can write 3*(u) =
arg ming [ puly — BT x) dP*(y, x), this immediately suggests a quantile regression version of :

Brs1(uw) = Bn(u) + angr [u —H,, ., (u, P (Y1 | Xn—l—l))] Xn+1, (11)

where P,(y | z) fo (Qn(u | z) <y) du. We now utilize the above for the QMP for quantile

regression.

6.1 Quantile predictive resampling

The predictive resampling scheme for the quantile regression setting is a straightforward extension
of Section The key extra ingredient is that we will use the empirical distribution for predictive
resampling X, +1.00, which is equivalent to the Bayesian bootstrap as suggested in |[Fong et al.| [2023].
This is particularly natural in our setting, where we are mainly interested in P*(y | ) or Q*(u | ).
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Quantile predictive resampling then consists of first drawing Xny41 ~ % Zfi 10x,, then simulating
VN1 ~U(0,1) and computing

Bni1(u) = By (u) + anga [u— Hyy oy (u, Vvgn)] X, (12)

which again is a martingale. The simple uniform r.v. again arises as Py(Yn41 | Xn41) ~ U(0,1)
if Y41 ~ Py(- | Xn41) and Py(- | Xn+1). For the covariates, it will be simpler computationally
to draw wi., ~ Dir(1,...,1), followed by X,+1.n id Sor widx,. To draw actual samples of the
observations Yy,1 given Xy 1, we can analogously compute Yni1 = Bni1(Vni1)! Xny1 which is
straightforward. For the initial estimate, we can once again just apply the update on the i.i.d.
observables Y7.,. Our implicit quantile function Qj(u | z) is then the increasing rearrangement of

Bi(u)Tz at each value of z.

6.2 Predictive asymptotics

6.2.1 Martingale

It is not too hard to verify that we once again have a pointwise martingale condition, that is

E [BN+1(u) | Yin, X1:8] = BN (u),

which we can see by first computing the conditional expectation of Y1 given X1, which returns
Bn(u), so the additional expectation over X1 does not affect this. Looking at , we see that each
component Sy;(u) for j € {1,...,p} is a function-valued martingale as before, with the additional
term due to the covariates. It is thus not too difficult to show the following.

Theorem 8. Under Assumptions @ and there exists a random vector function Boo(u)
with realizations in H'((0,1))P such that By(u) satisfies di2 (BN, Bo0j) — O for each component
j €{1,...,p} a.s. Furthermore, each component of the realizations of Boo(u) is absolutely continuous
on (0,1) a.s.

Proof outline. For each dimension j € {1,...,p}, we can apply the same derivation as in Theorem
with the key difference that the update term for Sy (u) is scaled by Xp;. O

In order to study the result of the rearrangement process, we now study the conditional quantile
function estimate directly, which satisfies Qn(u | ) = By (u)Tz for each x € X. The implicit
conditional quantile function is then the increasing rearrangement of Qn(u | z) for each z, which we
write as Q;rv(u | ).

Proposition 6. Under Assumptions[3, [{ [A1] and[AF, for each x € X, there exists a random function
Qlo(u | x) with realizations in H((0,1)) such that dg(Q}r\,(- | z), Qio( | z)) = 0 a.s., where Q;rv(u | z)
and Qlo(u | ©) are proper monotonically increasing quantile functions. Furthermore, Qlo(u | ) is the
increasing rearrangement of Quo(u | ) = Boo(u)?x a.s.

Proof outline. Since Qn (u | ) is just a weighted sum of S ;(u), which are elements in a Banach space,
the continuous mapping theorem can be used to show Qn(u | 2) — Bso(u)’ 2 a.s. The rearrangement
step is then analogous to Theorem O
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We remark that once again, since Qi (u | ) is in H'((0,1)), it can be identified almost everywhere
with an absolutely continuous conditional quantile function. One could also make similar statements
on the weak convergence of the conditional distributions.

An interesting phenomenon due to the nonlinearity of rearrangement is that even if Qn(u | x) is linear
in z, the rearranged Q;V(u | ) may no longer be so. Nonetheless, Proposition [2[ guarantees us that
Q;rv(u | ) will always be closer to Q*(u | x) in L? compared to Qx(u | ), so it is not too much of
an issue for estimation. Interestingly, we can still say something about the QMP over the regression
function E[Y | X]. Let us define E[Y | z] := fol Qlo(u | ) du, so realizations of Ex[Y | 2] are
samples of the regression function from the QMP. We then have the below, which follows from the
equimeasurable property of rearrangement.

Proposition 7. Under Assumptions|[3, [4, and the QMP has support over linear regression

functions, that is realizations of Ex[Y | x] are linear functions of x a.s.

6.2.2 (zaussian process

We can again study the asymptotic normality, this time focusing on the vector 3, (u). Consider the
difference

[ee)

SN(uaj) = Z 0% [u - HPi (u> ‘/l)] Xij
i=N
for j € {1,...,p} and u € (0,1), where Xj; is the j-th entry of X;. All of the results in this subsection
will be conditional on the Bayesian bootstrap weights wy., and Xi.,. Similar to the non-regression
case, we can use the Cramér-Wold device to help us study the joint convergence of Sy for an arbitrary
finite collection of points. Combining the above with asymptotic tightness, we can again extend the
finite-dimensional joint convergence to uniform convergence with respect to F = (0,1) x {1,...,p}.

Theorem 9. Under Assumptions @ |ZL (md conditional on wy.,, VNSN converges weakly in
(°(F) to G, almost surely, where G, is a zero-mean GP with covariance function E[Gy(u, ), Go(u', j')] =
a? [ZZ;l kaijkj’] (min{u, u'} —uu').

We are then free to replace the covariance function of the limiting GP with C Q_H(u,u’) — uu’ for
approximate sampling as before, giving the covariance function

kPnJrl ({u’]}v {ul>j/}; wl:n) = [Z kaijkj/ (CP%J@ (u’ul) - uul) ' (13)

k=1

6.3 Frequentist asymptotics

In the quantile regression setting, the frequentist asymptotics of the QMP is unfortunately more
challenging. The main challenge is that the rearrangement QL(u | ) does not preserve linearity of
the rearranged conditional quantile, so we do not necessarily have a corresponding vector ﬁJL(u) As
a result, we cannot use an analogous rearranged update like in Section We are however able to
show an analogous posterior consistency result in the case where p = 1, which we detail in Section
of the Appendix, as this special case lends itself more easily to a consistent estimate. However, this
does not extend easily to the p # 1 case. Nonetheless, works well in practice, and for sufficiently
slow rate of p; — 1, we find that QIL(u | ) = Qn(u | x) anyways. We thus conjecture that it will also
satisfy posterior consistency, and we leave this for future work.
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6.4 Practical considerations

In the quantile regression case, the same considerations as Section | can be made, where the added

complications are that we also need to handle the random covariates.

6.4.1 Approximate posterior sampling

As outlined in Section a rearranged version of the update is not obvious, so we opt for Algorithm
[6] to estimate the initial /3,. In the interest of space, we jump straight to the approximate sampling
procedure in Algorithm [7], with the exact case in Algorithm of the Appendix. Once again, the GP
approximation is extremely expedient, and drawing from a GP with kernel is covered in Section

of the Appendix.

Algorithm 7: Approximate QMP Sampling for

Algorithm 6: Estimation of quantile re- Quantile Regression with GPs

gression coefficients 1 Initialize 3,, from Algorithm@

1 Initialize By 2 Compute pny1 = /1 —c(n+ 1)k

2 Datais (Y1, X1),..., (YVn, X») 3 for b+ 1to B do

3 for i<+ 1tondo 4 Draw wgbzl ~ Dirichlet(1,...,1)

¢ | Gompuee Vi % | %) s | Draw S ~ GPO. k., ({usd). ' h wil))
s | Bi(w) = Bim1(uw) + oy [u— Hp, (u, Vi) X; ~5) ®)

6 end 6 Compute Bsc = fBn + aSlzp/\/ﬁ

7 Return 3, 7 end

]

Return {~£},),...7~éf)}

6.4.2 Hyperparameters

The quantile regression case has the same hyperparameters, i.e. the learning rate a and the bandwidth
sequence p;. Fortunately, the bandwidth sequence works exactly as before, where we set the value of
¢ according to Y i, pi—1(Y; | X;) which can be computed analogously. We thus turn our focus on
the learning rate. Once again, we can consider the asymptotic posterior variance of a low-dimensional
functional. In this case, we can look at the marginal posterior mean and asymptotic covariance matrix
on the linear regression coefficients, B = [ Boo(u) du.

Proposition 8. Forn > 1, let B, := [ Bn(u)du for {Bn}n>1 arising from Algom'thm@ and suppose
that X1., id P*(z) with X, = E[XzXzT} Let Bpoo = fol Broo(u) du where B arises from Algorithm
starting from By. Under Assumptions @ cmd we then have E [Enoo ] Ylm] = B, for each
n>1, and

nE [(/Bnoo - Bn)(Bnoo - Bn)T | Yl:n, Xl:n] — (a2/12) Eg; a.s.[P*].

We assume the covariates and response are standardized, so the intercept is 0 for simplicity, and
Assumption ensures Y, is non-singular. The asymptotic covariance matrix of the least squares
estimate of Bn in linear regression is 02¥;1/n, where o2 is the variance of the residuals from the
linear model. We can once again attempt a matching of asymptotic covariances, but matching the
entire covariance matrix is not possible with a scalar a. Instead, we can match the determinant of the
covariance matrices, which can be interpreted as matching the generalized variance [Wilks, |[1932]. This
then gives the setting a = v/120 /det ¥, where we can estimate o and ¥, from the data. This default
choice appropriately inflates the posterior variance in the presence of highly correlated covariates and
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as the dimension of x increases, and works well in practice. Analogous to the unconditional case, we
can also adopt a u-specific and dimension-specific learning rate, a;(u) = a; a(u), at the cost of having
to depend on a separate density estimate of the residuals. We provide a brief discussion in Section
of the Appendix, but leave a detailed investigation for future work.

7 Illustrations

We now illustrate the QMP on a simulation and real dataset respectively. All methods are implemented
in JAX [Bradbury et al. |2018] in Python, and executed on an Apple M2 Pro CPU. Due to the parallel
nature of the QMP, significant acceleration is possible on a GPU [Fong et al., 2023], but we use a
CPU to illustrate the speed-up attained by the GP approximation.

7.1 Simulations

In this section, we demonstrate the method and practical performance for unconditional quantile
estimation under different sample sizes, as well as comparing the computation time of exact and
approximate sampling schemes. Let Yi., i P*, where P* has the associated quantile function Q*(u) =
4(u — 0.4)3 4+ 0.2u. We consider two sample sizes, n = 50 and n = 500, and compare the QMP
distributions. For estimation, we initialize with Q¢(¢%) = Ymin + (Ymax — Ymin) %, Which implies a
uniform distribution over the range of the observations, and is appropriate here as we know the
range of y is bounded. We average over 10 permutations of the data to compute QL. We follow the
guidance of Section and and set ¢ by maximizing the prequential log score (also averaged over
10 permutations) on a grid of ¢ € (0,1) values of size 20. For exact predictive resampling, we let
N = n 4+ 5000, and sample B = 5000 independent posterior samples. For all examples, we compute
the quantile function estimates on a uniform grid on [0, 1] of size 200.
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QMP (GP) for n=50
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------ Empirical
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Figure 4: QMP over QI for (Left) n = 50; (Middle) n = 500; (Right) QMP over § = E[Y]; we only show the
GP approximation as it is visually indistinguishable from exact sampling.

The selection of ¢ and estimation of QIL for n = 50 and n = 500 required 0.7s and 1.4s respectively,
where c is chosen to be 0.6 and 0.75 respectively. We highlight that tuning ¢ can be easily parallelized if
desired. In both sample sizes, exact predictive resampling required 15 seconds, whereas approximate
predictive resampling with the GP only required 0.15s, which is a very significant speed-up. In
Figure 4| we plot the QMP mean and 95% credible intervals for QL. (u) and § = E[Y] for the two
simulated sample sizes, with the empirical quantile estimate and true Q* for reference. As the exact
and approximate QMP are visually indistinguishable, we only plot the latter in the interest of space
in the main paper, with the exact QMP in Section [E.T]of the Appendix. We can see that the posterior
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mean is monotonic and smooth, and is regularized towards the initial linear ()¢9 compared to the
empirical quantile estimate. As n increases, the posterior mean approaches the truth, and the credible
intervals shrink and capture the truth for central values of w but seem to be anticonservative for
values of u close to 0 or 1. As addressed by Proposition [f] the learning rate a is chosen based on
the asymptotic variance for the mean functional, which manifests as conservative and anticonservative
credible intervals for the central and tail quantiles respectively. This is an inherent limitation of the
scalar learning rate, and we discuss a potential extension on the QMP to address this in Section
We see in the Figure 4| (right) that the posterior distribution for 6 concentrates at n increases.

7.2 Cyclone dataset

Following |Tokdar and Kadane| [2012] and |[An and MacEachern| [2024], we now demonstrate the QMP
for quantile regression in a real dataset based on a tropical cyclone intensity dataset from [Elsner et al.
[2008|. The datasetﬂ consists of n = 2097 tropical cyclones and their respective lifetime maximum
wind speeds from the years 1981-2006. Covariates include the year, basin, latitude, and age of the
cyclone; see the Supplementary Information of Elsner et al| [2008] for more details. Both [Tokdar
and Kadane [2012] and |An and MacEachern| [2024] studied a subset of tropical cyclones in the North
Atlantic (NA) basin (n = 291) with the year as the single covariate, and identified an increasing trend.

For the QMP, we initialize Qo by setting fBy;(u) = 0 for j € {1,...,d} and only set the intercept term
Boo(u) to be non-zero, which corresponds to initializing Qo(u | ) = Qo(u). We set Boo(u) to be the
line interpolating the lower and upper quartile of y, which will reduce the impact of outliers on Qg
compared to using the whole range of y. For both data sizes, we average over 10 permutations, but
this could be reduced for large n as there is less sensitivity to data ordering. Once again, we choose
¢ € (0,1) by maximizing the prequential log score on a grid of size 20, and estimate 5(u) on a grid
on [0, 1] of size 200. We standardize all covariates and the response, and rescale after estimation.
For the results, we again only present the GP approximation, as the posterior samples are visually
indistinguishable from the exact sampler; this comparison is provided in Section of the Appendix.
As benchmarks, we compare to quantile regression with the quantreg package [Koenker et al., 2018]
for each u independently followed by increasing rearrangement. We also compare to the dependent
quantile pyramids (DQP) method of |An and MacEachern| [2024], and utilize the author’s MCMC
implementation in C++.

We first analyze the subset of tropical cyclones within the NA basin (n = 291) with a single covariate
and the lifetime maximum wind speed as the response. MCMC for the DQP required 26 minutes to
generate B = 10000 posterior samples after a burn-in period of 10000 samples. This long burn-in
is necessary due to slow mixing, and note that the posterior samples may still be highly correlated
without thinning. The QMP required 1s for tuning the hyperparameter (¢ = 0.95) and estimating
QIL. A further 33 seconds for exact predictive resampling or 0.4 seconds for approximate predictive
resampling was needed to generate B = 10000 independent QMP samples. Not only is this orders
of magnitude faster than MCMC, both exact and approximate predictive resampling are inherently
parallelizable, and can be efficiently accelerated using GPUs if desired [Fong et al., 2023|. Furthermore,
the samples produced are independent and convergence concerns are minor, unlike MCMC where
mixing is always a concern. The effect of truncating at a final N is relatively harmless for exact
predictive resampling, and the approximate sampler with the GP does not even require truncation.
This highlights the scalability of the QMP due to not relying on MCMC.

Thttps://myweb.fsu.edu/jelsner /temp/Data.html
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Figure 5: Tropical cyclone maximum speeds in the NA basin (n = 291): (Left) Posterior mean and 95% credible
intervals for 81 (u) from the exact and approximate QMP and DQP; (Right) Posterior distribution of 3., for
the exact and approximate QMP
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Figure 6: Tropical cyclone maximum speeds in the NA basin (n = 291): (Left) Posterior mean and 95% credible
intervals for Q(u | x = 1981) and Q(u | = 2006) from the approximate QMP; (Right) Posterior mean and
95% credible intervals for QI (u = u* | z) for u* € {0.25,0.50,0.75} from the approximate QMP

130 Quantile regression curves 130 A single posterior sample of QL (u=u" | x)
— u=0.9 .
1204 — u=05 120
u=0.2

110 Pointwise 110
T 100 3 100
v (9]
[oR [oR
90 A 0 90 A
x x
© ©
= 80 A s 804

70 A 70 1

60 ) 60

50 . . . . 50 . . . .

10 20 30 40 50 10 20 30 40 50
Age Age

Figure 7: Tropical cyclone maximum speeds globally (n = 2097): (Left) Posterior mean and 95% credible
intervals for QI_(u = u* | x) for u* € {0.25,0.50,0.75}; (Right) A single posterior sample of QI (u = u* | z) for
u* € {0.25,0.50,0.75} from the approximate QMP
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Figure (left) illustrates the posterior means and 95% credible intervals of S 1 (u) corresponding to the
year, in comparison to that from the DQP. In general, we caution against interpreting (100 (u) directly,
as we generally do not have Qlo(u | 2) # Boo(u)?x. However, in this specific case, the smoothness of
the update resulted in no rearrangement being required for both Q,(u | ) and Qs (u | ). We see
here that the exact and approximate QMP are numerically indistinguishable, so again it seems that
n is already sufficiently large for the GP approximation to hold. In comparison to the DQP, we see
that the QMP has wider credible intervals within the centre but narrower in the tails, and the QMP
posterior mean is also more regularized towards the initial 5p;(u) = 0 than the DQP. Figure [5| (right)
illustrates the exact and approximate QMP over the linear regression coefficient B, where again the
exact and approximate QMP are very similar.

Figure |§| (left) illustrates the posterior mean and 95% credible intervals for the conditional quantile
functions for the earliest and latest year, i.e. Qlo(u | z = 1981) and Qlo(u | z = 2016). As mentioned
earlier, in this specific case, no rearrangement was necessary as the updates are sufficiently smooth.
The conditional quantiles are smooth and monotonic, and again deviate from the quantile regression
estimate for values of uw near 1, as it is regularized more towards the linear Qo(u). We see that
there is an increasing trend in maximum speed with year, with a more significant difference for small
and large values of u. Figure |§| (right) illustrates the posterior means and 95% credible intervals of
quantile regression curves Qlo(u =u* | z) at u* € {0.25,0.50,0.75}, which in this case are linear and
non-crossing. Again, we see that there is an increasing trend which is larger for values of u near 1.

We now study the full data set (n = 2097, d = 3) with the year, latitude and cyclone age as covariates,
where we exclude the basin indicator due to strong collinearity with latitude. We do not compute
the DQP posterior due to the computational expense. The QMP required 5.2s for tuning the hyper-
parameter (¢ = 0.95) and estimating QL, which can be accelerated if fewer data permutations are
used. Exact and approximate predictive resampling then required a further 42s and 0.7s respectively,
where again we only display results for the approximate QMP as they are visually indistinguishable
from the exact sampler. In this case, the cyclone age is the most significant predictor of maximum
speed. Figure [7] (left) shows the posterior mean and 95% credible intervals for Q(u = u* | x) for
u* € {0.2,0.5,0.9}, where we fix the year and latitude at the respective sample means and only vary
age. We see that the credible intervals are tighter, and again the QMP agrees with the pointwise QR
for v = 0.5 and u = 0.2 but is regularized towards ()¢ for v = 0.9. In this setting, the effect of in-
creasing rearrangement is clear: the posterior mean of the quantile regression curves are non-crossing
but are no longer linear, and Figure (right) shows a single posterior sample of Ql (u=u"| x) for
different values of u, which also do not cross.

8 Discussion and extensions

In this paper, we introduce the quantile martingale posterior (QMP), which is a method for non-
parametric Bayesian quantile estimation/regression based on a solely predictive framework, where we
focus on the smooth case. Model specification only requires an estimate of the (conditional) quantile
function, which does not need to be monotonic, as we rely on increasing rearrangement which natu-
rally arises from predictive resampling. One main advantage of the QMP is that we no longer need
to specify a likelihood or a prior distribution, which is complex in the quantile estimation/regression
case. Another key advantage is computational cost - we can carry out exact posterior sampling with-
out MCMC, where we are orders of magnitude faster and free of convergence challenges. By relying
on an asymptotic Gaussian process approximation of the QMP, we can accelerate posterior sampling
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even further. Compared to the original martingale posterior, the space of quantile function estimates
is also easier to work with for the theory. However, this gain in flexibility of model specification and
computational speed comes at a cost of being less ‘automatic’ than traditional Bayesian inference. Sig-
nificant effort is needed to show the existence, support and consistency/contraction rate of the QMP,
and there are still some gaps in the theory for the regression case. Furthermore, careful specification
of the learning rate and bandwidth sequence are needed to achieve good results, which is a limitation
of the recursive approach. We now discuss some potential future directions to alleviate some of these
limitations.

8.1 Functional learning rates

Throughout the paper, we hinted at the inherent limitation of a scalar learning rate a, resulting in
sub-optimal estimation of the quantile function near v = 0 and v = 1, as well as the need to inflate
posterior uncertainty for central values of u to compensate for anticonservative uncertainty in the
tails. A potential extension of the QMP to tackle this limitation is to introduce a functional learning
rate a(u) which depends on u, allowing for a slower and faster learning rate in the center and tails
respectively. In Section of the Appendix, we show that under some assumptions on a(u), this
does not affect posterior consistency. We also conjecture that attaining a posterior contraction rate of
n~! can be attained under more reasonable hyperparameter settings, but leave this for future work.
To guide the setting of a(u), we note that the asymptotic variance of the empirical quantile estimate
is equal to u(1 — u) ¢*(u)? [Van der Vaart, 2000], where ¢*(u) = 1/p* (Q*(u)) is the quantile density
function. This hints at an appropriate choice of a(u) = ¢*(u), which is also suggested in |Aboubacar
and Thiam| [2014]. One downside of this approach is the need to separately estimate a density function,
which is somewhat unsatisfying from a coherence point of view. Furthermore, the posterior uncertainty
of the QMP will be very sensitive to the tails of the estimated density, as posterior variance will be
proportional to the reciprocal of the density, and the tails are difficult to estimate. In the Appendix,
we also explore an example where we estimate p* using a kernel density estimate, but leave a proper
investigation for future work.

8.2 Multivariate data and non-linear quantiles

In this paper, we focused on the case where y is univariate and the conditional quantiles are linear in
z. However, the predictive asymptotics extends to the case where @ y(u) is multivariate, which is also
hinted at when we studied the vector of quantile regression coefficients. As a result, an extension to
the multivariate case, where Q) y(u) is a generative predictive, may be of interest. The challenge here is
then to design a recursive update, where we may want to leverage machine learning due to connections
with generative adversarial networks [Goodfellow et al., 2020]. We believe this to be a fruitful line of
research where deep generative models may be used for Bayesian inference. Extensions to increasing
rearrangement within the multivariate case may also be of interest, e.g. as studied in [Carlier et al.
[2016], |[Rosenberg et al.| [2022]. Another obvious extension is to nonlinear quantile regression, which
in theory involves replacing X, 11 in with the gradient of a nonlinear function estimator, again
overlapping with machine learning.
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Appendix A Prerequisite theory

In this section, we provide overviews of a few key topics along with key results that are necessary for
the proof of the main results.

A.1 Banach space valued martingales

In this section, we introduce Banach space valued martingales, and provide the key theorem on mar-
tingale convergence with reference to the seminal book of Pisier| [2016] on Banach-valued martingales.
We begin with a summary of expectations in Banach spaces, but omit details on Bochner integrals
which can be found in references such as Yosidal [2012] and Hytonen et al.| [2016].

Let B be a Banach space of real-valued functions ¢ : (0,1) — R with norm || -||p. Let (©2, F,P) denote
the probability space. A random variable (r.v.) in this case is a function f : Q — B which is Bochner
(or strongly) measurable. As we will only be working with separable spaces, Pettis’ theorem implies
that weak and strong separability are equivalent, so we only need to check scalar measurability of
Tf :Q — R for every continuous linear operator 7' : B — R. The Bochner integral generalizes the
Lebesgue integral to Banach spaces by constructing a sequence of simple functions which converge to
f pointwise. If f is Bochner integrable, then we write the expectation of f as the Bochner integral
relative to P, that is E[f] = [ fdP, where E[f] is an element of B. Note that f is Bochner integrable if
and only if [ || f|l g dP < co, which involves checking that the real-valued function ||f|/p is integrable

in the traditional sense. For every continuous linear operator T : B — R, the expectation satisfies
T [ fdP= [TfdP.

We now introduce the Banach space valued version of LP spaces for r.v.s. We write L? (2, F,[P; B) or
LP(B) as the space of (equivalence classes of) Bochner measurable functions with [ || f||3dP < oo for
some 1 < p < oo; we will mostly be using p = 2. The norm of this LP-space, which is also a Banach
space, is then defined as || f|| o5y = ([ || fII3dP) 1P A realization of f,ie. f(w) for some w € €, can
be interpreted as a random function in B.

The conditional expectation can be analogously defined, e.g. [Pisier| [2016, Chapter 1.2] or Diestel
and Uhl Jr. [1977, Chapter 5]. Let A C F denote a sub-o-algebra and f a Bochner integrable r.v.
as before. The conditional expectation of f given A is then the B-valued A-measurable r.v. EA[f]
which satisfies [, EA[f] dP = [, f dP for all A € A, which exists and is unique up to the null set of
P. The conditional expectation also satisfies EA [T f] = TEA[f] for any continuous linear operator
T:B — R, e.g. [Pisier, 2016, Remark 1.11].

A martingale in B is then the extension of the regular martingale as follows. Let {F;}i>o denote a
filtration, and define Foo := 0 (Uj>nFi). A sequence of random functions {f;}i>1 in Li(B) is then
a Banach space valued martingale if f; is F;-measurable and E7 [f;11] = f; a.s. for each i > 0. A
detailed overview can be found in |Pisier| [2016, Chapter 1.3].

We now require a technical result on Hilbert-valued martingales, which is a direct specialization of
Pisier| [2016, Theorem 2.9] to the case where B is a Hilbert space. Hilbert spaces automatically have
the Radon-Nikodym property, so we have martingale convergence given a boundedness condition. We
will be leveraging the below result to show existence of the QMP.

Theorem A1 ([Pisier, 2016, Theorem 2.9]). Let {f;}i>0 be a Banach space valued martingale as
defined above. Further assume that B is in fact a Hilbert space. For somep > 1, if sup, || fillL»(py < o0,
then there exists an Foo-measurable foo € LP(B) such that || fi— foollp — 0 a.s. and || fi— fooll r(B) — O-
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A.1.1 L?((0,1)) spaces

Suppose again that f : Q — B is Bochner integrable. Bochner integrals are not usually computed
explicitly in practice, but we will require this later to check for martingale conditions. We thus outline
how evaluating expectations pointwise on random functions suffices in Hilbert spaces. One approach
is to utilize the fact that for two elements in B, x = y if and only if Tz = Ty for all continuous linear
operators T : B — R, i.e. T € B* where B* is the dual space of B. In the specific case where B is a
Hilbert space, we have from the Riesz representation theorem that for each T', there exists an hy € B
such that T'f = (hp, f)r2, where (-,-);2 is the inner product of the Hilbert space. As a result, the
Bochner integral satisfies

(hr, E[f) 12 = E[(hr, f) 2]

for each T' € B*. Consider the case where B = L?((0,1)), which is a separable Hilbert space consisting
of functions g : (0,1) — R which are bounded in L. The above can then be written as

G Bl =5 [ ) () w| - | () B[ ()] du,

where we have used the linearity of the Bochner integral in the first equality and Fubini’s theorem in
the second. As a result, for B = L2((0,1)), it suffices to compute expectations pointwise. We verify
this formally for the martingale condition in Lemma [A§]

A.1.2 Sobolev spaces

The second separable Hilbert space that we will consider is the Sobolev space; see |Leoni| [2017] for a
thorough exposition. To begin, consider a function g € L1((0,1)). The function ¢’ € L1((0,1)) is is a
first-order weak derivative of ¢ if it satisfies

1 1
| stwvwan=— [ g
for all ¢ which are infinitely differentiable with 1(0) = ¢(1) = 0.

In particular, we will consider W2((0,1)) = H'((0,1)), which consists of the subset of functions
g € L?((0,1)) which have first-order weak derivatives g’ € L?((0,1)). The inner product is

<gvh’>H1 = <g’ h>L2 + <g/7 h/>L27

1 1
lgll1,2 = \//o g(U)Zdqu/O ¢ (u)? du.

Sobolev spaces are intimately related to absolutely continuous functions. An absolutely continuous

and the norm is then simply

function g : (0,1) — R is differentiable almost everywhere, where its derivative satisfies g € L1((0,1))
and

gu) = 9(@) + [ )t

for any a,u € (0,1). A very useful property of the space H'((0,1)) in the univariate case is the
following.
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Proposition A1 (|Leoni, 2017, Theorem 7.16]). Suppose g : (0,1) — R. If g € H((0,1)) =
W12((0,1)), then there ewists an absolutely continuous function g : (0,1) — R where g = g al-
most everywhere. Furthermore, both g and its reqular derivative g’ lie in L?((0,1)), and g is Holder
continuous with exponent o = 1/2.

As a result, H'((0,1)) is a very appropriate choice for the space of quantile estimates, as it contains
absolutely continuous functions (or at least with an absolutely continuous representative). Further-
more, it is a Hilbert space so we can apply the martingale limit theorem with ease. We will shortly
see that Sobolev spaces play nicely with montone rearrangement as well.

Another useful property is the following.
Proposition A2. Let f € H'((0,1)). Then f is essentially bounded, that is || f|leo < 00 where
| flloo = inf{M : f(u) < M for Lebesgue-almost all u € (0,1)}.

Proof. This follows directly from |Leoni [2017, Theorem 7.34] with I = (0,1), as f € H'(I) implies

fe Wﬁ)cl (I), which is the space of locally integrable functions with locally integrable weak derivatives.

Choosing p = ¢ =2, r = 0o, £ = 1/4, the theorem gives

1
1flloo < 201 fll2 + 511112 < 21|

1,2

which gives the result. O

We now consider a Bochner integrable r.v. f:Q — H' where we omit the domain (0, 1) for brevity.
Again, as H! is a Hilbert space, for each continuous linear operator T € (H')*, we have an element
hy € H' with weak derivative b, € L%((0,1)) which satisfies

(e Bl = | [ () F) w2 ) () a
1 1
= | et Bl e+ [ r@EL ]

0

which follows from linearity and Fubini’s theorem again. Once again, we can just compute the point-
wise expectations of f and its (weak) derivative f’. We also verify this formally for the martingale
condition in Lemma

A.2 Rearrangement

A.2.1 Decreasing rearrangement

In this subsection, we state and show some useful properties of increasing rearrangement. Most of the
literature concerns the decreasing rearrangement of functions, so we will make explicit the connection
to increasing rearrangement. We first introduce decreasing rearrangement, and recommend |[Kesavan
[2006] and |Leoni [2017, Chapter 4] for more details. Let f : [0,1] — [0, K| be a Lebesgue measurable
function, where 0 < K < oo. The distribution function S : [0, 00) — [0,1] of f is defined as

1
S(y) = / 1(f(u) > y) du
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The bounded range of f can be relaxed to K = oo as long as f vanishes at infinity, which means that
S(y) < oo for every y > 0 (and f is Lebesgue measurable), but we will not need that here. From
Leoni [2017, Proposition 4.1], the distribution function is decreasing and right continuous, and clearly
we have 0 < S(y) < 1 with S(y) = 0 for all y > K. The decreasing rearrangement of f, which we
write as fi : [0,1] — [0, K], is the left inverse of the distribution function, that is

fi(u) :=inf{y € [0, K] : S(y) < u}.

The existence of f; follows as S is decreasing and bounded from below. From Leoni [2017, Propo-
sition 4.3], we have that f; is also decreasing and right continuous. Another useful property is the
equimeasurable property, that is for all y > 0, we have

1 1
| 1t > du= [ 1 > ) au
In fact, this equimeasurability holds more generally, which will be useful later on.

Lemma A1l (|Leoni, 2017, Theorem 4.16]). Let f : [0,1] — [0, K] and let h : [0,00) — [0,00) be a
Borel measurable function. We then have

1 1
Ahmwwzémmww.

Proof. We have the result of Leoni| [2017, Theorem 4.16] with equality as (0,1) has finite Lebesgue
measure. O

Perhaps the most useful property of decreasing rearrangement for estimation is the following inequality,
of which there are many generalizations.

Proposition A3 ([Leoni, 2017, Theorem 4.19]). Let f,g : [0,1] — [0, K| with respective decreasing
rearrangements f1,gt. We then have

da(ft,91) < da(f.9)

where da(f,g) = \/fol(f(u) — g(u))2du is the L? norm.

The above will help us later when considering the convergence of rearranged quantile estimates, and
was used extensively by |Chernozhukov et al. [2010]. Essentially, the above states that the decreasing
rearrangement is continuous from L? to itself. Actually, the above proposition can be weakened to
the case where f,g € L?((0,1)) [Kesavanl 2006, Theorem 1.2.3], but we will not need that here.

As mentioned earlier, rearrangement works nicely with Sobolev spaces, as rearrangement has a regu-
larization effect on the function. The well-known result below formalizes this.

Theorem A2 (|Leoni, 2017, Theorem 4.22]). Let f : [0,1] — [0, K|. If f is absolutely continuous on
[0, 1] with weak derivative f', then f; is also absolutely continuous on [0,1] with weak derivative f;.
Furthermore, we have

Lfll2 < [1f 2.
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We can apply Lemma [A1|with h(z) = 22, which gives || f||3 = || f||3, and together with the above gives
Il filli,2 < || fll1,2- In other words, decreasing rearrangement decreases the Sobolev norm, so it has a
regularizing effect. In the univariate case, |Coron| [1984] showed the stronger result that the symmetric
decreasing rearrangement is also continuous from W1P(R) to itself, which hints at an extension of
Proposition to the Sobolev norm (with the nonsymmetric decreasing rearrangement), but we leave
that for future work.

A.2.2 Increasing rearrangement

Our interest is actually on increasing rearrangement, and on functions with both positive and negative
support. Consider then a function @ : [0,1] — C, where C C R is a bounded subset of the real line.
This is also assumed in |Chernozhukov et al. [2009, 2010]. In the main paper, we introduced the
increasing distribution function P : C' — [0, 1] as the familiar cumulative distribution function,

1
Po) = [ 1(@) <) dn
with the increasing rearrangement Q1 : [0,1] — C as
Q' (u) = inf{y € C: P(y) > u}.

Here, we have that P is increasing and right continuous, as P(y) = 1 — S(y) where S(y) is decreasing
and right continuous. This then suggests that QT is increasing and left continuous, as expected.

Suppose C' is an interval, which is bounded so we can write C' = [—a,b] for positive and finite
constants a,b. Most results for rearrangement are stated for non-negative f, so it is helpful to carry
out a translation.

Lemma A2. For Q : [0,1] — [—a,b], where a,b are finite and positive constants, let Q4 = Q + a
be the translated non-negative function. We then have QT(U) = QL + a, where QT and QL are the
increasing rearrangements of Q and Q4 respectively.

Proof. For y € [0,a + b], we have

Similarly, for ¢y = y — a, we have

Ql(u) =inf{y € [0,a+b] : P(y —a) > u}
=inf{y € C: P(y) > u} +a= Q' (u) +a.

O

As a result, we can just assume that @ : [0,1] — [0, K] without loss of generality for the remainder
of this section. To leverage the results on decreasing rearrangement, we fortunately have a simple
relationship between the increasing and decreasing rearrangement.
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Lemma A3. Let Q : [0,1] — [0, K] for some finite and positive K, and let Q; and Q! denote its
decreasing and increasing rearrangement respectively. Then we have

Qi(w) = Qi(1-w)
for all u € [0, 1].

Proof. Again, we have S(y) = 1 — P(y), which for each u € [0,1] gives
QT (u) = inf{y € [0,K]: 1 — S(y) > u}
—=inf{y € [0,K]: S(y) <1—u}
= Qi(1— ).
O

This connection is also commented on |[Korenovskii [2007), Section 1] and Kesavan|[2006], Exercise 1.4.1].
This allows us then to directly apply all the results of the previous subsection, which we state formally
for completion.

Corollary Al. For any f,g:[0,1] — [0, K], Lemma[A1] Proposition[A3 and Theorem[AZ all apply
if all instances of f, fT/ and gy are replaced with fT, f’T and gt respectively.

Proof. For all appropriate integrals involving decreasing rearrangements, substitute fi(u) with f f(1—
u) (and likewise for gy, fJF) and carry out a change of variables to v/ = 1 — u, which has Jacobian
determinant 1 and integration limits v’ € (0, 1). O

It is perhaps not too surprising as the increasing rearrangement is also equimeasurable, so it will very
similar properties to the decreasing rearrangement.

A.3 Empirical process theory

In this section, we show an auxiliary empirical process result that we require for showing asymptotic
tightness later. The weak L?-pseudonorm of a variable X ~ P is defined as

IX[I.2.00 = sup aP(|X| > x)'/2,
>0

Note that it is upper-bounded by the L?(P) norm:

IX e 200 < 1Xllp2 = (Ep[X?])!/2.

This is because for any value of z > 0, we have

X2
22 EBp[1(|X| > z)] < 2°Ep [Oﬂ]l(\X| > x)} < HX||]%>72.

Lemma A4. For any positive r.v. X ~ P, we have the inequality

sup zEp[ X 1(X > z)] < 2HXH%727OO.

x>0

This is the second inequality of Problem 2.5.5 in|Van der Vaart and Wellner| [2025).
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Proof. For any value of x, the left-hand side of the inequality (without the supremum) can be written
as

x/tOOIP(Xﬂ(X>x)>t)dt—x/

=0 t=0

x o0

P(X1(X >2x) >t) dt+m/ P(X1(X >x)>t)dt. (Al)

t=x

For the integrand in the first term on the right-hand side, we have
P(X1(X > x) >t) =Ep[1(X1{X >z} > t)]
= Ep[1{X > z}]
=P(X > x),

where the second inequality follows from ¢ being less than or equal to x. Thus, the first term on the
right-hand side of (A1) is bounded above by || X H12P’,2, o

The integrand in the second term can be written as

1 1
P(X1(X > x) > t) = 5t*P(XL(X > 2) > 1) < 5| X]

2
P,2,00"

The integral of 1/t from t = x to oo is 1/z. Putting the two terms together gives the result. O

For each N € N, let {Zn; : i@ > N} be a sequence of independent stochastic processes indexed by a
common semimetric space (F,d). For every N, define the bracketing number 9 (e, 7, L**) to be the

N
minimal number of sets ‘ﬁév in a partition F = U?t;l]:g of the index set into sets }"51}7 such that, for
every partitioning set .7-;]}7 , we have

(o)
DB sup [Znilf) — Zwilg)P <€

We will ultimately set Zn; = \/ﬁaiHPi (u,V;). Then
o
VNSy == (Zni — EZn:).
i=N

The space ¢>°(F) is the set of functions z : F — R with ||z||z = sup,c 7 |2(t)| < co. This is a metric
space with respect to d(z1, z2) = ||21— 22| 7. We wish to show that /NSy is asymptotically tight, which
means that for every € > 0 there exists a compact set K such that liminfy_, o }P’(\/N Sy € K 5) > 1—c¢,
where K% = {y € £>°((0,1)) : d(y, K) < §}. This can be achieved by verifying the conditions in the
following general result.

Theorem A3 (Bracketing CLT with infinite sums). Suppose that (F,d) is totally bounded and each
ZnN; has a finite second moment. Suppose also that

o
Z ENZnil| 7 1{|| Znil| 7 > n} — 0 for every n > 0,
i=N
o
sup Y E[(Zni(f) = Zni(9)’] = 0 for every 6x 10,

on
/ \/log Ny(e, F, L2N)de — 0 for every oy | 0.
0

Then the sequence Y .o y(Zni —EZn;) is asymptotically tight in £%°(F) and converges in distribution
provided it converges marginally. If the partitions can be chosen independent of N, then the middle of
the displayed conditions is unnecessary.
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Proof. The proof of this result mostly follows that of Theorem 2.11.9 in [Van der Vaart and Wellner
[2023]. The crucial difference lies with the application of Bernstein’s inequality, which is restricted to
finite sums of variables.

Under the conditions of the theorem, there exists for every N a sequence of nested partitions F =

(ﬁN
Ujjiq}"é}f such that for every j and IV,

lim L 27971, [logMm =0, A2
Jim 1]rvrljilopz \/dog MY, (A2)

9>90
o0
sup Y EB{Zni(f) — Zni(g9)}? <277, (A3)
F9€Fy i=N
oo
> supt?P* | sup |Zni(f) = Znalg)l > i | <277 (A4)
i=N ti f9eFy;
Equation (A2) above could be viewed as a lower-bound histogram approximation to the entropy
integral
27490
\/log N de.
e=0

Equations (A3]) and (A4)) follow from the same counting argument as the proof of Theorem 2.5.8 in
Van der Vaart and Wellner| [2023].

Choose an element f,; from each partitioning set }'é}[ and define

7rqf = qu>
(Agf)ni = sup |Znilg) — Zni(h)|, if f € Fpy
g,he]—'ﬁ

ag = Qq/ logmg(q+1>.

We interpret f,; as the “representative” of the partitioning set ]:é}f ,

representative that shares its partitioning set. Also, (A, f)n; is the maximum distance between two

and 7, projects f onto the

points on Zp; evaluated within the partitioning set that contains f. For ¢ > qo, define indicator
functions

(Ag-1)ni = H(Ag f)ni < agg, -+ (Bg-1f)Ni < ag-1}
(Bg—1f)nvi = H{(Ag fINi < agyy -+ (Ag-1f)Ni < ag—1, (Agf)Ni > ag}
(Bgo f)vi = H{(Ago f)ni > age}-
We wish to show that

Jim HmsupE S (23 (f) = Zxi(meo )| =0 (A5)
n—oo i=N F

for the centred processes Z3,;, such that Theorem 1.5.6 of Van der Vaart and Wellner| [2023] implies
asymptotic tightness in the case where the partitions do not depend on N. To achieve this, we consider
the decomposition

ZNi(f) = Zni(mao ) = (Znil ) = ZNi(a0 ) (Bao F)ni + D (Znilf) = Zni(q ) (Bo ) ni

a>qo

+ ) (Znilmgf) = Zni(mg-1£)(Ag-1f) i

q>qo0
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For each of the three terms on the right-hand side separately, we centre at zero expectation, sum from
i = N to oo and take the supremum over F. It is sufficient to then show that each of the resulting
three expressions converge to zero in mean as n — oo followed by gy — oc.

As argued by |Van der Vaart and Wellner| [2023], the Lindeberg condition implies that there is no loss
in generality in assuming that || Zy;||z < nN for all i > N for some sequence of numbers 7y | 0.
This implies that (Agf)ni < 2nn for all ¢ > N, and the first expression is zero as soon as 2ny < ag,.
Condition implies that a,, is bounded away from 0 for any fixed go as N — oo. If this were not
the case, then we must have

lim sup log ‘ﬁ2 (G0+1) =
N—o0

And we have
log mé\iq > log ‘ﬁév,(qoﬂ)

for all ¢ > go + 1. Thus, this would imply that

lim sup Z 27971, [log ‘ﬁév,q = 00,

N—oo >q0

which contradicts the condition. We deduce that 2nx < ag, for all sufficiently large n.

For the second expression, we start by noting that (A f)ni(Bgf)ni < (Ag—1f)Ni(Bgf)ni < ag—1 by
the nesting of the partitions and the definition of B, f. It follows that

|Zni(f) — Zni(mg £)[(Bef)ni < (Agf)ni(Bof)ni < ag—1

Z(Aqf)Ni(qu)Ni] < Z E qf wil Qf)%\fz]

=N

Var

< ag-1 ZE AgfINL{(Agf)ni > aq}]

< 2M2—2q :
Gq
where the last inequality above follows from Lemma and condition . Since each summand
(Aqf)Ni(Bgf)ni is independent, the variance of the infinite sum above is greater than the variance of
the partial sum that replaces oo with any finite m > N. For such a fixed m, we can apply Bernstein’s
inequality (e.g. Lemma 2.2.10 of [Van der Vaart and Wellner| [2023]) to deduce that for every = > 0,

we have
m le
P ( ;;V(Aqf)Ni(qu>Ni —E[(Agf)Ni(Byf)ni]| > 96) < 2exp (-2(12(112_22(1 n %aq_1x> :

Note that the right-hand side does not depend on m. We also have that the left-hand side converges

‘(

as m — oo (for fixed N and ¢) at all continuity points x, so the probability (A6) must therefore share

to
o

Z(Aqf>Ni(qu)Ni - E[(Aqf)Ni(qu)Ni]

=N

> x) (A6)

the same exponential upper bound. In fact, the bound also holds at any discontinuity point. To see

this, note that
>z | —2exp | — %x2
2%;12*2‘1 + %aqqx

(

o

(A f)Ni(Bef)ni — E[(Agf)Ni( By f ) ni)

=N
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is right-continuous. If the above display is greater than 0 at some discontinuity point z*, then it must
be greater than zero for all z on some interval [z*,2* + §] for § > 0, which leads to a contradiction
because the number of discontinuity points is countable. Thus, we can now apply Lemma 2.11.17 from
Van der Vaart and Wellner| [2023], and the remaining steps for handling the second expression follow
the proof of Theorem 2.11.9 from [Van der Vaart and Wellner| [2023].

The analysis of the third expression proceeds similarly. We have the following bounds:

|ZNi(mof) = ZNi(Tg—1 F)(Ag=1f)Ni < (Ag-1f)Ni(Ag—1f)Ni

< Qg—1

Var

> AZni(maf) - ZNi(quf)}(Aqlf)Ni] <> EUZni(mef) = Zni(mg-1 /)Y (Ag-1f)wi]
i=N i=N

< 2—2(11—1)’

where the final inequality follows from the nesting of the partitions and condition (A3]). By applying
a similar argument to before based on Bernstein’s inequality, we derive the upper-bound
oo
P ( > {Zni(rgf) = Zni(mg 1 )N Ag1 ) ni = B{Zni(mof) = Zni(mg1f)}(Ag1 )il | > JT)
i=N

1.2
<2exp | — 2%
8 22 4 Za, 1z )

Now we can again apply Lemma 2.11.17 to finish handling the third expression.

This concludes our proof of (Ab)). If the partitions depend on N, we require an additional step. Let
On be a sequence tending to zero as N — co. First we have

E  sup Z(wa(f) — Zyi(g))| < 2E7 Z(Z}’Vl(f) — Zi(mgo f))
d(f,9)<On |i=N i=N F
+E| sup Y |ZR(maf) — Zzow(ﬂqog)\] :

We have already dealt with the first term on the right-hand side. For the second term, consider the

set
Hé\of = {(f,9) : there exists f,g € F with d(f,g) < On, T4 f = f,7Tg09 = 3}-
The size of Hé\g is at most (‘ﬁ%)z. Define ( > 0 as

(n=sup E[(Z%:(f) = Z%:(@)] S sup D> El(Zni(f) = Zni(9))?];
d(f.9)<0N i_n d(f,9)<0n ;_N

which tends to zero as dn | 0 by assumption. For ( f ,g) € 7-[,%, we have the following bounds:

|250() ~ Z5:(@)| < N

Var

D 1Z%(F) - Z}’w(é)\] < D ElZRi() — Z3i(9)]
i=N =N

<3 El(Z%(f) = Z3:(N)?] + El(ZRal9) — Z8i())°]
i=1

+E[(Z3:(f) = Z%i(9))’]
S27% 4 (R,
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where (f,g) above are any elements of F satisfying d(f,g) < dn with 7y f = f and Tgo9 = g. Thus,
by using a similar Bernstein inequality argument to before and applying Lemma 2.2.13 of [Van der
Vaart and Wellner, [2023], we yield

E sup Z |ZNz 7"-llof) Z]Ci/z’(ﬂ-%g”
d(f7 )<5N’l N

maXN Z ‘ZNz ZRM@)‘]
E,H‘ZOZ N

< logN NN + y/log NN (277 4 ().

We showed earlier that for fixed ¢g, the limit superior of log ‘ﬁé\g as N — oo is finite, so the gy and (v

terms above go to zero as N — (0. This leaves the 4 /log ‘ﬂ{]\gQ_qo term, which goes to zero as N — oo

and then go — oo by condition (A2). Finally, we can apply Theorem 1.5.7 of [Van der Vaart and
Wellner| [2023] to obtain asymptotic tightness. O

A.4 Almost supermartingales

As our recursive estimates are closely related to stochastic approximation, it is not surprising that
we will borrow some tools from that literature to study the frequentist asymptotic properties of the
QMP. In particular, a very useful theorem is given by |Robbins and Siegmund| [1971], which has been
used for proving consistency for other closely connected recursive Bayesian methods like in Martin
and Tokdar [2009], Hahn et al.| [2018] and |[Fong et al. [2023]. We restate the almost supermartingale
convergence theorem below.

Theorem A4 ([Robbins and Siegmund,, 1971]). Consider a probability space (2, F,P), and let {F;}i>o
denote a filtration. Let {L;}i>0 be a sequence of non-negative r.v.s L; : Q@ — R adapted to the filtration
(i.e. L; is Fi-measurable for i > 0). Suppose that {L;};>0 is an almost supermartingale, that is it
satisfies for v >0

E[Lz'—l—l ‘ ./rz] < (1 + BZ‘) L;+C; — D,
where (B;, Ci, D;) are non-negative adapted r.v.s. If {2, B; < 00, »..2,C; < oo} hold a.s., then
the limit Lo := lim;_,o L; exists and is finite a.s. and Zflo:l D; < o0 a.s.
A.5 Bivariate normal copula

Although most of the theory can be extended for general copulas, we specialize most of the proofs for
the case with the bivariate normal copula. As such, we provide some useful properties here, and refer
to Meyer| [2013] for more details.

The bivariate normal copula distribution is the bivariate cumulative distribution function (CDF)
C)(u,v) which takes the form

Cp(ua U) = d (Zm 2v; /0)

where u,v € (0,1), z, = ® (u) is the normal quantile function at u, and similarly for v. The
correlation parameter is p € [—1,1] in general, but we will only consider p € [0, 1] for our purposes.
Here, ®o(u1, p12; p) is the standard bivariate normal CDF evaluated at pq, uo with correlation p.
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The conditional distribution of the bivariate normal copula (conditional on v) takes the form

9 o uy0) = @ {‘I’l (W) —p®7(v) } ,

H =
P(ua U) v 1— p2

and the density of the bivariate normal copula is

0? 1 202020 — P2 (22 + 22)
cp(u,v) = Tuﬁvcp(u’v) = i 7 ex 20— p2) .

Note that C,(u,v) and c¢,(u,v) are symmetric in its inputs, but H,(u,v) is not.

As the marginal distribution of C)(u,v) is uniform, we have that

1 1
/ cp(u,v) du = / cp(u,v)dv = 1.
0 0

1 1 u
/ H,(u,v)dv = / / cp(u',v) du' dv = u,
0 0o Jo

which is crucial for the martingale property.

This in turn implies

From [Meyer| [2013], the bivariate normal copula C,(u,v) satisfies the following ordering property. For
any p’ < p, we have

max(u +v — 1,0) < Cp(u,v) < Cpy(u,v) < min(u,v),
for all u,v € [0,1]. Furthermore, the lower and upper bounds are attained with p — 0 and p — 1
respectively, i.e. lim,; C,(u,v) = min(u, v) and lim,_,o Cp(u, v) = max(u +v — 1,0).
A.6 Useful identities

A useful integral we will need for the proofs is the following for the bivariate copula density.

Lemma A5. Let cy(u,v) = B%Hp(u, v) denote the bivariate normal copula density. We have that

11 ) 1
cp(u,v)* dudv = .
/0/0 g 1—p?

Proof. A change of variables from v — z, gives

1 e 20,2 2
1 2 —
/ CP(U,’U)Q dv = 1 5 / exp < PzZuy - p (QZu + Z’u)) ¢(Z’U) dZU
0 P J -p

1 /°° dpzuzy — (14 p?)22 —2p222
= exp dzy
V2r(l—p?) Joso 2(1-p?)

where ¢ is the normal density. Completing the square then gives us

[ o= o (52 [~ o (45 (- 225) ]

1 P
- exX zZ, .
1 p4 p 1+ p2 n
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Carrying out another change of variables from u — 2, then gives

—0*)
cp(u,v)? dudy = ——ee / ex ( zu> dz,
// ol \/27r1— P\ 72+ )
l—i—p 1 1

2. /1 1—p2'

We also have the following useful upper bound on ¢, (u, v).
Lemma A6. The bivariate copula density satisfies
1 2
cplu,v) < ﬁexp <Z2U>

The inequality holds if we replace z, with z.

Proof. For a given v, standard calculations give that 2} = z,/p maximizes c,(u,v), which returns the

above expression. O]

Another very useful lemma which we will use for the covariance function of the QMP is the following.

Lemma A7. For u,u € (0,1), the copula update function satisfies

1
/0 [u— Hpy(u,v)] [u — Hy(u',v)] dv=Cp(u,u) —uu'.

Proof. First, we can easily see that

1 1
/ [u— Hy(u,v)] [v — Hy(u',v)] dv = / H,(u,v) Hy(u',v) dv — uv'.
0 0

To compute the integral, we write H, in terms of c:

1 u u’ 1
/ H(u,v) Hy(u',v) dv = / / / cp(w,v) cp(w’, v) dv dw duw'’
0 —o00 J—00 JO

The inner integral can be computed as

1
/ cp(w,v) cp(w’,v) dv
0

1 —p° (25 + 220) + 20(20 + 2u) 20 — 2
= 2/ exp< g2 © 2(1p_zp)z p >¢(Zv)dZv

1- P —00
1 <—p2(23+230/)> /“’ <2p(zw+zwf)zv — (1+p2)23>
exp 5 exp 5 dzy,
V2r(l— ) 20— ) ) 201 17)

where ¢ is the standard normal density function. Completing the square gives

> 29(2w+zw> (1+p) ZW+ZW)2
[ e 21— ) ) = r\/ ( 2)(1—p2>>'
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Combining the above gives

1 4 (.2 2 2
1 - +25) +2 /
/ cp(w, U) cp(w', U) dv = —— exp < P (Zw 2w ) P~ ZwZw ) =c 2('11),'[1},),
0 p

Finally, this gives

Appendix B Proofs of main results

We now include full proofs of the main results from the paper, leveraging the prerequisite results.

B.1 Proposition

For predictive asymptotics, we will treat the first n data points Yi., as fixed. Note that we start
indexing at N = n is so that the extension to the case where Y7., is i.i.d. from P* is straightforward.
We will apply Theorem for the space L2((0,1)) under Assumptions (1| and [3| First, we verify that
{@nN}nN>n is a Banach space valued martingale under Algorithm

We begin with the simplified case where n = 0. Let (€2, F,P) denote the probability space and L?(B)
the space of Bochner measurable functions with || f||z2(p) < oo as in Section with B = L2((0,1)).
Let V; » U0,1) for ¢ > 1, i.e. each V; :  — (0,1) is an independent uniform r.v. Define the
filtration {F}ny>1 where Fn = o(Vi,...,Vy) and Fyp = {0,Q}. For N > 1, define the mapping

Sy :(0,1)Y — B where

N
Sn(v1n)(u) = ai(u — Hy, (u, v7)) (A7)
i=1
for each v € (0,1). For each vi.y € (0,1)V, we clearly have Sy(vi.y) € B as it is bounded by
1Sy (vi.n) ()] < SN ;. Here p; € (0,1) and o; € R are arbitrary sequences where a; < co. To
begin, we require the following lemma, which is a technical exercise, but we can fortunately repeat
a similar argument for later proofs. The key is that as we are working in a separable Hilbert space,
we can revert back to checking scalar conditions using inner products (which is termed ‘scalarization’
for general Banach spaces in Pisier| [2016]). This also formally verifies our intuition that a pointwise
martingale condition is sufficient.

Lemma AS8. For each N, the random variable Sy o Vi.ny : Q@ — B is Bochner Fn-measurable, lies in
L?(B) and satisfies E"N[Sn 11 (Vi.ni1)] = Sn(Vi.n) a.s.

Proof. First, we highlight that B is a separable Hilbert space, so we can appeal to Pettis’ measurability
theorem (e.g. Hytonen et al.| [2016, Theorem 1.1.6]) to show Bochner measurability by verifying weak

measurability. For each continuous linear functional T' € B*, let hr be the Riesz representation of 7.
We thus just need to verify Borel measurability of the scalar function gz : (0,1)Y — R where

1
g(’Ul;N) = <SN(U1:N)7hT>L2 :/0 SN(’ULN)(U) hT(u) du.
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For each u € (0,1), the function Sy(v1.n)(u)hp(u) is continuous in vy.y, and [Sy(vi.n)(uw) hy(u)]
is bounded by ||hTHotoV: L @;. Consider an arbitrary vector sequence ’U{: N — Vi.y- Dominated
convergence gives g(v{: ~) = 9(v}.y), which implies g(v1.n) is a continuous function on (0,1)", and
thus by composition goV;.y is Fy-measurable. We thus have that SyoVj.x is Bochner Fy-measurable.
To show it lies in L2(B), we have ||Sx(v1:n)|l2 < SN | oy for all v, so SN (Vin) 2By < SN .

For the final part, we leverage the discussion in Section Consider again a continuous linear
functional T' € B*. The conditional expectation operator satisfies the following (e.g. [Pisier [2016)
Remark 1.11]):

TE"V[Sy1(Viang1)] = BTSNy 1 (Ving) | F] - as.

where we revert to the standard notation E[- | 7] when working with scalar conditional expectations
for clarity. Using the Riesz representation again, we have

1
TE"N[Sn41(Viv41)] = E [/O hr(w) Sn41(Viiv1) (w) du | ]:N]

[/ ) S (Vi) (u) du | 2

1
+ani1E [/ hr(u) (u— Hpyy (4, V) du | ]:N] :
0

We then have
1 1
E [ / hor () S (Vi) (1) s | }"N] - / b () Sy (Vion) () dut = TSx (View) - 2.
0 0
since fol hr(u) Sy (Vi.n)(u) du is Fn-measurable. For the second term, we have
1 1
E [/ hr(u) (w— Hpy o (u, Vgr)) du | }—N} =E [/ hr(u) (w — Hpy o (u, V1)) du|  as.
0 0

1 1

:/ / hr(u) (w — Hpy, (u,v)) dudv  a.s.
0 JO

=0 as.

where we have used the independence of Vi1 from Fp in the first line, and the last line follows from
Fubini’s theorem and the pointwise martingale property of the bivariate copula update (see Section

A D). As a result, we have
TEV[Sy+1(Viva1)] = TSy (Viy) - as.

for each T' € B*. From the Bochner measurability of Sy (Vi.n), we have from [Hytonen et al| [2016),
Corollary 1.1.25] that the above is sufficient for EXN[Sx 1 (Vi.xy41)] = Sy (Vi.n) a.s. This follows as
testing a.s. equality for all continuous linear functionals is sufficient under strong measurability. [

Although the above is more of a technical exercise, it verifies our intuition that having a martingale
pointwise for a function is sufficient for it to be a B-valued martingale. For the QMP, we can then
construct the r.v. Qn : Q — B, where

N

Qu(u) = Qulw) + 3 ailu — H, (u. V7)) (A8)

1=n-+1
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for u € (0,1), and «; is now specified as in Assumption [3l With a relabelling of indices so n > 0, the
term on the right is equivalent to Sy (V1.n)(u) as defined above. Under Assumption [1} it is clear from
Lemma that @y is Bochner Fy-measurable, Qn € L?(B), and

E"N[Qni1] = Qn  as.
{QnN}N>n is thus a B-valued martingale.

We will now show that supy>,, [|@Qn|z2(p) < oo in order to apply Theorem We begin with

1ON 725 =E [/01 QN(U)QCZU] = /OllE [Qn (w)?] du

which follows from Tonelli’s theorem. As {Qn(u)}n>p is a martingale for each u € (0,1), we have

E[Qu(w)? | Fy—i] = Q31 () + aXE (u = Hpy (u, Vi))’] < Qhy(w) +

which follows as H,(u,v) < 1. Iterated expectation gives us

N

ElQn(w)? < Q2w + 3. ok

i=n-+1

By Assumption |3} we have that supy>,, Zﬁinﬂ a? < C < oo. As a result, we have

1 1
sup [ Q) < [ sup B [Qx(0?] du< [ @2w)duC.
N>n 0 N>n 0

By Assumption |1 I, we then have supy>,, [|@Qn|72(p) < 0o. We can thus apply Theorem [AT] .

B.2 Theorem 1) and Corollary

The proof of Theorem [I]is similar to the proof of Proposition [T but we will be working in the Sobolev
space B’ = H'((0,1)). Following the discussion in Section the martingale condition can be
checked pointwise again, as long as Qy takes values in H'((0,1)). We extend Lemma below.
Consider the same setup as in the proof of Proposition |1, but replace all mentions of B with B’. We
first verify that Sy (v1.n) as defined in is in H'((0,1)) for all v1.y € (0,1)". First, we note that
the update function has partial derivative

0

%(u — H,(u,v)) =1 —cp(u,v). (A9)

We thus have the following for each vy.x € (0,1)V

sy (vin)(u) == %SN (v1.n)( ZO‘Z — ¢y, (u, v;)).

Lemmathen gives that sy (v1.,,) is bounded for each vy.y € (0,1)" and each N, so ||sx(vi.y)|]2 < 00
and Sy : (0,1)V — H'((0,1)) for each N. We then have the following lemma.

Lemma A9. For each N, the random variable Sy o Vi.y : Q — B’ is Bochner Fy-measurable, lies
in L?(B') and satisfies E7N[Sy11(Vi.ni1)] = Sv(Vin) a.s.
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Proof. As H' is also a separable Hilbert space, the proof follows very much in the same way as Lemma
with B replaced with B’, with the only difference arising from the Sobolev inner product. To check
Bochner measurability, we show Borel measurability of

1
¢ (01.8) = (S (van), hrd s = glorw) + /0 s (01:) () Rl () dus

where h/, € B is the weak derivative of hy. The first term is already shown to be continuous. For the
second term, define t(v) = fol ¢p(u,v) hp(u) du, and consider a sequence v; — v* for v* € (0,1). We
then have

1
[t(v) — t(v")] S/O o (u, vi) = ¢p(u, v7)] [ (u)] du

< llep(- i) = e, v")ll2 177 2
< Klleo(+vi) = cp(v7) [l
As |v; — v*| < € for sufficiently large 4, v; is eventually bounded away from 0 and 1, so c,(u,v;) is

eventually bounded uniformly over u by Lemma Dominated convergence implies ¢(v) is continuous
on (0,1), so ¢'(v1.n) is continuous on (0,1)" and thus ¢’ o Vi.y is Fy-measurable.

Showing that Sy (Vi.n) € L?(B’) requires some more work. As we already showed that Sy (Vi.y) is
in L?(B), we just need to verify that E [||sy(Vi:n)||3] < oo. The linearity of expectation gives

1 N N

E [[lsn(Vi)II3] :/0 DD aiagE (1= ey (w, Vi) (L — ¢y, (u, V7)] du.

i=1 j=1
As V; is independent of Vj for ¢ # j, and E[(1 — ¢,(u,V;))] = 0 from Section the cross-terms
disappear and we have

where the last line follows from Lemma As p; # 1, the above is bounded for each N, so Sy (Vi.n) €
L2(B’ ).

For the final part, we again just need to verify a.s. equality for continuous linear functionals T' € B’
with Riesz representation hp € B’. This time, we have

1
TEPN Sy 1 (Vi 41)] = E [ [ ) Sy (Vi) | fN]

R [ / () st (Vi) () | fN] .

From the proof of Lemma we have that the first term is equal to (hp, Sy(V1.n)) 12 a.s. For the
second term, we can carry out a similar argument which gives

e[ ) s (Vi) () | |-z [ ) s (Vi) (u) dt | 7

1
+ aN+1E |:/ h’lj'(u) (]- —Conia (u7 VN+1)) du ‘ fN:|
0
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Again, we have the first term as equal to (h/.(u), sy (Vi:n))r2 a.s. from Fy-measurability, and

E [/01 W (u) (1= cppyy (u, Vivgr)) du | fN] = /01 /01 Rp(u) (1 = cppyy (u,v)) dudo  aus.

=0 a.s.

where we can apply Fubini’s theorem as Cauchy-Schwarz gives

1 1 11
/0/0 |h'T(u)(1cpN+1(u,v))|dudv§||h’TH2\//0/0(1cpN+1(u,v))2dudv<oo.

As a result, we have

TE N [Sn41(Vions1)] = (hr(u), Sy (Vien)) 2 + (Bp(u), sy (Vin)) 2 as.
= (hr(u), SN(Vi.N)) 1 a.s.
=TSv(Vi.n) as.

for each T € B'*. Again from Bochner measurability and [Hytonen et al. [2016, Corollary 1.1.25], we
have E7N [SN+1(V1;N+1)] = Sny(Vi.n) as. ]

Once again, pointwise martingales are sufficient. We then define Qy : Q — B’ again as (AS)), with «;
and p; from Assumptions [3| and || respectively. As Q,, € B’ by Assumptions [I|and 2, {Qn}n>nt1 is
a B’-valued martingale by Lemma

We now verify that supy>,, [@n||r2(p) < 0o, where Q is weakly differentiable a.s. with a.e. unique
weak derivative

for u € (0,1). We begin with

1 1 1
1N 12y = E [ /0 Qu(w)? du + /0 a (w)? du] - /0 (E [Qn(w)?] +E [qn(w)?]) du,
where we have used Tonelli’s theorem in the second equality. We have already bounded E[Qy(u)?] in
the proof of Theorem [} so we focus on the second term. We first note that {gn(u)}n>n is a martingale
for each u € (0,1), as fol cp(u,v) dv = 1. We thus have

E [qn(w)® | Fn-1] = an—1(u)® + oNE [(1 = oy (u, V))* | Fn-1]

= qv-1(w)” + oy (B ey (u, Viv)* | Foa] = 1)

2 2 P2
=qn-1(u)* + ay N2
1 —pn

where we have applied Lemma in the last line. Iterated expectation again gives us

N 2
p.
E [gn(v)?] = gn(u)® + Z af —t-
i=n+1 L—=p;
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Combining with E[Qy(u)?] calculated earlier, this then gives us
( %)
i=n+1 1= pl

= n+1

QN7 25y < 1QnllT

= @nli2

Now consider the form ay = a(N + 1)7! and py = V1 — cN—* from Assumptions [3| and |4, where
a, c, k are all positive constants (and ¢ € (0,1) so py € (0,1)). The term to bound is

N az oo
sup E . 5 < ac? E itk
N>nz n+1 o pi i=n-+1

The sum on the right is only bounded if 0 < k < 1, as satisfied by Assumption [4] and it is clear that
k controls the Sobolev norm and hence the smoothness of the QMP sample paths. We can thus apply
Theorem with B’ = H'((0,1)). Corollary [1| follows directly from Proposition as Qo takes
values in H!((0,1)) a.s

B.3 Proposition

To begin, we note that the L? norm is weaker than the Sobolev norm, that is da(f, g) < d12(f,g). As
a result, we have from Theorem [I|that d2(Qn, Quo) — 0 a.s. As Qn and Qu take values in H'((0,1)),
Proposition implies that Qny and Q. are a.e. equal to continuous bounded functions on (0,1)
a.s., which we can extend to [0, 1] We can then apply Proposition l which gives da(Q N,QT ) <
dg(QN,QOO) and thus dg(Q N,Qoo) — 0 a.s. Furthermore, the increasing rearrangement variant of
Theorem M implies that QN and QL are both in L2 (H'(0,1)), and thus take values in H'((0,1)) a

B.4 Corollary

As Py — P weakly a.s., we can directly apply Aldous et al| [1985, Lemma 8.2(b)] to show the
asymptotic exchangeability of the sequence. For the second part, we assume n = 0 so the notation is
simpler, but this is just a matter of relabelling the indices. We begin by writing

N
IP’N(y)::%Z (V; <y) = %Z (Qi-1(Vi) < )
=1 i=1

where V; % U(0,1). We then have that

EPn(y) | Fn-1] = Nl

1
Py_1+ NPNfl(y)

which follows as fol 1(Qn(v) <) dv is precisely Py(y).

Following the proof of |[Berti et al., 2004, Theorem 2.2], for any continuous and bounded f € Cy(R),
we define Uy = f(Yn41). We then define the martingale
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which is bounded in L2, so (Zn)n>1 converges a.s. Kronecker’s lemma then gives

1 V-l
- (Ui - E[UZ‘ ‘ ./Ti_l]) —0 as.
N “
=0
As a result, we have
L V-l 1 V-l
ok S g 2 S ) s

Note that the left term is exactly Py[f], where P[f] = [ fdP. We also have
E[UN | Fn-1] = Pn[f] = Polf] as.

as Py converges weakly to P a.s., so Py[f] — Px[f] a.s. through a Césaro means argument. The
above holds a.s. for the function f = €' for each t € R, so [Berti et al.|[2006, Theorem 2.6] gives us
Py — Py weakly a.s.

B.5 Theorem

The proof of this theorem consists of two parts. First we verify the conditions of Theorem to
obtain asymptotic tightness of vVNSx. Then it suffices to check marginal convergence on F using the
Lindeberg-Feller CLT; that is, we show that there is weak convergence to the requisite multivariate
normal distribution for any finite collection of points.

Theorem A5. The sequence of functions NSy is asymptotically tight in £>°((0,1)).

Proof. We will verify the conditions of Theorem Our semimetric space is (F = (0,1),d), where
d(uy,uz) = |uy — up|'/?. Clearly, this semimetric space is totally bounded.

First define Zy;(u) = \/NO(Z'HM (u,V;) for all N and i« > N. A trivial envelope function for Zy; is
Fyi = vV Na;. We need to verify the Lindeberg condition

o0
> Fnil{Fn;>n} =0
=N

for every n > 0. Since Fy; < ¢/v'N, we will have Fy; < 7 for all sufficiently large n. Thus, the
Lindeberg condition holds.

Next we need
o0

sup Z E{Zyi(u1) — ZNi(UZ)}Z —0
d(u1,u2)<dn i=N

for every oy | 0. Let u; > wug with d(uj,uz) < dny. Note that Zy;(u) is non-decreasing with
limuu) ZNi(u) =0 and 1imuT1 ZNZ'(U) = \/Nozi. So

E{Zni(u1) — Zni(u2)}> < VNaE{Zyi(ur) — Zni(uz)}
< Noz?(ul — ug)
< Na?é.
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So

o o0
sup Z]E{ZNZ'(Ul)—ZNi(UQ)}2 <N5]2V2a?.
d(u1,u2)<61\/’ 1:N l:N

Since limsupy_,o N > 2 ozf < 2, the right-hand side of the above display tends to zero for any
on 4 0.

Finally, we need to verify the bracketing entropy integral condition. For all sufficiently large N, we
will have N > 2 a? < 2¢2. Given € > 0, choose a partition 0 = ug < u; < ... < ups = 1 such that
uj — uj—1 < €2/(2c?) for every j. The number of points in the partition can be chosen to be smaller
than a constant times 1/e2. Then

Na?eQ
2¢2 7

E  sup  |Zni(s) — Zni(t)]? < VNE[Zyi(uj) — Zni(uj—1)] <

uj_1<s,t<u;

where we have taken Zn;(0) =0 and Zy;(1) = v/Na; for notational convenience. We deduce that for
all sufficiently large NV,

Uj—1 Ss,t<u]~

o0
ZIE sup | Zni(s) — Zni(t)]? < €2
=N

In other words, 9N (¢, F, L*N) < 72 which verifies the entropy condition. Thus, Theorem implies
that - -
=Y (Zni(u) = EZni(w)) = VN Y ai(u = Hp, (u, V)
i=N i=N
is asymptotically tight in ¢>°(F). O

Proposition A4. Consider a vector Sy(u) = [Sy(u1), ..., Sn(uq)]? where each u; € (0,1). We then
have

VNSy(u) % N(0,a2%)

where 3, = min{u;, ur} — wjug.

Proof. We will use the Lindeberg-Feller CLT [Van der Vaart, 2000, Proposition 2.27], which we state
below for convenience. For each N, let {Zn n,...,ZNmy} be independent r.v.s with finite variances
that satisfy

mpy
> (B[ZR] — ElZni]?) = o®
i=N

and the Lindeberg condition

mN

> E[Z%1(1Zni] > £)] = 0
i=N

for every € > 0. Then we have

mn

Z(ZNi —E[Zni]) KN N(0,0%).

=N
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We take my to be any sequence such that N/my = o(1). Consider an arbitrary vector t € R?, and
we study the convergence of

00 d
v tTSN =V ZtJSN u] :ZVNZ théi(Uj—Hpi(Uj,V;)).
7=1 i=N 7j=1

For ¢+ > N, set
ZNi = \ﬁthaz (uj, Vi),
7j=1

which has expectation v No; Z?Zl tju;. We have

d

VN a &
1Znil < a1t < —= ) It;l.
i VN =

J=1

So for every £ > 0, |Zy;| < € eventually, which establishes the Lindeberg condition. It remains to
study the limiting variance. Using the integral test, we obtain

|
.M&

B3]~ BlZN = oy 3 5 1300 [Hy, (05, Vi) H, (e, V)] — g}

my d d
> (BIZR] —E[Zni]?) —a® > 0> tite{min{uy, e} — ujug}
i=N =1 k=1
d d mn a2N d d mn N
. 9 .
< Z > Z 2 [Cpg(uj»w) — min{uy, Uk}] +a Z > tite{min{uj, ug} — ujug} Z z 1
j=1 k=1 li=N J=1 k=1 i=N
d d my CL2N d d 0o N
. 2 .
< Z Z ‘CP?V(Uj,uk) — mln{uj,uk}’ Z 2 +a Z thtk{mln{Uj, up} — ujug} Z = 1
Jj=1k=1 i=N J=1k=1 i=N
d d [ N
+a222t-tk{min{uj,uk} — ujuL} Z —
j=1 k=1 i=my+1

The first inequality uses the triangle inequality. The first and second terms in the last expression are
o(1). The third term is O(N/my), which is o(1) by construction. Thus, we have

> (E[ZR:] — ElZni]?) =a®) > titp{min{u;, up} — ujug}
i=N j=1k=1

and we can apply the Lindeberg-Feller CLT to obtain

Z\FZtaz H,,(u;, Vi) 5 N(0,02).
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The final step is to show that the tail sums from mpy + 1 onwards become asymptotically negligible.

We do this by checking that > 2y 41 Var[Zyi] — 0:
9] 00 N d d
>, Valzyl= ), @’5 ) ) tite{Chplusu) —uju)
i=mn+1 i=mn+1 j=1 k=1
o0 d d
Z a® Z tity
i=mpy+1 j=1k=1
— 0.
Now the Cramér-Wold device completes the proof. O

B.6 Theorem

To begin, we assume that Y7., A P* which has quantile function Q* satisfying Assumption Let
{Fi}i>1 denote the filtration where F; := o (Y1,...,Y;). For now, we do not need to consider Y, 41.00
arising from predictive resampling. To start, we construct an almost supermartingale as in Theorem

[A4] arising from Algorithm [3}

(Q*(u) = Qu(w)?* = (Q"(w) = Qf_ (w))* + 2a4(Q"(u) = Q},_ (w)) (H,, (u,Vy) — u)
+a, (Hp, (u,Va)) = u)”.

where for shorthand we write V,, = P,_1(Y,). We note that |H,(u,v) — u| < 1. Integrating with
respect to u, we have

& (Q",Qn) < BQ_,,0%) + 2am / (Q*(u) — Q1 (w)) (H,, (u, V) — ) du + 2.

Now comes the key step due to the rearrangement. By Assumption [5, both @Q* and )¢ are Lipschitz
continuous and thus bounded on [0, 1]. Since H,(u,v) — u is bounded on u € [0, 1], Q! is bounded on
[0,1]. We can thus apply Proposition which gives

d3(QL, Q%) < d3(Qn, Q"),

so we have
(@1 Q") < (@)1, @) + 200 [ (@(w) = Q) y(w) (Hy, (V) — w)du-+ o,
Taking the conditional expectation gives us
B(Ly | Fomal < Lo+ 200 [ (Q°(w) = Qs (u) (Ko (u) — ) du+ a2,
where we write L, = d%(QL, Q*) and

u) = / H,, (u, Pa1(y)) p"(y) dy.

We now subtract and add terms to get

E[Ln | Fni] < Lo —20<n/(Q*(U) — Q1 (W) (u— PH@QL_ (W) du+ o}, + 200G,
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where
6= Q) = QL) (o () = P*(Q] s (w)) du (A10)
It is not too hard to see that
Q) == / (Q(w) — @ () (u— P*(Qf _y (u)))du > 0,

where the positivity can be seen by applying Q*, which is monotonically increasing, to each term in
u— P*(Q}_y(u)), giving

w—PHQL () >0 = Q () — Q_,(u) > 0.

To get a handle on (,, Cauchy-Schwartz gives us

|Gnl < \/ﬂ\//(f(n (u) — P*(QF_,(w)))2 du

and applying /z < z + 1 gives
‘Cn‘ < (Ln,1 + 1)\/ Rn

where we write
o = [ (Ko () = P*(@}_y () (A1)
This gives the original inequality as
E[Ly | Fuo1] < (1+ 20y/Fn) Ly — 20, T(QF_)) + 02 + 200/
We now seek to apply Theoremwith B; = 2a;\/k;, C; = 0412 +2a\/ki and D; = 2042-T(Q;Ll), where

all terms are positive. A sufficient condition for > ;2 B; < co and Y .2, C; < 0o a.s. is if

00
E Qiv/ K < 0O a.s.
i=1

which we now prove.

B.6.1 Controlling s,

We begin by upper bounding x;, which intuitively measures how far the copula kernel H,(u,v) is
from the indicator function 1 (v < u) (averaged over u,v). The result is simple to state, but the proof
is surprisingly quite involved, and requires specific properties of the bivariate Gaussian copula. The
difficulty of the proof arises from the copula’s dependence on P,, as we require bounds independent of
P,, and P*. This highlights that while the bivariate copula is very useful for attaining the martingale
and coherence required for Bayesian inference, its adaptivity makes it harder to study its properties
for estimation.

Lemma A10. Let , be defined as in , and suppose p, — 1. For sufficiently large n, we have
that k., satisfies

Vin < K(1— g2/

for some positive finite constant K.
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Proof. To start, we can write

P(@ () = [ 100 < @)y (w) dP' () = [ 1(Paa(y) < w) aP* (1),

This gives

Let us write the inner integral as a function of a general p,v € (0, 1):

Utsp) = [ [(Hyfu0) = 10 < ) du.

Fortunately, we can control U(v; p) by taking p — 1. To see this, note that

1 1
/(Hp(u,v) —1(v < w)’du= /Hg(u, v) du — 2/ H,(u,v)du —|—/ du. (A12)
A change of variables with z, = ®~!(u) gives
H,(u,v) = ®(a+ bz,)

where

1
a= —#zv, b=

V1-p? 1—p?
where z, = ®~!(v). We now require some integrals of Gaussian CDF and density terms, which can
be found in Owen| [1980|. For the first term of (A12)), we have

a a b2 >
ire vize T 1

where @9 (1, p2; p) is the standard bivariate normal CDF evaluated at pi, us with correlation p. This
follows from codes (20,010.4) and (3.5) from Owen)| [1980].

| ot b0 de = 0, (

—0o0

For the second term of (A12), we have

[e%S) Zu

/OO D(a+ bzy) p(zy) dzyy = / O(a+ bzy) ¢(zy) dzy — / D(a+ bzy) ¢(zy) dzy

a a —b
=0 ——— )| -0 | —— 2ip= —
<\/1+b2> 2(\/1+b2 g \/1+b2>

— ( a L b )

— ¥ 1—|—b27 vy P = /714-[)2
where the second line comes from codes (10,010.1) and (10,010.1) from Owen| [1980], and the third line
comes from the identity ®(a) — ®2(a,b; p) = Pa(a, —b; —p). The final term of (A12) is simply 1 — v.
Putting this together, we have that

a a b2 a b
U(v;p) < ® , ip= =20 | ——,—2;p = + (1 —
(v;p) < 2<\/1+b2 \/1+b2p 1+b2> 2( e Zy3 P %1+b2> (1—wv)
—p

=P —P 1 1
= ®y 2, Zpp=——= | =20 | ——=2p, 2} p= ———= | + (1 =)
( /2_p2v /2_p2v 2—p2> ( 2_p2v v 2_p2>
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We will first write the above in terms of the tail probability of a bivariate normal distribution,
L(h,k;p) = P(x > h,y > k; p), which is easier to bound and satisfies

This gives us

U(v;

p P 1 P 1
<L 2y, Zy; 2L | —/——2, 2 —= | + (1 —v

= L(h, h;ﬁQ) —2L(h, 2v; p) + Q(2v)

where we define h = \/%zv, p= \/%, and Q(z) = 1 — ®(z) is the Gaussian tail probability. We
—p —p

first show that this upper bound is symmetric around z, = 0. Using the identity
L(h, k;p) =1 = ®(h) — (k) + L(=h, —k; p)

from the above, we can see that U(v;p) = U(1 — v; p) noting that z;_, = —z,. As a result, we just
need to bound U (v; p) for z, > 0 (i.e. v > 0.5).

We note that L(h, h; p?) < L(h, h; p) as L is increasing with p, and furthermore L(h, z,; p) > L(zy, 20} p)
as z, > h. This then gives us

Uvi p) < L(hy i p) = 2L(20, 203 p) + Q(20).

One can show that

OL(h, h; p)
——— = =20(—0h)p(h
X (~O)o(h)
where 0 = %g. A Taylor expansion gives

L(zy, 203 p) = L(h, b; p) — 20(=0h) ¢(h) (2, — h)
> L(h, h; p) = 2®(=0h) $(h) (20 — h),

where h < h < z, . The second line follows as the function ®(—0h) ¢(h) is monotonically decreasing
with h for h > 0. This then implies

U(v; p) < 20(=0h) (h)(z0 — h) + Q(20) — L(zv, 203 p).-

We can upper bound the first term as

o(h) (20 — h) = (2;’)2 - 1) o(h) b < $(1) (2_’)2 - 1)

and ®(—6h) < 0.5. For the second term, we can compute

0 _
Q) = Lz 205 9)) = [28(—02) = 1] 6(20).
The derivative is always non-positive for z, > 0 and is equal to 0 at z, = 0, so the maximum value
must be
Q(0) — L(0,0;p) = (L + L arcsin(p)
) 7p - 2 4 27_[_ p *
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Together, this implies

For x > 0, we have arctanz < x as

— arctanx =
dx 1+22 ~ dx

and arctanz’ = 2’ at 2’ = 0. We thus have

Q) <¢2p—p2_1>+1 —

Uvip) < ¢
Finally, for sufficiently large p we have that

/9 _ 2
g_lgﬂ/l_pz

P

This follows because the roots of g(p) = /2 —p?/p—1— /1 —p? occur at p =~ 0.7184 and p = 1,
g(p) is continuous on p € (0,1] and g(p) is negative for some point in between the two roots. For p

sufficiently close to 1, we thus have
Uvip) < K*/1— p? (A13)

for some finite and positive K. If p, — 1, this thus gives

Vhn < K(1 - 02)1/4

for sufficiently large n. O

B.6.2 Almost supermartingale
If ap, = a(n+1)7!, Lemma implies that setting
1—pp=0(n")

for some k > 0 is sufficient for Z;’il a;+/K; < 0o. Given Assumptions [3| and 4}, we have that L,, is an
almost supermartingale, so we can apply Theorem This implies L, = Lo, < 00 a.s. and more
importantly,

oo
Z aiT(QLl) <00 as.
i=1
As Y% o = 00, one can verify that the above implies
liminf T(QI) =0 a.s.
n

which implies there is a subsequence n; on which limy,, 0 T (QL].) = 0. We will now use the fact that
Q* is M-Lipschitz on [0, 1] from Assumption |5 which gives

Q" (1) — Q(u)| < Mlu — P*(Q(u))|
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for all u € [0,1]. We thus have
T(Q}) = / (Q*(w) — Ql(w) (u — P*(QL(w))) du
- / 1Q*(u) — QL(w)| [u— P*(Qh(u))] du
e / (Q*(w) — O ()2 du = ML,

where the second equality follows from the positivity of T'(Q). Applying this to the subsequence n;
gives Ln]. < MT(QLJ.), SO Lnj — 0 along this subsequence. Since L, — Ly a.s., we have Lo, = 0 a.s.

B.7 Theorem

Consider now the same setting as the proof of Theorem |3} To begin, we first show that QL satisfies
Assumptions |1} and [2| for each n. We note that the update function (u — H,(u,v)) has continuous
partial derivative in u for all v € [0,1] (as shown in (A9)). As a result, Q; is a sum of a Lipschitz
function Qy and a continuously differentiable function, so Q1 € H'((0,1)), and QJ{ € H((0,1)) by
Theorem Repeating the argument gives Q}, € H 1((0,1)), thus satisfying Assumptions [1| and

We now extend the probability space. For each n, define QLOO as the random function with realizations
in H'((0,1)) arising from Algorithm {4 starting from Q). The existence of Qloo € H'((0,1)) is
guaranteed by Theorem (I There are a few possible constructions of this space, for example we can
let Y7,Y5,... be i.id. r.v.s from P* and independently let Vi, V5, ... be i.i.d. r.v.s from U(0,1). We
can then define the following:

oo
i=n+1
Another option is to let V}, 41, Vi nt2, ... be distinct independent sequences of uniform r.v.s for each

n. Either way, this does not affect the next step, as the distribution of ijo for each n is unchanged.

To show posterior consistency, we apply Markov’s inequality which gives
P PO Leliz(or o
I, (Qho £ da (Qhs @) 2 21 Vi) < 5B 3 (Qhoor Q°) [ Y1

As QIL and QLOO are essentially bounded by Proposition we can apply Proposition [2| which gives
d%(QILOCH Q*) S d% (Qnoo, Q*), and thus

o (Qhoe 2 (Qhocs @) 2 €1 Vin) < B [ (Quocs @°) | Vi
Applying the triangle inequality gives
B [ (Quner @) Yi] < B | (o (Quoer Q) 02 (01,2) ) i
= [d3 (Quoos Q1) | Yien] + 202 (@1, Q") B [d2 (Quocs @1 ) | Y] + 3 (Q1,27)
To compute the first term, we have

5 (@n, QL) = B(Q-1.Q1) + Q. Qv-1) = 2 [ (Qu(w) ~ Qn-1(w) (Qwvoa(w) ~ Qh(w)) du
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As Qn(u) is a martingale, we have that
B[ (Q.@)) | Yiwoa| = @v-1.Q]) + ok [ [ (= Hylw0))? dudo
< d3(Qn-1,Qf) + iy
Iterating further, we have that

E |d3 (Quoc, Q}) | Yiun| < i o2 = O(n~!

i=n-+1

Let us consider the second term. We have

E |:d2 (QnomQ | Yl n \/ d2 Qnoonn) | Yl m
O 1/2)
Putting this together, we have
+o + * 1 1 —1/2 to 2/t A
L (Qhoe 1 da (Qhoor @) = £ Vi) < 5 [0(07) +20(07?) do(Q}, Q) + B3(Q}, Q)| . (A14)

We thus have the above going to 0 as long as d%(QL, Q*) — 0 P*-a.s., which follows from Theorem

B.8 Theorem

This proof fortunately recycles many steps from the proof of Theorem [3] with additional steps inspired
by |Aboubacar and Thiam|[2014]. Let us begin again with the almost supermartingale construction:

E[L, | Frn-1] < (1 4 2cnv/kn) Lpn—1 — 2anT(QL_1) + a% + 207/ Fom,

where /fy, = O(n~*/*), which is the error term controlled by the bandwidth with & > 0. From the
Lipschitz condition in Assumption [5, we again have

T(Q! ) >M 'L, ;.
Putting this together, we get
E[Ly, | Fao1] < [L—2an (M~ = /kn)] Lon—1 + a2 + 200\/kn
- [1 — 2a, (M + O(n’k/‘*))] Ln_1 + 02 + 200 /Fon.
Premultiplying by n® for 6 < 1, we have
E[n Ly | Foot] < [1= 2007 (M7 + 0 )] [L4 007" + 0720~ 1) Loy
L0 (n—(z—a)) n O(na_1_k/4)

where we have used the fact that

( z )6:1—1—2—1-0(712)

n—1

which is also used in |Aboubacar and Thiam| [2014]. Simplifying, we get

Eln 6Ln | Fr—1] < [1 —-n- (2aM_1 -0+ 0(1))] (n— 1)5Ln_1 +0 (n—(2—5)> + O(nd—l—kz/zl)
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If we choose a such that a > M75, then 2aM ! — 6 + o(1) > 0 eventually for sufficiently large n. If we
further assume k > 4, then the last terms is O(n~(279), so we just need >.°°, n~ (279 < oo for the
bounded variance condition, which holds if § < 1. Summarizing, we have that under Assumption [6]
for sufficiently large n, there exists some positive constant 0 < K < oo such that:

E[ndLy, | Fa1] < (n—1)Ly_q + O (n—<2—5>) K (0= 1)Ly

Cn Dn

where B,, = 0 and n°L,, is an almost supermartingale, as Cy,, D,, > 0 and Y2 Ci < 00 as. Asa
result, Theorem gives us n°L,, — X a.s. under Assumption@ Finally, we have that X, = 0 a.s.
which follows from $°°°, iU L; < 0o ass.

B.9 Theorem @

We start again have from (A14])

My (Qhe  d (Qhoer @) 2 <1 Vi) < 5 [0 +20077) da(Q], @) + B(Q}, @)

From Theorem [5 for each 0 < § < 1, we have that

1L, (QLOO +da (Qim, Q*) > e | m) < é_% [O(n—l) +O(n~ /2y 4 O(n—é)} a.s.[P*]
< €%O(n—5) a.s.[P*]

The above means that for all € > 0, for any 0 < § < 1, there exists some constant Bs < oo such that
we have

B(STL_(S
2

My (Qhoo  d2(Qhoes @) 2 2| Vi) < as.[P]

for sufficiently large n. Now choose an arbitrary 0 < ¢ < 1, and also choose 6 < ¢’ < 1 with
corresponding By. If we plug-in &, = Kn~%? as in Theorem |§| for an arbitrary finite positive constant
K, then we have

* Bsn & %

Qoo : d2(Qho, @) > Kep | Vi) < 552 a.s.[P*]
By (5 .
= ﬁ (&"=9) a.s.[P ]

for sufficiently large n. Since 6’ > § can always be chosen, we have that the above goes to 0 with n
for any K > 0.

B.10 Proposition

We showed in the proof of Theorem M| that QL satisfies Assumptions 1| and so we can apply
Proposition [1] or Theorem [1} The probability space can be constructed in the same way as Theorem

dl
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Fix n > 1 and define the filtration {Fy}n>, with Fn = o(Y1,...,Y,, Viy1,..., V) and F, =
o(Y1,...,Y,). We will write E[- | F,,] as E[- | Y1.,,] to make it clear that it is conditioned on ‘real’
data. To begin, we highlight the very useful property that

1 1
povi= [ Qv du = [ Qu(adu

which follows directly from Lemma |A1l{ with h(x) = z. The above also holds for N = oo, where the
existence of @, is guaranteed by Proposition

This is particularly convenient as we do not need to consider the rearrangement procedure to study
the distribution of u,n. Note that this property is not unique to the mean functional. Another subtle
but important point is that {u,n} N>, is a martingale, even if QL y is not, due to the above property,
which follows from

1
E [pnn | FN-1] :/o E[Qnn(u) | Fn-1] du

1
= /0 Qn,N—1(u)du

= Hn,N—1-

This arises from the linearity of the mean, which is unique to the mean and does not apply for other
functionals. We can then directly show that uy is bounded in L2, as E[X]? < E[X?] gives

sup E [y | Vi) < sup E [[|Qnnlf3 | Yim] < o0,
N>n N>n

where the boundedness was shown in Proposition [1. As a result, j,x is a martingale bounded in L?,
so there exists a finite fipoo such that pn,n — finco a.s. and Elfineo | Y1:n] = ftn. Finally, we have

(/«Lnoo - MnN)2 < d%(Qnom QnN) — 0 a.s.

from Proposition |1} S0 finco = finco a.s. We thus have the first part of Proposition |5, that is Euneo |
Yi.n] = pn a.s. for each n.

For the posterior variance, we note that

El(tnoo — pn)* | Yim) = Z Z ;0B Z:Z;)

i=n+1 j=n+1
where Z; fo H, (u,V;))du. As Z; is independent of Z; for i # j and are zero-mean, the
cross-terms are zero, so we just have
oo
E[(ttnoo — t1n)? | Y1) = Z of B[Z7).
i=n+1

We can then show from Lemma [AT that

//Cguvdudv—j1

As Cp(u,v) <1 and lim, 1 Cj2(u,v) = min(u, v), dominated convergence gives

1

lim E[Z?] = / / min(u,v) dudv — ~

i—00 4
1

12
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Scaling by n gives us

oo
n
NE((fnoe = pn)? | Vinl = ® 37 (=5 BIZE)
i=n+1

Now consider

> n 1 > n 1 1 > n
§ 1[«:[2.2}_<‘§: (E[Z?]—)+<§ —1>‘
B 2 i = . 2 A ; 2
S (i+1) 12 M) (14+1) 12 12 P (i+1)
< 3 i - | 3
Bt (i4+1) 12 12 S (i + 1)

For each € > 0, for sufficiently large n, we have sup;,, ;4 ‘IE[Z?] — %| < ¢. Furthermore, we have

o0 1
§ S | N
|n (i +1)? .

1=n-+1

which follows as (n+2)"' <> . (i+1)"2 < (n+1)"! from the integral test. We thus have
2 a?
nE[(MNOO - ,U’n) | Yl:n} — E a.s.[P*]

Note that the result does not depend on the convergence of u,, as this will always act as the center
of the posterior.

B.11 Theorem

We begin with showing the inequality. Once again, we have

o0

Sp(u) = Z ai(u— Hp,(u,V;))

i=n+1

where V; %S 1 (0,1) and the existence of the random function S, with realizations in H'((0,1)) is

guaranteed by Theorem [1| as a; and p; satisfy Assumptions [3| and [4] respectively. It is clear that this
function has mean 0. To begin, we have the following lemma.

Lemma A11l. The covariance function ky(u,u’) := E[S, (u) Sy, (u')] takes the form

Proof. A direct calculation gives

ku(w, ) = Y7 ey [(u— Hy, (uw, Vi) (u' = Hy, (', V)))]

i=n+1
o0
— 2 / /
= E aj [Cp?(u,u)—uu} .
i=n+1
The cross-terms are zero, so we can invoke Lemma [A7] which gives the last line. O
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To get the inequalities, we note that p? — 1 and p? < p? for ¢« < j, so we can apply the ordering
property of the bivariate Gaussian copula from Section where the ordering holds uniformly over
u,u’ € (0,1). Note that lim,,; C,2(u,u’) = min{u,u'}, so the squeeze theorem gives the convergence
to the Brownian bridge covariance function as p,s — 1 for both k,, and r;, k.

We now turn our focus to the Gaussian process G, ~ GP(0,C 2 (u,u’) — uu') for some p € (0,1)
as in the approximate sampling scheme for the QMP. We will show that sample paths of G, are in
H1((0,1)) using Scheuerer| [2010, Theorem 1]. This depends on properties of the partial derivatives of
the kernel function, which exists and is equal to

82
Oudv

We then have the following lemma.

[Cy(u,v) —uv] = ¢cp(u,v) — 1.

Lemma A12. The bivariate copula density c,(u,v) satisfies
1
/ [ep(u,u) — 1] du < oo.
0

Proof. We have the following from a change of variables u — 2z, = ®~!(u):

2p22 — 2p?22

/01[cp(u, u) — 1] du = \/11_7;)2 /Z exp (2(1_[)2)> $(z0) dze — 1

where the finiteness follows as (1 — p)/(1 + p) > 0. O

Continuity of ¢,(u,u) for all v € (0,1) and the above lemma means that the covariance function k,
satisfies the conditions of [Scheuerer| [2010, Theorem 1], so sample paths of G, are in H'((0,1)) =
Wh2((0,1)) a.s.

Finally, we show the weak convergence to the Brownian motion. Marginal convergence is quite obvious
as the covariance function approaches min{u, v} — uu’ with n — oco. However, showing tightness of

the sequence of GPs requires a bit more work.

Lemma A13. The sequence G,, is asymptotically tight in £>°((0,1)).

Proof. We begin by computing the standard deviation semimetric of G, :

E (G, () — 65, ()] = E[Gy, (1)?] +E G, (0)7] — 2E[€,, (1) Gy, (0]
= Cp2(u,u) — u® + Cp2 (v,0) — v? — 2 (Cp% (u,v) — uv)

From Meyer| [2013], we have the following property:

1
min{u, v} — Cy)(u,v) = / b2 (Zu, 203y p) dr
p
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where

_ZZ + 22— 2pzuzv>

!
P2 (2, 20) = i P < 2(1 - p?)

For G ~ GP(0, min{u,u'} — uu') as the Brownian bridge, we have

E [(G(u) — G(v))?] ~ E |(Gy, (1) - Gy, (0))°] = % / 9(1\/7) o

2 2 2 2
z z 254 25— 2rzy 2y
gT(zu,zv):eXp(—l_:r>+exp(—1_:r>—2exp<— “ 2(1)_72) )

Completing the square gives

st~ o o) o ()] o2 (52 oo (552

The second term can be written as

exp <_ (22 +22)(1 - r)> exp (_ 22+ 22 — 2rzuzv>

where

2(1—12) 2(1—r2)

224221 —r r(zn+ 2 — 222
- <_< 2+(1_><1) >> [1_exp <_ <u2+(1v_;22)u ))]
— exp <_ (Zu ;‘(121)_)(:2)— T)) [1 — exp <—M)]

Since (2, — 2,)? > 0, we have that the above is non-negative, so g,(zy, 2,) > 0 for all 2, z, € R. This
thus gives

E [(Gy. () - G5, (v))°] <E [(G(w) - G(w))’] (AL5)

for all n. Consider the semimetric space (F = (0,1),d) where d(u,v) = |u — v|'/2. It is clear that F
is totally bounded under this semimetric. Let d,, and do, denote the standard deviation semimetrics
of G,, and G respectively, which are

&2(1,v) = E |Gy, (1) = Gy, (0))?]
@ (u,0) = E |(G(u) = G(v))*] = Ju—v|(1 = u - vl).
As |u —v| < 1, we have doo(u,v) < d(u,v), which combined with gives
dp(u,v) < doo(u,v) < d(u,v)
for all u,v € (0,1) and n.

Let D(e,d) denote the packing number of the space (F,d). Van der Vaart and Wellner| 2023, Corollary
2.2.9] states that for X as a separable Gaussian process with dx as its standard deviation semimetric,
we have for every § > O:

0
E| sup X(u)—X(v)]] §K/0 V1og D(e,dx) de

dX (’U‘?,U)Sé
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for a universal constant K.

In particular, as we have d, (u,v) < d(u,v), this implies that {u, v : d(u,v) < 6} C {u,v : dy(u,v) < J},
which gives

é
E| sup |Gpn(u)—Gpn(v)|] §E[ sup |Gpn(u)—Gpn(v)|] gK/O V1og D(e, py) de.

d(u,v)<é dn (u,0)<d
Furthermore, since d,,(u,v) < d(u,v) where d(u,v) = |u — v|'/2, the packing numbers similarly satisfy
D(e.dy) < D(c.d).

Under the semimetric d, the packing number for any € > 0 satisfies

C
D(e,d) < 2

for a universal constant C. We thus have

é é
/ V1og D(e, p) dz-::/ Vieg C + 2loge—1de
0 0

0
< \// (log C +2loge~1) de
0

= /6 [logC' +2(1 4 log6—1)]

where the second line follows from Jensen’s inequality. The above can be made arbitrarily small by
decreasing 0. Finally, Markov’s inequality gives

sup |Gpn (u) — Gp., (v)]

limsupP | sup |G,,(u) —G,,(v)] > ¢ | <e 'limsupE
d( n d(u,v)<8

n u,v)<d

< e 1/dlogC +2(1 +log5—1)].

We can make the right hand side less than any > 0 by sufficiently decreasing ¢, so G, is asymptot-
ically uniformly d-equicontinuous in probability.

For each u € (0, 1), uniform tightness of the sequence G,, (u) ~ N (0, C2 (u,u) — u?) can be verified
with
E [G,,(w)?]  u(l—wu)

For any € > 0, we can choose M? > u(1 —u)/e which gives sup,, P (|G,, (u)] > M) < . From Van der
Vaart and Wellner| [2023, Theorem 1.5.7], the sequence G,,, is asymptotically tight in £°°((0,1)). O

Finally, the marginals of G,, are simply zero-mean Gaussian vectors with covariance matrix with
entries Cz (u;, u;) — u;u;. Each entry converges pointwise from below to min{u;, u;} —uu; as pp, — 1,
so from Lévy’s continuity theorem, the marginals converge to a zero-mean Gaussian vector with the
appropriate covariance matrix. From Van der Vaart and Wellner| [2023, Theorem 1.5.4], G, converges
weakly to G in £*°((0,1)).
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B.12 Theorem

The additional required assumptions of Theorem [§| are as follows, which is analogous to Assumptions
[ and 2] from the unconditional version.

Assumption A1 (Bounded in L?). For each j € {1,...,p}, Bn; satisfies ||Bn;ll2 < oc.

Assumption A2 (Weak derivatives bounded in L?). For each j € {1,...,p}, Bn; is weakly differen-
tiable with weak derivative B, ; which satisfies ||3,,;ll2 < 00, s0 ||Bn;ll1,2 < oc.

The proof is an extension of Theorem [I} with the additional complication of random covariates X, 4100
arising from the Bayesian bootstrap. Let B’ = H'((0,1)), and consider a single component j €
{1...,p}. We then have the update

Bnt1,j(u) = Bnj(u) + any1 [u— Hpyyy (u, Vn)] Xy

for each u € (0,1) and N > n, where V41 id U0,1) and Xn41 | Xi.v ~ % Zf\il 0x,. Our filtration
now consists of Fy = o (Xpt1, Vas1,---, XN, V) for N > n + 1, with F,, = {0, Q} again.

The above is again a pointwise martingale, as we have fol H,(u,v)dv = u which gives

E[Bn+1,5(w) | Fn] =E[E [Bni1,(u) | Fv, Xn1] | F]
= E[Bn;(u) | Fnl
= Bnj(u).
Note that the (conditional) distribution of X1 does not affect the martingale. The argument using

continuous bounded functionals in Lemma can be repeated here to show that {BN]-} N>n+t1 1S @
B'-valued martingale if By; € B'. We can then upper bound the L?(B’) norm as in Theorem 1| with

N 2

a.
185illz2en) < IBnillia + sup Xi; D7 =i,
ke{l,...,n i1 = Pi

where we have used the fact that X, 1.y will be repeats of X1, and supgeqy,. n X,fj is finite as we
only have finitely many (i.e. n) covariate observations. Under Assumptions and we thus
have By; € B for each N and supy,, [|8n;llr2(5) < 00, so we can apply Theorem

We can repeat the above for all components j € (1,...,p), and as p is finite, the union of the null sets
on which convergence does not occur for each component has measure 0, so the vector 8y converges
to B component-wise a.s.

We now describe the space of vector functions Sy and (., which we will need for a later proof.
Consider the finite product of Banach spaces

HY((0,1))P := H*((0,1)) x ... x H*((0,1)).

For a vector f € H'((0,1))P, we define the norm of this Banach space as

p
£ ll2p =D I f5lhe-
j=1

It is clear that By, B0 € H'((0,1))P, and as each component converges a.s., we have

18N = Booll12p = 0 as.
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B.13 Proposition @

For an arbitrary = € X, consider the mapping h, : H'((0,1))? — H'((0,1)) defined by

p
B) = Bz
j=1

where z; € R is the j-th component of x. This mapping can be shown to be continuous as follows.
Consider a sequence By — Boo in H'((0,1))P, then we have

M=

||h:v(/8N) - hx(BOO)HlQ § ||(BNJ Booj)

1

.
Il

|z 18N — Booj Il1,2

<
Il
—

Il
AME

< sup |z [|By = Boollr,20 = 0,
J

where we have applied the triangle inequality in the first step. For Qn(- | ) := h;(Bn) and Qoo(- |
x) := hz(Boo) from Theorem |8 the continuous mapping theorem then gives

di2(QN( | 2),Quo(- | 7)) = 0 as.

From Theorem we have that Q}r\,( | #) and Quo(- | x) are in H((0,1)). We can thus apply
Proposition [A3] to give

d(QN (] 2),QL(- | 2)) = 0 as.

B.14 Proposition

For each x € X', we can once again apply Lemma with h(z) = x, which gives

1 1
/ Qlo(u]x)du:/ Qoo(u | x)du
0 0
1
—/ Boo(w) Tz du  a.s.
0

T
Linearity of expectation then gives Eo, [Y | 2] { fo Boo(u ] x, which is a (random) linear function
in x a.s.

B.15 Theorem @

We follow the same strategy as the proof for Theorem [2l We will use Theorem to verify asymp-
totic tightness, and then we establish marginal convergence. To reduce clutter, we will suppress the
conditioning on the weights in the notation. Define

CX = max ‘X1]|
i€{l,...,n}
je{l,...p}

Theorem A6. The sequence of functions /NSy is asymptotically tight in £°°(F) with probability 1.
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Proof. We verify the assumptions in Theorem [A3] Our semimetric space is (F = (0,1) x {1,...,p},d),
where d((u1, j1), (u2,j2)) = |u1 — ua|"/? + 1(j1 # j2). We have used the discrete metric on {1,...,p}
and then specified the sum of the two semimetrics to define the semimetric product space. Clearly,
this semimetric space is totally bounded.

First define Zn;(u,5) = V" Na;(H,,(u, Vi) —u)X;j for all N and i > N. Note that this definition differs
in nature to the non-regression case (where the —u term can be omitted) because the randomness in

the covariates must be accounted for. A trivial envelope function for Zy; is Fy; = 2V Na;Cx. We
need to verify the Lindeberg condition
[o.¢]
> Fyil{Fn;>n} =0
i=N

for every n > 0. Since Fy; < 2¢Cx /N, we will have Fy; < n for all sufficiently large N. Thus, the
Lindeberg condition holds.

Next we need

sup Z EA{Zni(u1) — Zni(uz)}> = 0
d((u1,41),(u2,52))<0N ;—

for every dn | 0. For all sufficiently large IV, we must have dy < 1, in which case
d((u1, 1), (u2,j2)) < Oy => ji=ja and |ug —uo|"? < dy.

Let up > ug with |u; — u2\1/2 < dn. We have
2
E{Zni(w1,j) — Zni(uz,j)}* < 2E {\/NaiXinm(ula Vi) = VN X H,, (us, W)}

2
+ 2E {\/NaiXijul — \/ﬁaiXijUQ}
< QNOZ?C%E {H i(ul’ VZ) - Hpi(u% %)}2
L ONa2CR

Note that H), (u, V;) is non-decreasing in u with H),(0,V;) =0 and H,,(1,V;) = 1. So

E {Hpi<u1v Vl) - Hpi(u27 VZ)}2 <E {Hﬂi(uh Vl) - Hpi(u27 VZ)}
= (u1 — ug)

< 6%.

Thus, for all sufficiently large N such that iy < 1, we have

(o) o
sup > E{Zni(ur,j1) — Zni(uz, j2)}* < ANSRCX > af.
d((u1,1),(u2,52)) <N ;= =N

Since imsupy_ oo N D oo v @2 < 2, the right-hand side of the above display tends to zero for any
on 4 0.

Finally, we need to verify the bracketing entropy integral condition. Fix j € {1,...,p} for the time
being. For all sufficiently large n, we will have N >\ oz% < 2¢%. Given € > 0, choose a partition
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O0=wug<up <...<upy = 1suchthat up —up_1 < 52/(803(02) for every k. The number of points in
the partition can be chosen to be smaller than a constant times 1/e2. Then
E  sup  |Zni(s,§) = Zni(t, )P < 2NaiCXE{Hy, (un, Vi) — Hy, (up—1, Vi)Y
U —1<8,t<ug

+2Na?C3E  sup  |s—tf

w1 < t<uy,
< 2NaCXE {Hp, (uy, Vi) — Hp, (up—1,Vi)}
+ 2Na?C% (up, — up_1)
NO[?EQ
2c2

We deduce that for all sufficiently large IV,

o0
ZE sup | Zni(s) — Zni(t)? < €2

Uj—1 Ss,t<u]~

In other words, (e, F, L2n) $ Zz, which verifies the entropy condition.

~ 27

Thus, Theorem [A3] implies that
= Zni(u, ) = VN> oi(u— Hp, (u, Vi) X
i=N i=N
is asymptotically tight in ¢>°(F). O
Proposition A5. If (u1,...,uq) € (0,1)? and (j1,...,7q4) € {1,...,p}?, then

\/N[SN(ul,jl), NN SN(ud,jd)]T | W1:n i) N(O, aQE)

as N — oo, where Xy m = [ p_q WeXkj Xkj, ] (min{ug, wm } — wiup).

Proof. Fix an arbitrary vector t = (t1,...,t;) € R and we study the convergence of

d
\/NZ tl SN(ul,jl).
=1
Consider
Znilt] = O"LZ tr (Hp, (w, Vi) — up) X5
which has expectation 0. We have that
VN &
|Znilt]] < 2a0x —— ZZ; 1t51,

so for every € > 0, |Zni[t]| < € eventually, which verifies the Lindeberg condition for the Lindeberg-
Feller CLT. For the limiting variance, we first have

d d n
E[Zn:[t]?] = Z Z [Z kaklekjm]

k=1
(E[H, (up i) Hp, (ur, Vi)] = wum)
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If we take N/mpy = o(1), then

N+mpy d d n
Z E[ZNi[t2] —~ o’ =a° Z Z titm [Z kaklekjm] (min{ug, wm } — wgtiy,)
=N =1 m=1 k=1

via similar computations to the non-regression case. So we can apply the Lindeberg-Feller CLT to the
sequence of sums up to my. We check that the tail sums from my + 1 onwards are asymptotically

negligible:
00 00 d d n
Z Var[ZN,- [t]] =N Z 0422 Z Z tltm [Z wk:Xk:lekjm (Cp? (ul, um) — ulum>
i=mpy-+1 i=mpy-+1 =1 m=1 k=1
d d [e%S)
< ZZt,tm@( N Z a? = 0.
=1 m=1 i=my+1

Finally, the Cramér-Wold device gives us
I~ ) . d
N[SN(U17.71)7 ey SN(udujd)]T — N(07 QQE)

where X, = D p_q weXkj, Xkj,) (min{ug, um } — wtm). d

B.16 Proposition

We require the following assumption on the covariance matrix of the covariates.
Assumption A3 (Covariance matrix of covariates). The covariance matriz of the covariate distribu-
tion X, = fX xxl dP*(x) is positive definite, and all elements are finite.

i3 pr (y, ), and S, is computed by Algorithm

We follow a similar approach to Proposition Let Y;, X;
[l Following the same argument as in Theorem [4] for each component of 3, one can see that 3, €
H'((0,1))P for each n, thus satisfying Assumptions and This allows us to apply Theorem
giving the existence of B,0. To construct the probability space, we can again consider a single
sequence Vi, Vs, ... of uniform r.v.s. For each n, consider the Bayesian bootstrap starting with Xi.,,
i.e. we have

.. n

Wi ~ Dir(1,.. 1), Xon | Wi, X1m 9> widx,
i=1

for N > n+ 1, where the additional subscript n on X indicates how many ‘real’ observations we start
predictive resampling from. We can then define for each n > 1

o
Broo (1) = Bn(u) + Z i (u— Hpi(u? Vi) Xni-
i=n-+1
We now consider the posterior distribution of the mean functional 3, where
~ 1
0
Fubini’s theorem gives

E[Bnoo | }/I:naXlzn] = Bn
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The posterior covariance matrix is thus

T
00 00
E[bnbz; | Yi:n’Xl:n] =E ( Z o Z; an) ( Z o Z; an) ‘YlsnaXlzn

i=n+1 i=n-+1

where we write b, = Bnee — B and Z; = fol (u— Hp,(u,V;)) du for shorthand. Let us first condition
on wi.,, which gives

o0 o0
E[byb! | wiim, Yim, X1m] = Z Z 0GB [Z:2; Xni X5 | Wi, Yiin, X1m] -
1=n+1j=n+1

As Z; and Z; are independent for i # j, and the covariates are independent from the uniform r.v.s,
the cross-terms are all 0, so the above simplifies to

> I E[ZYEXn X | Wi, Yiin, X
i=n+1

As before, we have

1 1 1
E[Z?] :/ / Cpe(u,v)dudv — —
0 Jo ‘ 4

and now we have the additional term

n
=1

This gives
n oo
Ebnby | wim, Yim, X1m) = [ZwiXiXiT] > olE[Z]).
i=1 i=n+1
The tower property then gives
E[bpbl | Vi, X1m] = llzn:X-X.T] i o2 R[Z2]
o e i o i=n+1 ' v

We can then scale this by n and take the limit, giving us

1 n o0
lim nE[bybL | Yim, X1:m] = lim [ZXiXiT ] lim [n > ofE[Z]]
=1

n— 00 n—oo | N 4 n—00 )
i=n+1

2
a
= ﬁZx P*-a.s.

Appendix C Additional results

C.1 Asymptotic distribution of mean functional

For the mean functional, we only computed its posterior mean and asymptotic variance in Proposition
We can actually extend this in the unconditional case and quantify the asymptotic distribution
of lipco — Wn due to it being a sum of independent terms. This could potentially lead the way to
future Bernstein-von Mises for functionals of the QMP. However, as mentioned in the main paper,
quantifying the distribution of u,, is more challenging.
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Proposition A6. Let u, = fQIL(u) du for {QL}nZl from Algorithm @ and fipoo = fol Qoo (1) du
where Qloo arises from Algorithmm starting from QL. Under Assumptions @ and |4, we have

V1t (Hnso — fin) -5 N(0,a2/12)

Proof. We will extend the proof of Proposition [5] by applying Theorem [2 although we highlight that
one can also prove the above using the standard Lindeberg-Feller CLT for scalar r.v.s. In order to
apply Theorem [2| we will leverage the specific construction for Q,Tmo as in the proof of Theorem 4 Let
us define

SN(U) = Z (67} {U - Hm (Ua VZ)]
i=N+1

for n > 1, where V; by U(0,1). We then define

Qnoo = QIL + Sna

for n > 1. For each n, Qe has the same distribution as that induced by Algorithm 4 but is not
independent across n. However, this is inconsequential as we are studying a weak limit. This gives a
corresponding sequence of random means:

1
0
We then clearly have
1
V(pneo — pin) = / Vn Sy (u) du.
0

Since the weak limit of v/ NSy is independent of the initial estimate QL, we can apply Theorem
directly. This gives /nS, — G, weakly in £>°((0,1)), where G, is a zero-mean GP with covariance
function E [G,(u) Gy (v')] = a?(min{u, u'} — uu').

Consider now the integral operator h : £°°((0,1)) — R where h(f) = fol f(u) du. It is not too hard to
see that this is a continuous function, as for any sequence f, — fo for fn, foo € £°°((0,1)), we have

1
(F) = 18 < [ 17(0) = Foow)]du < [ = frclloo = 0.
The continuous mapping theorem then gives us

d
\/ﬁ(ﬂnoo — ttn) = MGa).
We now show that h(G,) ~ N(0,a%/12). It is clear that h(G,) has mean zero, and its variance is

E [h(G,)?] =E [/01 /OlGa(u) Gao(u') dudu’
_ /0 1 /0 IE[Ga(u) Ga(u)] dudu/
—a? /0 1 /0 * [min{u, '} — ] dudi
a2

3
The normality of h(G,) then follows from an approximating Riemann sum argument (e.g. [Hassler,
2016l Chapter 8.3]) as sample paths of the Brownian motion are continuous a.s. O
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C.2 Frequentist consistency for quantile regression

In this section, we outline a posterior consistency result for the QMP for quantile regression with
p = 1. This setting lends itself more easily to a consistent initial estimate. Consider the QMP with
the updates

Bn+1(u) = By (u) + anii [u — Gy (BN, Y41, Xnv41)] Xv41 (A16)
1(Y < B(u)’X) for N <n

Gr(B.Y.X) = A17

N, Y X) {n(ngT(u|X)) for N >n+1 (A17)

where Q(u | X) is the increasing rearrangement of 3(u)? X. The difference between the update for
the initial estimate and predictive resampling is subtle but important for both consistency and the
martingale. To derive the latter form, note that

gi_{fi Hy(u,Vy11) =1 (Vny1 <u)=1 (YN+1 < QW (u XN+1))

which is obtained by applying the proper quantile function Q}LV( | Xn+1) to both sides of the inequality.
The martingale under predictive resampling is thus preserved in this case. For the ‘real data’ update
however, we opt to use the standard stochastic approximation estimate of f3,, as it is non-trivial to
derive a copula-smoothed version of the above initial estimate (i.e. an equivalent version of @[) for
62(11)) Consider now the following assumptions on the data generating distribution.

Assumption A4 (Covariate distribution). P*(x) has compact support and the covariance matriz
Sp =[xzl dP*(z) is positive definite.

Assumption A5 (Linear quantiles). There exists some true function *(u) such that the quantile
function corresponding to P*(- | x) takes the form Q*(u | z) = B*(u)Tz for all x in the support of
P*(z).

Assumption A6 (Lipschitz continuity). There exists a finite L such that

sup |35 (u) — B (u')| < Llu — /|
je{17"'7p}

where B;‘(u) is the j-th component of the vector 5*(u). Assume that the initial vector function By also
satisfies the above Lipschitz condition.

We now define the norms to study the conditional quantile function
d3.(Q"(- | 2),Q(- | 2)) = /ng(Q*(- | 2), Q(- | ) dP"(x)
which is the covariate average L? distance between the conditional quantiles, and also
B0 = [ (57 = )" () - 5 d
We have a standard result from stochastic approximation arguments:

Proposition A7. Under Assumptions and [A6, we have that dyp(8*, Bn) — 0 a.s.[P*] as
n — oo under and with the N < n form of Gy .
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Proof. The L? distance can be expanded recursively:
1
d%,p (B*vﬂn+1) = dap (5*7 Bn) - 2an+1/0 (/3*(“) - Bn(u))T Xnt1 (u —1 (Yn—H < Bn(U)TXn—&-l) ) du

1
+a2i, / (u—1 (Yns1 < Bu(w) Xpp)) du X, X
0
Taking the conditional expectation of the above given F,, = o(Z1,...,Z,) for Z; = (Y;, X;) gives

E [dg,p (/8*7671-"-1) ’ Fn} S d%,p (5*7/8n) - 204n+19(ﬁ*7 Bn) + Oéi+1v2
where V2 = E[XT X] for X ~ P*(x) which is finite by Assumption and

o3 0 = [ [ (5w = s a (= P (50 | 2)) dudP (@)
// “(u] 2) — Qu| ) (u— P (Qu | 2) | ) dudP* ().

For each value of (u,x), we have that
(@ (u|2) = Qu|2) (u— P (Qu]z) | z)) > 0.
which follows as P*(- | ) is monotonic, so we have
(@ (u]2) =Qulz) 20 = (u—P"(Qu]z)[x))=>0.

We thus have g(3*,8) > 0 and V2 > a? 11 < oo which gives us the almost supermartingale from
Theorem [A4l We thus have

d%,p (B*,Bn) = dss  a.s., Zang (8%, 8n) < o0 a.s

n=1

We now seek to show do, = 0 a.s. Let Cx denote the magnitude of the maximum value of X in all
dimensions which is finite by Assumption[A4] Note that we have

* * * * T
@ (u | @) = Q"W | @)] = | (8"(w) - B* ()" )
p
<Cx Y |8 (w) - B3]
j=1
<COxpLlu—1]
where L is the Lipschitz constant from Assumption [A6l We thus have M = CxpL < oo such that
Q% (u|2) = Qu | 2)] < M |u—P*(Q(u | x) | x)]
where we have plugged in v’ = P* (Q(u | ) | ), and M is chosen uniformly over x. Then this gives
(B85, 8) > M- // “(u]2) - Qu| )’ dudP*(z)
With the above, we have
1
o(3.8) = 7 [ [ (3 (w) = BT a” (5 () = W) dudP* (@)
0

1
— Ml/o (8% (u) — B(w)T By (B (u) — Bu)) du

7



where ¥ = [ z2zTdP*(z) and we have used Tonelli’s theorem. As ¥, is positive definite by Assumption
[A4] we have that

Iy, x

xTx

> >\min >0

where Apin is the minimum eigenvalue of ¥,. Therefore, we have that there exists € = Apin Mt > 0
such that

9(B*, Bn) > Ed%,p (8%, Bn) -

As > 27 ang(B*, Bn) < 00 a.s., this then ensures that do, = 0 a.s. by the usual argument. O

We can show that consistency of 3, implies consistency of the conditional quantiles.

Corollary A2. Under Assumptions and [A6, we have that da.(Q*(- | z),Qn(- | z)) = 0
a.s.[P*] as n — oo under (A16) and (A17) with the N < n form of Gn.

Proof. First, we write
Q1 2).Qul | 7)) // “(u | 2) — Qulu | 2))? dudP*(z)
- / / (8% (w) — ()T wa” (B (w) — fu(u)) dudP*(z)
X JO
1
- /0 (8" () — Bu(w))T T (B () — B () du

which looks familiar. Using the other side of the inequality for Rayleigh’s quotient, we have that

/0 (6% (1) = Bu())T St (87 (1) — B(10)) dtt < A / (6% (4) = Ba(w))T (B () — Bn(u)) dus

where Anax is the maximum eigenvalue of the covariance matrix, which is bounded due to com-
pact support from Assumption We then have the desired result as d% (Q*(- | x),Qu(- | x)) <
Amax d%p(ﬁ*,ﬁn) — 0 a.s. O

Posterior consistency can then be showed as follows, where we work directly with Qf(u | ) instead of
Boo(u) due to need to take into account the rearrangement operator. The setup is the same as Theorem
where we extend the probability space as before, with the additional ingredients of a vector of weights
w1, and random covariates { Xy n41, Xpnt1,- ..} for each n arising from the Bayesian bootstrap.

Theorem A7. Under Assumptions and [A6, the QMP with p =1 as in (A16) and [A17) is

consistent, that is for any € > 0, we have that

(3, (Q"(- | 2), Qhoo(- | #)) 2 £ | Yin, X1 ) 0 a5 [P7]
Proof. Once again, Markov’s inequality gives us

11 (0(Q°( 10), Qe [4)) 2 & | Yim K1) < 5B [ 1(Q7( 1 2), Qe | 4)) | Vim, X

78



Expanding out the triangle inequality, we have
B |d3,(Q" (| @), Qhoel- | 2)) | Yin, X1
<E [d3,(Qhool- | 2. QL | 2)) | Vi, X
+ 28 [do.o(Qhoo (- | 2), QL 1 ©)) | Yoo, X doo(Q*(- | ), QA (- )
+Ba(Q (@), Qh( | ).

(A18)

For each z € X, Q*(- | ) and Q,(- | x) has compact range from Assumption We can thus apply
Proposition to show d2(Q*(- | ), QT (- | z)) < d2(Q*(- | #),Q(- | )) for each = € X', which gives

d3.(Q°(- | 2),Q'(- | 2)) < d3 ,(Q*(- | 2), Q(- | x)).

For the final term then, we have
52(Q°C 1 2),QL( | 2) < d3,(Q°(- | 2),Qu(- | 2)) = 0 as.[P"]
For the first term , we also apply the rearrangement inequality to get
E[80(Qhoc (| 2), QL | 2)) | Vi Xrn] < B [B0(Quoc (- | 2), Q- | 2)) | Vi, Xra]

which we now bound. First, we look at the inner term

8 @u | 0,Qul 12 = [ [ (el = suu) "] o
Z Z ozzoz]/ (u—=1(Vi <u)) (u—1(V; <u))duXT/:Ba:TdP*() j

1=n+1j=n+1 X
where we have applied Tonelli’s theorem. Taking the expectation conditional on {wi.n, Y1, X1}
gives
[ d3 (Qnoo( | l‘) Qn( | SL’)) | wl'nyyl'naXl'n]
Z / (u—1(V; <u)?duE[XFE.X; | wip]
i=n+1

where the cross-terms disappear as V; is independent of V; (and both are independent of X;, X;) for
i # j, and the terms have mean 0. We can upper bound the above term by

0 n
E [Xg—&-lszn-&-l ’ wl:n] Z 0412 = O(n_l) [Z ’U)Z'XiTZ:CXZ’]
i=n+1 i=1

where we have used the fact that X, ;1.0 are i.i.d. conditional on w;.,. Taking the expectation over
the weights then gives

As ¥, has finite eigenvalues from Assumption we have that

E [d%,x(Qnoo(' ‘ $),Qn( | -T)) | }ﬁ;n,le] < O(nil) (TlL ZXZTXZ)

=1
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We then have 23" | XT'X; — V2 < 0o a.s., which gives
E [d%,m(QnOO( ’ ‘T)a Qn( | l‘)) | Yi:naXlzoo] < O(n_l) a‘S'[P*]

A similar argument as in the proof of Theorem {4| can be used to handle the second cross-term in (A18)),
so we have the result. O

We thus have posterior consistency of the QMP for linear regression for p = 1. A similar result can
likely be derived for the posterior contraction rate. Like in the quantile estimation case, we suspect
that the QMP with the smoothed update satisfies a similar result on posterior consistency and
contraction, but it is not immediately obvious due to the non-linearity of the increasing rearrangement
operator. In practice, we see that the rearrangement is negligible for the initial estimate for a sequence
pn which approaches 1 sufficiently slowly. We leave a thorough investigation of this for future work.

Appendix D Practical details

D.1 Implementation

In this section, we outline some computation details that were not mentioned in the main paper. All
methods were implemented in the JAX package in Python, which is efficient and competitive with C++
in terms of computational speed. The bivariate copula term C,(u,u’) can be computed efficiently
using standard approximations to the bivariate normal CDF; we utilize the implementation in scipy.

As the quantile function is scalar on bounded support (0, 1), it is efficient to implement methods based
on a uniform discrete grid of size ny. Rearrangement is particularly straightforward in this case, as
it just involves sorting the values in increasing order [Chernozhukov et al., [2009]. For selecting c,
we compute estimates of q;[b by taking finite differences of QL on the grid. We suspect it is possible
to compute this more accurately using the derivatives of the update function but the rearrangement
step makes it nontrivial. Finally, we outline the computational complexity of the main algorithms.
Estimation of QIL (Algorithm [3|) has an average time complexity of O(n x nyylogny) due to the sorting
required for rearrangement, but in practice rearrangement is not required for each step. Exact quantile
predictive resampling (Algorithm [4) has a time complexity of O(Bx (N —n) xny), where N governs the
truncation of predictive resampling. In practice, we select N = n+ 5000, although N can likely shrink
with n |Fong et al. 2023]. Approximate predictive resampling (Algorithm [5)) has time complexity
O(B x n%]), which is much faster in practice. For all examples, we set the grid size to ny = 200, which
does not need to grow with n. Finally, the algorithms for quantile regression (Algorithms @ m and
have the same complexity as the original unconditional algorithms multiplied by a factor of p.

D.2 Algorithms

In this section, we outline a few algorithms that were omitted from the main paper due to space
constraints. Algorithm outlines the exact quantile predictive resampling method for quantile re-
gression, where we carry out the exact Bayesian bootstrap for the covariates for expediency. Algorithm
then illustrates how to draw a sample from a GP with kernel C(u,u") —uv’ on a finite grid of size
ny, which is essentially just equivalent to drawing a Gaussian vector. Algorithm is then a natural
extension to generate the GP from the covariate-dependent kernel, which we highlight is conditional
on the randomly drawn wj.,, so technically we would only want to draw B = 1 for each sample of
W1.,. This involves drawing p independent GPs and carrying out an affine transformation to induce

the covariate dependence.
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Algorithm A1: QMP sampling for regression

Initialize 3, from Algorithm@
2 for b+ 1 to B do

[

3 Draw w”) ~ Dirichlet(1,...,1) and XS:ZLN " S widx,
a fori+ n+1to N do

5 Draw Vi(b) ~U(0,1)

6 ﬁi(b)(u) = ﬁi@l (u) + o [u - H, (u, Vi(b))] Xi(b)

7 end

s end

©

Return {/6’1\/(1)7 . ’5N(B)}

Algorithm A2: Sampling from GP with kernel C,(u,v') — uv/

1 Initialize uniform grid U on [0, 1] of size ny

2 Compute the ny x ny matrix 3 where £;; = Cy(u;, uj) — wju; for (us,u;) € U x U
3 Compute Cholesky decomposition ¥ = LLT

4 for b+ 1to B do

5 Draw Z(®) ~ N(0,1,,,,)

6 Compute S® = LZ®)

7 end

8 Return {S(l), ey S(B)}

Algorithm A3: Sampling from GP  with  covariate-dependent  kernel
kp({uvj}7 {u’, jl}? wl:n)

1 Initialize uniform grid U on [0, 1] of size ny

2 Compute the p X p matrix ¥, = Y1 | w; X; X7

s Compute Cholesky decomposition ¥, = L,L,"

4 for b+ 1to B do

5 Draw Z{?z), by GP(0,Cpe(u,v') — un') on grid U x U

6 Compute Sﬁb[)) = L$Z£Z)}

7 end

s Return {S(l) e ,5’%3)}

1:p>

Appendix E Additional experiments & discussion

E.1 Simulations

In this section, we include additional results for the simulations. Figure illustrates the equivalent
to Figure 4] but with the exact sampler. Figure additionally shows sample paths for the exact and
approximate QMP. We see that there is little difference between the exact and approximate sampler,
even with n = 50.

E.2 Cyclone dataset experiment

In this section, we include additional results for the cyclone data experiment with n = 291 in the
NA basin. Figures and illustrate the QMP for the conditional quantile functions and quantile
regression curves for the exact and approximate QMPs respectively. Once again, we see that the two
sampling schemes are visually indistinguishable.
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Figure Al: QMP over Qf, with exact sampling for (Left) n = 50; (Middle) n = 500; (Right) QMP over
6 = E[Y]; predictive resampling is truncated at N = n + 5000

Exact GP
1.0 Samples
—— Posterior Mean
0.8 1 95% credible interval

Quantile

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Figure A2: QMP over Q!_ in the n = 50 setting with posterior samples for (Left) Exact sampling; (Right) GP
approximation
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Figure A3: Tropical cyclone maximum speeds in the NA basin (n = 291): (Left) Posterior mean, 95% credible
intervals and samples for Q(u | © = 1981) from the exact QMP; (Right) Posterior mean, 95% credible intervals
and samples for Qf_(u = u* | z) for u* = 0.5 from the exact QMP
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Figure A4: Tropical cyclone maximum speeds in the NA basin (n = 291): (Left) Posterior mean, 95% credible
intervals and samples for Q(u | x = 1981) from the approximate QMP; (Right) Posterior mean, 95% credible
intervals and samples for Q_(u = u* | z) for u* = 0.5 from the approximate QMP

E.3 Functional learning rates

As discussed in the main paper, we can consider a functional learning rate a(u). It is not too difficult
to extend Theorem [3|if a(u) satisfies the following.

Assumption A7 (Functional learning rate). The learning rate sequence takes the form a;(u) =
a(u)(i+1)71, where L < a(u) < U for some constants 0 < L < U < cc.

Theorem AS8. Under Assumptions and @ we have that dg(QL,Q*) — 0 a.s.[P*] under a
variant of Algorithm @ with a functional learning rate a(u).

Proof. Following the proof of Theorem |3} let L,, := d%(QL, Q*). We once again have
E(Ln | Foot] € Ln-1 =20+ 1) 7' 7@ _) + UP(n+ 1) +2(n+1)"'G (A19)

where
7@l = [ atw) (@' - @l y(w) (u- P (@h1(w)) du
&= [ atw (@) - QL) (Kalw) ~ P* (@1 () ) du

and K, (u) = [ H,, (u, P,—1(y)) p*(y) dy as before. Once again, we have T(Q) > 0 as the integrand is
always positive. We can upper bound |(,| again with

Gl < Jﬁ\/ [ ) (8w~ P+ (@ 1)) du

< (Ln—l + 1) U\/ K,

where £y, is defined in (A11)). It is thus again sufficient to show > 22, (i +1)~!,/k; < oo which occurs
under the same assumptions as before (i.e. Assumption .

Once again, we have L, — Lo a.s. and > (i + 1)_1T(QI_1) < o0 a.s. from Theorem As the
integrand in T'(Q) is positive, we can further lower bound

T(Q) = LT(Q),
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so we also have Y 22, (i + 1)_1T(Q;Ll) < o0 a.s. The same argument based on the Lipschitz constant
can then be applied to show L., = 0 a.s. ]

In practice, an intuitive choice for the functional learning rate is to set

where p and Q are estimates of p* and Q* respectively. This can be motivated by optimal learning
rates for attaining efficient stochastic approximation of pointwise quantiles which is also suggested
by |Aboubacar and Thiam| [2014]. In the quantile regression case, under appropriate assumptions,
this would involve estimating the residuals via linear regression, then estimating p and Q from the
residuals. As discussed in the main paper however, it is unsatisfying that a separate density estimate
is required, and the results will also be quite sensitive to this density estimate.

Figure illustrates the same experiment as Section but instead with a(u) as above, where we
estimate p and Q with the Gaussian kernel density estimate and empirical quantile function respec-
tively. We set ¢ = 0.7 to match the settings of the main paper, with all other settings the same. We
can see that the center and tails have slightly less and more uncertainty respectively compared to the
main paper, due to the adaptive a(u). However, the estimates and intervals are quite non-smooth
despite setting a large value of ¢ = 0.7. This suggests that while an adaptive a(u) may help with
estimating Q*, it may not be better for estimating the quantile density function ¢*. Finally, we see
that the posterior of the mean functional looks quite similar to the fixed a result.

QMP (GP) with a(u) for n =50 QMP (GP) with a(u) for n =500 QMP (GP) with a(u) over 8 = E[Y]

1.0 . /|
—— Posterior Mean /

95% credible interval

[ n=50
1 n=500
--- Truth

0.8 -

------ Empirical

1.0

Figure A5: QMP over QI with functional learning rate a(u) for (Left) n = 50; (Middle) n = 500; (Right) QMP
over § = E[Y]; we only show the GP approximation as it is visually indistinguishable from exact sampling.

E.4 Comparison to the Bayesian bootstrap for quantile regression

We now draw comparisons between the QMP for quantile regression with p = 1 with the Bayesian
bootstrap. Consider now a new test point z, which is distinct from X7i.,. Under the BB, the posterior
distribution over E[Y" | z] is always 0 in this case, as the BB only allocates mass to x = X;. However,
the QMP will be the distribution of

Eoo[Y | 2] :/Qlo(u\x)du:/Qoo(u|x)du:xT/ﬁoo(u)du.

This is thus non-zero for all values of z. The QMP thus allows posterior inference on E[Y | z] for the
whole covariate space, which the Bayesian bootstrap is unable to do. Of course the same argument
also applies if we are interested in the posterior over Q(u | ) for some = not in the support of the
data.
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