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Abstract

Multimodal data, where different types of data are collected from the same sub-
jects, are fast emerging in a large variety of scientific applications. Factor analysis is
commonly used in integrative analysis of multimodal data, and is particularly useful
to overcome the curse of high dimensionality and high correlations. However, there
is little work on statistical inference for factor analysis based supervised modeling of
multimodal data. In this article, we consider an integrative linear regression model
that is built upon the latent factors extracted from multimodal data. We address
three important questions: how to infer the significance of one data modality given
the other modalities in the model; how to infer the significance of a combination of
variables from one modality or across different modalities; and how to quantify the
contribution, measured by the goodness-of-fit, of one data modality given the others.
When answering each question, we explicitly characterize both the benefit and the
extra cost of factor analysis. Those questions, to our knowledge, have not yet been
addressed despite wide use of factor analysis in integrative multimodal analysis, and
our proposal bridges an important gap. We study the empirical performance of our
methods through simulations, and further illustrate with a multimodal neuroimaging
analysis.

Keywords: Data integration; Dimension reduction; Factor analysis; High-dimensional
inference; Multimodal neuroimaging; Principal components analysis.



1 Introduction

Thanks to rapid technological advances, multiple types of data are now frequently collected
for a common set of experimental subjects. Such a new data structure, often referred as
multi-view, multi-source or multimodal data, is fast emerging in a wide range of scientific
fields. Examples include multi-omics data in genomics, multimodal neuroimaging data
in neuroscience, multimodal electronic health records data in health care administration,
among others. Numerous empirical studies have found that, by combining diverse but
usually complementary information from different types of data, an integrative analysis of
multimodal data is often beneficial; see Uludag and Roebroeck (2014); Li et al. (2016);
Richardson et al. (2016) for reviews and the references therein.

In view of the promise of multimodal data, a number of statistical methods have re-
cently been developed for integrative analysis. An important class of such solutions is
matrix or tensor factorization, which decomposes multimodal data into the components
that capture joint variations shared across modalities, and the components that character-
ize modality-specific variations (Lock et al., 2013; Yang and Michailidis, 2015; Li and Jung,
2017; Lock and Li, 2018; Gaynanova and Li, 2019). Another class is canonical correlation
analysis, which seeks maximum correlations between different data modalities through de-
composition of the between-modality dependency structure (Li and Gaynanova, 2018; Shu
et al., 2019). However, all these methods are unsupervised, in the sense that there is not a
response variable involved. Li et al. (2018) recently proposed an integrative reduced-rank
regression to model multivariate responses given multi-view data as predictors. Xue and
Qu (2019) developed an estimating equations approach to accommodate block missing pat-
terns in multimodal data. Their methods are supervised, but both focused on parameter
estimation and variable selection instead of statistical inference.

It is of ubiquitous interest to study the predictive associations between responses and
multimodal predictors. However, there are some unique characteristics of multimodal data
that make the problem challenging. First, multimodal data are often high-dimensional.
In plenty of applications, even a single modality contains more variables than the sample
size. Second, some variables in multimodal data can be highly correlated. This can hap-

pen for the variables within a single modality, or for the related variables across multiple



modalities as they often measure related features of the same subject. This phenomenon
has been constantly observed, and is actually the base upon which those matrix or tensor
factorization solutions are built (Lock et al., 2013). Such high correlations pose challenges
when directly applying many standard high-dimensional methods, such as LASSO (Tib-
shirani, 1996), to multimodal data, as they usually require the predictors not to be highly
correlated in order to achieve some desired statistical properties, e.g., the variable selection
consistency. Finally, multimodal data pose new questions; for instance, how to quantify
the contribution and statistical significance of one data modality conditioning on the other
data modalities in the regression model.

Factor analysis is a well-known approach to both reduce high dimensionality and high
correlations among the variables. For data with a single modality, Fan et al. (2013) em-
ployed a factor model to estimate a non-sparse covariance matrix. Kneip et al. (2011) pro-
posed to include the latent factors as additional explanatory variables in a high-dimensional
linear regression, and established the model selection consistency. Fan et al. (2016) pro-
posed a factor-adjusted model selection method for a general high-dimensional M-estimation
problem. They separated the latent factors from the idiosyncratic components to reduce
correlations among the covariates, and showed that their method can reach the variable
selection consistency under milder conditions than standard selection methods. Li et al.
(2018) studied estimation of a covariance matrix of variables. They showed that leveraging
on additional auxiliary variables can improve the estimation, when the auxiliary variables
share some common latent factors with the variables of interest. For data with multiple
modalities, Shen et al. (2013) proposed an integrative clustering method based on identify-
ing common latent factors from multi-omics data. Zhang et al. (2019) developed an imputed
factor regression model for dimension reduction and prediction of multimodal data with
missing blocks. Despite these efforts, however, there is little work on statistical inference
for supervised modeling of multimodal data. Moreover, there is no explicit quantification
of the benefit of factor analysis in a multimodal regression setting, and many important
inference-related questions remain unanswered.

In this article, we aim to bridge this gap. We consider an integrative linear regression
model built upon the latent factors extracted from multimodal data. We show that this

model alleviates high dimensionality and high correlations of multimodal data. Based on



this model, we address three important questions: how to infer the significance of one data
modality given the other modalities in the model; how to infer the significance of a com-
bination of variables from one or more modalities; and how to quantify the contribution,
measured by the goodness-of-fit, of one data modality given the others. When answering
each question, we explicitly characterize both the benefit and the extra cost of factor anal-
ysis. First, by resorting to a relatively small number of latent factors, it effectively reduces
the dimensionality and turns a high-dimensional test to a low-dimensional one when testing
the significance of a whole modality. As a result, it enables us to derive a closed form for
the limiting distribution of the test statistic; see Theorem 1. Second, our method can con-
sistently estimate the support and nonzero components of the covariate coefficients in the
regression model. More importantly, by using the decorrelated idiosyncratic components
from factor analysis as the pseudo predictors, instead of the original highly correlated co-
variates, it requires much weaker conditions to reach the variable selection and estimation
consistency; see Theorem 3. In addition, we show that, when there are enough variables
in each modality so that the latent factors can be well estimated, the resulting estimation
error can reach the minimax optimal rate, and under weaker conditions. Third, such an
improvement in selection and estimation in turn benefits the inference of the significance
of a linear combination of predictors, by requiring less stringent conditions to establish
the limiting distribution of the test statistic; see Theorem 4. Finally, by leveraging on the
latent factors shared across modalities, it enables us to obtain a closed-form measure of
the variance of the response explained by one modality in addition to the others. Such a
measure facilitates the quantification of the contribution of an individual modality.

Our proposal contributes on several fronts. Even though factor analysis has been widely
used in multimodal data analysis, there has been no formal test developed to explicitly
quantify the contribution and significance of an individual modality or a related set of
variables across different modalities. Our proposal provides the first inferential tools to
address those important questions. Moreover, our work is built on careful examination
of the benefit and trade-off of factor analysis in regression. Compared to the existing
literature, the proof techniques are much more involved than those of the standard setting
when the design matrix is observed and fixed with a single data modality. The technical

tools we develop here are not limited to our setting alone, but are applicable to general



supervised high-dimensional factor models. We also remark that, although we focus on
a linear factor regression model, most of the inference-related results we obtain can be
extended to more general M-estimation problems such as a generalized linear model.

We employ the following notation throughout this article. For a vector a € R?, let
lallo = max;|a;], |lall; = Z;l:l a ], |lallz = (Z;.lzl a?)'/? denote its sup-norm, L;-norm
and Euclidean norm, respectively. For an index set S, let ag denote the subvector of a
with indices in .S. In particular, let the subscript m denote the index set of the mth modal-
ity, and the subscript —m denote the index set of all other modalities. Let a®? = aa’
denote its outer product. Let supp(a) = {j : a; # 0} denote the support of a. For a
square matrix A = (a;;) € R, let Apin(A) and Apax(A) denote its minimum and max-
imum eigenvalues. Let || Allw = sup;; [ai], [[All1 = maxi<jca >, [ais], [|All2 = Amax(A),
JA|lF = (32, ; a2,)"/? denote its element-wise sup-norm, Ly-norm, Ly-norm, and Frobenious
norm, respectively. Let Ag denote the submatrix of A with row and column indices in S.
For a rectangular matrix B = (b;;) € R™*", let || B, = maxXi<i<m Y ;_ |bij|. For two
sequences a,, and b,, write a,, = o(b,) if a,/b, — 0, and a,, > b, if b,/a, — 0. For an
integer M, let [M] = {1,..., M}. For a set S, let |S| denote the number of elements in S.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. We introduce the integrative factor
regression model in Section 2, and describe the parameter estimation in Section 3. These
results are mostly built upon the existing literature on factor analysis. Then we address
the three questions, which to our knowledge have not been answered before. That is,
we develop a test to evaluate the significance of an individual modality given the other
modalities in Section 4, develop a test for a linear combination of predictors in Section 5,
and derive a measure to quantify the contribution of an individual modality in Section 6.

We present the simulations and a multimodal neuroimaging data example in Section 7. We

relegate all technical proofs and some additional lemmas to the Supplementary Materials.

2 Integrative factor regression model

Suppose there are M modalities of variables. Let x,, € RP™ denote the vector of p,,
random variables from the mth modality, and y denote the response variable. Let & =

(x,...,x),) € RP,and p = ™ p,,. We assume x,, is driven by some latent factors in



that @, can be decomposed as
Lm = Amfm + U, <1>

where f,, € REm is the vector of K,, random latent factors, u,, € RP™ is the vector of
random idiosyncratic errors of variables in the mth modality that are uncorrelated with
£, and A,,, € RP»*Em ig the loading matrix of x,, on the latent factors f,,. To avoid the

identifiability issue on A,, and f, , we adopt the usual assumption in the factor analysis

m?

literature by assuming that
Var(f,,) = Ix,, and A/ A,, = D,, € R*"*¥m is a diagonal matrix.

We also assume that f = (f7,..., fiy) € R is uncorrelated with w = (uf, ..., u),) € R?,
where K = "M K,,. Let A = diag(A,,...,Ay) € RPK be the block diagonal matrix
of the loading matrices from all modalities, and ¥, = Var(u) be the covariance matrix
of the idiosyncratic errors. In the factor analysis literature, e.g. Fan et al. (2013), it is
often assumed that X, is sparse, i.e., after removing the variations contributed by the
latent factors, the correlations among the idiosyncratic components are weak. Therefore,
the idiosyncratic u can be viewed as a decorrelated version of the original variables x.

We next employ a linear model to connect «,, with g, in that,

M
y=> @B, +¢ (2)
m=1

where 3, € RPm is the true effect of @, on the response y, and € is an error uncorrelated
of the covariates, with E(¢) = 0 and Var(e) = o2.

Suppose we have n i.i.d. realizations of the data, ¥ = (y1,...,y,) € R", X,, =
(1 oy ) € RVPn X = (Xyq,...,Xu) € RVP, B = (B,...,83/) € RP, and

€=(€1,...,6,) € R". Then model (2) can be written as
M
Y =) X,.B8,+e =X +e
m=1

By the factor model (1), we have X,,, = Fp, A}, + U, where Fppy = (f ..., fom) €
R™Km ig the matrix of the K, factors in the mth modality pertaining to the n subjects,

and U,;, = (Wi, -« o, Upm) € R™P is the matrix of idiosyncratic errors. Then, we have,
Y —Fy +UB +e (3)
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where F = (Fy,...,Fy) € R™E ~* = (BYAy,....83,/Ay) € RE, and U = (Uy, ...,
Uy) € R™P. We call model (3) an integrative factor regression model. In the remainder of
this article, we aim to show that model (3) can benefit estimation, selection and inference
about 3*. The intuition is that, after the latent factors F' are separated, the idiosyncratic
error U can be treated as the pseudo predictors. Such a decorrelation eases selection of
(3%, which in turn benefits the inference on 3*. In addition, the factor decomposition also
serves as a dimension reduction tool, which enables us to derive some closed-form results in
inference. We remark that, in model (3), the coefficient 8* associated with U is the same
as that associated with the original predictor X. It is the main object of interest in our
inference, as its component 3, reflects the effect of the mth modality «,, on the response
y. Meanwhile, we treat v* as a nuisance parameter. We also remark that, one does not
necessarily have to perform factor decomposition for all data modalities. In practice, we
first estimate the number of factors for each modality. For a particular modality that does

not admit a factor structure, we can set the corresponding A,, = 0 and x,,, = u,, in (1).

3 Estimation

To fit model (3), we first estimate the latent variables F' and U, along with the number
of latent factors K,,, using some well established methods in the factor analysis literature.
We then estimate 8, through a penalized least squares approach.

First, we estimate the latent variables F' and U, we adopt the method in Bai and Li
(2012) and Fan et al. (2013), by running principal components analysis (PCA) on each
individual modality X,,. We then estimate F,, by y/n times eigenvectors corresponding
to the largest K, eigenvalues of X, X’ . Denote this estimator by ﬁ‘m We next estimate

Ap by Ay, = (1/n)X" F,,, and estimate U,, by U, = X, — FiuA

/ accordingly. Fan

et al. (2013) showed that ﬁ’m is a consistent estimator, up to a rotation, of F',,, under a
pervasive condition that the latent factors should affect many variables; see Condition 2
and its discussion in Section 4. We remark that, there are alternative ways to estimate the
factors. For instance, methods such as Ma (2013); Cai et al. (2013), and Lock et al. (2013)

may also be applicable, as long as the resulting factor estimates are consistent.

Next, we determine the number of the latent factors K,, in each modality, which is



usually unknown in practice. We use the method of Bai and Ng (2002) to estimate K, by

N 1 .
Km = argmin log {_”Xm - n_lkaF;nka”%} + kg(n7pm>a (4>
0<k<M nPm

where M is a pre-defined upper bound on K,,, IA*"mk is /0 times eigenvectors corresponding

to the largest my, eigenvalues of X,, X’ , and g(n, p,,) is a penalty function that,

N+ Pm nNpm N+ Pm :
N, Pm) = lo , or N, Pm) = log (min{n, p.,}) .
g(n, pm) o g(n+pm) 9(n, pm) o g (min{n, p,, })

For both choices, Bai and Ng (2002) showed that K, is a consistent estimator of K, under
some regularity conditions. We make two additional remarks about K,,. First, in this
article, we treat K, as fixed, which is reasonable in numerous scientific applications. As
K, is related to the number of spiked eigenvalues of X, X’ | it is usually small. Second,
following a common practice of the factor analysis literature, in our subsequent theoretical
analysis, we treat K, as known. All the theoretical results remain valid conditioning on
that there is a consistent estimator IA(m of K,,.

Next, we estimate 3* and v*. We replace F' and U with the corresponding estimators

F= (IA71, e ,f’M) and U = (ﬁl, e (AJM), and solve a penalized least squares problem,

n

3.8) = argmin 5" (5~ Fiy ~ 018) + 2" nl16), 5)
j=1

(v.B) <N
where p(-) is some general folded-concave penalty function, and X is a tuning parameter.
This class of penalty functions includes SCAD (Fan and Lv, 2011) and MCP (Zhang,
2010). It assumes that p(t) is increasing and concave in ¢ > 0, and has a continuous first
derivative p(t) with p(0+) > 0. This optimization problem can be solved by standard
proximal gradient descent algorithms (Parikh et al., 2014). We also briefly comment that,
in our optimization (5), we do not impose the linear constraint that v = A’B3, mainly
because both F' and A are unknown and unidentifiable in our setting. Besides, as we later
show in Theorem 3 that, even without this constraint, the estimator [Ai from (5) achieves the
minimax rate, and can consistently select the support and estimate the nonzero components
of 3%, as long as there are enough variables to estimate the latent factors well. We tune
A in (5) using the standard cross-validation method, following Fan and Lv (2011), while
alternative criteria, e.g., the extended BIC (Chen and Chen, 2008), can also be used to

tune \.



Finally, we estimate o2 by 62 = n™* > " (y; — m;B)Q, where ,@ is the Lasso estimator
of B* obtained by B = argming(2n) "' 3" (y; — #,8)® + A||8]1, where A, is the tuning
parameter. We show in the Supplementary Materials that 52 is consistent to o2. Ac-
tually, any consistent estimator of 0 would suffice for the subsequent hypothesis testing
procedures. Alternative methods such as scaled LASSO (Sun and Zhang, 2013), refitted
cross-validation (Fan et al., 2012), or directly using the residuals from (5) can all be applied

to estimate o2 as well.

4 Hypothesis test of a whole modality

A crucial question in multimodal data analysis is to evaluate if a whole modality is signif-
icantly associated with the outcome, given other modalities in the model. For instance, in
multi-omics analysis, it is of interest to test if DNA methylation correlates with the phe-
notypic traits related to genetic disorders given gene expression level (Richardson et al.,
2016). In multimodal neuroimaging analysis, it is of interest to evaluate if functional imag-
ing quantification for hypometabolism associates with the diagnosis of Alzheimer’s disease,
given structural magnetic resonance imaging of brain atrophy measurement (Zhang et al.,
2011). The challenge here is that even a single modality often contains many more variables
than the sample size.

This is essentially a problem of testing a high-dimensional subvector of 8" in a high-
dimensional regression model. Related testing problems have been extensively studied for
a single modality data. For example, Zhang and Zhang (2014); van de Geer et al. (2014);
Javanmard and Montanari (2014) developed bias-corrected or de-sparsifying methods to
test if a fixed-dimensional subvector of 8" in a high-dimensional linear or generalized linear
model equals zero. In particular, under a general M-estimation framework, Ning and Liu
(2017) proposed a decorrelated score test for the same problem, i.e., to test if a subvec-
tor 35 = 0. They first showed that their score test statistic has a closed-form limiting
distribution when the dimension of the subset |S| is fixed. They then extended to the
case where B% can be any arbitrary subvector of 3* with |S| diverging and even when
|S| > n. Built on a pioneering work by Chernozhukov et al. (2013), they showed that

the distribution of the supremum of the decorrelated score functions can be approximated



by a multiplier bootstrap approach. Consequently, they employed bootstrap simulations
to obtain the critical values of the limiting distribution to form the rejection region. Our
test differs from Ning and Liu (2017). When |S| diverges, the test of Ning and Liu (2017)
no longer has a closed-form limiting distribution, and they had to resort to bootstrap for
critical values. By contrast, we are able to obtain a closed-form limiting distribution for
our test when |S| diverges. This is due to that, instead of using the observed likelihood,
we perform factor decomposition on X ,, first, then use the factor model as a dimension
reduction tool to reduce a high-dimensional test to a fixed-dimensional one. Our method
does pay the extra price that we need to estimate the latent factors to plug into the likeli-
hood function. However, as we show later, this extra cost can be well controlled. We also
numerically compare with Ning and Liu (2017) in Section 7.1. We show that our test is as
powerful, and often more powerful than the test of Ning and Liu (2017).

Formally, for our multimodal analysis, we aim at testing the following pair of hypotheses:
Hy:3,,=0 wversus H,:08; #0. (6)
We perform factor decomposition on the mth modality following (1). Then,

eB=x_ B .+ frYm+ B,

*
m:*

where «,, = Al 3,,. The null hypothesis 3, = 0 implies that 4%, = 0, where v}, = A} 3
Therefore, under the null hypothesis, testing v is the same as testing 3;,. The difference is
that v, € REm is a low-dimensional vector, while 3%, € RP™ is high-dimensional. As such,
the factor model plays the role of dimension reduction for our testing problem. Actually,
directly testing 3, is challenging, since the dimension of 3;, diverges with the sample size,
and there is not a closed form for the limiting distribution of Bm — 3., where Bm is an
estimator of 3;,. On the other hand, we note that, under the alternative hypothesis, the
magnitude of 4% can be different from that of 3 . As such, the power of the test that is
built on «;, can be different from the one that is built on 8;,. We later study the local
power property of the test based on «;, in detail.

Next, we develop a factor-adjusted decorrelated score test, and show that it is asymp-
totically efficient when the latent factors can be well estimated. Following Ning and Liu

(2017), and based on the Gaussian quasi-likelihood, we define the decorrelated score func-

tion as
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n

1 /
S(B.7m) = 5D (Ui = Fin Y = ZiB) (fin — W20,

€ =1
where z; = (@] _,,,u},.) € R?, pop = p — pm, and W* = E(x? ) 'E(x;_nf;,) €
RP-m*EKm which is essentially the projection of the latent factors onto the linear space
spanned by x_,,. Such a projection is needed to control the variability of the high-order
terms in establishing the central limit theorem in Theorem 1 (Ning and Liu, 2017). In the
high-dimensional setting, we need some sparsity condition on W*; see Condition 4, and

solve a regularized problem to obtain its consistent estimator. We treat the score function

as a function of «,,. Under the null hypothesis, we propose to estimate S(3,4,,) by,
o~ o~ 1 -~ -~ —/
S(ﬁfma 0) == Z(yl - '/B;—m/gfm)(fi,m -W 1131‘7_m),

—~/ ~
where f, , is the ith row of the estimated latent factor matrix Fy,, 7

2 is any consistent

estimator of o2 that satisfies Condition 5 below, and B_,, € RP-= and W € RP-=*En are

obtained by solving the following optimization problems,

-~ ~ R , ~ 2
(ﬁfmv’Ym) = argmin 2_ Z (yl - wi,—mﬁfm - fz,m’)lm) + Al”ﬁ—m“h (7)
(B_mYm) n i=1
— 1 < ~
W = argmin ||[W|1, such that ‘— Yz (f;m - ,mW) <. (8)
n b b
=1 e’}

We make a few remarks regarding our score function and compare it to Ning and Liu (2017).
First, we need to estimate the latent factors in the decorrelated score function, while in the
score function of Ning and Liu (2017), the covariates are fully observed. This introduces an
additional layer of complexity when analyzing the statistical property of the score function.
Later in Theorems 1 and 4, we carefully evaluate the extra cost of estimating the latent
factors. Second, we need to involve «,, in (7), even under the null hypothesis ~,, = O.
This is because, if «,, is removed from (7), B_m is no longer consistent to 3*, under the
alternative, which would in turn impact the power of the test. On the other hand, &, is
not used in constructing the test statistic, but only Bfm is. Finally, in order to consistently
estimate W™, we need to solve a non-typical Dantzig problem (8), where the latent factors
are replaced by their corresponding estimators.

Next, we compute the variance of the score function by using the Fisher information.

By the sandwich formula, the information matrix is
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I* |B, 6_2 {E(fz@jz’b) - E(fi,mm;—m)E(mz m) 1E($l m.f } S RKmXKm’

which can be estimated by

T o~ ]_ ~R®2 —/ ]_ n ~/
o {1 (1))
i i=1
Then, our test statistic is given by

1/2 ~ o~

T, f\/_IV s S(B_,,0).

We next show that, under the null hypothesis, the asymptotic distribution of T',, is N (0, Ik, ).

In other words, T, is asymptotically efficient. We first begin with a set of conditions.

Condition 1. For m € [M], suppose {(f; ,, u},,) }i-, are ii.d. uncorrelated sub-Gaussian
= 0.

random vectors with zero mean. That is, E(f,,,) = 0, E(u;,,) = 0, and E(f,,,u;,,) =
Moreover, E{exp(ta/f; )} < exp(Clla|/5t?/2), and E{exp(ta/u;n)} < exp(Clla||5t*/2),

’
i,—m

that E{exp(tz] _,,w;)} < exp(Ct?/2), where wyj is the kth column of W*. Additionally,

for some constant C. In addition, for all k € [K,,], ; _,,w; are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian such

{€:}~, are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian with zero mean, and ¢; is uncorrelated with (f

all m € [M].

zm7,u’;',m)/ for
Condition 2. For m € [M], suppose 0 < ¢ < Apin(AL, A /Pm) < Amax (AL, A /Pm) <
C < 00, for some positive constants ¢ and C.

Condition 3. For m € [M], s,t € [pn], 1,7 € [n], suppose E[pm 12 {u] o ujm—E(u] ,w;m)}]
< C, and E|pn” AL ;|4 < C. Moreover, |Amllse < €, Auin(Bu,,) > ¢ B, lli < C,

where X, = Var(u,,), and ming epp,,] Var(w; m, tim,) > .

Condition 4. Let s}, = maxye(r,,] | supp(w})|. Suppose si log(p_m){1V (n'/*/\/pm)} =
o(n'/?), and [s* . {v/(log p_m)/n + 1/\/Dm}] - V10g(p—m) {1V (nY*/\/Dm)} = o(1).
Condition 5. Suppose 02 = o2 + op (1).

Condition 6. Suppose 0 < ¢ < Apin( '*Ym\ﬁfm)‘

Condition 1 is a typical sub-Gaussian assumption for high-dimensional problems. Condition
2 is the pervasive condition, and is common in factor analysis (Fan et al., 2013). It requires

that the latent factors affect a large number of variables. This is reasonable for a variety

of multimodal data. For instance, in multi-omics data, some genetic factors are believed
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to impact both gene expression and DNA methylation, and in multimodal neuroimaging,
some neurological factors affect both brain structures and functions. Condition 3 imposes
some technical requirements on the loading matrix and idiosyncratic component. Together,
Conditions 2 and 3 ensure that f,, and w;,, can be consistently estimated by the PCA

method (Fan et al., 2013). Condition 4 is a sparsity condition on W* and 8%, , which

m?
requires s and s*  to be much smaller than n. Under such a condition, W* and 3", can
both be consistently estimated, even if the latent factors are unknown; see Lemmas 6 and 8
in the Supplementary Materials for more details. We remark that this sparsity assumption

x? )7t and Bz f},,) are

on W* is weaker and more flexible than requiring both E(z;~,)
sparse. Condition 5 ensures the estimator of o2 is consistent. Condition 6 ensures the
information matrix is invertible. We also remark that, if there is no factor in the mth
modality, Condition 1 reduces to the sub-Guassian assumption on @; ,,, and Conditions 2
and 3 are no longer needed for that modality.

We next obtain a closed-form limiting distribution for the test statistic 7.

Theorem 1. Suppose Conditions 1-6 hold. Suppose Ay < +/(logp_m)/n + 1/\/Dm, and
Ao < v/(logp_)/n{1V (n**//Dm)}. Then, under Hy : 3%, = 0, it holds that

T, 2 N0, I).

By Theorem 1, we reject the null hypothesis if n{S(3_,,, 0>}//I\;;\Bfm‘§('@—m’ 0) > X2 (K, 0),
where x2(K,,,0) is the a-upper quantile of the x*-distribution with K, degrees of freedom.

We next explicitly discuss the benefit and the extra cost of our factor-based test when
compared with Ning and Liu (2017). The main difference is that, through latent factors,
we obtain a closed-form limiting distribution and do not have to resort to bootstrap. The
price we pay mainly lies in Condition 4 and the choices of A\; and A\s. Actually, the
extra term 1/,/p,, appearing in both Condition 4 and A, A, reflects the estimation error
caused by using ?Zm to estimate 3*,,. The term n'/*/,/p,, is due to the same reason
for estimating wj. Therefore, the choices of the tuning parameters \; and A\, need to be
adjusted accordingly, by taking into account such extra estimation errors.

We further consider three scenarios. First, when p,, > n, both 1/,/p,, and nt/4/ /Pm
are dominated by \/m. Therefore, the estimation errors of B_m and W reach

the optimal oracle rate, i.e. the best rate as if the latent factors were known; see Lemmas
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6 and 8 in the Supplementary Materials. In this case, using the factor estimates actually
does not incur any extra cost. The reason is that many variables are used to estimate the
latent factors, and its estimation error is so small that it would not affect the inference
on 3. Second, when p,, = o(n), the estimation errors of B_m and W would be greater
than the optimal rate. However, the central limit theorem still holds, given proper choices
of A\; and Ay, and more stringent sparsity conditions on 8%, and W™ in Condition 4.
Third, in a special case where variables in all modalities are driven by exactly the same
latent factors, even we perform the hypothesis test on the mth modality, we could use
variables from all different modalities to estimate the latent factors. Then, the terms 1/,/pp,
and n'/*/, /pm become 1/,/p and n'/*/,/p, respectively, which are naturally dominated by
\/m. In this case, the optimal oracle rate is again attained. Such a result can be
viewed as a blessing of the dimensionality for the factor model. In summary, our method
is most suitable for testing the significance of a modality containing many variables, or for
multimodal data with a large number of variables driven by some common latent factors.
Next, we study the power of the proposed test under the local alternative H,, : 3, =
b, , where b, is a sequence converging to 0 as n — co. Since we use the latent factors to
transform the test on 3, to the one on v, we show that the local power of the test depends
on ¢, = A} b, . We consider the following parameter space under the local alternative,
N = {ﬁ* 1B, = b, |supp(B~,,)| = s*,,, where s* < n} The next theorem gives the
limiting distribution of @Q,, = T, T, uniformly for all 3* € N under the local alternative.

Theorem 2. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 1 hold. Suppose Ay < +/(logp_m)/n +

1/\/Pms de = \/(logp-m)/n{1 V (n"*/ /) }, b, ll2 = o(1/VIogn), and |em, |2 =
o(1/+/Togn). Then, under the H,, , it holds uniformly for all 3" € N that

sup |Pr(Q, < ) — Pr{x*(Ku, hm,) < a}| =0,

>0

— / *
where hy,, =nc, I. 5 Cp,.

Since h,,, < nl|em, ||3, Theorem 2 implies that the local power of our test essentially depends
on ||en,|l2- If we let ||ep, |l = Cn=%m, the local power is to exhibit some transition

behavior depending on the value of ¢, , which is summarized in the next corollary.
Corollary 1. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 2 hold. Then,

14



(a) 1imy, o0 SUP g+ pr SUP,5g [PT(Qn < 1) — Pr(x*(Kn,0) < z)| =0, if ¢, > 1/2;
(b) limy, o0 SUP g+ pr SUD, [Pr(Qn < @) — Pr(x* (Ko, h) < 2)| = 0, if ¢y, = 1/2;
(c) liminf, o supg-cp Pr(Qn > ) =1, if ¢, < 1/2;

where h = lim, o ney, IT 15 €, in (b), and (c) holds for any x > 0.

We make some remarks. First, Corollary 1 shows that, the local power is to converge to
the type I error if ¢, > 1/2; to a non-central y?-distribution if ¢,,, = 1/2; and to 1 if
¢+,, < 1/2. Such a transition behavior is analogous to the classical local power results,
which showed that the root-n local alternative is the transition point of the local power
(van der Vaart, 2000). Second, the existing debiased method (van de Geer et al., 2014)
and the decorrelated method (Ning and Liu, 2017) only established the root-n local power
results when the dimension of the parameters being tested is fixed. Moreover, even though
Ning and Liu (2017) utilized a multiplier bootstrap method to extend their test from a
single parameter to arbitrarily many parameters, they only studied the local power when
testing a single parameter. Our local power result differs in that we allow the dimension
of 3, to grow with n, whereas we fix the dimension of «,. Finally, Theorem 2 shows that
the local power depends on the magnitude of 4%, or ¢, = A} b,, . This is again due to
that we transform the test of 3, to that of «}, . Therefore, the power of our test depends
on the relation between the loadings and where the alternative hypothesis occurs.

Next, we give some specific examples to further illustrate the power behavior of our

proposed test. To simplify the discussion, we set K,, = 1.

Example 1. Let A,, = (Dz,1,...,1) and b,,, = (Dgn~"/2,0,...,0), where Dy and
Dg are two constants. In this case, ||¢, ||2 = DsDrn~/2, and thus the power of our test
depends on the product DgD;. On the contrary, even one had known apriori that the
alternative only occurs at the first coordinate, and performs a debiased or decorrelated test
on that coordinate, its local power depends on Dg. Therefore, when Dy is large and Dy is
small, our testing method gains power. On the other hand, when Dj is small and Dy is

large, the alternative methods may be more powerful.

Example 2. Let A,, = (1,1,...,1), and b,,, = (C1n=2/3,Cyn=2/3 ... ,Cn=2/3,0,...,0).

In this case, if L > n'/5, |lcp, |2 = n~'/2, then the power of our test converges to 1. On
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the contrary, if one performs a debiased or decorrelated test on each element of 3 . there

is no power. Our testing method gains power in this example too.

Example 3. Let A,,, = (0,1,...,1)’; and b,,, = (¢,,,0,...,0)". In this case, no matter how

large c,, is, our testing method has no power to detect the alternative, because ¢,,, = 0.

As we have seen in these examples, when transforming the test from 3, to v, our
method does not necessarily lose power, but can gain power in some situations. For in-
stance, in Example 1, the variables with large loadings on the latent factors have nonzero
coefficients, while in Example 2, many variables with nonzero loadings have nonzero coeffi-
cients. In such cases, our test gains power. On the other hand, in Example 3, the product

of the loadings and the nonzero coefficients is small, then our test has little power.

5 Hypothesis test of linear combinations of predictors
of one or more modalities

Another important question in multimodal data analysis is to test if some linear combina-
tions of predictors, within the same modality or across different modalities, is significantly
correlated with the response. This is because multimodal data often measures different as-
pects of related quantities. For instance, in multi-omics studies, expression data measures
how genes are expressed, methylation data measures how DNA molecules are methylated,
and both data may be related to the same set of genes. In multimodal neuroimaging anal-
ysis, brain structures, functions, and chemical constituents of the same brain regions are
often measured simultaneously. As such, it is of great scientific interest to test if various
measurements on a particular gene or brain region are associated with the outcome.

Shi et al. (2019) considered a similar testing problem in a high-dimensional generalized
linear model for a single modality data. They derived the corresponding partially penal-
ized likelihood ratio test, score test and Wald test, and showed that the three tests are
asymptotically equivalent. They allowed the dimension of the model to grow with the sam-
ple size, as long as the dimension of the subvector being tested and the number of linear
combinations are smaller than the sample size. Our method differs from Shi et al. (2019)

in several ways. Shi et al. (2019) treated the design matrix X as fixed, while we treat X
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as i.i.d. random realizations from some distributions. More importantly, we do not directly
use the observed X, but instead perform a factor decomposition and use the decorrelated
idiosyncratic components as the pseudo design matrix. We explicitly show in Theorem 3
that such a factor-adjusted step leads to less stringent conditions to reach the variable se-
lection and estimation consistency. Moreover, since variable selection consistency is needed
to correctly calculate the variance of the test statistic, as shown in Theorem 4, our method
also requires less stringent conditions to establish the limiting distribution of the test statis-
tic. Moreover, our model concerns with data with multiple modalities, instead of a single
modality as in Shi et al. (2019). High correlations are commonly observed in multimodal
data, and as such the factor-adjusted decorrelation step becomes essential. Relatedly, Zhu
and Bradic (2018) proposed a test for a linear combination of predictors under a unimodal
linear regression model. Even though they did not restrain the size or the sparsity of the
model, they only considered a single linear combination, and required the eigenvalues of
the covariate covariance matrix Var(x) to be bounded. By contrast, both Shi et al. (2019)
and we consider jointly testing multiple linear combinations of predictors, and we do not
require the eigenvalues of Var(x) to be bounded. We further numerically compare with Shi
et al. (2019) and Zhu and Bradic (2018) in Section 7.2.

Formally, we consider testing the following pair of hypotheses:
Hy: AB7=b versus H,:AB; #b, (9)

where A € R™', b € R", B € R' is a subvector of 3", and T' C [p] is a low-dimensional
index set with |T'| =t < n. This simultaneously tests r linear combinations of 37, with
r < n. We next develop a factor-adjusted Wald test.
To construct the test statistic, we first consider a penalized least squares problem,
o B) = angmin o3 (v~ Py~ U38) "+ 2 2 on(15,) (10)
v.8) i—1 ieT
This is essentially the same as (5), except that, instead of penalizing all variables in 3,
we do not penalize §; for j € T'. This is to avoid introducing bias when estimating 35 for
j € T, which is needed for Theorem 4. A similar idea was also adopted in Shi et al. (2019).
Given Ba, our factor-adjusted Wald test statistic is given by

T, = (AB,r — b)(AQrA) Y (AB,; — b) /52,
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where Ba,T is the sub-vector of ,B'a with indices in 7, Q is the first 7 rows and columns of
-1

QTUga:n ~/ A~ ~/ o~ )

S,={jeT: EM # 0}, and 52 is any consistent estimator of o2. In this test statistic,
§a plays a critical role in calculating the variance of A,@%T — b. In fact, §a needs to
be consistent to S, = {j € T° : 37 # 0} in order for the variance to be valid. Such a
consistency is guaranteed by Theorem 3.

We next present a set of regularity conditions.

Condition 7. Suppose ¢ < Apin{E(u®?)} < Apax{E(u®?)} < C for some postive con-

stants ¢ and C.

Condition 8. Suppose [|[E(uflg )|, < C.

Condition 9. Suppose ||E(u(Tusa)cu’Tusa){E(u?asa)*l}||Loo <C.

Condition 10. Suppose d,, = min{[3}| : 85 # 0}/2 > A\, > 6,, where §,, = \/(log p)/n{1V
(n'/*)\/Puin) }+ Prmin = Milye(an) Py and Agp(dy) = 0(8,), where p is the first derivative.

We first note that Conditions 7-9 are imposed on w, instead of on . Since w can be
viewed as the residual of @ after the latent factors are removed, the correlations among
the variables in w are much weaker than those in @. In particular, Conditions 7 and 8 are
needed to avoid singularity of E(u®?) and E(uflg ). Condition 9 is the well-known irrep-
resentable condition, which is necessary for establishing the variable selection consistency.
Shi et al. (2019) required such a condition to hold for the Gram matrix X’'X, which essen-
tially requires the correlations among X must be small. This condition hardly holds for
multimodal data. By contrast, we only impose such a condition on E(u®?), which requires
the idiosyncratic components not to be highly correlated. This condition is well accepted
in the factor model literature. Indeed, when an exact factor model is assumed, E(u®?) is
a diagonal matrix, then Condition 7 naturally holds.

We now establish the variable selection and estimation consistency of the estimator Ba

in (10), which is essential for deriving the asymptotic distribution of T,.

~

Theorem 3. Suppose Conditions 1-3 and 7-10 hold. Then there exists a solution (¥,,3,)
of (10) such that, with probability tending to 1, the following results hold:
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(a) (sign consistency) sign(,@a) = sign(8%);
(b) (Lo consistency) ||B,rus, = Brus,llse = O (82);
(c) (Lo consistency) H,@mTU& — Brus,|l2 = Op (VT + 540y, where s, = |Sa|;

() (asymptotic expansion) /i(Bu s, ~Bius,) = =K Ulps. e-op (1), where K, =
(1/n)U% s, Urus,, if we further have that pwm > n*?%, and \/nA.p(d,) = o(1).

We again explicitly examine the benefit and the extra cost of our factor-based test
compared with Shi et al. (2019). The main difference is that we obtain the variable selection
and estimation consistency under much weaker conditions than Shi et al. (2019). The
price we pay lies in 6,, which reflects the convergence rates in (b) and (c) of Theorem
3. Particularly, the component n'/*/ \/Pmin i 0y is due to the factor estimation. We
consider two scenarios. First, when all data modalities have a large number of variables,
i.e. Pmin > n'/?, then 6, = 1/(logp)/n, which makes the convergence rates in (b) and (c) to
be minimax optimal. This is because when there are enough variables to estimate the latent
factors well, the extra factor estimation error becomes so small that it would not affect the
estimation error on ,[A")‘a. Second, when one modality has only a small number of variables,
i.e. pm = o(n'/*) for some m € [M], estimating the latent factors in that modality becomes
challenging, and the resulting estimation error would slow the convergence of Ba. In this
case, one possible alternative solution is to skip factor decomposition for that particular

modality, but directly use X, in (10) and solve

n

o~

o~ . 1 ~/ ~/ 2
(7(17 /Ba) = argmin % Z <yl - X;,m/Bm - Fi,—m7 - Ui,—m/B—m> + A Zp(|6]|)7

where X f’, and T/J\';_m denote the ith row of X _,,, f?_m and [A]_m, respectively.

i,m? i,—m

Finally, we note that the variable selection and estimation consistency of B in (5) is directly
implied by Theorem 3 if we treat T" as the empty set.

Next, we study the asymptotic distribution of our test statistic 7T, and show that it

can be uniformly approximated by a y?-distribution under both Hy and H,. We need two

more regularity conditions.

Condition 11. Suppose ||h,|l2 = O(y/7/n), and A {(AA")~1} < C for some constant
C, where h,, = A3} — b.
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Condition 12. Suppose r'/*n~?E|uf g B, g, urus,|”? — 0, where X, 1 is the

inverse of the submatrix of X, with rows and columns in T'U S,,.

Condition 11 regulates the local alternative h,, and avoids singularity of AA’. Condition
12 is a Lyapunov condition to ensure the asymptotic normality of B%TU s,» Which is the key

to establish the y2-approximation.

Theorem 4. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 3 and Conditions 11 and 12 hold, pyi, >
n32, /nap(d,) = o(1), and t + s, = o(n'/3). Then it holds that

sup |Pr(T,, < z) — Pr{x*(r,v,,) < x}| — 0,

where v, = nh,,(AQrA" ) h, /o2, Qp is the the submatriz of X, g, with rows and

columns i T.

By Theorem 4, we reject Hy : AB5 = b if T, > x2(r,0), where x2(r,0) is the a-upper
quantile of the y2-distribution with r degrees of freedom. The limiting distribution we
establish in Theorem 4 is the same as the classical Wald test result for a low-dimensional
linear regression model (Shi et al., 2019).

We also remark that, the requirement of puin > n%? in Theorem 4 ensures that the
latent factors in each modality can be well estimated. Therefore, the extra factor estimation
error would not affect the limiting distribution of T},. This condition is more stringent than
that of pmin > n'/?, which guarantees the minimax optimal rate of estimation in Theorem
3. This is because hypothesis testing is a more challenging task than estimation.

Finally, write ||(AQ7A")~"Y/2h,||, = Cn=% for some constant C' > 0, and let N = {B":
|AB; — blls = O(y/r/n),t + s, = o(n'/?)}. Theorem 4 implies the following corollary
regarding the local power of the proposed test. Its proof is similar to that for Corollary 1

and is omitted.

Corollary 2. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 4 hold. Then,

(@) 1imy, o0 SUP g 7 SUD, o [PT(Ty < ) — Pr(x*(r,0) < 2)| = 0, if 6, > 1/2;
(b) 1My, o0 SUP g SUP,s [PT(Ty < @) = Pr(x*(r,v) < @) = 0, if 6, = 1/2;
(¢) liminf, o0 supgec 5 Pr(To > 2) = 1, if ¢, < 1/2;

where v = lim,, o v, in (b), and (c) holds for any x > 0.
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6 Quantification of contribution of a single modality

In addition to testing the significance of a whole data modality, it is of equal interest to
quantify the amount of contribution of a modality conditioning on other data modalities
in the regression model. As an example, in heritability analysis, the goal is to evaluate the
contribution of genetic effects to the phenotype in addition to the environmental effects
(Lynch et al., 1998). Motivated by the proportion of the response variance explained in
the classical linear regression, we propose a measure of the contribution of a single data
modality in our integrative factor regression model.

Let _,, € RP7P~ denote the subvector of & € R? excluding x,, € RP", and X _,, €
R (P=Pm) denote the submatrix of X € R™P excluding X,, € R™P=. To evaluate the
contribution of x,,, our key idea is to compare the goodness-of-fit of regressing y on « to

that of regressing y on «_,,. Toward that end, under model (2), we define

02 = Var(@l, Bz,

2

m|—m’

Next, we present a proposition regarding o where statements (a) and (b) show in

two different ways that O'?nl_m can be interpreted as the improvement of the goodness-of-fit,

or equivalently, additional variance of the response explained, given by the mth modality

2

mj—m Can be used to quantify the

in addition to all other modalities. This justifies why o
contribution of a single modality. To simplify the presentation, we only consider the case
where p < n. We then discuss that such an interpretation of 072n|_m holds for p > n as
well. Next, statement (c) shows that, if «,,, and _,, share some common factors, in that

T, = A f+ Uy, and T_,, = A_,,f + u_,,, where f € R, we then have a closed-form

2

expression for Tl This expression holds true regardless of p < n or p > n, and thus

2

provides a unified way of computing Ol —m

in practice.

Proposition 1. Suppose x follows a multivariate normal distribution and p < n. Let Y
and }/}_m denote the predicted response by regressing y on x, and Tegressing y on T_y,,

respectively, via least squares. Let 02 = Var(y). Then the following results hold:

A~

(a) ony = EIIY =Y 3/ (n = p_m) — 02

(b) afn‘_m = o (r*—=r2,,), where r* = 1 —E||Y—f’||§/{(n—p)cr§}, andr?, =1-E|Y —
Y _nll3/{(n = pm)og};
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(¢) Oopem = B {Am (T + AL, Ay) AL + 30, 1B,

By Proposition 1(a), when regressing y using all but the mth modality, we have E||Y —
Y |2 = (n — p_w)(0® + 0%, ). On the other hand, when regressing y on all data

m|—m

modalities, we have E||Y — Y |2 = (n—p)o2. Therefore, from a goodness-of-fit perspective,
ignoring x,, leads to a “worsened” prediction by an amount of afnl_m.

For Proposition 1(b), recall in the classical linear regression model, the adjusted R?
measures the percentage of total variation in the response that has been explained by the
predictors, and is defined as R* = 1 — {RSS/(n — p)}/{T'SS/(n — 1)}, where RSS and
TSS are the residual sum of squares and total sum of squares, respectively. Then, r?
in Proposition 1(b) can be viewed as an “expected” percentage of total variation in the
response explained, in that,
E(RSS)/(n—p) _, _E|Y V|3
E(TSS)/(n—1) (n — p)ai

r?=1-—

As we show in the proof of Proposition 1, when using all but the mth modality, the
“expected” percentage of total variation in the response explained is 72, = 1 — (02 +
02-m)/0y, where 02 = E||Y — Y||2/(n — p). On the other hand, when using all data
modalities, the “expected” percentage of total variation in the response explained is r? =
1—0?/ 05. Therefore, using the mth modality improves the “expected” percentage of total
variation in the response explained by an amount of afn|_m / 05.

We have so far justified agﬂ_m in the setting where p < n. In the setting where p > n and

the true model is sparse, in that there are only s variables associate with y with s < n, we

2
m|—

can still use o7, .~ to quantify the contribution of an individual modality. This is because
Proposition 1(a) and (b) continue to hold if we replace ¥ and Y _,, with ¥ and Y _,,,
and replace (n — p) with (n — s), where Y denotes the predicted response by regressing y
on the s true variables via least squares, and f"_m is defined similarly but excluding the
variables in the mth modality. In practice, of course, which subset are the true variables

is unknown. However, Proposition 1(a) and (b) only provide conceptual justifications of

2
m|—m

2

m|—m>?

o . We always resort to Proposition 1(c) to compute o which holds regardless of
p < nor p > n. Besides, it does not require the knowledge of the true variables, nor any

extra variable selection step to identify them.
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Next, we present a plug-in estimator of 0-72n|7m given the data. We first apply Bai and
Ng (2002) in (19) to the concatenated data matrix X = (X,..., X ) € R™*? to estimate
the number of shared factors. We then apply PCA to obtain F. We next estimate A,
by A, = (1/n)X;nf‘, and obtain U,, = X,, — f‘f\:n We solve for 8 following (5). We
then apply the thresholding method of Fan et al. (2013) to estimate 3, by 3., whose
(4,7)th element is 7 ;; = s(n™" > ), (7&[/]\@]-, w), s(z,w) is a thresholding function, w is the
threshold, and U = (ﬁl, ce ﬁM) Let Bm denote the subvector of ,@ with indices in the
mth modality. By Theorem 3, Bm is a consistent estimator of 3, . By Theorem 3.3 of

Fan et al. (2013), A, and A_,, are two consistent estimators of the loading matrices. In

addition, by Theorem 3.1 of Fan et al. (2013), 3, is a consistent estimator of ¥,. Plugging

all these estimators into Proposition 1(c) gives a consistent estimator of afﬂl_m.
We make two additional remarks about afnlfm. First, the closed-form expression of

2

m|—m utilizes the factors commonly shared by @,, and x_,,. Indeed, such factors deter-

o
mine the correlations between x,, and x_,,. When no such common factors exist, x,, and
x_,, are uncorrelated. In that case, Var(z! B |z ) = Var(z, B.) = B8:/2..08,, =
Bt 3., B Therefore, the closed-form expression in Proposition 1(c) can be viewed

as a more general form of this special case by taking the correlations between x,, and

2

m|—m only requires to invert a sparse

x_,, into account. Second, the computation of o

high-dimensional matrix ¥,_, and a low-dimensional matrix I'x + A", ' A_,,. If an

2

exact factor model is further adopted such that 3, becomes a diagonal matrix, O rn|—m

can be easily computed, as one only needs to invert a low-dimensional matrix. On the
contrary, if one does not employ a factor model, then Var(z! B |z_,) = B/ (2

YD YRED ¥ )B%,, where 8, = E(x%?), 3, ., . =FE®.x',), 2, =Ex%),
and X

Tm

T—m,Tm T, T—m

= E(x_,,x!,). Consequently, a large dense matrix 3, has to be inverted.

L—mHTm

7 Numerical analysis

7.1 Test of a whole modality

We evaluate the empirical performance of the factor-adjusted score test of a whole modality

proposed in Section 4. We generate M = 3 modalities, and consider two cases of x.
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Specifically, for each modality m = 1,2, 3, x,, are n i.i.d. random samples generated from
N,,.(0,%,,). For Case 1, ,, = A,,A!, + 0.5, , where each column of A,, € RPm*Em g
generated from N, (0,2), and the number of factors K,, = 2. For Case 2, the diagonal
elements of 3, equal 1 and the off-diagonal elements equal 0.4. Accordingly, in Case 1,
x,, indeed follows a factor model setup, and in Case 2, although x,, does not strictly
follow a factor model, its covariance matrix has spiked eigenvalues. In both cases, we
aim to test if the first modality a; is significantly associated with the response, i.e. Hj :
pi1 = ... = pi,, = 0. We then consider two types of alternatives. The first alternative is
Hay: = ... =01, = d/p, where ¢ is a sequence approaching zero. As such, there is a
weak signal in each variable of @; and the overall signal is dense. The second alternative
is Hag : Bf1 = ... =015 =0/5,0= ... = B1,, = 0. As such, the overall signal is sparse,
as all signals come only from the first 5 variables, whereas the rest do not associate with
the response. For the other two modalities 2 and 3, we set 55, = 1,55, =2,853, = ... =
B3y, = 0, and B3 = —1, 83, = —1, 833 = ... = B3,, = 0. We generate the error € as n i.i.d.
samples from N(0,0.5), and generate y based on model (2). We set p; = py = p3 = p/3. We
consider two combinations (n,p) = (100,600), and (200,900). We compare our test with
the score test of Ning and Liu (2017), where the critical values are obtained by bootstrap.

We report the proportion of rejections of Hy by both tests out of 600 data replications
as we vary the value of . When § = 0, this gives the empirical size, and when 0 > 0, it
gives the empirical power of the two tests. Figures 1 and 2 report the results for Cases 1
and 2, respectively. In both cases, we see that our proposed test controls the Type I error
at the nominal level of & = 0.05 when 6 = 0. However, the test of Ning and Liu (2017)
often yields an inflated size. This may be due to that their multiplier bootstrap method
rejects the null hypothesis if the maximum of the decorrelated score functions of variables
in that modality is greater than a threshold, and as such, it is easier to reject the null
hypothesis. Moreover, our test achieves an as good or often a better power than the test
of Ning and Liu (2017) as ¢ increases.

Next, we simulate data from the three examples as we discussed in Section 4 to further
examine the performance of the proposed test. For all three examples, we generate M = 2
modalities with K, = 1 factor in each modality, and set n = 100, p,, = 200, and o = 0.05.

We aim to test the significance of the first modality. We generate x,, as n i.i.d. random
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Figure 1: Empirical size and power of testing a whole modality in Case 1 for the factor-

adjusted score test (solid line), and the score test of Ning and Liu (2017) (dashed line).

samples from N, (0,%,,), where ¥,, = A, Al + 0.5, for m = 1,2. For the second
modality, we always choose Ay = (1,1,1,...,1), and set its coefficients as 55, = 1, 55, =
2,833 = ... = (33, = 0. For the first modality, we choose different loadings and test different
local alternatives. For Example 1, we choose A; = (20,1,1,...,1), and the alternative
Hy @ By, = 0.08,8], = ... = B}, = 0. For Example 2, we choose A; = (1,1,1,...,1),
and the alternative Hs : 87} = ... = By = 0.01, 8]y = ... = 7, = 0. For Example 3, we
choose Ay = (0,1,1,...,1)", and the alternative H, : 3}, = 0.2, 8f, = ... = 7, = 0. Table
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Figure 2: Empirical size and power of testing a whole modality in Case 2 for the factor-

adjusted score test (solid line), and the score test of Ning and Liu (2017) (dashed line).

1 reports the empirical size and power of the proposed factor-adjusted score test and the
score test of Ning and Liu (2017) based on 600 data replications. For Example 1, thanks
to the large loading of the first variable, the proposed test achieves a better power than
the test of Ning and Liu (2017). For Example 2, the nonzero coefficients are spread out
in eight covariates, and they all have loadings on the latent factor. Therefore, thanks to
the cumulative effects, our method again achieves a better power to detect the alternative.

For Example 3, while the nonzero coefficient /3] is large, the corresponding loading is zero.
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Factor-adjusted test Test of Ning and Liu

Size Power Size Power
Example 1 | 0.06 0.50 0.05 0.40
Example 2 | 0.06 0.60 0.07 0.45
Example 3 | 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.35

Table 1: Empirical size and power of testing a whole modality in Examples 1 to 3 for the

factor-adjusted score test, and the decorrelated score test of Ning and Liu (2017).

Our test thus has no power in detecting such an alternative. These numerical results agree

with our discussion in Section 4 on the local power of the proposed test.

7.2 Test of a linear combination of predictors

We next evaluate the empirical performance of the factor-adjusted Wald test of a linear
combination of predictors proposed in Section 5. We again generate M = 3 modalities
and two cases of & similarly as in Section 7.1, except that in the second case we increase
the off-diagonal elements of 3, to 0.8 for m = 1,2,3. We set 8* = (8}, 35,83, B} =
(=2+6,—-1,0,...,0), B35 = (1+0,2,0,...,0), 85 = (1 4+4,1,0,...,0), and aim to test
the linear combination of the first variable in each modality that Hy : ff; + 55, + 85, =0
versus Hy : 07, + B3 + 535, # 0. The rest of the simulation setup is the same as that in
Section 7.1. Since we only consider testing a single linear combination in this study, we
compare our test with both the partially penalized Wald test proposed in Shi et al. (2019),
and the test proposed in Zhu and Bradic (2018).

We again report the proportion of rejections of Hy out of 600 data replications as we
vary the value of 4. Figure 3 reports the results for both Cases 1 and 2. In both cases,
we see that our factor-adjusted Wald test and the test of Shi et al. (2019) achieve a good
control of the type I error at the nominal level & = 0.05 when § = 0. But our test achieves
a much improved power as ¢ increases. The main reason is that, in this example, the
variables are highly correlated with each other. The factor adjustment alleviates such high
correlations, and yields a better variable selection and estimation of the true regression

coefficients, which in turn benefits the inference. Meanwhile, in Case 1, the test of Zhu
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Figure 3: Empirical size and power of testing a linear combination of predictors for the
factor-adjusted Wald test (solid line), the Wald test of Shi et al. (2019) (dashed line), and
the test of Zhu and Bradic (2018) (dotted line).

and Bradic (2018) yields a type I error that is much larger than the nominal level. This is
because, in this case, the variables are driven by the latent factors, which leads to a wide
spectrum of the eigenvalues of the covariate covariance matrix. However, Zhu and Bradic
(2018) required the eigenvalues to be bounded. In Case 2, the variables are not generated
from a factor model. In this case, the test of Zhu and Bradic (2018) enjoys the best power.

Nevertheless, it still suffers from an inflated type I error, which is around 0.09 and is about
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twice as large as the nominal level. Moreover, we recall that both our test and the test of
Shi et al. (2019) can jointly test multiple linear combinations, while the test of Zhu and

Bradic (2018) was designed to test a single linear combination.

7.3 Multimodal neuroimaging analysis

We illustrate our methods with a multimodal neuroimaging analysis to study Alzheimer’s
disease (AD). AD is an irreversible neurodegenerative disorder characterized by progres-
sive impairment of cognitive and memory functions. It is the leading form of dementia in
elderly subjects, and is the sixth leading cause of death in the United States. In 2018,
AD affects over 5.5 million Americans, and without any effective treatment and preven-
tion, this number is projected to almost triple by 2050 (Alzheimer’s Association, 2018).
Tau is a hallmark pathological protein of AD, and is believed to be part of the driving
mechanism of the disorder. It is present in the brains of both AD subjects and the elderly
absent of dementia. Brain atrophy is another well known characteristic that differentiates
between AD and normal aging. We study a dataset with n = 125 subjects. Each subject
receives a positron emission tomography (PET) scan with AV-1451 tracer that measures
accumulation of tau protein, as well as an anatomical magnetic resonance imaging (MRI)
scan that measures brain grey matter cortical thickness. We map both types of images to
a common brain atlas from Free Surfer, then summarize each PET and MRI image by a
58-dimensional vector, with each entry measuring the tau accumulation and cortical thick-
ness of a particular brain region-of-interest (ROI), respectively. We remove some regions
with quality issues for the PET images, which result in p; = 51 ROIs for PET, and p; = 58
ROIs for MRI, for each subject. In our integrative analysis, the tau and cortical thickness
measurements form the two modalities @, and x5. Memory score is a critical measure of
cognitive decline for AD, and in our analysis, the memory score after removing potential
age and sex effects is the response variable .

We estimate the number of latent factors using the method of Bai and Li (2012), which
concludes that there are K 1 = 3 factors in the tau modality and K 9 = 1 factor in the cortical
thickness modality. We then estimate 8% and ~* using (5) with a SCAD penalty, where

the tuning parameter was chosen by cross-validation. We then apply the three methods we
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R.rostantcing L.superiorparietal  L.inferiorparietal L.middletemporal
Coefficient 3, 0.07 0.12 0 0
B, 0 0 ~0.18 ~0.01
p-value 0.05 0.03 0.001 0.1
L.parahippocampal L.rostantcing R.parstriangularis R.superiortemporal
Coeflicient 31 0 0 0 0
B, 0.07 0.06 0.01 0.12
p-value 0.02 0.03 0.14 0.03
R.supramarginal R.temppole
Coefficient Bl 0 0
B, 0.11 0.04
p-value 0.02 0.05

Table 2: The identified brain regions with the coefficient estimates and the corresponding

p-values of the factor-adjusted Wald test for the significance of the brain regions.

develop in this article. We first test the significance of the entire modality using the factor-
adjusted score test in Section 4. The p-values are 4.9 x 10~7 and 1.2 x 1073, for testing the
significance of tau and cortical thickness modality, respectively. As such, both modalities
are clearly significantly associated with the memory outcome. We then report the estimated
non-zero coefficients from our integrative factor model and their corresponding brain regions
in Table 2. We further carry out the factor-adjusted Wald test in Section 5 to evaluate if the
identified regions are significantly correlated with the outcome in either modality. We report
the corresponding p-values in Table 2 as well. Our findings agree with the AD literature.
For instance, the ROI with the smallest p-value we found is inferior parietal lobe, which is
one of brain regions that is known to be associated with progression from healthy aging to
AD (Greene and Killiany, 2010). Another significant ROI is parahippocampal gyrus, and
cortical thinning of this region has been identified as an early biomarker of AD (Echévarri
et al., 2011; Krumm et al., 2016). Finally, we evaluate the contribution of each individual
modality. If we include the tau modality «; in the model first, and add the cortical thickness
= 0.11, and 3, = Var(z,85|x;) = 0.18.
= 24%. In other words, the tau modality

modality @, next, we have 62 = Var(z,3%)
Correspondingly, 57/7; = 14%, and 53, /7,

explains 14% total variation in the response, and adding the cortical thickness modality
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explains an additional 24% total variation. On the other hand, if we include the cortical
thickness modality @, in the model first, and add the tau modality a@; next, we have
52 = Var(z}8;) = 0.19, and Gip = Var(z)8%|x2) = 0.08. Correspondingly, 05/0; = 25%,
and 6\%‘2 /32 = 11%. In other words, the cortical thickness modality explains 25% total
variation in the response, and adding the tau modality explains an additional 11% total
variation. We also note that, the explained variation depends on which modality is already
included in the model, and the total explained variations do not necessarily match if the

two modalities enter the model in different orders.

8 Discussion

In recent years, high-dimensional inference has seen many fruitful results. Particularly,
Javanmard and Lee (2020); Cai and Guo (2017); Zhu and Bradic (2017) have developed a
family of flexible debiased methods to test the hypothesis of the form 3" € C, where C is
a general set. By choosing different C, these methods can handle a wide range of inference
problems, and can potentially address the inference questions we target in this paper too.
We view the proposed solution and the debiased method as two legitimate and comple-
mentary inferential approaches, each with its own strength and limitation. Specifically,
the debiased method does not require the beta-min condition that is difficult to check in
practice, but instead requires the eigenvalues of Var(x) to be bounded. Besides, it can
test the linear combination of the whole p-dimensional parameters 3, while the existing
work so far focuses on a single linear combination. By contrast, our proposal assumes the
variables are driven by latent factors that satisfy a pervasive condition, and thus allows the
largest eigenvalue of Var(x) to diverge. This may be desirable in the context of multimodal
data analysis, as the predictor covariance matrix can have spiked eigenvalues. Neverthe-
less, our proposal requires the beta-min condition. In addition, we aim at testing multiple
linear combinations, but require the number of linear combinations r and the number of
involved parameters ¢ in (9) to be smaller than the sample size. In conclusion, we be-
lieve our proposal offers a useful solution to address some important inference questions
in multimodal data analysis. Meanwhile, developing the debiased counterpart provides an

important alternative, and is warranted for future research.
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9 Supplementary Materials

9.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. We first prove the case when o? is known, then prove it when ¢? is unknown. Let
= 5] 1 PRI g ~
I'Ym‘ﬁ—m = 06 E Z fl ,m - W E Z wi,—mf@m 9
i= i=1

~ o~ 1 n ~ ~ —1
S(/B—rm O) - Z(yl - m;,—mlg—m)(fi,m -W wiy_m).

2
nog =

We first show that, under Hy, when o2 is known,
~ ~-1/2 = D

To prove (11), we show the following two results:

Vil s S(B_,,,0) 2 N(0,Ix,), (12)
- .
I7m‘ﬁ7m _> I‘Y'rn'l@fnL' (13>

Then given (12) and (13), we obtain (11) by applying Slutsky’s Theorem.
To prove (12), define

2no?

Then vﬁ £<16—m77m) - ( ) (Y X—m/B mvm) X—m7 v%_m7m€</3*—m77*m) =
(nae)*lFmX_m, and vﬁ,mﬁ,mg(:@—m")’m) = (ne?)7'X", X _,,. Let

S8 0) = —— 3 i — i nB) (Frm — Wi ).

2
no
€ =1

Noting that W* = E(x?, )" E(;—mfi,,), we have

i,—m

g(/@—mv 0) = S(ﬁimv O) - n(lj_z (W* - ﬁ\/yXLm(Y - Xfm/Bim>
‘ (14)
1 =/,
S (FLX = WXL X )(B B

For the second summand on the right-hand-side of (14), by Lemma 8, for each k € [K,,],

1
Y -X_,.6°
n02< W) X, 8,.)
1 * . 1 (15)
< llwj - LY = X B = g = | — X eH

= Op (s [m{w(nl/wm}}) p (V0ogp_n)/n) = op (n7172),
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where s; = |supp(wj)|. For the third summand on the right-hand-side of (14), let (1?’ )
denote the kth column of F,,. By Lemmas 6 and 7, for cach k € (K

o (Eni X o = DX X b (B = )
< H%{(ﬁm);x_m = @kX’,mX_m}HOOHﬁ_m =Bk

: (16)
= 0p (5" {/(08D-0) 1+ 1/y/P0} ) O ( OB (1 v 3;%))

= op (n_l/Q) .

Together with the central limit theorem of /nI7 1(; S(8~,,,0), we prove (12).
To prove (13), since the dimension K, is fixed, all matrix norms are equivalent. In
particular, we show that

18-, = 15,16, e = 0P (1) (17)
Let (T—Ym|137m — I’ |5 )i denote the kth row of j,y B,

the information matrix I fy 8

— I, 5 . By the definition of

_., the identifiability assumption that E( 22) = Ik, and
~®2
furthermore the fact that (1/n)> ", f;@m = I, , we have

||<I’7mlﬂfm - Ifym\ﬁ,m)knoo = 0O

(1 ~
- w;‘: (ﬁzwlv_mf,z,m> _wZ/E(wl,—mf;,m)Hoo
o~/ 1 n ~/
[ (33wl o { ST st |
i=1 o

For the first term, let f:-mh be the hth element of /f

iy (307 |

i.m» We have
max
0o he[Km]

(wk—wk < sz mfzmh>
r /
1 hg%%i] [Hn;w“—m{f@mh €T,

i,—m

/ *
+ HE(miv—mwi,—mwh

1
) ’Oo + ”E Z {mi,—mm;,—mwz - E(wiv_mm;v_mwz)} Hoo]
=1

1/4
On (SZ /logf;‘m (1\/ n )) =op (1),

VPm
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where s, = | supp(wj})|, and the second-to-last equality follows from Lemma 8, and the fact
that the dominating term in the bracket is [|E(x; ] _,,w} )|l = O(1). For the second

term,

1< ~ 1 ¢ ~
Hw};’ {E Z i mFim — E(a:z-,_mf;m)} HOO = hrgﬁx} wy’ {ﬁ Z i —mSimy, — E(wi,—mfi,mh)}‘
i=1 i i=1
1 n
it s |3 )|
= ”wk”l hrérﬁa(}ni} [ n ;wh m fl,mh L mWh o

IN~fo ot e H
+HnZ{mz,_mwi,mwh E(z; _ ) _,w})} oo]

=1

— Op (82\/logsm (1 v 3;_;)) = op (1),

where the second-to-last equality follows from (41), and the sub-Gaussian assumption on

Xij and x; _, wj, which is implied by (1) and Condition 1.
Next, when o2 is unknown, we have T, — T, = T(0. /3. —1) = op (1), which is implied

by Condition 5. Then, applying Slutsky’s Theorem completes the proof. O

9.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. We divide the proof into two main steps.

1/2

In Step 1, letting T, = v/nI} 5 {S(ﬁ*,’y;) - Ifymlﬂ,m'ﬁn}’ and Q;, = (T,)'T;,, we
show that Q, = Q* + op (1). First, recall T, as defined in (11), we have

~

Tn = (UEE;I)T»,Z = {i—,n + UG: UGTn - Tn + op (1) ) (18>

O¢

where the last equality follows from Condition 5, and the op statement applies to each

element of T',,. Next, we show that T, = T +op (1). Letting T = \/ﬁIf‘Y:‘/;_mS(ﬁim, 0),
we have that

1/2

~ . ~ o~ « ~—1/2 «—1/2 ~
T, =T} + VoI, |5 {S(B_,,0) = S(B7,,. 00} + V(L |5 — I, 5 1S(B_,,0).
By Lemmas 9 and 10, uniformly for all 3* € A/, we have that

Vil s {8(B_,,,0) — S(B87,,,0)} = op (1),
-1/2 w—1/2

Vi{I, s~ s YS(B_,,,0)=op(1).
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Therefore, T, = T! +op (1). Recall that S(8*,~%,) = (no?)"' Y1 & (Fimn — Wi ).

Henceforth, we have

= Vil s {S(B L)~ T 15 Vi)
VL, 5 AS(8%,.0) = S8 7) + 15 15 i}
= Vil g {S(8" %) — Ty o i} +or (1) =T +op (1),
where the second equality follows from Lemma 11. Therefore, we have T, = T, +op(1).
Together with (18) and the continuous mapping theorem, we have @Q,, = Q} +op (1), which

completes Step 1.
In Step 2, we derive the x? approximation of Q*. By definition,

NG SRR F-11c s B S

x1/2 * «1/2
= /nl mlﬁm{ 022@ m— W, m)}—\/ﬁj s

€ =1

—Zé VL o,

where &, = (y/no?)™! f‘771|/; il fim — W*z; ). By direct calculation, we have that

E(&) =0, and ), Var(§;) = Ig,,. By Conditions 1 and 6, we have

1/2 «
ZEHEHz 3/ZEIGZI ZEHIWW (Fim — Wai)l5
N f(EIIfzmIIﬁEIIW*'wZ ~mll3) = o(1).

Then, by Lemma 4, we have that
sup [Pr(> &, €C) —Pr(Z €C)| -0, (19)
¢ i=1

where Z ~ N(0, K,,,), and the supremum is taken over all convex sets C € R¥m. Consider
a special subset C, of C, such that C, = {z € Rf™ : ||z — \/ﬁI*l/Tﬁ ~i 3 < a}. It then
follows from (19) that

sup [Pr(QF < x) — Pr(x*(1, h,) < 7)| = sup]Pr Zé €C,)—Pr(ZeC,)| -0,

=1
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where h, = n;;,'T, 8., Ym- Since @, = Q;, + op (1). For any z and £ > 0, we have

Pr(x*(1,h,) <z —¢) +0o(1) < Pr(Qf <z —¢)+0(1) < Pr(Q, <)

<Pr(Q <z+4e)+o(l) <Pr{x*(1,h,) <z +e}+o0(1) 2
In addition, by Lemma 5, we have
ligcl) limnsup IPr{x*(1,h,) < x4} — Pr{}*(1,h,) <z —e}| = 0.
Together, we have
sup |Pr(Qn <) —Pr(x*(1,h,) < :c)| — 0.
This completes the proof. O

9.3 Proof of Corollary 1

Proof. We only prove (b) when ¢, = 1/2. The proofs of (a) and (c) are similar.
Note that

Pr(Qn < @) = Pr(}*(Km, h) < )
< [Pr(Qn < @) = Pr(* (K, hun,) < )] + [Pr(C* (Ko, han, ) < @) = Pr(x*(Km, h) < @)

Then, by Theorem 2, it suffices to prove that

lim sup |Pr(x*(Kom, hm,) < ) — Pr(x*(Km, h) < )| = 0.

n—0 >0

Let F(x; k, \) denote the cumulative distribution function of the non-central y2-distribution
with k degrees of freedom and non-centrality parameter A, and F'(x; k) that of the central

y2-distribution with & degrees of freedom. Then,

oo

2)J
Pk N =S Y2 gy o)
7j=1

We have that
Pr(X2(Km, hm,) < x)— Pr(XQ(Km, h) <)

e—hmn/2{ .ZL' K +Z mn/ l' Km+2])}
j=1
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—eh/Q{ m+2j)}
j=1

sup [Pr(x*(Kom, hin,,) < @) = Pr(*(Km, h) < )]

>0

Then, as n — oo,

éle‘hmn/Q—e‘h/leup{F(x;Km)+Z( ma/2) (x;Km+2j)}

1l
>0 =1 J:
|(h — (h/2)7] .
su F(z, K, + 2
ety {3 el O s,
ettt gt o W2V = (/2P
- : J!
7=1
This completes the proof. O

9.4 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. We first prove (a) to (c) of the theorem. Our main idea is to show that, by Lemma
2, F is consistent to HF for some nonsingular matrix H. Moreover, U is consistent
to U. Then solving (10) is equivalent to solving the same problem by replacing (f‘ , U )
with (F,U). More precisely, by the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions, any vector (4,, Ba)

satisfying the following equations is a solution to (10):

1~ ~ . ~

EF Y - F5, —Urus.Barus,) = 0; (21)

L0y B3, - OnsBugus,) = 0 (22)

L0 (Y 3, - OrnsBurs,) = Mi(Bus 11(Bos, > 00 (23)

|- T s (= FA, ~ OrosBurus,)|| < Aebl04), (24)

where p(-) is a vector of first derivatives of p(-), and I(-) is a vector of indicator functions
applied to each coordinate of ,B'a’ s,

We divide the proof into two main steps. In Step 1, letting M = {(v,8) : ||v —
H'v*||oo < C6,, [|B—B7us, |l < C3,} for some constant C, we show that, with probability
tending to 1, there exists a vector ('A)’au@a,TuSa) in M that satisfies (21), (22) and (23). In
Step 2, we set Ba = (,/B\a’TuSa,O), and show that (ﬁa,Ba) satisfies (24). Together these
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two steps prove (a) and (b) of the theorem. Then (c) follows from ||Ba,TU5a — Brus.ll2 <

VU + Sal|Barus, — Brus,lleo-
For Step 1, by (1), (2), and ¢ = Fy* — FY, + (Upus, — ﬁTUSa)Ba,TUSa7 we have

o~

Y - F;)\/a - UTUSaIBa,TUSa = UTUSa (,B}Usa - ﬁa7TUSa> + e+ C

Therefore,
~/
1 (Up ~ N -
ﬁ ﬁ/ (Y - F’Ya - UTUSa/Ba,TUSa>
Sa
-~/ -~/ ~ /
. 1 ({UUr UpUsg, T IBa,T n Ur(e+¢)
- - -~/ -~/ ~ -
"\UsUr UgUsg, Se —Bas,) " \Us,(e+()
ok [P Bur \ [ 1(Ure\ 1 [ (Ur—UrVe+UsC
"\ Bs —B.s.) "\Use) "\ (O -Us)e+Ust
1 (Ur-Un)Ur (Ur—Ur)Us, ? = Bar
" \(Us, —Us,)Ur (Us, —Ug,)Us, | \Bs, —Bas,
/3;“ - Ea,T 1 /TE RT
= K. = . + - / + , (25)
Bsa - Ba,Sa S.€ R,
where

1 ry * -y * o -
Rrys, = - {(UTUSa ~Urus,)Urus,Brus, + Urus, (FY* — F7,) + (Urus, — UTUSa)/E} :

By Lemma 12, we have

_ logp (1 '/t
| Rrus, [ = Op (\/7 (% * v/ Pmin ‘

In addition, by Condition 1, Ujje¢; is sub-exponential. Therefore, by Bernstein inequality

and the union bound, we have ||[n"'U% g €|lc = Op ( (logp)/n). Together,

Lo
|- Uis, €lloe + [Brus.llec = Op (3,) , where 6, = /(logp) /n{1V (n'/*/\/pmin)}.~ (26)

By Condition 7 and the sub-Gaussian assumption on w, it holds with probability tending to

1 that Awin(K,) is bounded away from 0. Then by (25), there exists 3, € M that solves
(22). By the assumption that \/nA.p(d,) = o(1), we have A\op(|8,5,]) < AaP(dn) = 0(dn)
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for all B, € M. Then, by (25), there exists Ba’ga € M that solves (23). Finally, as
we show in Lemma 13, Hn‘ll?’/(Y - ﬁBa — 1?’H"7*)HOO = Op (6,), and thus there exists

~

B..s, € M that solves (21), which completes Step 1.
For Step 2, let @75, = (0, Aap(|Ba7Sa|)I(,A6a75a > 0)), we have
15 TN~ = 3
n 1U(Tusa)c(Y - Fy,— UTUSaIBa,TUSa)
Y N ~ i~ o~
= 07U qus,) Urus, (Brus, — Barus,) + 1 U rus,ye€ +n U g, €
= n_lU/(Tusa)cUTusaKﬁl{SOTusa —n"'Ufyg,€ — Rrus, }

~/ ~/ ~ 1 A~ %
+ 07U (g, y0€ + 107 U (pus,ye (FY* = FA,) + 07U rus,)e(Urus, — Urus,)Bros,

By Condition 9 and the sub-Gaussian assumption on U, with probability tending to 1, we
have ||n~! zTUSa)CUTuSaK#”LOO = O(1). Therefore, by (26), we have

)‘;1‘|n71U,(TuSa)CUTUSaK;1{nilUéFuSae + Rrus, oo
< N Ulrus,) Uros Ky ea In™ Uys, € + Rrus, [l
= Op ((571/\;1) = Op(l).
Next,
A Ul s, ) Uros, K7 Aab(1Ba,zus, Dlloe S 0(1Bazus,|) < P(dn) < p(0+).

Moreover, by Lemma 12,

~/ -~/ ~ _ -~ -~ %
A TNU (pus,ye€ + U o,y (FY = F,) + U rus,)-(Uros, — Urus,)Brus, s
= Op ((Sn)\;l) = Op(].).

Putting together the above results, we have that B satisfies (24), which completes Step 2.

Finally, we prove (d) of the theorem. By Lemma 12, when puin > n°%/2, || Rrus]lee =
op (n™1/?). Then, it follows from (22), (24) and (25) that
ViilBur =) = S=K Ure+op (1)
ViilBus, = B3) = S=I Uk~ KV (Bus, D Bus, > 0) +or (1).
Since \/ﬁkap(@msab < V/nA.p(d,) = o(1). Therefore,
K, 'Vihp (1B, 5) = Op (Viadp(da)) = op (1)
This completes the proof. ]
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9.5 Proof of Theorem 4

Proof. We divide the proof into two main steps.

In Step 1, define T} as
Ty = 0. *(wy + Vnhy,) ¥ (w, + vnhy,),

where h, = AB*—b, ¥ = AQrA’, Qp is the the submatrix of Qrys, = X, g, with rows
and columns in 7', and 2;,1Tusa is inverse of the submatrix of 3, with rows and columns
in TUS,, and w,, =n~1/? <A 0) K,'U’ g, €. We first show that T,,/r = To/r + op (1).
By Theorem 3, we have

Ba,T - /8; _ LKfl U,T6 + R
Bsa — Bs, vt 5.€ |

for some remainder term R, such that || R,||2 = op (1). Then we have
\/EA(Ba,T —Br) =wn+ AR, 1,
where R, 1 is the subvector of R, with indices in 7. By definition, AB3} — b = h,,. Then,
\/E(ABa,T —-b)=w,+ AR, + Vnh,.

Let ¥, = A(K, ')A, where (K '
We have

) is submatrix of K ' with rows and columns in 7.

V(AR — b) = ¥, (w, + AR, + V/nh,). (27)

Next, we bound ||\/ﬁ\P;1/2(A,@a7T—b)||2. By Lemmas 3 and 12, || ¥, "/?A|, = Op (1), and
|Ror||2 = 0op (1). Then it follows that

1, * AR, rll2 < ||, Allol| Rorll2 = 0p (1). (28)
Therefore, \/ﬁ\Il;l/z(ABa,T —b) =¥, (v, + \/nh,) + op (1). We further note that,

B, 2w} = tr B {9, 2B (w0, ) 9,2} = 107

Then, by Markov’s inequality, |[¥,"?w,|ls = Op(y/r). By Lemma 3, \nu(®,") =
Op (1). By Condition 11, ||h,||2 = O(\/r/n), so that ||v/n®,?h, || = Op (\/r). There-
fore, ||y/n®;Y*(AB, ; — b)|ls = Op (/7). By Lemma 3, | ®Y2(AQ,A") W2 — ||, =
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Op ((sq +t)/+/n), where Qr is the first T rows and columns of the matrix

-1

U0, U,U;

-~/ A~ -~/ A~

U Ur UgUg

a

QTU§a =n

Therefore, under the assumption that s, + ¢ = o(n'/?), we have

VR, 2 (AB, 7 — b)Y { P2 (AQr AL — I/, V2 (AB, 1 — b)}||2
< | OYAAQrA) T, — I||s||V®, 2 (AB, - — b)|3

_ 0O, (T(S—\/‘ﬁ”)) —on(r). (29)

Let Ty = @_Qn(ABa’T - b)’\Ilgl(ABa,T —b). By T,,’s definition and (29), we have 52|T,, —
Twol = op (r). Condition 5 implies 1/62 = Op(1). Therefore, |T,, — Toy0| = op (7).

Next, we show that |T,,0 — To| = op (r). Let Ty = 62| % 2w, + /n® /2R, ||,. By
(27) and (28), we have

2 T0 = ¥ 2w, + V¥ Ry + o0 (1)
— 12w+ VW R+ 0p (1) + 0p (952w, + Vihy) )
= || @, 2w, + v Y 2hy |12 + op (1) 4+ op (1)

= 0°Ty1 + (W, + vnh,) (' — O ) (w, + /nh,) +op (r).

By Lemma 3, we have that |[® ' — ®~!||, = 0p(1). Since ||wy |2 < T2 ¥, 2w,ls =
Op (v/1), and by Condition 11, ||y/nh,||2 = Op (1/r). Therefore, ||w,++/nh,|2 = Op(y/r).
Considering that 1/52 = O(1), we have T, o = T, 1 + op (). Finally, we have

Ge — ol

|o
o202

Ty — To| = T2, + VRO Y2h, ||y = op (1).

Therefore |1, 0 — To| = op (7).
Combining the results |1, — Ty 0| = op (1) and |T3y 0 — To| = op () completes Step 1.
In Step 2, we show that the x? approximation holds for T,. Recall the definition of Ty,
which can be written as Ty = 02| @~ 2w, + /n¥ /2, |3. By the definition of w,,

o M2y w2 (A O) Qrus,Uirus.ei = » &
=1

"1
n:;\/naf
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By direct calculation, we have > | Var(§;) = I,. Because of the sub-Gaussian assumption

on € in Condition 1, we have E|e[*> < co. Then,

1/4

n r n B
PRGNS = WZEH‘I’ V2 (A 0) QrusUsus,ell}

1/
- )3/2E| e’ ZEH‘I’ 12 (A 0) Qrus,Uirus, |l

(no?

rl/4

12 1/2
E{nw 2 (A 0) s 131955, Uirus, |3}
(no?)3/?

1/4

N

r

<
~  (no?) 3/2

Z BIU; 15, Qr0s.Uirus, |/,

/4
S n1/2E|u/TUSaQTUSauTusa‘3/2 =o(1),

where the third-to-last relation is due to the fact that

/

A
19772 (A 0) @412 = Anes |04 €2 (A 0) Qrus, || @] =,
0
and the last equality follows from Condition 12. Then by Lemma 4, we have
sup |Pr{o- @20, € C} — Pr(Z € C)‘ 0, (30)
c

where Z ~ N(0, I,) and the supremum is taken over all convex sets C € R".

Consider a special subset C, of C, where
C.={zeR":|z+ n/a?lIfl/thHg <z}
It follows from (30) that

sup Pr{(no?) V2w %, € C,} —Pr(Z € C,)| = <) —Pr(*(r,vn) < )| =0,

— /! —
where v,, = no-2h/ ¥ 'h,,.

Consider any statistic 7% = Ty + op (). For any = and € > 0, we have

Pr(x*(r,v,) < x—1e)+o0(1) <Pr(Ty <z —re)+o(1) < Pr(T* < )

< Pr(Ty <z +re) +o(1) <Pr{x*(r,v,) <z +re} +o(l)
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In addition, by Lemma 5, we have
hr% limsup |Pr{x*(r,v,) <z +re} — Pr{x’(r,v,) <z —re}| — 0.
e— n
Together, we have
sup |Pr(T* < ) — Pr(x*(r,vy) < @) — 0.

This completes Step 2.
Combining the results of Step 1 and Step 2 completes the proof. O

9.6 Consistence of 7>

Recall the estimator for o in Section 3, 52 = n=* 3" | (y;—,3)%, where 3 = argming(2n) "
S (yi — 2iB)* 4+ Ae||Bl1. The next proposition shows that o2 is a consistent estimator of

o2, and thus 62 satisfies Condition 5.

Proposition 2. Suppose x,, satisfies the factor decomposition in (1) for m € [M], and
Conditions 1 and 8 hold. Suppose s*(logp)/n = o(1), where s* = |supp(8”)|, and \. =
C+/(log p)/n, where C is a positive constant. Then 62 = o2 + op (1).

Proof. Letting H, =n~'Y"" 27 and A = 3 — 3*, we have

1 <& 7 ~ (2
~2 2 2 2
— = — - AH,A-A |- x| . 31
o — o niglel ol + (ng ea:) (31)

i=1
By the sub-Gaussian assumption on ¢; in Condition 1, it follows from the standard concen-

tration result (e.g., Ning and Liu, 2017, Lemma H.2) that
1 n
— E e —02=0p (x/(logn)/n> :
n
i=1

Condition 3 implies that Ayin (E(25?)) > Apin(E(u$?)) > c. Then, it follows from Raskutti
et al. (2011, Proposition 1) that the restricted eigenvalue condition holds for H,. Then,

following a similar argument as in the proof of Ning and Liu (2017, Lemma B.3), we have
A'H,A =0p (s*(logp)/n). (32)

Moreover, €;z;; = ei(szzl Nk fie + wij), where X\ is the (j,k)th element of A. It
follows from Conditions 1 and 3 that z;; is also sub-Gaussian. Therefore, €;z;; is sub-

exponential. This implies that [[n™*Y " | €&l = Op(y/(logp)/n). By the well-known
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estimation error of the Lasso estimator (e.g., Negahban et al., 2012, Corollary 2), it holds
that |A]; = Op (s* (logp) /n). Therefore,

n

i| < IANL2/1) Y €@l = Op (s*(logp) /n) . (33)

=1

(2/n)A Z

Putting (31), (32) and (33) together completes the proof. O

9.7 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. To prove (a), consider regressing y using all but the mth modality. Letting P_,, =
X (X' X_,)'X"  thenY_, =P_,Y. Letting £ = X,, 8, + €, then

Y -Y . 2=Y'(I,- P_,)Y =¢(I, - P_,)¢

=€, — P_p)e+2(X.0;,) (I, — P_n)e+ (XnB,) (In— P_) X6,
Taking the expectation on both sides, and noting that,

E{G,(In —P_,)e} = (n—p- m)Uzv
E{2(X8,) (I — P_n)e} — 0,
E{<Xmﬂ:n)/(In - P—m)XmIB:n} = T_m [Eﬂcmlw m{( mﬁrny(In - P—m>Xm/3;kn}]

E
Ba_, [tr{(Ln = P_n) oy} = (0 = o)y

To prove (b), note that E||Y —Y||2 = (n—p)o? when regressing y on all data modalities.
Then a direct calculation proves (b).

To prove (c), by factor decomposition, we have x,, = A, f + u,, and ©¢_,,, = A_,, f +

Uu_,,. Then
U—m zh,m
~ N :

T_pm 0 )M b))

—m T_m

U_m

where 3,  =A_,A"  +3, . Consequently,
E(u_plz_p) =%, .5, @, Var(u_ple_,)=%,, %, .3 %, .
AsA_,f=x_,—u_,, then f=D"} A" (x_,,—u_,,), where D_,, = A’ A_,,. Then,
BBy = F N B+ By = (@ — ) ConfBiy + L B
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where C,,, = A_mD:,lnA'm. Therefore, we have
E(w;nﬁ;kn’m—m) ={z_m— E(u—m|w—m)}lcmﬁ; = w/—m<I - Eu—mE;}m),CmIB;- (34)
Moreover,

Var(@, 8, x-m) = B, {CVar(u_p|z_n)Crn + X0, } 57,
B AC, (2, — 2, B B, )Cn + 2,18, (35)

Then, by Woodbury matrix identity, we have
¥, =%, -3 ATk + AL S0 A) AL S
Then we have,

Y, — Eume;}mEufm = A ,(Ix+ A’_mE;}mA_m)_lA/_m,
C;n(zu—m - Eu—mza?_lmzu—m)cm = Am<IK + Alfmzl_t_lmA*m>71A;n'

Plugging these equalities into (35) gives
Var(w;nﬁim@—m) = B;/{Am(IK + A/—mE;,lmA—m)_lAlm + X, } B

which completes the proof of (c). O

9.8 Additional technical lemmas

Lemma 1. Suppose Conditions 1-8 hold. For any m € [M], there exists a nonsingular

matriz H,, € REm>*Emn such that

(a) maxyex,, (1/n) > 0", |(ﬁ‘mHm)zk—fzmk\2 =Op (1/n+1/pn), where (ﬁ’mHm)zk is the
(1, k)th element of ﬁ'mHm, and fim, s the kth element of f, ..

(0) maxicp || Fim — Hufimllz = Op (1/v/n + 0/ /o).
(¢) Ik, — HuH,|l2 = Op (1/v/n+1/\/bm).

(d) maXiep) jefp) [Ui; — uij| = Op ( (logn)/n+ ”1/4/\/pm>-

Proof. The results of (a) and (b) follow from Lemma C.9 of Fan et al. (2013). The results
of (c¢) and (d) follow from Lemmas 3 and A.3 of Li et al. (2018). O
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Lemma 2. Let F = (F4,...,Fy), F = (ﬁ’l,...,l?’M), where ﬁ’m is obtained by run-
ning PCA on the mth modality, H = diag(Hy,...,Hy), U = (Uy,...,U,,), U =
(ﬁl, e ﬁM), and pmin = Milyeia] Pm- Then the following results hold:

(0) maXicpu| F: = HElla = Op (1/3/m+ 0 \/Prim) -
(b) ||IK - HH,||2 = OP (1/\/ﬁ+ 1/\/pmin)-
(¢) maxiep) jefp) [ty — uii| = Op ( (logn)/n + n1/4/\/pmin>-

Proof. The results follow given Lemma 1 and the fact that the convergence rate depends

on the slowest one among all M modalities. O
Lemma 3. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 4 hold. Then the following results hold:
(a) |2, 2A]l = Op (1).

(6) |V, 2 hllz = Op (/7).

(¢) | @) (AQr A) W — Iy = Op ((t+54)/ /7).

(@) 95" =% = op (1).

Proof. The results of (a)—(c) follow from (5.4), (5.5) and (5.6) of Shi et al. (2019).
For (d), we have ¥, ' — &' = ¥ }(¥ — ¥, )&~ Therefore, || ¥ ' — T ||, < | ¥ -

W, ||2. Moreover,
1@ — @, [l2 = [[A{Qr — (K, )7} A |2 S 197 — (K, )rlla < 13,708, — K 2,

where ¥, 7yg, is the submatrix of 3, with rows and columns in TUS,,. By the sub-Gaussian

assumption on u, we have | K, — 3, 7us,||cc = Op <\/{log(t + sa)}/n> Then,

1K = Burus,ll2 < (E+ sa) [ Ky — Zuzus, [l = op (1)
Consequently,
1 — Tl S 120 70s, — Kotz < K 20120 rus, 2 K — Surus,lle = op (1)
This completes the proof. O
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Lemma 4. Let { X}, denote independent p-dimensional random vectors, with E(X;) =
0 and > " Var(X;) = I,. Let Z denote a p-dimensional multivariate normal vector, with

mean 0 and covariance matriz I,,. Then,

P(Xn:Xie(/“) —P(Ze(O)

for some constant cqo, where the supremum is taken over all convex subsets in RP.

< cop'* S E(IX),

i=1

sup
c

Proof. The result follows from Lemma S6 of Shi et al. (2019), which was originally given
in Theorem 1 of Bentkus (2005). O

Lemma 5. Let x*(r,7y) denote a x? random wvariable with r degrees of freedom and the
non-centrality parameter . Then,

lim sup |P(*(r,y) <z +re)— P((r,y) <z —re)| — 0.

€20+ 7>1,9>0

Proof. The result follows from Lemma S7 of Shi et al. (2019). O
Lemma 6. Suppose Conditions 1-8 hold, and Ay < \/(logp_m)/n + 1/\/Pm. Then,

1B = Bl = Op (52, { Vo) /n+ 1/ v/ }) -

Proof. Recall that

n

-~ ~/

(B A) = argmin o= (i = @ 0By = Fipn¥n)® + Ml|B1- (36)

(ﬁ—m77m) n =1

By Lemma 1, there exists a nonsingular matrix H,, € R5»*Km such that F m = F mH o,
is a consistent estimator of F',,. We note that (36) is equivalent to

n

~ ~1

(B A) = argmin o3 (4 =@ B~ Fim¥)® + MllBIl, (37)

(ﬁ—m;)/m) n =1

where }:m is the ith row of F m- Then, solving (37) is equivalent as replacing }lm with
Ji.m»> which becomes a standard M-estimation problem.

Let Q = (X _,, F1n), Q= (X,m,f’m), and Q = QH, where H = diag(I, ,,,H,) €
R4-m*4-m is a block-diagonal matrix, and ¢_,,, = p_p + K. Let 9 = (8", ) € RI—,
9 = (B/_m,ﬁ;n)’ € R¢-m denote the solution of (36), ¥ = H '9eRmand 9 =
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ﬁ_l(,ﬁ*/m, ~<) € R4-m. By direct calculation, we can verify that B_m = ﬁ[pfm] =I5

where 9 = (B_m,'ym) solves (37). Then, it follows that

1B = Bl = 190y = Opp_ gl < (19 =9 1.

To bound ||& — 'E*HI, we turn to bound ||[V{(9)||w, and check the restricted eigenvalue
condition on V2{(), where £(9) = (2n)"' Y7, (i — x} .08 fZ nYm)®
To bound ||V{(1)]|s, we aim to show that

oo 2 3@e] o (== L)y
i=1 m

where E)l is the ith row of Q. Indeed,

’EZQ@ Z@m ;@U@w

By Condition 1 and Bernstein inequality;,

1 & 108 G
P(— 04/ =24 ><qu0rallj€[ ).
nzzl n

Z Qij€i| >
= 0p (Vlloga_m)/n) = Op (Vogp-m)fn),  (39)

+ max
JE[g—m]

< max
0 JE[g-m]

Then, by the union bound,

EZQ”@

where the last equality is due to the fact that, since K, is fixed, q_,, < p_,,. We choose to

max
J€lg—ml]

present the results using p_,, in order to unify the presentation. Then by Cauchy-Schwatz

inequality,
n o 1/2 - 1/2
]EH[?;aX] Z QZJ Qz] < II?;&X] (_ Z(QU - Qij)Q) (E Z EZQ)
m i=1 m =1 i=1

If we use the mth modality to obtain } it follows from Lemma 1 that

1 FH imQZO 1 1 m) s
RS S Bl i =07 (04t

where (ﬁ’mHm)Zk is the (7, k)th element of ﬁ‘mHm and f;n, is the kth element of f; .
This implies that

n 1/2
max (% > Q- Qij)2> = Op (1/vV/n+1/\/amn) = Op (1/v/n + 1/+/Dm) -

il
J€lg—ml] i=1
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Since (n7' Y1, €2)1/2 = Op (1), we have

=1 €
Z@U Qij)éi

=1

Combining (39) and (40) together proves (38).

maX
J€lg—m]

=Op (1/v/n+1/\/pm) - (40)

To check the restricted eigenvalue condition, it follows from Condition 3 and the fac-
tor decomposition (1) that Ay (E(2®2)) > Ann(E(u®2)) > c¢. In addition, the sub-

m m

Gaussian assumptions on f_, and w_,, imply that x_,, is also sub-Gaussian. Since
V?@s,mﬁs,mg(ﬁ) =n Y0 s where S_, = {j € [p_m] : B # 0}. Then, it fol-
lows from Proposition 1 of Raskutti et al. (2011) that the restricted eigenvalue condition
holds with high probability.

Given that both (38) and the restricted eigenvalue condition hold, the rest of the proof
follows the standard arguments of the high-dimensional M-estimator (Negahban et al.,
2012, Theorem 1). A relevant proof in the context of factor model can be found in Theorem

4.2 of Fan et al. (2016). This completes the proof. ]

Lemma 7. Suppose Conditions 1-3 hold. Then,

H‘Z“” B = @)= O <W(”%_m>>

Proof. By definition, it suffices to show that, if we choose Ay = C/(logp_,,)/n{l Vv
(n**/\/pm)} for some large enough constant C, wj is in the feasible set with high proba-

bility; i.e.,

_Hzxz cnFom = @) < CVogpo)/m{1V 0 )}y (1)

We have
’ *
_E :wl mfzmk_ i,—m k E :wl mfzmk zmk + E :w’l -m zmk_wi,—mwk)7

where f;m = H,f,,, for some non-singular matrix H,, € R**¥ and f;[mk is the kth
element of fjm The sub-Gaussian assumption in Condition 1 implies that X;;f) .

Xijx; _,,wy, are sub-exponential. Then, by Bernstein inequality and the union bound,

| =0r (,/—logfl"m> .

/ *
H_E Li—m zmk_wi,—mwk)
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On the other hand, we have

= (i ) .
~ 1 n n1/4 Ing—
g S = Op | —= -
< (I?S%XIIfi,m fz-7m||2> Hn ;"’“‘WHW Or (\/ﬁ i \/pm) or ( no)

where the last equality follows from Lemma 1. This completes the proof. m

Lemma 8. Suppose Conditions 1-8 hold, and Ay < \/(logp_)/n{1V (n*/*/\/pm)}. Then,

. 108 p_m n'/t
—wi|1 =0 ' 1V .
@1~ will = O ( { P (1 2

Proof. Recall that, for the kth column of W, we solve

i,—m
o0

. 1 & ~
wy, = argmin||wy||;, such that Hﬁ E i —m(fim, — wk)H < Ao,
i=1

where ﬁmk is the kth element of flm Let Sy = supp(wyj), where wj is the kth column
of W* = E(w?ﬁm)_lE(wz,mfim) Then, we have [[w§ |1 > ||ws, |1 + [[Wse|li. By the
1> w1 — || @s, — w3, |l Let Ay = @), —wj. Then,

1 =0, we have ||Ag, |1 > ||A52

triangle inequality, we have ||wge

1. It follows from Lemma 7 that

A e ey )

Denote H, =n"*"" | azl s Hup =075 @ o fimg, and Ay, = Wy, — wj. Then,

N ~ lng,m n1/4
O P Iy e A (= (o)
H koo_ ! wkoo_'_ f wkoo F n Pm

by noting that ||wj§k

Together with [|Agll; < 2[|As, 1 < 2v/551A%]2, we have

~ ~ ~ - N 108 P nl/4
AH,A, < |A HHxA H = 0p [ 1214/ (1\/
k k || k”l k - P || k”l " \/Iﬂ
~ /53 log p_m, nl/4 )
= O A k (1v . 42
P(H kll2 n N (42)

Note that Condition 1 and (1) imply that @_,, is sub-Gaussian. In addition, Condition

3 implies that Ay (E(zf?,)) > ¢. Then, it follows from Proposition 1 of Raskutti et al.
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(2011) that the restricted eigenvalue condition holds for H, with high probability, i.e.,
ALH, A, > k|| A% for some £ > 0 and all Ay, such that HAS,iul < H&gkﬂl This result,
together with (42), implies that

log p_r, ( n1/4>
A <2 A =0 1V .
[Akll < 2v/s;ll Akl P( A - o

This completes the proof. O

Lemma 9. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 2 hold. Then, uniformly for all 3* € N,

1/2 —1/2

VAL, s = Tis  )S(B 02 = op(1).

Proof. First, we note that

~—1/2 «—1/2 «—1/2 x1/2 ~1/2 ~—1/2
”I*/m\/i e 2/ |2 = ||I'7m\ﬁ ( ’vm\ﬁt - Ivm\ﬂfm)I’vm\ﬂ 2
L1/2 ~1/2 1/2
S s =T o< o = Ty 57 <IT 5 = Ty, 1Y

<VEL, o, = Ty,08., 1L = 0r(1),
where < follows from Condition 6, and the last equality follows from (17) and that K, is
fixed. Lemma 10 implies that ||\/nS(8_,,,0)|l> = op (1). Therefore,

1/2 —1/2

WA = V8Bl o) < 1,05 —

—1/2

VRS (B, 0)]l2 = 0p (1).

This completes the proof. O

Lemma 10. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 2 hold. Then, uniformly for all 3* € N,

Vil s {S(B_,.0) — S(8~,.0)} = op(1).

Proof. By (14), we have that
1

no

S(,Bim,()) - g’(,@_m,()) =

2

(W* =W)X, (Y — X .0,
1

no

S(FL X~ WX, X )B_y— B =1+ 11

€

For the term I, under H,, Y — X _,,,8", = X,,3,, + €. Therefore,

. 1
XY - X ) e =

€

no?

o1



1 1 . . [log p—m
O¢ no; n

where the last equation follows from the sub-Gaussian assumption in Condition 1, and an
application of Bernstein inequality. A careful inspection of the proof of Lemma 8 shows
that the lemma still holds under H,. Therefore, following the same argument as in (15),

for each k € [K,,], we have

|(no?) ™ (wy — wi) XL, (Y = X_82,)| < [lwg — will][(no?) (Y — X 87, [l
=op (1/v/n) .
(43)
Therefore, I = op (1/y/n).

For the term 17, we bound ||ELm — B%,.|l1 and ||(n0€2)*1ﬁ’:nX_m - ‘//‘\//X'_mX_mHOO
respectively. To bound HB_m — B%,.ll1, under H,, we only need to replace ¢; in (38)
with ¢ + U;,,8,,.- Due to the sub-Gaussian assumption of U,,, in Condition 1, and
the fact that ¢; and U, ,, are uncorrelated, the bounds we have established in (39) and
(40) still hold. Therefore, uniformly for all 8* € N, ||B_,, — 8%, |1 has the same upper
bound as the one established in Lemma 6. In addition, the bound we have established for
| (naf)_lﬁ’:nX_m — I//I\/IXLmX_mHOO also holds uniformly for all 3" € N. Then, it follows
from (43) that IT = op (1/+/n).

Combining the bounds of the terms I, I1, and Condition 6 completes the proof. n

Lemma 11. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 2 hold. Then, uniformly for all 3* € N,

S(B*v) — S(B°,0) = I, 15~ =o0p(n?).

Proof. By definition, we have

Vi{S(B8".7) — S(BL,.0) = I}, 15 i}

1 . * */ * *

= \/50_2 Z w;,mﬁm<fi,m -W wi,*m> - Ivm\ﬁ_mvm
€ =1
1 n

= \/ﬁaz Z[(fz,m - W*’:ci,_m)f;,m’)’; — E{(f%m — W*Iwi,—m)f;m')’:%}]

i=1
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1
_l’_
Vno?

For the term I, its kth element equals

Z U;,m/B:n(fz,m - W*'mi’_m) =] + II.
=1

n

1 / / * */ / *
\/_0' Z [(fz mp wz wz‘,—m) fz,m’)’m - E { (fum - wk mi,—m) .fz,m’Ym}} :
€ =1

By the sub-Gaussian assumptions on f; ,,, and w}'x; _,, in Condition 1, and the standard
concentration inequality (e.g., Ning and Liu, 2017, Lemma H.2), the kth element of I is
bounded by Op (||, ||2vIogn) = op (1) for all k € [K,,], and this bound is uniform for

all B e N.
For the term I, its kth element satisfies that, uniformly for all 3* € N,

faQ Z U5 (fime = w3 ) = Op (Ilbw, ll2/Tog ) = o (1)

Combining the results for the terms I and I completes the proof. O

Lemma 12. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 3 hold. Then,

IR]. = O (F (&+ j}%)) 7

where R =n"" {((7 -U)Up* + ﬁ/(F'y* - ﬁ”?a) +(U - U)’e}.

Proof. First, we bound n‘lﬁ/(F'y* —F5,). By Lemma 2, |[U —U]||o, = op (1). Therefore,

1

-~ * Y 1 * T~
—U (F~y* - F7,) OOS HEU/(F’Y - F7,) N

n
1 1 -
< |[fFury - FHHEHYY| + H—U’(FHH’ < F7,)
n ') n 00
1 1 -
< |cuFrug-vH)Y] + H—U’(FHH’ o (44)
n o) n 0o

Let ¥ = (Ix — HH')~*. Then, ||¥|2 < |[Ix — HH'||s||v*|]2. By Lemma 2,
||IK — HH/”Q = Op (1/\/%4— 1/\/pmin) .

Since [[v*[3 S Var(f'v*) < o5 = O(1), we have [|F]loo < [[Fll2 = Op (1/v/n+ 1//Duin)-
Then,

K
H—UF (Ix — HH')y —max‘— Ui Y S|
=1 k=1

o j€lp]
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By Condition 1, K is fixed, and ||¥|2 = Op (1/v/n + 1/\/Pmin), We have that S faAn
is sub-Gaussian with variance bounded by O (1/n + 1/pmin). Moreover, U,; is also sub-
Gaussian and uncorrelated with f, for any k& € [K]. Then, Uj; Zle fir Yk is sub-exponential.
Applying Bernstein inequality, we have

v OOZOP< loip (%+\/pl?)> (45)

1
H—U’F(IK _HH)
n

On the other hand, we have

1 -~ 1 - 1
H—U’(FHH’ Py < H—U’(FH _PYH~|| + H—U’F(H’fy* ~7)
n oo n 0o n

. (46)

For the first term in (46), we have

H—U’ (FH — F)H'~*

K
= (S B LS

1

IN

o0

k=
* 1 .
I8l (a7, F, ||2) B

=1

_0P<\/E>op(\/_ j}%) (47)

where the last equality is implied by Lemma 1, and the fact that | H'vy*||s < ||H'||2||7*||2 =

O(1). For the second term in (46), we have

1., ~
| v Ry -7,)

1 R
< H—U’F(H’fy* —3)
[ n

< _ -
m_<lgr€1[alg<]|( V= Fok )ZH Uil

Since 4, € M, we have maxyex] |(HY* — ,)kl = Op (6,). By Condition 1, for each
k € |K], Uy fir is sub-exponential. Then ||[n U, fix]loo = Op< (logp)/n>. Since K is
ﬁxed7 ZszlnnilefzkHOO - OP ( (logp)/n) Then7

lo lo 1 1/4
o ) (5 5 22)

1.~ R
H—U/F(HI’Y* —J.)
n

Therefore,

1 -
H—U’(FHH’ “_FF.)
n

OO:O;;( loip (%+%)> (48)
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Then, it follows from (44), (45) and (48) that

=0y < loip (% + %)) . (49)

_op [ L[ leen,
o (2 (2 ).

where the last equality follows from Lemma 2, and n='> " &, = Op (1/4/n), since ¢; is

1~y . S~
|0 Fy - F3)

For ||n~'(U — U)€l|s, we have

13

i=1

(@0 el < ([, - )

sub-Gaussian. Similarly, we have

~ 1 logn n'/4
n U -U)UB|o =0p | — + . 51
IO - UYUBL = O | 7= ({255 + T 51
Combining (49), (50) and (51) completes the proof. O

Lemma 13. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 3 hold. Then,

= Op (0n) -

[e.9]

H—f«“’(Y —UB, - FH'v)
n

Proof. The proof is similar to Lemma 12. We outline the key steps here. We have

N U 1 N N
H—F'(Y _UB, - FH'v)| < ( “F{F~y — FH'~* +UB —UB, + e}H
n (%s) n 00

1 1 _
< |-FiFy -FHEYY +| F(FH-F)H'Yy
n 00 n

o0

1 1o |
+H—F’U6* + H—F’Uﬁa + (—F’e
n [e’e) n n

o0 oo

Similar to (45), we have

1 1
H—F’{ny*—FHH’fy*} ) — H—F/F(IK—HH’)fy*
n (%s) n

o G )

o )

Note that [|87[|5 < Var(z'8*) < o) = O(1), and Anax(Xy) = O(1). Therefore, U;3" is

Y

Similar to (47), we have

1 N
H—F’(FH _F)H'y'
n

sub-Gaussian with bounded variance. Since f;, is sub-Gaussian, f;,U;3* is exponential.
Then by Bernstein inequality, we have that |[n ' F'UB"|« = Op ( (log K)/n) Similarly,
||n*117\‘/f],("3*||OO =Op ( (log K)/n) Finally, fiz€; is sub-exponential, then ||[n~ ' F'e||o =
Op ( (log K)/ n) Combining these results completes the proof. O
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Figure 4: The heat map of the correlation matrix of the multimodal neuroimaging data.

9.9 Additional numerical results

Figure 4 shows the heat map of the correlation matrix of the multimodal neuroimaging

data analyzed in Section 7.3. It is seen that some covariates are highly correlated.
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