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Abstract We study the problem of finding the index of the minimum value of a vector from noisy observations.

This problem is relevant in population/policy comparison, discrete maximum likelihood, and model selection. We

develop a test statistic that is asymptotically normal, even in high-dimensional settings and with potentially many ties

in the population mean vector, by integrating concepts and tools from cross-validation and differential privacy. The

key technical ingredient is a central limit theorem for globally dependent data. We also propose practical ways to

select the tuning parameter that adapts to the signal landscape.

1 Introduction

Let X1, ..., Xn be independent random vectors in Rp with common mean vector µ = EX1. We are interested in finding

the index set of the minimum entries of µ:

Θ = {r ∈ [p] | µr ≤ µs for all s ∈ [p]} . (1)

While in some applications Θ is a singleton set {r⋆}, in this work we consider the general situation where there may

be arbitrarily many tied values in µ, at the minimum and/or other values. For example, we allow for the vector µ to

have constant entries: µ1 = µ2 = ... = µp, in which case Θ = [p]. We also allow the number of coordinates, p, to be

comparable or larger than the sample size n.

Assuming independent and identically distributed (IID) samples X1, .., Xn ∈ Rp ∼ PX , the index of minimal

empirical mean as a point estimate of r∗ seems to be a natural choice. However, it implicitly assumes there is a

unique min-mean index. For example, when all entries of µ are the same and X has a continuous distribution, the

empirical argmin will only return a single coordinate, missing all other p − 1 coordinates. In fact, the data are often

not sufficiently informative to definitely rule out other dimensions unless there is a large separation between the best

coordinate of µ and others due to the random fluctuation in the observation. Therefore, to quantify the uncertainty in
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estimating the location of the minimum, we are interested in constructing a confidence set Ĉ ⊂ [p] that accounts for

the variability in the data. One of the goals of formal inference is to establish a Ĉ such that:

lim
n→∞

P(r ∈ Ĉ) ≥ 1− α , ∀ r ∈ Θ , (2)

where α is a given significance level (commonly = 0.05).

Uncertainty quantification in the inference of Θ is naturally motivated by various real-world problems regarding

best or optimal choices. One example is the prediction of election outcomes and the analysis of polling data. When

multiple candidates are competing for a single position, we model each voter’s preference as a binary vector Xi where

Xi,r = 1 indicates a vote for candidate r. Constructing a confidence set for the candidate(s) with the highest mean

support allows us to directly forecast the most likely winners, accounting for voter randomness and variability. As

discussed in Xie et al. (2009); Hung and Fithian (2019); Mogstad et al. (2024), similar data types appear in social

science, institution evaluation, and clinical trial analysis, in which confidence sets acknowledging the insufficiency of

data are considered highly important in practice Goldstein and Spiegelhalter (1996).

One may also consider comparing the performance of p agents at a task of interest. Given an environment ran-

dom variable Z ∼ PZ , the performance of the agents under this specific environment is quantified as ℓ(f1(Z), Z), ...,

ℓ(fp(Z), Z), where f1(Z), ..., fp(Z) are the output of the agents and ℓ is a pre-specified loss function. For regression

tasks, the environment variable is a pair of predictors and an outcome of interest. In this case, Z = (Zpred, Zout),

fr(Z
pred) is an estimate of E[Zout | Zpred] and ℓ(fr(Z), Z) = (fr(Z

pred) − Zout)2. It is often of interest to

identify the agent that averagely (over the randomness from the environment) performs the best, that is, to iden-

tify argminr∈[p] E[ℓ(fr(Z), Z)]. In the notation of (1), Xi,r = ℓ(fr(Zi), Zi), given some sampled environments

Z1, ..., Zn. Methods that offer users a confident set of best-performing agents can help examine the robustness of the

decision. Moreover, rather than a single estimated best performer subject to the insufficiency of the data, the users

are theoretically justified to choose agents in the confidence set that offer better computational properties, enhanced

interpretability, or greater financial feasibility.

Inference of argmin indices has a long history in the statistical literature, dating back to the early works of Gibbons

et al. (1977); Gupta and Panchapakesan (1979). A refinement was proposed in Futschik and Pflug (1995) assuming

known marginal distributions of Xi,r and independence between dimensions of Xi. Methods that are strongly depen-

dent on these conditions are theoretically valid but may have restricted applicability. Mogstad et al. (2024) developed

a confidence set method that is valid for general distributions, based on pairwise comparisons of the entries of µ. This

method may suffer from inferior power when the dimension is high. Variants of bootstrap methods for the argmin in-

ference are also available in the model selection setting (Hansen et al., 2011). However, the standard implementation

Bernardi and Catania (2018) of this method is computationally demanding and may not yield satisfactory power in
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certain applications of interest. Dey et al. (2024) constructs an argmin confidence set using a martingale and e-value

approach. Their coverage guarantee is weaker than (2) and does not handle ties very well.

In this work, we develop a novel method to construct confidence sets of the argmin index set Θ that asymptotically

satisfies (2). The idea is to compare each index with “the best of others”. Intuitively, in order to decide whether r ∈ Ĉ

for a specific r ∈ [p], we only need to test µr ≤ µs for some s ∈ argmin(µt : t ̸= r). However, the index s is

not available and must be adaptively estimated from the data. If we use an empirical version of such an s, then there

will be a double-dipping issue (also known as post-selection inference). As a main methodological contribution, we

employ a combination of cross-validation and exponential mechanism, a technique originated from the differential

privacy literature (Dwork et al., 2014), which is known to limit the dependence between some intermediate statistics

and the final inference. Our theoretical analysis relies on a central limit theorem for globally dependent data, which

may be of general interest. To our best knowledge, this is the only method that uses asymptotic normality for the

argmin inference of a discrete random vector. More importantly, our method comes with an intuitive and simple way

to choose the tuning parameter in a data-driven manner.

Other related work. The argmin inference problem is related to rank inference/verification and can be treated as a

dual problem. In rank verification, the parameter of interest is the rank of an index r: Rr = 1 +
∑

s̸=r 1(µr < µs),

and the inference task is to establish confidence set Ĉr such that P(Rr ∈ Ĉr) ≥ 1 − α. There are more extensive

discussions Goldstein and Spiegelhalter (1996); Hall and Miller (2009); Xie et al. (2009); Hung and Fithian (2019);

Mogstad et al. (2024); Fan et al. (2024). Although it is conceptually possible to construct argmin index confidence

set from corresponding rank confidence sets, many rank verification methods (e.g. Hung and Fithian (2019)) would

perform poorly or degenerate when there are ties (the cardinality of Θ > 1), making it hard to transfer them to the

argmin inference setting where tie or near-tie are prevalent.

The study of the argmin index is also the center of discrete stochastic optimization Kleywegt et al. (2002), in which

discrete Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) is a subbranch most relevant to statistics Choirat and Seri (2012);

Seri et al. (2021). Unlike standard MLE where the parameter of interest is allowed to take values in a continuum subset

of R, some applications only permit integer-valued parameters when they represent, such as the number of planets in

a star system. Unlike the continuous case, results on confidence sets of discrete MLE are scarce due to the irregularity

of the problem (see Choirat and Seri, 2012, and references therein).

The problem of argmin confidence set can also be approached using methods in post-selection inference (PoSI

Taylor and Tibshirani, 2015), or selective inference (SI) due to its multiple comparison nature. PoSI/SI methods

usually require known and easy-to-compute noise distributions (such as isotropic Gaussian), which are impractical in

most natural argmin inference scenarios. In practice, we also find PoSI/SI-based methods less powerful compared to

other alternatives.
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Notation Denote the integer set {1, ..., p} as [p]. We will use V to denote the number of folds in V -fold cross-

validation and assume n/V is an integer. Without loss of generality, we will also use the index-set notations Iv =

{(v−1)n/V +1, ..., vn/V }, meaning smaller sample indexes are related to smaller fold indexes. Define Icv = [p]\Iv .

Given a sample index i, the notation vi maps it to the fold-index that sample i belongs to. The symbol X denotes the

whole data set {Xi : i ∈ [n]}, and X(−vi) represents the data set excluding the samples in the fold vi ∈ {1, 2, ..., V },

that is, X(−vi) = {Xi : i /∈ Ivi}. Similarly, X(−v) = {Xi : i /∈ Iv}. The notation Xj denotes the sample X but

replaces Xj ∈ X by an IID copy X ′
j (alternating one individual in the sample). Similarly, Xj,l replaces Xj , Xl by

the same IID copies X ′
j , X

′
l as in Xj ,Xl. That is, Xj,l differ from Xl (or Xj) by only one sample. For two positive

sequences an, bn, an = o(bn) means limn an/bn = 0, and an = ω(bn) mans limn bn/an = 0.

2 Methods

We propose a sample-splitting, exponential weighting scheme to construct the confidence set for the argmin index. The

procedure is formally presented in Algorithm 1. Some intuition leading to the idea and some more direct proposals

one might consider are also provided in this section.

2.1 Reduction to a Selective Mean-testing Problem

The coverage requirement (2) is marginal for each individual index r. Therefore, we can only focus on each r ∈ [p] to

decide whether r ∈ Ĉ.

The starting point is basic: r ∈ Θ if and only if µr ≤ mins ̸=r µs. Let s−r be an index in [p]\{r} such that

µs−r
= mins ̸=r µs. Note that we do not assume s−r is unique. When there are ties, we can pick an arbitrary one.

Therefore, we have r ∈ Θ if and only if µr ≤ µs−r . If we know either the value of s−r or µs−r , then the decision of

whether r ∈ Ĉ can be made by a simple one-sided t-test (or corresponding robust versions).

In practice, we do not have access to s−r and it has to be inferred from the noisy data. Suppose we use

mins∈[p]\{r} µ̂s with µ̂ being the empirical mean vector, the constructed Ĉ would not have the desired coverage due to

the well-known “double-dipping” or “selective inference” issue (Taylor and Tibshirani, 2015). To illustrate the issue,

consider the case when all the dimensions of X are independent standard normal so that Θ = [p]. The minimal sample

mean, mins∈[p]\{r} µ̂r, is related to the Gumbel distribution with expectation ≍ −
√

log p/n. Combined with some

recent finite-sample concentration inequalities (Tanguy, 2015, Theorem 3), we know with high probability mins ̸=r µ̂s

is less than −c
√
log p/n with a constant c > 0. When p is large, it is much smaller than the typical scaling of simple

sample means µ̂r = OP (1/
√
n). Naively comparing mins ̸=r µ̂s with µ̂r with some standard univariate tests would

falsely reject µr ≤ µ̂s−r
and almost always exclude r from the confidence set even when r ∈ Θ.
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Figure 1: Sample splitting and exponential weighting are both crucial for normality. Histogram of normalized Tr in
algorithm 1 and its related variants. We take r = 1. weighted+split is normalized Tr presented Algorithm 1;
split is described in Section 2.2, and weighted is the non-split version of weighted+split, discussed in
Remark 2.2. The solid black line is the density curve of the standard normal. LOO, V = n, schemes are employed in
split and weighted+split.

2.2 Initial Fix: Removing Dependence by Cross-validation

To avoid the “double-dipping” bias, one may consider a cross-validation type of scheme using a part of the data to

obtain ŝ−r and compare µr and µŝ−r on the hold-out sample point(s), and aggregate the two-sample comparison by

rotating the hold-out set. More concretely, consider a leave-one-out (LOO) version of this idea. For each sample point

i ∈ [n], define the ith LOO argmin index (without r)

ŝ
(−i)
−r = argmin

s̸=r

∑
j ̸=i

Xj,s , (3)

with arbitrary tie-breaking rules. Now by construction ŝ
(−i)
−r and Xi are independent, and one would expect the cross-

validation-type statistic
1√
n

n∑
i=1

(
Xi,r −X

i,ŝ
(−i)
−r

)
(4)

may be asymptotically normal (after being properly centered).

Unfortunately, this is not the case in general. In Figure 1, we demonstrate this phenomenon with dimension p = 50

and a sample size n = 100. It is the all-tie case Θ = [p] with IID standard normal coordinates of X . The histogram

is obtained from 103 repeats. We observe the simple sample-splitting method split is left-skewed with a visible

irregular tail in green color. Note that the test statistics related to simple split are more dispersed than normal on both

tails, which will hurt both the validity and finite-sample power.
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Algorithm 1 Proposal: Exponentially Weighted Argmin Confidence Set O(p2n) operations

input: A collection of IID sample vectors {X1, . . . , Xn} ⊂ Rp; the number of folds V ; a significance level α; a
weighting parameter λ.
Initialize The confidence set Ĉ = ∅
for dimension index r in [p] do

for fold index v in [V ] do
Compute the sample mean from the out-sample data: µ̂(−v) := n−1

(
1− 1

V

)−1∑
j∈Ic

v
Xj

for sample index i in Iv do
Calculate weighted competitor Q(−v)

i,r =
∑

s̸=r ŵ
(−v)
s Xi,s ∈ R with weights

(
ŵ

(−v)
s , s ̸= r

)
satisfying

∑
s̸=r

ŵ(−v)
s = 1 and ŵ(−v)

s ∝ exp
(
−λµ̂(−v)

s

)
. (5)

end
end
Calculate test statistics Tr with estimated standard deviation σ̂ > 0.

Tr =
1√
nσ̂

n∑
i=1

(
Xi,r −Q

(−v)
i,r

)
. (6)

Add r to Ĉ if Tr < zα, where zα is the (1− α)-quantile of N(0, 1).
end
output Confidence set Ĉ.

2.3 Final Fix: Cross-validated Exponential Mechanism

The failure of asymptotic normality for the statistic in (4) is indeed a profound consequence of the asymptotic behavior

of cross-validation-type statistics. The recent works in the cross-validation literature Austern and Zhou (2020); Kissel

and Lei (2023) establish asymptotic normality for cross-validated risks under various “stability conditions”. In our

context, it requires the quantity X
i,ŝ

(−i)
−r

to have a distortion much smaller than 1/
√
n when one entry in the leave-i-

out sample {Xj : j ̸= i} is replaced by an IID copy. This property does not hold for X
i,ŝ

(−i)
−r

since a change of a single

sample point may result in ŝ
(−i)
−r being changed to a completely different value. So there is a non-trivial chance that a

single perturbation in the input data would result in a constant level change in X
i,ŝ

(−i)
−r

.

Our fix for this lack of stability is inspired by the differential privacy literature (Dwork et al., 2014), where the

distortion of a statistic under the perturbation of a single data entry is known as sensitivity. Many techniques have

been developed to produce insensitive counterparts of standard statistics. For the argmin index, a differentially private

version can be obtained by the Exponential Mechanism (McSherry and Talwar, 2007). The original exponential

mechanism will randomly sample a single coordinate as the argmin, in our problem, it is more convenient to simply

use a weighted average with the weights corresponding to the sampling probabilities in the exponential mechanism.
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The resulting algorithm replaces X
i,ŝ

(−i)
−r

by a weighted average:

Qi,r =
∑
s̸=r

ŵ
(−i)
s,−rXi,s

with weights

ŵ
(−i)
s,−r ∝ exp

(
−λµ̂(−i)

s

)
where

µ̂(−i)
s =

1

n− 1

∑
j ̸=i

Xj,s

is the ith LOO empirical mean and λ > 0 is a tuning parameter to be chosen by users. Our final algorithm for

constructing a confidence set of the argmin indices is formally presented in Algorithm 1, which allows both LOO

version V = n and fixed fold scheme V = constant.

Instead of identifying one single dimension X
i,ŝ

(−i)
−r

as the quantity to compare with, the competitor statistic Qi,r

is a weighted sum of multiple competitive dimensions of Xi. The quantity Qi,r can be viewed as a cross-validated

soft-min of the vector (Xi,s : s ̸= r), and is more stable than X
i,ŝ

(−i)
−r

in the sense that alternating any one sample

point (other than the ith one) in the data can only perturb Qi,r by a very small amount.

A smaller λ implies stronger stability. In the extreme case, λ = 0 implies perfect stability as the weights do

not depend on (Xj : j ̸= i). By contrast, a larger value of λ will more effectively eliminate the contribution from

dimensions with “obviously” larger sample means, leading to smaller confidence sets. In the other extreme case

λ = ∞, Qi,r = X
i,ŝ

(−i)
−r

. To achieve a valid and powerful inference procedure, our theoretical results imply λ needs

to be dependent on sample size n and of an order slightly smaller than
√
n. On the one hand, applying λ diverging

faster than
√
n results in an overly aggressive (containing too few indices) confidence set. On the other hand, a small

λ (extreme case, λ = 0) cannot effectively detect the signal and is less powerful in rejecting sub-optimal indices. We

provide detailed theoretical and practical guidance in choosing the tuning parameter λ in Sections 3, 4 and 5.

Remark 2.1. (On the implementation of Algorithm 1) So far our discussion has focused on the LOO case, which

leverages most data to calculate the weighting parameters. The algorithm can be easily implemented in a V -fold

fashion, where the only difference is that ŵ(−i)
s,−r is calculated using sample points excluding the fold that contains the

ith sample point. Unlike standard machine learning cross-validation— the LOO version is not computationally more

expensive than the V -fold version because only sample means are involved in the weight calculation.

Remark 2.2. The importance of exponential weighting is emphasized in Section 2.2 and Section 2.3. A natural

follow-up question is whether a method utilizing exponential weighting alone without sample-splitting can mitigate

the aforementioned double-dipping issue. We demonstrate the failure of this choice in Figure 1—this implies both
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sample splitting and weighting are crucial to achieving normality.

3 Asymptotic Normality and Coverage

In this section, we are going to show that for each r, the Tr statistics are asymptotically normal under proper choices

of λ, which directly implies some asymptotic coverage results of the confidence set Ĉ. The result is formally stated as

Theorem 3.1 below.

Theorem 3.1. Let Xi ∈ Rp, i ∈ [n] be IID samples with uniformly bounded entries: sups∈[p] |Xi,s| ≤ M almost

surely for a constant M . The dimension p can depend on n so long as the assumptions below are satisfied. We further

assume

• The smallest eigenvalue of covariance matrix Cov(X1) is strictly bounded away from zero.

• The weighting parameter in Algorithm 1 satisfies λn = o(
√
n).

Define the centered version of Tr (also normalized with population standard deviation):

T̃r :=
1√
nσr

V∑
v=1

∑
i∈Iv

(
Xi,r −Q

(−v)
i,r − d

(−v)
i,r

)
, (7)

where σ2
r = Var

[
X1,r −Q

(−v1)
1,r

]
is the variance sequence that implicitly depends on n. Also,

d
(−v)
i,r = d

(−vi)
i,r = E

[
Xi,r −Q

(−vi)
i,r |X(−vi)

]
(8)

for i ∈ Ivi are the random centers. Then for any x ∈ R:

lim
n→∞

max
r∈[p]

∣∣∣P(T̃r ≤ x
)
− Φ(x)

∣∣∣ = 0, (9)

where Φ(x) is the cumulative distribution function of standard normal.

The proof of Theorem 3.1 is presented in Section 3.2. The argument is dissected into two steps: proving a general

weakly dependent Central Limit Theorem (CLT) and verifying the requested conditions are satisfied by the proposed

exponential weighting mechanism. The coverage guarantee/validity result follows directly with the established asymp-

totic normality:

Corollary 3.2. Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 3.1, for each r ∈ Θ ⊂ [p], we have

lim
n→∞

P(r ∈ Ĉ) ≥ 1− α, (10)
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where the argmin confidence set Ĉ is constructed as described in Algorithm 1.

Proof. Combine Theorem 3.1 and Lemma A.1. The latter states that the center of T̃r is non-positive almost surely.

We also need a consistent estimator of σ2
r = Var

[
X1,r −Q

(−v1)
1,r

]
, which will be discussed in the Section 3.1.

Remark 3.3. (random centers) Although the center d
(−v)
i,r in Theorem 3.1 is a random quantity depending on the

left-out data X(−v), it almost surely takes non-positive value when r ∈ Θ. This simple but crucial fact is formally

verified in Lemma A.1, which bridges the gap between Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2. Since the random center never

exceeds 0 and T̃r is approximately normal, there is a greater than (1−α) probability for Algorithm 1 to add r ∈ Θ to

the confidence set Ĉ as formally stated above. Moreover, in some scenarios, the coverage can be asymptotically = α

(rather than be upper bounded by α), which gives Algorithm 1 a better trade-off between validity and statistical power

over some alternatives. It is direct to check in the case that µ1 = µ2 = µ3 − 1 = · · · = µp − 1, d(−v)
i,1 converging to 0

when we are using diverging λ. As a result, P(1 /∈ Ĉ) = α+ o(1).

Remark 3.4. (marginal coverage) Some further comments on the type of coverage established in Corollary 3.2.

This statement does not restrict the number of elements in Θ and each of them has a (1 − α) probability to appear

in Ĉ, which is called “marginal coverage”. The validity is stronger than “weak coverage”—with high probability

Ĉ ∩ Θ ̸= ∅. However, the result does not imply Ĉ will contain all the tied-optimal dimensions with a probability

greater than (1−α); namely, P(Θ ⊆ Ĉ) ≥ 1−α. This is considered “uniform coverage”. We find all of the coverage

types important and it is contextual to determine which one suits the application best (depending on the desired level of

conservativeness). A discussion of three types of coverage guarantees can also be found in Futschik and Pflug (1995)

and identical to our work, the literature method’s main focus is also marginal coverage.

Remark 3.5. (positive definiteness) In Theorem 3.1 we assumed that the covariance matrix Cov(X1) of the random

vector X1 has strictly positive eigenvalues so that the matrix Cov(X1) is positive definite. The dimensions of X1

are typically correlated but not perfectly linearly associated. This assumption is also common across the literature

of the Gaussian approximation theory Chernozhukov et al. (2013, 2014, 2017) and cross-validation Kissel and Lei

(2023) in the high dimension regime. In our context, the assumption ensures that σ2 remains positive for all n ∈ N,

which corresponds to the positive assumption of ω2
n in the general result Theorem 3.8. For instance, when r = 1, the

difference X1,1−Q(−v1)
1,1 can be regarded as the linear transformation w⊤X1 with w = [1,−ŵ(−v1)

2 , . . . ,−ŵ(−v1)
p ]⊤.

Therefore, conditioning on X(−v1), or simply the exponential weights ŵs, its variance would be strictly positive due

to the positive definiteness of Cov(X1). It then follows from the law of total variance that σ2 is bounded away from 0.

Remark 3.6. (Boundedness) In Theorem 3.1 we also assumed each entry of the random vector X1 is uniformly

bounded by a constant. As a consequence, we are able to show the λn = o(
√
n) critical threshold would be enough

to guarantee asymptotically normality. Specifically, such a threshold does not depend on the ambient dimension p,

9



which is an interesting and special property of the proposed procedure. We expect dropping the boundedness condition

would switch the critical threshold to
√
n/ logA p for some A > 0. The boundedness is often assured in applications

like polling data and model evaluation. We find the almost-sure boundedness can better highlight how the ambient

dimension does not affect the choice of λ. Quantifying the dependence of p on the light-tail behavior of Xi’s (Gaussian,

exponential, or general sub-Weibull) is left to future works.

3.1 Variance Estimation

In practice, one needs to estimate the variance parameter σ2 = σ2
r = Var

[
X1,r −Q

(−v1)
1,r

]
when applying Algo-

rithm 1. Motivated by the literature of cross-validation Bayle et al. (2020), a natural estimator is

σ̂2
out = σ̂2

out,r =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Xi,r −Q
(−vi)
i,r − 1

n

n∑
j=1

(
Xj,r −Q

(−vj)
j,r

)2

. (11)

The notation vi maps a sample index i back to the split index it belongs to: vi = v for i ∈ Iv . To apply Slutsky’s

theorem, we need to show that the ratio σ̂2
out/σ

2 converges to 1 in probability. Although the estimator takes a simple

form, showing such consistency is not a trivial task (e.g. {Q(−vi)
i,r , i ∈ [n]} are dependent): in fact, we need to leverage

some statistical stability that is also a critical component in the proof of Theorem 3.1. We present the formal statement

below. Its proof can be found in Appendix B.

Theorem 3.7. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 3.1, we have

σ̂2
out/σ

2 P→ 1. (12)

Note that the number of fold V can be either a fixed integer (V-fold) or equal to n (LOO).

One may alternatively consider the estimator (27), but it can only handle the V-fold case but not the LOO setting.

In the V-fold setting, sample sizes in both Iv and Icv diverge to infinite, which is not the case for LOO (|Iv| = 1). The

σ̂out can cover both cases, which makes it σ̂out more relevant to this work. Its analysis may be of independent interest

to readers concerning LOO procedures. The proof of Theorem 3.7 concerns some “variance varieties” closely related

to σ2, which are also discussed in Appendix B.

3.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1

There are two main steps to prove Theorem 3.1: 1) establishing a general CLT and 2) proving our statistics satisfying

the requested stability conditions of the CLT.
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The new central limit theorem is related to “weakly dependent” data transforms, which often, but are not limited to,

appear in cross-validation-type methods. The most standard CLT engages with normalized summation of independent

random variables, but the quantities of interest in modern statistics do not necessarily take such a simple form. We

provide a convenient sufficient condition for asymptotic normality in the language of statistical stability (15). The

result is formally stated below.

Theorem 3.8. Let X = {Xi ∈ X , i ∈ [n]} be a collection of IID random vectors (the domain X can depend on n

so long as the assumptions below are satisfied). Define Ki,n = Kn(i;X) as a mapping from [n] × Xn to a closed

interval [−M,M ] ⊂ R (We omit the subscript n to simplify the notation when possible).

Assume E[Ki | X(−i)] = 0, recall X(−i) = X\{Xi}. The variance ω2
n = Var (K1,n) is allowed to vary with n

but lim infn ωn > 0.

Then for any x ∈ R and any ϵ > 0, there exists a constant Cϵ > 0 depending on ϵ such that

∣∣∣∣∣P
(
ω−1
n n−1/2

(
n∑

i=1

Ki

)
≤ x

)
− Φ(x)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤Cϵ

(
n−1/2 + n1/2∆1 + n∆2 + n∆2

1 + n3/2∆2
2

)
+ 2ϵ

(13)

where Φ(x) is the cumulative distribution function of standard normal and

∆1 =
√

max
i̸=j∈[n]

E (∇jKi)
2

∆2 =
√

max
i̸=j ̸=k∈[n]

E[(∇k∇iKj)2]

(14)

(definition of∇ presented below). Specifically, if

∆1 = o(n−1/2) and ∆2 = o(n−1), (15)

we have

ω−1
n n−1/2

(
n∑

i=1

Ki

)
d→ N (0, 1). (16)

Definition 3.9. The stability operators in Theorem 3.8∇ are defined as: for i, j, l ∈ [n] that are mutually different:

∇jKi = K (i,X)−K
(
i,Xj

)
∇l∇jKi = K (i,X)−K

(
i,Xj

)
−
{
K
(
i,Xl

)
−K

(
i,Xj,l

)}
.

(17)
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Figure 2: The second-order stability term vanishes at the rate predicted by our theoretical analysis. The vio-
lin plots illustrate the distribution of log10 (∇l∇jKi)

2 stratified by sample size. The points are the estimated
log10 E[(∇l∇jKi)

2
] over 103 simulations repeats.

Recall that Xj denotes the sample X with Xj ∈ X replaced by an IID copy X ′
j . And Xj,l replaces Xj , Xl by the

same IID copies X ′
j , X

′
l .

We present the proof of Theorem 3.8 in Appendix C. We apply a modified Slepian’s interpolation in the proof. For

an introductory note on this topic, we refer the readers to Wasserman (2014).

The mapping K is determined by the statistic of interest. In this work, the quantity to be analyzed is Ki =

Xi,r − Q
(−vi)
i,r − d

(−vi)
r for each r. To apply the weakly-dependent CLT in Theorem 3.8, we need to verify that the

stability conditions (15) indeed hold for this specific Ki (Appendix D). Showing the (second order) stability condition

holds is usually the most technical step when applying the new CLT, and the specific proof techniques implemented are

case-by-case. In this work, we drew some inspiration from the differential privacy literature where some exponential

weighting was similarly considered (Section 3.4 in Dwork et al. (2014)).

We also include some numerical results verifying the theoretical relationship between (∇l∇jKi)
2 and n. In Fig-

ure 2, we plot the distribution of log-transformed second-order stability term against log sample size. The transformed

means log10 E[(∇l∇jKi)
2
] are plotted as well. Our theoretical results predicted E

[
(∇l∇jKi)

2
]

is of order n−2

when λ =
√
n. This is replicated numerically as the mean points in Figure 2 roughly lying on a line of slope −2. The

simulation settings are identical to that in Figure 1 but the sample size varies in {101, 102, 103}. The dimension of

interest r = 1. Since we require E
[
(∇l∇jKi)

2
]

to be a smaller order than
√
n to achieve normality, in practice one

should implement λ slightly smaller than
√
n.

After establishing the aforementioned two pieces of results, the formal proof of our main result is straightforward:

Proof. (Proof of Theorem 3.1) For each index of interest r, define Kr
i = Xi,r − Q

(−vi)
i,r − d

(−vi)
r . By definition,

12



E
[
Kr

i | X(−i)
]
= 0. We also have the boundedness of Kr

i from the assumptions on Xi. Assuming Cov(X1) is

positive definite assures σ2
r > 0. The basic conditions in Theorem 3.8 are satisfied and we have (13). Therefore,

max
r∈[p]

∣∣∣∣∣P
(
σ−1
r n−1/2

(
n∑

i=1

Kr
i

)
≤ x

)
− Φ(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ (18)

can be bounded by

Cϵ max
r∈[p]

(
n−1/2 + n1/2∆r

1 + n∆r
2 + n(∆r

1)
2 + n3/2(∆r

2)
2
)
+ 2ϵ, (19)

for any x ∈ R and ϵ > 0. The stability terms ∆r
1,∆

r
2 are similarly defined as in (14), replacing the general Ki by Kr

i

considered in this proof. We then apply the r-uniform bound on the stability terms, Lemma D.1 and Lemma D.2, to

conclude (19) can be less than 3ϵ for sufficiently large n.

4 Power Analysis

In Section 3, we analyzed the distribution of the test statistics, which implies a (1 − α) high probability coverage of

argmin indices. This serves as a validity guarantee and control of type-I error from a hypothesis testing perspective. In

this section, we analyze the power of the confidence set construction, which refers to its ability to exclude dimension

indices whose population means are not minimal.

Recall the notation µ̃ = mins∈[p] µs. For each r ∈ [p], let αn(r) = (µr − µ̃)λn/2 be the scaled gap. Let

βn = 4(log p+ 3
√
log V ) where V is the number of folds. Define

C(r) = |{s : αn/λn < µs − µ̃ ≤ βn/λn}| . (20)

Intuitively, if µs − µ̃ ≤ βn/λn then the coordinate s will likely receive some non-trivial weights. If µs − µ̃ >

αn/λn, then µs is close to µr (or larger than µr). In order to detect the sub-optimality of coordinate r, the exponential

mechanism cannot assign too much weight to coordinates whose µs value is close to µr. Thus, C(r) measures the

cardinality of this “confusing set” and hence reflects the hardness of rejecting the hypothesis r ∈ Θ.

In the statement and the proof of Theorem 4.1, the limits are all taken for (n, p) → ∞. That is, the finite sample

quantities are functions of (n, p) and converge to 0 as (n, p) → ∞. Here we consider a triangular array type of

asymptotic setting, where µ may change as (n, p) increase.

Theorem 4.1. Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 3.1 and assume the weight satisfies λn = o(
√
n).

1. If C(r) > 0, then P(r ∈ Ĉ)→ 0 if

µr − µ̃ ≥ cλ−1
n (log log p+ log log V + log(C(r))) (21)
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for some absolute constant c > 0;

2. If C(r) = 0, then P(r ∈ Ĉ)→ 0 when µr − µ̃ = ω(1/
√
n).

Remark 4.2. This result reflects the adaptivity of the method. When there is no confusion set (C(r) = 0) the power

guarantee almost achieves the parametric rate. When there is a non-empty confusion set, it is the logarithm of the size

of the confusion set that matters in the power guarantee. The worst case value of V is n, and the dependence on p

and n are in the iterated logarithm. The value C depends on r, the coordinate of interest. It can be upper bounded by

C0 = |{s : 0 ≤ µs − µ̃ ≤ βn/λn}|.

5 Data-driven Selection of Weighting Parameter

In previous sections, we theoretically demonstrated that a o(
√
n)-order λ can lead to a confidence set Ĉ of desired

properties. In practice, it is hard to determine the exact value of λ a priori, and often a data-driven choice of the

weighting parameter can lead to better performance (maximizing power without diminishing coverage).

5.1 Iterative data-driven selection

Assessing the proof of Theorem 3.1 and 3.8, we need the o(
√
n) upper-bound on λ so that certain stability terms (17)

would vanish in a higher-order rate, which in turn guarantees asymptotic normality of the test statistics Tr. For each

candidate λ that is under consideration, we first empirically estimate the stability terms that need to be controlled;

afterward, we select the largest λ whose corresponding estimate is sufficiently small (The largest λ is selected to

maximize statistical power). We apply the data-driven strategy for λ-selection across all the simulations and real-data

analysis in the following sections.

To clarify, the optimal constant in λ depends on the specific dimension under comparison, r (Algorithm 1), be-

cause the variance of each dimension Xi,s enters the analysis differently when switching the dimension of interest r.

Algorithm 1 presented the procedure with a r-agnostic choice of λ for ease of presentation and still led to a theoreti-

cally valid procedure so long as λ = o(
√
n). In practice, we find r-dependent choices of λn,r can better factor in the

variance constant σ2
r , with a moderately higher computational expense.

Specifically, for each dimension under comparison r, we aim to select the largest λ such that

E (∇iK1)
2
= E

(
K(1,X)−K

(
1,Xi

))2
= o(Var[K(1,X)]n−1), (22)

where K(j,X) = Xj,r − Q
(−vj)
j,r − E

[
Xj,r −Q

(−vj)
j,r |X(−vj)

]
. This quantity appears in Lemma D.1 during our

theoretical analysis.
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We apply the following iterative algorithm to conduct data-driven parameter selection.

(i) Set λ to be λ0 as a small initial candidate (details on how λ0 is determined are presented in Appendix F);

(ii) Run Algorithm 1 under 2λ and examine if (22) is approximately satisfied. Specifically, we use the sample-

version criterion:

Ê (∇iK1)
2 ≤ εV̂ar[K(1,X)]n−1, (23)

which can be evaluated using data. The small number ε is set to be 0.05, 0.1, and 0.3 for the LOO, 5-fold and

2-fold procedures respectively.

(iii) If the criterion in step (ii) is not satisfied or 2λ ≥ ϕ, return λ as the selected parameter. Otherwise, set λ← 2λ

and repeat step (ii). The threshold ϕ is given by n, n3/2 and n2 for the LOO, 5-fold and 2-fold procedures

respectively.

5.2 Leave-two-out estimation of relevant quantities

To compute the sample expectation Ê (∇iK1)
2 in (23), we notice

∇iK1 =

X1,r −
∑
s̸=r

ŵ(−v1)
s X1,s − E

X1,r −
∑
s̸=r

ŵ(−v1)
s X1,s

∣∣∣∣∣∣ X(−v1)


−

X1,r −
∑
s̸=r

ŵ(−v1),i
s X1,s − E

X1,r −
∑
s̸=r

ŵ(−v1),i
s X1,s

∣∣∣∣∣∣ X(−v1),i


=
∑
s̸=r

(
ŵ(−v1),i

s − ŵ(−v1)
s

)
(X1,s − µs) .

(24)

The exponential weights ŵ(−v1),i
s represent the weights ŵ(−v1)

s which are computed with µ̂(−v1),i, that is, the out-of-

fold sample mean with Xi replaced by an IID copy X ′
i .

To estimate ∇iK1, we compute ŵ
(−v1),i
s and ŵ

(−v1)
s by the so-called leave-two-out (LTO) technique which was

also employed in Austern and Zhou (2020) and Kissel and Lei (2023) for quantities related to the ∇i operator. Par-

ticularly, the exponential weights (ŵ(−v1)
s , s ̸= r) and (ŵ

(−v1),i
s , s ̸= r) are obtained from the sample means µ̂(−v1)

and µ̂(−v1),i respectively, where we calculate µ̂(−v1) using 1
n(1−1/V )

∑
j∈Ic

v1
\{i} Xj and then compute µ̂(−v1),i using

1
n(1−1/V )

∑
j∈Ic

v1
\{k} Xj for some i, k ∈ Icv1 with i ̸= k. Population mean µs in (24) is also estimated by simple

sample mean. Eventually, we obtain ∇̂iK1 as a plug-in estimator.

The estimator Ê (∇iK1)
2 is the sample average 1

|B|
∑

(i,j)∈B ∇̂iKj

2
with the set B ⊆ B := {(i, j) ∈ [n] × [n] |

i ∈ Icvj}. For each pair (i, j) ∈ B, the quantity ∇̂iKj is estimated as described above. To streamline the computation

in each iteration, B is uniformly sub-sampled from B to have a cardinality 100 whenever |B| exceeds the number.
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As for the sample variance V̂ar[K(1,X)] in (23), we note that Var(K(1,X)) = EVar[X1,r − Q
(−v1)
1,r | X(−v1)].

Hence we can leverage Proposition B.1 and Theorem 3.7 to utilize V̂ar[K(1,X)] = σ̂2
out.

6 Simulation Results

6.1 Method Comparison

To evaluate the performance of the proposed procedure, we compare it with three methods that are either proposed in

existing literature or readily adaptable to our argmin inference problem. In particular, our investigation will focus on

how the methods respond to data dependencies and characteristics of mean landscapes.

6.1.1 Compared Methods

The first method is the Bonferroni correction which may be loosely viewed as a benchmark for the class of multiple

testing procedures. In our context, a dimension r ∈ [p] is included in the confidence set Ĉ if and only if all the nulls

H0 : µr ≤ µs, s ̸= r, are not rejected, where each pairwise test is adjusted to have a significance level of α/(p − 1)

to guarantee the validity (2). To foster the computation, it suffices to perform one single pairwise test H0 : µr ≤ µŝ−r

with ŝ−r = argmins ̸=r µ̂s. In principle, users have the freedom to implement their preferred test statistics, but we opt

to use the pairwise t-test for simplicity.

The second method is the two-step procedure in Futschik and Pflug (1995) built upon the selection rule developed

by Gupta (1965). Such a selection constructs a (1− α) argmin confidence set by collecting all the dimension r ∈ [p]

satisfying the inequality
√
n

(
µ̂r

σr
−min

s ̸=r

µ̂s

σs

)
≤ q(1−α),p, (25)

where σ2
s is the true variance of X1,s for all s ∈ [p], and the threshold q1−α,p is the (1 − α)-quantile of the random

variable εr − mins∈[p],s̸=r εs with εs
IID∼ N(0, 1). Essentially, the variant introduced by Futschik and Pflug (1995)

applies some two-step selection rules to enhance power. Given the proper choices of α1, α2 ∈ (0, 1) such that (1 −

α1)(1−α2) = 1−α, the first selection is performed to generate a (1−α1) argmin confidence set Ĉ1 using the threshold

q(1−α1),p. Then, the following selection adapts the cardinality of Ĉ1 for the generation of a (1−α2) argmin confidence

set Ĉ2 using the threshold q(1−α2),|Ĉ1|−1. The final argmin confidence set Ĉ, given by the intersection Ĉ1 ∩ Ĉ2, is

guaranteed to have the desired validity (2). Here we follow the simulations in Futschik and Pflug (1995), choosing

α1 = α/10 and α2 accordingly. Notably, the method carries over the limitations of the selection rule by Gupta (1965):

it relies on the assumptions that the true variance σ2
s is known and the same across all dimensions. Its theoretical

analysis also requires µ̂1, . . . , µ̂p to be mutually independent. Both of these restrict the method’s applicability in

practice—even replacing the true σs by its estimate leads to validity violations (see Appendix G). Our simulation is
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conducted under their favorable settings with normal Xs and known variance. Plus, accurate estimates of q(1−α1),p

and q(1−α2),|Ĉ1−1| usually necessitates a large number of Monte Carlo repetitions, which renders the whole inference

process computationally demanding.

The third method is selected to illustrate how one can construct valid argmin confidence set from rank confidence

intervals, benefiting from recent advancements in rank inference. Mogstad et al. (2024) and Fan et al. (2024) reduce

the construction of confidence intervals for ranks to that of confidence intervals for pairwise differences between the

population means. Moreover, the latter can be reformulated as a problem for testing moment inequalities (see Romano

et al. (2014); Chernozhukov et al. (2016)), which takes advantage of bootstrapping to conduct the inference concerning

max statistics. Here we employ the R package csranks Wilhelm and Morgen (2023), which implements the above

mechanism, to construct a confidence lower bound L̂r for the population rank Rr of the mean µr for each r ∈ [p].

Such a lower bound L̂r is ensured to be no less than 1 by their construction. We then include a dimension r ∈ [p] in

the confidence set Ĉ if and only if L̂r = 1. This confidence set yields the validity (2) because for all r ∈ Θ, we have

P(r ∈ Ĉ) = P(L̂r = 1) = P(L̂r ≤ 1) = P(L̂r ≤ Rr) ≥ 1− α.

6.1.2 Setups and Results

Samples are drawn from multivariate normal distributions with Toeplitz covariance matrices. We use α = 0.05 as the

type-1 error size when applying the proposed method and the three others described above. All the methods achieve

95% coverage of the true argmin index in all settings (see Appendix H). We mainly focus on comparing the size

(cardinality) of the confidence sets—a smaller confidence set implies a better power excluding sub-optimal indices.

Two types of mean landscapes—denoted as “increasing” and “3-tier” — are explored. For each type of landscape,

we vary the signal strength (size of the difference in true means) as well as the dependency strength across dimensions

of X and investigate their impact on the statistical power.

Formally, the true means are of the form µ = f × µb ∈ Rp for the mean factor f ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 10} with the

base landscape vector µb specified in Figure 3. As f increases, the gap size between µ̃ and the rest µs, s ∈ [p]

will be enlarged, which makes it easier to exclude the sub-optimal dimensions from the confidence sets. As for the

Toeplitz covariance matrices Σ, each of them has diagonal entries of 1 and off-diagonal elements σ2
rs = ϱ|r−s| for

r, s ∈ [p], r ̸= s. We consider the dependency strengths ϱ ∈ {0, 0.2, . . . , 0.8}, where ϱ = 0 leads to an identity

covariance matrix and ϱ = 0.8 signifies a highly correlated scheme. In total, we have 2× 10× 5 = 100 settings.

We present the difference in the number of false negatives within confidence sets in Figure 3, where a false negative

refers to a dimension that is not an argmin (non-optimal dimensions). We present the results with dimension p = 100

and a sample size n = 1000. The choice of n ensures that we have risen to the power of the proposed method in the

asymptotic regime. The number of repetitions for each simulation setting is 100.
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Figure 3: Method comparison, “increasing” landscape (top) and “3-tier” (bottom) landscapes. Comparison between
the proposed 2-fold method and three other methods. Each cell in the heatmaps corresponds to a different simulation
setting. The x-axis corresponds to different dependency strength ϱ and in the y-axis, signal strength f is varied. The
color in each cell illustrates the difference in the number of false negatives between the proposed 2-fold method and
one literature method specified in the subplot title. A more negative value indicates a greater advantage of the proposed
method over its competitor in rejecting sub-optimal dimensions.

The first type of mean landscape is set with the base vector µb = [0.01, 0.02, . . . , 1]⊤. It depicts a situation where

the true means steadily increase across the entire landscape. In Figure 3’s top three plots, it shows that the proposed

2-fold procedure outperforms the three compared methods in a majority of the experiment settings, while a systematic

pattern is displayed when the signal level is relatively low, specifically when the mean factor f is 1. Indeed, along with

an increase in the dependency strength ϱ, the advantage of the 2-fold procedure becomes more apparent. On the one

hand, the method by Futschik and Pflug (1995) does not adapt to dependence—its seemingly better performance in
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some settings is due to two-step selection rule that enhances power. On the other hand, both the Bonferroni correction

and the procedure by Mogstad et al. (2024) use test statistics with self-normalization, where the sample variances

used for the normalization help them adapt to the dependency. However, beyond this feature, our proposed procedure

benefits from the dependency through the choice of λ. The data-driven λ accounts for the data dependence, potentially

allowing for a larger value and thereby improving power. For instance, the median of the λr over 100 repetitions for

r = 12 is about 25.81 when the mean factor f = 1 and dependency strength ϱ = 0.8, but the median drops to 12.69

when we consider the dependency strength ϱ = 0. A formal t-test yields a p-value of 0.9952, highlighting a strong

discrepancy. We present the comparison when r = 12 because this dimension predominantly shifts from acceptance

to rejection as the dependency strength ϱ increases, with f = 1 held fixed.

Another type of mean landscape is experimented with the base mean vector is µb = [1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1.02, 1.02,

1.02, 1.02, 1.02, 10, . . . , 10]⊤. It concerns the case when there are several close competitors (ties and near ties) along

with many clearly inferior ones. Such a scenario often unfolds in commercial markets, where a handful of dominant

brands share a similar market reputation due to competitive product qualities, while many budget brands cater to niche

consumer segments. As a market researcher, one might aim to identify the most highly regarded companies based on

the quantitative feedback provided in customer surveys. In Figure 3’s bottom three plots, we see that the proposed

2-fold method typically results in finer confidence sets than the other three methods in this case. Compared to the

Bonferroni correction and the procedure by Mogstad et al. (2024), the proposed method initially exhibits increasingly

higher power yet eventually diminishes its advantage, as the mean factor f increases. The rise in power is where the

effect described in Theorem 4.1 becomes evident: the proposed method can filter out the influence of clearly inferior

dimensions, giving it an edge in detecting relatively small signal levels in case of this mean landscape. However, as the

gap size widens sufficiently, this unique feature loses its distinct advantage. Furthermore, comparing with the method

by Futschik and Pflug (1995) once again underscores our superiority in handling dependent data. It also shows that

the effectiveness of its screening-like step is diminished in view of this particular mean landscape.

6.2 An Application to LASSO Model Selection

As discussed in the Introduction, one important application of the proposed procedure is (machine learning) model

selection. We take the LASSO Tibshirani (1996) in high-dimensional regression as an example. The goal is to relate

a collection of predictors Zpred ∈ Rd to an outcome of interest Zout ∈ R. Given collected samples, each LASSO

predictor is constructed by minimizing

ntr∑
i=1

(Zout
i − Zpred⊤

i β)2 + η∥β∥1 (26)
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Figure 4: Numerical properties of the proposed procedure for LASSO model selection. A-B The proportion of the
100 models–each corresponds to a η parameter–being included in the confidence set. Color and shape reflect their true
population risk. C A Q-Q plot for T̃r∗ , the test statistic for the minimal-risk dimension. D The correlation structure of
different LASSO model’s prediction loss: ρ((Zout − Zpred⊤βr1)

2, (Zout − Zpred⊤βr2)
2). The average/proportion is

over 103 repeats.

over β ∈ Rd. The important penalty hyperparameter η ∈ R+ controls the sparsity of the estimated regression coeffi-

cients and significantly impacts the generalization capacity of the fitted LASSO model. In practice, η is determined

in a data-driven fashion: the users propose multiple candidates, {ηr, r ∈ [p] | ηr < ηr+1 when r ≤ p − 1} (often

p = 100 when computationally feasible), and each ηr corresponds to a fitted βr according to (26). We aim to identify

the r’s that minimize the generalization error E[(Zout − Zpred⊤βr)
2]. Conditioned on the training data, inference of

r’s can be formulated as an argmin inference task.

Given some independent samples {(Zpred
i , Zout

i ), i ∈ [n]}, we can calculate their realized empirical risks: Xi,r =

(Zout
i − Zpred⊤

i βr)
2. Applying the proposed procedure, we can establish confidence sets Ĉ for the index that mini-

mizes population risk. In the example presented in Figure 4, r∗ = 39 (this information is available as we know the
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true β) and the population “true risk” E[(Zout − Zpred⊤βr)
2] is illustrated in dashed yellow for all r ∈ [p] = [100].

Further details of the simulation setting are presented in Appendix I.

In Figure 4 A, B, we demonstrate the proportion of each index rejected from the LOO confidence set, n ∈

{40, 160} respectively. The exclusion frequency is positively associated with the true risk of the corresponding βr.

Increasing the sample size from n = 40 to 160, we can visually observe that the confidence sets Ĉ reject non-optimal

dimensions more frequently.

We also supplement a Q-Q plot for the centered test statistic T̃r∗ in Figure 4 C, verifying the expected Gaussian

distribution as in Theorem 3.1. When n = 40 it still has an observable deviation from normal but as the sample size

increases the difference vanishes. Note that correctly removing the center d(−vi)
i,r in (7)—which may take a different

value for different Xi’s—is crucial for verifying the normality. Treating it as a constant across i’s does give an

approximately Gaussian distribution even empirically.

In Figure 4 D, we present the (Pearson’s ρ) correlation structure between the dimensions of Xi (not Zpred). Given

two indices r1, r2 ∈ [100], the color corresponds to ρ((Zout − Zpred⊤βr1)
2, (Zout − Zpred⊤βr2)

2). More adjacent

indices r1, r2 correspond to more similar η’s, which induces more similar models and predictions. Moreover, the

entries of each Xi are contaminated by the same noise realization from Zout
i , which further boosts the correlation

between dimensions. Therefore we claim a natural correlation structure in model selection problems should contain

at least moderately large off-diagonal elements, and this is indeed the scenario where the proposed framework has the

best advantage over existing methods as illustrated in earlier Section 6.1.

7 Real Data Applications

In this section, we applied the proposed procedure to two real data sets. As discussed in the Introduction, one of the

main utilities of argmin confidence sets is to assess the performance of agents in a given task. Within the machine

learning community, model competitions are frequently used as pedagogical practices to allow practitioners or stu-

dents to explore the strengths and weaknesses of different machine learning models. It is essential in this context

to acknowledge the merit of all competitive models while highlighting the inferior ones. In the course, Methods of

Statistical Learning, instructed by the third author of this paper, students were asked to train classification algorithms

over a given data set. Then, the student-trained classifiers were submitted to the instructor for evaluation over a (pre-

sumably) IID testing data set. To point out, the data sets are sourced from Kaggle.com to simulate real competition

environments. Here we employ the proposed LOO algorithm with a data-driven tuning parameter λ to identify the best

performers, demonstrating the effectiveness of our method over a different fold number. The identities of students and

group names are anonymized to safeguard privacy.

21



7.1 2023 Classification Competition

In Spring 2023, a total number of 44 submitted machine learning models were evaluated upon a test data set of sample

size 183. In our notation, this results in an independent sample X1, . . . , X183 with Xi ∈ {0, 1}44 encoding the

discrepancy between the predicted and the true label (0 for correct, 1 for error). Student models of lower expected

error rates are preferred.

In order to take into account the randomness in the proposed algorithm—namely, the sub-sampling for our leave-

two-out estimate of ∇jKi (detailed in Section 5)—we constructed 100 confidence sets under different random seeds,

utilizing the same real testing data. The average size of LOO confidence sets is 36.4, with models 4, 12, 13, 29, 33, 36,

and 39 frequently excluded. To provide a comparison, we apply the same process using the Bonferroni correction (BC)

over pairwise z-tests (see Section 6.1), the rank inference method by Mogstad et al. (2024) (RI) and a more visible

literature method by Hansen et al. (2011) that we refer to as the MCS procedure. Note that the three methods also

contain some random components: we use a random tie-breaking for the former to determine ŝ−r = argmins ̸=r µ̂s

in case of ties, while the others use bootstrapping for inference. The Bonferroni correction results in an average size

of 41.7, with at most three models, specifically, 12, 29, and 33, excluded in each iteration. The RI approach yields

an average size of 39, excluding models 4, 12, 13, 29 and 33. Despite its superiority to the Bonferroni correction, the

method does not outperform our proposed LOO algorithm. As for the MCS procedure, we follow the recommended

implementation in Bernardi and Catania (2018). It shows an average size of 42, typically not possessing satisfactory

power.

Figure 5 presents a comparison of the confidence set from one realization, where the models are sorted according

to their corresponding estimated test error rates. We can see that the Bonferroni correction and the MCS procedure

can only exclude the obviously inferior models, while the proposed algorithm demonstrates a greater statistical power.

The RI approach can reject some competitive models, but its resulting confidence set still has a larger cardinality. Note

that there is no strict monotonic relationship between test error rate and inclusion for the proposed method. This is

because the difference in variance may result in the inclusion of a model with a higher test error rate but rejecting ones

with a lower rate.

7.2 2024 Classification Competition

In Spring 2024, a total number of 39 machine learning models were evaluated upon a test data set of sample size

1837. That is, it leads to a discrepancy sample X1, . . . , X1236 with Xi ∈ {0, 1}39, i ∈ [1236]. Again, we constructed

confidence sets 100 times over the same real testing data to account for the randomness in the algorithms. For the

proposed LOO method, it yields an average size of 25.8. In comparison, the MCS procedure performed less favorably

with an average size of 37. The Bonferroni correction over pairwise z-tests results in an average size of 32.6, while the
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Figure 5: Confidence sets for the proposed LOO algorithm (LOO), the Bonferroni correction (BC), the rank inference
method by Mogstad et al. (2024) (RI) and the model confidence set method (MCS) Hansen et al. (2011) over the test
results in 2023 and 2024 classification competitions.

RI approach achieves an average size of 30. Due to the large sample size, our proposed method in the case presents

an even better improvement from the others, in the sense that the former excludes more than twice the number of

models compared to the Bonferroni correction and MCS procedure on average. Figure 5 provides an example of one

realization. We can see that most approaches succeed in excluding the obviously inferior models 15, and 32, but the

proposed method rejects more competitive ones, which may imply a better finite-sample statistical power.

8 Discussion

In this work, we proposed a framework for argmin inference over a discrete set of candidates. The method combines

two mechanisms, exponential weighting and sample-splitting, to establish asymptotically normal test statistics in high-

dimension and multiple-ties settings. Marginal coverage and rejection power of the corresponding confidence set are

assessed theoretically and empirically. Some stability quantities play crucial roles in the analysis and other stable

statistical procedures can also be shown to achieve asymptotic normality by applying the general weak-dependency

CLT derived in this paper.

Theoretically, any weighting parameter λ = o(
√
n) would guarantee theoretical validity, but it is usually preferred

to implement one with proper scaling constants. We proposed a data-driven λ-selection rule to better tailor the method

to the specific data under analysis and increase statistical power. The current procedure engages with one of the key

nuisance quantities (22), yet it remains an open question whether this choice is practically optimal. Alternatives will

be explored, with an eye to incorporating explicit factors in the overall landscape of µ and the (high) correlation among

dimensions of X .

One of the main motivations for argmin inference is to select competitive machine learning agents. The current

proposal can be rigorously applied to the sample-splitting scheme where model training data are independent of argmin
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inference data (as the setting stated in Section 6.2). However, as in the standard cross-validation, the training and in-

ference samples may be (partially) swapped when selecting best-performing hyperparameters is the goal. A collection

of associated confidence sets {Ĉm,m ∈ [V]} can be obtained for a V-fold cross-validation and one may consider com-

bining them to get an overall confidence set for hyperparameter selection. Rigorously integrating the confidence sets

is a challenging task due to the irregular distribution of the random center d(−v)
i,r defined in (7). The centers depend on

the specific split of the overall data set and may vary dramatically across the folds for certain flexible machine-learning

methods, making the test statistics and confidence sets not directly comparable.
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A Diverging Centering for Corollary 3.2

Lemma A.1. If µr ≤ µs for all s ̸= r, then d
(−vi)
i,r is non-positive almost surely.

Proof. The desired statement follows from a direct calculation:

d
(−vi)
i,r = E

[
Xi,r −Q

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ X−vi
]
= E [Xi,r]−

∑
s̸=r

E
[
ŵ(−vi)

s Xi,s

∣∣∣ X−vi
]

= E [Xi,r]−
∑
s̸=r

ŵ(−vi)
s E [Xi,s] ≤ µr −

∑
s̸=r

ŵ(−vi)
s min

s̸=r
µs

= µr −min
s̸=r

µs ≤ 0.

B Variance Estimation

This section concerns the proofs for the consistency of the variance estimator σ̂2
out in (11) and its relevant results. In

fact, we show its consistency to a “variety” of σ2, and justify the asymptotic equivalence between the two by stability.

Proposition B.1. Distinguish the following three quantities:

σ̃2 = EVar[X1,r −Q
(−v1)
1,r |X(−v1)];

σ˜2 = Var(E
[
X1,r −Q

(−v1)
1,r |X1

]
);

σ2 = Var(X1,r −Q
(−v1)
1,r ).

Under the same assumptions as Theorem 3.1, the three quantities are asymptotically equivalent, i.e.,
∣∣σ̃2 − σ2

∣∣ → 0

and
∣∣σ˜2 − σ2

∣∣ → 0. In particular, as the variance σ2 is bounded away from 0 (see Remark 3.5), these results further

imply that σ̃2/σ2 → 1 and σ˜2/σ2 → 1.

Remark B.2. The quantity σ2 is the population variance of the statistic X1,r − Q
(−v1)
1,r which contains two critical

components. One is the ‘center’ X1 which plays a role in determining the difference, and the other is the exponential

weightings, derived from the out-of-fold data, which helps determine how the weighted average Q(−v1) gets com-

puted. Intuitively, one can imagine when n is sufficiently large, the dependence via exponential weightings would

be weak enough so that the variance across Xi’s has contributed to a large source of variance in σ2. This is es-

sentially because the exponential weightings are computed from the out-of-fold sample mean which converges to a

fixed vector in a stable manner. This intuition is justified by Proposition B.2. Indeed, we know σ2 = σ̃2 + δ with
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δ = Var(E
[
X1,r −Q

(−v1)
1,r |X(−v1)

]
). The quantity δ captures the variance contributed by X(−v1) and the proposi-

tion shows that δ is asymptotically negligible. A similar conclusion can be made when we condition on X1.

Now recall the definition of σ̂2
out:

σ̂2
out =

1

n

n∑
i=1

(
Xi,r −Q

(−vi)
i,r − 1

n

n∑
ℓ=1

(Xℓ,r −Q
(−vℓ)
ℓ,r )

)2

.

This estimator has recently garnered attention for its role in exploring uncertainty quantification in cross-validation.

Particularly, Bayle et al. (2020) has studied the consistency of its variant under different assumptions and notions of

stability, such as mean-square stability and loss stability. The estimator is simply the sample variance of all the statistics

Xi,r − Q
(−vi)
i,r , which makes the definition intuitive on its own. However, we should emphasize the dependencies

among the statistics in contrast to the classical sample variance of IID samples. To clarify, their dependencies are

present not only within the statistics centered on samples in the same fold, but also across all folds due to the overlap

in out-of-fold data used for exponential weightings. We highlight this nature of dependence by sub-scripting the

estimator with the letters ‘out’. As illustrated in B.2, one can infer that the weak dependence aims σ̂2
out to behave

similarly as the sample variance for IID data (both yield consistency) although its existence might make a proof non-

trivial.

Proposition B.3. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 3.1, we have that
∣∣σ̂2

out − σ˜2∣∣ P−→ 0. In particular, this

implies that σ̂2
out/σ

2 converges to 1 in probability.

One may, in turn, consider the estimator:

σ̂2
in =

1

V

V∑
v=1

1

(n/V )− 1

∑
i∈Iv

(
Xi,r −Q

(−v)
i,r − V

n

∑
ℓ∈Iv

(Xℓ,r −Q
(−vℓ)
ℓ,r )

)2

. (27)

This estimator’s variants have been studied in the literature concerning cross-validation (see Austern and Zhou (2020);

Bayle et al. (2020); Kissel and Lei (2023)). It is simply a sample average of sample variances, where each sample

variance is computed from the statistics Xi,r−Q
(−vi)
i,r centered on the samples within the same fold. This is the reason

why we place the subscript ‘in’ for the estimator. Its definition is motivated by σ̃2 in Proposition B.1. Nonetheless,

we adapt the proof in Bayle et al. (2020) to show its consistency to σ˜2 with an eye to highlighting the asymptotic

equivalence between the two population quantities σ̃2 and σ˜2. As a side note, this estimator σ̂2
in cannot be applied to

the LOO setting; it would be exactly 0 otherwise.

Proposition B.4. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 3.1, we have that
∣∣σ̂2

in − σ˜2∣∣ P−→ 0. In particular, this

implies that σ̂2
in/σ

2 converges to 1 in probability.
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B.1 Proof of Proposition B.1

Proof. Prove
∣∣σ̃2 − σ2

∣∣→ 0.

The difference between σ̃2 and σ2 is δ := Var(E
[
X1,r −Q

(−v1)
1,r |X(−v1)

]
). Let i /∈ Iv be arbitrary. We have

E
(

E
[
X1,r −Q

(−v1)
1,r |X−v1

]
− E

[
X1,r −Q

(−v1),i
1,r |X(−v1),i

])2
= E

(
E
[
X1,r −Q

(−v1)
1,r − (X1,r −Q

(−v1),i
1,r )|X−v1 , X ′

i

])2
≤ E(Q(−v1)

1,r −Q
(−v),i
1,r )2

by the Jensen’s inequality. Modifying the argument for (79), one can conclude from the Efron-Stein inequality that

δ = o(1).

Prove
∣∣σ˜2 − σ2

∣∣→ 0.

Applying the (conditional) Efron-Stein inequality (Lemma 1 in Bayle et al. (2020)), one can directly obtain

∣∣σ˜2 − σ2
∣∣ = ∣∣∣EVar(X1,r −Q

(−v1)
1,r |X1)

∣∣∣
= |EVar(K1|X1)|

≤ E

∑
j ̸=1

E
[
(∇jK1)

2|X1

]
=
∑
j ̸=1

E
[
(∇jK1)

2
]

= o(1),

where the last equality holds true by Lemma D.1.
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B.2 Proof of Proposition B.3

Proof. For any i ∈ [n], define D
(−vi)
i,r = Xi,r −

∑
s̸=r w

(−vi)
s Xi,s and Dr = 1

n

∑n
i=1 D

(−vi)
i,r . Under this notation,

we can rewrite σ̂2
out as follows:

σ̂2
out =

1

n

n∑
i=1

(
D

(−vi)
i,r −Dr

)2
=

1

2n

n∑
i=1

(
D

(−vi)
i,r −Dr

)2
+

1

2n

n∑
ℓ=1

(
D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r −Dr

)2
=

1

2n

n∑
i=1

(
D

(−vi)
i,r −Dr

)2
+

1

2n

n∑
ℓ=1

(
D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r −Dr

)2
− 1

n2

n∑
i=1

(
D

(−vi)
i,r −Dr

)
·

n∑
ℓ=1

(
D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r −Dr)

)
=

1

2n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

(
D

(−vi)
i,r −D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r

)2
.

(28)

To prove the desired result, it suffices to show
∣∣σ̂2

out − σ˜2∣∣ L1−−→ 0 thanks to Proposition B.1, where the quantity

σ˜2 = Var(E
[
X1,r −Q

(−v)
1,r |X1

]
). Since the index of dimension under comparison, r, is fixed throughout the proof,

we may drop it in the subscript where there is confusion.

Part 1: split the difference
∣∣σ̂2

out − σ˜2∣∣ into three parts, and bound each separately.

We split the difference into three parts:

E
∣∣σ̂2

out − σ˜2∣∣ ≤ E
∣∣σ̂2

out − σ̂2
out,1

∣∣+ E
∣∣σ̂2

out,1 − σ̂2
out,2

∣∣+ E
∣∣σ̂2

out,2 − σ˜2∣∣ . (29)

The quantity σ̂2
out,1 is similar to the reformulated σ̂2

out:

σ̂2
out,1 =

1

2n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

(
D

(−vi),ℓ
i,r −D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r

)2
, (30)

where the variable D(−vi),ℓ
i,r = Xi,r −

∑
s̸=r w

(−vi),ℓ
s Xi,s in the summand is D(−vi)

i,r with Xℓ replaced by an IID copy

X ′
ℓ (if l /∈ vi). Indeed, if i, ℓ are within the same fold, the calculation of D(−vi)

i,r would not involve Xℓ, and therefore

D
(−vi),ℓ
i,r is simply identical to D

(−vi)
i,r .

The second quantity D
(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r in the summand is defined by D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r = Xℓ,r −

∑
s̸=r w

(−vi),ℓ
s Xℓ,s. Note that its

exponential weightings are computed from X(−vi),ℓ rather than the left-out set X(−vℓ). This construction is for the

purpose of making D
(−vi),ℓ
i,r and D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r share the same exponential weightings so that given the shared exponential
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weightings, D(−vi),ℓ
i,r and D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r are conditionally independent and identically distributed. In particular, this implies

E
[
D

(−vi),ℓ
i,r

∣∣∣ X(−vi),ℓ
]
= E

[
D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ X(−vi),ℓ
]
. (31)

Nonetheless, both X(−vi),ℓ and X(−vℓ) are independent of Xℓ. Indeed, because we use an independent copy of Xℓ to

calculate the exponential weighting w
(−vi),ℓ
s of X(−vi),ℓ, the weight w(−vi),ℓ

s must be independent of Xℓ for all s ̸= r.

The other quantity σ̂2
out,2 in (29) is

σ̂2
out,2 =

1

2n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

(
E
[
K

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
− E

[
K

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

])2
(32)

with

K
(−vi)
i,r = D

(−vi)
i,r − E

[
D

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ X(−vi)
]

for all i ∈ [n]. By definition, E[K(−vi)
i,r ] = 0. As the last note, the uniform boundedness of X1 ensures that there exists

C > 0 such that σ̂2
out,1 < C and σ̂2

out,2 < C.

Part 2: bound E
∣∣σ̂2

out − σ̂2
out,1

∣∣ .
It follows from simple algebra and the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality that

E|σ̂2
out − σ̂2

out,1|

= E

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

2n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

(
D

(−vi)
i,r −D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r −D

(−vi),ℓ
i,r +D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r

)

×
(
D

(−vi)
i,r −D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r +D

(−vi),ℓ
i,r −D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r

) ∣∣∣∣∣
= E

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

2n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

(
D

(−vi)
i,r −D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r −D

(−vi),ℓ
i,r +D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r

)2
+

1

2n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

2
(
D

(−vi)
i,r −D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r −D

(−vi),ℓ
i,r +D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r

)

×
(
D

(−vi),ℓ
i,r −D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r

) ∣∣∣∣∣
≤ E∆out,1 + 2σ̂out,1E

√
∆out,1

≤ E∆out,1 + 2
√
C ·
√

E∆out,1,

(33)
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where ∆out,1 = 1
2n2

∑n
i,ℓ=1

(
D

(−vi)
i,r −D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r −D

(−vi),ℓ
i,r +D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r

)2
. We can further bound E∆out,1 by

E∆out,1 ≤
1

n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

E
(
D

(−vi)
i,r −D

(−vi),ℓ
i,r

)2
+

1

n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

E
(
D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r −D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r

)2
. (34)

The first summation in (34) is

1

n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

E
(
D

(−vi)
i,r −D

(−vi),ℓ
i,r

)2
=

1

n2

n∑
i=1

∑
ℓ/∈Ivi

E
(
Q

(−vi)
i,r −Q

(−vi),ℓ
i,r

)2
= o(n−1)

by modifying the stability result (79) (we only bound the difference
∣∣Qℓ −Q

∣∣ this time). As for the second summation

in (34), one can obtain

1

n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

E
(
D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r −D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r

)2
(I)
=

1

n2

n∑
i=1

∑
ℓ/∈Ivi

E

[
E

[(
D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r −D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r

)2 ∣∣∣∣ X(−vi),(−vℓ), Xℓ

]]
(II)
=

2

n2

n∑
i=1

∑
ℓ/∈Ivi

E
[
Var

(
D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r |X(−vi),(−vℓ), Xℓ

)]
(III)

≤ 1

n2

n∑
i=1

∑
ℓ/∈Ivi

∑
j∈Ivi

E

[
E

[(
D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r −D

(−vℓ),j
ℓ,r

)2 ∣∣∣∣ X(−vi),(−vℓ), Xℓ

]]

=
1

n2

n∑
i=1

∑
ℓ/∈Ivi

∑
j∈Ivi

E

[
E

[(
Q

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r −Q

(−vℓ),j
ℓ,r

)2 ∣∣∣∣ X(−vi),(−vℓ), Xℓ

]]

=
1

n2

n∑
i=1

∑
ℓ/∈Ivi

∑
j∈Ivi

E

[(
Q

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r −Q

(−vℓ),j
ℓ,r

)2]
(IV )
= o(1).

(35)

The step (I) follows from the definition of D(−vℓ)
ℓ,r . When ℓ ∈ Ivi , we know vi = vℓ. Because Xℓ does not involve

in the calculation of the exponential weightings in D
(−vℓ)
ℓ,r , replacing it by X ′

ℓ does not change the value. Namely, we

simply have D
(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r = D

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r in this case.

For step (II), we used a simple identity E(X − X ′)2 = 2Var(X) with X,X ′ being IID variables. In our case,

conditioning on the presented variables, D(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r is a function of X(vℓ),ℓ (samples belonging to fold vℓ with Xℓ

perturbed) and D
(−vℓ)
ℓ,r is a function of X(vi). One can observe that they are conditionally independent and identically

distributed.

The step (III) employs the (conditional) Efron-Stein’s inequality (see Lemma 1 in Bayle et al. (2020)), where the

variability only takes place in X(vi) since we have conditioned on the other variables.

32



As for the last step (IV), it holds true again by modifying the stability result (79).

Overall, we have E∆out,1 = o(1) and therefore E
∣∣σ̂2

out − σ̂2
out,1

∣∣ = o(1).

Part 3: Bound E
∣∣σ̂2

out,1 − σ̂2
out,2

∣∣ .
To analyze the second expectation in (29), we rewrite σ̂2

out,1 as

σ̂2
out,1 =

1

2n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

E
(
D

(−vi),ℓ
i,r −D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r

)2
=

1

2n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

E

(
D

(−vi),ℓ
i,r − E

[
D

(−vi),ℓ
i,r

∣∣∣ X(−vi),ℓ
]

−D
(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r + E

[
D

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ X(−vi),ℓ
])2

=
1

2n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

E
(
K

(−vi),ℓ
i,r −K

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r

)2
,

where the second equality holds true as discussed in (31).

Applying a similar argument as in Part 2, we have E
∣∣σ̂2

out,1 − σ̂2
out,2

∣∣ ≤ E∆out,2 + 2
√
C · E∆out,2 with

E∆out,2

=
1

2n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

E
(
K

(−vi),ℓ
i,r −K

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r − E

[
K

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
+ E

[
K

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

])2
≤ 1

n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

E
(
K

(−vi),ℓ
i,r − E

[
K

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

])2
+

1

n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

E
(
K

(−vi),ℓ
ℓ,r − E

[
K

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

])2
.

(36)
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By the conditional Efron-Stein inequality, the first summation in (36) can be bounded by

1

n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

E
(
K

(−vi),ℓ
i,r − E

[
K

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

])2
=

1

n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

E

[
E

[(
K

(−vi),ℓ
i,r − E

[
K

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

])2 ∣∣∣∣ Xi

]]

=
1

n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

E
[
Var

(
K

(−vi),ℓ
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

)]
=

1

2n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

∑
j /∈Ivi

E

[
E

[(
∇jK

(−vi),ℓ
i,r

)2 ∣∣∣∣ Xi

]]

≤ 1

2n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

∑
j /∈Ivi

E

[(
∇jK

(−vi),ℓ
i,r

)2]

= o(1),

(37)

where the last equality follows from Lemma D.1. Similarly, one can show that the second summation in (36) is o(1).

Overall, E∆out,2 = o(1) and therefore E
∣∣σ̂2

out,1 − σ̂2
out,2

∣∣ = o(1).

Part 4: bound E
∣∣σ̂2

out,2 − σ˜2∣∣ .
To prove the convergence of the third expectation (29), it suffices to show that

∣∣σ̂2
out,2 − σ˜2∣∣ P−→ 0, given the

boundedness of σ̂2
out,2 and σ˜2. Observe that

σ̂2
out,2 =

1

2n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

(
E
[
K

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
− E

[
K

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

])2
=

1

2n2

n∑
i,ℓ=1

(
E2
[
K

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
+ E2

[
K

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]

− 2E
[
K

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
E
[
K

(−vℓ)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

])

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

E2
[
K

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
−

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

E
[
K

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

])2

.

and that σ˜2 = Var
(

E
[
D

(−v1)
1,r

∣∣∣ X1

])
= Var

(
E
[
K

(−v1)
1,r

∣∣∣ X1

])
. By the uniform boundedness of X1, we know

that E
[
K

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
is bounded for any i ∈ [n], and therefore the sufficient condition for the weak law concerning its

triangular array must be satisfied.

We have thus established
∣∣σ̂2

out − σ˜2∣∣ P−→ 0. Together with Proposition B.1, we know
∣∣σ̂2

out − σ2
∣∣ P−→ 0. Because

the entries of X1 are uniformly bounded and cov(X1) has strictly positive eigenvalues, it can be concluded that

σ̂2
out/σ

2 P−→ 1.
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B.3 Proof of Proposition B.4

Proof. To prove the desired result, it suffices to show
∣∣σ̂2

in − σ˜2∣∣ L1−−→ 0 with σ˜2 = Var(E [X1,r −Q1,r|X1]) by

Proposition B.1. For any v ∈ [V ] and i ∈ Iv , define D(−v)
i,r = Xi,r−

∑
s ̸=r w

(−v)
s Xi,s and D

(−v)

r = V
n

∑n
ℓ∈Iv

D
(−v)
ℓ,r .

Part 1: split the difference
∣∣σ̂2

in − σ˜2∣∣ into two parts, and bound each separately.

To prove the convergence, we consider the bound

E
∣∣σ̂2

in − σ˜2∣∣ ≤ E
∣∣σ̂2

in − σ̂2
in,1

∣∣+ E
∣∣σ̂2

in,1 − σ˜2∣∣ , (38)

where the estimator σ̂2
in,1 is defined by

σ̂2
in,1 =

1

V

V∑
v=1

1

(V/n)− 1

∑
i∈Iv

(
E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
− V

n

∑
ℓ∈Iv

E
[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

])2

=
1

V

V∑
v=1

1

(V/n)− 1

∑
i∈Iv

(
E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
− K̃(−v)

r

)2
,

where for any v ∈ [V ], the variable K̃
(−v)
r is defined by K̃

(−v)
r = V

n

∑
ℓ∈Iv

E
[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]
. The uniform bounded-

ness of X1 ensures that there exists C > 0 such that σ̂2
in,1 < C and σ˜2 < C.

Part 2: bound E
∣∣σ̂2

in − σ̂2
in,1

∣∣ .
To analyze the first expectation in (38), we first rewrite the sample variance σ̂2

in by

σ2
in =

1

V

V∑
v=1

1

(n/V )− 1

∑
i∈Iv

(
D

(−v)
i,r −D

(−v)

i,r

)2
(I)
=

1

V

V∑
v=1

1

(n/V )− 1

∑
i∈Iv

(
D

(−v)
i,r − E

[
D

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ X(−v)
]

−D
(−v)

i,r +
V

n

∑
ℓ∈Iv

E
[
D

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ X(−v)
])2

:=
1

V

V∑
v=1

1

(n/V )− 1

∑
i∈Iv

(
K

(−v)
i,r −K

(−v)

r

)2
,
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with the variable K
(−v)

r defined by

K
(−v)

r = D
(−v)

i,r − V

n

∑
ℓ∈Iv

E
[
D

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ X(−v)
]

=
V

n

∑
ℓ∈Iv

(
D

(−v)
ℓ,r − E

[
D

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ X(−v)
])

=
V

n

∑
ℓ∈Iv

K
(−v)
ℓ,r

for any v ∈ [V ]. The step (I) holds true because for any ℓ ∈ Iv , we know that conditioning on X(−v), D(−v)
ℓ,r and

D
(−v)
i,r are IID random variables. This particularly implies that E

[
D

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ X(−v)
]
= E

[
D

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ X(−v)
]
.

Following a similar argument as Part 2 in the proof of Proposition B.3, one can obtain that E
∣∣σ̂2

in − σ2
in,1

∣∣ ≤
E∆in,1 + 2

√
C · E∆in,1 with

E∆in,1 =
1

V

V∑
v=1

1

(n/V )− 1

∑
i∈Iv

E
(
K

(−v)
i,r −K

(−v)

r − E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
+ K̃−(v)

r

)2
≲

1

V

V∑
v=1

1

(n/V )− 1

∑
i∈Iv

E
(
K

(−v)
i,r − E

[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

])2
+

1

V

V∑
v=1

1

(n/V )− 1

∑
i∈Iv

E
(
K

(−v)

r − K̃(−v)
r

)2
=

1

V

V∑
v=1

1

(n/V )− 1

∑
i∈Iv

E
(
K

(−v)
i,r − E

[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

])2
+

1

V

V∑
v=1

(n/V )

(n/V )− 1
E
(
K

(−v)

r − K̃(−v)
r

)2
≤ 1

V

V∑
v=1

1

(n/V )− 1

∑
i∈Iv

E
(
K

(−v)
i,r − E

[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

])2
+

1

V

V∑
v=1

(n/V )

(n/V )− 1

[
V

n

∑
ℓ∈Iv

E
(
K

(−v)
ℓ,r − E

[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

])2]
,

where we employ the Jensen’s inequality for the last step. From now on, we denote the fraction (n/V )/[(n/V ) − 1]

by Cn to ease our notation. Remark that Cn = O(1).

As derived in (37), we have E
(
K

(−v)
ℓ,r − E

[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

])2
= o(1) for any v ∈ [V ] and ℓ ∈ Iv , which in turn

gives E∆in,1 = o(1) and therefore E
∣∣σ̂2

in − σ2
in,1

∣∣ = o(1).

Part 3: show E
∣∣σ̂2

in,1 − σ˜2∣∣ ≤
√
Var(σ̂2

in,1).

To prove the desired inequality, it reduces to justify Eσ̂2
in,1 = σ˜2 according to the Jensen’s inequality. We first
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rewrite the estimator σ̂2
in,1 by

σ̂2
in,1 =

1

V

V∑
v=1

1

(n/V )− 1

∑
i∈Iv

(
E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
− K̃(−v)

r

)2
=

1

V

V∑
v=1

1

(n/V )− 1

∑
i∈Iv

(
E2
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
+
(
K̃(−v)

r

)2
− 2K̃(−v)

r · E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

])

=
1

V

V∑
v=1

1

(n/V )− 1

∑
i∈Iv

E2
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
− Cn

V

V∑
v=1

(
K̃(−v)

r

)2
.

Because we can split the second summation as

CnV

n2

V∑
v=1

∑
i∈Iv

E2
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
+

CnV

n2

V∑
v=1

∑
i,ℓ∈Iv,i̸=ℓ

E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
E
[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]

=
CnV

n2

V∑
v=1

∑
i∈Iv

E2
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
+

2CnV

n2

V∑
v=1

∑
i,ℓ∈Iv,i<ℓ

E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
E
[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]
,

we can achieve the expression

σ̂2
in,1 =

Cn

n

(
1− V

n

) V∑
v=1

∑
i∈Iv

E2
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]

− 2CnV

n2

V∑
v=1

∑
i,ℓ∈Iv,i<ℓ

E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
E
[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]
.

(39)

The estimator σ̂2
in,1 therefore has the expectation

Eσ̂2
in,1 =

Cn

n

(
1− V

n

) V∑
v=1

∑
i∈Iv

E
[
E2
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]]

− 2CnV

n2

V∑
v=1

∑
i,ℓ∈Iv,i<ℓ

E
[
E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
E
[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]]
(I)
=

Cn

n

(
1− V

n

) V∑
v=1

∑
i∈Iv

σ˜2
− 2CnV

n2

V∑
v=1

∑
i,ℓ∈Iv,i<ℓ

E
[
E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
E
[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]]
(II)
=

Cn

n

(
1− V

n

) V∑
v=1

∑
i∈Iv

σ˜2
= σ˜2.

(40)
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For the step (I), we used the fact that

E
[
E2
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]]
= E

[
E2
[
K

(−v1)
1,r

∣∣∣ X1

]]
= E

[
E2
[
K

(−v1)
1,r

∣∣∣ X1

] ∣∣∣ X1

]
= σ˜2 +

(
E
[
E
[
K

(−v1)
1,r

∣∣∣ X1

] ∣∣∣ X1

])2
= σ˜2 + E

[
K

(−v1)
1,r

]
= σ˜2.

(41)

The second step (II) holds true because for any i, ℓ ∈ [n] such that i ̸= ℓ, the variable E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
is independent

of the counterpart E
[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]
and we have

E
[
E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]]
= E

[
K

(−v)
i,r

]
= 0. (42)

Part 4: bound
√

Var(σ̂2
in,1).

Based on the expression (39), we have Var
(
σ̂2

in,1

)
= Var (S1) + Var (S2)− 2cov(S1, S2) with

S1 =
Cn

n

(
1− V

n

) V∑
v=1

∑
i∈Iv

E2
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
;

S2 =
2CnV

n2

V∑
v=1

∑
i,ℓ∈Iv,i<ℓ

E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
E
[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]
.

Because {Xi : i ∈ [n]} is a set of independent random variables and K
(−v)
i,r is uniformly bounded by the uniform

boundness of X1, the variance Var(S1) can be bounded by

Var(S1) =
C2

n

n2

(
1− V

n

)2 V∑
v=1

∑
i∈Iv

Var
(

E2
[
K

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

])

=
C2

n

n2

(
1− V

n

)2 V∑
v=1

∑
i∈Iv

{
E
[
E4
[
K

(−vi)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]]
− σ˜4

}
≤ C2

n

n

(
1− V

n

)2

M +
C2

n

n

(
1− V

n

)2

σ˜4
for some M > 0, where the second equality holds true by the fact (41). Hence, Var(S1) = O(n−1).

38



We also have

Var(S2)
(I)
= E

2CnV

n2

V∑
v=1

∑
i,ℓ∈Iv,i<ℓ

E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
E
[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]2

(II)
=

4C2
nV

2

n4

V∑
v=1

∑
i,ℓ∈Iv,i<ℓ

E
[
E2
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]]
E
[
E2
[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]]
(III)
=

4C2
nV

2

n4

V∑
v=1

∑
i,ℓ∈Iv,i<ℓ

Var
(

E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

])
Var

(
E
[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

])
=

2C2
nV

2

n4
· V · n

V
·
( n
V
− 1
)
· σ˜4

(IV )

≤
C2

nσ˜4
2n

= O(n−1).

In the step (I), we used the argument for the step (II) in (40) that essentially gives ES2 = 0, and the step (III) is ensured

by (42). As for the above step (II), it holds because for any v, w ∈ [V ] and any quadruplet (i, ℓ, j, ι) such that i, ℓ ∈ Iv

with i < ℓ and j, ι ∈ Iw with j < ι, the expectation

E1 := E
[
E
[
K

(−v)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
· E
[
K

(−v)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]
· E
[
K

(−v)
j,r

∣∣∣ Xj

]
· E
[
K(−v)

ι,r

∣∣∣ Xι

]]

would be exactly zero, by employing (42), whenever v ̸= w (in the case, the four variables Xi, Xℓ, Xj and Xι are

independent), or v = w yet (i, ℓ) ̸= (j, ι) (in the case, at least one of Xi, Xℓ, Xj and Xι is independent of the others).

The step (IV) takes advantage of the inequality V (n− V ) ≤ n2/4.

Finally, observe that for any v, w ∈ [V ] and any triplet (j, i, ℓ) such that j ∈ Iv and i, ℓ ∈ Iw with i ̸= ℓ, we must

have

E2 := E
[
E2
[
K

(−v)
j,r

∣∣∣ Xj

]
· E
[
K

(−w)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]
· E
[
K

(−w)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]]
= 0.

Indeed, the expectation E2 is, by independence, equal to either

E
[
E2
[
K

(−v)
j,r

∣∣∣ Xj

]
· E
[
K

(−w)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]]
· E
[
E
[
K

(−w)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]]

or

E
[
E2
[
K

(−v)
j,r

∣∣∣ Xj

]
· E
[
K

(−w)
ℓ,r

∣∣∣ Xℓ

]]
· E
[
E
[
K

(−w)
i,r

∣∣∣ Xi

]]
,

and each of them is zero by (42). Together with this observation, the argument for the step (II) in (40) ensures

cov(S1, S2) = 0.

We thus have shown
√
Var(σ̂2

in,1) = O(n−1/2) = o(1) and therefore E
∣∣σ̂2

in,1 − σ˜2∣∣ = o(1). Together with

Proposition B.1, we have
∣∣σ̂2

in − σ2
∣∣ P−→ 0. Because the entries of X1 are uniformly bounded and cov(X1) has strictly
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positive eigenvalues, it can be concluded that σ̂2
in/σ

2 P−→ 1.

C Proof of Theorem 3.8

Proof. We will first show the statistic of interest converges in distribution to some random variable Y . Afterwards we

will establish Y → N (0, 1).

Part 1 Define

K = ω−1
n∑

j=1

n−1/2Kj = ω−1
n∑

j=1

n−1/2K(j,X)

Y = ω−1
n∑

j=1

n−1/2Yj

(43)

where Yj = σ̃jξj , σ̃2
j = E[K2

j | X(−j)], and ξj
IID∼ N (0, 1) is independent of everything else. Recall the variance

ω2 = Var(Kj) may implicitly depend on n but assumed to be greater than a constant for large enough n.

We will apply a version of the Portmanteau theorem to bound

|P(K ≤ x)− P(Y ≤ x)|. (44)

Examining the proof of Lemma 2 in Chin (2022) (or Theorem 12 in Wasserman (2014)), we know for any ϵ > 0, there

exists a smooth indicator function g = gϵ,x that 1) is three times differentiable and 2) is bounded themselves and has

bounded derivatives (note this bound is also dependent on ϵ) that satisfies

|P(K ≤ x)− P(Y ≤ x)|

≤ |Eg(K)− Eg(Y )|+ ϵ

(45)

We are going to apply Slepian’s interpolation to bound |Eg(K)− Eg(Y )|. We will consider the following random

variables as in the standard treatment:

Z(t) =
√
tK +

√
1− tY for t ∈ [0, 1]

Zj(t) = ω−1n−1/2(
√
tKj +

√
1− tYj)⇒ Z(t) =

n∑
j=1

Zj(t).
(46)
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We also consider the following LOO version random variables.

Ki = ω−1
n∑

j ̸=i

n−1/2K(j,Xi) where Xi := (X\{Xi}) ∪ {X ′
i}

Ki
j = ω−1n−1/2K

(
j,Xi

)
⇒ Ki =

∑
j ̸=i

Ki
j

Y i = ω−1
∑
j ̸=i

n−1/2Yj

Zi(t) =
√
tKi +

√
1− tY i for t ∈ [0, 1].

(47)

As a remark, the quantity Ki is in fact constructed by replacing Xi with an IID copy X ′
i . If we were to define Ki as

ω−1
∑

j ̸=i n
−1/2Kj , Ki would have been dependent on Xi through the second argument of the K mapping. We need

to consider the data set Xi to completely eliminate Xi’s impact on the LOO version of K.

Now we proceed with our proof. Define Ψ(t) = Eg(Z(t)). Then, bounding |Eg(K)− Eg(Y )| reduces to control-

ling
∫ 1

0
Ψ′(t)dt. Its integrand yields the decomposition

Ψ′(t) = Eg′(Z(t))

n∑
i=1

Z ′
i(t) =

n∑
i=1

EZ ′
i(t)

[
g′
(
Zi(t)

)
+ g′(Z(t))− g′

(
Zi(t)

)]
(I)
=

n∑
i=1

E
[
Z ′
i(t)g

′ (Zi(t)
)]

+

n∑
i=1

E
[
Z ′
i(t)

(
Z(t)− Zi(t)

)
g′′
(
Zi(t)

)]
+

n∑
i=1

E

[
Z ′
i(t)

(
Z(t)− Zi(t)

)2 ∫ 1

0

(1− u)g′′′
(
Zi(t) + u{Z(t)− Zi(t)}

)
du

]
=: A+B+ C.

(48)

In step (I) we used the following Taylor expansion

f(x) = f(a) + (x− a)f ′(a) +

∫ x

a

(x− t)f ′′(t)dt

= f(a) + (x− a)f ′(a) + (x− a)2
∫ 1

0

(1− u)f ′′(a+ u(x− a))du.

(49)

In our case, f = g′, x = Z(t) and a = Zi(t). We are going to bound the three terms A, B and C separately. We will

use the following explicit form of Z ′
i(t) to verify several properties later:

Z ′
i(t) =

dZi(t)

dt
=

1

2ω
√
n

(
Ki√
t
− Yi√

1− t

)
. (50)
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By construction, Zi(t) is independent of Xi and ξi. We also have E
[
Z ′
i(t) |X(−i)

]
= 0. So

E
[
Z ′
i(t)g

′ (Zi(t)
)]

= E
[
EXi,ξi

[
Z ′
i(t)g

′ (Zi(t)
)]]

the inner expectation is conditioned on everything except for Xi, ξi

= E
[
g′
(
Zi(t)

)
EXi,ξi [Z

′
i(t)]

]
= E

[
g′
(
Zi(t)

)
· 0
]
= 0.⇒ A = 0.

(51)

Now we bound B. In many simpler cases, Z(t) − Zi(t) is just Zi(t). Under our cross-validation case, we will

have an extra term in Z(t)−Zi(t)—which is ultimately due to our different definition of Ki than the standard Slepian

interpolation as discussed earlier. We denote the extra term as Si(t):

Si(t) := Z(t)− Zi(t)− Zi(t). (52)

For the ease of notation, we will also need a quantity closely related to it:

Si = ω−1
√
n(K −Ki)−Ki. (53)

The B term can be simplified as

n∑
i=1

E
[
Z ′
i(t)

(
Zi(t) + Si(t)

)
g′′
(
Zi(t)

)]
(II)
=

n∑
i=1

E
[
Z ′
i(t)S

i(t)g′′
(
Zi(t)

)]
=

1

2ωn

n∑
i=1

E

[
KiS

ig′′
(
Zi(t)

)
+

√
t√

1− t
YiS

ig′′
(
Zi(t)

)]
(III)
=

1

2ωn

n∑
i=1

E
[
KiS

ig′′
(
Zi(t)

)]
≲ (1/2) ∥g′′∥∞ sup

i
E
∣∣KiS

i
∣∣

≤ (1/2) ∥g′′∥∞ sup
i
∥Ki∥2

∥∥Si
∥∥
2

≲ ∥g′′∥∞
∥∥Si
∥∥
2

(IV )
= ∥g′′∥∞

∑
j ̸=i

∥∇iKj∥22 +
∑

j ̸=i ̸=k

∥∇k∇iKj∥2 ∥∇j∇iKk∥2

1/2

.

(54)
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The details of step (II) are presented in Lemma C.2. In step (III), we used

E
[
YiS

ig′′
(
Zi(t)

)]
= E

[
Eξi

[
YiS

ig′′
(
Zi(t)

)]]
= E

[
Sig′′

(
Zi(t)

)
Eξi [Yi]

]
= 0.

(55)

Step (IV ) is detailed in Lemma C.3.

As for C in (48), we consider the following. Because the third derivative of g is bounded, it suffices to derive an

upper bound for Ai := E
[
Z ′
i(t)(Zi(t) + Si(t))2

]
. Observe that

|Ai| ≤ E
[
|Z ′

i(t)|(Zi(t) + Si(t))2
]
≲ E|Z ′

i(t)|Z2
i (t) + E|Z ′

i(t)|{Si(t)}2.

Under the boundedness of Ki, one can show that both supi ∥Ki∥33 and supi ∥Yi∥33 are bounded. It follows that

E |Z ′
i(t)|Z2

i (t) ≤
1

2ω3n3/2
E

[∣∣∣∣ |Ki|√
t
+
|Yi|√
1− t

∣∣∣∣ · (√tKi +
√
1− tYi

)2]
≲

1

4n3/2

(
1√
t
∨ 1√

1− t

)
· E (|Ki|+ |Yi|) (|Ki|+ |Yi|)2

≤ 2

n3/2

(
1√
t
∨ 1√

1− t

)
· E
[
max

{
|Ki|3 , |Yi|3

}]
≤ 2

n3/2

(
1√
t
∨ 1√

1− t

)
·
(
sup
i
∥Ki∥33 + sup

i
∥Yi∥33

)
≲ n−3/2.

(56)

Similarly, we have

E |Z ′
i(t)|

{
Si(t)

}2
≲

1

n3/2

(
1√
t
∨ 1√

1− t

)
·
(

E |Ki|
{
Si(t)

}2
+ E |Yi|

{
Si(t)

}2)
(57)

By the boundedness of Ki again, we have E|Ki|{Si(t)}2 ≲ E{Si(t)}2 and E|Yi|{Si(t)}2 = E |ξi| ·E
[
σ̃i{Si(t)}2

]
≲

E{Si(t)}2, where the last inequality holds true, given the finiteness of the first moment of a folded normal distribution

in addition. It follows from Lemma C.3 that E|Z ′
i(t)|{Si(t)}2 ≲ n−3/2∥Si∥22. Therefore, for the C in (48) we have

C ≲ ∥g′′′∥(n1/2 + n1/2∥Si∥22) (58)
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Overall, we have shown

|P(K ≤ x)− P(Y ≤ x)| ≤ |Eg(K)− Eg(Y )|+ ϵ

≤ Cϵ(∥Si∥2 + n−1/2 + n−1/2∥Si∥22) + ϵ,

(59)

where Cϵ is a constant depending on ϵ. Note that the explicit form of ∥Si∥2 is given in Lemma C.3

Part 2 Now we need to bound |P(Y ≤ x) − Φ(x)| for all x ∈ R where Φ is the cumulative distribution function

of the standard normal distribution. Let W denote a standard normal random variable,

|P(Y ≤ x)− P(W ≤ x)|
(I)
= |P(τW ≤ x)− P(W ≤ x)|
(II)

≤ |E[g(τW )− g(W )]|+ ϵ

≤ ∥g′∥∞E[|τW −W |] + ϵ.

(60)

The τ is step (I) is a random variable τ2 = n−1ω−2
∑n

i=1 σ̃
2
i . In this step, we also used τ−1Y is standard normal.

Conditioned on the data X, τ−1Y is standard normal, which implies it is standard normal marginally. The g = gϵ in

step (II) is the smooth indicator function we used earlier. Now we analyze the E [|τW −W |] term:

E[|τW −W |] ≤∥τ − 1∥2∥W∥2

≤∥τ2 − 1∥2
(I)
= Var(τ2).

(61)

In step (I) we used the expectation of τ2 equals to 1: for each i,E
[
σ̃2
i

]
= E

[
K2

i

]
= ω2. Next, we use Efron-Stein’s

inequality to bound the variance of each σ̃2
i and apply Var

(
τ2
)
≤ ω−4 maxi Var

(
σ̃2
i

)
. Take i = 1 as an example:

Var
(
σ̃2
1

)
= Var(E

[
K2

1 | X
]
)

= Var(E
[
K2(1,X) | X

]
)

≤ 1

2

∑
j ̸=1

E
(
E
[
K2(1,X) | X

]
− E

[
K2(1,Xj) | Xj

])2
=

1

2

∑
j ̸=1

E
(
E
[
K2(1,X)−K2(1,Xj) | X, X ′

j

])2
(I)

≤ 1

2

∑
j ̸=1

E
[{
K2(1,X)−K2(1,Xj)

}2]
=

1

2

∑
j ̸=1

E
[
(K(1,X) +K(1,Xj))2(K(1,X)−K(1,Xj))2

]
(II)

≲ nmax
j ̸=1

E
[
(K(1,X)−K(1,Xj))2

]
= nmax

j ̸=1
E (∇jK1)

2
.

(62)
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In step (I) we used Jensen’s inequality and in step (II) we applied the boundedness of K-mapping. Therefore, we

can conclude that

|P(Y ≤ x)− P(W ≤ x)|

≤ ∥g′∥∞ E[|τW −W |] + ϵ

≤Cϵn max
i̸=j∈[n]

E (∇jKi)
2
+ ϵ

(63)

Conclusion Combine Part 1 & 2, we have: for any x ∈ R and any ϵ > 0, there is a constant Cϵ > 0 that only

depends on ϵ such that

|P(K ≤ x)− Φ(x)| ≤ Cϵ(n
−1/2 + n1/2∆1 + n∆2 + n∆2

1 + n3/2∆2
2) + 2ϵ, (64)

where ∆1 =
√
maxi̸=j∈[n] E (∇jKi)

2 and ∆2 =
√

maxi̸=j ̸=k∈[n] E[(∇k∇iKj)2].

Remark C.1. As in the standard Slepian interpolation, matching the first and second moments of Kj and Yj is what

we actually needed (to cancel out certain terms in the proof). If we have chosen non-normal Yj’s to achieve this, then

in the Part 2 of this proof we need to engage with one extra central limit theorem to show Y is approaching normal,

which induces unnecessary steps.

C.1 Technical Lemmas for Theorem 3.8

Lemma C.2. Follow the same notation as in (54), we have

E
[
Z ′
i(t)Zi(t)g

′′ (Zi(t)
)]

= 0. (65)

Proof. We use the definition of Zi(t) and Zi(t), a direct computation gives

EXi,ξi [Z
′
i(t)Zi(t)] =

1

2ωn
EXi,ξi

[
K2

i − Y 2
i +

( √
t√

1− t
+

√
1− t√
t

)
KiYi

]
=

1

2ωn

(
σ̃2
i − σ̃2

i +

( √
t√

1− t
+

√
1− t√
t

)
EXi,ξi [KiYi]

)
=

1

2ωn

( √
t√

1− t
+

√
1− t√
t

)
EXi,ξi [Ki] · EXi,ξi [Yi] = 0,

(66)

which in turn yields

E
[
Z ′
i(t)Zi(t)g

′′ (Zi(t)
)]

= E
[
EXi,ξi

[
Z ′
i(t)Zi(t)g

′′ (Zi(t)
)]]

= E
[
g′′
(
Zi(t)

)
EXi,ξi

[
Z ′
i(t)Z

i(t)
]]

= 0.

(67)
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Lemma C.3. Let Si be the random variable defined in the proof of Theorem 3.8 Then,

∥Si∥22 =
∑
j ̸=i

∥∇iKj∥22 +
∑

j ̸=i̸=k

∥∇k∇iKj∥2 ∥∇j∇iKk∥2 . (68)

Moreover,
∥∥Si
∥∥
2
= o(1) provided the Ki’s satisfying the stability conditions (15).

Proof. The quantity Si was defined as

Si =
√
n
(
K −Ki

)
−Ki

=
√
n

 n∑
j ̸=i

K (j,X)−K
(
j,Xi

)
=
√
n

n∑
j ̸=i

∇iKj .

(69)

A direct calculation gives

E{Si}2 =
∑
j,k ̸=i

E∇iKj∇iKk

=
∑
j ̸=i

E (∇iKj)
2
+
∑

j ̸=i̸=k

E∇iKj∇iKk.

The first summation is o(1) because we assumed supj ∥∇iKj∥2 = o(n−1/2). The second summation would be o(1)

if we could show |E∇iKj∇iKk| = o
(
n−2

)
. Applying Lemma C.4 twice, we obtain

|E (∇iKj) (∇iKk)| = E (∇iKj) (∇j∇iKk) = E (∇k∇iKj) (∇j∇iKk)

≤ ∥∇k∇iKj∥2 ∥∇j∇iKk∥2 = o
(
n−2

)
.

Lemma C.4. Let i ̸= j ̸= k ∈ [p] be a triplet of distinct elements. Let f be a function of the data X . Then we have

E (∇iKj) f = E (∇iKj) (∇jf) (70)

and

E (∇k∇iKj) f = E (∇k∇iKj) (∇jf) . (71)
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Proof. For the first equality, it suffices to prove E (∇iKj) f
(
Xj
)
= 0. Indeed,

E (∇iKj) f
(
Xj
)

= E
[
E
(
∇iKj |X(−j), X ′

j

)
f
(
Xj
)]

= E
[
E
(
K(j,X)−K(j,Xi) |X(−j), X ′

j , X
′
i

)
f
(
Xj
)]

= 0.

(72)

By the same argument, we can conclude the second equation.

D Stability Properties of Exponential Weighting

In this section, we present some stability properties for the proposed exponential weighting scheme. They will be

eventually employed to derive the central limit theorem of the test statistic Tr in Algorithm 1. Recall the notation that

X ′
i is an IID copy of Xi for i ∈ [n] and Xi be the sample obtained by replacing/perturbing, the i-th sample Xi by X ′

i .

Also, for any i ∈ [n], we define an operator ∇i such that ∇if(X) = f(X)− f(Xi) for any function f with respect

to the sample X .

Lemma D.1 (First Order Stability). Let r ∈ [p] be the dimension of interest. and let j ∈ [n] and i /∈ Ivj be two sample

indices. Define

Kr
j = Kr(j,X) := Xj,r −Q

(−vj)
j,r − E

[
Xj,r −Q

(−vj)
j,r |X(−vj)

]
. (73)

If the dimensions of X1 − µ are uniformly bounded by a constant M > 0 almost surely, then we have

max
i,j,r
∥∇iK

r
j ∥2 ≤ CλM2n−1 (74)

for n ≥ 8λM and a universal constant C > 0. Specifically, when λ = o(
√
n), maxi,j,r ∥∇iK

r
j ∥2 = o(n−1/2).

Proof. For notation simplicity, we take v = vj in this proof. According to the definition of∇iK
r
j , one has

E(∇iK
r
j )

2

= E(Kr(j,X)−Kr(j,Xi))2

= E
(
Xj,r −Q

(−v)
j,r − E[Xj,r −Q

(−v)
j,r |X

(−v)]− (Xj,r −Q
(−v),i
j,r − E[Xj,r −Q

(−v),i
j,r |X(−v),i])

)2
= E

(
Q

(−v),i
j,r − E

[
Q

(−v),i
j,r |X(−v),i

]
−Q

(−v)
j,r + E

[
Q

(−v)
j,r |X(−v)

])2
.

(75)

The quantity Q
(−v),i
j,r represents the weighted competitor Q(−v)

j,r but whose weights are computed with µ̂(−v),i, i.e., the
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out-of-fold mean with Xi replaced by an IID copy X ′
i .

To simplify notation, we omit the subscripts j for Q
(−v)
j,r and omit the superscript (−v) for every exponential

weighting ŵ
(−v)
s , sample mean µ̂(−v) and Q

(−v)
j,r . Without loss of generality, we take r = 1 and omit it from the

subscript as well. We are going to establish a universal bound that simultaneously holds for all i, j, r.

To derive an upper bound for E{Qi − E[Qi |X(−v),i]− (Q− E[Q |X(−v)])}2, we observe that

∣∣∣Qi − E
[
Qi |X(−v),i

]
−Q+ E

[
Q |X(−v)

]∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣
p∑

s=2

(
wi

s − ws

)
(Xj,s − µs)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
p∑

s=2

∣∣∣∣wi
s

ws
− 1

∣∣∣∣ · ws · |Xj,s − µs| .
(76)

In particular, we investigate the absolute difference between the ratio wi
s/ws and 1. For any s ∈ {2, . . . , p},

wi
s/ws =

exp(−λµ̂i
s)∑p

t=2 exp(−λµ̂i
t)
·
∑p

t=2 exp(−λµ̂t)

exp(−λµ̂s)

= exp(−λñ−1(X ′
i,s −Xi,s))

∑p
t=2 exp(−λµ̂t)∑p
t=2 exp(−λµ̂i

t)
, where ñ = n(1− 1/V )

= exp(−λñ−1(X ′
i,s −Xi,s))

∑p
t=2 exp(−λµ̂i

t) exp(−λñ−1(Xi,t −X ′
i,t))∑p

t=2 exp(−λµ̂i
t)

≤ exp

(
2λñ−1 max

t∈[p]

∣∣X ′
i,t −Xi,t

∣∣) ≤ exp(4λñ−1M).

Then, the mean value theorem gives

wi
s/ws − 1 ≤ 4λñ−1M exp(ξ) (77)

for some universal ξ ∈ (0, 4λñ−1M). Provided that 4λñ−1M ≤ 1, we further have

wi
s/ws − 1 ≤ 4eλñ−1M.

Similarly, one can obtain wi
s/ws − 1 ≥ −4λñ−1M .

It follows that ∣∣wi
s/ws − 1

∣∣ ≤ 4eλñ−1M (78)

and ∣∣∣Qi − E
[
Qi |X(−v),i

]
−Q+ E

[
Q |X(−v)

]∣∣∣
≤ 4eλñ−1M

p∑
s=2

ws |Xj,s − µs| ≤ 4eλñ−1M2.
(79)

We conclude E(∇iK
r
j )

2 ≤ 16e2λ2ñ−2M4. Since the bound does not depend on i, j or r, we have the uniform bound

stated in (74).
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Lemma D.2 (Second Order Stability). Let r ∈ [p] be the dimension of interest, and let j ∈ [n] and i, k /∈ Ivj be some

sample indices. Define

Kr
j = Kr(j,X) := Xj,r −Q

(−vj)
j,r − E

[
Xj,r −Q

(−vj)
j,r |X(−vj)

]
. (80)

If the dimensions of X1 − µ are uniformly bounded by a constant M > 0 almost surely, then we have

max
i,j,k,r

∥∥∇i∇kK
r
j

∥∥
2
≤ Cλ2M3n−2, (81)

for large enough n and C is a universal constant. When λ = o(
√
n), we have maxi,j,k,r ∥∇i∇kK

r
j ∥2 = o(n−1).

Proof. For notation simplicity, we take v = vj and suppress the superscripts in Q
(−vj)
j,r . By the definition of∇i∇kK

r
j ,

one has

E(∇i∇kK
r
j )

2

= E
(
∇i[Kr(Xj ,X

(−v))−Kr(Xj ,X
(−v),k)]

)2
= E

(
Kr(Xj ,X

(−v))−Kr(Xj ,X
(−v),k)−Kr(Xj ,X

(−v),i) +Kr(Xj ,X
(−v),ik)

)2
= E

(
Qj,r −Qk

j,r −Qi
j,r +Qik

j,r − E
[
Qj,r −Qk

j,r −Qi
j,r +Qik

j,r|X(−v), X ′
i, X

′
k

])2
≲ E

(
Qj,r −Qk

j,r −Qi
j,r +Qik

j,r

)2
+ E

(
E
[
Qj,r −Qk

j,r −Qi
j,r +Qik

j,r|X−v, X ′
i, X

′
k

])2
≲ E

(
Qj,r −Qk

j,r −Qi
j,r +Qik

j,r

)2
,

(82)

where the last step follows from the Jensen’s inequality. The quantity Qi
j,r (Qik

j,r) represents the weighted competitor

Qj,r whose weights are computed with µ̂(−v),i (µ̂(−v),ik), i.e., the out-sample mean with Xi replaced by X ′
i (with

Xi, Xk replaced by X ′
i, X

′
k).

To simplify notation, we omit the subscripts j for every quantity Q and omit the superscript (−v) for every

exponential weighting w and sample mean µ̂. We also take r = 1 and omit it from the subscript and define ñ =

n(1− 1/V ). The bounds that we will establish are uniform over i, j, k, r.
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Observe that

∣∣Q−Qk −Qi +Qik
∣∣

≤
p∑

s=2

∣∣ws − wk
s − wi

s + wik
s

∣∣ · |Xj,s|

=

p∑
s=2

∣∣∣∣(ws

(
1− wk

s

ws

)
− wi

s

(
1− wk

s

ws

)
+ wi

s

(
1− wk

s

ws

)
− wi

s

(
1− wik

s

wi
s

))∣∣∣∣ · |Xj,s|

=

p∑
s=2

∣∣∣∣(ws − wi
s

)(
1− wk

s

ws

)
+ wi

s

(
wik

s

wi
s

− wk
s

ws

)∣∣∣∣ · |Xj,s|

≤
p∑

s=2

ws

∣∣∣∣(1− wi
s

ws

)(
1− wk

s

ws

)∣∣∣∣ · |Xj,s|+
p∑

s=2

wi
s

∣∣∣∣(wik
s

wi
s

− wk
s

ws

)∣∣∣∣ · |Xj,s|

(83)

One can follow the arguments in (78) and (79) to bound the first summation in (83), up to a universal constant, by

λ2ñ−2M3.

As for the second summation in (83), we investigate the absolute difference
∣∣wik

s /wi
s − wk

s/ws

∣∣ for each s ∈

{2, . . . , p}. Because
exp

(
−λµ̂ik

s

)
exp (−λµ̂i

s)
=

exp
(
−λµ̂k

s

)
exp(−λµ̂s)

= exp(−λñ−1(X ′
k,s −Xk,s)),

we have ∣∣∣∣wik
s

wi
s

− wk
s

ws

∣∣∣∣ = exp
(
−λñ−1

(
X ′

k,s −Xk,s

)) ∣∣∣∣( Ξi

Ξik
− Ξ

Ξk

)∣∣∣∣
= exp

(
−λñ−1

(
X ′

k,s −Xk,s

)) ∣∣∣∣ ΞΞk

(
ΞiΞk

ΞikΞ
− 1

)∣∣∣∣ , (84)

where Ξ denotes the corresponding normalization constants for exponential weights {ws, s ∈ [p]}. Similarly, Ξi, Ξk

and Ξik are for the one/two-sample perturbed weights, indicated by their respective superscripts. A direct calculation

gives

ΞiΞk

ΞikΞ
=
{
∑p

t=2 exp(−λµ̂i
t)}{

∑p
t′=2 exp(−λµ̂k

t′)}
{
∑p

t=2 exp(−λµ̂ik
t )}{

∑p
t′=2 exp(−λµ̂t′)}

=

∑p
t=2 exp(−λ(µ̂i

t + µ̂k
t )) +

∑
2≤t<t′ exp(−λ(µ̂i

t + µ̂k
t′)) + exp(−λ(µ̂i

t′ + µ̂k
t ))∑p

t=2 exp(−λ(µ̂ik
t + µ̂t)) +

∑
2≤t<t′ exp(−λ(µ̂ik

t + µ̂t′)) + exp(−λ(µ̂ik
t′ + µ̂t))

.

To ease the notation, we write

Ei,k
t,t = exp(−λ(µ̂i

t + µ̂k
t )), Ei,k

t,t′ = exp(−λ(µ̂i
t + µ̂k

t′)), Ei,k
t′,t = exp(−λ(µ̂i

t′ + µ̂k
t )),

Eik,∅
t,t = exp(−λ(µ̂ik

t + µ̂t)), Eik,∅
t,t′ = exp(−λ(µ̂ik

t + µ̂t′)), Eik,∅
t′,t = exp(−λ(µ̂ik

t′ + µ̂t)).
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As Ei,k
t,t = Eik,∅

t,t , we obtain that

ΞiΞk

ΞikΞ
− 1 =

∑p
t=2 E

i,k
t,t +

∑
2≤t<t′

(
Ei,k

t,t′ + Ei,k
t′,t

)
∑p

t=2 E
ik,∅
t,t +

∑
2≤t<t′

(
Eik,∅

t,t′ + Eik,∅
t′,t

) − 1

=

∑p
t=2 E

ik,∅
t,t

(
Ei,k

t,t + Ei,k
t,t

)(
Eik,∅

t,t + Eik,∅
t,t

)−1

∑p
t=2 E

ik,∅
t,t +

∑
2≤t<t′

(
Eik,∅

t,t′ + Eik,∅
t′,t

)
+

∑
2≤t<t′(E

ik,∅
t,t′ + Eik,∅

t′,t )(E
i,k
t,t′ + Ei,k

t′,t)(E
ik,∅
t,t′ + Eik,∅

t′,t )
−1∑p

t=2 E
ik,∅
t,t +

∑
2≤t<t′

(
Eik,∅

t,t′ + Eik,∅
t′,t

) − 1

≤ sup
2≤t≤t′≤p

(
Ei,k

t,t′ + Ei,k
t′,t

)(
Eik,∅

t,t′ + Eik,∅
t′,t

)−1

− 1

= sup
2≤t≤t′≤p

Ei,k
t,t′ + Ei,k

t′,t − Eik,∅
t,t′ − Eik,∅

t′,t

Eik,∅
t,t′ + Eik,∅

t′,t

,

(85)

and that ΞiΞk

ΞikΞ
− 1 ≥ inf1≤t≤t′≤p

(
Ei,k

t,t′ + Ei,k
t′,t − Eik,∅

t,t′ − Eik,∅
t′,t

)
/
(
Eik,∅

t,t′ + Eik,∅
t′,t

)
analogously.

Let t, t′ ∈ [p] be arbitrary. By the mean value theorem,

Ei,k
t,t′ − Eik,∅

t,t′

= exp
(
−λ
(
µ̂i
t + µ̂k

t′
))
− exp

(
−λ
(
µ̂ik
t + µ̂t′

))
= exp(ξ1)λ(µ̂

ik
t + µ̂t′ − µ̂i

t − µ̂k
t′)

for some variable ξ1 between −λ
(
µ̂i
t + µ̂k

t′

)
and −λ

(
µ̂ik
t + µ̂t′

)
. Similarly,

Ei,k
t′,t − Eik,∅

t′,t = exp(ξ2)λ(µ̂
ik
t′ + µ̂t − µ̂i

t′ − µ̂k
t )

for some variable ξ2 between −λ
(
µ̂i
t′ + µ̂k

t

)
and −λ

(
µ̂ik
t′ + µ̂t

)
.

Using this fact, we can achieve

Ei,k
t,t′ + Ei,k

t′,t − Eik,∅
t,t′ − Eik,∅

t′,t

= exp (ξ1)λ
(
µ̂ik
t + µ̂t′ − µ̂i

t − µ̂k
t′
)
+ exp (ξ2)λ

(
µ̂ik
t′ + µ̂t − µ̂i

t′ − µ̂k
t

)
= exp (ξ1)λ

(
µ̂ik
t + µ̂t′ − µ̂i

t − µ̂k
t′
)
+ exp (ξ1)λ

(
µ̂ik
t′ + µ̂t − µ̂i

t′ − µ̂k
t

)
− exp (ξ1)λ

(
µ̂ik
t′ + µ̂t − µ̂i

t′ − µ̂k
t

)
+ exp (ξ2)λ

(
µ̂ik
t′ + µ̂t − µ̂i

t′ − µ̂k
t

)
= {exp(ξ2)− exp(ξ1)}λ

(
µ̂ik
t′ + µ̂t − µ̂i

t′ − µ̂k
t

)
.

(86)

Note that
∣∣λ (µ̂ik

t′ + µ̂t − µ̂i
t′ − µ̂k

t

)∣∣ ≤ 4λñ−1M . By the mean value theorem again, the difference between the
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exponentials is exp (ξ2) − exp (ξ1) = exp(ξ3)(ξ2 − ξ1) for some ξ3 between ξ1 and ξ2. Particularly, the absolute

difference between ξ2 and ξ1 is bounded by

max

{ ∣∣λ (µ̂ik
t′ + µ̂t − µ̂i

t − µ̂k
t′
)∣∣ , ∣∣λ (µ̂i

t′ + µ̂k
t − µ̂ik

t − µ̂t′
)∣∣ ,

∣∣λ (µ̂ik
t′ + µ̂t − µ̂ik

t − µ̂t′
)∣∣ , ∣∣λ (µ̂i

t′ + µ̂k
t − µ̂i

t − µ̂k
t′
)∣∣},

which is in turn bounded by 8λñ−1M . Furthermore, provided that 4λñ−1M < 1,

exp(ξ3)

Eik,∅
t,t′ + Eik,∅

t′,t

≤
exp

(
max{−λ

(
µ̂i
t + µ̂k

t′

)
,−λ

(
µ̂ik
t + µ̂t′

)
,−λ

(
µ̂i
t′ + µ̂k

t

)
,−λ

(
µ̂ik
t′ + µ̂t

)
}
)

Eik,∅
t,t′ + Eik,∅

t′,t

≤ e.

(87)

Therefore, we have
Ei,k

t,t′ + Ei,k
t′,t − Eik,∅

t,t′ − Eik,∅
t′,t

Eik,∅
t,t′ + Eik,∅

t′,t

≤ 32eλ2ñ−2M2.

Plug this into (85), we have
∣∣∣ΞiΞk

ΞikΞ
− 1
∣∣∣ ≤ Cλ2n−2M2 for any i, k /∈ Ivj with a universal constant C. Go back to

(84), it follows that

∣∣∣∣wik
s

wi
s

− wk
s

ws

∣∣∣∣ = exp
(
−λñ−1

(
X ′

k,s −Xk,s

)) ∣∣∣∣ ΞΞk

(
ΞiΞk

ΞikΞ
− 1

)∣∣∣∣
≤ exp

(
4λñ−1M

)
·
∣∣∣∣ΞiΞk

ΞikΞ
− 1

∣∣∣∣
≤ Cλ2n−2M2

when 4λñ−1M < 1. This, in turn, makes the second summation in (83) of order O
(
λ2n−2M2

)
, and we can conclude

the proof.

E Proof of Theorem 4.1

Proof. Without loss of generality, assume r = 1, and µ̃ = µ2 ≤ µ3 ≤ ... ≤ µp. In the proof we drop the index r to

keep notation simple.

Under the assumption of the theorem, supi,r |Xi,r| is bounded by a constant. Thus it suffices to show that
√
n

V

∑V
v=1 d

(−v) →∞, where d(−v) =
∑

s≥2 ŵ
(−v)
s (µ1 − µs).
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Define indices and events

s1 =max{s ≥ 2 : µs ≤ µ̃+ αn/λn} ,

s2 =max{s ≥ 2 : µs ≤ µ̃+ βn/λn} ,

E0 ={ŵ(−v)
s ≤ e−λn(µs−µ̃)/2 : ∀ s > s2 , v ∈ [V ]} ,

Ev ={ sup
s1<s≤s2

ŵ(−v)
s ≤ e−

αn
2 } .

Under the theorem assumption, Xi,r is 1-sub-Gaussian. According to Lemma E.1 and union bound, we have

P(Ec0) ≤ 2pV e
−nβ2

n
8λ2

n = o(1)

and

P(Ecv) ≤ 2(s2 − s1)e
−nα2

n
8λ2

n = o(1) .

Case 1. C > 0. In this case s1 < s2 and αn < βn.

d(−v) =
∑
s≥2

ŵ(−v)
s (µ1 − µs)

=
∑

2≤s≤s1

ŵ(−v)
s (µ1 − µs) +

∑
s1<s≤s2

ŵ(−v)
s (µ1 − µs) +

∑
s>s2

ŵ(−v)
s (µ1 − µs)

≥αn

λn

∑
2≤s≤s1

ŵ(−v)
s − βn

λn

∑
s1<s≤s2

ŵ(−v)
s +

∑
s>s2

ŵ(−v)
s (µ1 − µs) . (88)

Introduce the following notation

d
(−v)
0 =

∑
2≤s≤s1

ŵ(−v)
s (µ1 − µs)

d
(−v)
1 =

∑
s1<s≤s2

ŵ(−v)
s (µ1 − µs)

d
(−v)
2 =

∑
s>s2

ŵ(−v)
s (µ1 − µs)

W
(−v)
1 =

∑
s1<s≤s2

ŵ(−v)
s

W
(−v)
2 =

∑
s>s2

ŵ(−v)
s .
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Then (88) can be written as

d(−v) =d
(−v)
0 + d

(−v)
1 + d

(−v)
2

≥(1−W
(−v)
1 −W

(−v)
2 )

αn

λn
−W

(−v)
1

βn

λn
+ d

(−v)
2 . (89)

On the event E0 ∩ Ev we have

W
(−v)
1 =

∑
s1<s≤s2

ŵ(−v)
s ≤ (s2 − s1)e

−αn/2 ≤ 1/4 (90)

and

W
(−v)
2 =

∑
s>s2

ŵ(−v)
s ≤ (p− s2)e

−βn/2 ≤ 1/4 , (91)

where the inequalities hold true since by assumption αn ≥ 2(log 4 + logC) and βn ≥ 2(log 4 + log p).

On event Ev we have

−βn

λn
W

(−v)
1 ≥− βn

λn
(s2 − s1)e

−αn/2

≥− αn

8λn
, (92)

where the last inequality holds true whenever αn ≥ 2(log 4+log βn+log(s2−s1)), which is guaranteed by assumption

when (n, p) are large enough.

On E0,

d
(−v)
2 =

∑
s>s2

ŵ(−v)
s (µ1 − µs)

≥−
∑
s>s2

e−
λn
2 (µs−µ̃)(µ1 − µs)−

≥− e−
βn
3

∑
s>s2

e−
λn
6 (µs−µ̃)(µ1 − µs)−

≥− e−
βn
3

∑
s>s2

e−
λn
6 (µs−µ1)(µs − µ1)+

≥− e−
βn
3 · p · sup

x≥0
e−

λn
6 xx

≥− 6

e

1

λn
pe−βn/3

≥− αn

8λn
(93)
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where the last inequality holds whenever βn ≥ 3[log(24/e) + log p] since αn ≥ 2 under the theorem assumption.

Now plugging in (90), (91), (92), and (93) into (89), we obtain, on the event E0 ∩ Ev

d(−v) ≥ αn

4λn
.

This completes the proof for the case of V = O(1) since we can use a union bound to show that
⋂V

v=1 Ev has

probability tending to one.

In the case of diverging V , such as V = n, let ϵ0 = P(Ec0).

We need to show that d̄ = 1
V

∑V
v=1 d

(−v) ≥ cαn

λn
for some positive constant c.

Define

W̄1 =
1

V

V∑
v=1

W
(−v)
1 .

We have shown that on E0, d(−v)
2 ≥ − αn

8λn
and W

(−v)
2 ≤ 1/4. As a result, on E0 we have

d(−v) ≥(1−W
(−v)
1 −W

(−v)
2 )

αn

λn
− βn

λn
W

(−v)
1 − αn

8λn

≥(5/8−W
(−v)
1 )

αn

λn
− βn

λn
W

(−v)
1

and hence

d̄ ≥ (5/8− W̄1)
αn

λn
− βn

λn
W̄1 .

Then on the event E0 ∩ {W̄1 ≤ αn/(4βn)} we have (recall that since s1 < s2 we must have αn < βn so αn/(4βn) <

1/4)

d̄ ≥ (5/8− 1/4)
αn

λn
− βn

λn

αn

4βn
=

αn

8λn
.

Therefore

P(d̄ ≥ αn/(8λn)) ≥1− ϵ0 − P(W̄1 > αn/(4βn))

≥1− ϵ0 −
EW̄1

αn/(4βn)

=1− ϵ0 −
EW (−v)

1

αn/(4βn)

≥1− ϵ0 − 3(s2 − s1)e
−αn/2

4βn

αn

=1− o(1) ,
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where the last inequality uses αn ≥ 2 and that (for large enough n, p)

EW (−v)
1 ≤P(Ev)(s2 − s1)e

−αn
2 + P(Ecv)

≤(s2 − s1)e
−αn/2 + 2(s2 − s1)e

−nα2
n

8λ2
n

≤3(s2 − s1)e
−αn/2 .

Case 2. C = 0. In this case we have, on event E0,

d(−v) = d
(−v)
0 + d

(−v)
2 ≥ (1−W

(−v)
2 )

αn

λn
− αn

8λn
≥ 5αn

8λn
.

So for
√
nd̄ → ∞ with high probability it suffices to have

√
nαn/λn → ∞ which is equivalent to

√
n(µ1 − µ̃) →

∞.

Lemma E.1. Suppose that every dimension of the sample vector X is δ-sub-Gaussian for some constant δ > 0. Define

µ = EX . Let f ∈ [p] be a fixed index and S ⊆ [p] be an index set such that for all s ∈ S, µs − µf ≥ γ ≥ 0. Then, we

have

P(ŵ(−v)
s > exp(−λn(µs − µf )/2) for some s ∈ S) ≤ 2 exp

(
−nγ2

8δ2
+ log |S|

)
,

where |S| denotes the cardinality of S.

Proof. We apply the sub-Gaussian tail bound of the sample mean (e.g., Theorem 2.6.2 in Vershynin (2018)), and

directly obtain

P
(
ŵ(−v)

s > exp(−λn(µs − µf )/2) for some s ∈ S
)

≤
∑
s∈S

P
(
ŵ(−v)

s > exp(−λn(µs − µf )/2)
)

=
∑
s∈S

P

(
exp(−λnµ̂

(−v)
s )∑p

t=2 exp(−λnµ̂
(−v)
t )

> exp(−λn(µs − µf )/2)

)

≤
∑
s∈S

P
(
exp(−λn(µ̂

(−v)
s − µ̂

(−v)
f )) > exp(−λn(µs − µf )/2)

)
=
∑
s∈S

P
(
µ̂(−v)
s − µ̂

(−v)
f < (µs − µf )/2

)
≤
∑
s∈S

P
(∣∣∣µ̂(−v)

s − µ̂
(−v)
f − (µs − µf )

∣∣∣ > (µs − µf )/2
)

≤
∑
s∈S

2 exp
(
−(1− 1/V )n(µs − µf )

2/(4δ2)
)

≤ 2 exp
(
−nγ2/(8δ2) + log |S|

)
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where the second last inequality follows from sub-Gaussian concentration and the last inequality follows from V ≥

2.

F Initial candidate for a data-driven weighting parameter

To determine the largest λ that sustains asymptotic normality, we propose an iterative algorithm in Section 5. Here we

provide details about determining the initial value λ0 in the algorithm. It is set by

λ0 =

√
n

2.5 · sd(X
i,ŝ

(−vi)

−r

)

where the estimated index ŝ
(−vi)
−r = argmins̸=r

∑
j /∈Ivi

Xj,s is a generalization of the LOO definition in (3) to any

fold number. Plus, the quantity sd(X
i,ŝ

(−vi)

−r

) denotes the sample deviation among all X
i,ŝ

(−vi)

−r

. This initial value λ0

is also motivated by the theoretical analysis in Lemma D.1. In the last step of its proof (79), we essentially seek to

have the bound λn−1
∑p

s=2 ws |Xj,s − µs| ≲ n−1/2, assuming the presence of M and V there might be disregarded.

When the sample size n is sufficiently large, the exponential weightings would nearly recover the argmin so that

the summation is close to the absolute deviation
∣∣∣X

i,ŝ
(−vi)

−r

− µi,ŝ(−vi)

∣∣∣. Typically, one may expect it to be roughly

bounded by the standard deviation of X
i,ŝ

(−vi)

−r

up to a constant factor. This intuition ultimately leads to the choice

of the given λ0, where the conservative constant 2.5 was selected empirically across a variety of simulation setups to

ensure that λ0 itself can maintain asymptotic normality.

G Validity violations of the method by Futschik and Pflug (1995)

In Futschik and Pflug (1995), the authors require the true variance of X1,s, σ2
s , to be known to ensure the validity of

their method. This is rarely the case in practice, so one may intend to replace σ2
s by its estimate σ̂2

s . In this section, we

illustrate that replacing the true σs in the statistic (25) with its sample estimate σ̂ generally leads to validity violations;

formally, using σ̂s instead of σs typically yields P(r ∈ Ĉ1 ∩ Ĉ2) < 1− α for r ∈ Θ at the significance level of α. In

fact, because the method by Futschik and Pflug (1995) is a two-step variant of the selection rule by Gupta (1965), it

suffices to show that the latter does not adapt to sample standard deviation σ̂s.

We will illustrate the difficulty in a simple p = 2 case. Let X1, . . . , Xn ∈ R2 be IID samples such that EX1 :=

µ = [µ,µ]⊤ for some µ ∈ R, X1,1 is independent of X1,2, and max{EX4
1,1,EX

4
1,2} < ∞. Let σ2 = Var(X1,1) =

Var(X1,2). Suppose that we want to test the first dimension using the selection rule in (25). In the case, the correct

statistic that one should use reduces to the difference TGupta
1 =

√
n
(

µ̂1

σ −
µ̂2

σ

)
and the quantile q(1−α),2 is simply

the α upper quantile of N(0, 2). At the level of α = 0.05, the quantile q(1−α),2 is approximately equal to 2.33. If
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σ is known, we know from the pairwise independence that
√
n( µ̂1−µ

σ ) and
√
n( µ̂2−µ

σ ) are asymptotically distributed

as two independent N(0, 1). Thus, the asymptotic distribution of their difference TGupta
1 is asymptotically N(0, 2),

where we can directly conclude the validity.

However, if we instead considered the statistic G =
√
n
(

µ̂1

σ̂1
− µ̂2

σ̂2

)
, where σ̂1, σ̂2 are the sample standard devi-

ations for σ using the samples of the first and second dimensions respectively, the validity would be easily violated.

As counter-intuitive it may sound, the violation can be theoretically justified. For now, we assume that neither X1,1

nor X1,2 is a linear transformation of a Bernoulli random variable. Note that G is the difference of two independent

non-central t statistics. By Theorem 2.1 (ii) in Bentkus et al. (2007), they admit the stochastic convergences

√
n

(
µ̂1

σ̂1
− µ

σ

)
d→ Z1 and

√
n

(
µ̂2

σ̂2
− µ

σ

)
d→ Z2,

where Z1 ∼ N(0, τ21 ), Z2 ∼ N(0, τ22 ) with τ2r = 1− M3,rµ

σ +
(M4,r−1)µ2

4σ2 for r ∈ {1, 2}. The constant Mk,r denotes

the scaled central moment E(X1,r − µ)k/σk, k ∈ {3, 4}. By the pairwise independence and the continuous mapping

theorem, we thus end up with G
d→ N(0, υ2), where

υ2 = τ21 + τ22 = 2− (M3,1 +M3,2)µ

σ
+

(M4,1 +M4,2 − 2)µ2

4σ2
.

The variance is not equal to 2 in general (unless µ = 0 for instance), so the validity no longer holds. In fact, if at

least one of X1,1 and X1,2 were a linear transformation of a Bernoulli random variable, the violation could be even

more apparent because the asymptotic distribution of G would not be normally distributed, shown by Theorem 2.1 (i)

in Bentkus et al. (2007).

G.1 Numerical Verification

We now support the previous discussion with a simple numerical example. Let X1,1, X1,2
IID∼ N(µ, 1). It follows that

M3,1 = M3,2 = 0, M4,1 = M4.2 = 3σ3/σ3 = 3 and υ2 = 2 + µ2. In the left subplot of Figure 6, the distribution of

their resulting G is simulated with sample size n = 1000 and different values of µ ∈ {0, 2, . . . , 10}. The distributions

are based on 1000 repetitions. It is evident that the variance of G grows along with an increase in µ. This would cause

the selection rule using G to undercover any argmin dimension r ∈ Θ since a greater dispersion would result in a

higher-than-expected proportion of G realizations exceeding 2.33.

One can expect that such validity violations persist when considering any fixed dimension p > 2. In the case, the

relevant statistic G(p) would be

G(p) :=
√
n

(
µ̂r

σ̂r
−min

s ̸=r

µ̂s

σ̂s

)
=
√
n

(
µ̂r

σ̂r
− µ

σ

)
−min

s̸=r

{√
n

(
µ̂s

σ̂s
− µ

σ

)}
.
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Figure 6: Validity violations of the selection rule by Gupta (1965) and the two-step procedure by Futschik and Pflug
(1995) in the presence of sample standard deviation σ̂s. The left and middle plots display the distributions of their test
statistic G when replacing with sample standard deviations σ̂s, with dimensions p = 2, 100. The densities are based
on 1000 multivariate normal samples with a flat mean landscape µ = [µ, . . . ,µ]⊤,µ ∈ {0, 2, . . . , 10} and identity
covariance matrix over 1000 repetitions. The quantile q(1−α),p at the level of α = 0.05 is marked in blue on the x-axis.
The proportion of G exceeding q(1−α),p approximates the expected type 1 error (false positive rate) in the selection
rule by Gupta (1965) using sample standard deviations σ̂s. In the right plot, we show how the validity violations of
the two-step procedure by Futschik and Pflug (1995) escalates with increasing µ, using the same simulation setup in
the middle plot.

As the key issue lies in the scaled variance for the asymptotic distributions of non-central t statistics centered at µ/σ,

the statistic Gr, in general, does not follow the distribution of G∗(p) := εr − mins ̸=r εs with εs
IID∼ N(0, 1). In

the middle subplot of Figure 6, we simulate samples from N(µ, I100) with µ = [µ, . . . ,µ]⊤ ∈ R100 and present the

distributions of their resulting G for different values of µ. This is based on a sample size of n = 1000 and 1000

repetitions as earlier. More severe validity violations are observed: the 95% percentile of G∗(100) is roughly 4.31, but

it can be lower than the median of G(100) for certain µ.

Finally, note that the issue carries over to the two-step procedure by Futschik and Pflug (1995). In the right subplot

of Figure 6, we consider the same simulation setup for p = 100, and compute the average frequency of argmin

coverage ν (see Appendix H) for the method. As replicated in the numerical experiments, the coverage frequency ν is

predicted to fall below 0.95 at the level of α = 0.05 when µ ̸= 0.

H Validity of Methods

We compared the power of several methods in 100 settings in Section 6.1.2. To assess the validity, we also include

five flat landscape scenarios where f = 0 and |Θ| = [p]. In this case there is no difference between “increasing” and

“3-tier” µb. We thus end up with 105 distinct settings.

The same four methods—the proposed 2-fold method (2-fold), the Bonferroni correction (BC), the selection rule

by Futschik and Pflug (1995) (FP) and the rank inference method by Mogstad et al. (2024) (RI)—are compared with
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Figure 7: Method comparison, “increasing” landscape (left) and “3-tier” (right) landscapes. Comparison between the
proposed 2-fold method and three other methods. Each violin plot presents the distribution of the average frequencies
of argmin coverage ν over different simulation settings, and each jittered point corresponds to a value of ν on the
y-axis. The x-axis specifies the compared method: the proposed 2-fold method (2-fold), the Bonferroni correction
(BC), the method by Futschik and Pflug (1995) (FP) and the rank inference method by Mogstad et al. (2024) (RI). A
violin plot that deviates more from the nominal frequency 0.95 indicates a more conservative method.

respect to the average frequency of argmin coverage ν. Formally, for all r ∈ Θ we record its frequency νr of inclusion

in confidence sets over 100 repetitions, and then ν is computed by the average of νr over r ∈ Θ. At the significance

level of α = 0.05, a method satisfying the validity (2) would result in ν that is (approximately) greater than or equal

to 0.95, regardless of the mean factor f and the dependency strength ϱ. In Figure 7, we display the distributions of ν

over the two types of mean landscapes using violin plots, with the specific values of ν highlighted by jittered points.

We again present the results with dimension p = 100 and n = 1000.

In the left subplot, the true mean has the landscape µ = f × µb with µb = [0, 01, 0.02, . . . , 1]⊤. So long as

f ̸= 0, the set of argmin would be a singleton, and the gap between the sub-optimal and optimal dimensions can

lead to a negative mean shift in a procedure’s test statistic. This inevitably makes the procedure conservative. Indeed,

most values of ν are close to 1 for all the methods. However, when f = 0, the true mean is the flat landscape

µ = [0, . . . , 0]⊤. In this scenario, we would expect the corresponding ν to be near the nominal frequency 0.95. If it

deviates significantly from the value, it suggests that the procedure is inherently conservative. The magnified jittered

points in the left subplot represent the values of ν under the flat landscape. We see all the compared methods produce

values of ν closer to 0.95, stressing the validity of each method. Notably, the values of ν given by the Bonferroni

correction appear inflated to some degree. This aligns with the common intuition that this multiple testing procedure
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is conservative because it relies on a union bound in its theoretical analysis.

In the right subplot, the violin plots are based on the 3-tier landscape µ = f×µb with µb = [1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1.02, 1.02,

1.02, 1.02, 1.02, 10, . . . , 10]⊤. Despite the ties in the best tier, both the Bonferroni correction and the rank inference

approach by Mogstad et al. (2024) appear to be quite conservative. This arises due to the existence of near ties in the

second best tier. The true means of these sub-optimal dimensions are small enough that they are indistinguishable from

the optimal dimensions using the methods. However, they are also sufficiently large to cause a negative mean shift in

their test statistics, which leads to a conservative performance as explained earlier. By contrast, the proposed method

leverages exponential weighting, as demonstrated in Theorem 4.1, to effectively detect the small signal level between

the two tiers. It achieves this by eliminating the clearly inferior dimensions in the third tier. As a result, the proposed

method essentially simplifies the mean landscape to the flat one. Indeed, the distribution of its resulting ν gets closer to

the nominal frequency 0.95, which reveals a less conservative performance. As for the method by Futschik and Pflug

(1995), it similarly shows a less conservative nature, but this is attributed to the screening-like step in its two-step

selection procedure. In a way, the proposed method captures the benefit of their approach in a single step, showcasing

the elegance of exponential weighting.

I More details for LASSO simulation

We applied the proposed procedure to LASSO hyperparameter selection.

The distribution of Zpred is multivariate normal N (0300, I300) where 0d is an all-zero vector of length 300 and Id

is the identity matrix of dimension d× d. Define the true β as (110, 0290)⊤ and Zout is generate via:

Zout = Zpred⊤β +N (0, 22). (94)

Training sample size ntr is 160. The candidate η’s are automatically generated by R package glmnet.

J Regarding reference Kamath (2015)

This unpublished technical report contains a straightforward treatment of the expectation of maximal statistics. It has

received tens of citations at the time of drafting this manuscript. We found it intriguing to include results with sharp

constants—as the author mentioned, this is a canonical question without clearly spelled-out answers in the literature.

For our readers’ convenience, we replicate the result and its proof below.

Theorem J.1. (Theorem 1 in Kamath (2015)) Let Y = max1≤i≤n Xi, where Xi ∼ N
(
0, σ2

)
are IID random
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variables. Then
1√

π log 2
σ
√

log n ≤ E[Y ] ≤
√
2σ
√

log n.

Proof. We comment that both constants which multiply σ
√
log n are tight. Indeed, as n → ∞,E[Y ]/

√
log n con-

verges to
√
2σ. On the other hand, by explicit calculations, one can verify the cases n = 1 and 2, for which E[Y ] is

0 and σ/
√
π, respectively. In the former case, the inequality trivially holds for any multiplying constant, and in the

latter, our inequality is tight.

First, we show E[Y ] ≤ σ
√
2
√
log n. This result and method are folklore, but we include them here for complete-

ness.

exp(tE[Y ]) ≤ E[exp(tY )]

= E
[
max

i
exp (tXi)

]
≤

n∑
i=1

E [exp (tXi)]

= n exp
(
t2σ2/2

)
(95)

The first inequality is Jensen’s inequality, the second is the union bound, and the final equality follows from the

definition of the moment generating function. Taking the logarithm of both sides of this inequality, we get

E[Y ] ≤ log n

t
+

tσ2

2
. (96)

This can be minimized by setting t =
√
2 log n/σ, which gives us the desired result

E[Y ] ≤ σ
√
2
√
log n. (97)

Next, we show the more difficult direction, the lower bound. We have already established that it holds for n = 1

and 2. It can be verified for n = 3 to 2834 using the Python 3 code provided in Section A (not replicated in this

manuscript). Thus, for the remainder of the proof, we assume n ≥ 2835. Note that we have the following crude

bound, which uses the Chernoff bound and the lower bound on n :

E[Y ] ≥ Pr (|{i : Xi ≥ 0}| ≥ ⌈n/3⌉) · E
[

max
1≤i≤⌈n/3⌉

|Xi|
]
+

Pr (|{i : Xi ≥ 0}| < ⌈n/3⌉) · E [− |Xi|]

≥ 0.999 · E
[

max
1≤i≤⌈n/3⌉

|Xi|
]
− 0.001σ ·

√
2

π
.

(98)

The second inequality uses the expected value of the half-normal distribution.
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It remains to lower bound E [max1≤i≤k |Xi|]. We will show that

Pr
(
|Xi| ≥ σ

√
log n

)
≥ 9

n
. (99)

This will imply the following lower bound:

E

[
max

1≤i≤⌈n/3⌉
|Xi|

]
≥ σ

√
log n · Pr

(
∃i : |Xi| ≥ σ

√
log n

)
≥ σ

√
log n ·

(
1−

(
1− 9

n

)⌈n/3⌉
)

≥
(
1− 1

e2

)
σ
√

log n.

(100)

We compute the CDF of |Xi| at the point σ
√
log n.

Pr
(
|Xi| ≥ σ

√
log n

)
= 1− erf

(√
log n√
2

)
≥ 1−

√
1− exp

(
− 2

π
log n

)
= 1−

√
1− n− 2

π

(101)

where the first equality is based on the CDF of the half-normal distribution and the inequality is from the bound on the

error function, erf(x) ≤
√
1− exp

(
− 4

πx
2
)
. We require this value to be at least 9

n :

1−
√
1− n− 2

π ≥ 9

n

1− 9

n
≥
√
1− n− 2

π

1− 18

n
+

81

n2
≥ 1− 1

n
2
π

n2− 2
π ≥ 18n− 81(

2− 2

π

)
log n ≥ log(18n− 81)(

2− 2

π

)
log n

log(18n− 81)
≥ 1

(102)

This inequality holds for all n ≥ 2835, as desired. Putting these inequalities together, we have

E[Y ] ≥ 0.999

(
1− 1

e2

)
σ
√
log n− 0.001σ ·

√
2

π
≥ 1√

π log 2
σ
√
log n (103)

where the second inequality holds for any integer n > 1.
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