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Abstract

The origins of fiducial inference trace back to the 1930s when R. A. Fisher first intro-
duced the concept as a response to what he perceived as a limitation of Bayesian inference
— the requirement for a subjective prior distribution on model parameters in cases where
no prior information was available. However, Fisher’s initial fiducial approach fell out of
favor as complications arose, particularly in multi-parameter problems. In the wake of 2000,
amidst a renewed interest in contemporary adaptations of fiducial inference, generalized fidu-
cial inference (GFI) emerged to extend Fisher’s fiducial argument, providing a promising
avenue for addressing numerous crucial and practical inference challenges. Nevertheless,
the adoption of GFI has been limited due to its often demanding mathematical derivations
and the necessity for implementing complex Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algo-
rithms. This complexity has impeded its widespread utilization and practical applicability.
This paper presents a significant advancement by introducing an innovative variant of GFI
designed to alleviate these challenges. Specifically, this paper proposes AutoGFI, an easily
implementable algorithm that streamlines the application of GFI to a broad spectrum of in-
ference problems involving additive noise. AutoGFI can be readily implemented as long as
a fitting routine is available, making it accessible to a broader audience of researchers and
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practitioners. To demonstrate its effectiveness, AutoGFI is applied to three contemporary and
challenging problems: tensor regression, matrix completion, and regression with network co-
hesion. These case studies highlight the immense potential of GFI and illustrate AutoGFI’s
promising performance when compared to specialized solutions for these problems. Overall,
this research paves the way for a more accessible and powerful application of GFI in a range
of practical domains, expanding the toolkit for robust statistical inference.

Keywords: Debiasing, Matrix Completion, Network Regression, Tensor Regression, Uncertainty
Quantification

2



1 Introduction

Fiducial inference was originally proposed by Fisher Fisher (1922, 1925, 1930, 1933, 1935). Its

main goal is to construct a distribution for parameters of interest. This so-called fiducial dis-

tribution can then be used for statistical inferences, for instance, constructing confidence sets.

Like the Bayesian posterior distribution, the fiducial distribution is data-dependent, but the key

distinction is that the fiducial approach does not demand a priori information about the parame-

ter. Fisher showed that in simple settings, especially for one-parameter families of distributions,

fiducial intervals coincide with classical confidence intervals. In multiple-parameter families of

distributions, the fiducial distribution provides confidence sets whose coverage is close to the

target confidence levels. However, controversies arose because, in multi-parameter settings, fidu-

cial inference often led to procedures that were not exact in the frequentist sense. Also, there is

often no unique way to define a fiducial distribution. Interested readers can find a detailed dis-

cussion on the controversies regarding fiducial inference in Zabell et al. (1992). Because of the

non-exactness and non-uniqueness of the fiducial distributions, fiducial inference was not widely

accepted among mainstream statisticians until its recent reincarnation in the 2000s.

In the past two decades, there has been a resurgence of interest in modern modifications of

fiducial inference. These works include Dempster-Shafer theory (Edlefsen et al., 2009) and infer-

ential models (Martin et al., 2010; Zhang and Liu, 2011; Martin and Liu, 2013), which focus on

posterior probabilistic inferences without using priors. Another category of methods called con-

fidence distributions (Singh et al., 2007; Xie et al., 2011; Xie and Singh, 2013) seeks inferentially

meaningful distributions on the parameter from a frequentist point of view. Objective Bayesian

inference, on the other hand, uses model-based non-subjective priors under the Bayesian frame-

work. Most recently, Xie and Wang (2022) combine ideas from confidence distributions and

inferential models to obtain an algorithmic-based approach to inference. A common thread of

these approaches is to obtain some inferentially meaningful probability statements about the pa-

rameter space without the need for subjective prior information.
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Provided all these efforts, generalized fiducial inference (GFI) (Hannig et al., 2016), another

modification of fiducial inference, still has its edge in many areas. For example, GFI often offers

good alternatives in terms of both performance and usability, e.g., the generalized fiducial dis-

tribution (GFD), which plays a similar role as the posterior distribution in the Bayesian context,

is never improper. We believe that GFI and its quickly evolving variants have the potential to

uncover profound and essential understandings of statistical inference.

GFI has been applied to a variety of applications and shown promising results, such as wavelet

regression (Hannig and Lee, 2009), ultrahigh-dimensional regression (Lai et al., 2015), binary

response models (Liu and Hannig, 2016), exoplanet detection (Han and Lee, 2022), and many

others (e.g., McNally et al., 2003; E et al., 2008). The theoretical properties of GFI have also been

extensively studied using asymptotics in Hannig (2009, 2013); Hannig et al. (2006); Majumder

and Hannig (2016); Sonderegger and Hannig (2014).

Until now, the practical implementation of GFI has often required a complete or partial cal-

culation of the generalized fiducial distribution, which may involve pairing it with Markov Chain

Monte Carlo (MCMC) techniques to generate samples, known as fiducial samples, from the pa-

rameter space. This process can be quite tedious, or in some cases, even impossible, which

limits the attractiveness of GFI for practitioners. Another issue is that GFI’s performance may

deteriorate in overparametrized settings which are typical for many modern applications.

To overcome these issues, this paper proposes an innovative approach designed to simplify

and enhance the application of GFI, under the additive noise setting. It is called AutoGFI, which

is an algorithm that possesses the following properties:

• Accessibility: AutoGFI is engineered to be user-friendly and readily implementable. Es-

sentially, it can be implemented as long as a fitting routine is available.

• Simplification: AutoGFI eliminates the typically complex mathematical derivations and

the need for intricate Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms associated with

GFI. It can generate fiducial samples without the need for any analytical calculation of the
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generalized fiducial distribution.

• Versatility: AutoGFI is versatile in its application and can be applied to a broad range of

applications where no inferential tools were previously available.

• Performance: AutoGFI demonstrates highly competitive performance when applied to a

variety of complex problems, showcasing its effectiveness in practice.

• Innovation: AutoGFI represents a novel approach to fiducial inference, offering a fresh

perspective on how to address statistical inference challenges.

Overall, the introduction of AutoGFI provides a solution to the challenge of implementing

GFI in complex practical applications, making it a more accessible, appealing, and viable option

for researchers and practitioners to solve inference problems.

The rest of this article is structured as follows: Section 2 provides background information

on GFI. Sections 3 and 4 introduce the basic form of AutoGFI, as well as its regularized and

debiased counterparts. The theoretical properties of AutoGFI are then explored in Section 5,

followed by applications to tensor regression in Section 6, matrix completion in Section 7, and

regression with network cohesion in Section 8 to demonstrate its wide applicability and excellent

empirical performance. Concluding remarks are in Section 9, while technical details are deferred

to the appendix.

2 Background on Generalized Fiducial Inference

2.1 A General form of GFI

The development of GFI is essentially inspired by our understanding of Fisher’s fiducial argu-

ment. We will present it by linking it to the widely accepted likelihood function. Recall that

f(x; θ) is the probability density function of a random variable X when we treat θ as a fixed un-

known parameter and x as a random value. The likelihood function is obtained when we switch
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the role of the random variable and the parameter. In other words, given observed data x, the

pdf f(x; θ) becomes the likelihood function, a function lx(θ) of θ. Our understanding of fiducial

is also backed up by this “role-switching” mechanism. Interested readers can refer to Hannig

(2009) for a detailed example. Below we formally introduce this idea.

GFI starts with a data generating equation describing the relationship between the data Y and

the parameter θ. The data generating equation can be written as

Y = F (θ,U), (1)

where F is a deterministic function, and U is the random component whose distribution is com-

pletely known.

Now applying the “role-switching” idea as in likelihood function definition, for any observed

data y, we define the following “inverse” mapping of the data generating equation:

Qy(u) = arg min
θ

ρ (F (θ,u),y) , (2)

where ρ is a smooth semi-metric, e.g., squared ℓ2 norm ρ(y,y∗) = ∥y−y∗∥22. Given a realization

u of U , Qy(u) is a value of parameter θ such that F (θ,u) comes closest to the observed data y.

There are statistical problems in which the exact inverse property

y = F (Qy(u),u) (3)

cannot be guaranteed for all y and u. However, since we assume that the data y could have been

generated using (1), there exists u∗ for which the equality (3) holds. Denote the set of all such

u∗ as Uy,0.

Additionally, we point out that the uniqueness of Qy(u) cannot be guaranteed for all y and

u. If multiple solutions Qy(u) exist, one can simply select one of them using a possibly random

rule. Some guidance of such selection can be found in Hannig (2013). In fact, the uncertainty

due to multiple solutions will only introduce a second-order effect on the statistical inference in

many parametric problems (Hannig et al., 2016). Thus, in these parametric problems, the GFD

is not sensitive to the choice among multiple solutions as n grows.
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Thus in principle, one can generate a fiducial sample of θ by first generating a series of

independent {U ∗
i }mi=1 from U ’s distribution truncated to Uy,0, i.e., generating U ∗

i conditional on

the event that they fall into Uy,0. The sample from the GFD is then any sequence of θ∗
i satisfying

y = F (θ∗
1,U

∗
1), . . . ,y = F (θ∗

m,U
∗
m).

Due to Borel paradox (Casella and Berger, 2002, sec. 4.9.3), the above truncated distribution

is ill-defined when P (U ∈ Uy,0) = 0. To address this, we enlarge this set by adding a small

tolerance, defining Uy,ϵ := {u : ρ(y,F (θ,u)) ≤ ϵ}. As this tolerance vanishes, it leads to the

following limit definition of GFD (Hannig et al., 2016).

Definition 1. Let U ∗
ϵ follows the distribution of U truncated to Uy,ϵ, i.e., having density

fU (u)IUy,ϵ
(u)/P (U ∈ Uy,ϵ), where fU (u) is the density of U . Denote the distribution of

Qy(U
∗
ϵ) by µϵ. If the weak limit limϵ→0 µϵ exists, the limit is called a generalized fiducial

distribution (GFD).

In practice one could select a small ϵ > 0 and generate an approximate fiducial sample

θ∗ = Qy(U
∗
ϵ). We note that this is very similar to Approximate Bayesian Computations (ABC,

Beaumont et al., 2002). While both methods compare y∗ = F (θ∗,U ∗) with the observed data

y, the main difference is that ABC generates θ∗ from a prior distribution while GFD uses the

best-fitting θ∗ obtained from the optimization problem (2).

2.2 The Jacobian Formula

Under some smoothness assumptions, Hannig et al. show in Hannig et al. (2016) that the limiting

distribution in Definition 1 has a density

r(θ|y) = f(y,θ)J(y,θ)∫
Θ
f(y,θ′)J(y,θ′)dθ′ , (4)

where f(y,θ) is the likelihood function, and

J(y,θ) = D

(
∇θF (u,θ)

∣∣∣∣
u=F−1(y,θ)

)
. (5)
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When using squared ℓ2 norm as ρ in (2), it is showed in Hannig et al. (2016) that D(∇θF ) =

(det∇θF
⊤∇θF )1/2. Also, u = F−1(y,θ) is the value of u such that y = F (θ,u).

Equations (4) and (5) present an interesting and intriguing connection between GFI and

Bayesian methodology: the density r(θ|y) in (4) behaves like a posterior density in the Bayesian

context with J(y,θ) being the “prior”, except that the data y also appear in J(y,θ), so strictly

speaking it is not a prior density. Note also that J(y,θ) shares the invariance to reparametrization

property with the Jeffreys prior.

When using (4) and (5) for GFI applications, typically there are three possibilities:

1. a closed form expression for r(θ|y) can be obtained,

2. r(θ|y) is known up to a normalizing constant, and

3. the term J(y,θ) cannot be analytically calculated so (4) cannot be applied.

The first possibility often happens only for simple problems where alternative inference solutions

are known. For the second possibility, MCMC methods are required to generate a fiducial sample

from r(θ|y), which could be computationally demanding. Therefore, the Jacobian formula is not

always practical. More complex problems belong to the third possibility because J(y,θ) is not

straightforward to work with. To overcome this issue, we work from the definition of GFD

(Definition 1) and propose a new form that is friendly to practitioners and easy to use in many

modern applications.

3 AutoGFI for Additive Noise Models

Now we focus on data generating equations of the form Y = G(X,θ) + U , where U =

(U1, . . . , Un)
⊤ has a known distribution, e.g. Ui are i.i.d. N(0, σ2). Many popular statistical and

machine learning models are of this kind. For computational reasons, it is often advisable to treat

the noise variance σ2 as known and then use a consistent plug-in estimator of σ2 in applications.
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First, we look at the following algorithm that approximately generates samples from the GFD

described at the end of Section 2.1:

1. Generate an independent copy U ∗ of U .

2. Solve θ∗ = arg min
θ

ρ(Y ,G(X,θ) +U ∗).

3. Accept θ∗ if ρ(Y ,G(X,θ∗) +U ∗) ≤ ϵ; otherwise reject and return to Step 1.

This algorithm can be viewed as a fiducial version of approximate Bayesian computation (ABC,

Beaumont et al., 2002). Typically one sets ϵ = εδ0, where δ0 = min
θ

ρ(Y ,G(X,θ)) and 0 <

ε < 1. Often the optimization problem in Step 2 can be solved in a closed form, making the

algorithm very easy to implement.

We propose to generalize this basic GFI algorithm in the following ways. First, a penalty term

λ(θ) is added to Step 2 to introduce regularization or shrinkage to handle, say, model selection

problems. Next, when shrinkage is applied, we also propose including a debiasing operation

d(θ) to the algorithm. We will provide a general approach to finding such a debiasing function

in Section 4. Finally, theoretical results in Section 5 show that the resulting inference is valid

even if the rejection Step 4 is omitted. Therefore, in order to speed up the calculation we choose

a relatively large ϵ excluding only a samples that appear to be outliers. The resulting easy-to-use

AutoGFI algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1.

The proposed AutoGFI algorithm can be applied to a wide range of modern applications as

long as there is a fitting procedure for the parameters, i.e., Step 2 can be executed. In the below,

we will use AutoGFI to perform the uncertainty quantification task in three different problems.

We will show that AutoGFI provides exceptional empirical performance via simulation studies.

Here we highlight the distinction between AutoGFI and the celebrated bootstrap (Efron and

Tibshirani, 1994). Non-parametric bootstrap is based on the “re-sampling” idea, for example,

re-sampling pairs in regression setup. In contrast, parametric bootstrap must rely on an “initial”

fitted model, and hence the inference made is sensitive to the initial fitting. On the other hand,

9



Algorithm 1 AutoGFI
Input: Data: X , Y

Output: Debiased fiducial samples θ∗
de for the parameter θ

1. Generate an independent copy U ∗ of U .

2. Solve θ∗ = arg min
θ

ρ(Y ,G(X,θ) +U ∗) + λ(θ).

3. Debias θ∗ with θ∗
de = d(θ∗).

4. Accept θ∗
de if ρ(Y ,G(X,θ∗

de) +U ∗) ≤ ϵ; otherwise reject and return to Step 1.

the key of AutoGFI is re-sampling the random component U acting similarly to a “pivot” and

then refitting the perturbed data as in Step 2 of the algorithm. Recall, that we recommend se-

lecting a large value of ϵ in Step 4 of Algorithm 1 and so the effect of the rejection step on the

computational efficiency of AutoGFI is minimal.

4 Debiasing for AutoGFI

As hinted before, if a penalty term is added in Step 2, the AutoGFI estimates necessarily suffer

from non-negligible bias. Inspired by the idea proposed in Van de Geer et al. (2014); Janková

and van de Geer (2018); Wang et al. (2021), this section provides a general approach to correct

such estimation bias.

Under differentiability conditions, a potential fiducial sample generated by Step 2 can often

be viewed as solving the estimating equation

∇⊤
θρ(Y ,G(X,θ) +U ∗)|θ=θ∗ + ξ(θ∗) = 0, (6)

where ξ(θ∗) is a (sub-)gradient of the penalty term λ(θ) evaluated at θ∗. The idea of removing

the bias associated with the penalty is to modify the fiducial sample θ∗ so that the first term of

(6) is closer to 0. To this end, we use a one-step modification and define the debiased fiducial
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sample θ∗
de by solving the equation

−ξ(θ∗) +H(θ∗)(θ∗
de − θ∗) = 0, (7)

where H(θ∗) is the Hessian matrix of second partial derivatives of ρ(Y ,G(X,θ) + U ∗) with

respect to θ evaluated at θ = θ∗. When the coordinate j of subgradient ξ(θ∗)j is an interval,

we recommend using in (7) −ξ(θ∗)j = ∇⊤
θρ(Y ,G(X,θ) +U ∗)j|θ=θ∗ , unless the subgradiant

interval contains 0. In that case, we do not debias the jth coordinate of the fiducial sample, set

θ∗j,de = θ∗j and remove the corresponding coordinates in (7), also removing the appropriate rows

and columns from the matrix H(θ∗). This exception assures that our debiasing procedure does

not interfere with model selection. For example, if an ℓ1 penalty shrinks some coefficients to 0,

these coefficients will be kept as 0.

In high-dimensional settings, the matrix H(θ∗) is usually rank-deficient and poorly condi-

tioned. As a result, the solution to (7) is numerically unstable and highly variable. First, when

penalty-inducing sparsity is used, we control the variability by treating Step 2 as a model selec-

tion step and then only performing debiasing for the non-zero coordinates in which ξ(θ∗) is not an

interval containing 0. Second, we suppress this variability by using a pseudo-inverse H(θ∗)pinv

instead of the real inverse H(θ∗)−1.

For a square matrix H ∈ Rn×n with SVD as H = V ΣW⊤, where Σ is the diagonal matrix

containing all non-zero singular values, denote by ζi(H) the i-th largest singular value of H .

Let S be the diagonal matrix containing all the singular values greater than c ζ1(H) for some

threshold constant c. We define the pseudo inverse of H as

Hpinv := W

S−1 0

0 0

V ⊤.

In other words, we only use those singular vectors corresponding to significant singular values

of H(θ∗) to perform debiasing. The threshold c can be determined in a data-dependent manner.

For example, c can be chosen as any value between ζi(H)/ζ1(H) and ζi+1(H)/ζ1(H) where

i = arg max
k

ζk(H)/ζk+1(H). This implies that c is located at the point where there is a large
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jump in the magnitude of the singular values of H . With these, the debiasing function is defined

as

θ∗
de := θ∗ +H(θ∗)pinvξ(θ∗). (8)

The remaining problem is calculating the first and second derivatives of ρ, which could be

quite challenging for complex models. To tackle this, we advocate using a set of new techniques

in mathematics and computer algebra called automatic differentiation. With such techniques,

we can accurately and efficiently evaluate the derivative of a function specified by a computer

program, even for complex models. Many packages have been developed to implement this tech-

nique in machine learning and scientific computing. In our work, we use the Python package

JAX (Frostig et al., 2018) to carry out the calculations.

5 Theoretical Results

This section presents some theoretical properties of AutoGFI. The proofs are delayed to the

appendix.

Let Yi = G(X i,θ0) + Ui for all i = 1, . . . , n and U ∗ is an independent copy of U =

(U1, . . . , Un)
⊤, i.e., U and U ∗ are i.i.d. Assume ρ(x,y) = ∥x−y∥2/2 =

∑n
i=1(xi− yi)

2/2, the

gradient of the penalty function ξn(θ) is monotone increasing and differentiable function, and

the data generating function G(X,θ) is twice continuously differentiable in θ. Consequently (6)

becomes
n∑

i=1

∇⊤
θG(X i,θ)(Yi −G(X i,θ)− U∗

i ) + ξn(θ) = 0.

Denote by θ̂ the solution of

n∑
i=1

∇⊤
θG(X i, θ̂)(Yi −G(X i, θ̂)) + ξn(θ̂) = 0, (9)

by θ∗ the solution of

n∑
i=1

∇⊤
θG(X i,θ

∗)(Yi −G(X i,θ
∗)− U∗

i ) + ξn(θ
∗) = 0,

12



and by θ̂0 the solution of

n∑
i=1

∇⊤
θG(X i, θ̂0)(G(X i,θ0)−G(X i, θ̂0)) + ξn(θ̂0) = 0. (10)

We assume the following:

Assumption 1. There exists a compact K ⊂ Θ so that θ0 ∈ Ko the interior of K.

(a) The probability that there exist θ̂0 ∈ K, θ̂ ∈ K, and θ∗ ∈ K converges to 1.

(b) There exists a monotone increasing function h so that h(0) = 0 and for all θ ∈ K

P
(
∥n−1

n∑
i=1

∇⊤
θG(X i,θ)(G(X i,θ0)−G(X i,θ))∥ ≥ h(∥θ − θ0∥)

)
→ 1.

(c) There exists a full rank, continuous covariance matrix S(θ) so that

n−1/2

n∑
i=1

∇⊤
θG(X i,θ)Ui

D−→ N(0,S(θ))

uniformly in θ ∈ K.

(d) The penalty satisfies n−1 supθ∈K ξn(θ) → 0.

Theorem 2. Under Assumption 1, ∥θ̂ − θ0∥
P−→ 0 and ∥θ∗ − θ0∥

P−→ 0.

Assumption 3. Consider the Taylor series approximation at θ̂0

n−1

(
n∑

i=1

∇⊤
θG(X i,θ)(G(X i,θ0)−G(X i,θ)) + ξn(θ)

)

= T n(θ̂0)(θ − θ̂0) +Rn(θ, θ̂0). (11)

Assume

(a) T n(θ̂0)
P−→ T∞, where T∞ is invertible.

(b) There is a continuous function R, so that R(0) = 0, and ϵ > 0 so that for all ∥θ − θ̂0∥ ≤ ϵ,

P
(
∥Rn(θ, θ̂0)∥ ≤ ∥θ − θ̂0∥R(∥θ − θ̂0∥)

)
→ 1.

13



Theorem 4. Under the Assumptions 1 and 3,

n1/2(θ̂ − θ̂0)
D−→ N(0,T−1

∞ S(θ0)T
−1⊤
∞ ),

n1/2(θ∗ − θ̂)
D−→ N(0,T−1

∞ S(θ0)T
−1⊤
∞ ).

Notice that if n−1/2ξn(θ) → 0, Theorem 3 implies that confidence intervals based on the

generalized fiducial distribution will be asymptotically correct. Otherwise, recall the debiasing

procedure (8) and notice that under assumptions of this section

H(θ∗) =
n∑

i=1

(∇θ∇
⊤
θG(X i,θ

∗))(Yi −G(X i,θ
∗)− U∗

i )

+∇θG(X i,θ
∗)∇⊤

θG(X i,θ
∗).

Next define

Ĥ(θ) =
n∑

i=1

(∇θ∇
⊤
θG(X i,θ))(Yi −G(X i,θ))

+∇θG(X i,θ)∇⊤
θG(X i,θ),

H0(θ) =
n∑

i=1

(∇θ∇
⊤
θG(X i,θ))(G(X i,θ0)−G(X i,θ))

+∇θG(X i,θ)∇⊤
θG(X i,θ),

and set

θ̂de = θ̂ + Ĥ(θ̂)pinvξn(θ̂), θ̂0,de = θ̂0 +H0(θ̂0)
pinvξn(θ̂0).

Assumption 5. The de-biasing procedure satisfies

(a) n1/2(H(θ∗)pinv −H0(θ
∗)pinv)ξn(θ

∗)
P−→ 0 and n1/2(Ĥ(θ̂)pinv −H0(θ̂)

pinv)ξn(θ̂)
P−→ 0.

(b) There exist Cn
P−→ 0 so that

∥H0(θ1)
pinvξn(θ1)−H0(θ2)

pinvξn(θ2)∥ ≤ Cn∥θ1 − θ2∥

for all θ1,θ2 ∈ K.
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(c) Rn = sup
∥θ−θ0∥≤∥ ˆθ0−θ0∥

∥I −H0(θ̂0)
pinvH0(θ)∥2

P−→ 0.

The following theorem shows that under our assumptions the de-biasing procedure reduces

bias without affecting the asymptotic normality of the fiducial samples.

Theorem 6. Under the Assumptions 1, 3, 5

n1/2(θ̂de − θ̂0,de)
D−→ N(0,T−1

∞ S(θ0)T
−1⊤
∞ ),

n1/2(θ∗
de − θ̂de)

D−→ N(0,T−1
∞ S(θ0)T

−1⊤
∞ ),

and

θ̂0,de − θ0 = oP (θ̂0 − θ0).

6 Tensor Regression

6.1 Background

Technological advances have led to the generation of vast multi-way array data in areas such

as genomics (Tao et al., 2017) and medical imaging (Zhou et al., 2013), which can be naturally

represented as tensors. Gene-gene and protein-protein interaction networks can be expressed as

tensors of order two (i.e., 2D adjacency matrices), while anatomical MRI can be represented as

three-mode tensors. Using tensor regression models, the relationship between this complex data

and clinical outcomes can be studied.

Tensor decomposition is a useful method for exploring the low-rank structure of a tensor, as

the major component is often governed by a small number of latent factors (Kolda and Bader,

2009; Shang et al., 2014). Several tensor regression models have been proposed based on tensor

decomposition, such as the CANDECOMP/PARAFAC and Tucker decompositions. While many

studies have focused on estimating the tensor coefficient and selecting effective regions, few have

addressed quantifying the uncertainty of estimates (Guo et al., 2011; Li et al., 2018; Ou-Yang
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et al., 2020; Zhou et al., 2013). Notable exceptions include the Bayesian approaches introduced

in Guhaniyogi et al. (2017) and Papadogeorgou et al. (2021).

This section applies AutoGFI to the tensor regression model and compares it with the two

Bayesian methods mentioned above. Results from simulation experiments show that AutoGFI

can provide a robust estimate of the tensor coefficient and, at the same time, can offer preferable

uncertainty quantification.

6.2 Problem Definition

Let Yi ∈ R be a response variable and X i ∈ ⊗D
d=1Rpd be a tensor predictor of order D for

i = 1, . . . , n. We consider the Gaussian linear model for the tensor regression,

Yi = ⟨X i,B⟩+ Ui, Ui
iid∼ N(0, σ2), (12)

where the tensor coefficient B is a D-mode tensor with
∏D

d=1 pd unknown parameters. Also,

⟨X i,B⟩ = vec(X i)
⊤vec(B) and vec(X i) is the vectorization of X i. Our goal is to provide

robust estimation and uncertainty quantification for B.

As the dimensionality of B usually exceeds the sample size, regularization techniques are

needed to reduce the number of parameters. We follow Zhou et al. (2013) and assume a rank-R

CP decomposition of the tensor coefficient, i.e. B =
∑R

r=1 β
(r)
1 ◦ · · · ◦ β

(r)
D , where β

(r)
d ∈ Rpd

for r = 1, . . . , R and d = 1, . . . , D. With this, model (12) becomes

Yi = ⟨X i,B⟩+ Ui = ⟨X i,
R∑

r=1

β
(r)
1 ◦ · · · ◦ β(r)

D ⟩+ Ui

=
R∑

r=1

vec(X i)
⊤β

(r)
D ⊗ · · · ⊗ β

(r)
1 + Ui,

(13)

where Ui
iid∼ N(0, σ2). In the above, the coefficient B is determined by the factors {βr

d}r=1...R
d=1...D.

Therefore, the number of unknown parameters of B decreases from
∏D

d=1 pd to R
∑D

d=1 pd.
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6.3 AutoGFI for Tensor Regression

Model (13) can be re-expressed as Yi = G(X i,θ) + Ui with Ui
iid∼ N(0, σ2) and G(X i,θ) =

⟨X i,
∑R

r=1 β
(r)
1 ◦ · · · ◦ β(r)

D ⟩. The semi-metric ρ is then

ρ(Y , G(X,θ) +U ∗)

=
n∑

i=1

(Yi − ⟨X i,

R∑
r=1

β
(r)
1 ◦ · · · ◦ β(r)

D ⟩ − U∗
i )

2,
(14)

where Y = (Y1, . . . , Yn), X = (X1, . . . ,Xn) and U ∗ is an independent copy of U .

Although the low-rank structure assumption reduces the number of parameters significantly,

further regularization is required to ensure the number of parameters is less than the number

of observations. Here we employ an ℓ1 penalty to introduce sparsity into the model: λ(β) =

λ
∑

d,r ∥β
(r)
d ∥1.

When the noise scale σ is known, plugging the above ρ and λ in the AutoGFI algorithm,

one can generate debiased fiducial samples for the unknown parameters θ = {βr
d}r=1...R

d=1...D. Thus,

Steps 2 and 3 of Algorithm 1 for tensor regression become:

2. Solve

θ∗ = arg min
θ

n∑
i=1

(Yi − ⟨X i,
R∑

r=1

β
(r)
1 ◦ · · · ◦ β(r)

D ⟩ − U∗
i )

2

+λ
∑
d,r

∥β(r)
d ∥1

with the block relaxation algorithm proposed in Zhou et al. (2013).

3. Debias only the non-zero coordinates as described in Section 4.

In practice, when σ is unknown, we first obtain its MLE σ̂ before generating the fiducial samples

and then replace σ by σ̂ in the algorithm.

A fiducial sample of m copies of {βr
d}r=1...R

d=1...D can be generated by repeating the above al-

gorithm. Each copy forms a fiducial sample of B, denoted by B∗. The entries of B can then

be estimated by taking the element-wise mean or median of the B∗s. Additionally, the (1 − α)

confidence interval can be constructed by using the percentiles of the sample.
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Figure 1: Four 32×32 2D images B used in the tensor regression simulation study. Their sparsity

levels, defined as % of non-zero pixels, are displayed in parentheses.

6.4 Empirical Performance

This subsection evaluates the practical performance of AutoGFI by comparing it to two Bayesian

methods in Guhaniyogi et al. (2017) and Papadogeorgou et al. (2021). The former utilizes CP

decomposition for dimension reduction and assumes a multiway shrinkage prior in the model,

while the latter softens the CP decomposition by introducing entry-specific variability to the row

contributions. We refer to these two methods as Bayesian-hard and Bayesian-soft, respectively.

Throughout the simulation study, we set X i as a 32 × 32 2D matrix with standard normal

entries and the corresponding coefficient B as an image varying from low-rank to no low-rank

structure, with different degrees of sparsity. Setting σ2 = 0.5, we generated 100 replicated

datasets with n = 400 according to (12). The images B considered are shown in Figure 1.

The methods are evaluated by their pixel-wise average biases and root-mean-squared er-

rors (rMSEs), as well as frequentist coverages (and widths) of 90%, 95%, and 99% confi-

dence/credible intervals. By default, we set R = 10 for AutoGFI and Bayesian-hard and R = 3

for Bayesian-soft as recommended by Papadogeorgou et al. Papadogeorgou et al. (2021). The

regularization parameter λ in AutoGFI was chosen by 10-fold cross-validation. The accepting

threshold ϵ was automatically chosen as Q3 + 1.5(Q3 − Q1) to remove potential outliers of the

losses ρ(Y , G(X,θ∗
de) +U ∗), where the Q1 and Q3 are, respectively, the first and third quartiles

of these losses. We chose 0.05 as the threshold constant c for debiasing based on our experiment

results, which indicated that the singular values of H(θ∗) experienced a significant drop near
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Table 1: Average biases and rMSEs of the three methods compared in tensor regression.

AutoGFI Bayesian-hard Bayesian-soft

R3-ex
bias 0.0024 0.0141 0.0372

rMSE 0.0079 0.0198 0.1155

shapes
bias 0.0384 0.0675 0.1431

rMSE 0.0730 0.1008 0.3150

dog
bias 0.1130 0.1310 0.2260

rMSE 0.1561 0.1736 0.3235

foot
bias 0.1039 0.1226 0.2957

rMSE 0.1469 0.1625 0.4321

0.05 ζ1(H(θ∗)).

Table 1 reports the relative performance of the methods on point estimation, which shows that

AutoGFI outperformed the two Bayesian methods in both bias and rMSE.

Table 2 compares the empirical frequentist coverages and widths of 90%, 95%, and 99%

confidence/credible intervals for truly zero and truly non-zero pixel entries in B. For non-zero

entries, when the low-rank assumption is true (R3-ex), AutoGFI Bayesian-hard performed sim-

ilarly, with coverages close to the target level. When B is approximately low-rank, AutoGFI

outperformed other methods, with coverage levels much closer to the target levels and much

higher than the others when sharing the same order of interval widths. For truly zero elements,

AutoGFI provided higher coverages (and very often smaller interval widths), indicating that they

are better at distinguishing significant regions from zeros. This is because shrinkage causes a

significant portion of the relevant coordinates in the fiducial sample to be exactly zero.
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Table 2: Empirical frequentist coverages and widths (in parentheses) of 90%, 95%, and 99% con-

fidence/credible intervals among truly zero and truly non-zero pixel entries for different methods

in tensor regression.

AutoGFI Bayesian-hard Bayesian-soft
R

3-
ex

no
n-

ze
ro

90% 88.02% (0.0730) 90.77% (0.1032) 88.03% (0.3090)

95% 93.87% (0.0869) 95.33% (0.1231) 91.32% (0.3725)

99% 98.49% (0.1131) 98.91% (0.1610) 93.42% (0.5004)

ze
ro

90% 99.98% (0.0030) 94.99% (0.0649) 97.29% (0.1648)

95% 99.99% (0.0046) 97.84% (0.0790) 98.35% (0.2105)

99% 99.99% (0.0094) 99.64% (0.1074) 99.05% (0.3075)

sh
ap

es

no
n-

ze
ro

90% 89.48% (0.4225) 77.16% (0.4282) 41.51% (0.4036)

95% 94.15% (0.5075) 84.33% (0.5072) 45.44% (0.4913)

99% 97.83% (0.6597) 91.77% (0.6485) 49.57% (0.6721)

ze
ro

90% 98.52% (0.1422) 94.92% (0.2889) 92.65% (0.3189)

95% 99.16% (0.1867) 97.22% (0.3464) 93.58% (0.3981)

99% 99.79% (0.2827) 98.99% (0.4541) 94.24% (0.5683)

do
g

no
n-

ze
ro

90% 90.19% (0.5138) 82.98% (0.4757) 70.32% (0.5806)

95% 94.29% (0.6313) 88.58% (0.5680) 75.86% (0.6993)

99% 98.35% (0.8853) 94.51% (0.7409) 84.72% (0.9405)

ze
ro

90% 97.09% (0.3795) 90.96% (0.4394) 87.71% (0.5281)

95% 99.39% (0.4882) 95.32% (0.5267) 90.78% (0.6405)

99% 100.0% (0.7434) 98.81% (0.6923) 94.23% (0.8720)

fo
ot

no
n-

ze
ro

90% 84.35% (0.4654) 79.64% (0.4604) 50.57% (0.4993)

95% 90.96% (0.5709) 86.00% (0.5484) 56.01% (0.5991)

99% 97.62% (0.7945) 93.45% (0.7102) 64.39% (0.7989)

ze
ro

90% 96.13% (0.3088) 91.97% (0.4060) 79.68% (0.4175)

95% 98.62% (0.4004) 95.79% (0.4864) 82.39% (0.5051)

99% 99.95% (0.6155) 98.64% (0.6375) 84.53% (0.6842)
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7 Matrix Completion

7.1 Background

Matrix completion is a fundamental problem in machine learning, encountered in many appli-

cations, with the Netflix movie rating challenge (Bennett and Lanning, 2007) being perhaps the

most well-known example. Here the dataset is a large movie rating matrix consisting of 17770

movies (columns) and 480189 customers (rows), with less than 1% of the data matrix (customer-

movie pairs) observed. The challenge participants were asked to develop methods to impute the

unobserved movie ratings, which is an ill-specified problem and requires additional constraints on

the unknown full matrix to make it well-defined. Rank constraints are the most popular choices,

with many solutions assuming the full matrix is of low rank. This low-rank assumption is well-

empirically motivated in many applications; for example, in the Netflix challenge, it corresponds

to the belief that users’ movie ratings are based on a few factors. Other applications areas for ma-

trix completion include computer vision (Chen and Suter, 2004), medical imaging (Haldar and

Liang, 2010), collaborative filtering (Rennie and Srebro, 2005), and others. This section applies

AutoGFI to this matrix completion problem.

7.2 Problem Definition

Let M be a real matrix of size m × n. Only a small fraction of the elements Mij’s of M are

observed. Denote the index set of the observed elements as Ω = {1, . . . ,m}×{1, . . . , n}; that is,

(i, j) ∈ Ω if Mij is observed. For simplicity, we collect all the observed elements in an observed

matrix Y , through a projection function f(M ) of M ; that is,

Yij =


Mij if (i, j) ∈ Ω

0 otherwise.

The goal is to, given Y , estimate the unknown elements of M . Under the low-rank assump-

tion and in the absence of noise, the matrix completion problem can be formulated as a rank-
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minimization problem:

min
M

rank(M ) s.t. Y = f(M). (15)

Although (15) guarantees the exact recovery of M under some regularity conditions (Candès

et al., 2011; Candès and Recht, 2009), it is a non-convex and NP-hard problem (Srebro and

Jaakkola, 2003) so no known polynomial-time solutions exist. Various computationally feasible

reformulations have been proposed to overcome this limitation, e.g., Candès and Plan (2010);

Chen and Wainwright (2015); Gross (2011); Keshavan et al. (2010); Koltchinskii et al. (2011);

Negahban and Wainwright (2012).

This section focuses on a reformulation that allows for the observed entries to be corrupted

by additive noise and assumes the true matrix M can be factorized into two factors M = AB⊤.

The solution to this reformulation is:

min
A,B

∥Y − f(AB⊤)∥2F + λ∥A∥2F + λ∥B∥2F , (16)

where ∥ · ∥F is the Frobenius norm and λ is the regularization parameter. This reformulation has

been studied, for example, in Chen et al. (2020, 2019); Yuchi et al. (2022).

7.3 AutoGFI for Matrix Completion

With the assumptions behind (16), the noisy matrix observation model is

Yij = (AB⊤)ij + Uij for all (i, j) ∈ Ω, (17)

where Uij denotes independently generated normal noise at the location (i, j). We assume the

data are missing uniformly at random. That is, each index (i, j) is included in Ω independently

with the same probability. Therefore, the data generating equation of (17) is Y = f(AB⊤)+U ,

where U is a matrix with Uij
iid∼ N(0, σ2) for all (i, j) ∈ Ω and Uij = 0 for all (i, j) /∈ Ω. The

semi-metric ρ is

ρ(Y ,G(θ) +U ∗) = ∥Y − f(ABT )−U ∗∥2F , (18)

22



where θ = (A,B). and with penalty chosen as λ(θ) = λ∥A∥2F + λ∥B∥2F . This leads to an opti-

mization problem that is similar to (16) and can be efficiently solved by the 2-stage algorithm of

Chen et al. (2020). With these, the fiducial samples of A and B can be generated by Algorithm 1,

where Steps 1 to 3 become:

1. Generate U∗
ij ∼ N(0, σ2) for (i, j) ∈ Ω and leave the other entries as 0.

2. Solve

θ∗ = (A∗,B∗)

= arg min
A,B

∥Y − f(ABT )−U ∗∥2F + λ(∥A∥2F + ∥B∥2F )

using the 2-stage algorithm of Chen et al. (2020).

3. Debias the non-zero coordinates as described in Section 4 using ρ defined in (18) and ξ the

gradient of the penalty term.

In practice, the matrix rank R and the noise scale σ can often be reliably estimated in a data-

dependent manner (e.g., Chen et al., 2020).

Using the procedure introduced above, one can obtain fiducial samples of A and B and hence

M = AB⊤. From these samples, the point estimates and confidence intervals of the missing

entries of M can be obtained.

7.4 Empirical Performance

This section compares the empirical performance of AutoGFI for matrix completion with the fre-

quentist method proposed in Chen et al. (2019), referred to as Freq-MC below, and the Bayesian

method BayeSMG proposed in Yuchi et al. (2022).

Similar to the experimental setting of Chen et al. (2019), we generated a rank-R matrix M =

AB⊤, where A,B ∈ Rn×R are random orthonormal matrices. We added noise with σ = 0.001

to obtain Y = M + U , where Uij ∼ N(0, σ2) are i.i.d. Each entry of Y is observed with
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Table 3: Average estimation errors of the three methods compared in matrix completion.

AutoGFI BayeSMG Freq-MC

n = 500, R = 2
p = 0.2 0.1035 0.1449 0.1125

p = 0.4 0.0724 0.1002 0.0738

n = 500, R = 5
p = 0.2 0.1707 0.2335 0.1944

p = 0.4 0.1156 0.1611 0.1207

n = 1000, R = 2
p = 0.2 0.1469 0.2027 0.1500

p = 0.4 0.1040 0.1417 0.1020

n = 1000, R = 5
p = 0.2 0.2373 0.3214 0.2457

p = 0.4 0.1629 0.2248 0.1625

probability p independently. We considered two values for n: (500, 1000), two values for R: (2,

5), and two values for p: (20%, 40%), resulting in eight simulation settings.

The methods are evaluated by estimation errors measured in Frobenuis norm and frequentist

coverages (and widths) of 90%, 95%, and 99% confidence/credible intervals. We used 10-fold

cross-validation to choose the penalty term λ for AutoGFI and set λ = 2.5σ
√
np for Freq-MC

as suggested by the authors. Same as tensor regression, the accepting threshold ϵ was chosen as

Q3 + 1.5(Q3 − Q1), where the Q1 and Q3 are the, respectively, first and third quartiles of the

losses ρ(Y , G(θ∗
de) + U ∗). The threshold constant c used in debiasing was chosen as 0.05, the

same as tensor regression.

For each simulation setting, we randomly generated 100 matrices with missing entries, and

for each matrix, we applied the above three methods to estimate its missing entries and construct

confidence intervals. Table 3 reports the estimation errors of the methods, while Tables 4 shows

the empirical coverage rates. Notice that AutoGFI gave the lowest estimation errors and produced

comparable confidence interval coverages when compared to other tailor-made methods.
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Table 4: Empirical frequentist coverages and widths (in parentheses) of 90%, 95%, and 99%

confidence/credible intervals for the missing entries in matrix completion.

AutoGFI BayeSMG Freq-MC
n
=

50
0,

R
=

2

p
=

0.
2

90% 89.08% (0.0006) 89.82% (0.0006) 86.27% (0.0006)

95% 94.30% (0.0007) 94.85% (0.0008) 92.18% (0.0007)

99% 98.59% (0.001) 98.90% (0.001) 97.73% (0.001)

p
=

0.
4

90% 89.31% (0.0004) 89.92% (0.0004) 88.44% (0.0004)

95% 94.46% (0.0005) 94.93% (0.0005) 93.89% (0.0005)

99% 98.67% (0.0007) 98.96% (0.0007) 98.57% (0.0007)

n
=

50
0,

R
=

5

p
=

0.
2

90% 87.73% (0.001) 89.78% (0.0011) 81.94% (0.001)

95% 93.34% (0.0012) 94.83% (0.0013) 88.78% (0.0012)

99% 98.24% (0.0016) 98.90% (0.0017) 96.04% (0.0015)

p
=

0.
4

90% 88.64% (0.0007) 89.90% (0.0007) 86.69% (0.0007)

95% 94.00% (0.0008) 94.92% (0.0009) 92.62% (0.0008)

99% 98.50% (0.0011) 98.96% (0.0011) 98.07% (0.0011)

n
=

10
00
,
R

=
2

p
=

0.
2

90% 89.54% (0.0004) 89.79% (0.0004) 88.15% (0.0004)

95% 94.57% (0.0005) 94.81% (0.0005) 93.62% (0.0005)

99% 98.70% (0.0007) 98.89% (0.0007) 98.43% (0.0007)

p
=

0.
4

90% 89.57% (0.0003) 90.10% (0.0003) 89.46% (0.0003)

95% 94.67% (0.0004) 95.05% (0.0004) 94.62% (0.0004)

99% 98.76% (0.0005) 98.95% (0.0005) 98.83% (0.0005)

n
=

10
00
,
R

=
5

p
=

0.
2

90% 89.01% (0.0007) 89.84% (0.0007) 86.44% (0.0007)

95% 94.22% (0.0009) 94.86% (0.0009) 92.38% (0.0008)

99% 98.60% (0.0011) 98.90% (0.0011) 97.94% (0.0011)

p
=

0.
4

90% 89.66% (0.0005) 90.06% (0.0005) 88.96% (0.0005)

95% 94.68% (0.0006) 95.01% (0.0006) 94.26% (0.0006)

99% 98.71% (0.0008) 98.97% (0.0008) 98.69% (0.0008)
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8 Regression with Network Cohesion

8.1 Background

As modern communication technology advances, network data are becoming increasingly pop-

ular. One longstanding problem is community detection, as in identifying friendship circles in a

social network. Also, combining information from node features and the network structure has

gained interest among researchers, such as using node covariates to assist in inferring the network

structure (e.g., Binkiewicz et al., 2017; Su et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2016).

One can also leverage network structures to assist inference on the node covariates, which

is the main focus of this section. We consider a linear regression model with observations con-

nected in a network, where each node is associated with some node covariates and a response

variable of interest. To incorporate network effects into traditional predictive models, Li et al.

(2019) proposed an RNC (regression with network cohesion) estimator that uses a graph-based

regularization to assert similar individual effects for those who are connected in the network.

They showed that by adding the network cohesion, the out-of-sample prediction error was signif-

icantly improved. This idea of adding graph-regularization has also been applied to many other

problems, such as graph-regularized matrix completion (Ma et al., 2011; Rao et al., 2015).

This section demonstrates the use of AutoGFI in the RNC problem to provide uncertainty

quantification of the model parameters. We note that, when the noise is additive, AutoGFI can be

straightforwardly extended to other graph-regularized methods.

8.2 Problem Definition

In linear regression with network cohesion (Li et al., 2019), the model is

Y = Xβ +α+U , (19)

where Y = (Y1, . . . , Yn)
T is the response vector, X is an n × p design matrix, α is an n × 1

vector of individual effects, β is a p× 1 vector of fixed effects covariates, and U ∼ N(0, σ2In)

26



is the error term.

We assume these n samples are connected in a network G = (V,E), where V = {1, . . . , n}

is the node set, and E ⊂ V × V is the edge set. The Laplacian of G is defined as L = D −A

where A is the adjacency matrix and D = diag(d1, . . . , dn) with di being the degree of the i-th

node. The RNC estimator is defined as the minimizer of

L(α,β) = ∥Y −Xβ −α∥2 + λαTLα, (20)

where λ > 0 is a tuning parameter selected by cross-validation.

In general, the n+ p parameters (α and β) cannot be estimated from n observations without

further assumptions. In this network regression setting, we assume that the design matrix X

is centered and has full column rank. Li et al. (2019) proved that when the network contains

additional information beyond what is contained in X , the RNC estimator always exists. We will

make the same assumption here.

Li et al. (2019) also derived the asymptotic bounds for the bias and the variance of the RNC

estimator. In particular, the bias term depends on Lα, and the norm of bias grows with ∥Lα∥.

Under the condition that ∥Lα∥ = 0, the RNC estimator is unbiased. This occurs when the

individual effect on node i is simply the average of those of its neighboring nodes; otherwise,

there is bias involved.

8.3 AutoGFI for Network Regression

First, the data generating equation of network regression is given in (19). Using our notations

from Sections 2 and 3, we can express it in the form of Y = G(X,θ) + U with G(X,θ) =

Xβ +α. The unknown parameters are θ = (α,β), and the random component is U . Also, the

semi-metric ρ for this model is

ρ(Y ,G(X,θ) +U ∗) = ∥Y −Xβ −α−U ∗∥2, (21)
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where U ∗ is an independent copy of U . According to (20), the penalty term is

λ(θ) = λαTLα. (22)

Different from the penalty terms used in Sections 6 and 7, (22) only penalizes the part of α that

lies in the column space of L. The part of α in the null space has no contribution to the penalty

term. Therefore, we only need to debias the part in the column space of L, i.e., we only debias

what was penalized.

The optimization problem in Step 2 of AutoGFI can be solved by the algorithm in Li et al.

(2019). To debias the penalized parameters, we separate α as α = (I − PL)α + L−1/2η and

transform (21) to

ρη(Y ,G(X,θ) +U ∗) = ∥Y −Xβ − (I − PL)α−L−1/2η −U ∗∥2, (23)

where PL is the project matrix of L and η = L1/2α.

From (23), we can see that η is the term that we penalize. Thus, we first only debias η, then

use d(η) to rebuild a debiased α, and finally refit the model to debias β. Therefore, Steps 2 and 3

of Algorithm 1 for network regression become:

2. Solve

θ∗ = (α∗,β∗) = arg min
α,β

∥Y −Xβ −α−U ∗∥2 + λαTLα

with the algorithm in Li et al. (2019).

3. Let η∗ = L1/2α∗ and plug it in (23) so that

ρη(Y ,G(X,θ) +U ∗) = ∥Y −Xβ∗ − (I − PL)α
∗ −L−1/2η∗ −U ∗∥2.

(a) Debias the non-zero coordinates of η∗ by η∗
de = η∗ +H(η∗)pinvξ(η∗).

(b) Calculate the debiased α∗ as α∗
de = PLα

∗ +L−1/2η∗
de.

(c) Obtain the debiased β∗ by refitting the model, i.e.,

β∗
de = (X⊤X)−1X⊤(Y −L−1/2η∗

de).
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Set θ∗
de = (β∗

de,α
∗
de).

In the above, as the Laplacian matrix L is not of full rank, the generalized inverse of L1/2 is used

instead. This enables the construction of a (1 − α) fiducial confidence interval for β using the

α/2 and 1− α/2 quantiles of β∗
de.

8.4 Empirical Performance

We evaluated the practical performance of AutoGFI using a stochastic block model with 3 blocks.

The probability of a connection between two nodes in the same block was pw, and the probability

of a connection between nodes in different blocks was pb. The adjacency matrix A ∈ {0, 1}n×n

was generated independently with Aij = Aji and Aii = 0 from the probability matrix P =

B ⊗ Jn/3, where B is given by

B =


pw pb pb

pb pw pb

pb pb pw


and Jk is a k × k matrix with all ones.

We generated β from N(1, Ip), where p = 10 in our experiments, and the covariate matrix

X was generated independently from standard normal. Therefore, the columns are uncorrelated

and have 0 means. The αs were generated independently from a normal distribution with the

mean determined by the node’s block assignment N(ηk, s
2), where η1 = −1, η2 = 0, η3 = 1.

Finally, Y = α+XTβ +U with U ∼ N(0, σ2I).

As mentioned before, the bias of the RNC estimator depends on ∥Lα∥. We tested AutoGFI

under both unbiased (i.e., ∥Lα∥ = 0) and biased (i.e., ∥Lα∥ > 0) conditions. Specifically, we

set pw = 0.2 and σ = 0.5 and used three choices of (pb, s): (i) (0, 0) which gives ∥Lα∥ = 0, (ii)

(0.01, 0.1) which gives ∥Lα∥ ≈ 65, and (iii) (0.02, 0.1) which gives ∥Lα∥ ≈ 108.

Once the network A, design matrix X and parameters (α, β) were generated, we fixed them.

We then simulated 500 datasets by re-generating U and generating 1000 fiducial samples of (α∗,
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β∗) for each dataset using AutoGFI. These samples were then used to form confidence intervals.

We compared AutoGFI with two other methods. The first was ordinary linear regression

(OLR) without using network information. We used the true σ2 and the classical way of con-

structing confidence intervals. Since the network is correlated with individual effects, ignor-

ing them would lose information and worsen the estimation results. The second method was

based on a fixed effects linear model, for which we assumed the true group assignments of nodes

are known. That is, there were 3 known groups, and the individuals within each group shared

a common intercept. When s ̸= 0, the randomness in α was simply combined into U , i.e.,

Ui ∼ N(0, s2 + σ2). Note that this second method could be seen as an oracle method since it has

access to the usually unknown group assignment. We compared the rMSEs of the methods and

the coverages and widths of their confidence intervals. The results are summarized in Table 5 for

different settings.

We can see AutoGFI outperforms the OLS method and is very similar to the oracle in terms

of rMSEs when estimating βs. The coverage of AutoGFI based confidence intervals is also very

close to the target level under all cases. As the value of ∥Lα∥ increases, all confidence intervals

tend to be wider due to more noise in the data. Compared to the oracle, the AutoGFI confidence

intervals are often slightly wider because σ2 is slightly overestimated, resulting in more dispersed

fiducial samples and thus wider confidence intervals. However, under the unbiased case (i.e.,

∥Lα∥ = 0), the AutoGFI confidence intervals are almost identical to the oracle ones. On the

other hand, the confidence intervals of OLR have dramatically lower coverage than the target.

This shows the necessity of taking the network information into consideration.

9 Conclusion

In this paper, we discussed the development of GFI and proposed a new form that can be applied

to a broad range of high-dimensional and/or nonlinear additive noise problems. We developed a

practical and straightforward-to-implement algorithm, AutoGFI, for generating fiducial samples
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Table 5: Average rMSEs of the parameter estimates and empirical frequentist coverages and

widths (in parentheses) of various confidence intervals in network regression.

AutoGFI oracle OLR

pb = 0,

s = 0,

∥Lα∥ = 0

rMSE 0.0292 0.0290 0.0537

90% 89.32% (0.0992) 89.98% (0.0981) 62.9% (0.098)

95% 94.8% (0.118) 95.38% (0.117) 71.46% (0.1169)

99% 98.68% (0.1535) 99.1% (0.1542) 83.68% (0.154)

pb = 0.01,

s = 0.1,

∥Lα∥ ≈ 65

rMSE 0.0298 0.0295 0.0571

90% 90.04% (0.1055) 90.0% (0.1002) 54.46% (0.0979)

95% 94.68% (0.1255) 95.04% (0.1195) 64.66% (0.1167)

99% 98.66% (0.1632) 99.12% (0.1574) 80.72% (0.1538)

pb = 0.02,

s = 0.1,

∥Lα∥ ≈ 108

rMSE 0.0318 0.0299 0.0606

90% 91.62% (0.1157) 89.58% (0.1008) 55.16% (0.0984)

95% 95.78% (0.1377) 95.04% (0.1203) 64.0% (0.1173)

99% 99.12% (0.1791) 99.12% (0.1585) 77.46% (0.1546)
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of the parameters of interest. This approach is particularly useful in situations where uncertainty

quantification has been difficult or impossible using traditional inference methods. Numerical

results of applying AutoGFI to three challenging problems demonstrate its highly competitive

performance compared to tailor-made competitors. Overall, this paper has shown that GFI is

a promising alternative to traditional methods for addressing important and practical inference

problems. Future work will focus on extending the framework to non-additive noise problems,

such as generalized linear models or multiplicative noise modeling.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Technical Details

This appendix outlines the proofs for Theorems 2 to 6.

Proof for Theorem 2. Select ϵ > 0 and set C = min(h(ϵ)/2, ϵ). By Assumption 1(c),

P

(
n−1 sup

θ∈K
∥

n∑
i=1

∇⊤
θG(X i,θ)Ui + ξn(θ)∥ ≥ C

)
→ 0.

Since (9) is equivalent to

n−1

n∑
i=1

∇⊤
θG(X i, θ̂)(G(X i,θ0)−G(X i, θ̂))

=− n−1ξn(θ̂)− n−1

n∑
i=1

∇⊤
θG(X i, θ̂)Ui,

there is a solution θ̂ ∈ K with probability going to 1 by Assumption 1(a). At the same time, if

θ̂ ∈ K and ∥θ̂ − θ0∥ ≥ ϵ, then

n−1∥
n∑

i=1

∇⊤
θG(X i, θ̂)(G(X i,θ0)−G(X i, θ̂))∥ ≥ h(ϵ)

with probability going to 1. By the union bound P (∥θ̂ − θ0∥ ≥ ϵ) → 0.

The same argument also shows that P (∥θ∗ − θ0∥ ≥ ϵ) → 0.
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Proof for Theorem 4. The same argument as in the proof of Theorem 2 shows that θ̂0
P−→ θ0.

Rewrite (9) using (11) to obtain

T n(θ̂0)n
1/2(θ̂ − θ̂0) + n1/2Rn(θ̂, θ̂0)

=− n−1/2

n∑
i=1

∇⊤
θG(X i, θ̂)Ui.

By Theorem 2 θ̂ − θ̂0
P−→ 0 and therefore Assumption 3(b) implies that n1/2Rn(θ̂, θ̂0) =

op(∥n1/2(θ̂− θ̂0)∥). Finally, Assumptions 3(a) and 1(c) and Slutsky’s lemma imply that n1/2(θ̂−

θ̂0)
D−→ N(0,T−1

∞ S(θ0)T
−1⊤
∞ ). The second part of the theorem is proved similarly.

Proof for Theorem 6. Notice that

n1/2(θ∗
de − θ̂de) = n1/2(θ∗ − θ̂)

+ n1/2
(
H(θ∗)pinv −H0(θ

∗)pinv) ξn(θ∗)

+ n1/2
(
H0(θ

∗)pinvξn(θ
∗)−H0(θ̂)

pinvξn(θ̂)
)

+ n1/2
(
H0(θ̂)

pinv − Ĥ(θ̂)pinv
)
ξn(θ̂).

The claimed asymptotic normality now follows using Slutsky’s lemma, Theorem 4 and As-

sumption 5. The argument for n1/2(θ̂de − θ̂0,de) is analogous.

Next, Taylor’s theorem and (10) imply

−ξn(θ̂0) =

(∫ 1

0

H0(vθ̂0 + (1− v)θ0) dv

)
(θ̂0 − θ0).

Consequently,

∥θ̂0,de − θ0∥ ≤ Rn ∥θ̂0 − θ0∥.

This concludes the proof.
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