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Abstract
Modeling and drawing inference on the joint associations between single nucleotide polymor-
phisms and a disease has sparked interest in genome-wide associations studies. In the motivating
Boston Lung Cancer Survival Cohort (BLCSC) data, the presence of a large number of single nu-
cleotide polymorphisms of interest, though smaller than the sample size, challenges inference on their

joint associations with the disease outcome. In similar settings, we find that neither the de-biased

lasso approach ,|20J_4I), which assumes sparsity on the inverse information matrix,
nor the standard maximum likelihood method can yield confidence intervals with satisfactory cover-
age probabilities for generalized linear models. Under this “large n, diverging p” scenario, we propose
an alternative de-biased lasso approach by directly inverting the Hessian matrix without imposing the
matrix sparsity assumption, which further reduces bias compared to the original de-biased lasso and
ensures valid confidence intervals with nominal coverage probabilities. We establish the asymptotic
distributions of any linear combinations of the parameter estimates, which lays the theoretical ground

for drawing inference. Simulations show that the proposed refined de-biased estimating method per-
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forms well in removing bias and yields honest confidence interval coverage. We use the proposed
method to analyze the aforementioned BLCSC data, a large scale hospital-based epidemiology cohort

study, that investigates the joint effects of genetic variants on lung cancer risks.

Keywords: asymptotics, bias correction, high-dimensional regression, lung cancer, statistical infer-

ence

1 Introduction

To identify disease-related genetic markers, traditional genome-wide association studies typically analyze

the marginal associations of the disease outcome with single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs), one at


http://arxiv.org/abs/2110.04433v3

a time. As marginal associations do not account for the dependence among SNPs, false positive discov-
eries may occur as SNPs can be claimed as significant when they are correlated with the causal variants
({S_C_b.aid_e_t_alj, |ZD_1_§). Alternatively, modeling the joint effects of SNPs within the target genes can reduce
false positives around true causal SNPs and improve prediction accuracy (He and LiI’], M), and also
can pinpoint functionally impactful loci in the coding regions (Taylor et alJ, ‘M; Repapi et alJ, IM) N

as to better understand the molecular mechanisms underlying cancer (IGJLan_an.d_S_tﬁpb.e_nA, |ZD_1J.|). For
example, among a subset of 1,374 patients from the Boston Lung Cancer Survival Cohort (BLCSC), an

epidemiology study that investigates molecular mechanisms underlying lung cancer, our goal is to study
the joint associations of lung cancer risk with over 100 SNPs residing in nine target genes that have been
reported to harbor relevant genetic variants (IM.C_Ka;Le_t_aLI, |2Q]l|). The results may aid in personalized
medicine by properly implicating relevant genetic variants and their joint roles in pharmacogenomics

(Evans and Rellin ,IA)DA]). Statistically, the analysis requires reliable estimation and inference on a fairly
large number of regression parameters.

With lung cancer mechanisms differing by smoking predisposition (Bossé and Amgg, M), analyz-
ing BLCSC among the 1,077 smokers and 297 non-smokers, separately, is necessary. Included in our

models are 103 SNPs and 4 demographic variables, which, though smaller than the number of smok-
ers or non-smokers, are large enough to defy the conventional maximum likelihood estimation (MLE)
approach. In particular, for non-smokers, Table [2] in Section [3/ has shown unreasonably large MLE esti-
mates with wide confidence intervals, e.g. a point estimate of -19.64 with a 95% confidence interval (-
6,705.04, 6,665.75) for SNP AX-62479186. Failures of MLE in similar scenarios have been documented

. N

in Sur and glandgg “ZQIQ), and further evidenced by our later simulation studies.

The asymptotic framework underlying these cases can be characterized as the number of parameters
p increasing with the sample size n, rather than staying fixed, which is often referred to as the “large n,
diverging p” scenario. Drawing inference with generalized linear models (GLMs) under this framework
may facilitate a range of applications, because the setting enables us to build valid models when the
collected information increases with more subjects included in the study (@, IZ_Q_T]_I|). Several authors

ﬂ&me_rl, hﬂEI; Iﬁmai_amiﬂamé, hﬂé; hm@, IL%AJ, h%j) investigated the relative order between

p and n that ensures the validity of M-estimators in linear regression; He and Sh “M) studied the

consistency and the asymptotic normality of the M-estimators under different conditions and showed
that p?log(p)/n — 0 would be needed for linear and logistic regression; (IZ_'_T]J') developed an
asymptotic theory for the estimated regression parameters from generalized estimating equations with
clustered binary outcomes, provided p* /n — 0. However, most of these methods incur substantial biases
in empirical studies unless p is very small.

Penalized regression methods have been developed over the decades to accommodate a large number
of covariates. These methods, including the lasso Mﬂ, M), the elastic net Ziu_ami_Has_tﬁ,
) and the Dantzig selector (IQand_és_and_Tad, IZDQZI) among many others, are considered to be useful
alternatives to the traditional variable selection methods such as forward or stepwise selection, especially
in genetic studies (Schaid et alJ, M). These regularized methods yield biased estimates, and, thus,




cannot be directly used for drawing inference such as constructing confidence intervals with a nominal
coverage probability.

One stream of inferential methods is the post-selection inference conditional on selected models
(Lee et al.l, IM), which requires conditional coverage to quantify the uncertainty associated with model

selection. Other sufer—efﬁcient procedures, such as SCAD (Fan and Li, 2001; [Fan and Pgné, IMJ) and

adaptive lasso @), share the flavor of post-selection inference that is not the focus of this article.

In particular, the inference based on the oracle estimation of IEan_an.d_EQné (IZDDA|) requires p°/n — 0.
Another school of methods is to draw inference by de-biasing the lasso estimates, termed de-biased

lasso or de-sparsified lasso, which relieves the restrictions of post-selection inference and possesses nice

theoretical and numerical properties in linear regression models (Ilan_d_eﬁ_e_e_r_e_t_al“ZQlélj, IZh.an.g_an.d_Zh.aIlé
2!!14]; Javanmard and Montanari 2!!14]).

n r et al “2(2141) extended de-biased lasso to GLMs and developed the asymptotic normality
theory for each component of the coefficient estimates; based on this work, )

proposed a multiplier bootstrap procedure to draw inference on a group of coefficients in GLMs. However,
the de-biased lasso approach presented subpar performance with non-negligible biases and poor coverage
of confidence intervals, as seen from Figures [Tl and @I for a logistic example in Section 4 that mimics the
BLCSC setting, because a key sparsity assumption on the inverse information matrix may not hold in
GLM settings.

To address the limitation and for valid inference with GLMs, we propose a refined de-biased lasso
estimating method specifically tailored to the “large n, diverging p” scenario as in the motivating BLCSC
dataset. Our proposed method estimates the inverse information matrix by directly inverting the sample
Hessian matrix, which requires no structural assumptions on the inverse information matrix. We establish
the asymptotic distributions for any linear combinations of the resulting estimates, laying the theoretical
foundation for applications. Simulations demonstrate its better performance in reducing biases and pre-
serving confidence interval coverage probabilities than the conventional MLE and the original de-biased
lasso (van de Geer et alJ, |2Q]_4]) for a wide range of p/n ratios, and all three methods yield almost identical

results when p is rather small relative to n.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section [2| describes in detail the model setup and
the proposed refined de-biased lasso estimating method. Asymptotic results for the proposed method are
provided in Section 3] followed by simulation studies in Section 4 Findings on the joint associations
between SNPs in target genes and lung cancer risks by applying the proposed method to the motivating
BLCSC data are reported in Section [l Not to deviate from the main flow, we put off the discussion of the

distinctions of the proposed method from the existing high-dimensional inference literature to Section



2 Method

2.1 Background and set-up in generalized linear models

We start with some commonly used notation. For a vector a, ||a||, denotes its ¢, norm, ¢ > 1. Denote by
Amax(A) and Apin(A) the largest and the smallest eigenvalues of a symmetric matrix A, respectively. For
areal matrix A = (A;;), let || Al| = supy,—, [|Az]]> = [Amax (AT A)]'/? be the spectral norm of A. The
induced matrix ¢, norm is [|A[[; = max; >, |4;[, and when A is symmetric, [|A[[; = max; ) _; [A4;]
also holds. The element-wise /., norm is || A ||, = max; ; |A;;|. With two positive sequences a,, and b,,,
write a,, = O(b,) if there exist ¢ > 0 and N > 0 such that a,, < ¢b, forall n > N, and a,, = o(b,,) if
an /b, — 0asn — oco. We write a,, < b, if a,, = O(b,) and b, = O(a,,).

Denote by y; the response variable and x; = (1, 27)T € RP™! fori = 1, ..., n, where “1” corresponds
to the intercept term, and &; represents the p covariates. Let X be the n x (p + 1) covariate matrix with
x! being the ith row. We assume that {(y;, z;)};_, are independent and identically distributed copies of
(y, x). Define the negative log-likelihood function as the following, up to an additive constant irrelevant

to the unknown parameters, when the conditional density of y given @ belongs to an exponential family:

pe(y, @) = ply, x"€) = —yz & + b(x"€) (1)

where 0(-) is a known twice continuously differentiable function, £ = (3y,37)" € RP*! denotes the

vector of coefficients and Sy € R is the intercept parameter. The unknown true coefficient vector is

€0 = (83,87

2.2 De-biased lasso

With pe(y,x) = p(y,"€) given in (), denote by p¢ and pg its first and second order derivatives
with respect to &, respectively. For any function g(y, ), let P,g = n™'>_" , g(vyi,x;). Then for
any £ € RP™!, we denote the empirical loss function based on the random sample {(y;, x;)}", by
Pupe = n Y7 | pe(yi, @;), and its first and second order derivatives with respect to & by P,pe =
n~ S Ope(yi, ;) /O€ and flg = Pope = n D00 02 pe(ys, ;) /OEOET. Two important population-
level matrices are the information matrix, 3¢ = £ (EAIS) = E(P,p¢), and its inverse ©@¢ = Egl. With a

tuning parameter A > 0, the lasso estimator for £ is defined as

= argmin  {Fpe + MBI}, 2)
€=(Bo, BT)T eRPH1
where we suppress the dependence of A on n and p for notational ease. We clarify that we do not penalize

the intercept 3 in @)). As such, the theoretical properties for E, including the bounds of estimation errors

and prediction errors, are still the same as those in van de giggll ‘M) and [van de Geer et alJ “2()141),
where all of the parameters are estimated via penalization (Biihlmann and van de giggi 2011)).




We briefly review the de-biased lasso estimator and its bias decomposition. The first order Taylor

expansion of P, p¢o at E gives
Pupes = Pug+ Pai(€” — €) + A, 3)

where A is a (p + 1)-dimensional vector of remainder terms with the jth element
IR T = 2
Aj == Al a5) = plye wl ) Yoyl (€0 — &),
i=1

in which j(y,a) = 9*p(y,a)/0a”, and a lies between x’€ and x7€°. In linear regression models,
A = 0, which is not always the case for GLMs. Let M be a (p + 1) x (p + 1) matrix approximating
©O¢0. Multiplying both sides of (3) by M;, the jth row of M, we obtain the following equality for the jth

component

L II; 1
= 0 . — . T - 0 \ .
&= &+ (~MPjg) + (=MA) + (M, Pojig — €] ) (€— €") = =M, Pojeo, )
where e; is the unit vector with the jth element being 1. lvan de Geer et alJ “2!!14_!]) obtained the above

decomposition by inverting the Karush—Kuhn—Tucker condition while using the node-wise lasso estimate
of ©¢o, denoted by ©, to be the approximation matrix M . Originally proposed for neighborhood selection

in high-dimensional graphs i i , ), the node-wise lasso approach estimates

a sparse matrix @¢o that consists of many zero elements. In (@), the asymptotic bias term /; is estimable,

and Ej + I; corresponds to the de-biased lasso estimator in ) with M = ©. In
practice, the II; and I11; terms in @) are not computable because they involve the unknown £°, and
ignoring them may not help fully remove biases. Particularly, the sparse estimator e may result in non-

negligible //; and I11; terms compared to /;. Consequently, the ©-based de-biased lasso estimator

, IZQ]AJ) incurs much bias and possesses an unsatisfactory inference performance for
GLMs as evidenced by our simulations.

On the other hand, without the matrix sparsity assumption, one may obtain M by solving an opti-

mization problem originally proposed for linear models i, ):
min{¢"S ¢ 1 ¢ € R[S € — )l < i} (5)

forj =1,...,p+ 1and p, > 0. Under the conditions in Theorem [I] of Section 3, the Hessian matrix
f)g is invertible with probability going to one as n — oo, and the rows of f]gil are solutions to (3 when
tn, = 0. As confirmed by our simulations in a variety of regimes, (,, = 0 generally performs the best in

overall bias correction to /1; + I11; and statistical inference as ,, varies from O to 1; see Section @] This



motivates us to replace M with O = EAlgil, denote by C:)j the jth row of ®, and reexpress () as
E- €+ (-OP.yg) + (-0A) = —BPe. ©)
Therefore, we propose a refined de-biased lasso estimator based on o:
b=¢— 0P, (7)

We will show that our proposed method possesses desirable asymptotic properties and, in general, per-

forms better than the original de-biased lasso approach (van r et all, 2(214]) in finite sample settings.

3 Theoretical results

Without loss of generality, we assume that each covariate has been centered to have mean zero. Let
X¢ = WX be the weighted design matrix, where W; is a diagonal matrix with elements w;(§) =
{ply;, xT€)}/2, i = 1,... n. Then, for any £ € RP*!, 3¢ can be rewritten as %, = X! X¢/n. Recall
that the population information matrix ¥ = E (f)g) = E(P,p¢), and its inverse matrix is @¢ = Egl,
which are respectively equal to F(X? X /n) and {E(XTX /n)}~! only for linear models, but not for
GLMs. The vs-norm (Vershyni ,IZJM) is useful for characterizing the convergence rate of O = 53621
Explicitly, for a random variable Y, its ¢,-norm is defined as [|Y||y, = sup,~, r~*/(E|Y|")"/", and Y is

defined to be a sub-Gaussian random variable if || Y|4, < co. For a random vector Z € RP*!, its ¢)-norm
is defined as || Z||y, = sup|q,=1 [|(Z, a)lly,, and Z is called sub-Gaussian if (Z, a) is a sub-Gaussian
random variable for all @ € RP™ with ||all; = 1 in, |2Q1j). We list the regularity conditions as

follows.

Assumption 1. The elements in X are bounded almost surely. That is, || X || < K almost surely for a

constant K > 0. In addition, the rows of X are sub-Gaussian random vectors.

Assumption 2. .0 is positive definite with bounded eigenvalues such that, for two positive constants
Cmin and Cmaxs> Cmin < )\min<250) S )\max(250> S Crmax < OQ.

Assumption 3. The derivatives p(y,a) = dp(y,a)/0a and jp(y,a) = ?p(y,a)/da? exist for all (y,a).
Further in some 6-neighborhood, 6 > 0, p(y, a) is Lipschitz such that for some absolute constant c,;;, > 0,

max sup sup —
a0€{@T'€%} max(|a—ao|,|a—ao|)<6 ¥V la —

S CLip-

And the derivatives are bounded in the sense that there exist two constants K, Ky > 0 such that

max sup |p(y, ag)| < K,
aoe{m%o}yeglp(y o)| < K

max  sup sup|j(y,a)| < Ks.
aoe{mfgo} la—ap|<é yeY

6



Assumption 4. || X £°|| is bounded from above almost surely.

Assumption 5. The covariance matrix E(X™ X /n) is positive definite with eigenvalues bounded away

from 0 and from above.

It is common to assume bounded covariates as in Assumption [Il and bounded eigenvalues for the in-

formation matrix as in Assumption [2] in high-dimensional inference literature (van de Geer et al.l, 2(214];

iu, ). Assumption [2] is needed to derive the rate of convergence for E Assumption

specifies the required smoothness and local properties of the loss function p(y, 7€)

). Since each element of X &Y is the (transformed) COl’ldlthl’lal mean of y;, it is reasonable to assume
its boundedness in Assumption [l as mIALaIl_d_e_G_e_e_r_e_t_aLI ) and IN_mg_am:LLlul (IZQ]JI) for generalized

linear models, and in |&mg_an.d_N_aA (IZD_IA|) and|Eang_e_t_aL| (IZDJJI) for the Cox models. Also Assumption

Mlis needed to bound the variance of y; and keep it away from O for generalized linear models. Assump-

tion 3] is a mild requirement for random covariates; a similar condition on the sample covariance matrix
m (IZ!_T]J'). Unlike |3Lan_d_eﬁ_e_6I_e_t_al.| (IZD_IA|), we have avoided an assumption on the

boundedness of ||©¢ox;||~, Which is not verifiable and closely related to the sparsity requirement of ® o

can be found in

under Assumption 1.
Let sy denote the number of non-zero elements in £°, and consider b= E — (:)Pnp'g as defined in
(@). Theorem [ establishes asymptotic normality for (multiple) linear combinations of /I;, with a proof

provided in Web Appendix A.

Theorem 1. With A =< {log(p)/n}'/?, assume that p*/n — 0 and sy log(p)(p/n)"/? = 0asn — oo.
Under Assumptions 1-5, we have that ) gls invertible with probability going to one, and that

(i) for a constant vector o, € RPT with ||, ||z = 1

nl/2 T(b ) p
(f©cx,)'/

— N(0,1) as n — o0;

(ii) for a fixed integer m > 1 and a constant matrix A,, € R™ Pt satisfying || AL|| < ¢, for some
8 g 11Aa,
constant ¢, and A, O¢ AT — F for some F € R™*™,

n'/?A (b EO) N, (0, F) asn — o0.

Remark 1. Theorem[Ilenables us to construct a 100 x (1 — )% confidence interval for o €° as [a} b—
2 2(@TOa, /)%, al b+ 2, 5(alOa, /n)"/?], where 0 < < 1and z,/, is the upper (r/2)th quantile

of the standard normal distribution. Here, ¢, can be arbitrarily dense, instead of having only a few non-

zero elements such as o, = e; inlvan retal ‘ZQIAJ). A 100 x (1 — r)% confidence region for
A,,£° can be constructed as {a € R™ : n(A,b—a)’(A,0AT)1(A,b—a) < X} Where X2, is the
upper 7th quantile of x? .



Remark 2. In a linear regression setting with Y = (y1,...,v,)?, some algebra shows that the proposed
estimator (7) is identical to the MLE, (X7 X)~' XY, regardless of the choice of the initial estimate, £.
Therefore, as a by-product, Theorem [Il characterizes the asymptotics of the MLE for linear models with a
diverging number of coefficients, which only requires p?/n — 0. This can be shown following a similar
proof of Theorem [Mlwith A = 0 for linear regression models, where O is free of regression parameters.

It is obvious that regularity conditions can be simplified for linear regression models.

Remark 3. Binary covariates, particularly dummy variables for categorical covariates, satisfy the as-
sumptions for Theorem [l Therefore, applications of Theorem [Il encompass inference for categorical
covariates, such as drawing inference on comparisons between multiple intervention groups or testing

associations of multi-level categorical covariates with outcomes.

4 Numerical experiments

Under the “large n, diverging p” scenario, we compare the estimation biases and coverage probabilities

of confidence intervals across the following estimators: (i) the original de-biased lasso estimator obtained

by using the node-wise lasso estimator © in ) (ORIG-DY), (ii) the conventional
maximum likelihood estimator (MLE), and (iii) our proposed refined de-biased lasso estimator B, based
on the inverse matrix estimation © = f)g:l (REE-DS).

Simulations using the logistic and Poisson regression models yield similar observations, and we only
report results from logistic regression. A total of n = 1, 000 observations, each with p = 40, 100, 300, 400
covariates, are simulated. Within «; = (1, Z/)?, &; are independently generated from N,,(0,,) before
being truncated at +6, and y; | ©; ~ Bernoulli(y;), where p; = exp(x?€°)/{1 + exp(x!¢°)}. The
intercept 4 = 0, and /8Y varies from 0 to 1.5 with 40 equally spaced increments. In addition, four
arbitrarily chosen elements of (3° take non-zero values, two with 0.5 and the other two with 1, and are
fixed throughout the simulation. In some settings, the maximum likelihood estimates do not exist due
to divergence and are not shown. The covariance matrix X, of @; takes an autoregressive structure
of order 1, i.e. AR(1), with correlation p = 0.7, or a compound symmetry structure with correlation
p = 0.7. The tuning parameter in the ¢, penalized regression is selected by 10-fold cross-validation,

and the tuning parameter for the node-wise lasso estimator O is selected using 5-fold cross-validation.

Both tuning parameter selection procedures are implemented using glmnet M, IM). For
every 3? value, we summarize the average bias, empirical coverage probability, empirical standard error
and model-based estimated standard error over 200 replications.

Figure [[illustrates the simulation results for estimating 37 under the autoregressive covariance struc-
ture, and Figure 2| under the compound symmetry structure. The three methods in comparison behave
similarly with only 40 covariates included in the model, and the MLE yields slightly larger biases. The
MLE estimates display much more biases than those obtained by the other two methods with 100 covari-

ates, and do not always exist due to divergence. When the MLE estimates do exist, they manifest more



variability than the original and refined de-biased lasso estimates, and are with lower coverage probabil-
ities. In contrast, our refined de-biased lasso approach outperforms the MLE because the former utilizes
sparse lasso estimates as the initial estimates and is numerically more stable than the latter.

There are systematic biases in the original de-biased lasso estimator by lvan de Geer et al.l “M),
which increase with the magnitude of 3. When signals are non-zero, the model-based standard errors
produced by IALan_d_e_G_e_eI_e_t_aLI (IZDJA|) slightly underestimate the true variability. These factors contribute

to the poor coverage probabilities of dZQ]_ﬁd) when the signal size is not zero. In con-

trast, the refined de-biased lasso estimator gives the smallest biases and has an empirical coverage prob-
ability closest to the nominal level across different settings, though with slightly higher variability than
IMan_d_e_G_e_e_r_e_t_alJ (IZD_lA|). This is likely because our proposed de-biased lasso approach does not utilize
a penalized estimator of the inverse information matrix. We take note that as the refined de-biased lasso

method needs to invert the Hessian matrix, which could become more ill-conditioned if the dimension
increases, its performance may deteriorate as the dimension of covariates increases.
~Aswe alluded to in Section[2] the refined de-biased lasso estimator is related tolJavanmard and Montanari
ﬂﬂ), and we have conducted additional simulations to compare them, referred to as “REF-DS” and

“Tuning” respectively. Figure Bl which depicts the results of a logistic regression model with n = 500
observations and p = 40, 100, 200, 300, 400 covariates, shows that y,, = 0 generally performs the best in
bias correction and honest confidence interval coverage when i, varies from 0O to 1; see the simulation

setup and additional results in Web Appendix B.

S Boston lung cancer data analysis

Lung cancer is the top cause of cancer death in the United States. The Boston Lung Cancer Survival Co-
hort (BLCSC), one of the largest hospital-based cohorts in the country, investigates the molecular causes
of lung cancer. Recruited to the study were the lung cancer cases and controls from the Massachusetts
General Hospital and the Dana-Farber Cancer Institute since 1992 M_lller_ej_aLJ, IM). We apply the
proposed refined de-biased lasso approach, together with the method by IMan_d_e_G_e_e_r_e_t_alJ ) and the

MLE for comparison, to a subset of the BLCSC data and examine the joint effects of SNPs from nine
target genes on the overall risk of lung cancer.

Genotypes from Axiom array and clinical information were originally available on 1,459 individuals.
Out of those individuals, 14 (0.96%) had missing smoking status, 8 (0.55%) had missing race information,
and 1,386 (95%) were Caucasian. We include a final number of n = 1,374 Caucasians with complete
data, where ny = 723 were controls and n; = 651 were cases. Denote the binary disease outcome by
y; = 1 for cases and 0 for controls. Among the 1,077 smokers, 595 had lung cancer, whereas out of
the 297 non-smokers, 56 were cases. Other demographic characteristics, such as education level, gender
and age, are summarized in Web Appendix C. Using the target gene approach, we focus on the following
lung cancer-related genes: AKS on region 1p31.1, RNASET2 on region 6q27, CHRNA2 and EPHX2 on
region 8p21.2, BRCA2 on region 13q13.1, SEMA6D and SECISBP2L on region 15q21.1, CHRNAS5 on



p =40 p =40 p =40 p =40
0.3 1.0 0.3 0.3
2 "“'i’-’xb"&:
- = e N T AN w
02 2 09 NEAVLAL I Z
3 O 0.2 B 0.2
%) 0.1 4 E < 0
@ S 0.8 A e P .
B 0.0 jrprSre—T = 5 s e i I PP =
- @ E 01 izaris” 8 01 qrzasmeiE=
¢ 0.7 w 2
-0.1 - 3 =
O
-0.2 0.6 — 0.0 - 0.0 -
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
Signal Signal Signal Signal
p =100 p =100 p =100 p =100
0.3 1.0 o 0.3 0.3
> LA AN
| £ AR AL N AR AT w
02 5 09+ LNee | 0
8 O 0.2 B 0.2
%) 0.1 1 [<] © %}
.© . 2 08 - o I 8 .
Y R ——— s = e oLz T iz
: S —_——— g E 01 ANt g 0l Hiririr ==
2 0.7 [im} - S
-0.1 g =
O
-0.2 - 0.6 0.0 — 0.0 —
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
Signal Signal Signal Signal
p =300 p =300 p =300 p =300
0.3 N 1.0 0.3 .- 0.3
> A7 7 »
- = b 2 U D PRl K w
0.2 2 09+ \ '\\‘ “ w g
. 014 - g AL EVN . 2 0.2 3 0.2
8 : S 08 g 7| 8
M g0 s o S = B ///—’ T B
’ S~ I E 014 _ _ ~——= L 0l e e — —— -
-——- o 07 4 w - - o
-0.1 —~- 3 7 =
o
-0.2 0.6 0.0 0.0
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0.0 0.5 1.0 15 0.0 0.5 1.0 15 0.0 0.5 1.0 15 0.0 0.5 1.0 15
Signal Signal Signal Signal
p =400 p =400 p =400 p =400
0.3 10 4. . 0.3 0.3
) e
] = o ~ _ w
o g %97 s 8 0.2 3 0.2
o 01 E S g -~ g 7
g S 08 \\ e T . _Ig ______ -
00 === - === ~ = _.- - £ |-
== g VY| B o01- —_ T 0l —— -
- g 0.7 u == o
-0.1 - ~~ - 8 >
o
-0.2 0.6 — 0.0 - 0.0 -
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 15 0.0 0.5 1.0 15 0.0 0.5 1.0 15
Signal Signal Signal Signal

Figure 1: Simulation results: Bias, coverage probability, empirical standard error, and model-based stan-
dard error for 3 in logistic regression. Covariates are simulated from N, (0, 3,) before being truncated
at =6, where 3, has an AR(1) with p = 0.7. The sample size is n = 1, 000 and the number of covariates
p = 40,100, 300,400. The oracle estimator, that is, the maximum likelihood estimator under the true
model, is plotted as a reference in orange solid lines. The methods in comparison include our proposed
refined de-biased lasso in olive dot-dash lines, the original de-biased lasso by van de Geer et al. (2014) in
blue dashed lines, and the maximum likelihood estimation in red dotted lines.
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Figure 2: Simulation results: Bias, coverage probability, empirical standard error, and model-based stan-
dard error for 3) in a logistic regression. Covariates are simulated from N,,(0, 3,.) before being truncated
at =6, where X, has a compound symmetry structure with p = 0.7. The sample size is n = 1,000 and
the number of covariates p = 40, 100, 300,400. The oracle estimator, that is the maximum likelihood
estimator under the true model, is plotted as a reference in orange solid lines. The methods in compar-
isons include our proposed refined de-biased lasso in olive dot-dash lines, the original de-biased lasso by
van de Geer et al! (2014)) in blue dashed lines, and the maximum likelihood estimation in red dotted lines.
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Figure 3: Simulation results: Bias, coverage probability, ratio between average model-based standard
error and empirical standard error in a logistic regression to verify the selection of the tuning parameter

ftn = 0in Eq. @) for &) = 1.

12



region 15g25.1, and CYP2A6 on region 19q13.2. These genes may harbor SNPs associated with the
overall lung cancer risks MMCL@M_QLJ, 2017). In our dataset, each SNP is coded as 0,1,2, reflecting

the number of copies of the minor allele, and minor alleles are assumed to have additive effects. After

applying filters on the minor allele frequency, genotype call rate, and excluding highly correlated SNPs,
103 SNPs remain in the model. Since smoking may modify associations between lung cancer risks and

SNPs, for example, those residing in region 15g25.1 dﬂahridﬁﬁu_e_t_al.l, IZD_IEI; IAmQS_e_t_al.I, M), we

conduct analysis stratified by smoking status. Among the smokers and non-smokers, we fit separate

logistic regression models, adjusting for education, gender and age.

We apply these methods to draw inference on all of the 107 predictors, two of which are dummy
variables for education originally with three levels, no high school, high school and at least 1-2 years of
college. Our data analysis may shed light on the molecular mechanism underlying lung cancer. Due to
limited space, Table[dllists the estimates for 11 selected SNPs and demographic variables among smokers,
and Tablelfor non-smokers. These SNPs are listed as they are significant based on at least one of the three
methods among either the smokers or the non-smokers. Details of the other SNPs are omitted. Since the
number of the non-smokers is only about one third of the smokers, the MLE has the largest standard errors
and tends to break down among the non-smokers; see, for example, AX-62479186 in Table 2] whereas the
two de-biased lasso methods give more stable estimates. The estimates by our proposed refined de-biased
lasso method (REF-DS) and the method by lvan de Geer et al.l MM]) (ORIG-DS) share more similarities
in the smokers in Table [l than in the non-smokers in Table 2l Overall, the method by

(IM) has slightly narrower confidence intervals than our proposed de-biased lasso estimator due to the

penalized estimation for @¢o. These results generally agree with our simulation studies.

For some SNPs, our proposed method and the method by lvan de Geer et al.l MMJ) yield estimates
with opposite directions; see AX-38419741 and AX-15934253 in Table[Il and AX-42391645 in Table
Among the non-smokers, the 95% confidence interval for AX-31620127 in SEMA6D by our proposed
method is all positive and excludes 0, while the confidence interval by the method of [van r 1

) includes 0; the directions for AX-88907114 in CYP2A6 are the opposite in Table 2l CHRNAS is a

ene known for predisposition to nicotine dependence ﬂaﬂd_en_e_t_aﬂ, M; IM;L@LI, M; bﬂﬂeﬁmjﬂ,
). Though AX-39952685 and AX-88891100 in CHRNA) are not significant at level 0.05 in marginal
analysis among the smokers, their 95% confidence intervals in Table[Ilexclude O by all of the three meth-
ods. Indeed, AX-88891100, or rs503464, mapped to the same physical location in the dbSNP database,
was found to “decrease CHRNAS promoter-derived luciferase activity” ﬂm&t_ej_aﬂ, IAMI). The same

SNP was also reported to be significantly associated with nicotine dependence at baseline, as well as

response to varenicline, bupropion, nicotine replacement therapy for smoking cessation ,

). AX-39952685 was found to be strongly correlated with SNP AX-39952697 in CHRNAS, which
was mapped to the same physical location as rs11633585 in dbSNP. All of these markers were found to be
significantly associated with nicotine dependence ([S_tmns_ej_alj, M). The stratified analysis also sug-
gests molecular mechanisms of lung cancer differ between smokers and non-smokers, though additional

confirmatory studies are needed.
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Table 1: Estimated coefficients for demographic variables and eleven SNPs in a logistic regression model among the smokers. The other SNPs
are omitted from the table

REF-DS* ORIG-DS" MLE®

Demographic variable Est SE°¢  95% CF Est SE 95% CI Est SE 95% CI
Education: No high school 0.44 0.20 (0.05,0.83) 0.48 0.19 (0.11,0.85) 0.52 0.22 (0.09, 0.94)
Education: High school graduate 0.00 0.15 (-0.29,0.28) -0.02 0.14 (-0.29,0.25) -0.01 0.16 (-0.32,0.30)
Gender: Male -0.14 0.13 (-0.40,0.12) -0.16 0.13 (-0.40,0.09) -0.15 0.14 (-0.43,0.13)
Ageinyears 0.04 0.07 (-0.09,0.17) 0.05 0.06 (-0.07,0.17) 0.05 0.07 (-0.09,0.19)

SNP Pos? Gene Est SE 95% CI Est SE 95% CI Est SE 95% CI
AX-15319183 6:167352075 RNASET2 0.01 0.19 (-0.36,0.39) -0.03 0.18 (-0.39,0.33) 0.02 0.20 (-0.38,0.42)
AX-41911849 6:167360724 RNASET2 0.43 022 (0.00,0.86) 0.44 0.20 (0.06,0.83) 0.49 0.24 (0.03, 0.96)
AX-42391645 8:27319769 CHRNA2 0.01 0.16 (-0.29,0.32) -0.01 0.14 (-0.28,0.26) 0.01 0.16 (-0.31,0.34)
AX-38419741 8:27319847 CHRNA2 0.11 0.35 (-0.59,0.80) -0.14 0.31 (-0.75,0.48) 0.13 0.37 (-0.60, 0.86)
AX-15934253  8:27334098 CHRNA2 -0.15 044 (-1.02,0.71) 0.06 0.39 (-0.70,0.82) -0.19 047 (-1.12,0.74)
AX-12672764 13:32927894  BRCA2  -0.07 0.19 (-0.44,0.31) -0.10 0.16 (-0.40,0.21) -0.07 0.20 (-0.47,0.33)
AX-31620127 15:48016563 SEMA6D 0.79 0.26 (0.28,1.31) 0.79 0.25 (0.30,1.28) 096 0.30 (0.37,1.55)
AX-88891100 15:78857896 ~CHRNAS5S 0.87 0.36 (0.17,1.57) 0.79 0.32 (0.16,1.41) 098 0.39 (0.22,1.74)
AX-39952685 15:78867042 CHRNA5 0.99 047 (0.07,191) 0.82 0.38 (0.09,1.56) 1.11 0.50 (0.13,2.08)
AX-62479186 15:78878565 CHRNAS5 0.41 041 (-0.40,1.22) 046 039 (-031,1.23) 046 045 (-041,1.33)
19:41353727 CYP2A6 0.52 0.34 (-0.16,1.19) 049 0.33 (-0.15,1.13) 0.58 0.38 (-0.15, 1.32)

AX-88907114

“The proposed refined de-biased lasso based on the inverted Hessian matrix

bThe original de-biased lasso based on the node-wise lasso estimator for ©®¢o bylvan de Geer et all (2014)
“The maximum likelihood estimation approach

IThe point estimate for each coefficient

“The model-based standard error

/Confidence interval

8The physical position of a SNP on a chromosome based on Assembly GRCh37/hg19




Table 2: Estimated coefficients for demographic variables and eleven SNPs in a logistic regression model among the non-smokers. The other
SNPs are omitted from the table

Gl

REF-DS“ ORIG-DS? MLE®
Demographic variable ~Est¢  SE¢ 95% C¥ Est SE 95% CI Est SE 95% ClI
Education: No high school -0.84 0.93 (-2.67,0.99) -0.58 0.78 (-2.11,0.95) -10.53 3.82 (-18.01, -3.04)
Education: High school graduate -1.68 0.52 (-2.69, -0.66) -1.56 0.43 (-2.39,-0.72) -11.23 3.75 (-18.58, -3.88)
Gender: Male -0.30 041 (-1.10,0.51) -0.16 0.32 (-0.78,0.46) -1.94 1.03 (-3.96, 0.09)
Ageinyears -0.52 020 (-0.91,-0.13) -0.56 0.16 (-0.87,-0.26) -2.59 0.98 (-4.51, -0.67)
SNP Pos8 Gene Est SE 95% C1 Est SE 95% C1 Est SE 95% CI
AX-15319183 6:167352075 RNASET2 -0.71 0.55 (-1.78,0.36) 0.01 040 (-0.79,0.80) -4.32 1.84 (-7.92, -0.71)
AX-41911849 6:167360724 RNASET2 0.69 0.65 (-0.59,1.97) 037 047 (-0.55,1.29) 4.46 2.00 (0.54, 8.39)
AX-42391645 8:27319769 CHRNA2 -0.11 0.49 (-1.07,0.85) 0.18 030 (-0.41,0.78) -1.90 2.00 (-5.81, 2.02)
AX-38419741  8:27319847 CHRNA2 050 1.04 (-1.54,2.53) 0.23 0.61 (-0.97,1.42) 3.37 3.00 (-2.51, 9.26)
AX-15934253  8:27334098 CHRNA2 0.11 140 (-2.64,2.80) 0.38 0.82 (-1.23,1.98) 5.37 4.21 (-2.88, 13.62)
AX-12672764 13:32927894  BRCA2 -0.83 0.62 (-2.04,0.37) -0.57 0.38 (-1.32,0.18) -8.25 2.64 (-13.42, -3.08)
AX-31620127 15:48016563 SEMA6D 1.77 0.75 (0.30,3.24) 043 046 (-0.48,1.34) 9.23 3.27 (2.81, 15.64)
AX-88891100 15:78857896 CHRNAS 0.78 1.18 (-1.54,3.10) 1.15 0.87 (-0.56, 2.85) 1.54 3.17 (-4.68, 7.75)
AX-39952685 15:78867042 CHRNAS5 -0.54 1.30 (-3.09,2.01) -099 0.73 (-2.41,0.44) -2.85 3.98 (-10.65, 4.96)
AX-62479186 15:78878565 CHRNAS -1.28 1.34 (-3.92,1.35) -1.33 1.10 (-349,0.82) -19.64 3410.98 (-6705.04, 6665.75)
AX-88907114 19:41353727 CYP2A6 0.86 0.88 (-0.86,2.59) 1.40 0.68 (0.06,2.74) 3.52 2.18 (-0.75,7.78)

“The proposed refined de-biased lasso based on the inverted Hessian matrix

bThe original de-biased lasso based on the node-wise lasso estimator for ©®¢o bylvan de Geer et all (2014)
“The maximum likelihood estimation approach
IThe point estimate for each coefficient

“The model-based standard error
/Confidence interval

8The physical position of a SNP on a chromosome based on Assembly GRCh37/hg19



6 Concluding remarks

We have proposed a refined de-biased lasso estimating method for GLMs by directly inverting Hes-
sian matrices in the “large n, diverging p” framework. We have showed that if p*/n = o(1) and
(p/n)*2s9log(p) = o(1), along with some other mild conditions, any linear combinations of the result-
ing estimates are asymptotically normal and can be used for constructing hypothesis tests and confidence
intervals. By way of empirical studies, we have showed that when p is small relative to n, the proposed
refined de-biased lasso yields estimates nearly identical to the MLE and the original de-biased lasso by
IMan_d_e_G_e_e_r_e_t_alJ (IZDJA|). In contrast, the proposed method outperforms the latter two in bias correction

and confidence interval coverage probabilities when p < n but p is relatively large, indicating a broad

applicability.

Additional simulations for linear regression models (results not shown here) indicate that, however,
both our proposed method (equivalent to the MLE, see Remark 2) and the original de-biased lasso method
perform well with no obvious difference between these two methods for wide ranges of p/n. This is likely
due to the fact that the Hessian matrix for a linear model is free of regression parameters.

Theorem [I] gives some sufficient range of p relative to n to guide practical settings, but does not
necessarily exhaust all possible working scenarios in a finite sample setting. In fact, we have shown
through simulations that the asymptotic approximations given in Theorem [I] work well in finite sample
settings with wide ranges of p and n. Nevertheless, searching for more relaxed conditions of p and n
warrants more in-depth investigations.

With a slightly stronger requirement of s, log(p)(p/n)'/?> — 0 than s, log(p)/y/n — 0 specified in

), Theorem 1 obtains stronger results than theirs in i) drawing inference for any

linear combinations of regression coefficients, ii) releasing sparsity assumptions on ®¢o, and iii) dropping

the boundedness assumption on ||@¢ox;||~; see Web Appendix D for detailed discussion. Moreover, a
referee pointed out a recent work on linear regression models (IB_eJle_c_e_t_alJ, IZQ]ﬁ) that may help provide
slightly less stringent sparsity conditions by relaxing the logarithmic factor; however, such generalization
to GLMs is beyond our scope.

Lastly, we comment on the difficulties of applying some existing methods to draw inference with

high-dimensional GLMs. With extensive simulations, we have discovered unsatisfactory bias correction

and confidence interval coverage with the original de-biased lasso in GLM settings (van r et al.,
); for example, see the simulation results under the “large p, small n” scenario in Web Appendix B.
Our further investigation pinpoints an essential assumption that hardly holds for GLMs in general, which
is that the number of non-zero elements in the rows of the high-dimensional inverse information matrix
©¢o is sparse and of order o[{n/log(p)}'/?] (van de Geer et alJ, IMJ). The theoretical developments

in ) rely heavily on this sparse matrix assumption. The ¢, sparsity conditions on

high-dimensional matrices are not uncommon in the literature of high-dimensional inference. A related ¢,
sparsity condition on w* = I*~' I, can be found in Ing_aM ‘24)1_7|), where I is the information
matrix under the truth, but it is not well justified in a general setting for GLMs. When testing a global null
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hypothesis 3° = 0, the sparsity of ©,0 reduces to the sparsity of the covariate precision matrix, which
becomes less of an issue (Ma et al.l, 2021)). Therefore, we generally do not recommend the de-biased lasso
method when p > n for GLMs.
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Abstract

We present the technical proofs of Theorem 1 in the main text and the lemmas used for the theo-
rem in Web Appendix A. Additional simulation results and descriptive statistics for the Boston Lung
Cancer Survivor Cohort are provided in Web Appendix B and Web Appendix C, respectively. Web

Appendix D entails additional discussion on the difference between sparsity assumptions in our work

and van de Qw_el_all dZQ]AI)-

Web Appendix A Technical proofs

Web Appendix A.1 Lemmas

We list three lemmas that are used for proving Theorem 1. Without loss of generality, we denote the
dimension of the parameter £ by p instead of (p + 1) to simplify the notation in the proofs. Consequently,
the matrices such as 3¢ and ©, are considered as p x p matrices. This simplification of notation does not
affect the following derivations.

Lemma [ST] bounds the estimation error and the prediction error of the lasso estimator under our as-

sumptions.
Lemma S1. Under Assumptions 1-5, we have ||€ — €°||; = Op(soA) and | X (€ — €°)||2/n = Op(soA2).

Proof. Because Ayin(Xgo0) > 0 in Assumption 2, the compatibility condition holds for all index sets .S C
{1,...,p} by Lemma 6.23 (Ileblman.n_andJLan_d_e_G_e_eJJ, ZQ]_]J) and the fact that the adaptive restricted
eigenvalue condition implies the compatibility condition. Exploiting Hoeffding’s concentration inequal-
ity, we have ||Z¢o — Seollse = Op[{log(p)/n}'/?]. Then by Lemma 6.17 of Biihlmann and van

), we have the flgo -compatibility condition. Finally, the first part of Lemma[ST] follows from Theo-

rem 6.4 in [B_uhhn.ann_and_v_an_dﬁ_ﬁeﬂ (|2QL]J)-
For the second claim, Ning and Lid (2017) showed that

(€ — £°)TSe0 (€ — €°) = (€ — €)T(XTWEX/n) (€ — £°) = Op(sp)?),

then under Assumption 4, the variance terms in Wfo are bounded away from 0, and we obtain the desired
result that || X (€ — £€°)]12/n = Op(soA2). O
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Lemmal[S2]depicts the convergence rate of the inverse Hessian matrix O to the true inverse information

matrix ©o.

Lemma S2. Suppose the covariate vectors x;, ©» = 1,...,n, are independent and identically distributed
sub-Gaussian random vectors. Under Assumptions 1-5, if we further assume that so\ — 0 and p/n — 0,

then © converges to Oo such that
16 = O = Or{(p/n)"* + s0A}.

Proof. Since f)sil — Eg_ol = f)sil (Ego — f)g) Egol, we have

HE§:1 - 25_01” < ||E€:1H ’ Hzg_ EgOH . ||E€_01||, (S1)

-1
£0

convergence rate of |3 ¢ — 2ol and showing that || f]gl || is bounded with probability going to 1.

Note that [[Xz — Zeo|| < [[Eg — o + [[Ego — Zgo||. When the rows of X are sub-Gaussian, so
are the rows of X¢o due to the boundedness of the weights w; in Assumption 3. It can be shown that
L= ||E£_01/2w1w1(£0)||¢2 — O(1). First, for || Se0 — 250H,|Mels_b¥niA (IZQ]_j) shows that for every ¢ > 0,
it holds with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—c} t?) that

By Assumption 2, || X '|| is bounded. We obtain the convergence rate of || f]gil - 26_01 || by calculating the

[Ze0 — Seo|| < [[Seo]| max(d, 02) < cmax max(d, 62), (S2)

where § = C(p/n)"/? +t/n'/?. Here Cy, ¢, > 0 depend only on L = ||2£_01/2:131w1(€0)||¢2. In fact
c; =c;/L*and C, = L*(log9/c1)"/?, where c; is an absolute constant. For s > 0 and t = sCp'/2, the

probability becomes 1 —2 exp(—cys2p), c; > 0 being some absolute constant, and § = (s+1)Cy(p/n)*/2.

Thus [|Ze0 — Seo|| = Op{L2(p/n)"/2} = Op{(p/n)"/?}.

Note that N N
IZg = Zeoll = [ XT(WZ = W)X /n]|

IXT - 1X 1 /n- (W2 = W
A (X7 X f) - | W2 = W]

IN

By Assumptions 1 and 3,

~

W2 - W2l = maxi |y, &]€) = jly:, &l €°)
< cpyp - max; [27(€ — €9 (S3)
< cppK - ||€ €)1

By Lemmal[ST] we have ||€ — £€°]|; = Op(so)). In this case, ||W§ — W5l = Op(so)). By Assumption
5 andliw@@ “M), Mmax(XTX /n) = Op(1). Thus ||f]§— igo” = Op(soA). Therefore, after
combining the two parts, we have Hf]g — Beo|| = Op{L3*(p/n)"? + soA}. Under p/n = o(1) and
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soA = o(1), we have ||f]§— Yol = op(1).

Now for any vector « with ||x||; = 1, we have

||2ng2 < [Zezlz < |Zeox]s + [[(Zg — Seo)z|l> < [Seomllz + sup [|(Zg — Seo)z]lo,

lly H |zll2=1

in(Ze0) + | Sg — Beol|. Similarly, we have Ayin(Seo) < Auwin(Sg) +

which indicates that )\min(f] 2) < Am
)—A (EA) 5| < ||EA—E€0|| Thus, forany 0 < € < min{||3eo ||, Amin(Xe0)/2},

1Ze=eo - S0 [Aumin(Seo

we have that

1 .
(10> gy = #Omn(Ee) < dun(Ze)

< pr(Anin(Bg) = Anin(Ee)| = €)
< pr(|Z - Zell > o).

Since |3z — Xgo|| = op(1), we have ||§£:1|| — Op(1). Finally, by (ST, ||§£:1 — | = Op(|Zg -
eol)) = Op{(p/n)"/? + soA}. O

Lemma S3. Under Assumptions 1-3, when p/n — 0, it holds that for any vector a,, € RP with ||, |2 =
L,
nl/zaz:@go Pn,bgo
(al®pao,)!/?

— N(0,1)
in distribution as n — 0.

Proof. We invoke the Lindeberg-Feller Central Limit Theorem. Forz =1, ..., n, let
Zm' = n_1/2a£@§op€0(yi, wl) = n_1/2a:,f@€o:vi,b(yi, wZTEO),

and s2 = Var (31", Zn;). Note that E{p(y;, 27 ¢€°) | «;} = 0 and consequently F(Z,,;) = 0. Because
{(y;, ;) }1, are independent and identically distributed, we can show that s2 = al®ga,. To show
Yoy Zni/sp — N(0,1) in distribution, we first check the Lindeberg condition and then the conclusion
shall follow by the Lindeberg-Feller Central Limit Theorem. Specifically, for any € > 0, we show that as

n — oo,
1 & )
5_2 ZE {an ) 1(‘Zm">55n)} — 0.
noj=1
Due to the boundedness of the eigenvalues of 3.0, az;@go > Amin(Og0) = 1/ Apax(Ze0) > ¢k . On

the other hand, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, it holds almost surely that

(ar@em:)” < w3 1@ < [|Ocll - ai]ls]* < e, - OWE?).

mm
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Inside the indicator, it holds almost surely that

Zy oyl éo))” (OéZ@gowi)Z
s2 noalOqa,
< [y 2T€)? - €2 e - O(K2L)
<

p n
K%Cr:l?ncmax ’ O(Kz_)a
n

where the last inequality follows from the boundedness of p(y;, 7 €;) in Assumption 3. Hence, we have
Z2,/s% — 0 almost surely as p/n — 0. When n is large enough, Z2,/s2 < ¢* and all the indicators
become 0. Therefore, the Lindeberg condition holds and the Lindeber-Feller Central Limit Theorem

guarantees the asymptotic normality. ]

Web Appendix A.2 Proof of Theorem 1

The invertibility of f)g is shown in the proof of Lemma 2. Now with the bias decomposition Eq. (6) in

the main text,
026 (b — €%) — n'2aTOA = —n'2al O P, je,

we first show that aZ©ar,, — al®a, = op(1) and that
n'2alOP, peo [(alOa,)/? = 0?0l O P, peo [(al O, ) + op(1),

Then by Slutsky’s Theorem, the asymptotic distribution of the target n'/ 2a£(:)Pnp§o /(aLOa,)"/? can

1/2 " which has been

be derived by using the asymptotic distribution of n'/2al @ P, pe0 /(alOpar,,)
proved in Lemma In the final step, as long as n'/ 2aZ@A = op(1), the asymptotic distribution of
n'2al (b — £°)/(a?Oa,)!/? follows immediately.

According to Lemmal[S2] it follows that
[al®a, — ol Opa,| =|al(® — Op)a,| < [0 — O] - [l |} = op(1).
By the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

2]z - (6 — Ogo) Papeolls
n!20 = Ogl| - || Papeoll2,

n1/2|az:(:)Pnp§o — ag@goPnp§o| S
<

then we have

n1/2|az:@Pn,b§o — Clz@gopnp'go| S n1/2 . ||Pnp50||2 : Op{(p/n)l/2 + 80)\}.
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By definition,

1Pupeolls = Z{n_lzxijﬁ(%x%o)P
= _ZZZwaSL’k]p yzang ) (yk,$k5 )

j=1 i=1 k=1

With independent observations and E{x;;0(y;, z1 %)} = 0 for any 4, it follows that

E|Pupell? = — Z S Bl (7€),

7=1 =1

By Assumptions 1 and 3, we have |z;;p(y;, z]€°)| < KK, almost surely holds for all ¢ and j, so
E||P.peo |2 = O(p/n). This implies that || P,peo||2 = Op{(p/n)"/?}. Then we have

n1/2|az:(:)Pnp'§o - Oéz:@gopn,bgo‘ < Op (p/n1/2 + 50)\171/2) )

which is 0p(1) by our assumption in Theorem 1.
Finally, we prove [n'/2a”©A| = op(1). By the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, [n!/2aZOA| <
n'/2||©Alls, we only need that n'/2||© Al = op(1). Note that

~

Ay =5 { o) — e #TE) } 2al (€ - €),

=1

where a? lies between 7€ and £7€°, i.e. |af — 7€ | < |xT (€ — £€°)|. Then uniformly for all j,

Al

IN

—le (i a}) — plys 2L )| iy - | (€° =€)

IN

— ZCLWW ~xl €] K- |a] (& - &)
n i=1
1 n
cLiph - — >l (&
=1

= CLipK'OP(SO)\z)
= OP(SO)\2),

IN

where the last equality holds by Lemma STl Since ||®¢| = O(1) and ||@ — Op|| = 0op(1), it follows
that [|©| = Op(1), and

< 026 |All

< n20p(1) P2 Al

< Op((np)"?s0)?).

n'/2|0A;

By the assumption of (np)"/25)A2 = o(1) in Theorem 1, n'/2|©All, = op(1). Applying Slutsky’s
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Theorem and Lemma[S3] gives the result.

Part (ii) in Theorem 1 can be proved using Cramér-Wold device. For any a € R™, let o, = Ala
in Theorem 1(i), which would still hold when ||a,||2 < ¢ for some constant ¢ > 0. In this case,
||l = [|ALall, < ||AT]|||allz < c.|/@l|2 is upper bounded by a constant since @ has a fixed dimension.
Then, as n — oo, R

7@t Ab &) B ),
(a”A,©ATq)!/?

The variance |a”A,0A%a — a’ A,0,0A%a| < ||© — Ou||||AZa|2 = op(1). Hence, by Slutsky’s
Theorem,
n'?a" A, (b - ¢°) 3 N(0,a" Fa).

Web Appendix B Additional Simulations

Web Appendix B.1 Simulation studies: large n, diverging p

We examined the scenario with smaller sample sizes, where we simulated n = 500 observations with
p = 20,100, 200, 300 covariates in logistic regression models. The rest of the settings were identical to
those with n. = 1000 in the main text. Figures [ST]—[S3ldisplay the results from three types of covariance
structures, including the identity matrix, the autoregressive structure of order 1 or AR(1) with correlation
0.7, and the compound symmtry structure with correlation 0.7, respectively. Figure IS3| shows that with
n = 500, p = 300 and the compound symmetry structure, neither of the de-biased lasso methods worked
well, which is not surprising given the relatively small sample size and highly correlated covariates.

We also varied the correlation p = 0.2 in the covariance matrix 3, for the autoregressive and com-
pound symmetry structures to reflect the presence of less correlated covariates; see Figure [S4] and Fig-
ure [S3] respectively. These results are close to the independent covariate case. To summarize, our pro-
posed refined de-biased lasso approach, in most cases, can provide the best bias correction and honest
confidence intervals.

In Section 4, additional simulation results have been shown to demonstrate that generally p,, = 0
leads to the best performance empirically in Eq. (§). In the presented logistic regression setting, we
simulate n = 500 observations and p = 40, 100, 200, 300, 400 covariates for 200 times. Covariates follow
a multivariate Gaussian distribution with mean zero and AR(1) covariance matrix (p = 0.7). Only two
coefficients are non-zero (1 and 0.5) and the rest are noises. We pre-specify a sequence of values in [0, 1]
for the tuning parameter 1, in Eq. (5), equally spaced in log scale. The de-biased lasso estimator based
on Eq. (5) is referred to by “tuning”.

Figure [S€] (already shown in Section 4 of the main article) and Figure [S7] show the simulation results

for the coefficients 5? = 1 and 5’;-] = (.5 respectively, where the three columns correspond to average
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estimation bias, coverage probability for its 95% confidence interval, and the ratio between its average
model-based standard error and empirical standard error, over 200 replications. Since our main focus
is good bias correction and honest confidence interval coverage, we find that over a very wide range of

number of covariates, y,, = 0 performs the best empirically.

Web Appendix B.2 Simulation studies: large p, small n

We also present simulation studies that feature logistic regression models in the “large p, small n” set-
ting, with n = 300 observations and p = 500 covariates. For simplicity, covariates are simulated from
N,(0,X,), where Yeij = 0.71"=J and truncated at +6. In the true coefficient vector 3°, the intercept
B8 = 0and j3) varies from O to 1.5 with 40 equally spaced increments. To examine the impacts of different
true model sizes, we arbitrarily choose 5y =2, 4 or 10 additional coefficients from the rest in 3°, and fix
them at 1 throughout the simulation. At each value of 37, a total of 500 simulated datasets are generated.
We focus on the de-biased estimates and inference for 3¢ using the method of lvan de Geer et all (IZDJA|).
Figure [S8] with the true model size increasing from the top to the bottom, shows that the de-biased

lasso estimate for 3¢ has a bias which almost linearly increases with the true size of 4Y. This undermines
the credibility of the consequent confidence intervals. Meanwhile, the model-based variance overesti-
mates the true variance for smaller signals and underestimates it for larger signals in the two models with
smaller model sizes, as shown by the top two rows in Figure This partially explains the over- and
under-coverage for smaller and larger signals, respectively. Due to penalized estimation in node-wise
lasso, the variance of the original de-biased lasso estimator is even smaller than the oracle maximum
likelihood estimator obtained as if the true model were known; see the bottom two rows in Fig. The
empirical coverage probability decreases to about 50% as the signal 37 goes to 1.5, and when the true
model size reaches 5; see the middle row in Figure The bias correction is sensitive to the true model
size, which becomes worse for larger true models. We have also conducted simulations by changing the
covariance structure of covariates to be independent or compound symmetry with correlation coefficient

0.7 and variance 1, and have obtained similar results.

Web Appendix C Demographics of the Boston Lung Cancer Sur-

vivor Cohort

Table[STlsummarizes the demographics of the 1,374 individuals studied in the main text, stratified by their

smoking status.
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Figure S1: Simulation results: Bias, coverage probability, empirical standard error, and model-based stan-
dard error for 3} in a logistic regression. Covariates are simulated from N,(0,, I') before being truncated
at £6. The sample size is n = 500 and the number of covariates p = 20, 100, 200, 300. The oracle esti-
mator, that is the maximum likelihood estimator under the true model, is plotted as a reference in orange
solid lines. The methods in comparisons include our proposed refined de-biased lasso in olive dot-dash
lines, the original de-biased lasso by van de Geer et al! (2014) in blue dashed lines, and the maximum
likelihood estimation in red dotted lines.
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Figure S2: Simulation results: Bias, coverage probability, empirical standard error, and model-based
standard error for 3{ in a logistic regression. Covariates are simulated from N,(0,, X,) before being
truncated at £6, where X, has an autoregressive covariance structure of order 1 with p = 0.7. The sample
size is n = 500 and the number of covariates p = 20, 100, 200, 300. The oracle estimator, that is the
maximum likelihood estimator under the true model, is plotted as a reference in orange solid lines. The
methods in comparisons include our proposed refined de-biased lasso in olive dot-dash lines, the original
de-biased lasso by lvan de Geer et al. (2014) in blue dashed lines, and the maximum likelihood estimation
in red dotted lines.
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Figure S3: Simulation results: Bias, coverage probability, empirical standard error, and model-based
standard error for 3{ in a logistic regression. Covariates are simulated from N,(0,, X,) before being
truncated at £6, where X, has a compound symmetry structure with p = 0.7. The sample size is n =
500 and the number of covariates p = 20, 100, 200, 300. The oracle estimator, that is the maximum
likelihood estimator under the true model, is plotted as a reference in orange solid lines. The methods in
comparisons include our proposed refined de-biased lasso in olive dot-dash lines, the original de-biased
lasso by lvan de Geer et al. (2014) in blue dashed lines, and the maximum likelihood estimation in red
dotted lines.
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Figure S4: Simulation results: Bias, coverage probability, empirical standard error, and model-based
standard error for 3{ in a logistic regression. Covariates are simulated from N,(0,, X,) before being
truncated at £6, where X, has an autoregressive covariance structure of order 1 with p = 0.2. The sample
size is n = 500 and the number of covariates p = 20, 100, 200, 300. The oracle estimator, that is the
maximum likelihood estimator under the true model, is plotted as a reference in orange solid lines. The
methods in comparisons include our proposed refined de-biased lasso in olive dot-dash lines, the original
de-biased lasso by lvan de Geer et al. (2014) in blue dashed lines, and the maximum likelihood estimation
in red dotted lines.
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Figure S5: Simulation results: Bias, coverage probability, empirical standard error, and model-based
standard error for 3{ in a logistic regression. Covariates are simulated from N,(0,, X,) before being
truncated at £6, where X, has a compound symmetry structure with p = 0.2. The sample size is n =
500 and the number of covariates p = 20, 100, 200, 300. The oracle estimator, that is the maximum
likelihood estimator under the true model, is plotted as a reference in orange solid lines. The methods in
comparisons include our proposed refined de-biased lasso in olive dot-dash lines, the original de-biased
lasso by lvan de Geer et al. (2014) in blue dashed lines, and the maximum likelihood estimation in red
dotted lines.
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Figure S8: Simulation results of a logistic regression with sample size n = 300 and p = 500 covariates.
Covariates are simulated from N,(0,, 3,) before being truncated at =6, where ¥, has an autoregressive
covariance structure of order 1 with p = 0.7. The left column presents estimation bias, the middle column
presents empirical coverage probability, and the right column presents standard error, both model-based
and empirical, of the estimated 3°. Horizontal panels correspond to models with 2, 4 and 10 additional
signals fixed at 1 from the top to the bottom, respectively. In the left and middle columns, blue dashed
lines represent the original de-biased lasso approach by lvan de Geer et all (IZJ)MI), and orange solid lines
represent the oracle estimator. In the right column, blue dashed lines and black dotted lines represent the
empirical standard error and the model-based standard error from the method of van de Geer et al] M),
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Table S1: Characteristics of the individuals in the analytical data set of the Boston Lung Cancer Survivor

Cohort
Information Overall Among smokers Among non-smokers
Count (%) / Mean (SD!) Count (%) / Mean (SD) Count (%) / Mean (SD)

Total 1374 (100%) 1077 (100%) 297 (100%)
Lung cancer

Yes 651 (47.4%) 595 (55.2%) 56 (18.9%)

No 723 (52.6%) 482 (44.8%) 241 (81.1%)
Education

No high school

High school graduate

At least 1-2 years of college
Gender

Female

Male
Age

153 (11.1%)
374 (27.2%)
847 (61.7%)

845 (61.5%)
529 (38.5%)
60.0 (10.6)

139 (12.9%)
309 (28.7%)
629 (58.4%)

644 (59.8%)
433 (40.2%)
60.7 (10.2)

14 (4.7%)
65 (21.9%)
218 (73.4%)

201 (67.7%)
96 (32.3%)
577 (11.7)
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Web Appendix D Discussion on the difference between sparsity as-

sumptions in our work and van de Geer et al (M)

We first notice there are two kinds of sparsity parameters: one for the sparsity of regression coefficients
(denoted by s), and the other for the sparsity of the inverse of the information matrix, ©¢o (denoted by

s;, the number of non-zero elements in the jth row of ©.0). The following clarifies the extent to which

the assumptions of our Theorem 1 differs from those of lvan de Geer et alJ “2!!14_!]). For the model sparsity
s0, our assumption sq log(p)(p/n)*/? — 0 is indeed more stringent than s, log(p)/+/n_— 0 required by

van r et all (2014), whereas for the sparsity of the inverse information matrix, [van retal
ﬂ2£ilﬂ) assumed s; = o(y/n/log(p)) for all j and we do not make any assumptions on s; directly. A
related condition set by us is p?/n — 0, which is weaker than s; = o(y/n/log(p)) by a logarithmic

factor if s; =< p.
Below we elaborate on how these sparsity differences lead to different results obtained by our manuscript
and|3Lan_d§_Qe_eI_el_alJ (IZDJA|), which indeed have different inferential objectives, and the rationale why our

assumptions fit our inferential objectives.

First, these two works differ in inferential objectives. We aim to infer any linear combinations of the
regression parameter, i.e. o ¢Y, where the only constraint on a, is ||a,||s = 1 (in fact, bounded ||c, ||
would suffice). Thus, we have to control the behavior of the (p + 1) x (p + 1) matrix {© — O }. In
contrast, [van r et al “M) inferred individual components in £° one at a time, making it sufficient

to control the rates of { @j — O ;} (here the subscript j indicates the jth row of a matrix) for one row at
a time, and the node-wise lasso provides such required rates.
~Second, besides the essential assumptions that both papers require (our Assumptions 1-4), |3Lan_d_e_G_e_e_r_e_t_aL|
ﬂﬂ) has another important assumption that we do not need to assume, that is, || X0 _ ﬂg%’ |loo = O(1)

(see their Theorem 3.3 (iv)), which results in ||X(:)§F |o = Op(K) in their condition (C5). In our notation,

this assumption would be equivalent to the boundedness on ||©¢oz; ||« and would result in 1024]|s being
bounded in probability. However, we have elected not to directly make such assumptions on the inverse
of the informative matrix and its estimate as they may be closely related to the sparsity requirement of
©¢o under Assumption 1, and may not hold or be verifiable in GLM settings.

Finally, we clarify that our specified order assumption on s, with respect to n and p is to ensure
In1/2aTOA| = 0p(1) in the proof of Theorem 1 (please see Pages 5-6 in Web Appendix A), which is for

inference on any linear combinations of regression coefficients. However, if we had aimed for a weaker

result of inferring an individual coefficient only as inlvan retal “ZQIA]), we would have let o, = ¢;
(a p-dimensional vector with the jth element being 1 and all the other elements being zero) corresponding

to drawing inference on the effect of the jth covariate, and also with a condition of ||©;]|s = Op(1) as
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inivan r I‘AMI), we would have had
VAl = |- Z{ Pl a3) = i o7 ) } O2i0T (€0 =€)
< \/ﬁ— Z 16y, a7) = plys, o1 )] - 18] - |a] (€° = ©)]
<\F Zcupu — |- 0p(1) - |27(€" = &)

= OP(\/_SO)\2).

Therefore, to infer £9 alone, we would have reached the same assumption that sq log(p)/v/n — 0 as in

van de Geer et al.l “AMI) with A < +/log(p)/n.

In summary, our work may be meritorious by providing readers with these explicit rates for guaran-

teeing proper inferences when directly inverting the information matrix.

37



	1 Introduction 
	2 Method 
	2.1 Background and set-up in generalized linear models 
	2.2 De-biased lasso 
	3 Theoretical results 
	4 Numerical experiments 

	5 Boston lung cancer data analysis 

	6 Concluding remarks 
	Web Appendix A Technical proofs
	Web Appendix A.1  Lemmas
	Web Appendix A.2 Proof of Theorem 1

	Web Appendix B Additional Simulations
	Web Appendix B.1 Simulation studies: large n, diverging p
	Web Appendix B.2 Simulation studies: large p, small n
	Web Appendix C Demographics of the Boston Lung Cancer Survivor Cohort
	Web Appendix D Discussion on the difference between sparsity assumptions in our work and van2014asymptotically


