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We consider the problem of defining and fitting models of autoregressive time series of probability
distributions on a compact interval of R. An order-1 autoregressive model in this context is to be
understood as a Markov chain, where one specifies a certain structure (regression) for the one-step
conditional Fréchet mean with respect to a natural probability metric. We construct and explore
different models based on iterated random function systems of optimal transport maps. While the
properties and interpretation of these models depend on how they relate to the iterated transport
system, they can all be analyzed theoretically in a unified way. We present such a theoretical
analysis, including convergence rates, and illustrate our methodology using real and simulated data.
Our approach generalises or extends certain existing models of transportation-based regression and
autoregression, and in doing so also provides some additional insights on existing models.
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1. Introduction

In distributional regression, one aims to describe/estimate the relationship between a response

distribution ν, and a covariate distribution µ, viewed as random measures. This is to be done on

the basis of an i.i.d. sample of random pairs {(µi, νi)}ni=1. The relationship is modelled globally, in

that the complete distributions (seen as random elements of a suitable function space) are being

related. In this sense, such models are useful in contexts where one can access samples from each

law marginally, rather than in pairs (also known as uncoupled regression data). This can be due to

data collection limitations, or simply because there is no natural coupling.

In light of this global perspective, distributional regression falls under the label of functional

regression – where one random function is to be regressed on another (Morris, 2015). However, the

non-linear nature of probability distributions distinguishes distributional regression from typical

functional regression. In usual functional regression, one can model the regression via the usual

(Bochner) conditional expectation and bounded linear transformations on Hilbert spaces (Hsing

and Eubank, 2015). But these concepts do not readily apply in distributional regression, where one

is confronted with the challenges of geometrical data analysis (Petersen, Zhang and Kokoszka, 2022;

Patrangenaru and Ellingson, 2015). Early approaches to distributional regression circumvented

this issue by imbedding the distributions in Hilbert space via suitable transformations (Kneip and

Utikal, 2001; Delicado, 2011; Petersen et al., 2016; Kokoszka et al., 2019). More recently, attention
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has focussed on directly modeling random distributions as random elements of the Wasserstein

space, a geodesic metric space related to optimal transport, increasingly seen as a canonical setting

for distributional statistics (Panaretos and Zemel, 2020). In this context, Bochner integrals are

replaced by Fréchet means (Panaretos and Zemel, 2016; Bigot et al., 2018; Zemel and Panaretos,

2019), and what remains is the choice of regressor function, i.e. the specification of a relationship

linking the conditional Fréchet mean of the response to the covariate.

Two general strategies have arisen for this specification. The geometrical approach uses the

fact that the Wasserstein space is locally Hilbert-like, and defines classical Hilbertian regression by

lifting covariate and response on an appropriate tangent space (see Chen, Lin and Müller (2021) and

Zhang, Kokoszka and Petersen (2022)). While this model has a natural mathematical interpretation,

its statistical interpretation is somewhat contrived. The other strategy is to directly specify the

regression transformation as an optimal transport map, exploiting convexity and shape constraints,

rather than geometrical features (see Ghodrati and Panaretos (2022)). This has the advantage of a

clean interpretation and of avoiding ill-posedness issues.

Distributional autoregression is a natural next-step for distributional regression models – indeed,

it is arguably the setting where most distributional regression data sets arise. Rather than i.i.d.

covariate/response distributions, one observes a dependent sequence of probability distributions

{µn}Nn=1. When viewed as a Markov chain in the Wasserstein space, this sequence can be modeled

autoregressively by specifying a relationship between the conditional Fréchet mean at time n + 1

and the chain at time n. Once again, this can be done geometrically (as indeed was already explored

in (Chen, Lin and Müller, 2021) and (Zhang, Kokoszka and Petersen, 2022)), or by way of optimal

transport maps, with similar advantages/disadvantages.

A first contribution based directly on transport maps was made in Zhu and Müller (2021),

where random perturbations of the identity were iteratively contracted/composed to form a time-

dependent sequence. This was subsequently used either as “increments” between consecutive dis-

tributions or as “deviations” from the marginal Fréchet mean, to produce autoregressive models.

Key in this approach was the use of iterated random function systems and a canny definition of a

contraction operation on the space of transport maps, allowing to mimic the contractive effect of a

correlation operator in usual autoregression. Jiang (2022) subsequently generalised this approach to

autoregressive modeling to the case of vector-valued distributional chains, i.e. time-evolving vectors

with distributions as coordinates.

A salient limitation of this approach is that the entire dynamics of the process reduce to a single

scalar quantity |α| ≤ 1, regulating the “strength” of the contraction. While this resembles real-

valued autoregressive processes, it is likely too rigid in a functional context (or even a multivariate

context), and can have undesirable consequences when asserting stationarity (see Section 3.3 for

a more extensive discussion). Ideally, a genuinely functional model would allow for a functional
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specification of the dynamics, thus capable of expressing more complex dependencies. In response to

this drawback, Zhu and Müller (2021) also defined a model where the scalar contraction coefficient

is replaced by a functional contraction coefficient, contracting variably across the domain. This

comes with the caveat of a more complicated theory, including cumbersome technical assumptions,

as well as a more involved interpretation.

The purpose of this paper is to introduce and develop transportation-based autoregressive models

with genuinely functional dynamics, yielding easily interpretable yet rich classes of distributional

autoregressions. To do so, we extend to the autoregressive case the functional structure of Ghodrati

and Panaretos (2022), where the regression operator is a monotone rearrangement, making use of the

scalar “contractive effect” introduced by Zhu and Müller (2021) – intuitively, we posit a model where

the shape of the dynamics is captured by a monotone map, modulated by a contractive parameter

α regulating the degree of non-degeneracy of the model. In its simplest form, this approach can be

interpreted as positing that

µn+1 = θn#[αµn], n ∈ Z,

for i.i.d. random increasing maps θn with E[θn(x)] = S(x); S a deterministic monotone map; and

µn 7→ [αµn] a barycentric contraction operation, suitably defined at the level of quantile functions

(see Equation (2) for a precise definition). Intuitively, the model suggests that step n+1 in the chain

is obtained by pushing forward the nth step (“shrunken” slightly to allow for temporal stationarity)

via a random perturbation of the deterministic deformation S. This is a direct autoregressive

extension of Ghodrati and Panaretos (2022), employing the contractive device of Zhu and Müller

(2021) to assure temporal stability in law. However, more modeling possibilities are available in our

approach, and this is just the motivating one (see Section 3.2).

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. After introducing some basic background and nota-

tion (Section 2), we revisit the problem of defining iterated random function systems of increasing

maps. In particular, Section 3.1 presents a functional extension of the iterated system employed in

Zhu and Müller (2021). This extension is then used in Section 3.2 in order to define three different

possible notions of autoregression – in each case, the iterated transport map system serves to model

a different characteristic of the distributional time series (e.g. the increments, the quantiles, or the

generalised quantiles). We compare the resulting models to existing approaches in Section 3.3 and

determine conditions for stationarity in Section 3.4. We then show in Section 3.5 that all three

models can be fitted and analysed using the same estimation theory – albeit applied to optimal

maps that represent a different characteristic in each case. In particular, we establish identifiability,

consistency, and rates of convergence. Finally, the finite sample performance of our methodology

is illustrated on some simulated and real data (Sections 4 and 5). The proofs are collected in a

separate Section, and we conclude with a discussion of some further possible generalisations.
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2. Background on Optimal Transport and Some Notation

In this section, we provide some background on optimal transport and associated probability met-

rics. For more background see, e.g. Panaretos and Zemel (2020). Let Ω = [ω0, ω1] be a closed interval

of R and W2(Ω) be the set of Borel probability measures on Ω, with finite second moment. The

2-Wasserstein distance W between µ, ν ∈ W2(Ω) is defined by

d2
W(ν, µ) := inf

γ∈Γ(ν,µ)

∫
Ω
|x− y|2 dγ(x, y),

where Γ(ν, µ) is the set of couplings of µ and ν, i.e. the set of Borel probability measures on Ω×Ω

with marginals ν and µ. It can be shown that W2(Ω) endowed with d2
W is a metric space, which

we simply call the Wasserstein space of distributions. A coupling γ is deterministic if it is the joint

distribution of {X,T (X)} for some deterministic map T : Ω→ Ω, called an optimal transport map.

In such a case, we write ν = T#µ and say that T pushes µ forward to ν, i.e. ν(B) = µ{T−1(B)}
for any Borel set B.

Remark 2.1. Throughout the paper, we will focus on invertible maps (hence strictly increasing).

When the source distribution µ is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure,

then the optimal plan is induced by a map T . When d = 1, the map T is a nondecreasing map and

admits the explicit expression T = F−1
ν ◦Fµ, where F−1

ν is the quantile function of ν, and Fµ is the

cumulative distribution function of µ. It follows immediately that the composition of two optimal

maps results in another optimal map. In addition, we have the explicit expression

d2
W(µ, ν) =

∫ 1

0

∣∣F−1
µ (p)− F−1

ν (p)
∣∣2 dp. (1)

Finally, we will use the notation a . b to indicate that there exists a positive constant C for

which a ≤ Cb holds (bounded above up to a universal constant). We denote by ‖.‖p the usual Lp

norm of a function.

3. Autoregressive Models via Iterated Transportation

3.1. Random Iterated Transport

Our definition of autoregressive models for distributions will hinge on appropriately defined iterated

random systems of transport maps (following the approach of Zhu and Müller (2021), to whom we

compare below). This is a special case of a framework for studying questions about Markov chains

via iterated random functions, going back to at least Diaconis and Freedman (1999). They define

an iterated random function system on a state space T as

Ti = f(Ti−1 ; θi)
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for a family of transformations {f( · ; θ) : θ ∈ Θ} acting on T , and random elements θi in some

parameter space Θ, independent of Ti ∈ T . By suitable choice of the family f( · ; θ) and some

distribution on Θ they show how a plethora of Markov chains can be cast in this light.

In our case, the state space T will be the set of optimal transport maps

T := {T : Ω→ Ω|T (ω1) = ω1, T (ω2) = ω2, T is strictly increasing and continuous},

viewed as a closed and complete subset of the Lebesgue space Lp(Ω) equipped with the correspond-

ing p-distance ‖ · ‖p, for some 1 ≤ p < ∞ (we will mostly focus on p = 2). And, the question is

how to define f and θi to generate an iterated random system that is sufficiently rich to serve as

a basis for interesting autoregressive models, yet remains tractable and admits a non-degenerate

stationary solution. Naively, one might simply posit that Θ = T and f(T ; θ) = θ ◦ T , as increasing

maps form a transformation group under composition. However, fθ needs to be a contraction “on

average” (in a precise sense) for the Diaconis and Freedman (1999) results to be applicable.

This motivates forms of f that are “contractive compositions”. To this aim, given |α| ≤ 1, define

the α-contraction of an optimal transport map to be the operator T 7→ [αT ] defined pointwise via

[αT ](x) =


x+ α(T (x)− x) 0 < α ≤ 1

x α = 0

x+ α(x− T−1(x)) −1 ≤ α < 0.

(2)

This definition is due to Zhu and Müller (2021), under slightly different terminology/notation,

and mimics the operation of contracting an unconstrained function by a scalar, but conforming to

the constraints elicited by working in T . Notice that T 7→ [αT ] is indeed a contraction on T with

respect to L1 norm, with the identity as its fixed point – any other fixed point must equal the

identity almost everywhere by the Banach fixed-point theorem.

Finally, given |α| < 1 and θ ∈ T we can now make precise the notion of f being a “contractive

composition” map by defining

f(T ; θ) = θ ◦ [αT ].

To define an iterated random system, it suffices to put a probability distribution Q on T , and make

i.i.d. draws θi ∼ Q yielding

Ti = f(Ti−1; θi). (3)

Our proposal is to draw i.i.d. elements of T with a specified expectation S ∈ T , say θi = Tεi ◦S,
for {Tεi}Ni=1 a collection of independent and identically distributed random optimal maps satisfying

E{Tεi(x)} = x almost everywhere on Ω. Explicitly, our iteration is now

Ti = f(Ti−1;Tεi ◦ S︸ ︷︷ ︸
θi

) = Tεi ◦ S︸ ︷︷ ︸
θi

◦ [αTi−1]. (4)
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The degrees of freedom in this iteration are the choice of S ∈ T and α ∈ [−1, 1]. In a statistical

setting, these would be the targets of estimation. This definition extends the iteration of Zhu and

Müller (2021) where S was a priori fixed to be the identity. Our extension seems natural and

conceptually straightforward: it iterates contracted composition with perturbations of an arbitrary

element of the transformation group, rather than with perturbations of the neutral element. Yet, it

substantially complicates the subsequent probabilistic analysis and estimation theory. In exchange,

we get a richer class of autoregressive models that exhibit advantages in the context of modeling and

data analysis. We elaborate on the relationship and the nature of the extension in a subsequent

paragraph. We then show that the iteration admits a unique stationary solution (under some

additional assumptions). First, though, we explore how such an iterated random system of optimal

maps could be used as a basis for distributional autoregression.

3.2. Autoregressive Models

The main purpose of a random iteration (3) is the construction of a Markov chain model for a

dependent sequence of probability distributions µi ∈ W2(Ω), that will always be taken to possess

a continuous cumulative distribution function. The models we seek are of autoregressive type, and

so should ultimately be interpretable as a structural specification of the one-step conditional mean.

Given stationary random sequence {Ti} of optimal maps, there appear to be (at least) three different

ways of doing so, by relating the Ti to some suitable feature of {µi}:

(I) Modeling the “increments” Tµiµi−1 := F−1
µi ◦Fµi−1 as being equal to Ti (we call these increments,

as Tµiµi−1 is the optimal map pushing µi−1 forward to µi), or equivalently modeling the quantiles

as

F−1
µi := Ti ◦ F−1

µi−1
.

When {Ti} is stationary, this yields a process with stationary increments, but the process

could be non-stationary (if so, it’s interesting to understand if there is “drift”). This chain

corresponds to specifying that the (usual) conditional expectation of F−1
µi given F−1

µi−1
as

E[F−1
µi |F

−1
µi−1

] = E{Ti} ◦ F−1
µi−1

= E{f(Ti−1; θi)} ◦ F−1
µi−1

= E{θi ◦ [αTi−1]} ◦ F−1
µi−1

.

The precise form of E[Ti] will depend on the stationary solution of Ti = f(Ti−1; θi).

(UQ) Modeling the (uniform) quantiles F−1
µi as being equal to Ti,

F−1
µi := Ti.
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This automatically yields a stationary process when {Ti} is stationary, directly interpretable

at the level of quantiles, and corresponds to specifying the (usual) conditional expectation of

F−1
µi given F−1

µi−1
as

E[F−1
µi |F

−1
µi−1

] = (Eθi) ◦ [αF−1
µi−1

] = S ◦ [αF−1
µi−1

] = f(F−1
µi−1

;S).

This model corresponds to an autoregressive extension of the model in Ghodrati and Panaretos

(2022).

(GQ) Modeling the generalised quantiles (Chernozhukov et al., 2017) or µ-quantiles F−1
µi ◦ Fµ with

respect to some measure µ as being equal to Ti. This also immediately yields stationarity and

(under regularity conditions) is equivalent to stating µi = Ti#µ, in effect modeling the µi as

serially dependent “perturbations” of a fixed µ. This corresponds to specifying the (usual)

conditional expectation of F−1
µi given F−1

µi−1
as

E[F−1
µi |F

−1
µi−1

] = (Eθi) ◦ [α[F−1
µi−1
◦ Fµ]] = S ◦ [α[F−1

µi−1
◦ Fµ]] = f(F−1

µi−1
◦ Fµ;S).

Note that setting α = 1 in (UQ) yields the same model as setting α = 0 in (I), interpretable

as a random walk, and this we shall revisit. In Section 5 we will focus on (UQ) and (I) to model

sequential distributional data and discuss the merits/drawbacks of each approach. Model (GQ) can

actually be seen to be a variant of the model (UQ) albeit under a modification of the definition of

the contraction operator itself – see Section (6.2), and especially Remark (6.12) for an equivalent

characterization of the model (GQ)

3.3. Comparison with Related Work

Our iteration (4) represents a generalization of the iteration in Zhu and Müller (2021), by com-

bining their notion of α-contraction (which they call distributional scalar multiplication), with the

functional structure of the model in Ghodrati and Panaretos (2022). Specifically, Zhu and Müller

(2021) considered autoregressive models for distributional time series, based on the iterative system

of optimal transport maps

Ti = Tεi ◦ [αTi−1]. (5)

That this is a special case of our system (4) when S is fixed to be the identity map id(x) = x. Their

clever α-contraction, combined with classical results on iterated random function theory, allows one

to deduce the existence of a unique stationary solution to the iteration (5) thanks to the contracting

effect of α for −1 < α < 1 (and some additional technical assumptions).

However, basing a distributional autoregressive model on this system is restrictive in two important

ways:

7



1. As a stochastic model, the system (5) is parametric and univariate: the only unknown is the

scalar coefficient α ∈ (−1, 1). Correspondingly, when basing our model on that iteration (with

any of the three interpretations specified in the previous section), the temporal dependence of

µi on µi−1 will be completely specified up to an unknown scalar parameter. This is reminis-

cent of autoregressive models on the real line but is arguably overly restrictive in a functional

data analysis (or even multivariate analysis) setting, where the temporal dependence is very

likely more complex. A genuinely functional model would replace the scalar coefficient with

a suitable functional coefficient, e.g. a non-linear operator.

2. If a stationary solution to system (5) exists, then it must satisfy E(Ti) = id. To see this, recall

the definition of the scalar multiplication (2) and observe that

E[Ti] = E[Ti+1] = E[E[Ti+1|Ti]] = E[αTi].

This is consequential if using the sequence Ti to induce a distributional time series {µi}. In

the (I) model, where Ti models the increments between consecutive µi, this implies that the

conditional Fréchet mean (in the Wasserstein metric) of µi given µi−1 is exactly equal to

µi−1, a sort of ‘Fréchet martingale’. Effectively this trivializes the regressor relationship to be

an identity – there is no modeling flexibility for the conditional mean, only the conditional

variance (via α). In the (UQ) model, where Ti ≡ F−1
µi is taken as the quantile function of µi,

the fact that E(Ti) = id implies that the distributional autoregression model can only admit

the uniform distribution as its Fréchet mean (with respect to the Wasserstein metric). There

is no flexibility in the modeling of the marginal mean.

By contrast, models based on our system (4) are genuinely functional, since on account of the

unknown transport map S. Furthermore, our model can accommodate any distribution as its

Fréchet mean: given any optimal map T ∈ T , there exist S and α such that E(Ti) = T .

The optimal map interpretation of our system (4) is an auto-regressive modification of the dis-

tributional optimal transport regression model of Ghodrati and Panaretos (2022). Ghodrati and

Panaretos (2022) define the regression model

νi = Tεi#(S#µi), {µi, νi}Ni=1,

where S : Ω→ R is an unknown optimal map and {Tεi}Ni=1 is a collection of independent and identi-

cally distributed random optimal maps satisfying E{Tεi(x)} = x almost everywhere on Ω. By direct

analogy, an autoregressive model (optimal map interpretation) for a time series of distributions {µi}
would be defined as

µi = Tεi#(S#µi−1), (6)
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which is equivalent to model (4) when α = 0 and when we interpret Ti such that µi = Ti#µi−1, i.e.

the optimal map interpretation. If we take the quantile interpretation, the two models are again

related for α = 1 since model (4) is equivalent to

F−1
i = Tεi ◦ S ◦ F−1

i−1.

However, assuming the noise maps Tεi are close to identity, one observes that the series of CDFs

F−1
i would stabilize around a step function where the position of the jumps coincide with fixed

points of the map S, and therefore the distribution µi would oscillate around a mixture of Dirac

measures. This is where we combine the functional structure of Ghodrati and Panaretos (2022) with

the scalar “contractive effect” introduced by Zhu and Müller (2021) – intuitively, the magnitude of

α regulates the non-degeneracy of the model. The next Section demonstrates that this combined

extension does indeed yield a unique stationary solution.

3.4. Existence of Unique Stationary Solution

We now turn to establish the existence of a unique stationary solution for the system (4). We will

use the results of Wu and Shao (2004), extending to our iteration (4) the steps follows by Zhu

and Müller (2021) in the context of iteration (5). Let {Tεi}Ni=1 be a collection of independent and

identically distributed random optimal maps satisfying E{Tεi(x)} = x almost everywhere on Ω.

Define Φi, Φ̃i,m : T → T by

Φi(T ) = f(T ;Tεi ◦ S) = Tεi ◦ S ◦ [αT ]

Φ̃i,m(T ) = Φi ◦ Φi−1 ◦ · · · ◦ Φi−m+1(T ).
(7)

The following assumption stipulates

Assumption 3.1. (Moment Contracting Condition (Wu and Shao, 2004)) Suppose there exists

η > 0, Q0 ∈ T , C > 0 and r ∈ (0, 1) such that

E
∥∥∥Φ̃i,m(Q0)− Φ̃i,m(T )

∥∥∥η
2
≤ Crm ‖Q0 − T‖η2 (8)

holds for all i ∈ Z, m ∈ N and all T ∈ T .

Lemma 3.2. Assume the parameters of the model (4) satisfy the Assumption 3.1. Then for all

T ∈ T , T̃i := limm→∞ Φ̃i,m(T ) ∈ T exists almost surely and does not depend on T . In addition, T̃i

is a stationary solution to the following system of stochastic transport equations:

Ti = Tεi ◦ S ◦ [αTi−1], i ∈ Z,

and is unique almost surely.
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Remark 3.3. Zhu and Müller (2021) proposed a specific parameter condition for their model that

ensures Assumption 3.1 is satisfied. We provide a similar sufficient condition for the parameters

of Model (4) that also guarantees the satisfaction of Assumption 3.1. Let Lε be constant such that

E|Tε(x)− Tε(y)|2 ≤ L2
ε |x− y|2. Assuming α ≥ 0, if |S(x)−S(y)| ≤ LS |x− y| and αLSLε < 1, then

Model (4) satisfies Assumption 3.1 with η = 2 and r =
√
αLSLε. Similarly, if α < 0, suppose the

aforementioned conditions are met and define Tl,u = {T ∈ T : 0 < Ll ≤ T ′ ≤ Lu <∞} and assume

{Ti} ⊂ Tl,u ⊂ T (see Lemma 6.1). Then Model (4) also satisfies Assumption 3.1 with η = 2 and

r =
√
αLSLε.

3.5. Estimation and Statistical Analysis

We consider a time series of continuous distributions µi ∈ W2(Ω) and corresponding time series

Ti ∈ T , which are related by one of the models from section 3.2. Although the methods to obtain Ti

may differ for each model, we can always obtain Ti by observing µi. Our analysis is thus applicable

to all three models studied, but in each different model, the Ti will represent a different feature

of the distributional time series. For the remainder of our analysis, we assume that Ti is a (the)

stationary solution obtained from system (4).

As discussed in Section 3.3, when S is fixed a priori to be the identity, our iteration (4) will

reduce to that of Zhu and Müller (2021). In this simplified setting, Zhu and Müller (2021) use the

fact that α is the minimizer of E ‖Ti+1 − [αTi]‖22 to obtain a closed form expression for α as∫
Ω
E[(Ti+1(x)− x)(Ti(x)− x)] dx∫

Ω
E[(Ti(x)− x)2] dx

when α ∈ [0, 1) or ∫
Ω
E[(Ti+1(x)− x)(x− T−1

i (x))] dx∫
Ω
E[(x− T−1

i (x))2] dx

when α ∈ (−1, 0). These show that α can be interpreted as the autocorrelation coefficient, and can

be estimated by its empirical version, which allows for a straightforward path to consistency and

parametric rates of convergence.

However, our more general iteration (4), involves an arbitrary non-decreasing map S that also

needs to be estimated. Consequently, not only are there no closed forms for the estimands (α, S)

but the estimation problem becomes distinctly non-linear.

To motivate our estimators, we note that if S were known, then α could be estimated by non-

linear least squares, as the minimiser of 1
N

∑N
i=1 ‖S ◦ [αTi−1]− Ti‖22. On the other hand, if α were
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known, then a natural candidate to estimate S would be the ergodic average

SN,α :=
1

N

N∑
j=1

Tj ◦ [αTj−1]−1.

This is because the definition of the iteration Tj = f(Tj−1;Tεi ◦ S) = Tεi ◦ S ◦ [αTj−1], combined

with the assumption that E[Tεj (x)] = x, yields that

E{Tj ◦ [αTj−1]−1} = E{Tεj ◦ S} = S.

Since SN,α is available in closed form for any choice of α, this suggests plugging the expression SN,α

for S into the sum of squares, to obtain an objective that depends only on α. Minimising the said

objective over α one obtains an estimator α̂, which automatically induces an estimator of S in the

form of SN,α̂.

Formally, we define the estimators (α̂N , SN,α̂N
) of (α, S) as follows:

α̂N := arg min
α
MN (α), (9)

where

MN (α) :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

gα(Ti−1, Ti, SN,α)

gα(Ti−1, Ti, S) := ‖S ◦ [αTi−1]− Ti‖22

SN,α :=
1

N

N∑
j=1

Tj ◦ [αTj−1]−1.

(10)

To analyse the behaviour of our estimators, we also define the following population quantities:

Sα := E[Tj ◦ [αTj−1]−1]

M(α) := Egα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα).
(11)

The left-hand sides do not depend on j due to stationarity, which will be assumed throughout.

For the sake of clarity, we will henceforth denote the true parameters of the model using boldface

fonts, namely as (α,S).

Theorem 3.4. If the true parameters of the model are (α,S), then Sα = S.

Proof. For the true α, we have

Sα = E[Tj ◦ [αTj−1]−1]

= E[Tεj ◦ S ◦ [αTj−1] ◦ [αTj−1]−1]

= E[Tεj ◦ S] = S

(12)

11



We show the consistency of the estimators (α̂N , SN,α̂N
) in the following 4 steps corresponding to

the lemmas 3.5, 3.7, 3.8 and Theorem 3.9 respectively:

• α is the unique minimizer of M(α).

• SN,α converges uniformly (with respect to α) in probability to Sα in L2.

• MN (α) converges uniformly in probability to M(α).

• we conclude the consistency (and identifiability) using the M-estimation theory.

Lemma 3.5. (Unique Minimizer of M(α)) For any α 6= α we have

M(α) = Egα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα) < Egα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα) = M(α),

where α is the true α.

Now we show that SN,α converges to Sα in probability for any α and also prove a central limit

theorem (CLT) for SN,α.

If α = α, then it is straightforward to argue that SN,α converges to Sα: first note that for any

x ∈ [0, 1], the strong law of large numbers yields that

SN,α =
1

N

N∑
j=1

Tj ◦ [αTj−1]−1 =
1

N

N∑
j=1

Tεj ◦ S→ E[Tεj ◦ S] = S.

Therefore the terms in the expression are independent and identically distributed with mean S.

From Theorem 3.4, we know that the true S = Sα. Therefore in this case that α = α, SN,α

converges in probability to Sα = S. However, in general, when α 6= α the terms Tj◦[αTj−1]−1 are not

independent for different j. Therefore, we first show that since {Tj} satisfies the moment generating

condition, we can quantify the dependency between the terms in the sequence Tj ◦ [αTj−1]−1 and

apply CLT methods developed for functional time series.

Lemma 3.6. A sequence {Tn}∞i=−∞ that satisfies the geometric moment contracting condition (3.1)

for η ≥ 2, also satisfies the conditions (1.1),(1.2),(2.1) and (2.2) of Horváth, Kokoszka and Reeder

(2013). Namely, assume

Tn = f(εn, εn−1, · · · ),

where {ε′i} is an independent copy of {εi} defined in the same probability space. Then, letting

T ′n,m = f(εn, εn−1, · · · , εn−m+1, ε
′
n−m, · · · ), (13)

for any 0 < δ < 1 we have
∞∑
m=1

(E
∥∥Tn − T ′n,m∥∥2

2
)1/2 <∞. (14)
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Lemma 3.7. (Central limit for SN,α) Suppose the parameters of the iteration (4) satisfy the As-

sumption 3.1. Then for any α, there is a Gaussian process Γα such that

√
N(SN,α − Sα)

d→ Γα, in L2.

Also,

sup
α
‖SN,α − Sα‖2 = oP(1)

Lemma 3.8. Suppose the parameters of the iteration (4) satisfy the Assumption 3.1. Then for any

α, there is a σα ≥ 0 such that

√
N [MN (α)−M(α)]→ N(0, σ2

α).

Moreover,

sup
α
|MN (α)−M(α)| = oP(1).

Theorem 3.9. (Identifiability and Consistency) Under Assumption 3.1, the parameters of the

iteration (4) are identifiable and (α̂N , SN,α̂N
) are consistent estimators for (α,S).

Theorem 3.10. (Rate of Convergence) Let Tl,u = {T ∈ T : 0 < Ll ≤ T ′ ≤ Lu <∞} and suppose

{Ti} ⊂ Tl,u ⊂ T . Under Assumption 3.1 and twice differentiability of the Ti, we have

N
1
2 |α̂N −α| = OP(1),

N
1
2 ‖SN,α̂N

− S‖2 = OP(1).

4. Simulation Experiments

In this section, we probe the behaviour of our models, and the finite sample performance of our

estimation framework, via simulation. To generate the noise maps Tεi , we use a class of random

optimal maps introduced in Ghodrati and Panaretos (2022) that are modifications of the maps used

in Panaretos and Zemel (2016): Let K be a random integer with a symmetric distribution around

zero. We define ζK : [0, 1]→ [0, 1] by

ζ0(x) = x, ζK(x) = x− sin(πKx)

|K|π
, K ∈ Z \ {0}. (15)

These are strictly increasing smooth functions satisfying ζK(0) = 0 and ζK(1) = 1. For x ∈ [0, 1]

we have E[ζK(x)] = x, as required in the definition of model (4). The random maps Tε will be a

mixture of the maps (15) as defined in Ghodrati and Panaretos (2022).

Each plot in Figure 1 corresponds to a time series simulation with a different combination of S

and α. Each column corresponds to a different value of α ∈ {−0.9,−0.5, 0, 0.5, 0.9} from left to

13



right. In the three top rows, S is chosen to be ζK for K = {−6,−4,−2} from top to bottom. In

row four, S is the average of ζ1 and an instance of Tε. Rows five and six exemplify the method on

non-differentiable and discontinuous maps S respectively.

Plots that fall within the bounding red rectangle correspond to settings where our theory is

guaranteed to apply. Plots outside of that rectangle are not guaranteed to be covered by our

theory: they either distinctly violate our assumptions (such as the last row where the true map is

not continuous, as required) or we cannot confirm whether the assumption 3.2 holds true. Starting

from the identity map, we generate a time series with 300 iterations and discard the first 100 maps

of the series. The remaining 200 maps {Ti} are shown in light blue, the true map S is in dark blue,

and the estimated map is in orange. For each time series, we show the estimated α̂ and the error

between the estimator and true map in ‖.‖2-norm.

As expected from Remark 3.3, smaller values of |α| lead to time series which apparently oscillate

around the mean of the stationary time series, which in turn leads to the convergence of our

estimator with respect to the true map. In particular, good agreement is seen between the estimator

and true map for values of |α| up to 0.5 at least, only noticeably failing for α = 0.5 in the

discontinuous map case (where our theoretical guarantee does not apply due to the discontinuity).

Larger values of |α| can still lead to similar stationary state time series (sometimes even outside

of the red rectangle, where our theoretical guarantees apply) but with naturally larger oscillations.

Still, a good agreement between the estimator and ground truth is observed. This can depend on

the choice of map S and the precise value of α. For instance, in the third, fourth, and fifth rows,

when α = −0.9. In the remaining rows of the first column, the stationary state behavior changes

to a period-two time series (with noise) where the maps oscillate alternatively between two maps

related by inversion (recall that negative values of α imply an inversion of the map Ti−1 at each

time step). Nevertheless, the estimator is able to capture features of the S map that are not visible

in the time series itself: notably, the discontinuous step in row six is present in the estimated map.

In the other extreme of α = 0.9, the time series maps are close to step-like functions with some

variation in the step height. The maps are in fact still oscillating around the mean of the stationary

time series that is very close to the step-like map S∞, which is the mean of the solution to the

model (4) when α→ 1, that is Ts = S ◦Ts. However, the performance of the estimator is the worst

in this limit.

Do note that the family of maps ζK(x) is not symmetric with respect to inversion in the sense

that the derivative of ζK(x) is 0 at some fixed points (ζK(x) = x) but is never infinite, and therefore

the random maps Tε, which are derived from ζK(x), are biased in this way. For this reason, the

vertical variance observed in most maps is much more pronounced than the horizontal one, which

is very clear in the case α = 0.9.
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Fig 1: Estimated map (orange) versus the true map (blue) for different combinations of α and S. The
light blue line represents the simulated time series, while the green line represents the id map. Each column
corresponds to a different value of α, ranging from −0.9 on the left to 0.9 on the right. The top three rows
show results for S = ζK where K is chosen from {−6,−4,−2} from top to bottom. In the fourth row, S is the
average of ζ1 and an instance of Tε. The fifth and sixth rows demonstrate the method on non-differentiable
and discontinuous maps, respectively. The cases within the red rectangle are covered by our theoretical
guarantees.
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5. Illustrative Data Analysis

In this section, we consider the distribution of minimum daily temperatures recorded in the summer

of the years from 1960 to 2020 from several airports in the USA (available at www.ncei.noaa.gov).

That is, the years are taken as the time index, and for any given time index we observe a distribution

over the temperature scale (representing the distribution of minimal temperatures over that year’s

summer). Thus, each airport gives rise to a distributional time series. This data set has been also

analysed by Zhu and Müller (2021) to demonstrate their own distributional autoregressive model,

which allows for constructive comparison.

We examine the daily minimum temperature for June, July, August, and September from 1960

to 2020 in four locations: Chicago O’Hare International Airport, Atlanta Hartsfield-Jackson Inter-

national Airport, Phoenix Airport, and New Orleans Airport. The corresponding distributions are

displayed in Figure 2.
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Fig 2: Time series of distribution of daily minimum temperature in summer from 1960 to 2020 at Chicago
Ohare international airport, Atlanta Hartsfield Jackson international airport, Phoenix airport, and New
Orleans airport. The shading reflects the time index: the fainter the curve, the earlier in time it corresponds
to.

The map sequence elicited by adopting the increment model (Model (I)) is shown in Figure 3a.

These maps are obtained by calculating the optimal maps between consecutive annual temperature

distributions for each location. These maps exhibit oscillations around the identity, except in the

subdomains corresponding to extreme temperature values. In the lower extreme, the maps impose

a cutoff on the lower end of the support of the temperature distribution, while the higher end is

pushed towards higher values and eventually reaches the extreme of the support. This implies that
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extreme temperatures are increasing, indicating that the coldest and hottest nights in summer are

becoming hotter.

Figure 3b presents the estimates of S obtained using Model (I), where the estimated α was

found to be 0 up to three decimal points for all airports. This suggests that the optimal maps Ti

are independent from each other and, on average, they are equal to the estimated maps S presented.

The estimated S maps are very similar across all airports, effectively being the identity map in the

middle portion of the support and above the identity at the extreme points.
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Fig 3: (a): Time series {Ti} (blue) based on model (I) and identity map (orange) for the four locations. (b):
Estimated map S (blue) and identity map (orange). Faint blue shading corresponds to early years, and bold
shading to later years.

Examining the maps generated by fitting Model (I), i.e. computing the optimal maps between

consecutive annual distributions in Figure 3a, we can observe an increasing trend in the cutoff

value of the lower endpoint over time. This implies that the time series of optimal maps may not

be stationary. Of course, the S maps are not able to capture the overall increase in the cutoff value

of the lower end over time: the plateaus of the S maps are just the averages of the optimal maps

Ti and don’t show this trend. Indeed, a problem of modeling such data is that the system may be

dynamically evolving due to factors like global warming, and it is not obvious a priori if stationary

regimes exist that can be captured by our models.

However, using the uniform quantile model (Model (UQ)), the resulting maps are more inter-

pretable and reveal more refined dynamics beyond the cutoffs at the extremes. To obtain these
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maps, we fitted iteration (4) to the time series of quantile functions of the temperature distribu-

tions. The quantile functions are shown in figure 4a. The resulting estimated maps S are in figure

4b, and the estimated α̂ for the four airports are {0.39, 0.80, 0.89, 0.89}. All the maps show a cut-

off at the lower end and a fixed point in the second half of the support where the derivative is

smaller than 1. The fixed point implies a point of stability, and the derivative means there is a

trend towards a concentration of weight around this point, that is, if we start the time series at a

Gaussian-like distribution of mean different from the S fixed point, the distributions in the time

series will progress towards Gaussian-like distributions of mean approaching the fixed point. Again,

the model may be failing to capture a trend of ever-increasing temperature, or it may be implying

a stabilization at temperatures given by the fixed points, which will become the new norm.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Comulative Probability

40

50

60

70

80

Te
m

pe
ra

tu
re

 (F
)

Chicago
Qi
Identity

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Comulative Probability

50

55

60

65

70

75

80

Te
m

pe
ra

tu
re

 (F
)

Atlanta
Qi
Identity

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Comulative Probability

50

60

70

80

90

Te
m

pe
ra

tu
re

 (F
)

Phoenix
Qi
Identity

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Comulative Probability

50

55

60

65

70

75

80

85

Te
m

pe
ra

tu
re

 (F
)

NewOrlean
Qi
Identity

(a)

40 50 60 70 80
Temperature (F)

40

50

60

70

80

Te
m

pe
ra

tu
re

 (F
)

Chicago
Estimated S
Identity

50 60 70 80
Temperature (F)

50

55

60

65

70

75

80

Te
m

pe
ra

tu
re

 (F
)

Atlanta
Estimated S
Identity

50 60 70 80 90
Temperature (F)

50

60

70

80

90

Te
m

pe
ra

tu
re

 (F
)

Phoenix
Estimated S
Identity

50 60 70 80
Temperature (F)

50

55

60

65

70

75

80

85

Te
m

pe
ra

tu
re

 (F
)

NewOrlean
Estimated S
Identity

(b)

Fig 4: (a): Time series of quantile functions (blue) based on model (UQ) and identity map (orange) for the
four locations. (b): Estimated map S (blue) and identity map (orange). Faint blue shading corresponds to
early years, and bold shading to later years.

Even if the model is possibly misspecified, the estimated maps S are still able to condense several

features of the time series of distributions. Namely, the reduction of extreme cold events and the

progression toward higher modal temperatures which may or may not be static.

There is an interesting observation to be made given that the estimated α when fitting the

intercept model (I) is numerically 0 while it is in (0,1) when fitting the quantile model (UQ).

Specifically, in combination, these results suggest that the quantile model is, in a certain sense, a

better fit to the data. The reasoning is as follows. Recall that the increment model (I) with α = 0 is
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equivalent to the quantile model (UQ) when α = 1, and corresponds to “trivial dynamics” (random

walk). With those respective values of α, the two models yield the same estimator for S, namely

the map G = 1
N

∑N
j=1 F

−1
i ◦ Fi−1 (see equation (10), where Ti = F−1

i ◦ Fi−1 for model (I), whereas

Ti = F−1
i for model (UQ)). Since the estimated α is zero under the increment model (I), then the

best fitting model of type (I) yields a fit

M
(I)
N (0) =

∑
i

‖G− F−1
i ◦ Fi−1‖22 =

∑
i

‖G ◦ F−1
i−1 − F

−1
i ‖

2
2 = M

(UQ)
N (1).

The last expression on the right-hand side is interpretable as the fit obtained under the (UQ) model

when estimating α by 1. But this is strictly worse than the best fit, which is obtained at values of

α distinctly smaller than 1, leading to non-trivial dynamics (as opposed to those corresponding to

a random walk). In other words, the best possible fit under the increment model can be interpreted

in the same sense as the best fit in the quantile model and is strictly worse in that sense.

A more high-level way of seeing this is to say that whenever fitting model (I) results in an

estimated α that is nearly zero, then the best fitting model of type (I) is in fact a (UQ) model. In

which case we have evidence to prefer a (UQ) modeling approach instead, which will correspond

to non-trivial dynamics. Conversely, if fitting model (UQ) yields an estimated α near 1, it may be

preferable to use model (I) instead.

6. Proofs

Proof of Lemma 3.2. The proof is directly analogous to that of Theorem 2 in Wu and Shao (2004)

and theorem 1 in Zhu and Müller (2021).

Proof of Lemma 3.5. We prove the theorem in the following 4 steps:

1. Given a function f ∈ L2, and a random function ε such that E(ε) = id, we can show that

arg min
h

Eε ‖h− ε ◦ f‖22 = f.

To do so, we can apply Fubini’s theorem and rewrite the expression as follows:∫ ∫
|h(x)− ε(f(x))|2 dx dε =

∫ ∫
|h(x)− ε(f(x))|2 dε dx

Since Eε[ε(f(x))] = f(x) for any x, the minimizer of the inner integral on the left-hand side

is h(x) = E[ε(f(x))] = f(x).

2. We will now demonstrate that for any fixed Ti and Ti−1, as well as for all α, the following

inequality holds:

Eε[gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)] ≤ Eε[gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)].
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Let us define f(α, T ) = Sα ◦ [αT ]. Note that for all indices i, we have

gα(Ti, Ti−1, Sα) = ‖Sα ◦ [αTi−1]− Tεi ◦ Sα ◦ [αTi−1]‖22
= ‖f(α, Ti−1)− Tεi ◦ f(α, Ti−1)‖22 .

(16)

Using the result from part 1 and the equation (16), we can conclude that if there exists an

α such that f(α, Ti−1) minimizes the expression Eε[gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)] in equation 16, then we

must have f(α, Ti−1) = f(α, Ti−1). Therefore, we obtain the desired inequality.

3. We now aim to prove that for any α, we have

E[gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)] ≤ E[gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)].

We start by denoting by π the marginal distribution of Ti, and Q the marginal distribution

of the pair (Ti−1, Ti). Then, we can express the expectation of gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα) as follows:

EQ[gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)] = Eπ[Eεgα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)|Ti−1].

By using part 2 of the proof, we know that α is a minimizer for the inner expectation of the

right-hand side, i.e.,

Eε{gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)|Ti−1} ≤ Eε{gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)|Ti−1},

and this for all Ti−1. Therefore, taking the expectation over Ti−1, we get

EQ[gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)] ≤ EQ[gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)].

4. Finally we can conclude that α is the unique minimizer of M(α). Suppose there exists an α

such that E[gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)] = E[gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)]. Using parts 2 and 3, we can deduce that

for each fixed Ti, Ti−1, Eε[gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)] = Eε[gα(Ti−1, Ti, Sα)]. Then using equation 16 we

can conclude that, for all indices j,

Sα ◦ [αTj ] = Sα ◦ [αTj ].

If Sα ◦αTj = Sα ◦ [αTj ] for all j, we can deduce Sα = Sα ◦ [αTj ] ◦ [αTj ]
−1 for all j. However,

note that while Sα is deterministic, the right-hand side is deterministic (and not random) if

and only if α = α. This is because if α 6= α, then the right-hand side depends on Tj , which

is a random variable.

Lemma 6.1. For any T, S ∈ T we have
∥∥T−1 − S−1

∥∥
2
.
√
‖T − S‖2. Moreover, let Tl,u = {T ∈

T : 0 < Ll ≤ T ′ ≤ Lu < ∞}. For any T, S ∈ Tl,u ⊂ T we have
∥∥T−1 − S−1

∥∥
2
. ‖T − S‖2. In

summary, there exists b ∈ [1
2 , 1] such that

∥∥T−1 − S−1
∥∥

2
. ‖T − S‖b2 for any T, S ∈ T .
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Proof. Let T, S ∈ T . Then, for some constant C ′, we have:
∥∥T−1 − S−1

∥∥
2
≤ C ′

∥∥T−1 − S−1
∥∥

1
,

because the functions are bounded. Moreover,
∥∥T−1 − S−1

∥∥
1

= ‖T − S‖1. And, finally, by applying

the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we get ‖T − S‖1 ≤ C
√
‖T − S‖2, where C is a constant. Therefore,

we conclude
∥∥T−1 − S−1

∥∥
2
≤ C

√
‖T − S‖2.

When T, S ∈ Tl,u we can write∥∥T−1 − S−1
∥∥2

2
=

∫ 1

0
|T−1(x)− S−1(x)|2 dx

=

∫ 1

0
|T−1 ◦ S(y)− y|2S′(y) dy (S−1(x) = y)

≤ Lu
∫
|T−1 ◦ S(y)− y|2 dy

≤ Lu
∫
|z − S−1 ◦ T (z)|2 1

S′(S−1 ◦ T (z))
T ′(z) dz (T−1 ◦ S(y) = z)

≤ Lu
Lu
Ll

∫
|z − S−1 ◦ T (z)|2 dz

≤ Lu
Lu
Ll

1

Ll

∫
|S(z)− T (z)|2 dz (∀x, y |x− y| ≤ 1

Ll
|S(x)− S(y)|)

≤ L2
u

L2
l

‖S − T‖22 .

(17)

Lemma 6.2. There exists a constant 1
2 ≤ b ≤ 1 such that the following inequalities hold:

‖Sα1 − Sα2‖2 . |α1 − α2|b,

and

‖SN,α1 − SN,α2‖2 . |α1 − α2|b,

and

gα1(Ti−1, Ti, SN,α1)− gα2(Ti−1, Ti, SN,α2) ≤ C(Ti)|α1 − α2|b,

where 1
n

∑
i E[C(Ti)] = O(1).

Define Tl,u = {T ∈ T : 0 < Ll ≤ T ′ ≤ Lu < ∞}. If {Ti} ⊂ Tl,u, then b = 1 in the above

inequalities.

Proof. To begin with, it should be noted that given any two real numbers α1, α2 ∈ (−1, 1) with the

same sign, and for any given map T , we have the following inequality:

‖[α1T ]− [α2T ]‖2 ≤ C|α1 − α2|,

where C is a constant. In fact, it suffices to consider the definition of [αT ] for the cases when α ≥ 0

and α < 0 separately. Using Lemma 6.1 we can write that for some 1
2 ≤ b ≤ 1,

‖Sα1 − Sα2‖2 =
∥∥E[Tj ◦ [α1Tj−1]−1]− E[Tj ◦ [α2Tj−1]−1]

∥∥
2

≤ LC ′|α1 − α2|b,
(18)
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where L is the common Lipschitz constant for all Tj . Similarly

‖SN,α1 − SN,α2‖2 ≤ L|α1 − α2|b,

We now proceed to show that both SN,α and Sα are Lipschitz functions of x. To do this, we observe

that the inverse of a Lipschitz function is Lipschitz, and also the composition of two Lipschitz

functions is Lipschitz. Since all Tj are Lipschitz and SN,α and Sα are defined as compositions, they

are also Lipschitz with respect to x.

We will now show that g is Lipschitz function of α:

gα1(Ti−1, Ti, SN,α1)− gα2(Ti−1, Ti, SN,α2) = ‖SN,α1 ◦ [α1Ti]− Ti+1‖2 − ‖SN,α2 ◦ [α2Ti]− Ti+1‖22
. ‖SN,α1 ◦ [α1Ti]− SN,α2 ◦ [α2Ti]‖2
. ‖SN,α1 ◦ [α1Ti]− SN,α1 ◦ [α2Ti]‖2

+ ‖SN,α1 ◦ [α2Ti]− SN,α2 ◦ [α2Ti]‖2
≤ D(Ti)|α1 − α2|+ C(Ti)|α1 − α2|b

. C(Ti)|α1 − α2|b

(19)

where D(Ti) and C(Ti) are constants that depend on Ti and
∑

i E[C(Ti)]/n = O(1).

Proof of Lemma 3.6. Let Tn−m = f(εn−m, εn−m−1, · · · , ) and T ′n−m = f(ε′n−m, ε
′
n−m−1, · · · , ). Thus

we can write Tn = Φn,m(Tn−m) and T ′n,m = Φn,m(T ′n−m).

∞∑
m=1

(E
∥∥Tn − T ′n,m∥∥2

2
)1/2 =

∞∑
m=1

(E
∥∥Φn,m(Tn−m)− Φn,m(T ′n−m)

∥∥2

2
)1/2

≤
∞∑
m=1

(E ‖Φn,m(Tn−m)− Φn,m(Q0)‖22)1/2

+ (E
∥∥Φn,m(T ′n−m)− Φn,m(Q0)

∥∥2

2
)1/2

(Lyapunov’s inequality) ≤
∞∑
m=1

(E ‖Φn,m(Tn−m)− Φn,m(Q0)‖η2)1/η

+ (E
∥∥Φn,m(T ′n−m)− Φn,m(Q0)

∥∥η
2
)1/η

(Assumption 3.1) ≤
∞∑
m=1

Crm/η(‖Tn−m −Q0‖2 ∨
∥∥T ′n−m −Q0

∥∥
2
)

<∞

(20)
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The following statement is virtually obvious, but is used multiple times in the proofs below and

so is most easily quoted directly:

Lemma 6.3. Let {Xi} be a sequence of random variables, and suppose that Wn :=
√
n( 1

n

∑n
i=1Xi−

µ)
d→W for some (almost surely finite) random variable W . Then, 1

n

∑n
i=1Xi converges in proba-

bility to µ.

Proof. By Slutsky’s Theorem, we get n−1/2Wn
d→ 0, which also implies convergence in probability

to zero.

Proof of Lemma 3.7. We start by using Lemma 3.6 to conclude that the series {Ti − ETi}∞i=−∞
satisfies the assumptions (1.1),(1.2),(2.1) and (2.2) of Horváth, Kokoszka and Reeder (2013). From

this, we can argue that the series {Tj ◦ [αTj−1]−1 − ETj ◦ [αTj−1]−1}∞i=−∞ also satisfies those

assumptions and therefore we obtain the following central limit theorem for SN,α: for any α, there

is a Gaussian process Γα such that

√
N(SN,α − Sα)

d→ Γα, in L2.

Using the central limit theorem and Lemma 6.3, we can infer the convergence in probability of SN,α

to Sα for any α (in L2). Since both Sα and SN,α are globally Lipschitz with respect to α, in the

sense of Lemma 6.2, we can use Corollary 3.1 of Newey (1991) to obtain uniform convergence in

probability:

sup
α
‖SN,α − Sα‖2 → 0 in probability.

6.1. Overview of Wu and Shao (2004)

In their work, Wu and Shao (2004) investigated the properties of nonlinear time series expressed in

terms of iterated random functions and established a central limit theorem for additive functionals

of such systems. The construction involves a sequence of functions of the form Xn(x) = Fθn ◦Fθn−1 ◦
· · ·Fθ1(x). The authors assume that Xn satisfies a geometric moment condition, which requires the

existence of β > 0, C = C(α) > 0, and r = r(α) ∈ (0, 1) such that, for all n ∈ N ,

E{ρ(Xn(X ′0), Xn(X0))β} ≤ Crn. (21)

In addition, they define the l-dimensional vector Yi = (Xi−l+1, Xi−l+2, · · · , Xi) and for any δ > 0,

they introduce the functional ∆g(δ) as

∆g(δ) = sup{
∥∥[g(Y )− g(Y1)]1ρ(Y,Y1) ≤ δ

∥∥ : Y, Y1 are identically distributed},
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Where ρ(., .) is the product metric and is defined as

ρ(z, z′) =

√√√√ l∑
i=1

ρ(zi, z′i)
2 for z = (z1, · · · , zl), z′ = (z′1, · · · , z′l).

Finally, the functional Sn,l(g) =
∑n

i=1 g(Xi−l+1, Xi−l+2, · · · , Xi) is defined. The authors establish

the following central limit theorem for this functional:

Theorem 6.4. (Wu and Shao (2004, Theorem 3)) Assume that (21) holds, that X1 ∼ π, E{g(Y1)} =

0, and E{|g(Y1)|p} <∞ for some p > 2, and that∫ 1

0

∆g(t)

t
<∞. (22)

Then there exists a σg ≥ 0 such that, for π-almost x, {Sbnuc,l(g)/
√
n, 0 ≤ u ≤ 1} conditional on

X0 = x, converges to σgB, where B is a standard Brownian motion.

A function that satisfies (22) is referred to as stochastic Dini continuous. Using Theorem 6.4 to

derive a central limit theorem for MN poses a problem: Theorem 6.4 uses fixed-length sub-sequences

of the time series, i.e., (Xi−l+1, Xi−l+2, · · · , Xi), as arguments for the function g, however the

arguments of the function g that appears in the expression of MN in 9, include not only (Ti−1, Ti),

but also SN,α, thus making it dependent on the entire time series. Therefore, Theorem 6.4 cannot

be applied directly, and a modified version is required. We present a modified version of Theorem

6.4 that is specifically tailored for functions of finite dimensional random variables, followed by

another modification that is suitable for functionals of infinite dimensional variables.

Corollary 6.5. (Modified version of Wu and Shao (2004, Theorem 3) for finite dimensional ar-

guments) Suppose Zn is a measurable function of (X1, X2, · · · , Xn) such that Zn converges in

probability to some constant µ. Let Yi = (Xi−l+1, Xi−l+2, · · · , Xi), and assume that g(Yi, µ) is dif-

ferentiable with respect to its second argument and that both g(Yi, µ) and the derivative of g(Yi, µ)

with respect to its second argument satisfy the conditions of Theorem 6.4. Then there exists σg ≥ 0

such that
Sn√
n
→ N(0, σ2

g),

where Sn =
∑n

i=1 g(Yi, Zn).

Proof. By Taylor expansion, we write

g(Yi, Zn) = g(Yi, µ) + g(0,1)(Yi, µ)(Zn − µ) + higher order terms.

Since g(0,1)(Yi, µ) is only a function of Yi and of a constant µ, by Theorem 6.4 we have

1√
n

n∑
i=1

[
g(0,1)(Yi, µ)− Eg(0,1)(Y, µ)

]
→ N(0, σ2

g′),

24



where Y
D∼ Yi. This implies that if N

D∼ N(0, σ2
g′),we then have

1√
n
Sn = [

1√
n

n∑
i=1

g(Yi, µ)] + (N +
√
nEg(0,1)(Y, µ))(Zn − µ)

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

[g(Yi, µ) + Eg(0,1)(Y, µ)(Zi − µ)] +N(Zn − µ).

(23)

Since N(Zn − µ) = oP(1), applying Theorem 6.4 we get

1√
n

n∑
i=1

[g(Yi, µ) + Eg(0,1)(Y, µ)(Zi − µ)]→ N(0, σ2
g)

Corollary 6.6. (Modified version of Wu and Shao (2004, Theorem 3) for infinite dimensional

arguments) Suppose Zn is a measurable function of (X1, X2, · · · , Xn) such that Zn converges in

probability to some constant µ. Let Yi = (Xi−l+1, Xi−l+2, · · · , Xi), and assume that g(Yi, µ) is

Fréchet differentiable with respect to its second argument, and that both g(Y, µ) and the Fréchet

derivative of g with respect to its second argument satisfy the conditions of Theorem 6.4. Then

there exists σg ≥ 0 such that
Sn√
n
→ N(0, σ2

g),

where Sn =
∑n

i=1 g(Yi, Zn).

Remark 6.7. The proof of this Corollary can be understood by following the same steps as in the

proof of Corollary 6.5, without the added technical complexities that arise when dealing with the

Fréchet derivative.

Proof of Corollary 6.6. Let Dg(Yi, u, v) denote the Fréchet derivative of g with respect to its second

argument at u in the direction v. Assume Zn = µ+vn, and apply the Taylor formula for the Fréchet

derivative (Kurdila and Zabarankin (2006)) to get

g(Yi, Zn) = g(Yi, µ) +Dg(Yi, µ, vn) +R(Yi, µ, vn),

where

lim
‖vn‖→0

|R(Yi, µ, vn)|
‖vn‖

= 0.

Note that we can identify the Fréchet derivative with a bounded linear operator as

Dg(Yi, µ, vn) = 〈Dg(Yi, µ), vn〉.

Furthermore, as the Fréchet derivative is also stochastic Dini continuous, we can apply Theorem

6.4 to obtain
1√
n

n∑
i=1

[
〈Dg(Yi, µ), vn〉 − E〈Dg(Y, µ), vn〉

]
→ N(0, σ2

g′),
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where Y
D∼ Yi.

This implies that if N
D∼ N(0, σ2

g′), using the fact that the mapping Dg(Yi, µ, .) is linear, we get:

Sn√
n

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

[g(Yi, µ) +Dg(Yi, µ, Zn − µ)]

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

[g(Yi, µ) + 〈Dg(Yi, µ), Zn − µ〉]

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

[g(Yi, µ)] + 〈N × id +
√
nEDg(Y, µ), Zn − µ〉

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

[g(Yi, µ) + 〈EDg(Y, µ), Zi − µ〉] +N〈id, Zn − µ〉

(24)

Since N〈id, Zn − µ〉 = oP (1), and E〈EDg(Y, µ), Zi − µ〉 = 0, we can apply Theorem 6.4 and

conclude Sn√
n
→ N(0, σ2) for some σ.

Lemma 6.8. The function gα(Ti−1, Ti, S) = ‖S ◦ [αTi−1]− Ti‖22 is Fréchet differentiable with re-

spect to S and satisfies the Taylor formula

gα(Ti−1, Ti, S + v) = gα(Ti−1, Ti, S) +Dg(Ti−1, Ti, S, v) +R(Ti−1, Ti, S, v),

where Dg(Ti−1, Ti, S, v) is the Fréchet derivative of gα with respect to S in the direction v, and

lim
‖v‖→0

|R(Ti−1, Ti, S, v)|
‖v‖

= 0.

Furthermore, the mapping Dg(Ti−1, Ti, µ, .) is both linear and bounded.

Proof. To begin, we show that gα(Ti−1, Ti, S) is Gateaux differentiable.

lim
ε→0

gα(Ti−1, Ti, S + εv)− gα(Ti−1, Ti, S)

ε
= lim

ε→0

‖(S + εv) ◦ [αTi−1]− Ti‖22 − ‖S ◦ [αTi−1]− Ti‖22
ε

= lim
ε→0

ε2 ‖v ◦ [αTi−1]‖22 + ε〈v ◦ αTi−1, S ◦ [αTi−1]− Ti〉
ε

= 〈v ◦ [αTi−1], S ◦ [αTi−1]− Ti〉

= Dg((Ti, Ti−1), S, v).

(25)

As the above expression is linear and bounded with respect to v, it serves as the Gateaux differential.

As Dg(Ti−1, Ti, S) is Gateaux differentiable for every T and the mapping T → Dg(Ti−1, Ti, S) is

continuous, Corollary 4.1.1. of Kurdila and Zabarankin (2006) guarantees that Dg is also the Fréchet

derivative.

Lemma 6.9. The stochastic Dini continuity condition (22) is satisfied by the function gα.
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Proof. We want to show
∫ 1

0
∆g(t)
t <∞, where

∆g(δ) = sup
{∥∥∥[gα(Ti−1, Ti, S)− gα(T ′i−1, T

′
i , S)]1ρ((Ti−1,Ti),(T ′i−1,T

′
i ))≤δ

∥∥∥
: Ti, T

′
i are identically distributed

}
.

(26)

and ρ((T1, T2), (T ′1, T
′
2)) =

√
‖T1 − T ′1‖

2
2 + ‖T2 − T ′2‖

2
2.

First, note that gα(Ti−1, Ti, S) = ‖S ◦ [αTi−1]− Ti‖22 and gα(T ′i−1, T
′
i , S) =

∥∥S ◦ [αT ′i−1]− T ′i
∥∥2

2
.

When α ≥ 0, we have
∥∥[αTi−1]− [αT ′i−1]

∥∥
2
≤ α

∥∥Ti−1 − T ′i−1

∥∥
2
. When α < 0, we can use Lemma

6.1 to conclude that
∥∥[αTi−1]− [αT ′i−1]

∥∥
2
≤ α

∥∥Ti−1 − T ′i−1

∥∥b
2

for some b ≥ 1
2 . As S is Lipschitz, we

can deduce that ∆g(t) ≤ Cαtb, for some b > 0. Therefore the integral is finite.

Proof of Theorem 3.8. From Lemma 3.7, we see that SN,α converges in probability to Sα and we

also obtained a central limit theorem for SN,α. Then Lemma 6.8 and 6.9 show that gα is Fréchet

differentiable and stochastically Dini continuous, which are sufficient conditions for Corollary 6.6

to be applicable, and yield a central limit theorem for MN (α) = 1
N

∑N
i=1 gα(Ti−1, Ti, SN,α) :

√
N [MN (α)−M(α)]→ N(0, σ2

g).

Thus for any α, MN (α) converges in probability to M(α). By applying Corollary 3.1 from Newey

(1991) and utilizing Lemma 6.2, which establishes that gα satisfies Lipschitz continuity with respect

to α, we can achieve uniform convergence in probability of MN to M with respect to α:

sup
α
|MN (α)−M(α)| → 0 in probability.

Proof of Theorem 3.9 (Consistency). Lemma 3.8 implies that MN converges uniformly in proba-

bility to M with respect to α, and Lemma 3.5 shows that α is the unique minimizer of M . By

applying Van Der Vaart and Wellner (1996, Theorem 3.2.3), we can conclude that the estimator

α̂N = arg minαMN (α) converges to the true parameter arg minαM(α) = α.

We will now employ M-estimation theory to establish the convergence rate of our estimator. In

order to do so, we recall the following theorem, which is taken from Van Der Vaart and Wellner

(1996).

Theorem 6.10 (Van Der Vaart and Wellner (1996), Theorem 3.2.5.). Let MN be a stochastic

process indexed by a metric space Θ, and let M be a deterministic function, such that for every θ

in a neighborhood of θ0,

M(θ)−M(θ0) & d2(θ, θ0).

Suppose that, for every N and sufficiently small δ,
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E∗ sup
d2(θ,θ0)<δ

√
N
∣∣(MN −M)(θ)− (MN −M)(θ0)

∣∣ . φN (δ),

for functions φN such that δ → φN (δ)/δα is decreasing for some α < 2 (not depending on N). Let

r2
NφN

(
1

rN

)
≤
√
N, for every N.

If the sequence θ̂N satisfies MN (θ̂N ) ≤MN (θ0) + oP(r−2
N ), and converges in outer probability to θ0,

then rNd(θ̂N , θ0) = O∗P(1). If the displayed conditions are valid for every θ and δ, then the condition

that θ̂N is consistent is unnecessary.

Lemma 6.11. Let Tl,u = {T ∈ T : 0 < Ll ≤ T ′ ≤ Lu <∞} and suppose {Ti} ⊂ Tl,u. Then

E|M ′N (α)| . 1√
N
.

Proof. Note that

M ′N (α) =
1

N

N∑
j=1

∂gα(Tj−1, Tj , SN,α)

∂α
,

and

∂gα(Tj−1, Tj , SN,α)

∂α
=
∂ ‖SN,α ◦ [αTj−1]− Tj‖22

∂α

=

∫
2|SN,α ◦ [αTj−1](x)− Tj(x)| × ∂

∂α
SN,α ◦ [αTj ](x) dx

The expression |SN,α ◦ [αTj−1](x) − Tj(x)| can be uniformly bounded. In what follows we will

explicitly calculate ∂
∂αSN,α ◦ [αTj ](x) for a fixed j. The calculation is tedious but elementary. To

calculate the derivative we use the following fact: if f(α, x) = C(α, y(x, α)), then

∂f

∂α
=
∂C(α, y(x, α′))

∂α
|α′=α +

∂C(α, y)

∂y
× ∂y(x, α)

∂α
.

Using the above equation we can write:

∂

∂α
SN,α ◦ [αTj ](x) =

∂

∂α
SN,α([α′Tj ](x))|α′=α +

∂SN,α([αTj ](x))

∂([αTj ](x))
× ∂[αTj ](x)

∂α

=
∂SN,α(y)

∂α
|y=[αTj ](x) +

∂SN,α(y)

∂y
|y=[αTj ](x) ×

∂[αTj ](x)

∂α
.

(27)

First, we derive the first term on the LHS of (27):

∂SN,α(y)

∂α
=

N∑
i=1

∂

∂α
Ti ◦ [αTi−1]−1(y)
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If we consider one of the terms in this summation we have

∂

∂α
Ti ◦ [αTi−1]−1(y) =

∂Ti([αTi−1]−1(y))

∂[αTi−1]−1(y)
× ∂[αTi−1]−1(y)

∂α

= T ′i (zi)|zi=[αTi−1]−1(y) ×
∂

∂α
[αTi−1]−1(y)

(28)

Now to calculate ∂
∂α [αTi−1]−1(y) note that:

0 =
∂

∂α
y =

∂

∂α
[αTi−1]([αTi−1]−1(y))

=
∂

∂α
[αTi−1]([α′Ti−1]−1(y))|α′=α +

∂[αTi−1]([αTi−1]−1(y))

∂[αTi−1]−1(y)
× ∂[αTi−1]−1(y)

∂α

=
∂

∂α
[αTi−1](zi)|zi=[αTi−1]−1(y) +

∂[αTi−1](zi)

∂zi
|zi=[αTi−1]−1(y) ×

∂[αTi−1]−1(y)

∂α

(29)

Thus

∂[αTi−1]−1(y)

∂α
= (−1)× ∂

∂α
[αTi−1](zi)|zi=[αTi−1]−1(y) ×

1
∂[αTi−1](zi)

∂zi
|zi=[αTi−1]−1(y)

=


(zi − Ti−1(zi))× 1

α(T ′i−1(zi)−1)+1

∣∣∣
zi=[αTi−1]−1(y)

, for 0 < α ≤ 1

(T−1
i−1(zi)− zi)× 1

α(1−(T−1
i−1)′(zi))+1

∣∣∣
zi=[αTi−1]−1(y)

, for − 1 ≤ α < 0,

(30)

And we can conclude that

∂

∂α
Ti ◦ [αTi−1]−1(y) = T ′i (zi)×


(zi − Ti−1(zi))× 1

α(T ′i−1(zi)−1)+1

∣∣∣
zi=[αTi−1]−1(y)

, for 0 < α ≤ 1

(T−1
i−1(zi)− zi)× 1

α(1−(T−1
i−1)′(zi))+1

∣∣∣
zi=[αTi−1]−1(y)

, for − 1 ≤ α < 0

(31)

With this, we have all the needed terms to calculate the left terms of (27). Now we calculate the

right term of (27):

∂SN,α(y)

∂y
=

1

N

N∑
i=1

∂

∂y
Ti ◦ [αTi−1]−1(y)

=
1

N

N∑
i=1

T ′i (zi)|zi=[αTi−1]−1(y) ×
1

∂[αTi−1](zi)
∂zi

|zi=[αTi−1]−1(y)

=


1
N

∑N
i=1 T

′
i (zi)× 1

α(T ′i−1(zi)−1)+1

∣∣∣
zi=[αTi−1]−1(y)

, for 0 < α ≤ 1

1
N

∑N
i=1 T

′
i (zi)× 1

α(1−(T−1
i−1)′(zi))+1

∣∣∣
zi=[αTi−1]−1(y)

, for − 1 ≤ α < 0

(32)
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By plugging all the terms calculated above in (27) we get

∂

∂α
SN,α ◦ [αTj ](x)

=


1
N

∑N
i=1 T

′
i (zi)× 1

α(T ′i−1(zi)−1)+1
× (zi − Ti−1(zi) + Tj(x)− x)

∣∣∣
zi=[αTi−1]−1(y)

, for 0 < α ≤ 1

1
N

∑N
i=1 T

′
i (zi)× 1

α(1−(T−1
i−1)′(zi))+1

× (T−1
i−1(zi)− zi + x− T−1

j (x))
∣∣∣
zi=[αTi−1]−1(y)

, for − 1 ≤ α < 0,

(33)

where y = [αTj ](x).

The differentiability of MN with respect to α follows from the equation above. Similarly, if we

replace SN,α with Sα, the summations can be replaced by an integral, and we can see that M is

also differentiable with respect to α. Let

g′(Tj−1, Tj , SN,α, α) =
∂gα(Tj−1, Tj , SN,α)

∂α
, g′(Tj−1, Tj , Sα, α) =

∂gα(Tj−1, Tj , Sα)

∂α
.

Since α is the minimizer of M , we must have Eg′(Tj−1, Tj , Sα, α)|α=α = M ′(α) = 0. Additionally,

We can argue g′ is stochastically Dini-continuous when {Ti} ⊂ Tl,u (similar to the arguments in the

proof of Lemma 6.9). Therefore the assumptions of Corollary 6.6 (CLT) are satisfied for g′, and we

have E|MN (α)| . 1√
N

.

Proof of Theorem 3.10 (Convergence Rate). Using Theorem 6.10, we can obtain a rate of conver-

gence for our estimator. First, it should be noted that the functional M is twice differentiable with

respect to α since it is a composition of twice differentiable functions. As α is the unique minimizer

of M , its first derivative vanishes at α, which implies that M has quadratic growth around α. Next,

we need to find a function φN (δ) such that

E sup
|α−α|≤δ

√
N
∣∣∣(MN −M)(α)− (MN −M)(α)

∣∣∣ ≤ φN (δ). (34)

Taylor expanding, we can write:

(MN −M)(α) = (MN −M)(α) + (MN −M)′(α)× (α−α) + higher order terms (35)

Since α is the minimiser of M , yielding M ′(α) = 0, we only need to calculate M ′N (α). But by

Lemma 6.11 we can see that

E|M ′N (α)| . 1√
N
.

By plugging the inequality into the expression (34) we obtain

E
√
N
∣∣∣(MN −M)(α)− (MN −M)(α)

∣∣∣ ≤ |α−α|.
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And, we conclude φN (δ) = δ and the rate of convergence for α̂N is N−
1
2 . Using Lemma 6.1 we can

see

‖SN,α̂N
− S‖2 ≤ ‖SN,α̂N

− SN,α‖2 + ‖SN,α − S‖2 . N−
b
2 +N−

1
2 . N−

b
2 ,

and since {Ti} ⊂ Tl,u, b = 1 according to Lemma 6.1.

6.2. Generalization of Iterated System (5)

The definition of the iterated system (4) is based on the contraction of maps around the identity

map. It extends system (5) by introducing the map S. However, we could alternatively generalise

(5) by introducing S not at the level of the iteration itself, but rather at the level of the contraction

itself: contracting around an arbitrary map S, instead of the identity. Specifically, define the α-

contraction of a map T around an arbitrary map S as follows:

α[T, S](x) :=


S(x) + α(T (x)− S(x)) 0 < α ≤ 1

S(x) α = 0

S(x) + α(S(x)− T−1(x)) −1 ≤ α < 0.

(36)

With this definition, the original contraction operation (2) now corresponds to α[T, id], for id(x) = x

the identity map. Definition (36) directly leads to the following extension of system (5)

Ti = Tεi ◦ α[Ti−1, S], (37)

where {Tεi}Ni=1 is again a collection of independent and identically distributed random optimal

maps satisfying E{Tεi(x)} = x almost everywhere on Ω. Compared to system (4),

Ti = Tεi ◦ S ◦ α[Ti−1, id].

this system interjects S at the level of the contraction and not at the level of the random pertur-

bation (note that for identifiability reasons it does not make sense to do both). Of course, either is

more general than system (5)

Ti = Tεi ◦ α[Ti−1, id].

Remark 6.12. Suppose we use the contraction definition (36), and define the iteration (37). Then,

the quantile model (UQ) with S = F−1
µ (i.e. where we contract around the quantile function of a

measure µ) is equivalent to the generalised quantile model (GQ) with S = id; that is, they produce

the same stationary time series. To demonstrate this equivalence, consider the model (GQ) with

S = id. We then have:

E(F−1
µi ◦ Fµ(x)|F−1

µi−1
◦ Fµ) = E(F−1

µi |F
−1
µi−1
◦ Fµ) ◦ Fµ(x) = x+ α(F−1

µi−1
(Fµ(x))− x)
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Thus,

E(F−1
µi |F

−1
µi−1
◦ Fµ) = F−1

µ (x) + α(F−1
µi−1

(x)− F−1
µ (x)),

which is equal to the conditional expectation of E(F−1
µi |F

−1
µi−1

) when we use model (36) for F−1
µi and

contract around S = F−1
µ .

Remark 6.13. Note that α[T, S] = T when α = 1, and α[T, S] = T−1 when α = −1. Therefore

in either of these cases, the time series Ti does not provide any information about S and it would

impossible to estimate the map S. Therefore we assume −1 < α < 1. This is in contrast with system

(4), where consistent estimation is possible for all values of 0 ≤ α ≤ 1,

If a stationary solution to system (37) exists, then

E[Ti] = E[Ti+1] = E[E[Ti+1|Ti]] = E[α[Ti, S]],

and therefore E[Ti] = S, when −1 < α < 1.

We define the estimators (α̂N , SN ) of (α, S) as follows:

α̂N := arg min
α
MN (α),

where

MN (α) :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

g(Ti−1, Ti, SN )

gα(Ti−1, Ti, S) := ‖α[Ti−1, S]− Ti‖22

SN :=
1

N

N∑
j=1

Tj

It is worth noting that unlike in system (4), where the estimation of the map S depends on

the estimator of α, in this system, the estimator of the map S is simply the average of the maps

Ti. Consequently, the statistical analysis of the estimators is somewhat easier in this case. Similar

procedures to those used for model (4) can be used to demonstrate the existence of a unique

stationary solution, the consistency of the estimator, and obtain the rate of convergence.

Assuming that system (37) satisfies the moment contracting condition 3.1, a unique stationary

solution for this system exists, and E[Ti] = S, as in the previous case. We can then use Lemma 3.6

to obtain the central limit theorem (CLT) for SN and show that SN converges in probability to the

true S.

It is worth noting that the Lipschitz continuity property of the new function g with respect to

α can be shown using the fact that ‖α1[T, S]− α2[T, S]‖2 . |α1 − α2|. Using this property and

following a similar proof technique as in Theorem 3.10, we can argue that the rate of convergence

is N−1/2.
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Remark 6.14. Once again we can use the system (37) to construct a Markov chain model for

a dependent sequence of probability distributions µi ∈ W2(Ω) by either interpreting the maps as

consecutive optimal maps between a time series of probability distributions or directly using the

maps to model the quantile functions. While using system (4), the increment interpretation using

α = 0 is equivalent to quantile interpretation using α = 1, a similar straightforward relationship

does not appear to exist when using system (37).

Data Availability Statement

The data that support the findings of this study are openly available at

www.ncei.noaa.gov/cdo-web/search?datasetid=GHCND.
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Horváth, L., Kokoszka, P. and Reeder, R. 2013. Estimation of the mean of functional time

series and a two-sample problem. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical

Methodology) 75: 103–122.

Hsing, T. and Eubank, R. 2015. Theoretical foundations of functional data analysis, with an

introduction to linear operators 997. John Wiley & Sons.

Jiang, Y. 2022. Wasserstein multivariate auto-regressive models for modeling distributional time

series and its application in graph learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2207.05442.

Kneip, A. and Utikal, K. J. 2001. Inference for density families using functional principal com-

ponent analysis. Journal of the American Statistical Association 96: 519–542.

33



Kokoszka, P., Miao, H., Petersen, A. and Shang, H. L. 2019. Forecasting of density functions

with an application to cross-sectional and intraday returns. International Journal of Forecasting

35: 1304–1317.

Kurdila, A. J. and Zabarankin, M. 2006. Convex functional analysis. Springer Science & Busi-

ness Media.

Morris, J. S. 2015. Functional regression. Annual Review of Statistics and Its Application 2:

321–359.

Newey, W. K. 1991. Uniform convergence in probability and stochastic equicontinuity. Econo-

metrica: Journal of the Econometric Society: 1161–1167.

Panaretos, V. M. and Zemel, Y. 2016. Amplitude and phase variation of point processes. The

Annals of Statistics 44: 771–812.

Panaretos, V. M. and Zemel, Y. 2020. An invitation to statistics in Wasserstein space. Springer

Nature.

Patrangenaru, V. and Ellingson, L. 2015. Nonparametric statistics on manifolds and their

applications to object data analysis. CRC Press.

Petersen, A., Müller, H.-G. et al. 2016. Functional data analysis for density functions by

transformation to a Hilbert space. Annals of Statistics 44: 183–218.

Petersen, A., Zhang, C. and Kokoszka, P. 2022. Modeling probability density functions as

data objects. Econometrics and Statistics 21: 159–178.

Van Der Vaart, A. W. and Wellner, J. A. 1996. Weak convergence. In Weak convergence

and empirical processes: 16–28. Springer.

Wu, W. B. and Shao, X. 2004. Limit theorems for iterated random functions. Journal of Applied

Probability 41: 425–436.
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