
INVERSE SET ESTIMATION AND INVERSION OF SIMULTANEOUS
CONFIDENCE INTERVALS

Junting Ren
Division of Biostatistics

University of California San Diego
j5ren@ucsd.edu

Fabian J.E. Telschow
Institute of Mathematics

Humboldt Universität zu Berlin
fabian.telschow@hu-berlin.de

Armin Schwartzman
Division of Biostatistics and Halıcıoğlu Data Science Institute
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ABSTRACT

Motivated by the questions of risk assessment in climatology (temperature change in North America)
and medicine (impact of statin usage and COVID-19 on hospitalized patients), we address the problem
of estimating the set in the domain of a function whose image equals a predefined subset. Existing
methods that construct confidence sets require strict assumptions. We generalize the estimation of
such sets to dense and non-dense domains with protection against “data peeking” by proving that
confidence sets of multiple levels can be simultaneously constructed with the desired confidence
non-asymptotically through inverting simultaneous confidence bands. A non-parametric bootstrap
algorithm and code are provided.

Keywords Inverse set · Simultaneous confidence bands · Bootstrap · Non-parametric

1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

One motivating problem for our work comes from the data analysis in [1]. The data used here is obtained from the
North American Regional Climate Change Assessment Program (NARCCAP) project [2]. This data comprises two
sets of 29 geographically registered arrays of average seasonal temperatures for summer (June-August) and winter
(December-February), during two time frames: the late 20th century (1971–1999) and the mid-21st century (2041-2069).
The aim of the analysis is to identify specific geographical regions where the difference in average summer or winter
temperatures between these two periods exceeds a certain benchmark, with the intention of helping policymakers focus
on regions that are at higher risk for effects of climate change.

Mathematically, the regions with temperature difference exceeding c degrees can be defined as µ−1(U) = {s ∈ S :
µ(s) ∈ U}: the set in the closed domain S such that the function output µ(s) (true difference in temperature) is in the
half interval U = [c,∞). We call µ−1(U) inverse set because it is the preimage or inverse image of a set U ⊂ R under
a deterministic function µ : S 7→ R. Suppose µ is unknown but data is available to construct an estimator µ̂n where n
is the sample size. A point estimate of the inverse set µ−1(U) can be constructed as µ̂−1

n (U), indicated by the inside of
the green contours in the middle lower and upper panels of Figure 1 for U = [2,∞). But how do we assess the spatial
uncertainty of such an estimate?

To assess this uncertainty, [1] introduced Coverage Probability Excursion (CoPE) sets, here called inner and outer
confidence sets (CSs), that are sub- and super-sets of the target inverse set, i.e.

CSin(U) ⊆ µ−1(U) ⊆ CSout(U).
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Inverse Set Estimation

Figure 1: Confidence sets for the increase of the mean summer temperature (June–August) in North America between
the 20th and 21st centuries according to the specific climate model analyzed in [1]. Heat maps show the estimate of the
mean difference. The first row displays the contours of the outer confidence sets, estimated inverse set, and the inner
confidence sets, for various levels. The three plots in the second row display the confidence sets for the inverse sets,
where the estimated mean difference is greater or equal to the individual level 1.5, 2.0, or 2.5 respectively. In the second
row, the blue line is the contour of the outer confidence set, the green line is the contour of the estimated inverse set and
the red line is the contour of the inner confidence set.

with a certain pre-specified probability, say 95%. We call these CSs due to their analogy to confidence intervals, with the
“lower bound” being CSin(U) and the “upper bound” being CSout(U). In the NARCCAP application, for U = [2,∞),
CSin(U) and CSout(U) are indicated respectively by the inside of the red and blue contours in the middle lower panel
of Figure 1.

In order to have a precise control of P
(
CSin(U) ⊆ µ−1(U) ⊆ CSout(U)

)
, [1] assume that the domain S is a dense

subset of Rd, that both µ(s) and µ̂n(s) are continuous whenever they have values close to c = 2, and the desired
coverage is only guaranteed asymptotically as the sample size n goes to infinity. These assumptions lead to a rather
complicated proof and limit its applicability and generality.

Even for the NARCCAP climate change data that is used as main illustration in [1], the assumptions are not strictly
satisfied. The data consists of only 29 samples per location, at which the algorithm in [1] fails to construct CSs that
achieve the correct coverage in simulations, as we show in Section 3. In addition, the temperature data is only observed
on a finite set of locations, so it is not strictly dense in R2 [2].

Due to its required assumptions, the original approach [1] is designed for dense functional data and cannot be applied to
other data types such as multiple regression data. For instance, using the data in [3], consider the problem of identifying
patient characteristics that lead to a risk of having a severe outcome which is higher than a certain threshold. Figure 2
shows the estimated probability of hospitalized patients having a severe outcome, depending on age, COVID status,
and statins medication status, obtained using multiple logistic regression. The use of statin [adjusted odds ratio (aOR)
0.78, confidence interval (CI) 0.66 to 0.93] is associated with decreased probability of severe outcome. Using CSs, we
can visualize the protective effect of statin for better interpretation as detailed in Section 4. However, since categorical
covariates are discrete, the domain is not a dense subset of Rd where d is the number of covariates. Therefore, the
original method or other existing methods for constructing CSs are not applicable in this scenario, but the method we
propose here is.
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In terms of statistical inference, the existing approaches require the investigator to set a fixed excursion threshold level,
for example 2◦C in the climate change data. This threshold depends on the context. Yet, setting a good threshold is
difficult even for domain experts [4]. Why is 2◦C important but not 1.5◦C? It is natural, and almost unavoidable, for
investigators to try different thresholds and choose those that give most meaningful results. An analysis example using
multiple thresholds is shown in the upper panel of Figure 1 or in Figure 2. Therefore, to assure valid inference with
control of type I error rate, the coverage of the CSs should be simultaneous over all thresholds.

1.2 Contributions

This paper proposes an elegant solution to overcome the limitations of the previous methods. The answer, it turns
out, is to construct confidence sets by inverting pre-built simultaneous confidence intervals (SCIs) which are widely
applicable in different data modalities. In this paper, we underscore the broad applicability of our method, primarily
concentrating on the construction of CSs for two prevalent but distinct data modalities: dense functional data and
multiple regression data. The performance of various algorithms in constructing SCIs for dense functional data has been
rigorously evaluated in prior work [5]. For multiple regression data, although the non-parametric bootstrap algorithm
has been validated as a method for capturing the asymptotic distribution of multiple linear regression coefficients [6],
its efficacy in constructing SCIs within a finite sample setup remains largely unexplored. Consequently, we introduce
a non-parametric bootstrap algorithm, supplemented by R code, for constructing SCIs in multiple regression and
provide a comprehensive evaluation of its performance. Our simulation results reveal that this approach not only
controls the predetermined Type I error rate effectively but also maintains robustness despite finite sample sizes and
does not necessitate the continuity of covariates. Furthermore, our method of inverting pre-built SCIs ensures that the
coverage probability of the confidence sets, for any given threshold c ∈ R, aligns precisely with the SCI coverage rate,
as corroborated by our theorems. Inspired by Goeman [7, 8], this safeguards against “data peeking” in exploratory
data analysis, thereby enabling researchers to construct confidence sets for any threshold c without concerns about
compromising the control over the Type I error rate. The algorithm, simulation, and data application code associated
with our study is accessible online at https://github.com/junting-ren/inverse_set_SCI.

1.3 Other existing inverse set estimation methodology

In addition to application to climate change [1], inverse set estimation methods are applied in many other different fields,
such as astronomy [9], medical imaging [10, 11, 12], dose-effect finding [13], and geoscience [14]. Furthermore, there
is a growing trend to quantify the effect size for genomic regions rather than just testing the null hypothesis [15, 16],
where inverse set estimation methods can be utilized to quantify the uncertainty of genomic regions with effects greater
than a certain threshold.

However, just like the aforementioned method of [1], existing inverse set estimation methods are only applicable to
specific kinds of data and require strict assumptions. Other methods are specifically designed for scenarios where the
function µ is a density function [17, 18, 19]. Inverse set methods have been also developed for stochastic processes
(random functions), but they require the process itself to be Gaussian and data must be observed on a fixed grid
[20, 21, 22]. The additional significant issue with all the inverse set estimation methods above is that the estimated
confidence sets are only valid for a single threshold c, for example, estimating the set µ−1[c,+∞) for a fixed threshold
c.

1.4 Existing simultaneous confidence interval methods

Since the proposed inverse set estimation method is based on SCIs, it is worth reviewing existing SCI methods, to which
our method would be applicable. For dense functional data, researchers constructed SCIs based on functional central
limit theorems in the Banach space using Monte-Carlo simulations with an estimate of the limiting covariance structure
[23, 24, 25], based on bootstrap [26, 27], and based on the Gaussian Kinematic formula [5]. For sparse functional data,
SCIs are built using functional principal component analysis [28, 29]. For high dimensional data such as genomics data
with discrete indexing, valid SCIs are built for high dimensional but a finite number of parameters before selection
[30] or after selection [31, 32]. For survival data, SCIs for survival functions are built using Greenwood’s variance
formula under large sample sizes [33], as well as SCIs for the difference or ratio of two survival functions [34, 35]. For
regression problems, researchers are often interested in how the response y changes with a vector of predictors x, or the
magnitude of the regression coefficients. Therefore, SCIs can be constructed for y on the range of x for simple linear
regression [36] and multiple regression on the dense compact subset of continuous covariates in Rd [37]. However, to
the best of our knowledge, there is no practical bootstrap algorithm nor accessible code online that constructs SCIs for
linear combinations of coefficients of multiple regression that is valid under finite sample size, which is addressed in the
current paper with our algorithm and code.
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Figure 2: Simultaneous confidence set for the probability of severe outcome. We fixed other variables at ACE = 0, ARB
= 0, sex = Male, CKD = 1, hypertension=1, CVD = 1, diabetes=1, obesity = 1. The gray shaded area is the 95% SCIs,
the solid black line is the estimated probability. The red horizontal line shows the inner confidence sets (where the lower
SCIs are greater than the corresponding level) which are contained in the estimated inverse upper excursion set colored
as the green and red horizontal line (where the estimated means are greater than the corresponding levels); the outer
confidence sets are colored by the blue, green and red line (where the upper SCIs are greater than the corresponding
levels) and contain both the estimated inverse sets and the inner confidence sets.

1.5 Outline

After stating and proving the main theorem and corollaries in Section 2, we present the results of simulation studies that
validate our method for continuous domains using dense functional data and regression mean prediction on a fine grid
of predictors. For discrete domains, confidence sets for regression coefficients are constructed using simulated datasets,
and the results are shown in Section 3. The non-parametric bootstrap algorithm for constructing SCIs for regression
coefficients and linear combination of the coefficients is provided in Section 3. In addition, for different correlation
structures between the estimated means µ̂(s) in the domain S, we demonstrate how conservative the method is when
only a finite number of confidence sets are constructed, compared to the SCI nominal coverage rate. We showcase
the advantages of our method over the previous approach [1] in both the simulations and the real data application.
Following the simulations, we exhibit two motivating applications in two distinct domain: probability contour for mean
temperature difference map for climate change, and logistic regression for determining whether statin is protective
against the severe outcome of Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID) patients in Section 4. We conclude with a brief
discussion in Section 5.

2 Theory

2.1 Setup

The goal of inverse set estimation is to estimate the set µ−1(U) = {s ∈ S : µ(s) ∈ U} where µ : S 7→ R is an
unknown deterministic function, U is a fixed subset of R, and S is a closed indexing set. The ”point estimator” of the
true inverse set is:

µ̂−1(U) = {s ∈ S : µ̂(s) ∈ U}.

4
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Similar to the point estimate of a scalar parameter, we need a “lower bound” and an “upper bound” for the estimated
inverse set. Therefore, we introduce the data-dependent outer confidence set CSout(U) and the data-dependent inner
confidence set CSin(U) with the goal that the true inverse set µ−1(U) = {s ∈ S : µ(s) ∈ U} is “sandwiched” within
them:

CSin(U) ⊆ µ−1(U) ⊆ CSout(U).

2.2 Estimating inverse upper excursion sets

The central idea of this article is that such confidence sets can be obtained by inverting SCIs. Let B̂l(s) and B̂u(s)
denote the estimated lower and upper SCI functions at pre-specified level α such that:

P
[
∀s ∈ S : B̂l(s) ≤ µ(s) ≤ B̂u(s)

]
= 1− α

Because the function µ and the SCIs are generally not one-to-one functions, the inversion can get complicated depending
on the interval U . We simplify this issue by setting U as half of the real line, and this is often the set that researchers are
interested in. We can define the following inverse upper excursion set at level c as:

µ−1[c,+∞) = {s ∈ S | µ(s) ≥ c}

In addition, we define the following sets as the inner and outer confidence sets for the inverse upper excursion set
µ−1[c,+∞) for a single level c:

CSin[c,+∞) := B̂−1
l [c,+∞) =

{
s ∈ S | B̂l(s) ≥ c

}

CSout[c,+∞) := B̂−1
u [c,+∞) =

{
s ∈ S | B̂u(s) ≥ c

}
In Figure 3, the red horizontal lines are the CSin[c,+∞), whereas the union of red, green and blue horizontal lines are
the CSout[c,+∞). Henceforth, we distinguish between the inference when c is a single level and when the inference is
simultaneous over multiple choices of the level c.

2.2.1 Single level confidence set from SCI

In [38, 39], after constructing a bootstrap percentile SCI, the authors claim that the true mean is greater than c = 0
in the region where the estimated lower interval is greater than 0. However, no probability or confidence statement
is given. This is one of the ad-hoc examples of using SCI for inverse set estimation in applications. The following
Proposition 1 provides a formal justification for the procedure above, stating that for a single level c, B̂−1

l [c,+∞) is a
set such that we are at least 95% confident that ∀s ∈ B̂−1

l [c,+∞), µ(s) ≥ c.

Proposition 1. For a fixed level c ∈ R, and SCIs with α type I family-wiser error rate, we have

P
(
B̂−1

l [c,+∞) ⊆ µ−1[c,+∞)
)
≥ P

(
∀s ∈ S : B̂l(s) ≤ µ(s) ≤ B̂u(s)

))
= 1− α

Proof. Define the following events

E :=
{
B̂−1

l [c,+∞) ⊆ µ−1[c,+∞)
}
,

and
ESCI :=

{
∀s ∈ S : B̂l(s) ≤ µ(s) ≤ B̂u(s)

)}
.

We want to show:
ESCI =⇒ E.

Conditioning on the ESCI event, assume for a fixed s′ ∈ S, we have B̂l(s
′) ≥ c, then

µ(s′) ≥ B̂l(s
′) ≥ c

by ESCI . This means that ∀s ∈ S : B̂l(s) ≥ c, we must also have µ(s) ≥ c holds as well, which is equivalent to the
statement B̂−1

l [c,+∞) ⊆ µ−1[c,+∞).

5
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There are two issues with simply converting the lower band of SCI into inner confidence sets. The first major problem
is that this inversion is conservative, as indicated by the coverage probability inequality in Proposition 1, and we do
not know how conservative this construction is. In other words, is it possible to construct multiple confidence sets for
different levels c and still maintain the type I error rate? And when will the equality hold? Second, this proposition
only provides the inner confidence set as B−1

l [c,+∞), but gives no outer confidence set. This is of interest because the
outer confidence set would capture regions where the signal is not strong, and the region outside the outer confidence
set would capture regions where µ(s) < c with the desired probability. This is additional information not provided by
the inner set or lower SCI. We address these issues together in the next section.

2.2.2 Simultaneous confidence sets for multiple inverse upper excursion sets

Improving on Proposition 1, we obtain equality in the coverage probability by introducing both upper and lower
confidence sets for all levels in R, as shown in Theorem 1.
Theorem 1. (Inverse upper excursion set) Let B̂l(s) and B̂u(s) be the pre-constructed SCIs on the domain S, then

P
(
∀c ∈ R : B̂−1

l [c,+∞) ⊆ µ−1[c,+∞) ⊆ B̂−1
u [c,+∞)

)
= P

(
∀s ∈ S : B̂l(s) ≤ µ(s) ≤ B̂u(s)

)
Proof. See appendix section.

Theorem 1 states that inner and outer confidence sets for all levels in the real line can be constructed based on the SCIs
and maintain the same coverage probability as the SCIs. By introducing the outer confidence set in the probability
statement in Proposition 1, the inversion will still be conservative for a single level c by Theorem 1. The detailed
procedure is provided in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Simultaneous confidence sets for multiple inverse upper excursion sets

Require: α type I error rate SCI on the domain S with lower band B̂l(s) and upper band B̂u(s).
Require: A discrete subset with m elements in R : C = {c1, c2, ..., cm}.

1: for c in C do
2: Construct inner confidence set as CSin[c,+∞) := B̂−1

l [c,+∞) =
{
s ∈ S | B̂l(s) ≥ c

}
, and outer confidence

set as CSout[c,+∞) := B̂−1
u [c,+∞) =

{
s ∈ S | B̂u(s) ≥ c

}
.

3: end for
4: return CSin[c,+∞) and CSout[c,+∞) for all c ∈ C.

Remark. From the proof of Theorem 1 in the appendix, it can be seen that when C is a strict
subset of R, as in Algorithm 1, the procedure is conservative, that is, it is guaranteed that
P
(
∀c ∈ C : CSin[c,+∞) ⊆ µ−1[c,+∞) ⊆ CSout[c,+∞)

)
> 1− α. Only when C = R the equality holds.

2.3 Estimating inverse lower excursion sets

We can define the inverse lower excursion set:

µ−1(−∞, c] = {s ∈ S | µ(s) ≤ c} = {µ−1[c,+∞)}∁

where {µ−1(−∞, c]}∁ is the the closed complement of the inverse upper excursion set. We could not directly take the
complement of the events in Theorem 1 to obtain the confidence sets for the inverse lower excursion set since there is
an additional closure operation.

The following sets are defined as the outer and inner confidence sets for the inverse lower excursion set µ−1(−∞, c]:

CSin(−∞, c] := B̂−1
u (−∞, c] =

{
s ∈ S | B̂u(s) ≤ c

}
= {B̂−1

u [c,+∞)}∁ = {CSout[c,+∞)}∁ (2.1)

CSout(−∞, c] := B̂−1
l (−∞, c] =

{
s ∈ S | B̂l(s) ≤ c

}
= {B̂−1

l [c,+∞)}∁ = {CSin[c,+∞)}∁ (2.2)

Lemma 1 in the Appendix shows that the two events, in which inverse upper or lower excursion sets for all c ∈ R
are contained in the corresponding confidence sets, are equivalent. This directly leads to Corollary 1 below, which
guarantees the coverage probability of the confidence sets for inverse lower excursion set.
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Corollary 1. (Inverse lower excursion set) Let B̂l(s) and B̂u(s) be the pre-constructed SCIs on the domain S, then

P
(
∀c ∈ R : B̂−1

u (−∞, c] ⊆ µ−1(−∞, c] ⊆ B̂−1
l (−∞, c]

)
= P

(
∀s ∈ S : B̂l(s) ≤ µ(s) ≤ B̂u(s)

)
Proof. Using Lemma 1, we know that the following two events are equivalent

E1 =
{
∀c ∈ R : B̂−1

l [c,+∞) ⊆ µ−1[c,+∞) ⊆ B̂−1
u [c,+∞)

}
E2 =

{
∀c ∈ R : B̂−1

u (−∞, c] ⊆ µ−1(−∞, c] ⊆ B̂−1
l (−∞, c]

}
From Theorem 1, the Corollary directly follows.

Remark. Observe that CSin(−∞, c] is the region where we estimate the true mean is less than or equal to c with a
pre-defined probability. From Equation 2.1, we know {CSout[c,+∞)}∁ = CSin(−∞, c]. Therefore, instead of using
confidence sets for inverse lower excursion set, CSin[c,+∞) and {CSout[c,+∞)}∁ for inverse upper excursion set
(Theorem 1) will be sufficient in finding the region where the true mean is greater or equal to c and the region where the
true mean is less or equal to c respectively.

2.4 Estimating inverse interval sets

Another similar problem of interest is finding the set where the true mean is within a certain interval. For instance, a
clinician may want to find patients with blood pressure that are within a certain healthy interval [40]. By taking the
intersection of the upper inverse excursion set and lower inverse excursion set, we obtain the inverse interval set where
a < b ∈ R:

µ−1[a, b] := {s ∈ S : a ≤ µ(s) ≤ b} = µ−1[a,∞)
⋂

µ−1(−∞, b].

We define the following inner and outer confidence sets for the inverse interval set µ−1[a, b]:

CSin[a, b] := B̂−1
l [a,∞)

⋂
B̂−1

u (−∞, b] = {s ∈ S : B̂l(s) ≥ a ∧ B̂u(s) ≤ b}

CSout[a, b] := B̂−1
u [a,∞)

⋂
B̂−1

l (−∞, b] = {s ∈ S : B̂u(s) ≥ a ∧ B̂l(s) ≤ b}.

To illustrate this in Figure 3, the true inverse interval set µ−1[a, b], where a = 0.2, b = 0.8, is approximately located at
{[0.02, 0.06] ∪ [0.08, 0.11] ∪ [0.27, 0.35]} on the x-axis. The inner confidence set CSin[a, b] is located in the region
on the x-axis by intersecting the red horizontal line at y = 0.2 with the uncolored horizontal dashed line at y = 0.8.
The outer confidence set CSout[a, b] is located in the region by intersecting the colored (red, green or blue) horizontal
lines at y = 0.2 with the complement of the red horizontal line at y = 0.8. Therefore, the inner confidence set is
approximately located at {[0.03, 0.04] ∪ [0.09, 0.10] ∪ [0.29, 0.33]} on the x-axis. And the outer confidence set is
approximately located at {[0.01, 0.12] ∪ [0.25, 0.36]} on the x-axis.

Corollary 2 provides the theoretical guarantee for the coverage rate of the inner and outer confidence constructed for
inverse interval sets.
Corollary 2. (Inverse interval set) Let a < b ∈ R and B̂l(s) and B̂u(s) be the pre-constructed SCIs on the domain S ,
then

P
(
∀a, b ∈ R, a < b : CSin[a, b] ⊆ µ−1[a, b] ⊆ CSout[a, b]

)
= P

(
∀s ∈ S : B̂l(s) ≤ µ(s) ≤ B̂u(s)

)
.

Proof. This directly follows from Lemma 2 and Theorem 1.

Corollary 2 states that the confidence sets, constructed for all combinations of a < b ∈ R, are guaranteed to have the
same coverage rate as the SCIs. The algorithm for constructing confidence sets for inverse interval sets is shown in
Algorithm 2.

Using Corollary 2, the confidence sets produced are guaranteed to have the following probability statement hold with a
finite level set C = {(ai, bi) : i = 1, ...,m, ai < bi}:

P
(
∀(a, b) ∈ C, a < b : CSin[a, b] ⊆ µ−1([a, b]) ⊆ CSout[a, b]

)
> 1− α.

7
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Algorithm 2 Simultaneous confidence sets for multiple inverse interval sets

Require: α type I error rate SCIs on the domain S with lower band B̂l(s) and upper band B̂u(s).
Require: C = {(ai, bi) : i = 1, ...,m, ai < bi}.

1: for (a, b) in C do
2: Construct inner confidence set as CSin[a, b] := B̂−1

l [a,∞)
⋂
B̂−1

u (−∞, b], and outer confidence set as
CSout[a, b] := B̂−1

u [a,∞)
⋂
B̂−1

l (−∞, b].
3: end for
4: return CSin[a, b] and CSout[a, b] for all (a, b) ∈ C.

3 Simulations

All simulations are based on 5000 Monte Carlo independent realizations. First, we check the validity of our theorem
and corollaries, and compare our method with [1] using continuous 1D and 2D dense functional data. Second, we focus
on simulations of constructing confidence sets for inverse upper excursion sets in regression data cases, as these are
more common in practice. Simulations for estimating inverse upper excursion sets of the mean function on a 2D grid
of predictors using linear and logistic regression are conducted. Third, the discrete domain setting is demonstrated
by constructing confidence sets for inverse upper excursion sets of coefficients in linear regression. Concurrently,
we examine our non-parametric bootstrap SCI algorithm for linear regression under different covariate counts and
sample sizes. We conclude with a comparison of the conservativeness of the coverage probabilities when constructing
confidence sets for small number levels.

3.1 Estimation of excursion sets of dense functional data

We followed same setup as in [5] and generated functional signal-plus-noise 1D and 2D data:

(1D) : Y (s) = sin(8πs) exp(−3s) +
(0.6− s)2 + 1

6
· a

TKA(s)

∥KA(s)∥
, s ∈ [0, 1]

(2D) : Y (s) = s1s2 +
s1 + 1

s22 + 1
· b

TKB(s)

∥KB(s)∥
, s = (s1, s2) ∈ [0, 1]2

with a ∼ N (0, I7×7) and b ∼ N (0, I36×36). The vector KA(s) has entries KA
i (s) =

(
6
i

)
si(1 − s)6−i,

the (i, 6) th Bernstein polynomial for i = 0, . . . , 6 and KB(s) is the vector of all entries from the 6 × 6-matrix
Kij(s) = exp

(
−∥s−xij∥2

2h2

)
with xij = (i, j)/6 and h = 0.06. Examples of sample paths of the signal-plus-noise

models and the error fields can be found in [5]. Figures 3 and 4 display the true mean function over the space of support,
where the 1D functional data was sampled from the corresponding model on an equidistant grid of 200 points of [0, 1],
and the 2D functional data was simulated on an equidistant grid with 50 points in each dimension. The SCIs were
generated through a multiplier bootstrap procedure whose details can be found in [5] Appendix A. Once we have the
SCIs, confidence sets are directly obtained by inversion.

Figure 3 displays 1D simulated data when the sample size is N = 20 at each grid point for one realization. Figure 4
shows 2D simulated data for one realization of the confidence sets when the sample size is N = 50. If the researcher
wants to find the region where the true mean is greater than or equal to 0.3, 0.5 and 0.7, then the most right plot in the
first row of Figure 4 will be useful. If the researcher wants to find the region where the true mean is greater or equal
to 0.3 (inside the red contour line) and less than 0.3 (outside the blue contour line) with 95% confidence, it would be
helpful to investigate the most left panel of the second row of Figure 4.

In Table 1, we demonstrate the validity of Theorem 1 (labeled as Upper in the table), Corollary 1 (Lower) and Corollary
2 (Interval). The SCI coverage rate is calculated as the percentage of simulation instances such that the true means for
each grid point are contained in the corresponding confidence intervals. The coverage rates for the confidence sets are
defined as the percentage of simulation instances such that the inner confidence set is contained in the true inverse set,
and the true inverse set is contained in the outer confidence set for every pre-defined level c. For inverse upper and
lower excursion sets, we checked the containment of confidence sets over 5000 equidistant levels c across the range of
minimum and maximum of the true mean function. For the inverse interval set, we checked on the set of intervals (a, b)
where a and b are sampled at a step size of 0.005 ranging from the minimum to the maximum of the true mean, forming
a grid with the condition a < b. From Table 1, we can see that the coverage rates of the different types of confidence
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Figure 3: 1D dense functional data simulation showcase. Demonstration of using SCB to find regions of s where the
true mean is greater than or equal to the three levels 0, 0.2, 0.8 for 1D dense functional data. The gray shaded area is
the 95% SCB, the solid black line is the true mean. The red horizontal line shows the inner confidence sets (where the
lower SCB is greater than the corresponding level) that are contained in the true inverse set represented by the union of
the green and red horizontal line (where the true mean is greater than the corresponding levels); the outer confidence
sets are the union of the blue, green and red line (where the upper SCB is greater than the corresponding levels) and
contain both the true inverse sets and the inner confidence sets.

Table 1: Simulation coverage rate for 1D and 2D dense functional data.
1D 2D

N SCI Upper Lower Interval SCI Upper Lower Interval

10 94.98 95.00 95.00 95.18 95.16 95.16 95.18 95.32
20 94.94 95.00 95.00 95.22 95.96 95.96 96.06 96.42
30 95.26 95.34 95.34 95.54 94.92 94.96 94.96 95.40
50 95.02 95.10 95.10 95.40 94.92 94.98 94.98 95.42

100 94.94 94.98 94.98 95.58 94.88 94.90 94.96 95.46
150 94.58 94.64 94.64 95.06 95.10 95.12 95.18 95.64

The simulation standard error is 0.006, calculated as the standard error of a Bernoulli random variable with p = 0.95
divided by

√
5000 where 5000 is the number of Monte Carlo simulations.

sets were almost exactly the same as the SCI regardless of the sample size for both 1D and 2D dense functional data
with the predefined number of levels, validating our theory.

In addition, we checked the conservativeness of the simultaneous confidence set over a different number of levels
for inverse upper excursion sets, and the results are displayed in Figure 5. As the number of levels decreases, the
coverage rate increases, and it depends on the coverage rate of SCI at the corresponding sample size for the realized
5000 simulations. For example, the coverage rate of SCI at sample size 20 for 2D data was 95.96%, which leads to a
higher coverage rate of 96.74% for 1000 levels and 97.32% for 50 levels. As the number of confidence sets decreased
to 5, the coverage rate rose to around 98% for both 1D and 2D dense functional data. We also compared our method
with the asymptotic single-level confidence sets [1], adjusted for multiple levels by using Bonferroni adjustments for
every single level. Figure 5 shows that the Bonferroni adjusted multiple single level confidence sets yield coverage
lower than the nominal level at small sample sizes and produce higher coverage at larger sample sizes. This is expected
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Figure 4: 2D dense functional data simulation showcase. The first row displays the contours of the confidence sets in
one single plot for the outer confidence sets, estimated inverse set and inner confidence sets, respectively. The three
plots in the second row display the contours of the confidence sets for where the true mean is greater or equal to the
individual level 0.3, 0.5 or 0.7 respectively. The blue line is the contour of the outer confidence set, the green line is the
contour of the estimated inverse set and the red line is the contour of the inner confidence set.

since this single-level method is only valid asymptotically for a single level when the sample size is large and becomes
conservative when adjusted for multiple levels using Bonferroni adjustment.

3.2 Estimation of excursion sets of regression outcome

We have generated linear and logistic regression data using the following models,

(Linear) : yi = β0 + β1xi1 + β2x
2
i1 + β3x

3
i1 + β4xi2 + β5x

2
i2 + β6x

3
i2 + ϵi (3.1)

(Logistic) : log

(
pi

1− pi

)
= β0 + β1xi1 + β2x

2
i1 + β3x

3
i1 + β4xi2 + β5x

2
i2 + β6x

3
i2, (3.2)

where i = 1, ..., N denote the index for subjects and N for training sample size, β = (β0, β1, β2, β3, β4, β5, β6) =

(−1, 1, 0.5,−1.1,−0.5, 0.8,−1.1), the error ϵi
i.i.d.∼ N(0, 2) and pi denotes the probability of yi = 1 for the logistic

regression model. The predictors for training the model xi = (1, xi1, x
2
i1, x

3
i1, xi2, x

2
i2, x

3
i2)

T are generated from two
independent standard normal distributions for xi1 and xi2, and we denote the design matrix of the training data as
X = (x1, ...,xn)

T . The predictions are made on an equidistant grid of 100 points on the interval [−1, 1] for the two
predictors. We denote by X̃ the design matrix for the prediction grid, which can also be called the test data design
matrix. For our simulation setup, X̃ is a 10, 000 by 7 matrix since for each dimension we have 100 points spanning
from -1 to 1. Note that the rows of X̃ are equivalent to s in the Theory section 2.

To generate SCI for the mean outcome on the prediction data grid, we implemented non-parametric bootstrap [6].
Compared to other bootstrap methods, the non-parametric bootstrap method requires fewer assumptions and is robust
under finite sample size setup. We introduce a linear function f(β,X) that takes in the coefficients vector and design
matrix and returns a vector with the same length as the number of rows of X . For our simulation setup, this linear
functions are the equations 3.1 and 3.2 without the errors. The generation process for SCIs of the linear regression
mean function is detailed in Algorithm 3.
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Figure 5: Dense functional data simulation: coverage rate of confidence sets for different number of levels for inverse
upper excursion sets. The dashed black line is 95% plus or minus twice the standard error for a Bernoulli random
variable with p = 0.95 divided by

√
5000.

Algorithm 3 SCI for the mean outcome of regression on a fixed test set design matrix

Require: Training data outcome y and design matrix X . test set design matrix X̃ .
Require: Number of Bootstraps L and a fixed function f(β,X), empty vector rmax.

1: Obtain β̂ fitted on the training data y and X using least squares.
2: Calculate the estimated mean outcome vector on the test set design matrix (prediction grid) Ê(ỹ) := f(β̂, X̃) and

the estimated standard deviation σ̂ of Ê(ỹ). For linear regression, this is the estimated mean outcome on the same
scale as y, whereas for generalized linear regression, Ê(ỹ) is the estimated linear mean outcome before taking the
transformation.

3: for b in 1 : L do
4: Resample with replacement on the training data set: yb, Xb.
5: Fit the model on the resampled training data yb, Xb, and obtain β̂b.
6: Calculate the vector for the estimated mean Ê(ỹb) := f(β̂b, X̃) and the standard deviation σ̂b for every point

in the prediction grid.
7: Calculate the of standardized absolute residual vector for every sample in the test set design matrix rb =

|Ê(ỹb)−Ê(ỹ)|
σ̂b

. Append the max element of rb to rmax.
8: end for
9: Take the 1− α quantile over the empirical distribution generated by rmax as our threshold a.

10: return SCI on the test set design matrix (prediction grid) as
(
Ê(ỹ)− a× σ̂, Ê(ỹ) + a× σ̂

)
. For generalized

linear regression, transform the SCI back to the data scale using the monotone link function.
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Figure 6: Confidence sets for linear regression predicted mean estimators on a 2D grid. The first row displays the
contours of the three levels in one single plot for the outer confidence sets, estimated inverse upper excursion set and
the inner confidence sets, respectively. The three plots in the second row display the confidence sets for where the
true mean is greater or equal to the individual level -1, -0.5 or 0 respectively. The blue line is the contour of the outer
confidence set, the green line is the contour of the estimated inverse set and the red line is the contour of the inner
confidence set. The predictions are made on a grid of equidistant grid of 100 points on [−1, 1].

Figures 6 and 7 display the regression true mean 2D plot with the estimated confidence set contour lines overlayed on
top when the training sample size is N = 500. The outer confidence set, estimated inverse sets and inner confidence
sets for all levels are displayed in the first row three plots, and each plot in the second row displays the outer, estimated
and inner sets all at once in a single plot for each level. For example, first row and third column of Figure 6 displays
the estimated inner confidence sets for level −1, −0.5 and 0 simultaneously. For any value of −1 < x1 < 1 and
−1 < x2 < −0.75, the true mean of the linear function conditioned on the two predictors is greater than 0 with at least
95% confidence. In Figure 7 second row and second column, we can see that for any value of x1 > 0 and x2 > 0.9,
we have at least 95% confidence that the true probability of classifying y = 1 is greater than 50%, which is where
the inner confidence set for level 0.5 is. We also know that if −0.8 < x1 < 0 and x2 > −0.4, then we have at least
95% confidence that the true probability is less than 50% of classifying y = 1, which is the region outside the outer
confidence set (blue line). This is a much more intuitive interpretation of the predictors’ effect than just interpreting
coefficients.

In Figure 8, we displayed the coverage rate for different numbers of levels for both the linear and logistic regression.
The coverage rate for 5 levels increased only around 1% for linear regression and around 2% for logistic regression
compared to SCI coverage rate. This is due to the high correlation between the estimated means in the prediction grid,
which we address in section 3.4.

The coverage rate for SCI maintains near the nominal 95% level even for 100 number of samples for both linear and
logistic regression for our setup with 6 covariates, as shown in Figure 8. This shows the robustness under finite sample
of our non-parametric bootstrap algorithm. We also demonstrated that the constructed SCI works for discrete covariates
space as shown in Table 2.
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Figure 7: Confidence sets for logistic regression predicted mean estimator for probability on a 2D grid. The first
row displays the contours of the three levels in one single plot for the outer confidence sets, estimated inverse upper
excursion set and the inner confidence sets, respectively. The three plots in the second row display the confidence
sets for where the true mean is greater or equal to the individual level 0.4, 0.5 or 0.6 respectively. The blue line is the
contour of the outer confidence set, the green line is the contour of the estimated inverse set and the red line is the
contour of the inner confidence set. The predictions are made on a grid of equidistant grid of 100 points on [−1, 1].

Figure 8: Regression outcome simulation confidence sets coverage rate for different number of levels for inverse upper
excursion sets. The dashed black line is 95% plus or minus twice the standard error for a Bernoulli random variable
with p = 0.95 divided by

√
5000.
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Figure 9: Confidence sets for inverse upper excursion sets of coefficients in the discrete linear regression example. The
black points indicate the true means ordered by the lower interval values from left to right. For each level, the red points
indicate the inner confidence sets, which are contained in the true inverse upper excursion sets (green+red points) that
are contained in the outer confidence set (blue+green+red points).

3.3 Estimation of excursion sets of regression coefficients

This simulation for regression coefficients demonstrates the validity of confidence sets on discrete domain by using the
SCI for coefficients in linear regression. To flexibly control the number of coefficients, we generated the data under the
following model:

yi = β0 +

M−1∑
j=1

βjxij + ϵi

where β = (β0, β1, ..., βM−1) ∼ N(0, I) are generated once and fixed for all simulations instances, xi =
(xi1, xi2, ..., xi,M−1) ∼ N(0,Σ) are generated randomly for every new simulation instances, and Σ is a auto-regressive
covariance matrix with an order of 1, decay factor ρ = 0.4 and variance of 1 on the diagonal. The irreducible error
ϵi follows an independent standard normal. The SCIs of the coefficients were generated similarly to the regression
outcome SCI by using non-parametric bootstrapping as shown in Algorithm 3.

Figure 9 shows the confidence sets estimation for the 50 coefficients in one realization of the simulations when N = 500.
The red points are the inner confidence sets for each level which are contained in the true inverse upper excursion sets
(green + red points) that are contained in the outer confidence set (blue+green+red points).

We investigated how the coverage rate changes with both sample size and the number of coefficients in the model for
different number of levels. As shown in Figure 10, the coverage rates for a small number of levels are more conservative
than both the dense functional and regression outcome model and do not vary with either the number of coefficients
or the number of samples. The overall conservativeness for the finite number of levels is due to the low correlation
between the estimated coefficients as discussed in Section 3.4.

The SCI coverage rate maintained well above the nominal 95% level, even when the number of sample size is 500 and
number of coefficients is 200, as shown in Figure 10. This again reinforced the fact that the non-parametric algorithm
for linear regression coefficients is robust under finite sample size.
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Figure 10: Regression coefficient simulation confidence sets coverage rate for different number of levels for inverse
upper excursion sets. The dashed black line is 95% plus or minus twice the standard error for a Bernoulli random
variable with p = 0.95 divided by

√
5000.

3.4 Conservativeness of confidence sets depends on correlations of the estimators

Once the coverage rate of the CSs is above the nominal level, additional increase of coverage rate decreases the power.
Decreased power leads to smaller inner set and larger outer set that indicate a less precise estimation of the true inverse
set. Therefore, this section investigates how the coverage probability of confidence sets for a finite number of levels
changes with the correlations between the estimator µ̂(s) in the domain S. In Figure 11, we displayed the pairwise
absolute correlation density of the estimators for the simulation setup as shown in Figures 6, 7, and 9 for linear grid
prediction means, logistic grid prediction means and discrete coefficients. For example, the green line shows the density
for the correlations between every pair of the mean predictions in the grids for linear regression in one simulation
instance. We can see most pairs of the discrete coefficient estimates have low absolute correlation at around 0.10,
whereas the linear regression grid prediction means estimators’ absolute correlations concentrates at around 0.75 leading
to the least conservative coverage for finite levels of confidence sets. The logistic regression prediction mean estimators’
absolute correlations are less concentrated at higher values and thus they produce more conservative coverage than the
linear regression even though both the linear and logistic models are generated with the same underlying linear model.

An enlightening example in the linear regression setting demonstrates that the conservativeness is more dependent on
the correlations of the estimators instead of the number of the estimators that confidence sets are constructed for. The
correlation matrix of the coefficient estimators is:

cov(β̂) = σ2(X′X)−1

where σ2 is the error variance and X is the training design matrix. Then, the pairwise correlation between the mean
estimator ŷi and ŷj for the two points xi and xj in the testing grid is:

cor(ŷi, ŷj) =
xi(X

′X)−1xj
′√

xi(X
′X)−1xi

′
√
xj(X

′X)−1xj
′

(3.3)

If xi and xj are close in Euclidean distance, then the correlation of the prediction mean estimator would be extremely
close to 1 regardless of the correlation of the coefficients cov(β̂) = σ2(X′X)−1. This is because the multiplication of
the two square roots in the denominator would have similar value as the numerator in Equation 3.3. We constructed
linear regression outcome simulations under the same model setup as above but with the step size of 0.02 between
the prediction grid points and only vary the number of grid points for a fixed fitting data sample size of 300. For
example, for 5 grid prediction points in one dimension, the grid points would be (-0.04,-0.02,0,0.02,0.04). As the
number of grid points increases to 100, that would be the same simulation setup in section 3.2, thus we omit it from this
simulation setup. Table 2 illustrates that if the points are closer together (thus high correlated), the coverage rate of the
confidence sets for finite levels would be close to the coverage rate for SCIs regardless of the number of estimators we
are constructing.
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Figure 11: Absolute pairwise correlations of the estimators for different models

Table 2: Simulation coverage rates for fix grid step size for linear regression model set up as shown in Equation 3.1.
# of grid points 5 levels 25 levels 100 levels 1000 levels SCI

5 95.70 95.48 95.26 95.16 95.16
10 95.28 94.88 94.80 94.66 94.62
20 95.96 95.38 95.20 95.08 95.06
50 95.82 95.14 94.98 94.94 94.94
80 96.50 95.40 95.36 95.20 95.18

The simulation standard error is 0.006, calculated as the standard error of Bernoulli random variable with p = 0.95
divided by

√
5000 where 5000 is the number of Monte Carlo simulations.

4 Applications

4.1 Excursion set maps for climate data

With global warming emerging as a serious worldwide environmental issue, it is of interest to assess which geographical
regions are particularly at high risk of an increase in temperature. Two sets of 29 spatially registered arrays of mean
summer temperatures (June-August) produced by the WRFG climate model as part of the North American Regional
Climate Change Assessment Program (NARCCAP) project [41, 42] are given at a fine grid of fixed locations 0.5 degrees
apart in geographic longitude and latitude over North America over two time periods: late-20th century (1971–1999)
and mid-21st century (2041-2069). Here we consider the problem of determining which regions have a mean difference
in temperature greater than a certain value between the two time periods for summer. This value was set to be 2◦C in
[4, 43, 1], but the value is rather arbitrary. Why would a difference of 1◦C or even 4◦C not be of greater importance?
The purpose of the analysis presented here is to show how more excursion thresholds can be explored without losing
error control.
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We followed the same modeling method approach as in [1]. Briefly, we consider a point-wise linear model with an
auto-regressive (AR1) correlation structure for the correlation between different years within every grid point (location):

Yj(s) = T (a)(s) +m(a)(s)t
(a)
j + ϵj(s), j = 1, . . . , n(a)

Yj(s) = T (b)(s) +m(b)(s)t
(b)
j + ϵj(s), j = n(a) + 1, . . . , n(a) + n(b)

where n(a) = n(b) = 29 are the number of years within the ”past” and ”future” periods. Here tj is the year number
normalized to have mean 0 within each ”past” and ”future” periods, and the model coefficients are T (s) and m(s). Our
main interest is to estimate the difference T (b)(s)− T (a)(s). The 90% SCIs were obtained through multiplier bootstrap
which accounted the correlations between different locations. For more details, please refer to [1].

In the first row of Figure 1, we display the point estimate of inverse upper excursion set, outer and inner confidence
sets of temperature difference 1, 1.5, 2, 2.5 and 3 Celsius. For example, we are at least 90% confident that most of the
United States and the northern part of Mexico have a summer temperature difference less than 3◦C as seen in the outer
confidence set plot. On the other hand, we are at least 90% confident that the Rocky Mountains and the Sierra Madre
Occidental mountains of Mexico are at risk of exhibiting warming of 2◦C or more in the given time period which can
be seen in the inner confidence set plot.

We also compare our simultaneous finite sample method to the asymptotic single level confidence set in [1] using
the same data at a temperature difference of 2◦C. Taking the ratio of the SCI quantiles (the value a in Algorithm 3)
calculated from the multiplier bootstrap for the two methods (single level confidence set used a subset of the support for
multiplier bootstrap whereas simultaneous confidence used all the points on the support for bootstrap), the simultaneous
confidence set threshold is around 127% (3.8/3) larger than single-level confidence set’s threshold value. The position
and size of the outer and inner confidence set from the two methods do not differ substantially which can be observed
by comparing the level = 2◦C plot in Figure 1 with Figure 1 in [1]. This leads to a similar interpretation of the results.

4.2 Prediction uncertainty quantification for severe outcome of COVID and non-COVID patients

Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) has caused significant morbidity and mortality worldwide. Statin medications
used by cardiovascular disease (CVD) patients may have a protective effect against severe COVID due to their anti-
inflammatory effects [44]. [3] performed a retrospective single-center study of all patients hospitalized at University of
California San Diego Health between February 10, 2020 and June 17, 2020 (n = 170 hospitalized for COVID-19, n =
5,281 COVID-negative controls). Here we will use the same data and a similar multiple logistic regression model to
showcase our confidence set method. For more details of the data, please refer to [3].

The binary outcome of interest is severe outcome of the admitted patient, defined as either admission to the intensive
care unit (ICU) or death. The main predictor is whether the patient is taking statin medications or not, and we have
adjusted for potential confounders such as angiotensin-converting enzyme (ACE) inhibitors, angiotensin II receptor
blockers (ARB), sex, age at diagnosis, chronic kidney disease (CKD), hypertension, cardiovascular disease (CVD),
diabetes and obesity. Instead of only investigating the main effect of statin in the COVID positive patients, we pooled
the COVID negative and positive population (total sample size of n = 5451) and added an interaction term between
COVID positive indicator and statin medication in the logistic regression model. That is, the log odds of the severe
outcome are modeled as a linear function of statin, COVID positive indicator, the interaction between the two, and the
remaining confounders.

The use of statin [adjusted odds ratio (aOR) 0.78, confidence interval (CI) 0.66 to 0.93] is associated with decreased
probability of severe outcome, whereas COVID indicator (aOR 4.08, CI 2.82 to 5.95) was associated with an increased
probability of severe outcome, and the interaction term for COVID indicator and use of statin was marginally significant
(aOR 0.51, 0.25 to 1.05) meaning that statin was more protective in the COVID positive patients. Age at diagnosis was
a notable contributor to severe outcome with 2% (CI 1% to 3%) increase in the adjusted odds ratio for one year increase
of age at diagnosis.

In order to visualize and interpret the odds ratios for statin, COVID indicator and age in a meaningful way, we
constructed confidence sets for inverse upper excursion sets of three levels of severe outcome probability 0.4, 0.5 and 0.6
on the continuous prediction grid of age spanning from 20 to 100 with a step size of 0.1, and on the discrete prediction
grid of COVID positive or not and whether taking statin or not, as shown in Figure 2. We fixed other variables at ACE =
0, ARB = 0, sex = Male, CKD = 1, hypertension=1, CVD = 1, diabetes=1, obesity = 1. We use Algorithm 3 to construct
the SCIs for the probability of severe outcome on the prediction grid. Then, the corresponding three confidence sets
are built and demonstrated in Figure 2. If any patient’s characteristic falls within the red solid line, the probability
of severe disease will be higher than the corresponding level, whereas if any patient’s characteristic falls outside the
colored (blue+green+red) solid line, the probability of severe disease will be lower than the corresponding level. These
assertions hold for all levels and grid points simultaneously with 95% confidence, or 5% probability of making any
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mistakes, assuming that the model is correct. For example, we are confident that patients whose age is from 40 to 60
with COVID and not taking statin (Figure 2, top right, red set) will have a higher than 40% probability of getting severe
outcome, whereas the same aged patients without COVID and taking statin (Figure 2, bottom left, outside of blue set)
will have less than 40% probability, conditioned on the other variables at the fixed values.

5 Discussion

We have proposed an innovative approach to construct simultaneous confidence sets of multiple thresholds for quantify-
ing the uncertainty in estimating the inverse set. Previously, inverse set estimation methods have often been limited
to data supported on a continuous domain such as dense functional spatial data. We demonstrated that inverse set
estimations can be used and provide insightful inference in other continuous or discrete data scenarios such as regression
prediction and finding the coefficients with values greater than certain threshold levels.

In addition, our simultaneous confidence set method solved the dilemma of which threshold level to choose for the
inverse set. This is especially important since there is often no universal consensus on which threshold level to apply,
even within a well-defined problem. Our construction allows the analyst to choose the excursion level freely, without
concern for inflating the error rate. This comes with the drawback that our method is conservative when applied to
a small number of excursion levels, which leads to loss of power. However, we empirically demonstrated that this
conservativeness depends on the specific model and data. For confidence sets of linear regression predictions, the type I
error is very close to the nominal 5% with only 5 levels in the simulation study. Furthermore, if a slight decrease in
power is not of great importance, our simultaneous method outshines the single-level method in three major aspects:
our method is not asymptotic and valid for finite samples, produces valid confidence sets for multiple levels, and can be
widely applicable to different kinds of data.

We proposed a non-parametric bootstrap algorithm, supplemented by R code, for constructing SCIs in multiple
regression and provide a comprehensive evaluation of its performance demonstrating its robustness under finite sample
size and control of Type I error rate. To the best of our knowledge, this is first paper to provide implementable R code
and comprehensive evaluation for constructing SCIs for multiple regression using non-parametric bootstrap.

The potential of our method is not fully explored, since it is possible to apply our method to other statistical procedures
that output SCIs. Confidence sets can be built by inverting the SCIs without additional assumptions or computational
costs for these methods. This will aid inference and interpretation in applications such as survival analysis [35],
longitudinal data analysis [29] and genetic SNP effect analysis [30, 32, 31].

A Appendix: Proofs

A.1 Theorem 1

Proof. From the definition of inner confidence set, outer confidence set and inverse set, the first equality follows:

P
(
∀c ∈ R : B̂−1

l (Uc) ⊆ µ−1(Uc) ⊆ B̂−1
u (Uc)

)
= P

(
∀c ∈ R :

({
B̂l(s) ≥ c

}
⊆

{
µ(s) ≥ c

})
∧
({

µ(s) ≥ c
}
⊆

{
B̂u(s) ≥ c

}))
= P

(
∀s ∈ S : B̂l(s) ≤ µ(s) ≤ B̂u(s)

)
..

To show the second equality, we need to show that the following two events are equivalent:

E1 =
{
∀c ∈ R :

({
B̂l(s) ≥ c

}
⊆

{
µ(s) ≥ c

})
∧
({

µ(s) ≥ c
}
⊆

{
B̂u(s) ≥ c

})}
E2 =

{
∀s ∈ S : µ(s) ≥ B̂l(s) ∧ µ(s) ≤ B̂u(s)

}
First, let’s show E2 implies E1. Assume E2 happened, then for any fixed c ∈ R,

∀s ∈ S such that B̂l(s) ≥ c, then µ(s) ≥ B̂l(s) ≥ c,

∀s ∈ S such that µ(s) ≥ c, then B̂u(s) ≥ µ(s) ≥ c.

Second, let’s show E1 implies E2. Proof by contradiction. Assume E1 happened and ∃s′ ∈ S s.t.

B̂l(s
′) > µ(s′) ∨ B̂u(s

′) < µ(s′) (E2 does not hold)
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Then, any c′ ∈ (µ(s′), B̂l(s
′)] or c′ ∈ (B̂u(s

′), µ(s′)],

B̂l(s
′) ≥ c′ but µ(s′) < c′

or
µ(s′) ≥ c′ but B̂u(s

′) < c′

Contradiction to E1.

A.2 Lemma 1

Lemma 1.
E1 =

{
∀c ∈ R :

({
B̂l(s) ≥ c

}
⊆

{
µ(s) ≥ c

})
∧
({

µ(s) ≥ c
}
⊆

{
B̂u(s) ≥ c

})}
is equivalent to

E′
1 =

{
∀c ∈ R :

({
B̂l(s) > c

}
⊆

{
µ(s) > c

})
∧
({

µ(s) > c
}
⊆

{
B̂u(s) > c

})}
Proof. Proof by contradiction for both directions.

Assume E1 hold and E′
1 does not hold, then ∃s′ ∈ S,∃c′ ∈ R, B̂l(s

′) > c′ ≥ µ(s′) so there exists δ > 0 such that

B̂l(s
′) ≥ c′ + δ > µ(s′)

This is a contradiction to part of E1’s statement ∀c ∈ R,
{
B̂l(s) ≥ c

}
⊆

{
µ(s) ≥ c

}
. Similarly if ∃s′ ∈ S,∃c′ ∈

R, µ̂(s′) > c′ ≥ B̂u(s) then there exists δ > 0 such that

µ̂(s′) ≥ c′ + δ > B̂u(s)

This is a contradiction to the other part of E1’s statement ∀c ∈ R,
{
µ(s) ≥ c

}
⊆

{
B̂u(s) ≥ c

}
.

Assume E′
1 hold and E1 does not hold, then there ∃s′ ∈ S,∃c′ ∈ R, B̂l(s

′) ≥ c′ > µ(s′) so there exists δ > 0 such
that

B̂l(s
′) > c′ − δ ≥ µ(s′)

This is a contradiction to part of E′
1’s statement ∀c ∈ R :

{
B̂l(s) > c

}
⊆

{
µ(s) > c

}
. Similarly if ∃s′ ∈ S,∃c′ ∈

R, µ(s′) ≥ c′ > B̂u(s
′), there exists δ > 0 such that

µ(s′) > c′ − δ ≥ B̂u(s
′)

This is a contradiction to the other part of E′
1’s statement ∀c ∈ R :

{
µ(s) > c

}
⊆

{
B̂u(s) > c

}
.

A.3 Lemma 2

Lemma 2.
E1 =

{
∀c ∈ R :

({
B̂l(s) ≥ c

}
⊆

{
µ(s) ≥ c

})
∧
({

µ(s) ≥ c
}
⊆

{
B̂u(s) ≥ c

})}
is equivalent to

E′′
1 =

{
∀a, b ∈ R, a < b :

({
B̂l(s) ≥ a ∧ B̂u(s) ≤ b

}
⊆

{
a ≤ µ(s) ≤ b

})
∧
({

a ≤ µ(s) ≤ b
}
⊆

{
B̂u(s) ≥ a ∧ B̂l(s) ≤ b

})}
Proof. First, it can be easily seen that E′′

1 implies E1 if we fix b = +∞. Then we show E1 implies E′′
1 by contradiction

proof: Assume E1 hold but E′′
1 does not hold, then this means{

∃a < b ∈ R :
({

B̂l(s) ≥ a ∧ B̂u(s) ≤ b
}
̸⊆

{
a ≤ µ(s) ≤ b

})
(A.1)

∨
({

a ≤ µ(s) ≤ b
}
̸⊆

{
B̂u(s) ≥ a ∧ B̂l(s) ≤ b

})}
(A.2)

A.1 is equivalent to
∃s′ ∈ S,∃a′ < b′ ∈ R, B̂l(s

′) ≥ a′ ∧ B̂U (s
′) ≤ b′

but µ(s′) > b′ or µ(s′) < a′. If µ(s′) < a′ then B̂l(s
′) ≥ a′ > µ(s′) ⇐⇒ {B̂l(s) ≥ a} ̸⊆ {µ(s) ≥ a}, contradiction

to E1. If µ(s′) > b′, then µ(s′) > b′ ≥ B̂u(s
′) ⇐⇒ {µ(s) > b} ̸⊆ {B̂u(s) > b}. By lemma 1, this is a contradiction

to E1. Similar argument can be made for A.2.
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