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Abstract

This paper presents a novel method to make statistical inferences for both the model

support and regression coefficients in a high-dimensional logistic regression model. Our

method is based on the repro samples framework, in which we conduct statistical in-

ference by generating artificial samples mimicking the actual data-generating process.

The proposed method has two major advantages. Firstly, for model support, we in-

troduce the first method for constructing model confidence set in a high-dimensional

setting and the proposed method only requires a weak signal strength assumption. Sec-

ondly, in terms of regression coefficients, we establish confidence sets for any group

of linear combinations of regression coefficients. Our simulation results demonstrate

that the proposed method produces valid and small model confidence sets and achieves

better coverage for regression coefficients than the state-of-the-art debiasing methods.

Additionally, we analyze single-cell RNA-seq data on the immune response. Besides

identifying genes previously proved as relevant in the literature, our method also dis-

covers a significant gene that has not been studied before, revealing a potential new

direction in understanding cellular immune response mechanisms.

1 Introduction

Logistic regression is a widely used method for classification (e.g., Hosmer Jr et al., 2013).

In the high-dimensional setting where the number of variables p exceeds the sample size n,

existing inference methods for logistic regression mainly focus on the inference of regression

coefficients and their functions, while the uncertainty quantification of model selection

remains relatively unexplored. The main challenge is that the model support is discrete,

and therefore classical methods for statistical inference such as the central limit theorem

cannot be applied. Some recent works have studied the problem of constructing model

confident sets (Ferrari and Yang, 2015; Hansen et al., 2011; Li et al., 2019; Zheng et al.,

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2403.09984v1


2019). However, these methods are either designed for low-dimensional models or require a

model selection procedure with a sure screening property (Fan and Song, 2010) to reduce

the dimension, which relies on strong signal strength assumptions.

To address this problem, we provide several further developments on the so-called repro

samples method and extend the work by Wang et al. (2022) on high-dimensional linear

regression models to high-dimensional logistic regression models. Our work differs with

Wang et al. (2022) in several aspects. First, unlike linear regression, the response in logistic

regression is binary and the information of regression coefficients is highly compressed,

making it hard to recover the linear discriminant function in finite-sample as Wang et al.

(2022) did. Second, Gaussian noises are assumed in Wang et al. (2022), in which case one

can get rid of the nuisance parameters using the corresponding sufficient statistics and

construct finite-sample pivot statistics for statistical inference. In logistic models, however,

such pivot statistics are no longer available. We thus use asymptotic approximations to

characterize the distribution of test statistics and use a profiling method to handle nuisance

parameters. To facilitate the asymptotic approximation, we also consider the random design

setting instead of the fixed design as studied in Wang et al. (2022).

A key step of our method is to search for a relatively small set of candidate models

that include the ground-truth support with high probability, which can be done using an

inversion method by noting that the model space is discrete. Then, a likelihood ratio test

can be applied to each candidate model to infer the regression coefficients. We use the

following intuition to construct a confidence set for the model support – for each candidate

model, we generate artificial samples using that model, then compare the summary statistics

calculated based on the generated artificial data to that obtained using the observed data;

when these two statistics are very different, we reject the current candidate model. We

provide rigorous mathematical theories to support our developments.

Our contributions are as follows:

(1) We propose a novel method to construct the model candidate set that provably con-

tains the true model with high probability as long as the model is identifiable. Here,

we only assume that the signal is sufficient to identify the model given the realization

of the error term.

(2) Based on the model candidate set, we further construct a confidence set for the model

support with a desired confidence level. To the best of our knowledge, this is the

first approach for constructing model confidence sets in the high-dimensional logistic

regression setting.

(3) Besides the model confidence set, we also develop a comprehensive approach that

allows for inference on individual regression coefficients, subsets of coefficients, and
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even any groups of linear combinations of these coefficients. This general result also

enables us to efficiently infer nonlinear transformations of the regression coefficients,

such as the case probabilities of a set of new observations. Existing works in the liter-

ature only focus on inferring a constrained group of linear combinations of regression

coefficients, e.g., see Shi et al. (2019); Van de Geer et al. (2014); Zhang and Cheng

(2017).

(4) Existing approaches for high-dimensional inference often depend on either data split-

ting, feature screening, consistent model or parameter estimations, or sparse inverse

Hessian matrix. However, our methods do not rely on these procedures or assump-

tions. Therefore, the proposed methods require weaker theoretical assumptions and

attain the full sample efficiency.

1.1 Related works

The inference problem in high-dimensional generalized linear models has attracted a lot of

attention in recent years, almost all of which however focus on the regression coefficients.

For instance, Van de Geer et al. (2014) constructed confidence intervals for βj, j ∈ [p] based

on the debiased estimator by inverting the KKT condition of the ℓ1 penalized regression

problems. Dezeure et al. (2015) proposed the multi sample-splitting approach by repeat-

edly splitting the data into two parts. For each single splitting, they apply variable selection

on one part of the data and apply a low dimensional inference procedure on the other part

of the data with the selected variables to produce a p-value. Then they aggregate all the

p-values to make the final decision. Belloni et al. (2016) and Chernozhukov et al. (2018)

make inferences for single parameters by constructing Neyman-orthogonal estimating equa-

tions, so that the proposed estimators are immunized against high-dimensional nuisance

parameters and variable selection mistakes. Ning and Liu (2017) tested single parameters

by constructing a decorrelated score function to handle the impact of high-dimensional

nuisance parameters. Shi et al. (2019) considered the problem of linear hypothesis test-

ing using the partial penalized likelihood where only the high-dimensional parameters not

involved in the hypothesis are penalized. Sur and Candès (2019) studied the likelihood

ratio test for single parameters under the setting where p
n → κ, κ < 1

2 . Ma et al. (2021)

considered the global and multiple testing problem by a two-step standardization proce-

dure. Cai et al. (2021) studied high-dimensional GLM with binary outcomes using the

debiased procedure together with a link-specific weighting to ensure the bias of the estima-

tor is dominated by the stochastic error. Shi et al. (2021) generalized the decorrelated score

method of Ning and Liu (2017) by recursively conducting model selection and constructing

score equations based on the selected variables in an online manner. Fei and Li (2021)
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proposed the splitting and smoothing method for inferring single coefficients. The work

of Dezeure et al. (2015); Fei and Li (2021); Shi et al. (2019, 2021) require either variable

selection methods with sure screening property (Fan and Song, 2010) or a uniform sig-

nal strength condition. The work of Belloni et al. (2016); Ma et al. (2021); Ning and Liu

(2017); Van de Geer et al. (2014) relies on either the sparse inverse Hessian assumption or

the sparse precision assumption which can be too stringent in practice. The method in

Cai et al. (2021) uses sample splitting which could cause a loss of efficiency for inference.

Our method uses generated random noise to approximate the data generating noise, there-

fore we only require a model selection consistency in the oracle setting, resulting in a much

weaker signal strength assumption than the aforementioned methods. Our method requires

neither the sparse inverse Hessian, sparse precision matrix assumptions nor data splitting.

It is also of interest to quantify the uncertainty and make inference for the model sup-

port, a task that we can do. This inference problem is more difficult than the inference

problem for the regression coefficients since the model space is discrete. There are several

works to construct a model confidence set, but most of them are in the classical regression

settings with p < n. For instance, Hansen et al. (2011) constructed the model confidence

set by a sequence of equivalence tests and eliminations. Specifically, starting from a set of

candidate models, they apply the equivalence tests to all the remaining model pairs in the

candidate set, when any test is rejected, they eliminate the worst model from the candidate

set. Then they repeat the procedure until all models in the candidate set are tested as

equivalent. Ferrari and Yang (2015) constructed the variable selection confidence set for

linear regression based on F -testing. Starting from a relatively small full model (that is

assumed to be available), they compare each of the sub-models to the full model using

F -testing, then collect all the accepted sub-models as the variable selection confidence set.

Zheng et al. (2019) extended the linear regression models in Ferrari and Yang (2015) to

more general models by comparing the sub-models to the full model using the likelihood

ratio test. Li et al. (2019) introduced the model confidence bounds as two nested models

such that the true model is between these two models with a certain level of confidence.

To achieve this, they construct several Bootstrap samples and apply a model selection pro-

cedure to each of them to form a set of selected models. Then they choose the model

confidence bounds such that it achieves the pre-specified coverage level on the set of se-

lected models. The work of Ferrari and Yang (2015); Hansen et al. (2011); Zheng et al.

(2019) requires either the dimension of the data to be less than the sample size, or a vari-

able screening procedure with sure screening property and thus a uniform signal strength

condition. The work of Li et al. (2019) relies on a consistent model selection procedure

where uniform signal strength is again necessary. Our proposed method does not have

these constraints and it directly applies for high-dimensional models with p ≫ n.
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A very recent work by Wang et al. (2022) uses the repro samples method proposed in

Xie and Wang (2022) to address the statistical inference for both regression coefficients

and model support in a high-dimensional Gaussian linear regression model with finite sam-

ple coverage guarantee. Their artificial-sample-based method mimics the data generating

process by sampling from the known noise distribution and generating synthetic response

variables using the generated random noises. Noticing that if one knows the noise that

generates the observed data, they could calculate all the possible values of the parame-

ters that are able to generate the observed data using the noise, then the uncertainty of

identifying the parameters merely comes from the inversion of the data generating pro-

cess. However the data generating noise is unobservable, the repro samples method then

incorporates both the uncertainty of the inversion of the data generating process and the

uncertainty of the random noise to construct a confidence set for the parameters. Our

developments use the same idea of the repro sample method to develop our inference. How-

ever, Wang et al. (2022) focuses on the much easier setting of Gaussian regression models

and their development can not be directly applied to high-dimensional logistic regression

models.

1.2 Organization

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 includes notations, model setup, and a brief

review of the repro samples method. Section 3 is the main section that introduces our

methods for constructing the model candidate set, model confidence set, and inference for

the regression coefficients. Theoretical properties of the proposed methods are also included.

Section 4 provides numerical illustrations of the proposed method, which includes both

simulation and real data examples. Section 5 contains further remarks and discussions.

The proof of the theoretical results are in Appendix (Section A).

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we introduce notation and the data generative model in Section 2.1 and 2.2,

respectively. We also briefly review the general repro samples method in Section 2.3.

2.1 Notation

For any p ∈ N+, we denote [p] to be the set {1, . . . , p}. For a vector v ∈ R
p and a

subset of indexes τ ⊂ [p], we denote vτ to be the sub-vector of v with indexes in τ , denote

‖v‖k = (
∑

j∈[p] |vj|k)1/k for k ≥ 0 with ‖v‖0 =
∑

j∈[p] 1{vj 6= 0} to be the number of

nonzero elements in v and ‖v‖∞ = maxj∈[p] |vj |. We also denote |τ | =
∑

j∈[p] 1{j ∈ τ}
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to be the cardinality of τ . For matrix A ∈ R
q×p and τ ⊂ [p], we denote A·,τ to be a

submatrix of A consisting of all the columns of A with column indexes in τ and ‖A‖op =

supa∈Rq ,b∈Rp a⊤Ab is the operator norm of A. For a symmetric matrix A, λmin(A) and

λmax(A) denote respectively the smallest and largest eigenvalues of A. We use c and C

to denote absolute positive constants that may vary from place to place. For two positive

sequences an and bn, an . bn means an ≤ Cbn for all n and an & bn if bn . an and an ≍ bn

if an . bn and bn . an, and an ≪ bn if lim supn→∞
an
bn

= 0 and an ≫ bn if bn ≪ an.

2.2 Model Set-up

In this work, we consider the logistic regression with independent observations {(Xi, yi) :

i ∈ [n]} generated from the following distribution

P(Y = 1 | X) = 1 − P(Y = 0 | X) =
1

1 + e−X⊤β0
, X ∼ PX ,

where X ∈ R
p, Y ∈ {0, 1} and β0 ∈ R

p is the linear coefficients in logistic regression with

‖β0‖0 = s. We can rewrite this model in the form of a data generating model

Y = 1{X⊤β0 + ǫ > 0}, (1)

with X ∼ PX , ǫ ∼ Logistic is a logistic random variable with cumulative distribution func-

tion P(ǫ ≤ t) = (1 + e−t)−1. Here we assume β0 defined in model (1) is unique and this as-

sumption will be satisfied if supa∈Rp,‖a‖2=1 P(a⊤X = 0) = 0. To highlight the observed data

and the correspondence between Xi, yi and ǫi, for i ∈ [n], we use {(Xobs
i , yobsi , ǫreli ) : i ∈ [n]}

to denote the oracle data, which consists of the observed data and the corresponding realiza-

tion of the data generating noises. Denote X = (X1, . . . ,Xn)⊤, Xobs = (Xobs
1 , . . . ,Xobs

n ),

y = (y1, . . . , yn)⊤, yobs = (yobs1 , . . . , yobsn )⊤, ǫ = (ǫ1, . . . , ǫn)⊤, ǫrel = (ǫrel1 , . . . , ǫreln )⊤.

Throughout the paper, we use X,y and ǫ to denote the random copy of data and cor-

responding random noises, respectively. We use Xobs,yobs and ǫrel when the observed data

is treated as given (or realized).

In this model, we have two sets of unknown parameters, one is the support of β0 denoted

by τ0 = supp(β0) = {j ∈ [p] : β0,j 6= 0} and the other one is the vector of nonzero coefficients

β0,τ0 . We write θ = (τ,βτ ), θ0 = (τ0,β0,τ0) and denote Pθ0 to be the joint distribution of

(X,Y ) defined in Equation (1) with parameters equal to θ0. The log-likelihood function of

θ is then given by

l(θ | Xobs,yobs) = −
n
∑

i=1

log(1 + e−(2yobsi −1)Xobs⊤
i,τ βτ ).

Most work of statistical inference on high-dimensional logistic models only focuses on the

parameters β0. In this paper, we are interested in making inferences for both the true

model τ0 and linear coefficients β0.
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2.3 Repro Samples Method

In this subsection, we briefly review the general repro samples framework for statistical

inference proposed by Xie and Wang (2022). This artificial-sample-based method can be

applied to construct confidence regions for a variety of parameters that take values in either

continuum or discrete sets. Assume we observe n samples yobs = {yobs1 , . . . , yobsn } from the

population Y = G(U ,θ0), where U ∈ U is a random vector from a known distribution PU ,

θ0 ∈ Θ is the unknown model parameter and G : U × Θ → R
n is a known mapping. The

observed data yobs satisfies yobs = G(urel,θ0) with urel ∈ U is a realization of the random

vector U .

The repro samples method makes inference for the parameter θ0 by mimicking the model

generating process. Intuitively, if we have observed urel, then for any parameter θ ∈ Θ,

we generate an artificial data y′ = G(urel,θ). If the artificial data matches the observed

samples, i.e., y′ = yobs, then θ is a potential value of θ0 and, if there is any ambiguity,

it comes only from the inversion of G(urel, ·). However, the data generating noises urel

is unobserved, we need to incorporate its uncertainty for which we do it by considering a

Borel set Bα with P(U ∈ Bα) ≥ α. For any u∗ ∈ Bα and θ ∈ Θ, we create an artificial data

y∗ = G(u∗,θ) called repro sample. We keep θ as a potential value of θ0 if y∗ = yobs. All the

retained values of θ form a level-α confidence set for θ0. Therefore the total uncertainty of

the confidence region comes from both the possible ambiguity of the inversion of G(urel, ·)
and the uncertainty of the unobservability of urel. Note that throughout the paper, we use

α instead of 1 − α to denote the confidence level. For example, α = .90, .95, or .99.

More generally, we consider a Borel set Bα(θ) with P(T (U ,θ) ∈ Bα(θ)) ≥ α. Then

define the confidence region of θ0 as

Γθ0
α (yobs) = {θ : ∃u∗ s.t. yobs = G(u∗,θ), T (u∗,θ) ∈ Bα(θ)}.

It follows

P(θ0 ∈ Γθ0
α (Y )) ≥ P

(

T (U ,θ0) ∈ Bα(θ0)
)

≥ α.

Here T : U × Θ → R
d is called the nuclear mapping. Clearly, there might be multiple

choices of T that all lead to valid confidence regions. One choice is T (u,θ) = u for any

θ ∈ Θ and Bα(θ) = Dα is a level-α Borel set of PU with P(U ∈ Dα) ≥ α. However, this

naive nuclear statistic could lead to an oversized confidence region. Therefore T is similar

to a test statistic under the hypothesis testing framework and should be designed properly,

see Xie and Wang (2022) for more details. Note that if T depends on u∗ through G(u∗,θ),

i.e., T (u∗,θ) = T̃ (G(u∗,θ),θ) for some T̃ , then Γθ0
α can be equivalently expressed as

Γθ0
α (yobs) ={θ : ∃u∗ s.t. yobs = G(u∗,θ), T̃ (yobs,θ) ∈ Bα(θ)}

⊆{θ : T̃ (yobs,θ) ∈ Bα(θ)} = Γ̃θ0
α (yobs).

(2)
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Specifically, if T̃ is a test statistic under the Neyman-Pearson framework, by the property of

test duality, Γ̃θ0
α (yobs) is a level-α confidence set and the confidence set Γθ0

α (yobs) constructed

by repro samples method becomes a subset of Γ̃θ0
α (yobs).

In cases when nuisance parameters are present, Xie and Wang (2022) proposes a nuclear

mapping function to make inferences for the parameters of interest. However, this approach

encounters specific challenges when applied to high-dimensional logistic regression models.

First, when making inference for τ0, the regression coefficients β0 are unknown nuisance

parameters. Since it is infeasible to sample from the conditional distribution given the

sufficient statistics, we would need to tackle the computational challenge by designing a

nuclear mapping that can profile out all possible values of β0. On the other hand, when

making inferences for the regression coefficients, we would need to profile out τ0, this would

require a viable model candidate set. Unlike the linear model setting in Wang et al. (2022),

in the logistic regression framework, multiple values of θ may satisfy (1) given yobs and

ǫrel. This aspect significantly complicates the task of establishing a candidate set, both

from computational and theoretical standpoints. See Section 3 for a detailed explanation

of the strategies to address the above challenges.

3 Method and Theory

This section presents the methods and theoretical results for statistical inference in high-

dimensional logistic regression models. Specifically, in Section 3.1, we construct the model

candidate set to reduce the computation cost, by selecting a subset of the model space for

inference. In Section 3.2, we prune the model candidate set to get a model confidence set.

During both of these subsections, the parameter of interest is τ0, while β0 is a nuisance

parameter. Subsequently, in Section 3.3, we delve into techniques for inferring q linear

combinations of β0, denoted as Aβ0, utilizing any predetermined constant matrix A ∈ R
q×p

where 1 ≤ q ≤ p.

3.1 Model candidate set

As mentioned in Section 2.3, we need a Borel set Bα(θ) for θ = (τ,βτ ) to incorporate the

uncertainty of ǫrel. We will see in later sections that if we fix a model τ , the set Bα(θ) can

be easily constructed for any βτ . However, we still need to search over all model τ ’s, which

can be computationally expensive. Therefore we introduce the notion of model candidate

set to constrain the potential values of τ0 to only a small set of models without loss of much

confidence and propose an efficient procedure for constructing such a candidate set.

To demonstrate our construction of the model candidate set, we start from the oracle
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scenario when ǫrel is known. With this oracle data, we show that τ0 can be identified under

a weak signal strength assumption. However, the noise ǫrel is not observable in practice,

so we randomly generate d noises {ǫ∗(j) : j ∈ [d]} to approximate ǫrel. For each ǫ∗(j), we

construct an estimator τ̂(ǫ∗(j)) of τ0, then we collect these d estimators to form the model

candidate set C = {τ̂(ǫ∗(j)) : j ∈ [d]}.

Since the estimators τ̂(ǫ∗(j)) are constructed using empirical risk minimization, we define

the following notations at first. Given any noises ǫ̃ = {ǫ̃i : i ∈ [n]}, if we apply the following

function (X, ǫ̃) 7→ 1{X⊤
τ βτ + σǫ̃ > 0} to (Xobs, ǫ̃) to predict yobs, we denote the empirical

prediction error as

Ln(τ,βτ , σ|Xobs,yobs, ǫ̃) =
1

n

n
∑

i=1

1

{

yobsi 6= 1{Xobs⊤
i,τ βτ + σǫ̃i > 0}

}

=
1

n

n
∑

i=1

1

{

1{Xobs⊤
i,τ0 β0,τ0 + ǫreli > 0} 6= 1{Xobs⊤

i,τ βτ + σǫ̃i > 0}
}

.

In this work, we will choose ǫ̃ to be either ǫrel or an artificially generated ǫ∗ that is inde-

pendent of the oracle data (Xobs,yobs, ǫrel). Now we define the expected prediction error

using these two choices of ǫ̃ respectively. For a random copy (X,y, ǫ) of the oracle data, if

we choose ǫ̃ = ǫ, the expected prediction error is denoted as

Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ) =ELn(τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ) = P
(

1{X⊤
τ0β0,τ0 + ǫ > 0} 6= 1{X⊤

τ βτ + σǫ > 0}
)

,

where the expectation E is over the randomness of X, ǫ and y (or equivalently X and ǫ).

When we set ǫ̃ = ǫ∗ which is independent of (X,y, ǫ), we denote the expected prediction

error as

L∗
θ0

(τ,βτ , σ) =ELn(τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ∗) = P
(

1{X⊤
τ0β0,τ0 + ǫ > 0} 6= 1{X⊤

τ βτ + σǫ∗ > 0}
)

.

Here the expectation E above is over the randomness of X,y and ǫ∗ (or X, ǫ and ǫ∗).

3.1.1 Signal strength condition and recovery under oracle setting

As outlined in Section 3.1. Our intuition for constructing the model candidate set contains

two stages. At first, we show τ0 can be recovered given ǫrel. Then we generate independent

copies of ǫ to approximate ǫrel. This subsection considers the first stage, investigating the

sufficient condition for recovering τ0 given the knowledge of ǫrel. Then we will show in

Section 3.1.2 that under this sufficient condition, the recovery of τ0 still holds providing

ǫrel aligns with some of the generated synthetic noises.

Note that Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ) attains its minimum value 0 at (τ0,β0,τ0 , 1). Therefore, suppos-

ing ǫrel is known, we could estimate τ0 by minimizing Ln(τ,βτ , σ|Xobs,yobs, ǫrel). However,
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when β0,τ0 has weak signals, excluding those weak signals from τ0 may not increase Lθ0

substantially. Consequently, the minimizer of Ln may differ from τ0, making it hard to

identify the true model using the oracle data (Xobs,yobs, ǫrel). Therefore, to identify the

true model τ0, we need the following assumption on the signal strength to separate τ0 from

all other wrong models using data.

Assumption 1. For all τ ⊂ [p] with |τ | ≤ s, τ 6= τ0,

inf
βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ) & min

{

|τ0 \ τ |
log p

n
+ (|τ | + 1)

log n
|τ |+1

n
, (|τ | + 1)

log p

n

}

. (3)

Note that when ǫrel is known, the prediction error under the true parameter is 0,

Lθ0(τ0,β0,τ0 , 1) = 0. Then Assumption 1 links model selection to prediction in the sense

that at the population level, any wrong model |τ | ≤ s, τ 6= τ0 has a positive prediction

error gap from the true model. As we will show in Remark 1 and 2 later, this assumption

is weaker than other commonly used signal strength conditions in the literature.

Under Assumption 1, all the wrong models have a relatively large prediction error while

the true model τ0 has a prediction error equal to 0, therefore if we solve the constrained

empirical risk minimization problem

τ̂(ǫrel) = arg min
|τ |≤s

min
β∈Rp,σ≥0

Ln(τ,βτ , σ|Xobs,yobs, ǫrel), (4)

τ̂(ǫrel) is likely to equal to τ0. Formally, we have the following Lemma 1 which states that as

long as Assumption 1 is satisfied, we can identify τ0 using (Xobs,yobs, ǫrel) in probability. A

proof is given in the Appendix. In Lemma 1, we denote τ̂(ǫ) = arg min|τ |≤s minβ∈Rp,σ≥0 Ln(τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ)

to be a random copy of τ̂(ǫrel).

Lemma 1. For τ̂ defined in Equation (4), denote

c̃min = min
|τ |≤s,τ 6=τ0,βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ) − 2|τ |+2
n log2

2en
|τ |+1

|τ0 \ τ |
,

cmin = min
|τ |≤s,τ 6=τ0,βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ) − 2|τ |+2
n log2

2en
|τ |+1

|τ | ∨ 1
,

then

P(τ̂(ǫ) 6= τ0) . 2−
1
2
nc̃min+2 log2 p ∧ 2−

1
2
ncmin+log2 p.

Here the probability is taken with respect to (X,y, ǫ). Furthermore, if Assumption 1 holds,

P(τ̂(ǫ) 6= τ0) . 2−cnc̃min ∧ 2−cncmin.
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Remark 1. Assumption 1 can be shown to be weaker than the Cmin condition in Shen et al.

(2012). Note that the Cmin condition requires

inf
|τ |≤s,τ 6=τ0,βτ∈R|τ |

[H(Pθ0 ,P(τ,βτ ))]
2

|τ0 \ τ |
&

log p

n
,

where P(τ,βτ ) is the joint distribution of (X,Y ) with X ∼ PX , ǫ ∼ Logistic and Y =

1{X⊤
τ βτ + ǫ > 0}, H(P1,P2) is the Hellinger distance between P1,P2. However as we will

show in Lemma 2 of Section A, when σ > 0,

Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ) = TV(Pθ0 ,P(τ,βτ
σ

)
),

where TV(P1,P2) = supA |P1(A) − P2(A)| is the total variation distance between P1,P2. If

for any τ ⊂ [p] with |τ | ≤ s, τ 6= τ0, the minimizer (βτ , σ) of Equation (3) satisfies σ > 0,

and if we further assume s log n
s . log p, then a sufficient condition for Assumption 1 is

inf
|τ |≤s,τ 6=τ0,βτ∈R|τ |

TV(Pθ0 ,P(τ,βτ ))

|τ0 \ τ |
&

log p

n
.

Since {H(P1,P2)}2 . TV(P1,P2) . H(P1,P2), Assumption 1 is weaker than the Cmin

condition in Shen et al. (2012).

Remark 2. Assumption 1 is also weaker than the commonly used β-min condition (Bunea,

2008; Zhang, 2010; Zhao and Yu, 2006). Denote βmin = minj∈τ0 |β0,j |, then the β-min

condition assumes

βmin &

√

log p

n
.

As we will show in Lemma 3 of Section A, suppose X is sub-Gaussian with ‖X‖ψ2
. 1,

‖β0‖2 . 1 and λmin(EXX⊤) & 1, then

inf
|τ |≤s,τ 6=τ0,βτ∈R|τ |

TV(Pθ0 ,P(τ,βτ ))
√

|τ0 \ τ |
& βmin.

Therefore another sufficient condition for Assumption 1 is βmin &
√
s log p
n +

s log n
s

n . When
s log p
n +

s2 log2 n
s

n log p . 1, we have Assumption 1 is weaker than the β-min condition.

3.1.2 Candidate set construction in the practical setting

In practice, although the oracle noise ǫrel is unobservable, we can generate a vector ǫ∗

independently from logistic distribution and calculate τ̂(ǫ∗) as

τ̂(ǫ∗) = arg min
|τ |≤k

min
β∈Rp,σ≥0

Ln(τ,βτ , σ|Xobs,yobs, ǫ∗).

11



We expect that as long as ǫ∗ and ǫrel are close enough, we would have τ̂(ǫ∗) = τ̂(ǫrel).

Therefore, we generate d i.i.d. random noises {ǫ∗(j) : j ∈ [d]} and calculate their corre-

sponding τ̂(ǫ∗(j)). Then we collect all the estimated models into the model candidate set C
as

C = {τ̂(ǫ∗(j)) : ǫ
∗(j)
i

i.i.d.∼ Logistic, i ∈ [n], j ∈ [d]}.
We summarize the above procedure in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Model Candidate Set

1: Input: Observed data (Xobs,yobs), the number of repro samples d.

2: Output: Model candidate set C.

3: Generate d copies of logistic random noises {ǫ∗(j) : ǫ
∗(j)
i

i.i.d.∼ Logistic, i ∈ [n], j ∈ [d]}.

4: Compute τ̂(ǫ∗(j)) = arg min|τ |≤k minβ∈Rp,σ≥0 Ln(τ,βτ , σ|Xobs,yobs, ǫ∗(j)), for j ∈ [d]

and some k.

5: Construct C = {τ̂ (ǫ∗(j)) : j ∈ [d]}.

Remark 3 (Practical implementation of Algorithm 1). Step 2 in Algorithm 1 involves

optimization for 0-1 loss function with ℓ0 constraint which can be hard to calculate. In

practice, we use the hinge loss or logistic loss as surrogates for the 0-1 loss, then replace the

ℓ0 constraint by the adaptive LASSO penalty and apply the extended BIC (Chen and Chen,

2008) to choose the tuning parameter for the penalty.

In the following theorem, we show that as long as the number of Monte Carlo copies,

d, is large enough, there will be at least one ǫ∗(j) that is closed to ǫrel, then the model

candidate set C contains the true model τ0 with high probability. A proof is given in the

Appendix.

Theorem 1. Using the same notation as in Lemma 1, if we further denote Fǫ(z) = (1 +

e−z)−1 to be the CDF of logistic distribution, we have

P(τ0 6∈ C) . 2−
1
2
nc̃min+2 log2 p ∧ 2−

1
2
ncmin+log2 p + (1 − {E

∣

∣Fǫ(ǫ) − Fǫ(−X⊤
τ0β0,τ0)

∣

∣}n)d.

If Assumption 1 holds, for any fixed n, when d is large enough such that

(1 − {E
∣

∣Fǫ(ǫ) − Fǫ(−X⊤
τ0β0,τ0)

∣

∣}n)d . 2−cnc̃min ∧ 2−cncmin,

we have

P(τ0 6∈ C) . 2−cnc̃min ∧ 2−cncmin.

Theorem 1 ensures the inclusion of τ0 in C as long as Assumption 1 is satisfied and d is

large enough.

Next, we demonstrate that under a stronger signal strength condition, the requirement

for the number of repro samples, d, can be relaxed.

12



Assumption 2. For all τ with |τ | ≤ s, τ 6= τ0,

min
βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

L∗
θ0

(τ,βτ , σ) − L∗
θ0

(τ0,β0,τ0 , 0) &

√

|τ | ∨ 1

n
+
√

|τ0 \ τ | ∧ (|τ | ∨ 1)

√

log p

n
.

Since ǫ∗ is independent of (X,y), we know that (τ,βτ , σ) = (τ0,β0,τ0 , 0) minimizes the

expected prediction error L∗
θ0

(τ,βτ , σ). Thus Assumption 2 assumes that all the wrong

models τ 6= τ0 with |τ | ≤ s have a positive error gap from the true model. Compared

to Assumption 1, the signal strength in Assumption 2 scales with 1√
n

instead of 1
n as in

Assumption 1.

As we will show in the following theorem, if the stronger signal strength Assump-

tion 2 holds, then similar to the model selection consistency (Bunea, 2008; Zhang, 2010;

Zhao and Yu, 2006), the model candidate set contains the true model support with high

probability for any d ≥ 1. A proof is provided in the Appendix.

Theorem 2. Denote

c̃∗min =

(

inf
|τ |≤s,τ 6=τ0,βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

L∗
θ0

(τ,βτ , σ) − L∗
θ0

(τ0,β0,τ0 , 0) − c

√

|τ |+1
n

√

|τ0 \ τ |

)2

,

c∗min =

(

inf
|τ |≤s,τ 6=τ0,βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

L∗
θ0

(τ,βτ , σ) − L∗
θ0

(τ0,β0,τ0 , 0) − c

√

|τ |+1
n

√

|τ | ∨ 1

)2

.

For any n and d, the model candidate set satisfies,

P(τ0 6∈ C) . e−
n
8
c̃∗min+2 log p ∧ e−

n
8
nc∗min+log p.

If Assumption 2 holds, then

P(τ0 6∈ C) . e−cnc̃
∗
min ∧ e−cnc

∗
min.

Remark 4. (1) Besides the coverage for τ0, we can also guarantee the consistency of C.
Specifically, under Assumption 2, using the same notation as in Theorem 2, if we set

d such that log d . log p, then with high probability, we have C contains only τ0,

P(C 6= {τ0}) . e−cnc̃
∗
min ∧ e−cnc

∗
min.

Note that to conduct inference for τ0 and β0, it is only necessary that τ0 ∈ C, but

C = {τ0} is not required. Therefore, we can set d as large as necessary.

(2) Combining Theorem 1 and 2, it becomes evident that the model candidate set C is

adaptive to the signal strength. Under the weak signal strength Assumption 1, as we

discussed in Remark 1 and 2, none of the existing work can be guaranteed to find τ0,
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but our approach assures τ0 ∈ C as long as d is large enough. Furthermore, if the

stronger signal strength Assumption 2 is satisfied, then d doesn’t need to be large at

all, since τ0 ∈ C holds for any d ≥ 1. Moreover, under Assumption 2, if d is not too

large such that log d . log p, it is ensured that C = {τ0}.

3.2 Inference for τ0

If we are interested in the inference for the true model τ0, then β0,τ0 is a nuisance pa-

rameter. As we discussed in Section 2.3 Equation (2), if the nuclear statistic has the form

T (Xobs, ǫ∗,θ) = T̃ (Xobs,Y ∗,θ) where Y ∗ is generated by Xobs, ǫ∗ and θ, then it suffices to

check whether T̃ (Xobs,yobs,θ) is in Bα(θ). In order to deal with the nuisance parameter,

we consider the following form of confidence set for τ0,

Γτ0α (Xobs,yobs) ={τ : ∃βτ ∈ R
|τ | s.t. T̃ (Xobs,yobs, (τ,βτ )) ∈ Bα((τ,βτ ))},

with Bα(θ) satisfies P(T̃ (X,Y ∗,θ) ∈ Bα(θ)) ≥ α.

If 1 − T̃ (X,Y ∗,θ) is a p-value, then we can take Bα(θ) = (−∞, α) and rewrite

Γτ0α (Xobs,yobs) as

Γτ0α (Xobs,yobs) = {τ : min
βτ∈R|τ |

T̃ (Xobs,yobs, (τ,βτ )) < α}. (5)

Here, we refer to minβτ∈R|τ | T̃ (Xobs,Y ∗, (τ,βτ )) as a profile nuclear statistic.

Specifically, we construct the nuclear statistic T̃ and the model confidence sets as follows.

For any given θ = (τ,βτ ) and Y ∗ ∈ {0, 1}n generated by Y ∗
i = 1{Xobs⊤

i,τ βτ + ǫ∗i > 0} with

ǫ∗i
i.i.d.∼ Logistic, we solve

β̃(λ) = arg min
β∈Rp

1

n

n
∑

i=1

log(1 + e−(2Y ∗
i −1)Xobs⊤

i β) + λ ‖β‖1 , (6)

λ̃(τ,βτ ) = arg max
λ≥0

‖β̃(λ)‖0, s.t.
∥

∥

∥
β̃(λ)

∥

∥

∥

0
≤ |τ | ,

τ̃(Xobs,Y ∗,θ) = supp(β̃(λ̃(θ))).

The model selector τ̃(Xobs,Y ∗,θ) is the largest model with cardinality at most |τ | in the

solution path of Problem (6) using the synthetic data (Xobs,Y ∗). Denote

Pθ(τ∗) = Pǫ∗|θ(τ̃(Xobs,Y ∗,θ) = τ∗),

where Pǫ∗|θ counts the randomness of Y ∗ given Xobs. Then we consider the nuclear statistic

T (Xobs, ǫ,θ) = T̃ (Xobs,y,θ) = Pǫ∗|θ
(

Pθ(τ̃(Xobs,Y ∗,θ)) > Pθ(τ̃ (Xobs,y,θ))
)
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which is the probability that τ̃(Xobs,y,θ) appears less often than the synthetic model

selector τ̃(Xobs,Y ∗,θ) in Pθ(·). Since T̃ (Xobs,y,θ) is also the survival function of random

variable Pθ(τ̃(Xobs,Y ∗,θ)) evaluated at Pθ(τ̃ (Xobs,y,θ)), when θ = θ0,y = 1(Xobsβ0 +

ǫ > 0), we know that 1 − T̃ (Xobs,y,θ0) is a p-value with

Pǫ(T̃ (Xobs,y,θ0) < α) ≥ α.

Here Pǫ counts the randomness of y given Xobs. Since τ0 belongs to C with high probability

as guaranteed by Theorem 1 and 2, we constrain the model confidence set to be a subset

of C. Then according to Equation (5), we define the confidence set for τ0 as

Γτ0α (Xobs,yobs) ={τ : ∃βτ ∈ R
|τ | s.t. T̃ (Xobs,yobs, (τ,βτ )) < α, τ ∈ C}

={τ : min
βτ∈R|τ |

T̃ (Xobs,yobs, (τ,βτ )) < α, τ ∈ C}.

Since we don’t have an explicit expression for Pθ(τ), we apply the Monte Carlo method

to approximate it. More specifically, we generate {ǫ∗(j) : j ∈ [m]} with ǫ
∗(j)
i

i.i.d.∼ Logistic

for i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m], then generate {Y ∗(j) : j ∈ [m]} by Y
∗(j)
i = 1{Xobs⊤

i,τ βτ + ǫ
∗(j)
i > 0}. For

each Y ∗(j), we calculate the corresponding τ̃ (j)
△
= τ̃(Xobs,Y ∗(j),θ) and estimate Pθ(τ∗) by

P̂θ(τ∗) = 1
m

∑m
j=1 1{τ̃ (j) = τ∗}. Denote the estimated profile nuclear statistic as

T̂ (Xobs,y, τ) = min
βτ∈R|τ |

∣

∣

∣
{j ∈ [m] : P̂τ,βτ (τ̃ (j)) > P̂τ,βτ (τ̃ (Xobs,y,θ))}

∣

∣

∣

m
,

then the final confidence set for τ0 becomes

Γ̂τ0α (Xobs,yobs) = {τ : T̂ (Xobs,yobs, τ) < α, τ ∈ C}.

We summarize the procedure in Algorithm 2.

Now we formalize the intuition stated above as the following theorem, which guarantees

the validity of Γ̂τ0α (yobs). A proof is given in the Appendix.

Theorem 3. (1) If Assumption 1 holds, d is large enough as required in Theorem 1 and

n is any fixed number, for cmin, c̃min defined in Theorem 1, we have

P(τ0 ∈ Γ̂τ0α (X,y)) ≥ α−
√

(eps )s

4m
−
√

π

8m
− ce−cncmin ∧ ce−cnc̃min.

(2) If Assumption 2 holds, n and d are any fixed numbers, for c∗min, c̃
∗
min defined in The-

orem 2, we have

P(τ0 ∈ Γ̂τ0α (X,y)) ≥ α−
√

(eps )s

4m
−
√

π

8m
− ce−cnc

∗
min ∧ ce−cnc̃

∗
min.
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Algorithm 2 Model Confidence Set

1: Input: Observed data (Xobs,yobs), model candidate set C, the number of Monte Carlo

samples m.

2: Output: Model confidence set Γ̂τ0α (Xobs,yobs).

3: for τ ∈ C do

4: Generate m copies of logistic random noises {ǫ∗(j) : ǫ
∗(j)
i

i.i.d.∼ Logistic, i ∈ [n], j ∈
[m]}.

5: For some βτ to be optimized later, compute {Y ∗(j) : j ∈ [m]} with Y
∗(j)
i =

1{Xobs⊤
i,τ βτ + ǫ

∗(j)
i > 0}.

6: For each Y ∗(j), j ∈ [m], calculate

β̃(j)(λ) = arg min
β∈Rp

1

n

n
∑

i=1

log(1 + e−(2Y
∗(j)
i −1)Xobs⊤

i β) + λ ‖β‖1 ,

τ̃ (j) = supp(β̃(j)(λ̃(j)(τ,βτ ))), λ̃(j)(τ,βτ ) = arg max
λ≥0

∥

∥

∥
β̃(j)(λ)

∥

∥

∥

0
s.t.
∥

∥

∥
β̃(j)(λ)

∥

∥

∥

0
≤ |τ | ,

and

β̃(λ) = arg min
β∈Rp

1

n

n
∑

i=1

log(1 + e−(2yobsi −1)Xobs⊤
i β) + λ ‖β‖1 ,

τ̃(Xobs,yobs, (τ,βτ )) = supp(β̃(λ̃(τ,βτ ))), λ̃(τ,βτ ) = arg max
λ≥0

∥

∥

∥
β̃(λ)

∥

∥

∥

0
s.t.
∥

∥

∥
β̃(λ)

∥

∥

∥

0
≤ |τ | .

7: Calculate

T̂ (Xobs,yobs, τ) = min
βτ∈R|τ |

∣

∣

∣
{j ∈ [m] : P̂τ,βτ (τ̃ (j)) > P̂τ,βτ (τ̃(Xobs,yobs, (τ,βτ ))}

∣

∣

∣

m
,

with P̂τ,βτ (τ∗) = 1
m

∑m
j=1 1{τ̃ (j) = τ∗}.

8: end for

9: Construct the model confidence set as

Γ̂τ0α (Xobs,yobs) = {τ : T̂ (Xobs,yobs, τ) < α, τ ∈ C}.
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Remark 5 (Practical implementation of Algorithm 2). Step 4 in Algorithm 2 involves the

optimization for indicator functions which could be computationally challenging. This opti-

mization with respect to βτ ensures that under the true model τ0, the statistic T̂ (Xobs,yobs, τ0)

is more conservative than

∣

∣

∣
{j∈[m]:P̂τ0,β0,τ0

(τ̃ (j))>P̂τ0,β0,τ0
(τ̃(Xobs,yobs,(τ0,β0,τ0 )))}

∣

∣

∣

m which is the or-

acle statistic when using β0,τ0 to generate Y ∗. In practice, for any τ ∈ C, MLE of βτ can

also be employed to generate Y ∗(j) since it is a consistent estimator in the low dimensional

setting given τ0. And our numerical results confirm that MLE indeed yields confidence sets

with guaranteed coverages and reasonable sizes.

3.3 Inference for Aβ0

In this section, we construct confidence sets for linear combinations of coefficients Aβ0 for

any A ∈ R
q×p, q ≥ 1. Without loss of generality, we assume rank(A) = q ≤ p. Here,

our target is Aβ0, and we treat τ0 and the remaining p − q parameters as the nuisance

parameters. In the following, we first provide a brief overview of the intuition for inferring

Aβ0. Then, we elaborate on this intuition with more details.

Recall that A·τ is a submatrix of A consisting of all the columns with column indexes

in τ , so we have Aβ0 = A·τ0β0,τ0 . Then we can quantify the uncertainty of estimating

Aβ0 by considering two components: the uncertainty of estimating the model parameters

A·τ0β0,τ0 given the true nuisance parameters and the impact of not knowing the nuisance

parameters. At first, when the true model τ0 is known, we consider the low-dimensional data

{(Xobs
i,τ0

, yobsi ) : i ∈ [n]} with covariates Xobs
·τ0 constrained on τ0 and construct a confidence

set for A·τ0β0,τ0 by employing likelihood ratio tests on A·τ0β0,τ0 . To address the impact of

unknown nuisance parameters, we consider each τ̂ ∈ C as a possible true model and apply a

likelihood ratio test using data {(Xobs
i,τ̂ , y

obs
i ) : i ∈ [n]}, resulting in a set for A·τ̂β0,τ̂ , which

we refer to as representative set. If τ̂ = τ0, this resulting set is a level-α confidence set for

A·τ0β0. However, when τ̂ 6= τ0, the confidence statement for the resulting set does not hold,

thus we refer it here as a representative set. By combining these representative sets, we

obtain a valid confidence set for Aβ0. Following the intuition described above, we elaborate

on this intuition with more details as follows.

Let us first consider the case where τ0 is known and derive the test statistic for Aβ0 by

considering the working hypothesis test H0 : A·τ0β0,τ0 = t,β0,τc0
= 0 versus H1 : A·τ0β0,τ0 6=

t,β0,τc0
= 0 for any t ∈ R

q. Without loss of generality, we assume Aβ0 = t and τ0 are

compatible, i.e., {b ∈ R
s : A·τ0b = t} 6= ∅, otherwise we reject Aβ0 = t. Then we denote

rank(A·τ ) = r(τ), so r(τ) ≤ q ∧ |τ |. We also denote the MLE of β0,τ0 under H0, H0 ∪H1

given (Xobs,yobs) to be b̂0 and b̂1, respectively. Then the likelihood ratio test statistic is
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defined as

T̃ (Xobs,yobs, (τ0, t)) = −2
(

l(τ0, b̂0 | Xobs,yobs) − l(τ0, b̂1 | Xobs,yobs)
)

.

Due to the chi-squared approximation of the likelihood ratio test statistic in moderate

dimension, if we let Bα(τ0) = [0, F−1
χ2
r(τ0)

(α)) with F−1
χ2
r

(α) to be the α-quantile of χ2
r , then

P
(

T̃ (X,y, (τ0, Aβ0)) ∈ Bα(τ0)
)

→ α.

Therefore we collect all the values of Aβ0 that are accepted by the test to get a confidence

set for Aβ0.

Secondly, to deal with the impact of unknown τ0, we apply the previous procedure to

each candidate model pretending it is the true model, then we combine all the sets together

to get a level-α confidence set of Aβ0:

ΓAβ0
α (Xobs,yobs) ={t : T̃ (Xobs,yobs, (τ, t)) < F−1

χ2
r(τ)

(α), τ ∈ C}.

We summarize the above procedure in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 Confidence set for Aβ0

1: Input: Observed data (Xobs,yobs), model candidate set C.

2: Output: Confidence set ΓAβ0
α (Xobs,yobs) for Aβ0.

3: for τ ∈ C do

4: Fix any null parameter space Θ0 = {β ∈ R
p : Aβ0 = t,βτc = 0} and the full

parameter space Θ = {b ∈ R
s : βτc = 0}, calculate the MLE under Θ0 and Θ as β̂mle0

and β̂mle, respectively.

5: Calculate

T̃ (Xobs,yobs, (τ, t)) = −2(l(τ, β̂mle0τ | Xobs,yobs) − l(τ, β̂mleτ | Xobs,yobs)).

6: end for

7: For r = rank(A·τ ), construct

ΓAβ0
α (Xobs,yobs) = {t : T̃ (Xobs,yobs, (τ, t)) ≤ F−1

χ2
r

(α), τ ∈ C}.

It is worth noting that once we get the confidence set ΓAβ0
α (Xobs,yobs) for Aβ0, it is

straightforward to transfer ΓAβ0
α (Xobs,yobs) into the confidence set Γ

h(Aβ0)
α (Xobs,yobs) for

a nonlinear transformation h of Aβ0, by applying h to each element in ΓAβ0
α (Xobs,yobs),

Γh(Aβ0)
α (Xobs,yobs) = {h(t) : t ∈ ΓAβ0

α (Xobs,yobs)}.

In the following, we provide the theoretical guarantee of Algorithm 3 to show the valid

coverage of ΓAβ0
α (Xobs,yobs) and Γ

h(Aβ0)
α (Xobs,yobs). We first introduce an assumption.
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Assumption 3. Denote H = nE eY X⊤β0

(1+eY X⊤β0)2
Xτ0X

⊤
τ0 to be the negative expected Hessian of

likelihood l(τ0, ·|Xobs,yobs), we assume

λmin(H) ≍ λmax(H) ≍ n.

Assumption 3 is on the Hessian matrix under the true model τ0, rather than the Hessian

matrix with respect to the full coefficient vector β0. Therefore, it is weaker than other

commonly imposed conditions on the Hessian matrix (Cai et al., 2021; Fei and Li, 2021;

Van de Geer et al., 2014).

Theorem 4 below states that ΓAβ0
α (Xobs,yobs) and Γ

h(Aβ0)
α (Xobs,yobs) are level-α con-

fidence sets of Aβ0 and h(Aβ0), respectively. A proof can be found in the Appendix.

Theorem 4. If Assumption 3 holds, ‖Xτ0‖ψ2 ≤ ξ, n & (s log n)
3
2 and n ≫ s3√

r(τ0)
, when

one of the following conditions holds

(1) d → ∞ at first, then n → ∞, and n, p, s satisfy Assumption 1,

(2) fix any d, n → ∞, and n, p, s satisfy Assumption 2,

then the confidence sets ΓAβ0
α (Xobs,yobs) and Γ

h(Aβ0)
α (Xobs,yobs) are asymptotically valid

P(Aβ0 ∈ ΓAβ0
α (X,y)) ≥ α− o(1), P(h(Aβ0) ∈ Γh(Aβ0)

α (X,y)) ≥ α− o(1).

Shi et al. (2019) also studied the problem of testing Aβ0 but with the assumption that A

has only m non-zero columns. This implies only m elements β0,M of β0 are involved in Aβ0,

for some M ⊂ [p] with |M | = m. They developed asymptotically valid tests using partial

penalized Wald, score and likelihood ratio statistics, respectively. However, the validity of

their proposed tests relies on two conditions. On the one hand, they suppose m ≪ n
1
3 ,

which restricts the number of coefficients in the test and excludes many important cases

such as Aβ0 = β0. On the other hand, their approach requires a signal strength condition on

the coefficients β0,Mc that are not involved in the hypothesis, which can be more stringent

than the β-min condition in cases like testing a single large coefficient.

Marginal inference for single coefficients β0,j and joint inference for the whole vector

β0 are usually of particular interest. Additionally, simultaneous inference for the case

probabilities of a set of new observations plays an important role in many cases, such

as electronic health record data analysis (Guo et al., 2021). Equipped with the general

result in Theorem 4, we can address these special cases by setting A = e⊤j , A = Ip, and

A = Xnew ∈ R
nnew×p, respectively.
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3.3.1 Inference for β0,j

Following the general framework described in Section 3.3 with A = e⊤j , to construct a

confidence set for β0,j , we apply the likelihood ratio test to β0,j under each candidate

model. Concretely, given any candidate model τ ∈ C, we test the working hypothesis

H0 : β0,j = βj ,β0,τc = 0 versus H1 : β0,j 6= βj ,β0,τc = 0. Without loss of generality, we

assume j ∈ τ , otherwise, if j 6∈ τ and βj = 0, we accept H0 and if j 6∈ τ , βj 6= 0, we reject

H0. Denote the MLEs of β0,τ under H0 and H0 ∪H1 to be b̂0 and b̂1, respectively. Then

the likelihood ratio test statistic is

T̃ (Xobs,yobs, (τ, βj)) = −2
(

l(τ, b̂0 | Xobs,yobs) − l(τ, b̂1 | Xobs,yobs)
)

.

Finally, we combine the likelihood ratio test statistics corresponding to each candidate

model and define the level-α confidence set for β0,j as

Γ
β0,j
α (Xobs,yobs) = {βj : T̃ (Xobs,yobs, (τ, βj)) < F−1

χ2
1

(α), τ ∈ C}.

Following Theorem 4, we can show Γ
β0,j
α (Xobs,yobs) is a valid asymptotic level-α confidence

set for β0,j .

Corollary 1. If Assumption 3 holds, ‖Xτ0‖ψ2 ≤ ξ, n & (s log n)
3
2 and n ≫ s3, for any

j ∈ [p], when one of the following conditions holds

(1) d → ∞ at first, then n → ∞, and n, p, s satisfy Assumption 1,

(2) fix any d, n → ∞, and n, p, s satisfy Assumption 2,

then

P(β0,j ∈ Γ
β0,j
α (X,y)) ≥ α− o(1).

The debiasing methods for high-dimensional logistic regression models (Cai et al., 2021;

Van de Geer et al., 2014) have been proposed for inferring single coefficients. These meth-

ods require a constant lower bound for the smallest eigenvalue, of either the Hessian matrix

with respect to β0 or the covariance matrix EXX⊤. Such assumptions can be violated if,

for instance, two non-informative covariates are identical. However, since Assumption 3

only involves Xτ0 , our results remain valid in such cases.

The confidence sets generated by debiasing methods are intervals for any β0,j , regardless

of whether β0,j is zero. In contrast, the confidence sets produced by our method are unions

of intervals. Specifically, if a candidate model contains the index j, the confidence set for

β0,j will encompass the interval derived under that candidate model. If no candidate model

includes j, then we are confident that β0,j = 0 and the confidence set for β0,j reduces to a

singleton {0}. Therefore our method is more flexible and can adapt to the uncertainties of

model selection.
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Remark 6. The inclusion of τ0 in C is derived under the signal strength condition in

Assumption 1, when this condition is violated, the model candidate set may not contain

the true support, thus the proposed inference method fails. However, if we divide the set of

models {τ ⊂ [p] : |τ | ≤ s} into two parts T1,T2 with τ0 ∈ T2,

inf
τ∈T1,βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

LPθ0
(τ,βτ , σ|y, ǫ) & min

{

|τ0 \ τ |
log p

n
+ (|τ | + 1)

log n
|τ |+1

n
, (|τ | + 1)

log p

n

}

,

max
τ∈T2

inf
βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

LPθ0
(τ,βτ , σ|y, ǫ) . min

{

|τ0 \ τ |
log p

n
+ (|τ | + 1)

log n
|τ |+1

n
, (|τ | + 1)

log p

n

}

,

here T1 contains all the models that have bad prediction performance, while T2 consists of

all models that are close to the true model in terms of prediction. Then using the same

argument as Lemma 1 and Theorem 1, we are sure that the model candidate set C contains

at least one model in T2 which is close to τ0. Therefore, to make inference for β0,j , we

apply the following heuristic: for any τ̂ ∈ C, instead of using the low-dimensional model τ̂

based on {(Xobs
i,τ̂ , y

obs
i ) : i ∈ [n]}, we consider an augmented model τ̂ ∪ {j} and use the data

{(Xobs
i,τ̂∪{j}, y

obs
i ) : i ∈ [n]}, then apply the approach above to test βj .

The intuition is that for j ∈ τ0, if |β0,j | is large, then τ̂ is likely to contain j, so the

model augmentation is not harmful, however, if |β0,j | is small, then C could omit j. In this

case τ̂ ∪{j} may result in better coverage than τ̂ since the former includes more informative

covariates. However, for j 6∈ τ0, since j ∈ τ̂ ∪{j}, using the augmented model, our decision

on βj is always reached using likelihood ratio test, therefore the confidence set of β0,j always

has positive size. While using original τ̂ may leads to a confidence set {0}, since if j 6∈ τ̂ for

∀τ̂ ∈ C, the original procedure concludes that β0,j = 0. Therefore although the augmented

models may lead to better coverage, it could also result in a wider confidence set for the

coefficients of non-informative covariates.

3.3.2 Inference for β0

Following the general framework in Section 3.3 with A = Ip, to construct a confidence set

for β0, we apply the likelihood ratio test to β0 under each candidate model. Particularly, for

each candidate model τ ∈ C, we consider the working hypothesis H0 : β0,τ = βτ ,β0,τc = 0

versus H1 : β0,τ 6= βτ ,β0,τc = 0. We calculate the MLE of β0,τ as b̂1, then the likelihood

ratio test statistic for βτ is

T̃ (Xobs,yobs, (τ,βτ )) = −2
(

l(τ,βτ | Xobs,yobs) − l(τ, b̂1 | Xobs,yobs)
)

.

Given the likelihood ratio test statistics corresponding to each candidate model, the final

level-α confidence set for β0 is

Γβ0
α (Xobs,yobs) = {β : T̃ (Xobs,yobs, (τ,βτ )) < F−1

χ2
s

(α),βτc = 0, τ ∈ C}.
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Similarly, we have the following corollary stating that Γβ0
α (Xobs,yobs) has asymptotic cov-

erage α.

Corollary 2. If Assumption 3 holds, ‖Xτ0‖ψ2 ≤ ξ, n & (s log n)
3
2 and n ≫ s5/2, when one

of the following conditions holds

(1) d → ∞ at first, then n → ∞, and n, p, s satisfy Assumption 1,

(2) fix any d, n → ∞, and n, p, s satisfy Assumption 2,

then

P(β0 ∈ Γβ0
α (X,y)) ≥ α− o(1).

Zhang and Cheng (2017) also studied the simultaneous inference for β0 based on the

debiasing method (Van de Geer et al., 2014). Their approach produces an asymptotically

valid test for β0, provided the smallest eigenvalue of the Hessian matrix of the log-likelihood

with respect to β0 exceeds a positive constant. However, this assumption fails to hold if

there is collinearity among the non-informative covariates. In contrast, our method remains

valid in such cases. Moreover, instead of being a full-dimensional ellipsoid, our constructed

confidence set is a union of low-dimensional ellipsoids with many coefficients to be exactly

zero. Therefore, our method can adapt to the uncertainty of model selection.

3.3.3 Simultaneous inference for case probabilities

Logistic regression has been widely applied to detect infectious diseases based on infor-

mation of patients (Chadwick et al., 2006; Ravi et al., 2019). Statistical inference for pa-

tients’ case probabilities is critical for identifying those at risk, enabling early interven-

tion. However, individual-level inference lacks the capacity for group-wise error control

and, therefore fails to control disease transmission due to interconnected infection dynam-

ics. Consequently, there is an imperative need for simultaneous inference methods for case

probabilities of a group of patients.

Given the fixed covariates {Xnew,i ∈ R
p : i ∈ [nnew]} of an arbitrary group of new

patients, we assume the unknown infection statuses {Ynew,i ∈ {0, 1} : i ∈ [n]} share the

same conditional distribution with the training data, i.e.,

P(Ynew,i = 1|Xnew,i) =
1

1 + e−X
⊤
new,iβ0

= h(X⊤
new,iβ0).

Then the case probabilities {h(X⊤
new,iβ0) : i ∈ [nnew]} measure the confidence for label-

ing each new patient as infected. Denote Xnew = (Xnew,1, . . . ,Xnew,nnew)⊤ ∈ R
nnew×p,

h(X⊤
newβ0) = (h(X⊤

new,1β0), . . . , h(X⊤
new,nnew

β0))
⊤ ∈ R

nnew . To quantify the uncertainty

22



of predicting Ynew,i’s, we aim to conduct statistical inference for all the case probabilities

h(X⊤
newβ0) of these nnew new patients simultaneously. To this end, we construct a confi-

dence set for the vector h(X⊤
newβ0) and the matrix A in Section 3.3 equals X⊤

new. Then it

suffices to form a confidence set for X⊤
newβ0.

Following the strategy described in Section 3.3 with A = X⊤
new, to construct a confidence

set for X⊤
newβ0, we apply the likelihood ratio test to X⊤

newβ0 under each candidate model.

Specifically, for any candidate model τ ∈ C, we consider the working hypotheses H0 :

Xnew,·τβ0,τ = t,β0,τc = 0 versus H1 : Xnew,·τβ0,τ 6= t,β0,τc = 0, with Xnew,·τ to be a

submatrix consisting of the columns of Xnew with indexes in τ . Without loss of generality,

we assume the existence of β such that Xnew,·τβτ = t, otherwise we reject H0. We denote

rank(Xnew,·τ ) = r(τ) and let the MLE of β0,τ under H0 and H0 ∪ H1 to be b̂0 and b̂1,

respectively. Then the likelihood ratio test statistic is

T̃ (Xobs,yobs, (τ, t)) = −2
(

l(τ, b̂0|Xobs,yobs) − l(τ, b̂1|Xobs,yobs)
)

.

Given the likelihood ratio test statistics corresponding to each candidate model, we define

the final confidence set for h(X⊤
newβ0) to be

Γh(Xnewβ0)
α (Xobs,yobs) = {h(t) : T̃ (Xobs,yobs, (τ, t)) < F−1

χ2
r(τ)

(α), τ ∈ C}.

According to Theorem 4, we know Γ
h(X⊤

newβ0)
α (Xobs,yobs) is asymptotically valid.

Corollary 3. If Assumption 3 holds, ‖Xτ0‖ψ2 ≤ ξ, n & (s log n)
3
2 and n ≫ s3√

r(τ0)
, when

one of the following conditions holds

(1) d → ∞ at first, then n → ∞, and n, p, s satisfy Assumption 1,

(2) fix any d, n → ∞, and n, p, s satisfy Assumption 2,

then the confidence set Γ
h(Xnewβ0)
α (Xobs,yobs) is asymptotically valid

P(h(Xnewβ0) ∈ Γh(Xnewβ0)
α (X,y)) ≥ α− o(1).

In comparison, Guo et al. (2021) pioneered the study of statistical inference for case

probabilities in high-dimensional logistic regression models. However, their method can

only be applied to one observation, in contrast, our method enables simultaneous inference

for the case probabilities of an arbitrary set of new observations.

4 Numerical Results

In this section, we illustrate the performance of the proposed methods using both synthetic

data and real data.

23



4.1 Synthetic Data

In this subsection, we demonstrate the performance of the proposed methods based on

synthetic data. Throughout this subsection, for any sample size n, model dimension p,

sparsity s, number of repro samples d and the regression coefficients β0 to be specified

later, we generate n i.i.d. copies {Xi : i ∈ [n]} of X ∈ R
p from normal distribution N(0,Σ)

with mean vector 0 and covariance matrix Σ ∈ R
p×p satisfying Σij = 0.2|i−j|. We set

τ0 = [s], then generate {Yi : i ∈ [n]} from the logistic regression model with

P(Yi = 1|Xi) = 1 − P(Yi = 0|Xi) =
1

1 + e
−X⊤

i,τ0
β0,τ0

.

Specifically, we consider the following four choices of (n, p, s, d,β0,τ0).

(M1) n = 400, p = 1000, s = 4, d = 4000,β0,τ0 = (5, 4, 3, 2)⊤ .

(M2) n = 500, p = 1000, s = 4, d = 2000,β0,τ0 = (5, 4, 3, 2)⊤ .

(M3) n = 700, p = 1000, s = 4, d = 10000,β0,τ0 = (5, 4, 3, 1)⊤ .

(M4) n = 900, p = 1000, s = 4, d = 10000,β0,τ0 = (5, 4, 3, 1)⊤ .

The Model (M1) has strong signals and a relatively small sample size while Model (M3) has

weaker signal strength but a relatively larger sample size. Then we consider Model (M2)

and (M4) to investigate the influence of sample size by increasing the sample sizes of Model

(M1) and (M3), respectively. In the following subsections, we choose the confidence level

α to be 0.95 and report the performance of the proposed methods for each model, all the

results are calculated based on 100 replications.

4.1.1 Model candidate set

In this section, we study the coverage of our proposed model candidate set for the unknown

true model τ0. When applying Algorithm 1 for the model candidate set, we replace the ℓ0

constrained empirical 0-1 risk minimization problem in Step 2 by the following computa-

tionally efficient surrogate

(β̂(j)(λj), σ̂
(j)(λj)) = arg min

β∈Rp,σ∈R

n
∑

i=1

L((2yobsi − 1)(Xobs⊤
i β + σǫ

∗(j)
i )) + λj

‖β‖1
‖β̃(j)‖1

,

τ̂(ǫ∗(j), λj) = supp{β̂(j)(λj)},

where we take L to be either the logistic loss Ll or hinge loss Lh defined as

Ll(t) = log(1 + e−t), Lh(t) = max{0, 1 − t},
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and we choose β̃(j) as the solution of

(β̃(j)(λ̃j), σ̃
(j)(λ̃j)) = arg min

β∈Rp,σ∈R

n
∑

i=1

L((2yobsi − 1)(Xobs⊤
i β + σǫ

∗(j)
i )) + λ̃j ‖β‖2 ,

for λ̃j chosen by 3-fold cross validation. The tuning parameter λj is selected using the

extended BIC (Chen and Chen, 2008)

EBICj,ξ(λ) = − 2
n
∑

i=1

L((2yobsi − 1)(Xobs⊤
i β̂(j)(λ) + σ̂(j)(λ)ǫ

∗(j)
i ))

+
∣

∣

∣
τ̂(ǫ∗(j), λ)

∣

∣

∣
log n + 2ξ log

(

p
∣

∣τ̂(ǫ∗(j), λ)
∣

∣

)

.

Here we choose λj(ξ) to maximize EBICj,ξ(λ) for each ξ ∈ [0, 1]. Therefore for each ǫ∗(j), we

collect all models {τ̂ (ǫ∗(j), λj(ξ)) : ξ ∈ [0, 1]}. Then the final model candidate set becomes

{τ̂ (ǫ∗(j), λj(ξ)) : j ∈ [d], ξ ∈ [0, 1]}.

For the logistic loss Ll and hinge loss Lh, we calculate the model candidate sets with

100 replications and report the averaged coverage of τ0 and the averaged cardinality of the

candidate sets with standard deviations in the parentheses in Table 1. From Table 1, we

see the proposed method performs well for all four models with high coverage and small

cardinality. These results are in line with our theoretical results in Section 3.1. If the signal

is strong enough such that Assumption 1 or Assumption 2 are satisfied, then the candidate

set is guaranteed to contain the true model. Comparing (M1) with (M2) and (M3) with

(M4), we find the coverages increase as sample sizes increase, this coincides with Theorems

1 and 2 in that the probability of missing τ0 is decreasing in n. It is not surprising that the

cardinalities decrease when n increases, since as stated in Theorem 2, when n increases, the

stronger signal strength Assumption 2 becomes weaker, and if this stronger assumption is

satisfied, the candidate set are likely to be smaller or even to be precisely {τ0}. Comparing

(M1) (M2) with (M3) (M4), we see when β0,τ0 changes from (5, 4, 3, 2)⊤ to (5, 4, 3, 1) and n

increases from (400, 500) to (700, 900), the coverage in (M3) (M4) are comparable to that

in (M1) (M2). This demonstrates that if the signals become weaker, the quantities cmin

and c̃min in Theorems 1 and 2 become smaller, therefore the performance will be worse.

Then more samples are required to make ncmin, nc̃min still comparable in these two settings,

which leads to comparable coverages.

4.1.2 Inference for τ0

In this subsection, we study the performance of the model confidence set proposed in

Section 3.2. When applying Algorithm 2, in Step 4, for each τ ∈ C, we need to solve an
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Losses

Hinge Logistic

Models Coverage Cardinality Coverage Cardinality

M1 1.00(0.00) 6.99(3.37) 0.98(0.14) 7.81(4.99)

M2 1.00(0.00) 5.14(2.12) 0.99(0.10) 4.91(3.12)

M3 0.98(0.14) 5.54(2.45) 0.97(0.17) 3.95(2.07)

M4 0.97(0.17) 4.11(2.05) 0.99(0.10) 2.48(1.51)

Table 1: Comparison of performance of the model candidate sets. Here “Coverage” means

the probability for the model candidate set C to contain τ0, and “Cardinality” indicates the

number of models in C.

βτ

Profile MLE

Models Losses Coverage Cardinality Coverage Cardinality

M1 Hinge 1.00(0.00) 4.88(2.68) 1.00(0.00) 4.02(2.34)

Logistic 0.98(0.14) 5.19(3.05) 0.98(0.14) 4.30(2.37)

M2 Hinge 1.00(0.00) 3.57(1.88) 1.00(0.00) 3.02(1.58)

Logistic 0.99(0.10) 3.79(2.28) 0.99(0.10) 3.10(1.82)

M3 Hinge 0.98(0.14) 3.78(1.61) 0.98(0.14) 3.21(1.45)

Logistic 0.97(0.17) 3.05(1.69) 0.97(0.17) 2.62(1.47)

M4 Hinge 0.97(0.17) 2.80(1.52) 0.97(0.17) 2.53(1.40)

Logistic 0.99(0.10) 1.94(1.11) 0.99(0.10) 1.82(0.98)

Table 2: Comparison of performance of the model confidence sets. Here “Coverage” means

the probability for the model confidence set Γτ0α (Xobs,yobs) to contain τ0, and “Cardinality”

indicates the number of models in Γτ0α (Xobs,yobs).

optimization problem for a discrete function which can be hard. In practice, we use the

MLE of βτ to generate Y ∗(j). We also report the results when the profile method in Step

4 is solved by the optim function in R using the method in Nelder and Mead (1965). Here

we choose the number m of Monte Carlo samples to be 100 for all settings. The coverages

and cardinalities of the model confidence sets are reported in Table 2 where we deal with

the nuisance parameter β0,τ using both the MLE and profile method. From Table 2, we

find the model confidence sets are smaller than the model candidate sets in all settings

while the coverages of the model confidence sets are the same as the model candidate sets.

Due to the discreteness of the nuclear statistic, the model confidence sets are conservative,

however, they are still able to reject some models in the model candidate sets and produce

smaller sets of models.
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4.1.3 Inference for β0,j

In this subsection, we study the performance of the confidence sets for individual coeffi-

cients β0,j for j ∈ [p]. We also compare our method with the Debiased Lasso method in

Van de Geer et al. (2014) implemented using the lasso.proj function in hdi package and

also the oracle likelihood ratio test assuming τ0 were known. For Model (M1)-(M4), for

each replication, we calculate the coverage and size of confidence sets for each β0,j , j ∈ [p],

then we average the performance over j ∈ τ0 and j ∈ [p] \ τ0, respectively. Note that the

proposed confidence sets for β0,j is a union of intervals, so we report the Lebesgue measure

of the confidence sets. Then the final results reported in Table 3 contain the averaged

coverages and sizes of confidence sets over 100 replications with standard deviations in the

parentheses. As we discussed in Section 4.1.1, we consider two losses, logistic loss and

hinge loss, for Step 2 in Algorithm 1. Hereafter, we use the abbreviations “Repro-Logistic”

and “Repro-Hinge” to denote the repro samples method with logistic loss and hinge loss,

respectively. We also use “Debias” to denote the Debiased Lasso method and use “Oracle”

to denote the oracle likelihood ratio test with the knowledge of τ0. From Table 3, we see

that for j ∈ τ0, the proposed methods Repro-Hinge and Repro-Logistic have the desired

coverage of 0.95 for all four models, while the Oracle method undercovers in (M1) and

the Debiased method couldn’t cover the nonzero coefficients in all the settings. In terms

of size, the confidence sets produced by Repro-Hinge and Repro-Logistic are wider than

that of the Oracle method in Model (M1) (M2). The reasons are two folded, on the one

hand, the model candidate sets in these two models are relatively large, therefore the confi-

dence sets of β0,j , j ∈ τ0 contain intervals calculated using likelihood ratio test under some

wrong models; on the other hand, due to the smaller sample size (400, 500), the likelihood

ratio tests are not accurate in finite sample, therefore the intervals under wrong models

are also wide and unstable, resulting in a large set after taking the union. The sizes of

confidence sets created by Repro-Hinge and Repro-Logistic are comparable to that of the

Oracle methods in Model (M3) (M4), because the model candidate sets are smaller, and

due to the larger sample size (700, 900), the likelihood ratio tests are more accurate, so

the intervals calculated under supermodels of τ0 are likely to be close to the interval under

τ0. The sizes of the intervals calculated by the Debiased Lasso method are even shorter

than that of the Oracle method, so are likely to be undercover. For the zero coefficients

with j ∈ [p] \ τ0, Repro-Hinge, Repro-Logistic and Debiased Lasso all have coverage rates

approaching 1, but the sizes corresponding to Repro-Hinge and Repro-Logistic are shorter

than the sizes correspond to Debiased Lasso, the reason is Repro-Hinge and Repro-Logistic

also make use of the uncertainty of the selected models. When no models in the candidate

set contain β0,j , we estimate β0,j by 0 with confidence 1.
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β0,j , j ∈ τ0 β0,j , j ∈ [p] \ τ0
Model Method Coverage Length Coverage Length

M1 Repro-Hinge 0.94(0.19) 3.20(1.23) 1.00(0.00) 0.01(0.00)

Repro-Logistic 0.94(0.19) 3.42(1.40) 1.00(0.00) 0.01(0.00)

Debias 0.09(0.22) 0.98(0.19) 1.00(0.00) 0.82(0.15)

Oracle 0.90(0.23) 2.23(0.50)

M2 Repro-Hinge 0.94(0.18) 2.55(0.72) 1.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00)

Repro-Logistic 0.94(0.19) 2.69(1.06) 1.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00)

Debias 0.13(0.27) 0.89(0.18) 1.00(0.00) 0.74(0.14)

Oracle 0.93(0.20) 1.98(0.34)

M3 Repro-Hinge 0.97(0.11) 1.95(0.43) 1.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00)

Repro-Logistic 0.96(0.12) 1.86(0.38) 1.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00)

Debias 0.15(0.24) 0.73(0.10) 1.00(0.00) 0.59(0.08)

Oracle 0.94(0.14) 1.53(0.21)

M4 Repro-Hinge 0.96(0.14) 1.52(0.24) 1.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00)

Repro-Logistic 0.96(0.12) 1.43(0.21) 1.00(0.00) 0.00(0.00)

Debias 0.15(0.25) 0.64(0.07) 0.99(0.00) 0.51(0.05)

Oracle 0.94(0.17) 1.30(0.16)

Table 3: Comparison of performance of the confidence sets of β0,j . Here “Coverage” means

the probability for Γ
β0,j
α (Xobs,yobs) to contain β0,j , and “Length” means the Lebesgue

measure of Γ
β0,j
α (Xobs,yobs). The third and fourth columns correspond to j ∈ τ0, and the

last two columns correspond to j ∈ [p] \ τ0.

4.1.4 Inference for β0

We also study the performance of the proposed method for simultaneous inference for the

vector parameter β0. Since it is hard to calculate the Lebesgue measure of the confidence

sets, we report only the coverage rates of Repro-Hinge, Repro-Logistic, and the Oracle

method with known τ0 in Table 4. From Table 4, we can see the Repro-Hinge and Repro-

Logistic have similar performance to that of the Oracle method, and the coverage rates are

all close to the desired 0.95.

4.1.5 Simultaneous inference for case probabilities

To evaluate the empirical performance of our proposed method for simultaneous inference

for case probabilities, we construct Xnew as follows. For (M1)-(M4), the number of new

observations is consistently set to nnew = 2 or 2000. Then for each of the four models, we

generate Xnew,i ∈ R
p to be i.i.d. random vectors from normal distribution N(0,Σnew) with
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Coverage

Models Repro-Hinge Repro-Logistic Oracle

M1 0.98(0.14) 0.96(0.20) 0.98(0.14)

M2 0.93(0.26) 0.92(0.27) 0.93(0.26)

M3 0.93(0.26) 0.91(0.29) 0.94(0.24)

M4 0.92(0.27) 0.94(0.24) 0.95(0.22)

Table 4: Comparison of performance of the confidence sets of β0. Here “Coverage” means

the probability for Γβ0
α (Xobs,yobs) to contain β0.

Coverage

nnew Models Repro-Hinge Repro-Logistic Oracle

2 M1 0.97(0.17) 0.97(0.17) 0.93(0.26)

M2 0.96(0.20) 0.97(0.17) 0.93(0.26)

M3 0.95(0.22) 0.94(0.24) 0.95(0.22)

M4 0.94(0.24) 0.94(0.24) 0.92(0.27)

2000 M1 0.98(0.14) 0.96(0.20) 0.98(0.14)

M2 0.93(0.26) 0.92(0.27) 0.93(0.26)

M3 0.93(0.26) 0.91(0.29) 0.94(0.24)

M4 0.92(0.27) 0.94(0.24) 0.95(0.22)

Table 5: Comparison of performance of the confidence sets of h(Xnewβ0). Here “Coverage”

means the probability for Γ
h(Xnewβ0)
α (Xobs,yobs) to contain h(Xnewβ0).

the covariance matrix Σnew satisfying Σnew,ij = 0.3|i−j|. Since it is hard to measure the

volume of the confidence sets, we instead report the coverage rates of Repro-Hinge, Repro-

Logistic, and the Oracle method with known τ0 in Table 5. The results in Table 5 reveal that

both Repro-Hinge and Repro-Logistic have performance comparable to the Oracle method,

with coverage rates close to the nominal value of 0.95. Notably, when nnew = 2000 > p, it

is typical that rank(Xnew) = p. Therefore testing Xnewβ0 is equivalent to testing β0. And

the coverages for h(Xnewβ0), as listed in Table 5 are indeed the same as the coverages for

β0 in Table 4.

4.1.6 Inference for β0,j with weak signals

In this subsection, we consider such a difficult setting with several weak signals and a small

sample size:

(M5) n = 300, p = 500, s = 6, d = 10000,β0,τ0 = (5, 4, 3, 1, 0.5, 0.2)⊤ .
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Under this setting, the signal strength Assumption 1 or 2 may be violated, and then the

model candidate set is no longer guaranteed to contain the true model. This is evidenced

in our simulation results, where the candidate sets obtained using either Repro-Logistic

or Repro-Hinge fail to contain the true model and both have coverage rates equal to 0.

However, we can still get desirable results for the single coefficient β0,j using the augmented

method proposed in Section 3.3.1 Remark 6.

To make inference for β0,j with weak signals, we study the performance of the heuris-

tic methods augmented Repro-Hinge and augmented Repro-Logistic proposed in Section

3.3.1 Remark 6 under Model (M5). In Table 6, we compare augmented Repro-Hinge and

augmented Repro-Logistic with the Debiased Lasso method and the oracle likelihood ratio

test with known τ0. The confidence intervals of the Oracle method for β0,j , j ∈ [p] \ τ0 are

calculated by performing the likelihood ratio test under the model τ0 ∪ {j}. In Table 6,

we divide the coefficients into three groups, the first group is j ∈ [3] which corresponds to

the coefficients with large value (5, 4, 3)⊤, the second group is j ∈ τ0 \ [3] corresponding

to small nonzero coefficients (1, 0.5, 0.2)⊤ , and the last group j ∈ [p] \ τ0 contains all the

zero coefficients. From Table 6, we find Repro-Hinge, and Repro-Logistic have the same

performance with their augmented version augmented Repro-Hinge, and augmented Repro-

Logistic when j ∈ [3]. Compared to the Oracle method, they have much better coverage

and slightly larger sizes. This is due to the weak signals and small sample size. The model

candidate set is large in (M5), therefore the confidence intervals produced by the repro

samples method contain the intervals of the likelihood ratio test under the wrong models.

Due to the small sample size, the chi-squared approximation of the likelihood ratio test is

not accurate, so the intervals corresponding to the wrong models are wide and unstable,

resulting in a large confidence set after taking the union. The small sample size is also the

reason for the Oracle method to be undercover. The Debiased Lasso method still creates

confidence intervals with too short lengths and, therefore is likely to be undercover. For the

weak signals with j ∈ τ0 \ [3], the performances of Repro-Hinge and Repro-Logistic are poor

since the model candidate set fails to identify these weak signals, however, the augmented

Repro-Hinge and augmented Repro-Logistic methods have the desired coverages and the

sizes are comparable to that of the Oracle method. The reason is when testing β0,j , we

artificially include j into each candidate model, although the candidate models may still

miss some other small nonzero coefficients, they do not have much influence on the data,

therefore augmented Repro-Hinge and augmented Repro-Logistic are still able to cover β0,j .

For the zero coefficients with j ∈ [p] \ τ0, Repro-Hinge, Repro-Logistic, and Debiased Lasso

all have coverage 1 while the sizes corresponding to Repro-Hinge and Repro-Logistic are

nearly 0. The performances of augmented Repro-Hinge and augmented Repro-Logistic are

more similar to that of the Oracle method. They all have coverages approaching 0.95 and
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Methods

Repro-Hinge Repro-Logistic

Coefficients Non-augmented Augmented Non-augmented Augmented Debias Oracle

j ∈ [3] Coverage 0.98(0.14) 0.98(0.14) 0.98(0.13) 0.98(0.13) 0.11(0.32) 0.89(0.32)

Length 4.43(2.27) 4.43(2.27) 5.21(3.06) 5.21(3.06) 1.11(0.27) 3.14(1.27)

j ∈ τ0 \ [3]
Coverage 0.30(0.46) 0.96(0.20) 0.34(0.48) 0.95(0.22) 0.72(0.45) 0.93(0.26)

Length 0.61(1.00) 1.71(0.61) 0.83(1.26) 1.99(1.13) 0.89(0.20) 1.30(0.27)

j ∈ [p] \ τ0
Coverage 1.00(0.00) 0.98(0.01) 1.00(0.00) 0.98(0.10) 1.00(0.00) 0.94(0.01)

Length 0.01(0.01) 1.54(0.40) 0.02(0.03) 1.79(1.03) 0.88(0.20) 1.17(0.15)

Table 6: Comparison of performance of the confidence sets of β0,j under model (M5). We

consider the following 6 methods: Repro-Hinge, augmented Repro-Hinge, Repro-Logistic,

augmented Repro-Logistic, Debiased Lasso, and the Oracle method with τ0 to be known.

We use the terms non-augmented Repro-Hinge, and non-augmented Repro-Logistic to dis-

tinguish Repro-Hinge and Repro-Logistic, respectively, from their augmented counterparts.

Here “Coverage” means the probability for Γ
β0,j
α (Xobs,yobs) to contain β0,j , and “Length”

means the Lebesgue measure of Γ
β0,j
α (Xobs,yobs).

comparable sizes.

4.2 Real Data

In this section, we consider a high-dimensional real data analysis. Note that most exist-

ing methods focus on statistical inference for single coefficients, but our method can also

quantify the uncertainty of model selection. As will be demonstrated, the Debiased Lasso

method identifies only one variable as significant. In contrast, our model confidence sets

find several variables that have been shown as important by many existing studies.

Specifically, we apply the proposed repro samples method to the single-cell RNA-seq

data from Shalek et al. (2014). This data comprises gene expression profiles for 27723

genes across 1861 primary mouse bone-marrow-derived dendritic cells spanning several ex-

perimental conditions. Specifically, we focus on a subset of the data consisting of 96 cells

stimulated by the pathogenic component PIC (viral-like double-stranded RNA) and 96 con-

trol cells without stimulation, with gene expressions measured six hours after stimulation.

In our study, we label each cell with 0 and 1 to indicate “unstimulated” and “stimulated”

statues, respectively. Our goal is to investigate the association between gene expressions

and stimulation status. Similar to Cai et al. (2021), we filter out genes that are not ex-

pressed in more than 80% of the cells and discard the bottom 90% genes with the lowest

variances. Subsequently, we log-transform and normalize the gene expressions to have mean

0 and unit variance.
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Using the same parameter tuning strategy as detailed in Section 4.1, Repro-Hinge and

Repro-Logistic identify 7 and 12 models, respectively, in both the model candidate and

model confidence sets. We list all models within the model confidence sets in Table 7. Most

of the identified genes have been previously associated with immune systems. RSAD2 is

involved in antiviral innate immune responses, and is also a powerful stimulator of adaptive

immune response mediated via mDCs (Jang et al., 2018). IFIT1 inhibits viral replication

by binding viral RNA that carries PPP-RNA (Pichlmair et al., 2011). IFT80 is known to

be an essential component for the development and maintenance of motile and sensory cilia

(Wang et al., 2018), while ciliary machinery is repurposed by T cell to focus the signaling

protein LCK at immune synapse (Stephen et al., 2018). BC044745 has been identified as

significant in MRepro-Logistic/MpJ mouse, which exhibits distinct gene expression patterns

involved in immune response (Podolak-Popinigis et al., 2015). ACTB has shown associa-

tions with immune cell infiltration, immune checkpoints, and other immune modulators in

most cancers (Gu et al., 2021). HMGN2 has been validated to play an important role in

the innate immune system during pregnancy and development in mice (Deng et al., 2012).

Finally, IFI47, also known as IRG47, has been proven to be vital for immune defense against

protozoan and bacterial infections (Collazo et al., 2001).

Regarding confidence sets for individual genes, we compare the proposed Repro-Hinge

and Repro-Logistic methods with the debaised approach. Repro-Hinge identifies RSAD2

and AK217941 as significant, while both Repro-Logistic and Debiased Lasso only identify

RSAD2 as significant. While RSAD2 plays an important role in antiviral innate immune

responses, AK217941, though not studied in the literature, deserves further attention as it

has been identified in both model confidence sets and single coefficient confidence sets.

5 Conclusions and Discussions

In this article, we develop a novel method for statistical inference for both the model sup-

port and regression coefficients in high-dimensional logistic regression models based on the

repro samples method. For model support, we provide the first effective approach for con-

structing model confidence sets, assuming only a weak signal strength condition. For the

regression coefficients, we develop a comprehensive approach for inference for any group

of linear combinations of coefficients without relying on data splitting, sure screening, or

sparse Hessian matrix assumptions. Our simulation results demonstrate that the proposed

method produces valid and small model confidence sets and achieves better coverage for re-

gression coefficients than the debiasing methods. It is worth noting that under the proposed

framework, the logistic distribution of the random noise ǫ is not crucial, so our method could

be extended to other generalized linear models with binary outcomes.
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Methods

Genes Repro-Hinge Repro-Logistic

RSAD2

AK217941

IFIT1

IFT80

BC044745

ACTB

HMGN2

IFI47

ZFP488

Table 7: All the models in the model confidence sets. Each row stands for a gene while

each column corresponds to a model. The circle in the i-th row and j-th column indicates

that the i-th gene appears in the j-th model.

To ensure the coverage of model candidate sets, we introduce a signal strength condition.

However, as discussed in Remark 6, in the presence of weak signals, the constructed model

candidate sets can only be guaranteed to contain at least one model with distribution close

to the true data generating distribution. An interesting direction for future exploration

would be to devise a method for constructing model candidate sets that contain the true

model without relying on any signal strength condition.
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A Proofs

This section includes all the proofs of the theoretical results in previous sections.
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A.1 Connection to βmin

Lemma 2. For any τ1, τ2 ⊂ [p],β1 ∈ R
|τ1|,β2 ∈ R

|τ2|, we have

P(1{X⊤
τ1β1 + ǫ > 0} 6= 1{X⊤

τ2β2 + ǫ > 0}) = TV(PX,Y |τ1,β1
,PX,Y |τ2,β2

).

Proof. Denote Fǫ to be the CDF of ǫ, we have

P(1{X⊤
τ1β1 + ǫ > 0} 6= 1{X⊤

τ2β2 + ǫ > 0})

=EP(−X⊤
τ1β1 < ǫ ≤ −X⊤

τ2β2|X) + EP(−X⊤
τ2β2 < ǫ ≤ −X⊤

τ1β1|X)

=E

∣

∣

∣
Fǫ(−X⊤

τ1β1) − Fǫ(−X⊤
τ2β2)

∣

∣

∣

=E
∣

∣PY |X,(τ1,β1)(Y = 1|X) − PY |X,(τ2,β2)(Y = 1|X))
∣

∣

=TV(P(τ1,β1),P(τ2,β2)).

Lemma 3. Denote βmin = minj∈τ0 |β0,j |. Assume ‖X‖ψ2
≤ ξ, ‖β0‖2 ≤ B and λmin(EXX⊤) ≥

C with ξ,B and C are positive constants, then

inf
|τ |≤s,τ 6=τ0,βτ∈R|τ |

TV(Pθ0 ,P(τ,βτ ))
√

|τ0 \ τ |
& βmin.

Proof. By Lemma 2,

TV(Pθ0 ,P(τ,βτ ))

=E

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

1 + e−X
⊤
τ0

β0,τ0

− 1

1 + e−X⊤
τ βτ

∣

∣

∣

∣

=E

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

1 + e−X
⊤
τ0

β0,τ0

− 1

1 + e−X⊤
τ βτ

∣

∣

∣

∣

{1{|X⊤
τ βτ | ≤ 2|X⊤

τ0β0,τ0 |} + 1{|X⊤
τ βτ | > 2|X⊤

τ0β0,τ0 |}}

≥E|X⊤
τ0β0,τ0 −X⊤

τ βτ |
e−2|X⊤

τ0
β0,τ0 |

(1 + e−2|X⊤
τ0

β0,τ0 |)2
1{|X⊤

τ βτ | ≤ 2|X⊤
τ0β0,τ0 |}

+ E|X⊤
τ0β0,τ0 |

e−2|X⊤
τ0

β0,τ0 |

(1 + e−2|X⊤
τ0

β0,τ0 |)2
1{|X⊤

τ βτ | > 2|X⊤
τ0β0,τ0 |}

≥(Emin{|X⊤
τ0β0,τ0 −X⊤

τ βτ |, |X⊤
τ0β0,τ0 |}1/2)2

E(1 + e−2|X⊤
τ0

β0,τ0 |)2e2|X
⊤
τ0

β0,τ0 |

≥βmin inf
|τ |≤s,τ 6=τ0,βτ∈R|τ |

(

Emin

{
∣

∣

∣

∣

X⊤
τ0

β0,τ0

βmin
−X⊤

τ βτ

∣
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∣

∣

,
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∣

X⊤
τ0

β0,τ0

βmin

∣

∣

∣

∣

}1/2
)2

e−c‖β0‖22ξ2/4.

For τ 6= τ0, |τ | ≤ s, there exists b ∈ R
p, ‖b‖0 ≤ 2s such that X⊤

τ0

β0,τ0
βmin

−X⊤
τ βτ = X⊤b. For

any j ∈ τ0\τ , we have |bj| =
|β0,j |
βmin

≥ 1, therefore ‖b‖2 ≥
√

|τ0 \ τ |. Similarly
∥

∥

∥

β0,τ0
βmin

∥

∥

∥

2
≥ √

s.
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Note that

sup
‖β‖0≤2s,‖β‖1=1

P(
∣

∣
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X⊤β
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∣
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√
C

2
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‖β‖0≤2s,‖β‖2=1

P(|X⊤β| ≤
√
C

2
))

≥C1/4

2
√

2
|τ0 \ τ |1/4 .

Combining terms completes the proof.

A.2 Proofs in Section 3.1

The following lemma follows from the Fundamental Theorem of Learning Theory (Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David

2014)

Lemma 4. For any τ ⊂ [p], we have

P(∃βτ ∈ R
|τ |, σ ≥ 0 s.t. Ln(τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ) = 0, Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ) ≥ η)

≤(1 − e−
nη
8 )−1

{

2|τ |+1 ∨
(

2en

|τ | + 1

)|τ |+1}

2−
nη
2 .

Proof of Lemma 4. Suppose we have another sample S̃ = {(X̃i, ǫ̃i, Ỹi) : i ∈ [n]} that is i.i.d.

with S = {(Xobs
i , ǫreli , yobsi ) : i ∈ [n]}. Denote

A = {∃βτ ∈ R
|τ |, σ ≥ 0 s.t. Ln(τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ) = 0, Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ) ≥ η},

B = {∃βτ ∈ R
|τ |, σ ≥ 0 s.t. Ln(τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ) = 0, Ln(τ,βτ , σ|X̃ , ỹ, ǫ̃) ≥ η

2
}.
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Conditioning on event A, we denote β̂τ ∈ R|τ |, σ̂ ≥ 0 to be the coefficients satisfy A. Given

S and A, 1{Ỹ 6= 1{X̃⊤
τ β̂τ + σ̂ǫ̃ > 0}} is a Bernoulli random variable with parameter

ρ = Lθ0(τ, β̂τ , σ̂) ≥ η, using Chernoff bound in multiplicative form (Hoeffding, 1994), we

have

P(Bc|A) ≤ P(Ln(τ, β̂τ , σ̂|X̃, Ỹ , ǫ̃) ≤ 1

2
Lθ0(τ, β̂τ , σ)|A) ≤ Ee−

nρ
8 ≤ e−

nη
8 .

Then

P(B) ≥ P(B|A)P(A) ≥ (1 − e−
nη
8 )P(A).

Now conditioning on S ∪ S̃, we construct T and T̃ by randomly partitioning S ∪ S̃ into two

sets with equal sizes. We also denote

Ln(τ,βτ , σ|T ) =
1

n

∑

(X,ǫ,Y )∈T
1{Y 6= 1{X⊤

τ βτ + σǫ > 0}},

Ln(τ,βτ , σ|T̃ ) =
1

n

∑

(X,ǫ,Y )∈T̃
1{Y 6= 1{X⊤

τ βτ + σǫ > 0}},

then

P(B) =ES∪S̃P(∃βτ ∈ R
|τ |, σ ≥ 0 s.t. Ln(τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ) = 0, Ln(τ,βτ , σ|X̃ , Ỹ , ǫ̃) ≥ η

2
|S ∪ S̃)

=ES∪S̃P(∃βτ ∈ R
|τ |, σ ≥ 0 s.t. Ln(τ,βτ , σ|T ) = 0, Ln(τ,βτ , σ|T̃ ) ≥ η

2
|S ∪ S̃).

Conditioning on S∪S̃, instead of considering βτ directly, we study the evaluation of the clas-

sifiers 1(X⊤
τ βτ+σǫ > 0) on samples in S∪S̃, then by Sauer’s Lemma (Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David,

2014), the total number of labellings of 1{X⊤
τ βτ + σǫ > 0},∀βτ ∈ R

|τ |, σ ≥ 0 on S ∪ S̃ is

less than 2|τ |+1 ∨
(

2en
|τ |+1

)|τ |+1

P(∃βτ ∈ R
|τ |, σ ≥ 0 s.t. Ln(τ,βτ , σ|T ) = 0, Ln(τ,βτ , σ|T̃ ) ≥ η

2
|S ∪ S̃)

≤
{

2|τ |+1 ∨
(

2en

|τ | + 1

)|τ |+1}

sup
βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

P(Ln(τ,βτ , σ|T ) = 0, Ln(τ,βτ , σ|T̃ ) ≥ η

2
|S ∪ S̃)

≤
{

2|τ |+1 ∨
(

2en

|τ | + 1

)|τ |+1}

2−
nη
2 ,

where to derive the last inequality, we assume the total number of errors of βτ on S ∪ S̃ to

be m ∈ [nη2 , n], then the probability that all the m wrong samples are in T̃ is
(n
m

)

/
(2n
m

)

≤
2−m ≤ 2−

nη
2 .

In conclusion, we have

P(A) ≤ (1 − e−
nη
8 )−1

{

2|τ |+1 ∨
(

2en

|τ | + 1

)|τ |+1}

2−
nη
2 .
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Proof of Lemma 1. Since τ0 is one of the minimizers of problem (4), we know the minimum

is 0. Denote

c̃min = min
|τ |≤s,τ 6⊃τ0,βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ) − 2|τ |+2
n log2

2en
|τ |+1

|τ0 \ τ |
,

cmin = min
|τ |≤s,τ 6⊃τ0,βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ) − 2|τ |+2
n log2

2en
|τ |+1

|τ | ∨ 1
,

then

P( inf
τ 6⊃τ0,|τ |≤s,β∈Rp,σ≥0

Ln(τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ) = 0)

=P(∃τ 6⊃ τ0, |τ | ≤ s,βτ ∈ R
|τ |, σ ≥ 0 s.t. Ln(τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ) = 0,

Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ) ≥ inf
βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ))

≤
∑

τ 6⊃τ0,|τ |≤s
P(∃βτ ∈ R

|τ |, σ ≥ 0 s.t. Ln(τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ) = 0,

Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ) ≥ inf
βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ))

△
=T.

On the one hand, noting that
∑r

l=0

(p−s
l

)

≤ (e(p−s)r )r,
(s
r

)

≤ sr, s(p − s) ≤ p2

4 , if we divide

|τ | into j = |τ0 ∩ τ | and l = |τ \ τ0|, then applying Lemma 4 gives

T .
∑

τ 6⊃τ0,|τ |≤s
2
− 1

2
n inf

βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0
Lθ0

(τ,βτ ,σ)+(|τ |+1) log2
2en

|τ |+1

≤
s−1
∑

j=0

s−j
∑

l=0

(

s

j

)(

p− s

l

)

2−
1
2
n(s−j)c̃min

r=s−j
≤

s
∑

r=1

sr2−
1
2
nrc̃min

r
∑

l=0

(

p− s

l

)

≤
s
∑

r=1

2−r(
1
2
nc̃min−log2(es(p−s)))

≤ 2−
1
2
nc̃min+log2(es(p−s))

1 − 2−
1
2
nc̃min+log2(es(p−s))

≤2−
1
2
nc̃min+log2(es(p−s))+1

.2−
1
2
nc̃min+2 log2 p.

On the other hand, similarly we denote j = |τ |, then

T .
∑

τ 6⊃τ0,|τ |≤s
2
− 1

2
n inf

βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0
Lθ0

(τ,βτ ,σ)+(|τ |+1) log2
2en

|τ |+1

41



≤
s
∑

j=0

(

p

j

)

2−
1
2
n(j∨1)cmin

≤
s
∑

j=0

2−
1
2
n(j∨1)cmin+j log2 p

.2−
1
2
ncmin+log2 p.

Proof of Theorem 1. If we denote

A = {ǫ∗ : −X⊤
i,τ0β0,τ0 < ǫ∗i ≤ ǫi or ǫi ≤ ǫ∗i ≤ −X⊤

i,τ0β0,τ0},

then we have the following decomposition

P(τ0 6∈ C) ≤ P({τ0 6∈ C)} ∩ (∪j∈[d]{ǫ∗(j) ∈ A})) + P(∩j∈[d]{ǫ∗(j) 6∈ A}) = T1 + T2.

Note that for any ǫ∗ ∈ A, we have

yi = 1(X⊤
i,τ0β0,τ0 + ǫ∗i > 0), ǫ∗i − ǫi

{

≤ 0 if yi = 1,

≥ 0 if yi = 0.

Then for all τ ⊂ [p],βτ ∈ R
|τ |, σ ≥ 0,

1(yi 6= 1(X⊤
i,τβτ + σǫ∗i > 0))

=1(yi = 1,X⊤
i,τβτ + σǫ∗i ≤ 0) + 1(yi = 0,X⊤

i,τβτ + σǫ∗i > 0)

=1(yi = 1,X⊤
i,τβτ + σǫi + σ(ǫ∗i − ǫi) ≤ 0) + 1(yi = 0,X⊤

i,τβτ + σǫi + σ(ǫ∗i − ǫi) > 0)

≥1(yi = 1,X⊤
i,τβτ + σǫi ≤ 0) + 1(yi = 0,X⊤

i,τβτ + σǫi > 0)

=1(yi 6= 1(X⊤
i,τβτ + σǫi > 0)),

then we can control term T1 as

T1 ≤P(∃ǫ∗ ∈ A s.t. τ0 6= arg min
|τ |≤s

min
βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

Ln(τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ∗))

≤P(∃ǫ∗ ∈ A s.t. inf
τ 6=τ0,|τ |≤s,βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

Ln(τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ∗) ≤ Ln(τ0,β0,τ0 , 1|X,y, ǫ∗))

=P(∃ǫ∗ ∈ A s.t. inf
τ 6=τ0,|τ |≤s,βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

Ln(τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ∗) = 0)

≤P( inf
τ 6=τ0,|τ |≤s,βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

Ln(τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ) = 0)

.2−
1
2
nc̃min+2 log2 p ∧ 2−

1
2
ncmin+log2 p,

where we have used Lemma 1 in the last inequality.
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For term T2, denote Fǫ(z) = (1 + e−z)−1 to be the CDF of logistic distribution, then

T2 =(1 − P(ǫ∗ ∈ A))d

=(1 − {P(−X⊤
τ0β0,τ0 < ǫ∗ ≤ ǫ or ǫ ≤ ǫ∗ ≤ −X⊤

τ0β0,τ0)}n)d

=(1 − {E
∣

∣Fǫ(ǫ) − Fǫ(−X⊤
τ0β0,τ0)

∣

∣}n)d,

where in the last equation, we have used the fact that ǫ∗ is independent of Y,X. Combining

terms completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 2. For any ǫ∗ independent of the observed data, by Theorem 4.10 and

Example 5.24 in Wainwright (2019), given any τ ⊂ [p], we have

P( sup
βτ∈Rτ ,σ≥0

|Ln − Lθ0 | (τ,βτ , σ|X,y, ǫ∗) ∨ |Ln − Lθ0 | (τ0,β0,τ0 , 0|X,y, ǫ∗)

≥ c

√

|τ | + 1

n
+ δ)

≤e−
nδ2

2 .

Then we can control the probability of false model selection as

P(τ̂(ǫ∗) 6= τ0)

≤P( inf
τ 6=τ0,|τ |≤s,βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

Ln(τ,βτ , σ|y, ǫ∗) ≤ Lθ0,n(τ0,β0,τ0 , 0|y, ǫ∗))

≤
∑

τ 6=τ0,|τ |≤s
P( inf

βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0
Lθ0(τ,βτ , σ|y, ǫ∗) − Lθ0(τ0,β0,τ0 , 0|y, ǫ∗)

≤ 2 sup
βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

|Ln − Lθ0 | (τ,βτ , σ|y, ǫ∗) ∨ |Ln − Lθ0 | (τ0,β0,τ0 , 0|y, ǫ∗))

≤
∑

τ 6=τ0,σ≥0

e
−n

8

{

inf
βτ∈R|τ |,σ≥0

Lθ0
(τ,βτ ,σ|y,ǫ∗)−Lθ0

(τ0,β0,τ0 ,σ|y,ǫ∗)−c
√

|τ |+1
n

}2

=T.

Similar with the proof of Lemma 1, on the one hand, if we denote j = |τ0 ∩ τ | , l = |τ \ τ0|,
then

T ≤
s−1
∑

j=0

s−j
∑

l=0

(

s

j

)(

p− s

l

)

e−
n
8
(s−j)c̃min . e−

1
8
nc̃min+2 log p.

On the other hand, if we denote j = |τ |, then

T ≤
s
∑

j=0

(

p

j

)

e−
1
8
n(j∨1)cmin . e−

1
8
ncmin+log p.
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Suppose C = {τ̂ (ǫ∗(j)) : ǫ
∗(j)
i

i.i.d.∼ Logistic, i ∈ [n], j ∈ [d]}, then

P(τ0 6∈ C) ≤ P(τ̂(ǫ∗) 6= τ0) . e−
n
8
c̃min+2 log p ∧ e−

n
8
ncmin+log p,

P(C 6= {τ0}) ≤
d
∑

j=1

P(τ̂(ǫ∗(j)) 6= τ0) . e−
n
8
c̃min+2 log p+log d ∧ e−

n
8
cmin+log p+log d.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3

To prove Theorem 3, we need the following lemma from Berend and Kontorovich (2012).

Lemma 5 (Theorem 2 in Berend and Kontorovich (2012)). For every k ∈ N, distribution

P with support on k elements and its empirical version P̂ based on m samples, we have

P(TV(P, P̂) > δ) ≤ exp

(

− m

2

(

2δ −
√

k

m

)2)

, 2δ ≥
√

k

m
.

Proof of Theorem 3.

P(τ0 6∈ Γτ0α (X,y))

≤P(τ0 6∈ Γτ0α (X,y), τ0 ∈ C) + P(τ0 6∈ C)

≤P(T̃ (X,y, τ0) ≥ α) + P(τ0 6∈ C)

=T1 + T2.

Denote Pτ , P̂τ to be the probabilities with respect to τ with distribution Pτ0,β0,τ0
, P̂τ0,β0,τ0

,

respectively. And for simplicity, we also compress Pτ0,β0,τ0
, P̂τ0,β0,τ0

as P, P̂ , respectively.

Then the nuclear statistic T̃ (Xobs,yobs, τ0) can be expressed as

T̃ (Xobs,yobs, τ0) = P̂τ (P̂ (τ) > P̂ (τ̃(Xobs,yobs, τ0))).

Note that P only counts the randomness of ǫrel conditional on X, therefore it is still

random. Since τ̃(Xobs,yobs, τ0) is a realization from Pτ0,β0,τ0
, then we can rewrite T1 as

T1 = EPτ̃ (P̂τ (P̂ (τ) > P̂ (τ̃)) ≥ α),

where E includes the randomness of both the Monte Carlo samples {ǫ∗(j) : j ∈ [m]} and

the covariates X. By the property of CDF, we know

P̂τ̃ (P̂τ (P̂ (τ) > P̂ (τ̃)) ≥ α) = P̂τ̃ (P̂τ (P̂ (τ) ≤ P̂ (τ̃)) ≤ 1 − α) ≤ 1 − α a.s..

Then

T1 =EPτ̃ (P̂τ (P̂ (τ) > P̂ (τ̃ )) ≥ α) − EP̂τ̃ (P̂τ (P̂ (τ) > P̂ (τ̃ )) ≥ α) + EP̂τ̃ (P̂τ (P̂ (τ) > P̂ (τ̃ )) ≥ α)
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≤ETV(Pτ , P̂τ ) + 1 − α.

By construction, P and P̂ have supports on at most
∑s

j=0

(p
j

)

≤ (eps )s elements, then we

can control the expected total variation term using Lemma 5 as

ETV(P, P̂)

=ETV(P, P̂)1

{

TV(P, P̂) ≤
√

(eps )s

4m

}

+ ETV(P, P̂)1

{

TV(P, P̂) >

√

(eps )s

4m

}

≤
√

(eps )s

4m
+

∫ ∞
√

(
ep
s )s

4m

P(TV(Pτ , P̂τ ) > t)dt

=

√

(eps )s

4m
+

∫ ∞
√

(
ep
s )s

4m

e
−m

2
(2t−

√

(
ep
s )s

m
)2
dt

=

√

(eps )s

4m
+

√

π

8m
.

Therefore

P(τ0 6∈ Γτ0α (X,y)) ≤ 1 − α +

√

(eps )s

4m
+

√

π

8m
+ P(τ0 6∈ C).

Together with Theorem 1 and Theorem 2, we conclude the proof.

A.4 Proof of Theorem 4

Lemma 6. For any fixed B ∈ Rd1×s with BB⊤ = Id1 , denote Bd1 = {a ∈ Rd1 : ‖a‖2 = 1}
to be the unit sphere in R

d1 , then

sup
a,b,c∈Bd1

n
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣
a⊤BXi,τ0b

⊤BXi,τ0c
⊤BXi,τ0

∣

∣

∣
= OP (n +

√

nd1 + (d1 log n)
3
2 ).

Proof of Lemma 6. Note that for any a, b, c ∈ Bd1 , we have
∥

∥

∥
a⊤BXτ0b

⊤BXτ0c
⊤BXτ0

∥

∥

∥

ψ2/3

≤ ξ3,

∥

∥

∥

(

a⊤BXτ0b
⊤BXτ0c

⊤BXτ0

)2
∥

∥

∥

ψ1/3

≤ ξ6.

Denote N 1
4

to be the 1
4 -net of Bd1 , then log |N 1

4
| . d1. For any a, b, c ∈ Bd1 , there exist

ã, b̃, c̃ ∈ N 1
4

such that ‖a− ã‖2, ‖b− b̃‖2, ‖c− c̃‖2 ≤ 1
4 , and

n
∑

i=1

|a⊤BXi,τ0b
⊤BXi,τ0c

⊤BXi,τ0 |

≤
n
∑

i=1

|ã⊤BXi,τ0 b̃
⊤BXi,τ0 c̃

⊤BXi,τ0 | +
61

64
sup

a,b,c∈Bd1

n
∑

i=1

|a⊤BXi,τ0b
⊤BXi,τ0c

⊤BXi,τ0 |.
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Taking supremum over a, b, c ∈ Bd1 , we get

sup
a,b,c∈Bd1

n
∑

i=1

|a⊤BXi,τ0b
⊤BXi,τ0c

⊤BXi,τ0 | ≤
64

3
max

a,b,c∈N 1
4

n
∑

i=1

|a⊤BXi,τ0b
⊤BXi,τ0c

⊤BXi,τ0 |.

By Theorem 3.4 in Kuchibhotla and Chakrabortty (2022), we have

max
a,b,c∈N 1

4

n
∑

i=1

{

|a⊤BXi,τ0b
⊤BXi,τ0c

⊤BXi,τ0 | − E|a⊤BXi,τ0b
⊤BXi,τ0c

⊤BXi,τ0 |
}

=OP (
√

nd1 + (log n)
3
2 d

3
2
1 ).

Then

sup
a,b,c∈Bd1

n
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣
a⊤BXi,τ0b

⊤BXi,τ0c
⊤BXi,τ0

∣

∣

∣

≤64

3
max

a,b,c∈N 1
4

n
∑

i=1

|a⊤BXi,τ0b
⊤BXi,τ0c

⊤BXi,τ0 |

≤64

3
max

a,b,c∈N 1
4

nE|a⊤BXτ0b
⊤BXτ0c

⊤BXτ0 |

+ max
a,b,c∈N 1

4

64

3

n
∑

i=1

{

|a⊤BXi,τ0b
⊤BXi,τ0c

⊤BXi,τ0 | − E|a⊤BXi,τ0b
⊤BXi,τ0c

⊤BXi,τ0 |
}

=OP (n +
√

nd1 + (d1 log n)
3
2 ).

Lemma 7. For B ∈ R
d1×s, d1 ∈ [s] with BB⊤ = Id1 , denote

Ĥτ0 =

n
∑

i=1

eyiX
⊤
i β0

(1 + eyiX
⊤
i β0)2

BXi,τ0X
⊤
i,τ0B

⊤,

then with probability at least 1 − 2e−cd1 ,
∥

∥

∥
Ĥτ0 − EĤτ0

∥

∥

∥

op
.
√

(c + 1)d1n + (c + 1)d1.

Proof of Lemma 7. Take Nd1 to be the 1
4 -nets of the unit ball Bd1 in R

d1 . As in Fan et al.

(2021), if we denote

Φ(A) = max
(u,v)∈Nd1

×Nd1

u⊤Av,

we have

‖A‖op ≤ 16

7
Φ(A).
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To see this, for any (u, v) ∈ Bd1×Bd1 , there exist (u1, v1) ∈ Nd1×Nd1 such that ‖u− u1‖2 ≤
1
4 , ‖v − v1‖2 ≤ 1

4 ,

u⊤Av =u⊤1 Av1 + (u− u1)
⊤Av1 + u⊤1 A(v − v1) + (u− u1)

⊤A(v − v1)

≤Φ(A) + (
1

4
+

1

4
+

1

16
) ‖A‖op .

Taking supremum on both sides yields the result.

Fix any (u, v) ∈ Nd1 ×Nd1 and denote Gi = eyiX
⊤
i β0

(1+eyiX
⊤
i

β0)2
u⊤BXi,τ0X

⊤
i,τ0

B⊤v, then

‖Gi‖ψ1
≤
∥

∥

∥
u⊤BXi,τ0

∥

∥

∥

ψ2

∥

∥

∥
v⊤BXi,τ0

∥

∥

∥

ψ2

≤ ξ2.

By Bernstein’s inequality,

P(
∣

∣

∣
Ĥτ0 − EĤτ0

∣

∣

∣
& (

√
nt + t)ξ2) ≤ 2e−t.

Applying union bound over (u, v) ∈ Nd1 ×Nd1 and take t = d1(2 log 8 + c), we have with

probability at least 1 − 2e−cd1 ,
∥

∥

∥
Ĥτ0 − EĤτ0

∥

∥

∥

op
≤ 16

7
Φ(Ĥτ0 − EĤτ0) .

√

(c + 1)d1n + (c + 1)d1.

Proof of Theorem 4. Given the true model τ0, without loss of generality, we assume A·τc0 =

0, A·τ0A
⊤
·τ0 = Ir with r = r(τ0). Denote Ã = A·τ0 , B ∈ R

(s−r)×s satisfies (Ã⊤, B⊤) to be an

orthogonal matrix. Then the null parameter space is

Θ0 ={β ∈ R
p : Aβ = t,βτc0 = 0} = {β ∈ R

p : βτ0 = Ã⊤t + B⊤v,βτc
0

= 0}.

For β ∈ Θ0 with βτ0 = Ã⊤t + B⊤v,βτc0 = 0,

∇vl(β) =
n
∑

i=1

yiBXi,τ0

1 + eyiX
⊤
i β

,

∇2
vvl(β) = −

n
∑

i=1

eyiX
⊤
i β

(1 + eyiX
⊤
i β)2

BXi,τ0X
⊤
i,τ0B

⊤.

For the MLE b̂0 ∈ Θ0 under null with b̂0,τ0 = Ã⊤t + B⊤v̂, we have

∇vl(b̂0) = 0.

Suppose β0,τ0 = Ã⊤t + B⊤v0, to control the error of v̂ for v0, note that if l(β0) > l(β) for

all β ∈ Bc = {β : βτc0 = 0,βτ0 = β0,τ0 + B⊤∆v, ‖∆v‖2 = c
√

s−r
n }, by the concavity of l, we

have ‖v̂ − v0‖2 ≤ c
√

s−r
n . For β ∈ Bc, there exists β̃ between β and β0, such that

l(β) − l(β0)
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=∇⊤
v l(β0)∆v +

1

2
∆⊤
v ∇2

vv(β̃)∆v

≤‖∇vl(β0)‖2 c
√

s− r

n
− 1

2
λmin(−∇2

vv(β0))c2
s− r

n
+

1

2
∆⊤
v (∇2

vv(β̃) −∇2
vv(β0))∆v

=T1 + T2 + T3.

For T1, since
∥

∥

∥

∥

yiBXi,τ0

1 + eyiX
⊤
i β0

∥

∥

∥

∥

ψ2

≤ ‖BXi,τ0‖ψ2
≤ ξ, E∇vl(β0) = 0,

it follows from sub-Gaussian concentration inequality that

‖∇vl(β0)‖ψ2
.

√
n.

Then, by Lemma 1 in Jin et al. (2019), we know with high probability

T1 . c(s − r).

By Lemma 7, we can control T2 as follows with high probability

|T2| & c2(s− r).

Denote g(z) = ez

(1+ez)2
, we have |g′(z)| ≤ 1

4 . By Lemma 1 in Jin et al. (2019),

∥

∥‖BXi,τ0‖2
∥

∥

ψ2
≤
∥

∥‖BXi,τ0 − EBXi,τ0‖2
∥

∥

ψ2
+
∥

∥‖EBXi,τ0‖2
∥

∥

ψ2

.
√
s− r.

Since (s log n)
3
2 . n, by Lemma 6, we have that with high probability

T3 =
1

2
∆⊤
v (∇2

vv(β̃) −∇2
vv(β0))∆v

=
1

2

n0
∑

i=1

(g(yiX
⊤
i β̃) − g(yiX

⊤
i β0))(X⊤

i,τ0B
⊤∆v)

2

≤1

8

n0
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣
X⊤
i,τ0B

⊤∆v

∣

∣

∣

3

.
(

n +
√

n(s− r) + ((s − r) log n)
3
2
)

‖∆v‖32

.c3
√

(s− r)3

n
.

Then

l(β) − l(β0) . c(s − r) − c2(s− r) + c3
√

(s − r)3

n
.

Since n ≫ s− r, by choosing c ≍ 1 large enough, with high probability, it happens

l(β) < l(β0),
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which implies

‖v̂ − v0‖2 = OP (

√

s− r

n
),

∥

∥

∥
b̂0 − β0

∥

∥

∥

2
=
∥

∥

∥
B⊤(v̂ − v0)

∥

∥

∥

2
= OP (

√

s− r

n
).

Note that for β ∈ Θ0,

∇βτ0
l(β) =

n
∑

i=1

yiXi,τ0

1 + eyiX
⊤
i β

=

n
∑

i=1

yiÃ
⊤ÃXi,τ0

1 + eyiX
⊤
i β

+
yiB

⊤BXi,τ0

1 + eyiX
⊤
i β

.

∇2
βτ0βτ0

l(β) = −
n
∑

i=1

eyiX
⊤
i β

(1 + eyiX
⊤
i β)2

Xi,τ0X
⊤
i,τ0 .

If we denote u =
∑n

i=1
yiÃXi,τ0

1+eyiX
⊤
i

b̂0
, then

∇βτ0
l(b̂0) = Ã⊤u.

By Taylor expansion,

Ã⊤u = ∇βτ0
l(b̂0) = ∇βτ0

l(β0) + ∇2
βτ0βτ0

l(β0)(b̂0,τ0 − β0,τ0) + R (7)

with

Rj = (∇2
βτ0βτ0

l(β̃(j)) −∇2
βτ0βτ0

l(β0))j·(b̂0,τ0 − β0,τ0)

for some β̃(j) between b̂0 and β0, j ∈ [s]. Then for some t
(j)
i between yiX

⊤
i β̃

(j) and yiX
⊤
i β0,

i ∈ [n], j ∈ [s], by Lemma 6,

‖R‖∞ = max
j∈[s]

n
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣
(g(yiX

⊤
i,τ0β̃

(j)
τ0 ) − g(yiX

⊤
i,τ0β0,τ0))Xi,τ0,jX

⊤
i,τ0(b̂0,τ0 − β0,τ0)

∣

∣

∣

= max
j∈[s]

n
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣
g′(t(j)i )Xi,τ0,j (β̃(j)

τ0 − β0,τ0)⊤Xi,τ0(b̂0,τ0 − β0,τ0)⊤Xi,τ0

∣

∣

∣

≤1

4
max
j∈[s]

n
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣
Xi,τ0,j (b̂0,τ0 − β0,τ0)⊤Xi,τ0(b̂0,τ0 − β0,τ0)⊤Xi,τ0

∣

∣

∣

=OP (s − r),

therefore

‖R‖2 ≤
√
s ‖R‖∞ = OP (

√
s(s − r)).

Denote H = −E∇2
βτ0βτ0

l(β0), Ĥ = −∇2
βτ0βτ0

l(β0), by the same argument with Lemma 7,

we know

‖H‖op ≍ n,
∥

∥

∥
Ĥ −H

∥

∥

∥

op
= OP (

√
sn).
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Then by Equation (7),

√
n(b̂0,τ0 − β0,τ0)

=
√
nH−1∇βτ0

l(β0) −√
nH−1Ã⊤u +

√
nH−1(Ĥ −H)(b̂0,τ0 − β0,τ0) +

√
nH−1R

=
√
nH−1∇βτ0

l(β0) −√
nH−1Ã⊤u + R̃,

(8)

where
∥

∥

∥
R̃
∥

∥

∥

2
= OP (

√

s

n
(s− r)).

Multiplying both sides of Equation (8) from the left by Ã, since Ãb̂0,τ0 = t = Ãβ0,τ0 , we

get

u = (ÃH−1Ã⊤)−1ÃH−1∇βτ0
l(β0) +

1√
n

(ÃH−1Ã⊤)−1ÃR̃.

Plugging back to Equation (8), if we denote

P = H−1/2Ã⊤(ÃH−1Ã⊤)−1ÃH−1/2, Q = Is − P,

we get

√
n(b̂0,τ0 − β0,τ0) =

√
nH−1/2QH−1/2∇βτ0

l(β0) + H−1/2QH1/2R̃.

Similarly, if we denote b̂1 as the MLE in Θ = {β : βτc0 = 0}, then

∥

∥

∥
b̂1 − β0

∥

∥

∥

2
= OP (

√

s

n
),

√
n(b̂1,τ0 − β0,τ0) =

√
nH−1∇βτ0

l(β0) + R̂,

with
∥

∥

∥
R̂
∥

∥

∥

2
= OP (

√

s3

n
).

Therefore

√
n(b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0) =

√
nH−1/2PH−1/2∇βτ0

l(β0) + R̂−H−1/2QH1/2R̃,

if we denote the SVD of P = UU⊤ with U⊤U = Ir,

∥

∥

∥
b̂1 − b̂0

∥

∥

∥

2
≤
∥

∥

∥
H−1/2PH−1/2∇βτ0

l(β0)
∥

∥

∥

2
+

1√
n

∥

∥

∥
R̂
∥

∥

∥

2
+

1√
n

∥

∥

∥
H−1/2QH1/2R̃

∥

∥

∥

2

=OP (
1√
n

∥

∥

∥
U⊤H−1/2∇βτ0

l(β0)
∥

∥

∥

2
+

√
s3

n
+

(s− r)
√
s

n
).

Since
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

yiU
⊤H−1/2Xi,τ0

1 + eyiX
⊤
i β0

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

ψ2

≤
∥

∥

∥
H−1/2

∥

∥

∥

op
ξ .

1√
n
,
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we know from sub-Gaussian concentration inequality that
∥

∥

∥
U⊤H−1/2∇βτ0

l(β0)
∥

∥

∥

ψ2

. 1,

then Lemma 1 in Jin et al. (2019) implies
∥

∥

∥
U⊤H−1/2∇βτ0

l(β0)
∥

∥

∥

2
= OP (

√
r).

So
∥

∥

∥
b̂1 − b̂0

∥

∥

∥

2
= OP (

√

r

n
+

√
s3

n
).

Then for some β̃ between b̂0 and b̂1, we can control the log-likelihood ratio test statistic as

− 2(l(b̂0) − l(b̂1))

= − (b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0)⊤∇2
βτ0βτ0

l(β̃)(b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0)

=(b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0)⊤H(b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0) − (b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0)⊤(H + ∇2
βτ0βτ0

l(β̃))(b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0)

=∇⊤
βτ0

l(β0)H
−1/2PH−1/2∇βτ0

l(β0) + ˜̃R,

where

˜̃R =
2√
n

(R̂−H−1/2QH−1/2R̃)H1/2PH−1/2∇βτ0
l(β0)

+
1

n
(R̂−H−1/2QH−1/2R̃)⊤H(R̂ −H−1/2QH−1/2R̃)

− (b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0)⊤(H + ∇2
βτ0βτ0

l(β̃))(b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0).

By Lemma 6, we can find ti between yiX
⊤
i β0 and yiX

⊤
i β̃ such that

∣

∣

∣
(b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0)⊤(∇2

βτ0βτ0
l(β0) −∇2

βτ0βτ0
l(β̃))(b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0)

∣

∣

∣

≤
n
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣
g′(ti)(β0,τ0 − β̃τ0)⊤Xi,τ0(b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0)⊤Xi,τ0(b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0)⊤Xi,τ0

∣

∣

∣

≤1

4

n
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣
(β0,τ0 − β̃τ0)⊤Xi,τ0(b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0)⊤Xi,τ0(b̂1,τ0 − b̂0,τ0)⊤Xi,τ0

∣

∣

∣

=OP (
r
√
s√
n

+
s7/2

n3/2
),

then if n ≫ s3

r1/2
, we have

∣

∣

∣

˜̃R
∣

∣

∣
= oP (

√
r).

Denote Zi =
√
nyiUH−1/2Xi,τ0

1+eyiX
⊤
i

β0
, we have Var(Zi) = Ir ‖Zi‖ψ2

. ξ, therefore for any

j1, j2, j3, j4 ∈ [r],

E |Zi,j1Zi,j2Zi,j3Zi,j4 | < ∞.
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Denote G ∼ N(0, Ir), Z⊗3
i = Zi ⊗ Zi ⊗ Zi to be a tensor in R

r⊗3
, by Corollary 4.10 in

Wang et al. (2017),

∥

∥EZ⊗3
i

∥

∥

F
≤ r

∥

∥EZ⊗3
i

∥

∥

sp
= r sup

a,b,c∈Bs

Ea⊤Zib⊤Zic⊤Zi . r.

By Lemma 1 in Jin et al. (2019), we know ‖‖Zi‖2‖ψ2
.

√
r, then

E ‖Zi‖42 . r2.

Then Corollary 1 in Zhilova (2022) implies

sup
c≥0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

P

(

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

Zi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

≤ c

)

− P(‖G‖22 ≤ c)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

.
r√
n
.

Now we can approximate the likelihood ratio test statistic as

sup
c≥0

P(−2(l(b̂0) − l(b̂1)) ≤ c
√
r) − P(‖G‖22 ≤ c

√
r)

= sup
c≥0

P

(

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

Zi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

+ ˜̃R ≤ c
√
r

)

− P(‖G‖22 ≤ c
√
r)

≤ sup
c≥0

P

(

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

Zi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

≤ (c + δ)
√
r

)

+ P( ˜̃R ≤ −δ
√
r)

− P(‖G‖22 ≤ (c + δ)
√
r) + P(c

√
r < ‖G‖22 ≤ (c + δ)

√
r)

≤ sup
c≥0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

P

(

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

Zi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

≤ (c + δ)
√
r

)

− P(‖G‖22 ≤ (c + δ)
√
r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+ P( ˜̃R ≤ −δ
√
r) + sup

c≥0
P(c

√
r < ‖G‖22 ≤ (c + δ)

√
r)

→0,

where the last step follows from Lemma S.7 in Shi et al. (2019) by letting n go to infinity

then δ go to 0 from the right. Similarly,

sup
c≥0

P(‖G‖22 ≤ c
√
r) − P(−2(l(b̂0) − l(b̂1)) ≤ c

√
r)

= sup
c≥0

P

(

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

Zi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

+ ˜̃R > c
√
r

)

− P(‖G‖22 > c
√
r)

≤ sup
c≥0

P

(

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

Zi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

> (c− δ)
√
r

)

+ P( ˜̃R > δ
√
r)

− P(‖G‖22 > (c− δ)
√
r) + P((c− δ)

√
r < ‖G‖22 ≤ c

√
r)
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≤ sup
c≥0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

P

(

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

Zi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

> (c− δ)
√
r

)

− P(‖G‖22 > (c− δ)
√
r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+ P( ˜̃R > δ
√
r) + sup

c≥0
P((c− δ)

√
r < ‖G‖22 ≤ c

√
r)

→0.

Now the confidence set satisfies

P(Aβ0 ∈ ΓAβ0
α (X,y)) ≥ α− o(1) − P(τ0 6∈ C) → α.
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