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Abstract. Quantile regression is a powerful tool for inferring how covariates af-
fect specific percentiles of the response distribution. Existing methods either es-
timate conditional quantiles separately for each quantile of interest or estimate
the entire conditional distribution using semi- or non-parametric models. The for-
mer often produce inadequate models for real data and do not share information
across quantiles, while the latter are characterized by complex and constrained
models that can be difficult to interpret and computationally inefficient. Further,
neither approach is well-suited for quantile-specific subset selection. Instead, we
pose the fundamental problems of linear quantile estimation, uncertainty quantifi-
cation, and subset selection from a Bayesian decision analysis perspective. For any
Bayesian regression model, we derive optimal and interpretable linear estimates
and uncertainty quantification for each model-based conditional quantile. Our ap-
proach introduces a quantile-focused squared error loss, which enables efficient,
closed-form computing and maintains a close relationship with Wasserstein-based
density estimation. In an extensive simulation study, our methods demonstrate
substantial gains in quantile estimation accuracy, variable selection, and inference
over frequentist and Bayesian competitors. We apply these tools to identify the
quantile-specific impacts of social and environmental stressors on educational out-
comes for a large cohort of children in North Carolina.
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1 Introduction

Quantile regression estimates the functional relationship between covariates and
specific percentiles of a response variable. We focus on linear quantile regression, which
assumes that the 7th conditional quantile for a random variable Y changes linearly as
a function of p-dimensional predictors x:

QY [z, B(7)} = =T B(7). (1)

$An R package, QRSubsets, implementing the proposed methods is available online: https://github.
com/jfeldman396/QRSubsets
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2 Bayesian Quantile Regression

Estimated across 7, the coefficients 3(7) summarize how the covariates affect not only
the location, but also the shape of the response distribution Y | x. This is useful
when interest lies in providing a more robust and comprehensive view of the relation-
ship between covariates and the response variable. Consequently, quantile regression
methods have been been applied in diverse settings, including medicine (Kottas and
Gelfand, 2001), finance (Bassett and Chen, 2002), and environmental studies (Pandey
and Nguyen, 1999), among many others.

The unique insight from linear quantile regression comes from identifying predictors
with heterogeneous effects (1) # B;(7") for some 7 # 7’. This capability is essential
when the covariates affect higher order moments or tails of ¥ | . For instance, in
childhood educational outcome studies (Section 5), it is essential to determine whether
socioeconomic variables, environmental exposures, and other key factors differentially
impact low, medium, or high-achieving students, which can provide far-reaching impli-
cations for policy interventions.

Broadly, there are several important components and considerations in quantile re-
gression. First, quantile-specific linear coefficient estimates are obtained to detect poten-
tially heterogeneous covariate effects, including both magnitude and direction. Second,
quantile-specific uncertainty quantification provides important context for these coeffi-
cients and facilitates comparisons across both quantiles and variables. Third, when p is
moderate or large, quantile-specific subset selection provides more interpretable and par-
simonious summaries and identifies the most impactful covariates across the distribution
Y | . Each of these targets must simultaneously respect the fundamental smoothness
across quantiles: estimates, uncertainties, and selections should be similar for adjacent
quantiles. Finally, the algorithms that deliver these results should be scalable in both
the number of observations n and the number of covariates p.

We first review existing Bayesian and frequentist methods for quantile regression,
both to showcase the successes in this area and to highlight the need for methodological
advances. We then introduce our approach and explain how it addresses each of the
challenges above.

1.1 Separate Quantile Regressions

Separate quantile regression techniques estimate independent models for any set of
quantiles, providing targeted estimation for each 7. Given paired data {(x;,y;)}" 1,
Koenker and Bassett Jr (1978) introduced this approach from a frequentist perspective,
obtaining quantile-specific coefficient estimates by minimizing the check loss

P

B(r) = arg ming Y pr (i 2TA(7)) @

where p;(a,b) = {a—b(7 — 14_p<0)}. Since no closed-form solutions exist, (2) is usually
solved by linear programming. However, the solutions are computed separately for each
7 with no mechanism for information-sharing between 8(7) and B(7') at nearby quan-
tiles 7, 7’. As a result, the estimates can be erratic and non-smooth across 7, especially
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for extreme quantiles near zero or one. Confidence intervals are obtained through boot-
strapping, which is computationally intensive, or asymptotic approximations, which can
be inaccurate for small to moderate n (Koenker et al., 2017). Similar to point estimation,
there is no information-sharing across quantiles for these interval estimates.

The Bayesian analog to (2) uses separate, quantile-specific asymmetric Laplace (AL)
likelihoods for y = {y;}1_, given X = {x;}, with centrality parameters {]3(7)}",
(Yu and Moyeed, 2001):

n

pely | X, B(n)} = [[7(1 = T)exp[—pr {yi, 2] B(7)}]. ®3)

=1

Bayesian inference proceeds by placing priors on B(7) and inferring posterior distri-
butions separately for each 7. Under a flat prior on B(7) and the likelihood (3), the
maximum a posteriori estimator yields the same solution as (2). Broader theoretical
justification is provided by Sriram et al. (2013), who detail sufficient conditions under
which the posterior for B(7) is strongly consistent. Convenient parameter expansions
have been developed to facilitate posterior sampling under (3) (Kozumi and Kobayashi,
2011; Fasiolo et al., 2021), which has led to widespread implementation with open source
software (Benoit and Van den Poel, 2017).

In general, Bayesian quantile regression with the AL likelihood faces significant lim-
itations. First, there is no information-sharing among nearby quantiles, which results
in excessively large posterior uncertainties and underpowered inference for (), espe-
cially for extreme quantiles near zero or one (see Sections 4-5). Second, an AL likelihood
must be specified for each 7, which induces distinct Bayesian models for the same data,
typically with no attempt to reconcile or combine them. Finally, the AL likelihood of-
ten produces a substantially inadequate model for real data across many, if not all 7,
which undermines the interpretability of the resulting inferences. Kowal and Wu (2023)
proposed a transformation-based generalization of (3) to improve model adequacy, but
did not address the previous two concerns.

1.2 Simultaneous Quantile Regression Methods

The lack of information-sharing across quantiles for separate (frequentist or Bayesian)
quantile regression estimators commonly results in probabilistically incoherent quantile
estimates. Specifically, separate quantile estimates often exhibit undesirable quantile
crossing, which occurs when x78(7) > xT8(7') for 7 < 7/, violating basic probability
properties for the implied conditional distribution of Y | «. In response, a variety of
Bayesian and frequentist methodologies have been developed to provide quantile regres-
sions that ensure both smoothness and non-crossing of the coefficients across quantiles
7. In contrast to separate quantile regression methods, these simultaneous quantile re-
gression methods fit a singular model to the data that estimates all quantiles of Y | x.

Bondell et al. (2010) proposed to estimate linear quantiles (1) jointly across 7 and
subject to constraints that enforce quantile non-crossing. Kadane and Tokdar (2012)
introduced a suitable Bayesian version. Alternative likelihoods to the AL (3) have in-
cluded empirical likelihoods (Yang and He, 2012) and substitution likelihoods (Dunson
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and Taylor, 2005), which allow simultaneous inference for multiple quantiles. Other ap-
proaches estimate (1) by specifying semi- or non-parametric distributions for the errors
{y;—x] B(7)} that satisfy certain quantile restrictions (Kottas and Gelfand, 2001; Kottas
and Krnjaji¢, 2009; Reich et al., 2009; Reich and Smith, 2013). Taddy and Kottas (2010)
specified a joint model for (Y, «) and then inferred the conditional quantiles of YV | x,
which enforces quantile non-crossing but sacrifices a convenient form for Q,(Y | ) such
as linearity (1).

A principal criticism of simultaneous quantile regression methods is their complex-
ity, both for modelling and computing. For many semi- or non-parametric simultane-
ous methods, the functional form of the conditional quantiles deviates from the linear
parameterization (1). Consequently, inference and comparisons among quantile-specific
covariate effects are difficult to interpret and detection of heterogeneous covariate effects
is more challenging. Further, models constrained to prevent quantile crossing require
sophisticated optimization techniques or sampling algorithms, which present significant
burdens for even moderately-sized data. Related, open source software for these meth-
ods is lacking. Finally, the modeling and computational complexity of these methods
inhibits quantile-specific subset selection, which we discuss below.

1.3 Subset Selection in Quantile Regression

The goal of subset selection is to identify parsimonious representations of the re-
gression function without sacrificing predictive power. This is particularly useful when
p is moderate or large: with fewer active (or selected) covariates, it is easier to interpret
the effects of each variable. Further, subset selection reduces storage requirements and
can lower the variability of the estimated effects. For quantile regression, there is the
added complexity that subset selection must be quantile-specific. This further aids in
detecting covariate heterogeneity, as the subsets are allowed to vary between quantiles.

Among separate quantile regression methods, modifications to (2) have been de-
veloped for quantile-specific variable selection. Sparse estimates are obtained by ap-
pending a penalty term to (2), such as an ¢;-penalty (Wu and Liu, 2009; Belloni and
Chernozhukov, 2011; Wang et al., 2012; Lee et al., 2014). The sparsity among penalized
quantile regression estimates is controlled by a tuning parameter, typically selected via
cross-validation, which can be computationally intensive for the (penalized) objective
(2). These methods do not provide uncertainty quantification, and are limited in that
common sparsity penalties i) introduce overshrinkage of nonzero effects and ii) severely
restrict the subset search path. By design, these methods focus on selecting a single
"best" subset. However, even for moderate p with correlated covariates or weak signals,
there are often many subsets that offer similar predictive accuracy. Thus, it can be
misleading to report only a single "best" subset; consideration of a broader collection
of "near-optimal" subsets can be more comprehensive and informative, but requires a
robust subset search (Kowal, 2022).

Although frequentist subset search and selection is well-studied for mean regression
(Furnival and Wilson, 2000; Hofmann et al., 2007; Bertsimas et al., 2016), extensions
to quantile regression are so far unavailable.
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For Bayesian variable selection with separate AL likelihoods (3), it is common to
use sparsity or shrinkage priors for B(7) (Li and Zhu, 2008; Alhamzawi et al., 2012;
Chen et al., 2013). However, these priors do not resolve the fundamental inadequacies
of the AL model. Further, each of these methods selects variables marginally, either via
posterior inclusion probabilities or credible intervals that exclude zero. Under the AL
likelihood, marginal posteriors for J;(7) are often characterized by large uncertainty,
which results in severely underpowered variable selection (see Section 4).

For simultaneous quantile regression methods, no obvious path toward quantile-
specific subset selection emerges. These methods, already burdened by complex con-
straints or semi- or non-parametric specifications, are not well-suited to incorporate
cardinality constraints for each quantile. Thus, we consider alternative approaches.

1.4 Quantile Regression Through Posterior Summarization

To address the gaps in quantile regression methodology, we develop a Bayesian deci-
sion analysis procedure for estimation, uncertainty quantification, and subset selection
for linear quantile regression. Our methodology centers around first building a Bayesian
model to capture salient features in the data, and then extracting targeted summaries of
the model-based conditional quantiles. The general procedure is outlined in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Bayesian quantile regression, inference and subset selection using poste-
rior summarization

1. Fit a Bayesian regression model M

o Description: Fit a Bayesian model to {x;, y; }?_; and extract posterior samples
of model-based conditional quantile functions at each x; and any quantile 7 of
interest;

2a. Quantile estimation and uncertainty quantification

o Description: For any 7 and subset S C {1, ..., p} of predictors, apply decision
analysis to obtain quantile-specific linear coefficient estimates and uncertainty
quantification;

2b. Subset search, filtration, and selection

o Description: For any 7, conduct a quantile-specific subset search, accumulate
a family of subsets with strong predictive power, and summarize this family via
i) a single subset that balances parsimony and predictive power and ii) measures
of variable importance across all subsets in the family.

Our formulation introduces several overarching advances to Bayesian quantile re-
gression. First, the machinery is compatible with any Bayesian regression model M for
Y € R, including non-linear and non-parametric models (Pratola et al., 2020), Bayesian
model averaging (Raftery et al., 1997), and Bayesian model stacking (Yao et al., 2018),
among many others. Our framework remains compatible with separate Bayesian AL
models and Bayesian simultaneous quantile regression models. However, the enhanced
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generality of our approach allows the Bayesian modeler to build M to be suitable for the
observed data, rather than to satisfy certain quantile-specific modeling requirements,
such as AL likelihoods or unwieldy constraints.

Next, we design a decision analysis that extracts point estimates of quantile-specific
linear coefficients from the model M conditional quantile functions. Our approach fea-
tures a quantile-focused squared error loss, which is motivated through its close con-
nection with the Wasserstein distance between measures (Fréchet, 1948) and enables
efficient, closed-form computation of optimal (in a decision analysis sense) linear coef-
ficients for any quantile and any subset of predictors. Crucially, the model M conveys
regularization, both in the traditional sense (i.e., shrinkage of extraneous coefficients to
zero) and via smoothness and information-sharing across nearby quantiles. Thus, while
M need not feature linear quantiles (1), the conditional quantiles under a singular model
M are probabilistically coherent and typically smooth across 7.

The underlying Bayesian regression model M also delivers uncertainty quantification
for the quantile-specific linear coefficients. In particular, the solution to each quantile-
specific decision analysis is a posterior functional, which provides posterior inference for
the linear quantile coefficients. We emphasize that this procedure derives from a single
model M and does not lead to data re-use or model re-fitting for multiple quantiles.

Finally, we leverage the decision analysis framework to achieve quantile-specific sub-
set search and selection. Our approach yields closed-form linear coefficient estimates for
any quantile and any subset, and unlocks decision analysis strategies for variable selec-
tion previously deployed only for mean regression (Hahn and Carvalho, 2015; Woody
et al., 2021; Kowal, 2021, 2022). We extend these approaches for quantile regression
and design a subset search procedure to accumulate an acceptable family of subsets
that provide strong predictive accuracy for each quantile. From this acceptable family,
we recommend one subset based on the parsimony principle (i.e., the smallest subset
in this family), but also construct variable importance metrics to avoid the overreliance
on any single "best" subset. This is especially important when multiple subsets offer
similar predictive accuracy. Our variable importance metrics seek to provide additional
context in this common scenario.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce pos-
terior decision analysis for quantile regression. Section 3 describes our quantile-specific
subset search and selection procedure. We provide a simulation study in Section 4 to
evaluate the proposed methodology for prediction, inference, selection, and quantile
crossing. In Section 5 we conduct a quantile regression analysis using data on end-of-
grade test scores for children in North Carolina. We conclude in Section 6.

2 Bayesian Decision Analysis for Quantile Regression

Our approach to quantile regression first constructs a Bayesian regression model to
capture salient features of Y | @. Then, we use Bayesian decision analysis to provide
linear summaries of the model-based quantiles. Crucially, the user chooses the under-
lying Bayesian model, which is unhindered by rigid structures imposed by models that
require quantile-specific likelihoods (Section 1.1) or constraints (Section 1.2).
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Given paired data {(x;, y;) }?_;, consider a Bayesian regression model M for response
variable Y € R parameterized by 6. Suppose M has been curated to best capture
the conditional distribution of Y | @, which may include nonlinearity, skewness, and
heteroscedasticity, among many other features.

Importantly, M implicitly models the quantiles of Y | . To see this, consider the
class of additive location-scale models:

yi = f(@) + s(xi)es, & X F (4)

where F' is a cumulative distribution function (CDF) such that ¢; has mean zero and
variance one. Under (4), the conditional quantile function for any 7 and covariate value
x is a function of model parameters 8 = (f, s):

Q- (Y | x;,0) = f(x;) + s(x;)F (7). (5)

Given a prior p(8), Bayesian inference for (4) targets the posterior distribution p(0 | y).
Then, for any 7, the model M posterior propagates uncertainty to the conditional
quantiles via (5). Thus, we view Q,(Y | ¢, 0) as a posterior functional. When the error
quantile function F~! is smooth in 7, then the implied model-based quantiles (5) inherit
this smoothness. Assuming M is a valid probability model for Y | x, Q. (Y | =;,0) is
guaranteed to avoid quantile crossing.

Leveraging the Bayesian model M, our goal is to provide linear quantile estimates,
uncertainty quantification, and subset selection. We design a decision analysis for each
task. Central to this approach is a loss function £{Q,(Y | x,0),x7ds(7)} that evalu-
ates the accuracy of a quantile-specific linear action, €Tdg(7), with active (i.e., nonzero)
coefficients for a given subset S C {1,...,p} of covariates. Since the model-based quan-
tiles Q. (Y | @, 0) are unknown but inherit a posterior distribution under M through
p(0 | y), the optimal coefficients are obtained by minimizing the posterior expected loss:

SS(T) = arg minGSEO\y‘C{QT(Y | Z, 0)1 :ETJS(T)}‘ (6)

Thus, (6) provides linear quantile estimation, specific to each quantile 7 and each subset
S, under the model M and the loss £. We note that the proposed decision analysis
framework is not strictly limited to linear actions &Tdg(7): it is possible to extract
quantile-specific trees or additive functions of x, akin to Woody et al. (2021) for mean
regression. Here, we focus on linear actions in accordance with (1).

A principal task is to specify the loss function £. We propose a quantile-focused
squared error loss, aggregated over the covariate values {@;}? ;:

L{Q-(Y | @.0),a785(r)} = 3 [|Q- (Vi | @i, 0) 2] 8s(7)];. (™)
=1

The loss function (7) is exceptionally convenient for point estimation (Section 2.1),
uncertainty quantification (Section 2.2), and subset selection (Section 3), and enables
closed-form estimation and efficient subset search strategies. More formally, we estab-
lish deeper theoretical justification for (7) via connections to Wasserstein-based density
regression (Section 2.3).
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2.1 Point Estimation for Linear Quantiles

A significant advantage of using the quantile-focused squared error loss (7) is in the
availability of a closed-form solution for (6). For any quantile 7 and subset of covariates
S, we derive the optimal linear action:

Lemma 2.1. Suppose Eg|,||Q-(Y; | x;,0)||3 < oo fori = 1,...,n. For any quantile
7 € (0,1) and any subset of predictors S C {1,...,p}, the optimal action (6) under the
quantile-focused squared error loss (7) is

~

ds(7) = (XFXs5) ' XLQ,(X) (8)

with zeros for indices j ¢ S, where QT(wi) = By {Q-(Yi | 4, 0)}, QT(X) = {QT(asl), ...
,Qr(2,)}7, and X s the n x |S| matriz of active covariates for subset S.

Proof. 1t suffices to observe that Eg,||Q-(Y; | :,0) — x]ds(7)|5 = Eo)y[{Q-(Yi |
i, 0) — Q- (i)} + {Qr (@) — 2] ds(7)}I3 = By Q- (Yi | :,0) — Q- (x)II5 +

Eo iyl Q- (x;) — 2] 85(7)|5 where the first term is finite and does not depend on d5(7).
The remaining steps constitute an ordinary least squares solution. O

Thus, the optimal linear action under the quantile-focused squared error loss is
the least squares solution with response vector QT(X ) and covariate submatrix X g.
The result is a linear point estimate of the 7th conditional quantile of Y | @, which
provides the magnitude and direction of the relationship between each covariate and
a specific percentile of the response. These coefficients may also be used for quantile-
specific prediction.

In general, the posterior expected conditional quantiles QT(mi) = FEgiy{Q-(Y: |
x;,0)} under M are not available in closed-form. However, Monte Carlo approximations
are casily obtained using posterior samples {8™})_, ~ p(8 | y) via Eg,[Q-(Y; |

L, 0)] ~ M 27]\7{:1 QT(YI ‘ L, Bm)
It is apparent from Lemma 2.1 that different models will provide different optimal

linear actions (6), since Q. (X) will vary from model to model. An important special
case emerges for homoscedastic linear regression:

Corollary 1. For the location-scale model (4) with linearity f(x;) = x]B(7), ho-
moscedasticity s(x;) = o, and an intercept ;3 = 1, the optimal action (6) under
(7) for the full set of covariates is 3{17___4,}(7) = [61(7),{B;}=s) for any T, where

Bi(1) = Egiy[Br + 0F (7)) and B; = EgpyB; for j =2,....,p.

Proof. With 3(x;) = Egjyo for any x;, it suffices to observe that under (4), Q-(x;) =

Bl(r) + Z?:z xijﬁj. In addition, for the action using the full set of covariates, the
covariate matrix is X . Plugging this into (8) yields the result. O
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For homoscedastic linear regression, the quantile-specific linear action for the full set
of covariates S = {1,...,p} is precisely the posterior expectation of the linear model
coefficients, with a quantile-specific shift for the intercept. This result also emphasizes
the inability of homoscedastic linear regression to detect heterogeneous covariate effects;
excluding the intercept, the quantile-specific linear coefficients are constant across .

Alternatively, consider any Bayesian model M with linear quantiles (1). Prominent
examples include separate Bayesian AL regressions along with several simultaneous
quantile methods (Section 1.2). In this case, the optimal action (6) under (7) with
all covariates S = {1,...,p} is the posterior expectation of the quantile-specific linear
regression coefficients:

Corollary 2. For any Bayesian model with with linear quantiles Q. (Y; | ¢;,0) =
xTB(1), the optimal action (6) under (7) for the full set of covariates is 3{17“.717} (r)=

B(T), where B(T) = EgyB(7).

Proof. The result is immediate using the argument in Corollary 1 and observing that

Q.(X) = XB(7). 0

Corollaries 1 and 2 show that, under common (mean and quantile) linear regression
models, the optimal actions (6) are directly related to the posterior expectations of the
regression coefficients. Thus, the point estimates (6) inherit regularization (shrinkage,
sparsity, smoothness, etc.) from M, which improves estimation, especially for large p.

While Corollaries 1 and 2 confirm reasonable behavior for the optimal action (6)
under linear regression models, we emphasize the utility of Lemma 2.1 for quantile re-
gression estimation under any Bayesian regression model. In particular, the analyst can
prioritize curation of M to capture complex features of the entire conditional distribu-
tion Y | @, including nonlinearity, skewness, heteroscedasticity, while (8) provides the
optimal linear approximation of the model-based quantiles under the loss function (7).

2.2 Posterior Uncertainty Quantification

To enable posterior uncertainty quantification for the quantile-specific linear coeffi-
cients, we revisit (6), but without the posterior expectation. Using the quantile-focused
squared error loss (7), we define the quantile-specific posterior action as the solution to

d5(0;7) = arg ming ZHQT(Yi | 2i,0) — 2] d5(7)|3

i=1

= (XL1Xs)'XLQ. (Y| X,0) 9)

for any subset of covariates S and any quantile 7, where Q.(Y | X,0) = {Q-(y1 |
21,0),...,Q:(yn | ©n,0)}7. By design, (9) projects the posterior functional Q. (Y |
X, 0) onto the corresponding sub-matrix of covariates, so d5(0;7) inherits a posterior
distribution under M.
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Similar to the optimal action (6), the posterior action (9) can be linked directly to
the model M parameters by considering linear (mean or quantile) regression models. For
homoscedastic linear regression, the posterior action returns the posterior distribution
of the linear regression coefficients, with a quantile-specific shift for the intercept:

Corollary 3. For the location-scale model (4) with linearity f(x;) = x]B(7), ho-
moscedasticity s(x;) = o, and an intercept x;1 = 1, the posterior action (9) for the
full set of covariates S = {1,...,p} satisfies

01,0 (0;7) ~p(0" | y)
where 0 = [ + o F (1), {BiYi—al.

Proof. For the homoscedastic linear regression, Q,(Y | X,0) = [{f1 + cF~(7)} +
> i @ijBiliz;. Therefore, for the full set of covariates and any quantile, (9) is equal in
distribution to the regression coefficients under the model M posterior, with only the
intercept term varying as a function of the quantile. O

As in Corollary 2, a similar result is available when M features linear quantiles (1):
the posterior action for the full set of covariates is distributed according to the posterior
distribution of the quantile-specific regression coefficients B(7).

Once again, the advantage of the posterior action (9) is that it delivers quantile- and
subset-specific uncertainty quantification under any Bayesian model M. Crucially, the
posterior action does not require Bayesian model re-fitting for each choice of quantile 7
or subset S: all uncertainty derives from the single model M posterior. The distribution
of (9) is easily accessed given posterior samples {8™}_,: we simply compute Q, (Y |
X,0™) and plug the result into (9) for any identified subset S.

2.3 Connection with the Wasserstein Geometry

The quantile-focused squared error loss (7) is motivated through its connection with
the Wasserstein geometry on the space of probability measures. Consider a posterior
decision analysis for point-estimation of the probability density function (PDF) of Y | «
under M. Density regression can be accomplished under Wasserstein geometry, which
defines valid metrics over the space of random probability measures (Petersen et al.,
2021). Formally, let D be the space of univariate PDFs with finite second moments and
consider the random PDF g € D for Y | & with associated (conditional) CDF G and
quantile function G~!. Regression of g on covariates « finds h € D (with CDF H and
quantile function H 1) that minimizes the expected squared-Wasserstein distance

h*(x) = argminheDEmwd%V(g, h). (10)

Equivalently, (10) minimizes the expected L? distance between conditional (on &) quan-
tiles G=! and H~! integrated over all 7:

1
h*(x) = argminheDEm/ HG;1 - H;1||; dr. (11)
0
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Clasically, data-driven estimation of (11) requires multiple realizations from Y; | ;
for each covariate value x; in order to compute empirical quantiles G; YY; | z;). By
computing these empirical quantiles over a fine grid 7 € {0 < 7y,...,7 < 1}, Petersen
et al. (2021) proposed to estimate (11) by minimizing

DO NG (Y @) — H (Vi | )5 (12)

T=T71 1=1
over densities h € D, and showed that the solution is a consistent estimator of h*.

For Bayesian decision analysis, the analogous approach is to replace the empirical
quantiles G=1(Y; | ;) by the model M quantiles Q,(Y; | x;,0). Unlike the empirical
quantiles, the model-based quantiles do not require multiple realizations of Y; | @; at
each ;. Then, like in (6), we minimize the posterior expected loss

oy 3. S 100 (Yi | @,,6) - 8(ai7)]3 (13)

T=71 1=1

over densities with corresponding quantile functions §(x;; 7). Thus, the minimizer of
(13) is a model-based point estimate of the PDF (or quantile function) of Y | & under
squared-Wasserstein loss.

To establish a connection with the proposed decision analysis for quantile regression
in (6)-(7), we emphasize two critical choices for (13). First, we require linearity of
the quantile function, dg(x;7) = ®Tds(7), possibly with a subset of active covariates
S C {1,...,p}. This requirement aligns with our goals of linear quantile regression
(1) and quantile-specific subset search and selection (Section 3). Second, the decision
analysis in (6)-(7) elects not to impose the requirement that the estimated quantiles
xTds(7), taken jointly across 7, yield a valid density function for each . The primary
motivation is tractability—including for point estimation, uncertainty quantification,
and subset selection. Then, the collection of quantile-specific estimates g(7) from (6)-
(8), taken across T € {1y, ..., 7¢}, minimizes a modified version of the posterior expected
squared-Wasserstein loss (13):

Lemma 2.2. Let §(x;7) = T05(7) for any x and any subset S of covariates. Then
the minimizer of (13), without a density restriction, is given by the quantile estimators
O(x; Tm) = ®T05(Tin) with ds(Tm) computed from (8) separately for each m =1,... L.

Proof. Tt suffices to observe that objective in (13) may be expanded as Y72 Egjy, > i Q- (Vi |
x;,0) — x]d5(7)|3, and since the optimization is unconstrained for §s(7) across 7, the

summands may be optimized separately. Applying Lemma 2.1 separately for each 7,
yields the result. O

This result provides additional motivation for the quantile-focused squared error loss
(7), which is linked to Bayesian decision analysis for density estimation of Y | « under
squared-Wasserstein loss.
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We emphasize that the relaxation of the density requirement maintains alignment
with our primary goals: estimation, uncertainty quantification, and selection of quantile-
specific regression coefficients. We do not claim to provide valid density estimates. We
do, however, observe that the estimated quantiles tend to preserve probabilistic co-
herence, such as quantile non-crossing (see the supplementary material (Feldman and
Kowal, 2024)). Furthermore, this relaxation does not affect the validity of the proposed
decision analysis: we specify a carefully-chosen loss function and minimize the posterior
expected loss under the model M. Indeed, quantile regression often focuses on a few
select quantiles 7, such as upper or lower extremes, quartiles, and medians. Considera-
tion of a fine grid 7 € {71, ..., 7¢}, while feasible with the proposed approach, may offer
little additional information.

3 Quantile-Specific Subset Search and Selection

A primary benefit of the quantile-focused squared error loss is that for any 7 and
subset S of covariates, the optimal linear action is given by the least squares solution
with covariate matrix X g and pseudo-response vector QT(X ). We leverage this result
(Lemma 2.1) to provide new and efficient strategies for quantile-specific subset search

and selection.

3.1 Subset Search with Decision Analysis

Subset search requires i) evaluation criteria to compare among subsets and ii) al-
gorithms to efficiently explore the (typically massive) space of all 2P subsets. For any
quantile 7 and subset S, we evaluate the optimal action dg(r) from (8) using two
quantities. First,

Ls(m) = Eopy Y_|Q-(Yi | 2:,0) — 2] d5(7)l13 (14)
i=1

is the minimum achieved for each subset S and quantile 7 under the quantile-focused
squared error loss (7). Thus, (14) is a single number summary that compares the quantile
estimates under the optimal action to the model-based conditional quantiles. Second,
we compute

Ls(6;7) = > [Q-(Yi | i,0) — T 65(7)]3, (15)
=1

which resembles (14) but instead inherits a posterior distribution via p(@ | y) under
model M. Thus, (15) enables uncertainty quantification for the performance of each
subset. The evaluation criteria in (14) and (15) are used in conjunction to search and
subsequently filter to the "near-optimal” or acceptable family of subsets (Kowal, 2021),
specific to each quantile 7.

A key observation is that Lg, (1) — Lg,(7) = ﬁsl (1) — IA/S2 (1), where fxs(’]’) =
S Q- () — x]85(7)|3, so we need only consider the residual sum-of-squares (RSS)
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Lg(7) from a linear predictor with response Q. (x;) = Egiy{Q-(Yi | z;,0)}. Notably,
classical and state-of-the-art subset search algorithms for mean regression rely on RSS
comparisons among subsets (Furnival and Wilson, 2000; Hofmann et al., 2007; Bertsi-
mas et al., 2016). Thus, our deployment of the quantile-focused squared error loss (14)
enables adaptation of these strategies for quantile-specific subset search and selection.

When the complete enumeration of all possible 2P subsets is not feasible, we apply the
branch-and-bound (BBA) search algorithm (Furnival and Wilson, 2000) to efficiently
eliminate non-competitive subsets. BBA uses a tree-based enumeration of all possible
subsets to extract the most promising m; < (Z) subsets for each size k € {1,...,p}
according to RSS, which in our setting is equivalent to (14). A key benefit of BBA is
that it provides a large number of candidate subsets my of each size k. Thus, we apply

BBA as a pre-screening procedure to obtain candidate subsets $(7) for each quantile 7.

The inputs for the BBA algorithm are i) the model-based fitted quantiles {Q, (z;)},
ii) the covariates {x;}, and iii) the maximum number of subsets mj, to return for each
subset size k, which should be chosen as large as computationally feasible. In our simula-
tion and application, we set my = 50. An efficient implementation of the BBA algorithm
is available in the leaps package in R, which provides fast filtering for p < 35; see the
supplement (Feldman and Kowal, 2024) for details on our model-assisted pre-screening
approach when p > 35.

3.2 Subset Filtration

Although it is tempting to consider subset selection based on Lg(7), the well-known
ordering properties of RSS apply in the current setting: for nested subsets S; C S5, it is
guaranteed that Lg, (1) > Lg, (7). Thus, selection based on (14) alone will invariably and
trivially select the full set of covariates, S = {1,...,p}. This motivates our consideration
of Lg(0;7) in (15), which provides an alternative path for subset selection.

We compare the posterior loss (15) between any given subset, Lg(6;7), and the
model-based fitted quantiles, Ly (8;7) = 327, Q- (Y; | 2i,0) — Q- ()13, which provide
a useful and competitive benchmark. Specifically, we compute the percent increase in
loss between the optimal linear action and the model-based fitted quantiles:

Ds(r) =100 x {Ls(6;7) — L (0;7)}/ Ly (65 7). (16)

Crucially, Dg(7) inherits a posterior distribution under M, and is easily computed for
each candidate subset S € $(7) using posterior samples of 8. Then, from (16) we collect
the subsets for which the optimal linear action has nonnegligble probability ¢ > 0 (under
M) of matching the performance of the fitted quantiles:

A(r) = {S €8 : p{Ds(r) <0 | y} > <} (17)

We refer to A.(7) as the quantile-specific acceptable family, which extends the acceptable
family from mean regression to quantile regression (Kowal, 2021, 2022). Equivalently,
S € A.(7) if and only if there is a lower (1 —¢) credible interval for Dg(7) that includes
zero (Kowal, 2021). Given this correspondence, we set € = 0.05 by default.



14 Bayesian Quantile Regression

Within the acceptable family, we select a subset based on the parsimony principle:
Ssmatt(7) = argmingep (- |S] (18)

which is the quantile-specific smallest acceptable subset. By construction, Sgmau(7) re-
ports the simplest (most parsimonious) explanation that maintains competitive esti-
mation for the 7th quantile. The selected subset is quantile-specific, and thus it is
informative to compare Sgpq1(7) across quantiles 7.

When (18) is nonunique, we select the subset that minimizes (14). In some cases,
A, (1) may be empty and Sgmau(7) will be undefined, such as when the quantiles are
highly nonlinear in x. This outcome is informative: it suggests that the linear actions
(6) are inadequate for the 7th quantile and must be replaced by alternative quantile
summaries, such as trees or additive functions.

3.3 Quantifying Variable Importance

A principal advantage of curating the quantile-specific acceptable family (17) is that
it contains more information than any single ("best") subset. In the common applied
setting with moderate p, correlated covariates, or weak signals, there are typically many
subsets that offer similar accuracy. Thus, we de-emphasize the selection of a single
"best" subset and instead provide more comprehensive summaries of the quantile-specific
acceptable family.

For each covariate j, we introduce a quantile-specific variable importance metric:

VL(r) =A™ > I{jeS} (19)

SeA. (1)

which reports the proportion of acceptable subsets that include variable j. Informally,
(19) measures how essential the jth covariate is for linearly predicting the 7th quantile.
We are particularly interested in keystone covariates that appear in nearly all acceptable
subsets, VI;(7) > ¢ for some large cutoff ¢ € [0,1]. Alternatively, while a variable
j may be omitted from the "best" subset or Sgmqeu(T), observing VI;(7) > 0 implies
that variable j belongs to at least one subset with near-optimal quantile prediction.
Naturally, VI;(7) may vary with 7, which implies that the importance of covariate j is
heterogeneous across the percentiles of Y | x.

4 Simulation Study

4.1 Simulation Design

We design a simulation study to compare the proposed methodology with compet-
ing methods for quantile regression. Response variables are simulated from the linear
location-scale model

yi = 2l€ + (@lv)e, e Y N(0,1). (20)
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By design, (20) yields linear conditional quantile functions Q%(x) = «78"(7), where
Bi(r) = 2+ & 1(7) and Bi(r) = & + @‘1(7)7;,3' = 2,...,p, with ® the standard
normal CDF. The covariate values x; are simulated independently for ¢ = 1,...,n from
a Gaussian copula with uniform marginals and copula correlation pg; = 0.5/¢=7 which
provides varying degrees of correlation among the predictors. Additional simulations
with independent covariates (pg; = 0) are available in the supplement.

We enforce both sparsity and heterogeneous effects in the response distribution
through £* and ~v*. First, we incorporate homogeneous quantile effects by setting § =2
and 77 = 0 for a pre-specified set of indices j € hom C {2,...,p}, so the linear quantile
coefficients for these variables satisfy §;(7) = 2 for all 7. The intercepts are &§ = 2
and v; = 1. Next, for one covariate het € {2,...,p} \ hom, we set v}, = h and
& = 0, where, h controls the strength of the heteroscedasticity in (20) and thus the
magnitude of §j_,(7) = ®~!(7)h. We determine h by selecting a heterogeneity ratio,
HetRatio = var(x]€")/~;..,, from {0.5, 1} for weak or strong heterogeneity, respectively.
The remaining coefficients are fixed at zero.

To determine hom and het for p-dimensional (correlated) covariates, we isolate every
fourth index using the sequence I = {2 + 45,7 € (0,...,|p/4])} and let hom = {I\
median(I)} and het = |median(I)]. Given the dependence among the covariates, this
ensures that the covariate with heterogeneous effects is at least moderately correlated
with the remaining covariates, which is challenging for selection. A representation of
this scheme is given below for p = 10, I = {2,6,10}, het =6, hom = {2,10}:

* * * * *

V=i =1 7 =0y % =hyeees ¥l =0)
~—~ ~—~
hom het hom

* * * * *

S :(51:27 €2 :27"'766 :07"'751022)'
~— ~—~ ~—~
hom het hom

We carry out our simulation design for (n,p) € {(500,20), (200,50)} and HetRatio €
{0.5,1} across 50 independent repetitions of the data generating process in each setting.

For the Bayesian model M, we fit a linear location-log scale (LL-LS) regression
model to our simulated data:

inde

yi | 0 "~ Normal[z]€, {o exp(a])}’] (21)

with model parameters 8 = (0, &,~). By design, both the mean and variance functions
are misspecified under M: both include all covariates, even those with true null effects,
while the variance function is nonlinear. The full Bayesian specification of M is available
in the supplement, but we note here that regularizing priors are specified on both £ and
~ and the model is estimated using STAN (Carpenter et al., 2017). Posterior samples of
the 7th conditional quantile function under M are easily computed under (21): for each
posterior sample 6° and any covariate value x, we simply compute Q,(Y | x,0°) =
xTE° + o exp(xT~*) P~ 1 (7).

Under each (n,p,HetRatio) combination, we curate acceptable families for 7 €
{0.01,0.05,0.25,0.5,0.75,0.95,0.99} using the proposed methodology in Sections 2-3
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under default settings (mj = 50, = 0.05). Among the subsets in each Ag o5(7), we
evaluate quantile prediction, inference, and variable selection for Sg,q1(7).

For a frequentist competitor, we fit adaptive LASSO quantile regressions separately
for each 7, which use an ¢;-penalized check loss for sparse estimation (Wu and Liu,
2009). The (sparsity) tuning parameter is selected by 5-fold cross-validation with the
one-standard-error rule (alLASSO), and an efficient implementation is available in the
R package rqPen (Sherwood and Maidman, 2017).

For a Bayesian competitor, we fit Bayesian linear quantile regressions with the AL
likelihood and adaptive LASSO priors (AL payes; Alhamzawi et al. (2012)) using default
settings in the bayesQR package in R (Benoit and Van den Poel, 2017). Point estimates
are computed using posterior means of the coeflicients. Variable selection with ALpqyes
identifies those covariates for which the 95% highest posterior density intervals for the
coefficients do not include zero.

Finally, we compare to the quantile estimates from the model-based fitted quantiles
Q(X) under (21) (Q,,,,;). This competitor does not provide linear coefficient estimates,
uncertainty quantification, or selection. Nonetheless, it is a useful benchmark to evaluate
whether our linear quantile estimators sacrifice any predictive performance relative to
an unrestricted estimator under M. Posterior inference for both M and ALpggyes is
based on 2500 posterior samples accumulated after a burn-in of 2500.

4.2 Quantile Prediction

We first summarise the predictive performance of the competing methods on hold-out
datasets (Xiest, Ypest) With nese = 1000, which are generated independently and iden-
tically distributed to the training data. We compute out-of-sample quantile predictions,
say QT(X test ), for each competitor. For each 7, we evaluate the performance using three
metrics: i) the mean-squared error (MSE) between the ground-truth Q% (X ;es¢) and pre-
dictions Qr (X test), ii) the average check loss between between vy, ., and Q- (X test), and
iii) the calibration of Q(X es;) computed via n; !, Yottt M ytest; < Q+(Trest,)}, which
should be near 7 for a well-calibrated quantile estimator (see the supplementary material
(Feldman and Kowal, 2024)). The results for MSE and check loss for 7 € {0.01,0.5,0.99}
and n = 200, p = 50, HetRatio = 1 across simulations are presented in Figure 1; results
for other simulation settings are qualitatively similar (Feldman and Kowal, 2024).

Across all quantiles, the proposed approach demonstrates exceptional quantile pre-
diction. The quantile MSEs for Sg,,q:(7) are significantly lower than those for compet-
ing frequentist and Bayesian methods, especially for extreme quantiles near zero or one.
Ssmaii(T) decisively outperforms al,LASSO in check loss, even though alLASSO-—unlike
Ssmatl (T)—directly optimizes (penalized) check loss via (2). Finally, the linear quantile
predictions from Sg,q:(7) match or improve upon model-based fitted quantiles (Qp,,;),
despite the nonlinearity of the quantile functions in the model (21).
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Figure 1: Quantile mean squared error (MSE; left) and check loss (right) among competing
quantile regression methods; nonoverlapping notches indicate significant differences between
medians, and the dashed vertical line (right) denotes 7. The proposed approach (Ssmaii(7))

offers substantial improvements in quantile prediction relative to both frequentist and Bayesian
competitors, and matches or improves upon the model-based fitted quantiles (Q,,,;)-

4.3 Uncertainty Quantification

Next, we assess uncertainty quantification for the posterior action (9) via 95% pos-
terior interval estimates. Specifically, we construct intervals from the posterior draws of
(9) for two subsets: the smallest acceptable subset Sgmqu(7) and the full set of covariates
Sfur = {1,...,p}. By design, Ssmau(7) is sparse, so the interval estimates under (9) for
any covariates omitted from Sgqu(7) are null. Since S¢,;; includes all covariates, it cir-
cumvents this issue. We compare these interval estimates to the 95% posterior credible
intervals from ALpgyes for each 7.

The intervals are evaluated for calibration, measured by the empirical coverage, and
sharpness, measured by the average interval widths, in Table 3. Narrow intervals that
achieve the 95% nominal coverage are preferred. Most notably, the posterior actions for
both Sfuu and Semau () yield significantly more narrow intervals than AL pqyes, often
by a factor of 2-5. These effects are especially pronounced for extreme quantiles near
zero or one, where ALpqy.s is excessively conservative and underpowered. Importantly,
both Sy and Ssmen(7) maintain the nominal coverage in nearly all settings. As ex-
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pected, the sparsity of Sgmai(7) produces the most narrow intervals, but also sacrifices
empirical coverage for any active variables excluded from Sg.,q1(7). The results for the
other simulation settings are similar, and can be found in the supplementary material
(Feldman and Kowal, 2024).

Table 3: n = 200, p = 50, HetRatio =1
71001 005 025 05 075 095 0.99
Semau(7) | 0.83 0.86 0.88 0.90 0.88 0.85 0.83
Coverage Rate Sfu | 0.98 097 095 094 095 097 0.97
ALpgyes | 098 097 094 094 095 0.97 0.98
Ssmau(7) | 1.23 1.13 094 0.81 094 1.17 1.27
Avg. 95% CI Width Sfun | 3.56  2.87 2,02 1.76 2.03 290 3.60
ALpgyes | 864 495 3.10 273 3.04 499 9.19

Table 3: Coverage rates and average widths of 95% credible intervals for the posterior action (9)
With Ssmair(7) or Sy as well as ALpayes. The intervals for Ssmau(7) and Sy are significantly
more narrow than those for ALpayes, especially for quantiles near zero or one, and typically
maintain nominal coverage. Ssmaqu(7) sacrifices some coverage in favor of sparsity, and thus
provides the most narrow intervals.

4.4 Selection

We evaluate quantile-specific subset selection by computing true positive rates (TPR)
and true negative rates (TNR) for the variables selected by Sspmau(7), aLASSO and
ALBgyes- Here, M is not a competitor: it does not specify linear quantiles or any mech-
anism for quantile-specific variable selection. The results are presented in Table 4.

Across all settings, Sqmau(7) provides a superior balance between TPR, and TNR.
ALBqyes is underpowered and overconservative due to the excessively wide posterior
credible intervals that are used for selection (see Table 3). The frequentist competitor
aLLASSO often produces similar TPRs but lower TNRs compared to Sgmai(7), and thus
selects too many variables.

Improvements in TPRs for Sgp,qu(7) over aLASSO are most notable for extreme
quantiles, though Sg.,.q1(7) appears to offer relatively low power in the larger p settings.
Considering this exception more carefully, the coefficients 8y, (.01) and j;.,(.99) are
about four times larger in magnitude than 8j,,(7), so that X e S5, (7) explains the
vast majority of the variability in the quantiles for 7 € {0.01,0.99}. For these quantiles,
Ssmat1(7) always includes the heterogeneous predictor, but leaves out the homogeneous
predictors, which are less important for predicting those quantiles. This is consistent
with the definition of Sgpa(7), which seeks to find the smallest subset that nearly
matches the model-based quantile estimation from M, and indeed achieves this latter
objective (Figure 1).
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Table 4: n = 200, p = 50, HetRatio = 1

71001 005 025 05 07 095 0.99

Ssmai(7) | 0.43 054 0.69 0.79 0.63 0.57 0.46

TPR alLASSO | 0.21 0.76 0.89 0.95 0.89 0.71 0.27
ALpayes | 0.00 0.02 0.22 035 0.23 0.03 0.00
Ssman(7) | 0.88 0.85 0.82 0.84 0.83 0.85 0.87

TNR alLASSO | 0.88 0.55 0.29 0.27 0.28 0.54 0.83
ALpayes | 097 097 0.97 096 097 0.97 0.93

n = 500,p = 20, HetRatio =1
710.01 005 025 05 075 095 0.99
Ssmau(7) | 096 0.98 0.95 1.00 0.92 0.99 0.96
TPR  aLASSO | 0.65 0.99 0.99 1.00 098 0.99 0.72
ALpayes | 0.00 031 0.83 099 0.86 0.36 0.00
Ssmau(7) | 094 093 093 091 092 0.93 0.94
TNR aLASSO | 0.87 0.71 0.58 0.52 0.55 0.72 0.82
ALpayes | 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99 099 1.00 1.00

True positive rates (TPR) and true negative rates (TNR) for variable selection averaged across
simulations. The proposed approach (Ssmau(7)) neatly balances TPR and TNR. The Bayesian
competitor (ALpayes) is significantly underpowered due to excessively wide posterior credible
intervals, while the frequentist competitor (aLLASSO) often overselects variables (low TNRs).

5 Quantile Estimation, Inference, and Selection for
Educational Qutcomes

Childhood educational outcomes are affected by adverse environmental exposures
such as air quality and lead, and social stressors like poverty and racial residential
isolation (Miranda et al., 2007). Using a large cohort of children in North Carolina
(CEHI, 2020), we analyze student-level 4th end-of-grade (EoG) reading test scores (y;)
along with individual birth information, mother/child demographics, air quality expo-
sure, blood lead measurements, and socioeconomic factors (x;). The variables are sum-
marised in Table 4. Previous analyses of these data have exclusively used homoscedastic
mean regression for estimation and variable selection (Kowal et al., 2021; Kowal, 2022;
Bravo et al., 2022). However, it is essential to know which, if any, of the environmen-
tal exposures, social stressors, or other factors are heterogeneous; i.e., to determine
whether (any of) these effects vary in their impact on low, medium, or high-achieving
students. Thus, quantile regression is an informative tool—especially with the ability to
quantify effect directions and magnitudes, measure and report uncertainty, and provide
quantile-specific subset selection.

We augment the covariates in Table 4 with interactions between mother’s race
(mRace) and each of blood lead level (blood_lead), neighborhood deprivation (NDI), and
racial residential isolation (RI). Crucially, these interactions allow us to assess whether
the (possibly heterogeneous) effects of environmental exposures and social stressors on
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Birth information

Mother’s education group at the time of birth

mEdu (No high school diploma, High school diploma,

College diploma)

Mother’s race/ethnicity group (Non-Hispanic (NH) White,

mRace NH Black)

BWTpct Birthweight percentile

mAge Mother’s age at the time of birth

Male Male infant? (1 = Yes)

Smoker Mother smoked? (1 = Yes)

NotMarried Not married at time of birth (1 = Yes)
NOPNC Mother received pre-natal care before birth?

(1 = No prenatal care)

Weeks_Gestation | Gestational period (in weeks)
Education/End-of-grade (EoG) test information

Standardized score for the (chronologically first) 4th EoG
reading test

Blood lead surveillance

Blood_lead \ Blood lead level (micrograms per deciliter)
Social/Economic status

EconDisadvantage | Participation in Child Nutrition Lunch Program? (1 = Yes)
NDI Neighborhood Deprivation Index, at time of EoG test

RI Residential isolation, at time of EoG test

Table 4: Variables in the North Carolina dataset. Data are restricted to children with NH
Black or NH White mothers (Bravo et al., 2022), 30-42 weeks of gestation, 0-104 weeks of
age-within-cohort, mother’s age 15-44, Blood_Lead < 10, birth order < 4, no status as an
English language learner, and residence in NC at the time of birth and the time of 4th EoG
test. Numeric covariates are centered and scaled to mean zero and standard deviation 0.5.

Reading_Score

educational outcomes also differ between race groups.

We fit the Bayesian LL-LS model (21) to this dataset of n = 23,232 students with
p = 18 covariates. Posterior and posterior predictive diagnostics (Gelman et al., 1996)
demonstrate that the model is well-calibrated to the data, and notably provide key
evidence for heteroscedasticity of Y | & (Feldman and Kowal, 2024). Thus, we anticipate
that quantile regression may detect heterogeneous covariate effects.

Quantile-specific acceptable families A (7) are constructed for 7 € {0.01,0.05, 0.25,0.5,
0.75,0.95,0.99} under M using the subset search and selection techniques from Sec-
tions 2-3. Many of the demographic and socioeconomic covariates (Table 4) are strongly
correlated. As a result, there are likely many subsets that perform similarly—which is
captured by the acceptable family A.(7), but not any single "best" subset. In particular,
we identify several hundred acceptable subsets for each 7. We summarize the acceptable
family A.(7) using quantile-specific coefficient estimations and intervals for Sga1(7)
along with the quantile-specific variable importance (19). For comparison, we include
point estimates from aLLASSO and posterior means and 95% credible intervals from
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ALBqgyes for the quantile-specific linear coeflicients.

In Figure 2 we report the estimates and uncertainty quantification among the com-
peting methods for the main effects that do not include interactions with race. Some
of the covariates are not selected by Sgmai(7) or aLASSO for certain quantiles, so the
resulting point estimates (and intervals for Sg,,qu(7)) are fixed at zero. The variables
Weeks_Gestation and NOPNC do not belong to Sgpmau(7) for any 7, and thus are omitted.

Quantile Coefficients for Main Effects
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Figure 2: Quantile-specific point estimates and 95% credible intervals for main effects (not in-
teracted with mother’s race) under Sgman (purple), ALpayes (green) and aLLASSO (yellow); the
horizontal line denotes zero. Under the proposed approach (Ssmait), we identify several hetero-
geneous effects on reading scores, including gender and economically disadvantaged students.
Other effects, such birthweight percentile and mother’s age, are relatively homogeneous. By
contrast, ALpayes exhibits excessively wide credible intervals, especially for extreme quantiles,
while the alLASSO estimates are highly variable and nonsmooth across 7.

The magnitude and direction of the coefficient estimates from Sg,,,4; reveal numerous
interesting patterns. First, the point estimates for EconDisadv and Male are negative
across all quantiles, but the effects on reading scores are more pronounced for lower
quantiles. This suggests that the discrepancies between male and female students, and
between students who are economically disadvantaged and students who are not, are
greater for lower-scoring students. Other covariates have little variability over 7; the
coefficients for BWTpct and mAge are relatively flat, demonstrating that birthweight
percentile and mother’s age at the time of birth have significant, yet homogeneous
impacts across the distribution of Y | x.

The 95% credible intervals for the coefficients in Sg,q1(7) are substantially more
narrow than ALpgyes, which is consistent with the simulation results (Section 4.4).
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This advantage is most pronounced in the extreme quantiles near zero or one, and
helps to uncover clear patterns in covariate heterogeneity. The alLASSO estimates vary
erratically across 7, often with large jumps for extreme quantiles. This effect is notable
for the Male coefficients: the estimated coefficients are increasingly negative for smaller
T, yet the estimate at 7 = 0.01 is zero. Similar patterns persist for mEdu, EconDisadv
and mRace, and undermine the interpretability of the quantile-specific coefficients under
alLASSO.

The main and race-interaction effects for the social stressors and environmental ex-
posures are presented in Figure 3. Here, the main effects refer specifically to the NH
White group, while the interaction effects refer to the differences between these ef-
fects for NH Black students and NH White students. First, lead exposure is especially
detrimental for lower-scoring students, with no estimated differences between the race
groups. Second, the estimated RI effect is similarly detrimental for lower-scoring stu-
dents, but only for NH Black students. Finally, NDI exhibits a heterogeneous effect for
NH White students, with increasingly negative effects for lower-scoring students. The
positive and heterogenous effects for the NDI contrast term must be interpreted care-
fully: in conjunction with the main effect estimates, these estimates indicate that the
effect of NDI is still negative for NH Black students, but now homogeneous across 7.

Once again, ALpgyes produces excessively wide credible intervals, which obscures
important heterogeneity patterns across 7. Similarly, alLASSO only identifies nonzero
effects for NDI among NH White students; yet even these estimated effects fail to satisfy
monotonicity across 7.

Finally, we present the variable importance VI;(7) for each covariate j and quantile
7 in Figure 4. VI;(7) seeks to summarize the acceptable family A.(7) of near-optimal
subsets by tallying the proportion of acceptable subsets in which each variable belongs.
In particular, we identify keystone covariates that satisfy VI;(7) > 0.9 for any 7, and
thus are valuable covariates that belong to at least 90% of acceptable subsets.

Most notably, mEdu, mRace and EconDisadvantage appear in all acceptable subsets
across quantiles. These keystone covariates are essential for near-optimal prediction
across the entire distribution of reading scores Y | «. Heterogeneous and large VI;(7)
effects are apparent for blood_lead main effects (i.e., for NH White students) and NDI
and RI contrasts (i.e., differences between NH Black and NH White students), with
increasing variable importance for lower quantiles. Similarly heterogeneous and large
variable importance are observed for mAge, BWTpct, and NotMarried.

In aggregate, our analysis uncovers substantial heterogeneity in the effects of envi-
ronmental exposures, social stressors, and other key factors on reading scores. Notably,
both the coefficient (point and interval) estimates (Figures 2-3) and the variable im-
portance (Figure 4) highlight numerous increasingly adverse effects for lower-scoring
students. These effects include lead exposure, economic disadvantagement, racial resi-
dential isolation, and neighborhood deprivation, among others, with some differential
effects by race. We also note that this discovery was consistent when applying the sub-
set search and selection techniques to the ALgqycs model (Feldman and Kowal, 2024).
These new findings contribute to our understanding of the disparities in childhood de-
velopment and educational outcomes.
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Quantile Coefficients for Main Effects with Interactions
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Figure 3: Quantile-specific point estimates and 95% credible intervals for social and environ-
mental exposures that are interacted with mother’s race under Ssmau (purple), ALpayes (green)
and aLASSO (yellow); the horizontal line denotes zero. The main effects (left) refer specifically
to the NH White group, while the interaction effects (right) refer to the differences between
these effects for NH Black students and NH White students. Under Sgmai(7), the blood_lead
effects are increasingly negative for 7 < 0.5, with no clear differences between NH Black and
NH White students. RI similarly exhibits an increasingly negative effect for lower quantiles,
but only for NH Black students. Finally, the NDI effects are heterogeneous and increasingly
negative for lower quantiles among NH White students, but for NH Black students, the effects
are negative yet homogeneous across 7. Again, ALpgyes produces excessively wide credible
intervals, while alLASSO only identifies nonzero effects for NDI among NH White students.

6 Conclusion

We proposed a novel approach to Bayesian linear quantile regression with sub-
set selection. The procedure features two stages, but operates within a single, coher-
ent, Bayesian modeling and decision analysis framework. First, the analyst curates a
Bayesian regression model to best represent the conditional distribution Y | x. Then,
based on the conditional quantiles from the Bayesian model, we apply a decision analysis
to extract linear and quantile-specific coefficient estimates, uncertainty quantification,
and subset selection. This approach uses a quantile-focused squared error loss function,
which maintains a close, theoretical connection to density regression on the Wasserstein
geometry. Crucially, this loss function enables closed-form computation of optimal lin-
ear coefficients and uncertainty quantification for any subset of predictors. We leverage
these computational results to unlock state-of-the-art subset search and selection algo-
rithms that were previously available only for mean regression. Our strategy prioritizes
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Marginal Variable Importance Across Quantiles
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Figure 4: Variable importance VI;(7) from (19), colored by quantile; the dashed line indicates
0.90. Large values indicate that the covariate appears in many of the acceptable subsets. mEdu,
mRace and EconDisadvantage appear in all acceptable subsets for all quantiles, while several
of the environmental and social factors exhibit heterogeneous variable importance, often with
increasing VI;(7) for smaller quantiles.

accumulation of many, highly predictive subsets to form a quantile-specific acceptable
family, which we summarize by reporting the smallest acceptable subset (in accordance
with the parsimony principle) and measures of variable importance.

There are several advantages of the proposed approach relative to existing frequen-
tist and Bayesian quantile regression methods. First, the framework is valid under any
Bayesian regression model. Thus, the analyst can prioritize calibrated modeling of the
observed data without the need to accommodate quantile-specific modeling require-
ments, such as inadequate likelihoods or unwieldy constraints. Second, the decision
analysis conveys regularization, uncertainty quantification, and smoothness across quan-
tiles from the underlying Bayesian regression model. This occurs despite the fact that
the decision analysis is applied separately for each quantile, yielding straightforward
and efficient implementations. Finally, our approach delivers subset search and selec-
tion for quantile regression, which has remained elusive among frequentist and Bayesian
methods.

These benefits translate to significant empirical improvements. In an extensive sim-
ulation study, we found that the proposed approach produces more accurate quantile
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predictions, more precise (yet calibrated) uncertainty quantification, and more powerful
variable selection for quantile regression coefficients.

We applied our methods to analyze the effects of environmental exposures, social
stressors, and other key factors on 4th end-of-grade reading test scores for a large cohort
of children in North Carolina. Our analysis revealed several important and unique in-
sights into educational inequities. Most notably, we found that lead exposure, economic
disadvantagement, racial residential isolation, and neighborhood deprivation more ad-
versely impact reading test scores for lower-scoring students. These effects exhibited
heterogeneity not only across quantiles, but also across race groups. These alarming re-
sults have important implications for childhood development and educational outcomes,
and may inform policy to develop and target intervention strategies.

With such encouraging results, there are numerous promising directions for future
research. Although we have focused on linear quantile regression, our decision analysis
framework can be readily extended to nonlinear quantile-specific summaries, such as
trees or additive models. This enhanced flexibility may be useful for quantile estimation
under nonlinear Bayesian models, such as heteroscedastic Bayesian additive regression
trees (Pratola et al., 2020). Further, our approach is not limited to Bayesian models
with Gaussian errors. A useful extension would be to consider Bayesian models for ex-
treme events (Fagnant et al., 2020), with a customized decision analysis for estimation,
uncertainty quantification, and selection. Finally, the proposed (linear) quantile predic-
tions are quick to compute with minimal storage requirements, and thus may be used to
provide fast, model-based prediction intervals, especially when the underlying Bayesian
model does not admit efficient posterior predictive sampling.
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Supplement to
“Bayesian Quantile Regression with Subset Selection: A Posterior

Summarization Perspective”

A Detailed Algorithm 1

We present specific computations required for each step in Algorithm 1:

B Hierarchical Specification of the LL-LS Model

We specify the following priors for estimation of the LL-LS model (21) for the simulation

study and real data analysis in Sections 4-5.

yi ~ Normal(z]€, {oexp(x]v)}?] (B.1)
& "7 Normal(0, A¢, ), j € {2,...,p}, v " Normal(0, \y,),5 € {2,....p}  (B.2)
Ay Ae; ™~ Cauchy™(0,5),7 € {2,...,p} (B.3)
)

o? ~ Inverse-Gamma(1/2,1/2) (B.4

Here, Cauchy™ is the half cauchy distribution. In addition, we specify flat priors for the
intercept terms, i.e. f1,7; o< 1. The model is estimated in the STAN programming language

in R.



C Prescreening for the BBA Algorithm

For the simulation setting involving p = 50 covariates in Section 4, we adopt a prescreening
strategy for the LL-LS model M to narrow the class of candidate subsets. In general, the
BBA algorithm is efficient for p < 35, and acceptable subsets are more interpretable with
greater levels of sparsity.

The prescreening strategy proceeds as follows: We first compute the posterior mean for
each §; and «;, denoted éj and 7,, respectively. Then, we identify the top 35 covariates
for which || + I3 ;| is greatest. These covariates, and the ensuing submatrix is passed into
the BBA algorithm to provide candidate subsets for curation of the acceptable family, as

described in Section 3.2.

D Further Simulation Results

D.1 Uncertainty Quantification

We complete the information presented in Table 4 with the nominal coverage rates and
interval widths in the other simulation settings. The results are consistent with what is
presented in the main paper - Sy, and Sy, are significantly more sharp and calibrated

than the Bayesian and frequentist alternatives.

D.2 Selection with Independent Covariates

We compute average TPRs and TNRs for each (n, p, HetRatio) setting where the covariates
x;; are simulated independently from a uniform(0,1). Once again, the proposed approach
balances TPR and TNR well, with the frequentist competitor once again overly dense (low

TNRs), and ALpyyes underpowered (low TPRs).



D.3 Predictive Evaluations

We complete the results presented in Figure 1 for the remaining simulation settings, metrics
and quantiles in Figures E.1- E.11. The results are consistent with what is presented in the
paper: Sgna(T) demonstrates better predictive capabilities and is more calibrated than the
frequentist and Bayesian competitors, with pronounced improvement at extreme quantiles.
We note that the results presented here and in the main paper are qualitatively similar to
simulations carried out under the same generating model for the response and (n, p, HetRatio)

settings, but with independent covariates.

D.4 Variable Importance

In the main paper, we include results on the variable selection capabilities of the proposed
approach based on the single subset Sgqu(7) which is a member of each quantile-specific
acceptable family A o5(7). However, a primary advantage of curating acceptable families for
any quantile is that it removes reliance on a singular subset for capturing variable importance.
As such, we evaluate the variable importance metric VI;(7) (19) across simulation repititions.
This quantity is valuable: it provides an informative summary of the acceptable family (17)
that is more comprehensive than any single subset, including Sg;q0(7)-

In each simulation repetition and for each enumerated quantile, we average the variable
importance for the homogeneous predictors and the predictors with zero coefficients (zero),
and compute the variable importance for the single heterogeneous predictor. We average
these metrics across simulation repetitions. The results for n = 200, p = 50, HetRatio = 1
are presented in Table 9, with similar results for the other settings, including those with
independent covariates.

By examining VI;(7), we decide that the heterogeneous predictor is nearly vital for predic-
tion of each quantile besides the median, when 3,,,(0.5) = 0. This is informative, especially

in conjunction with Table 4 in the main paper. In the n = 200, p = 50, HetRatio = 1 set-



ting, Ssmau(7) does not achieve near 100% true positive rates for any quantile, but variable
importance maintains that it is a vital component of the quantile model. In addition, the
importance of the homogeneous predictors increases as the magnitude of the heterogeneous
predictor decreases. Finally, the zero predictors are deemed non-essential, as seen by low
average variable importance. Variable importance computed using the quantile-specific ac-
ceptable family expands the analysis beyond a single subset, providing useful and accurate

information on informative covariates across the response distribution.

D.5 Quantile Crossing

We also investigate the quantile crossing properties of the competing approaches. Under
a coherent probability model for Y | @, quantiles cannot cross: QT(:B) < QT/(:B) for any
7 < 7. However, only the model-based quantiles (Q,,,;) enforce this property; the competing
methods, including the proposed approach, do not explicitly enforce quantile non-crossing.
Thus, we seek to quantify the abundance of quantile non-crossing for each method.

For any 7 < 7/, we compute the out-of-sample non-crossing rate (NCR) between neigh-

boring quantile predictions at the testing points:

Ntest

NCR(Ta T/) - nt_eit Z ]]‘{QT(thSti) < QT’(a’testi)}- (D'l)

=1

When NCR(7,7’) = 1, there is no quantile crossing between the 7th and 7/th quantiles.

We compute NCR(0.01,0.05) and NCR(0.95,0.99) averaged across simulations for each
method (Table 10). Remarkably, the proposed approach renders quantile crossing negli-
gible without any explicit constraints in the decision analysis for estimation or selection.
These results showcase a key advantage of the Bayesian decision analysis (6): by fitting to
the model-based fitted quantiles via (8), the optimal linear actions benefit from the implicit
quantile non-crossing of QT(m) under M. Thus, we (nearly) acquire the primary advantage of

simultaneous quantile regression methods (Section 1.2), but without the need for unwieldy



constraints. By comparison, the competing frequentist approach is subject to abundant
quantile crossing, especially with larger p and stronger heterogeneity. The Bayesian com-
petitor preserves non-crossing, but is generally inaccurate in its predictions (Figure 1). For
both methods, this limits the interpretability of the estimated linear coefficients and suggests

that the estimated quantiles may be unreliable for prediction or inference.

E North Carolina Data Analysis

E.1 Correlation Among Covariates

Many of the covariates in the augmented North Carolina data set are highly correlated,
which is evident in Figure E.12. This promotes the collection of many, near-optimal and

competing explanations for the same quantile function.

E.2 Evaluating the LL-LS Model Fit on the North Carolina Data

Prior to posterior summarization, it is vital to first ensure that the Bayesian model M,
which is specified as the LL-LS model (21), is calibrated to the North Carolina data. To do
so, we utilize posterior predictive QQ-plots (Pratola et al., 2020). Under a well-calibrated
model, the quantiles of the observed response variables at each covariate value under the
posterior predictive distribution should be approximately uniform. For each covariate value
we generate 2500 draws from the corresponding posterior predictive distribution of reading
scores using posterior samples from the LL-LS model. We then calculate the empirical
quantiles of the observed response at each covariate value based on the posterior predictive
draws. The ordered sample quantiles of the observed reading scores are plotted against
uniform quantiles in Figure E.13. Overlaid onto the plot is 45-degree line. We observe that
the sample quantiles are approximately uniform, providing evidence that the LL-LS model
is calibrated to the data.

We next determine the extent to which the North Carolina data displays predictor-



dependent heteroscedasticity, which motivates a quantile regression analysis. We base our
comparisons to a Bayesian homoscedastic linear regression (BHMR) fit to the North Carolina
data using the same predictors and response, which assumes constant variance for any co-
variate value. We specify independent horseshoe priors on the BHMR regression coefficients
(?), and an inverse gamma prior on the error variance.

For these comparisons, traditional metrics like root mean squared error (RMSE) are un-
satisfying since they are geared toward estimating predictive power, rather than the quality of
a model’s higher order properties. Thus, we rely on graphical displays of the variance process
to determine whether the LL-LS model better detects predictor-dependent heteroscedasticity
over BHMR. If the variance in EoG reading scores can be explained by the covariates in our
data set, we hypothesize that the model-based conditional quantiles will have heterogeneous
covariates effects.

We summarize the variance process under the LL-LS model using an H-evidence plot
(Pratola et al., 2020) in Figure E.14, which plots 95% posterior intervals for {s(x;)} =
{oexp(x]vy)}. We further sort these intervals by their posterior means $(x;) which aids in
visualization. By comparing the estimates of {s(z)} under the LL-LS to the constant error
variance estimate obtained from BHMR, we detect whether there is sufficient evidence in
the data to determine that s(x) is non-constant. Thus, we overlay onto the intervals the
posterior mean of the error variance under the BHMR, with accompanying 95% credible
bands.

Figure E.14 provides evidence that the variance is heteroscedastic: many of the posterior
intervals for {s(x;)} do not overlap with the constant variance estimator under BHMR.
As such, we anticipate that linear summaries of the model-based conditional quantiles will

uncover covariates for which estimated quantile regression coefficients 3;(7) vary in 7.



E.3 Posterior Summarization of the Bayesian Quantile Regression

We also conducted the proposed quantile regression with subset selection using posterior
samples from Bayesian quantile regression under the asymmetric Laplace likelihood with
adaptive LASSO priors on the regression coefficients. We evaluate the sensitivity of the vari-
able importance and quantile-specific smallest acceptable subsets to the underlying Bayesian
model.

Given the wide posterior uncertainty under this model for the quantile regression coeffi-
cients under the Bayesian quantile regression, particularly for extreme quantiles (Figures 2
- 3), we curate quantile-specific acceptable families usign ¢ = .25 for 7 = {0.01,0.99} and
e = .10 for the other quantiles. This enforces that there be stronger evidence under the
model that each subset fits better than the anchor. In addition, we extract 80% credible
intervals under the posterior action to quantify uncertainty among the covariates included
in Ssmau(7).

We first present the marginal variable importance for each covariate from the quantile-
specific acceptable families, and compare these to Figure 4 in the main paper in Figure E.15.
We observe between the models that the metrics are similar for each covariate.

Furthermore, the variables included in at least one Sg,q.u(7) across the variables were
identical between the LL-LS model and the Bayesian quantile regression. We compare the
inference under the posterior action between the two models for the main effect covariates
in Figure E.17. The effect sizes and directionality across 7 are quite similar. Notably, the
non-monotone pattern across quantiles observed under the posterior inference for AL_Bayes
in Figure 2 is now partially corrected for EconDisadv and mRace.

To complete the analysis, we include comparisons of the inference for the interaction terms
between smallest acceptable subsets, as was done in Figure 3 in the main paper.

For these coefficients, Sy, obtained via the Bayesian quantile regression detects het-

erogeneity across quantiles for Blood_lead and NDI, and provides evidence of interactions



between both NDI and RI with mRace. This is consistent with S,,,.; obtained under the
LL-LS model. However, Sy,,.; under the Bayesian quantile regression does not include as
many of these interactive effects across quantiles, which is due to the wide posterior uncer-
tainty under the Bayesian quantile regression model which causes acceptable summaries to

be generally more sparse.



Algorithm 1 Bayesian quantile regression, inference and subset selection using posterior summarization

1. Fit a Bayesian regression model M

e Description: Fit a Bayesian model to {x;,y;}"; and extract posterior samples of model-based
conditional quantile functions at each x; and any quantile 7 of interest;

e Inputs: Observed data {y;,x;}
e Outputs: M posterior samples of model-based conditional quantile functions {Q, (Y; | z;,0™)}M,

— In the case of the LL-LS model (21), these samples are easily computed with each posterior
sample of 0, e.g. Q- (Y | x,0™) = xTE™ + o™ exp(xTy™)® (1)

2a. Quantile estimation and uncertainty quantification

e Description: For any 7 and subset S C {1,...,p} of predictors, apply decision analysis to obtain
quantile-specific linear coefficient estimates and uncertainty quantification.

M

e Inputs: Posterior samples {Q.(Y; | ;,0™)}_,, covariate submatrix X g

e Outputs: The optimal action (8) with accompanying uncertainty provided by the posterior action

(9)

— For any subset S of predictors, the optimal action is simply given by (XX g) ' X BQT(X ) as
in Lemma 2.1. The posterior action is obtained by projecting each draw of {Q.(Y; | x;,0™)}M,
onto X g.

2b. Subset search, filtration, and selection

e Description: For any 7, conduct a quantile-specific subset search, accumulate a family of subsets
with strong predictive power, and summarize this family via i) a single subset that balances parsimony
and predictive power and ii) measures of variable importance across all subsets in the family.

e Inputs: Posterior samples {Q,(Y; | z;,0™)}M,, covariates X, my, for the BBA filtration, and e for
the acceptable family criteria.

e Outputs: Posterior samples of (16) for each S € $(7) obtained from the BBA search, which are
used to determine acceptable subsets Ag os(7) based on the criteria outlined by (17). The subset
with the smallest cardinality is Sgai(7)

— For the BBA algorithm, the key inputs are simply the point-wise posterior mean of the quantile
function @, (X), the covariates X and my. The output is $(7), which is an L x p matrix of
indicators, with each row corresponding to a subset. The indicators determine the member
active predictors in each subset.

— For each subset in $(7), posterior samples of (16) are obtained by extracting the optimal
action for that subset, forming point predictions using that action, and evaluating the posterior
distribution of the aggregated squared error loss using samples {Q,(Y; | z;,0™)}*,. The same
process is repeated using the anchor action QT(X ). These samples are combined to measure
(16).

— Acceptable subsets are those whose corresponding posterior distribution of (16) meets the
criteria outlined by (17). Variable importance (19) for each variable j is computed by measuring
the proportion of subsets which include variable j
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Figure E.5: Check Loss: n = 500, p = 20, HetRatio = 0.5
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Figure E.7: Check Loss: n = 200, p = 50, HetRatio
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Calibration: n = 500, p = 20, HetRatio = 0.5
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Figure E.9: Calibration: n = 500, p = 20, HetRatio =
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Figure E.10: Calibration: n = 200, p = 50, HetRatio
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Figure E.11: Calibration: n = 200, p = 50, HetRatio
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Figure E.12: Pairwise pearson’s correlation between covariates in the North Carolina data. Varying degrees
of association can be observed. Thus, interchanging highly correlated predictors in linear quantile regression
will likely sacrifice little predictive power. This supports the curation of acceptable families for each quantile.
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Predictive QQ Plot
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Figure E.13: Predictive QQ plot for reading scores under the LL-LS model. Because the predictive quantiles
of the observed reading scores are approximately uniform, as evidenced by little deviation from the 45-degree
line, the model is approximately calibrated to the data.
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H-Evidence: Linear Location—-Log Scale
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Figure E.14: H-evidence for the linear location-log scale model M. Relative to homoscedastic mean regres-
sion, M provides evidence that the error variance is predictor dependent, as evidenced by the significant
number of posterior intervals for {s(z;)} that do not overlap with the homoscedastic estimate.
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Marginal Variable Importance Across Quantiles
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Figure E.15: Variable importance VI;(7) from (19), colored by quantile; the dashed line indicates 0.90. Large
values indicate that the covariate appears in many of the acceptable subsets. The top plot provides variable
importance under the Bayesian quantile regression, while the bottom row is what is presented in Figure 4
for the LL-LS model. We conclude that overall, the covariates included in the quantile-specific acceptable
families are quite similar between the two models.
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Estimated Coefficient Sizes
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Quantile Coefficients for Main Effects
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Figure E.16: Inference for the main effects included in at least one quantile-specific smallest acceptable subset
obtained through summarization of the LL-LS model and Bayesian quantile regression. The directionality
of the coefficients is similar between the two models, while the uncertainty is greater under the Bayesian

quantile regression.

generating process as well as the LL-LS model.
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This is due to the asymmetric laplace likelihood, which does not capture the data



Quantile Coefficients for Main Effects with Interactions
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Figure E.17: Inference for quantile regression coefficients obtained through posterior summarization under
the LL-LS model and Bayesian quantile regression. The smallest acceptable subset from the Bayesian quantile
regression detects heterogeneous effects for Blood_lead and NDI, as well as evidence of interactive effects
between both RI and NDI with mRace.

27



n = 200, p = 50, HetRatio = 0.5

71001 005 025 05 075 095 0.99

Semau(7) 1 0.92 094 092 091 092 093 0.91

Coverage Rate Sfur | 097 097 095 095 095 096 0.97
ALBayes | 099 098 0.97 098 097 0.98 0.98

Semau(7) | 1.02 0.95 0.81 0.77 0.80 0.94 1.02

Avg. 95% CI Width Sfun | 3.56 296 233 218 234 296 3.57
ALpayes | 787 430 262 233 261 434 830

n = 500, p = 20, HetRatio =1

71001 005 025 05 075 095 0.99

Semau(7) [ 0.92 091 090 0.89 0.89 094 0.95

Coverage Rate Sfur | 093 092 091 091 091 096 0.97
ALpayes | 094 094 093 094 095 0.99 0.99

Semau(7) | 0.63 0.51 0.36 0.31 0.37 0.52 0.65

Avg. 95% CI Width Sfull 1.41 1.14 083 0.75 0.84 1.15 1.43
ALpgyes | 401 240 143 125 141 242 432

n = 500, p = 20, HetRatio = 0.5

71001 005 025 05 075 095 0.99

Semau(7) [ 0.92 091 089 0.89 0.89 091 0.92

Coverage Rate Spaz | 093 092 091 090 091 092 0.94
ALpgyes | 095 095 094 094 095 0.96 0.98

Ssman(7) | 0.39 034 0.28 0.26 0.29 0.34 0.38

Avg. 95% CI Width Sfunr | 1.54 1.29 1.05 099 1.05 130 1.54
ALBages | 371 215 129 113 1.26 219 4.00

Coverage rates and average widths of 95% credible intervals for the posterior action (9) with Sg,qu(7) or
Sfuir as well as ALpgyes. The intervals for Sgmau(7) and Sy, are significantly more narrow than those
for ALpqyes, especially for quantiles near zero or one, and typically maintain nominal coverage. Sgmai(T)
sacrifices some coverage in favor of sparsity, and thus provides the most narrow intervals.
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Table 8: Independent Covariates: n = 200, p = 50, HetRatio = 1

71001 005 025 05 075 095 0.99

Ssman(7) | 0.34 053 0.75 0.82 0.78 0.62 0.50

TPR aLASSO | 0.14 0.76 093 0.95 0.96 0.83 0.25
ALpgyes | 0.00 0.01 032 049 0.36 0.01 0.00
Ssman(7) | 0.84 0.80 0.76 0.75 0.76 0.80 0.84

TNR aLASSO | 0.87 0.48 0.24 0.23 0.34 0.47 0.86
ALpayes | 1.00 099 0.93 090 093 0.99 1.00

Independent Covariates: n = 200, p = 50, HetRatio = 0.5

71001 005 025 05 075 095 0.99

Ssman(7) | 0.87 0.95 099 0.98 0.96 0.92 0.89

TPR aLASSO | 0.20 091 099 1.00 0.99 095 0.35
ALpgyes | 0.00 0.00 0.28 043 0.31 0.01 0.00
Ssmau(7) | 0.78 0.75 0.69 0.67 0.69 0.74 0.78

TNR aLASSO | 0.89 0.49 0.26 0.27 0.29 049 0.89
ALpBayes | 1.00 0.99 091 087 0.91 0.99 1.00

Independent Covariates: n = 500, p = 20, HetRatio = 1

71001 005 025 05 075 095 0.99

Semau(7) [ 098 0.99 095 1.00 0.94 097 0.97

TPR aLASSO | 0.77 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
ALBayes | 0.00 0.58 0.88 1.00 0.88 0.60 0.01
Ssmat(T) [ 0.95 094 093 092 0.93 095 0.96

TNR aLASSO | 0.87 0.71 0.57 0.53 0.56 0.72 0.85
ALpgyes | 1.00 1.00 099 099 0.99 1.00 1.00

Independent Covariates: n = 500, p = 20, HetRatio = 0.5

71001 005 025 05 075 095 0.99

Ssmatt(7) | 0.86 0.86 0.84 1.00 0.84 0.86 0.86

TPR aLASSO | 0.86 0.99 0.95 1.00 095 098 0.83
ALpayes | 0.00 059 0.80 1.00 0.82 0.66 0.00
Sema(7) | 0.97 0.95 093 091 0.92 095 0.98

TNR aLASSO | 0.87 0.76 0.61 0.56 0.59 0.77 0.86
ALpayes | 1.00 1.00 0.99 099 099 1.00 1.00

True positive rates (TPR) and true negative rates (TNR) for variable selection averaged across simulations
with independent covariates. Once again, the proposed approach (Ssmq (7)) neatly balances TPR and TNR.
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Table 9: Average VL;(7): n = 200, p = 50, HetRatio = 1

71001 005 025 05 075 095 0.99

het | 0.97 096 0.84 044 0.84 099 0.99

Indices (j) hom | 0.70 0.77 0.87 0.91 0.87 0.79 0.72

zero | 0.34 0.35 036 0.35 036 0.35 0.34
Average marginal variable importance for the covariate with heterogeneous effects (het), the covariates with
homogeneous effects (hom) and the variables with no effect (zero) on the response distribution (top three
rows). The quantile-specific acceptable families demonstrate broad agreement about the importance of the
heterogeneous covariate for each quantile. This includes correctly identifying low importance for the median,
in which case 3;,.;(0.5) = 0. Furthermore, the importance of the homogeneous covariates increase as the
maginitude of B,,.,(7) decreases. Finally, the zero coefficients are correctly deemed as having marginal

importance for each quantile.
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Table 10: n = 200, p = 50, HetRatio = 1

NCR(0.01,0.05) | NCR(0.95,0.99)

Semali(T) 0.99 0.99
ALBayes 0.99 0.99
aLLASSO 0.72 0.79

n = 200, p = 50, HetRatio = 0.5

NCR(0.01,0.05) | NCR(0.95,0.99)

Semati(7) 0.99 0.98
ALBayes 0.99 0.99
aLASSO 0.75 0.79

n = 500,p = 20, HetRatio = 1

NCR(0.01,0.05) | NCR(0.95,0.99)

Sema (7) 0.997 1.00
ALBayes 0.99 0.99
aLASSO 0.95 0.94

n = 500, p = 20, HetRatio = 0.5

NCR(0.01,0.05) | NCR(0.95,0.99)

Ssmall (T) 1.00 1.00
ALBayes 0.99 1.00
aLASSO 0.95 0.94

Quantile non-crossing rates between the 1st and 5th and 95th and 99th quantiles. Unlike alLASSO, the
proposed approach Sg,qi(7) renders quantile crossing a non-issue.
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