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DYNAMIC GENE COEXPRESSION ANALYSIS WITH
CORRELATION MODELING

By TAE KiM AND DAN NICOLAE
University of Chicago

In many transcriptomic studies, the correlation of genes might
fluctuate with quantitative factors such as genetic ancestry. We pro-
pose a method that models the covariance between two variables
to vary against a continuous covariate. For the bivariate case, the
proposed score test statistic is computationally simple and robust
to model misspecification of the covariance term. Subsequently, the
method is expanded to test relationships between one highly con-
nected gene, such as a transcription factor, and several other genes
for a more global investigation of the dynamic of the coexpression
network. Simulations show that the proposed method has higher sta-
tistical power than alternatives, can be used in more diverse scenar-
ios, and is computationally cheaper. We apply this method to African
American subjects from GTEx to analyze the dynamic behavior of
their gene coexpression against genetic ancestry and to identify tran-
scription factors whose coexpression with their target genes change
with the genetic ancestry. The proposed method can be applied to a
wide array of problems that require covariance modeling.

1. Introduction.

Gene coexpression, the covariance structure of gene expression data,
measures how genes are functionally connected and provides insights into
the design of the transcriptional regulatory system. Ideally, this compli-
cated biological system can be investigated and fully understood through
longitudinal observations in multiple and diverse cell types that capture the
dynamics of the system. In reality, however, such comprehensive measure-
ments are often unavailable or too expensive, and the expression dynamics
must be captured instead through cross-sectional or tissue-specific data sets.
In such cases, investigating the dependence structure could be useful. The
dependence structure can be especially valuable for characterizing how few
key genes are connected to the rest of the transcriptome. For example, we
can focus on transcription factors (TFs) — genes that help turn transcrip-
tion of genes on and off — and study how they are connected to their target
genes. To further investigate this problem, we define “local connectivity” of
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a transcription factor as its overall connectivity to its target genes.

Consider the following biological problem: how does local connectivity
vary across various phenotypic conditions? Past studies have investigated
similar problems, such as how subjects in distinct disease groups show dis-
tinct coexpression patterns, contributing to a better understanding of disease
at a molecular level (De la Fuente, 2010). Here, we focus on understanding
how coexpression changes with quantitative traits, not discrete conditions
such as disease status. In other words, we study the dynamic nature of coex-
pression. The motivating example of a quantitative trait is genetic ancestry.
Ancestry is known to play a critical role in other molecular phenotypes in-
cluding DNA methylation and gene expression (Galanter et al., 2017; Price
et al., 2008), and so we believe it could play an important role in gene dy-
namics and gene expression networks as well. In this paper, we study how
the local connectivity of candidate genes changes with ancestry. Specifically,
we study the gene coexpression of African American subjects to identify
candidate transcription factors whose effects on their targets vary with the
proportion of African ancestry in their genome. This analysis will lead to
a better comprehension of how genes are differentially regulated in distinct
populations.

The above biological problem can be investigated using multivariate sta-
tistical models of gene expression with a covariance structure (characterizing
connectivity) that depends on one or more features such as ancestry. This
paper focuses on testing the contribution of ancestry on the covariance ma-
trix, and we start from its simplest form by studying the expression levels of
two genes. We construct a statistical model that can explain how the corre-
lation varies against genetic ancestry and use that to test if the correlation
is constant across conditions. We generalize it to the local connectivity of
a transcription factor by meta-analyzing the pairwise statistics. Note that
covariance modeling for multivariate data is important in many applications
outside the field of genetics. Variance modeling has been widely studied in
the context of heteroskedasticity (Breusch and Pagan, 1979; Glejser, 1969;
White et al., 1980), and correlation modeling under discrete conditions has
been studied in the context of the differential network (Ideker and Krogan,
2012), but dynamic correlation modeling has been less explored.

Li (2002) and Li et al. (2004) address a similar statistical and scientific
problem to ours, using the term “liquid association” (LA) to conceptualize
the evolution of the coexpression pattern for a pair of genes. They analyze
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the coexpression that changes across different unobserved cellular states that
are represented by the expression level of another gene as a proxy. Other
studies have built on the liquid association to better identify gene pairs that
are likely to be dynamically correlated in genome-scale (Yan et al., 2017; Yu,
2018). However, methods based on liquid association have some limitations.
First, they restrict the covariate to be a 1-dimensional vector, and cannot be
generalized to more realistic scenarios. Second, they treat the covariate as a
random variable that follows a normal distribution, which genetic ancestry
does not satisfy. Third, they only test the linear relationship between the
covariate and the coexpression. Lastly, the corresponding test statistic does
not have a closed-form null distribution and requires a permutation test,
leading to computational inefficiency.

We apply the classical Rao’s score test for heteroskedasticity (Breusch and
Pagan, 1979) where the null hypothesis is that the coexpression does not vary
with the covariate. This method is generalizable to non-normal, multivari-
ate covariates, and it is also applicable to a non-linear relationship between
the variance and the covariate. Moreover, the score test statistic asymptot-
ically follows a chi-squared distribution, and hence it is easily expandable
to a large number of tests without excessive computational burden. Subse-
quently, we tackle the local connectivity problem by expanding the scope of
the problem from the relationship of two genes to the relationships between
one gene and multiple genes by combining pairwise test statistics. When
the number of genes in the local cluster is smaller than the sample size, the
desired statistical properties apply to the new combined test statistic as well.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. First, we lay out the frame-
work for the score test that investigates whether the covariance between
bivariate normal variables varies against a continuous covariate X. Then we
propose a way to combine the pair-wise test statistics for one gene and test
the global null that the local connectivity of one variable does not change
with genetic ancestry. In the simulation section, we show that the proposed
method has distinct advantages compared to alternatives such as the likeli-
hood ratio test or liquid association. Finally, we share our real data analysis
results using Gene-Tissue Expression (GTEx) data for African American
transcriptome and genome.

2. Methods.

2.1. Test for connectivity between two genes. Consider the following model
(2.1) where y; = [yil yig}T independently follow a bivariate normal distri-
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bution for ¢ = 1,2,--- , N with a non-constant covariance that depends on

covariate x;:
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In this model, z; is an R-dimensional covariate associated with the mean
gene expression level for N individuals and includes an intercept, while (3¢
and B are length R vectors for the slope of the mean term. The variances
0? and 03 are scalars, and x; is a P-dimensional covariate that characterizes
the effect of x; on the covariance. The function p satisfies

(2.1)

(2.2) pla) = pl(af e+ ao)

where ¢ is a P dimensional vector and the parameter of interest; ag is a

scalar. The matrices Z = {Zir}i'v:’ﬁr:l and X = {xip}é\;f,pZI are both full

rank. We aim to test the following null hypothesis about the parameter c.
(2.3) Hy:a=0,

where all other parameters — g, 3, a%, ag — are nuisance parameters.
Under the null hypothesis, p(zl a + ap) = p(ap) is constant regardless of
;. The model in (2.1) offers a flexible framework that can be used for many
forms of heteroskedasticity. p can take any linear or non-linear form, and
only standard assumptions of linearity and additivity in (2.2) are required.

In the context of gene coexpression in admixed populations, y; is gene
expression level of an admixed individual ¢ at two genes, and x; is a P-
dimensional covariate for individual ¢ that holds information about genetic
ancestry. It can be a scalar that represents the proportion of ancestry in
the genome, a vector of the first few principal components of the genotypes,
or a vector of local ancestry at multiple loci. In the application example
in section 4, global ancestry is used for straightforward interpretability. For
this application, z; is equal to x;.

There are two well-established tools for testing the null hypothesis (2.3):
the likelihood ratio test and Rao’s score test (Breusch and Pagan, 1979).
Unlike the score test, a likelihood ratio test requires the full specification
of the function p to estimate the maximum likelihood estimate (MLE) of o
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both under the null hypothesis and under the alternative hypothesis. Pos-
sible choices for p include sigmoid functions bound to (—y/0303, \/0%03)
such as logistic function, hyperbolic tangent function, or any cumulative
distribution supported on the real line. This modeling strategy leads to two
issues: (i) statistical power is sacrificed if p is highly mis-specified; (ii) most
of the reasonable assumptions for p, such as the sigmoid functions men-
tioned above, do not lead to a closed form MLE of a under the alternative
hypothesis. Numerical optimization of the likelihood leads to computational
inefficiency, especially when the test space is large as in our application to
gene coexpression. These limitations are also demonstrated in Section 3.

On the other hand, Rao’s score test requires only the MLE of @ under the
null hypothesis (Rao and Statistiker, 1973). Moreover, under the linear and
additive model (2.2), the test statistic does not depend on the form of p while
maintaining its asymptotic properties as long as p is twice differentiable. In
order to test (2.3), we expand the result from Breusch and Pagan (1979) to
derive a test statistic and its null distribution.

PROPOSITION 1. In (2.1), if the non-diagonal term of ¥ follows the
function p as defined in (2.2), then Rao’s score statistic (2.4) does not depend

on the unknown function p and asymptotically follows X% under the null
hypothesis (2.3).

Rao’s score statistic is denoted by ¢ and satisfies:

(2.4) g=9¢"V "¢

4;1 and 49 are OLS residuals from (2.1), 61, d2, and p are maximum likeli-
hood estimates under the null (2.3).
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The above statistic has two advantages. It does not depend on the unknown
function p, so it is flexible under many shapes of heteroskedasticity. It also
has low computational cost; every component of ¢ is easily acquired from
the data, and ¢ asymptotically follows X% (Breusch and Pagan, 1979).The
detailed derivation for Proposition 1 is in Appendix A.

The introduced test statistic has convenient asymptotic properties, but
the inference is not precise under a finite sample size with the error in the
order of N=1 (Harris, 1985). Various Monte Carlo experiments have showed
that the test rejects the null hypothesis less frequently than indicated by
its nominal size (Godfrey, 1978; Griffiths and Surekha, 1986). In response,
corrections have been suggested (Cribari-Neto and Ferrari, 2001; Harris,
1985), and we apply the method from Honda (1988) to ensure the validity
of the approximations under smaller sample sizes. Details about the small
sample correction are in Appendix B.

2.2. Test for Local Connectivity . Section 2.1 introduced a statistic that
tests whether pair-wise correlation changes with the covariate X. This sec-
tion expands the method to more variables to study local connectivity. Con-
sider the extension of (2.1) to K-dimensional multivariate normal.

Yi1 Uil
Vi | _ 2l 4| w2
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. . 2 .
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The global null hypothesis for variable 1 is constructed from the first row of
the variance matrix ¥ of (2.5).

(2.6) HY : an=ap=-=ax=0,

Under Hél), the correlation of other variable with variable 1 does not change
with X. We believe testing the global null (2.6) improves statistical power
when “hot spot” or “hub” variables are connected to a lot of other nodes
forming cliques or modules. In the context of gene coexpression network,
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transcription factors (TFs) are considered “hubs” that regulate the gene
expression of multiple genes. TFs are good candidate genes for the local
connectivity analysis because a given TF is likely to affect expression of
many of its targets simultaneously.

Here, we propose a simple linear combination of pair-wise statistics to
test local connectivity of variable 1,

K
(2.7) di=qe2tqs+ - +qkx = quk-
k=2

The statistic d; in (2.7) is designed to improve statistical power when
pair-wise effect sizes are too small but become substantial when combined.
The choice of adding them without additional weighting reflects the lack of
prior knowledge about the relationships between the variables.

Note that g1 for gene pair 1 and k can be written as a Z;I;D:l T%k,p
where 7;, individually follows a standard normal distribution (Appendix
C). When expanded to K genes, we can show the following.

T12,p
(2.8) rip=| 2| L Nk (0,Hy) Vp=1,--- P
T1K,p

where H; is a (K — 1) x (K — 1) matrix. Appendix C shows element-wise
mapping from ¥ to Hy. Let H; = U1 A1U{ be the eigen-decomposition of the
covariance matrix Hj in (2.8), where the diagonal matrix A has eigenvalues
A2, , A1k in a decreasing order. Then, consider the transformation rip =
Ury,, that follows normal distribution with diagonal covariance matrix A;.
Note that ||ry )3 = [|[Ur,|3 = ||rfkp||g due to the orthogonal invariance
of Lo norm. Then, d; asymptotically follows a sum of independent Gamma
distributions

d P)\k
2.9 / 1
() 1_§ q1k }E 1(27 2)

Assuming that we know the true, symmetric, positive definite Hy, we can
calculate A\ > 0 for £k = 2,--- , K, and we have expressed the null distri-
bution of d; as the sum of distributions of gamma variables. We can easily
simulate this null distribution.



PROPOSITION 2. Under the setting of (2.5), if none of the variables
Y1, , YK are perfectly correlated, di asymptotically follows the finite sum
of Gamma distributions as defined in (2.9) under the global null hypothesis

(2.6).

A detailed proof of Proposition 2 can be found in Appendix C.

The asymptotic distribution of dy requires knowledge of ¥, and ¥ is of-
ten unknown in practice, even under the null. When N is sufficiently larger
than K, the null maximum likelihood estimate 3 is a consistent estimator
for 3. Using )y guarantees that the test statistic in (2.7) converges in distri-
bution to (2.9). However, when K is larger than N, there is no consistent
estimator Y that does not require regularization conditions such as sparsity
or low-rank. Then, permutation test can be an alternative; testing Y against
randomly shuffled X can simulate the null distribution of d; while preserv-
ing the dependence structure.

Permutation tests lead to a limited resolution of p-values. Imprecise p-
values prevent accurate inference especially when we need to correct for a
large number of hypotheses. Performing a large number of permutations can
lead to better resolution of p-values but could be computationally wasteful.
To strike a balance, we use the sequential precision-improvement permuta-
tion test, similar to one suggested by Chen et al. (2012).

Precision-improvement permutation test terminates the procedure early
if the signal is not strong enough. The detailed procedure is as follows.
For every permutation b = 1,--- , B, we permute the rows (samples) of the
covariate matrix X to create Xp, so that any existing link between X and Y
is broken. Then we compute the degree statistic dg; for gene k using X and
the data matrix Y; dgp should follow the null distribution. Then, p-value for
dy, is computed as a quantile of d; compared to the empirical distribution
of dj for each b. After the minimum number of permutations pre-defined
by the user (100 in the Section 4), we count the number of permutations b
where dp, is larger than dj. If there are two or more such cases, we terminate
the permutation procedure early. Most genes fall into this category leading
to p-values greater than 0.02. If there are less than 2 such cases observed,
we iteratively perform 100 more permutations and re-check the number of
dpp with values larger than di. We repeat until the number of permutations
B reaches the predefined maximum number of permutation (10° in Section
4), which is designed to give a good enough resolution of p-value given the



DYNAMIC GENE COEXPRESSION ANALYSIS 9
number of tests that we are performing.

3. Simulation Studies. Here, we evaluate the proposed method through
simulations. We focus on the pairwise analysis and compare the performance
of the proposed score test with two alternatives, liquid association and the
likelihood ratio test.

We sampled X from the univariate standard normal distribution to match
the required setting of liquid association. To check the calibration of test
statistics under the null hypothesis, we simulated the data matrix Y from

. Ta |1 P
Yi N2(50+Z¢[37 [ﬁ 1])

where p was randomly selected from uniform distribution ranging from -1
and 1, and 3 = 0. Different sample sizes were tested to check the behavior
of each method under the null hypothesis. For each N, we sampled X once,
and generate Y 1,000 times. The likelihood ratio test was designed to assume
a hyperbolic tangent model for p,

1) o) = S

' ’ B a4’
with Z; = [1 x;], @ = [ag «a]. Note that (3.1) is the inverse of Fisher
transformation, %CEZT& = %log Gf—z). We used optim function in R to find

anve under the alternative hypothesis. All three methods control the type
I error at the nominal size well. The result for N = 70 is shown in Table 1.

Next, we generated the data under the alternative hypothesis to com-
pare power. We used N = 70 to reflect the sample size of GTEx data. For
t = 1,--- N, we generated p(:il-Td) from hyperbolic tangent function in
(3.1). We drew Y from (2.1) with varying levels of a, 1000 times each. The
hyperbolic tangent model places the likelihood ratio test at an advantage
because the model is correctly specified, so as a contrasting case, we also
used a quadratic model to generate p as follows,

(3.2) plag +&Fa) = (—0.1+ zF'&)? —0.99,

where subtracting 0.99 is to ensure numerical stability. Figure 1 (a) and (b)
show the shape of p with respect to X with varying levels of a.



10

Hyperbolic Tangent Quadratic
1.0
05+ 051
£ oo £ oo
0.5 0.5 /
109 -
2 0 2 2 0 2
X X
alpha === 025 == 05 0.75 1 alpha == 02 == 03 0.4 0.5

Fic 1. Generation of p for the simulations. The two example functions p above show the
relationship between X and p for the two example functions and varying levels of a.

Table 1 summarizes the result. When p is generated from hyperbolic tan-
gent function, likelihood ratio test generally outperforms the other two meth-
ods, as expected, since the model is correctly specified in LR test. Score test
and liquid association perform similarly. Meanwhile, when p is generated
from quadratic function, score function clearly outperforms the other two
methods. Hence, the simulations show that the proposed score test is robust
to the shape of heteroskedasticity. Table 2 shows the distribution of compu-
tation times of each method to compute the test statistic once in the scale
of logyg for 1000 simulations under quadratic model with & = 0.5. The score
test is the most efficient, because the likelihood ratio test requires numerical
estimation of MLEs both under the null and under the alternative hypothesis
while liquid association requires permutation test for inference. The simu-
lations were done sequentially (in a non-parallel manner) with LAMBDA
QUAD workstation with Intel Xeon W-2175 processor.

4. Applications to GTEx Data. We applied the method to the ex-
pression levels in muscle skeletal tissue in GTEx data where 71, highest
among all tissues, African American samples are available. We aimed to
find transcription factors that change their coexpression pattern with their
target genes as the genome’s proportion of African ancestry changes. We
acquired a list of transcription factors from TF checkpoint database from
Chawla et al. (2013). We also acquired a list of target genes for each tran-
scription factors from TF2DNA database in Pujato et al. (2014). We only
took into consideration target genes with the highest binding scores. We
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p tanh quadratic

B a || 0 JJo25 05 075 1 || o2 0.3 0.4 0.5

Score 0.047 0.148 0.442 0.755 0.911 0912 0.831 0.735 0.699
0 LA 0.041 0.145 0.468 0.767 0.919 0.036 0.017 0.012 0.02
LR 0.056 0.174 0.527 0.838 0.964 0.164 0.27 0.356  0.501

Score 0.051 0.14 0.411  0.732  0.888 0.908 0.821  0.728 0.71
1 LA 0.054 0.137 0431 0.737 0.895 0.03 0.017  0.007  0.015
LR 0.066 0.167 0.503 0.824 0.952 0.158 0.238 0.339  0.454

TABLE 1
Proportion of simulations for each method that shows p-value < 0.05 at each data
generating model and « level. We use two functions for p, hyperbolic tangent and
quadratic function. The likelihood ratio test was conducted under the assumption that p
is generated by hyperbolic tangent function. The intercept ag is 0 in all cases.

Test Min. 1st Qu. Median Mean 3rd Qu. Max.

Score  2.62 x 107° 296x107°  3.03x107° 313x107° 3.12x107° 2.21x10°°
LA 3.94x 1072  4.06 x 1073  4.22x107% 443 x107% 428 x107%  6.96 x 1072
LR 3.04 x 1071 5.32 x 1071 6.51 x 107! 6.94 x 107! 8.05 x 107! 2.29 x 1071

TABLE 2
Distribution of time (in seconds) for getting one score statistic for the each method from
1,000 simulations. The proposed method is faster than the likelihood ratio test in the
order of 10*, and than the liquid association in the order of 102.
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used the proportion of African ancestry for each individual as the covari-
ate, and it is inferred from the genotype data using the software LAMP
(Paganiuc, Kennedy and Mandoiu, 2009). The proportion of African ances-
try levels from the subjects range from 14% to 96%.

For each of the k = 1,--- , K = 848 transcription factor encoding gene,
we computed the pair-wise statistic qi; for all its target genes j = 1,--- , Jg,
where Jj, is the number of target genes for each transcription factor k. Then,
we computed di = Zji 1 Qx; to test the hypothesis that the correlation be-
tween the transcription factor k and its targets remain the same across
different genetic industry. We first divided dp with the number of targets
Jr to compute the average score of all the target genes for the given TF
k, and we made a heuristic comparison against x? distribution. Under the
null hypothesis, the expectation of d/Jy is 1, although the variance is not
trivial due to high dependence. Then, we chose 10 genes with the top dj/Jx
values to perform the permutation test.

Table 3 summarizes the top 5 transcription factors with the highest aver-
age dj, values and their p-values computed from sequential permutation tests.
The adjusted p-values were computed using Benjamini Hochberg procedure.

Gene Name p-value Adjusted p-value
ATOHS 1.47 x 1075 0.015
ZNF678 3.26 x 107° 0.014
ZNF638 2.15 x 1074 0.060
ZBTB32 5.55 x 1074 0.118
FARSA 1.53 x 1073 0.261

TABLE 3

Top 5 transcription factors out of 848 in muscle skeletal tissue. The p-values were
obtained through the sequential precision-improvement permutation test , and adjusted
p-values were obtained via Benjamini-Hochberg procedure.
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Fic 2. Top two target genes of ATOHS. The product of the expression levels of ATOHS8
and two targets with the highest scores (MIER1 and OTULIN) are plotted on the y axis
against global ancestry. The product of two genes’ expression levels is used as a prozy
for the covariance. For both genes, the correlation between two genes become stronger as
samples have higher proportion of African ancestry.

Two genes, ATOH8 and ZNF678, maintain their significance level of 0.05

after adjusting for investigating 848 transcription factors. For the top gene

ATOHS, the two highest contributing target genes were MIER1 and OTULIN,
each having scores of 58.27 and 29.02 (Figure 2).

5. Discussion. We propose a method to test whether the covariance
between bivariate normal variables changes with quantitative covariates. We
further expanded our scope of analysis by looking at local connectivity —
how one variable’s connectivity with multiple other variables change with
continuous covariates. We provided a real data example by identifying major
transcription factor genes that are differentially connected with their targets
by genetic ancestry.

Our method is more flexible than alternatives for covariance testing, but
it still has some limitations. First, when there are more variables than the
available sample size, as often is the case for many modern data sets, we
ultimately turn to a permutation test, not being able to take advantage
of the theoretical results. It is challenging, to say the least, to find consis-
tent estimators for the eigenvalues of ¥ in high-dimensional data, but there
could be other ways to estimate Y depending on application. For example,
one could impose a sparsity assumption on the covariance matrix, and that
can lead to a reliable estimate of ¥ and subsequently H in (2.8). Such as-
sumption is too restrictive in our context, but in other applications, one can
take the liberty to make structural assumptions on the covariance matrix.
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Second, the score statistic ¢ was derived under the normality assumption
of the data set, although simulations show that the result is quite robust
to distribution mis-specification. These limitations of the methods propose
possible future research topics: (1) better way to estimate H in (2.8) when
K > N to preserve asymptotic results, and (2) a non-parametric version of
correlation analysis that can generalize to any underlying distributions.

In practice, users of this method should note the method’s sensitivity to
correct mean modeling. For example, if correct data generating procedure
isz; =x; + m?, missing the quadratic term (mis-specifying z; as x;) would
incorrectly assign the effects of :Bzz to the residuals. Then, the score statistic
computed from the residuals would show remaining effects from the mean
term, and hence the type I error will be inflated. Therefore, the users are
expected to be careful in regressing out all the relevant terms so that the
mean term effects do not spill over to the variance term.

Alternative ways have been proposed for some components of our method-
ology. An important aspect is the formulation of the combined statistic d.
Chen et al. (2012) discusses two ways to construct the alternative hypothesis
for testing the global null in (2.7). One way, called a sparse alternative, is to
test whether only a small number among all tests have non-zero effects while
all other tests are null. Another way is to test if at least one test has a non-
zero effect size, as we did in (2.7). Based on prior knowledge in coexpression
network, we assume that there are many small signals instead of few large,
so we choose the latter, which is equal to (2.7). Another aspect is about
deriving the null distribution of the sum of correlated x%. Moschopoulos
(1985) provides another way to derive the distribution of (2.9) by express-
ing its cumulative distribution in a form of infinite sum, but we believe it is
impractical.

We believe the proposed method can be applied to data problems in di-
verse domains, especially where certain central variables are connected to
many other variables as in the transcriptional regulatory networks. Many
network problems, such as protein interactions, metabolic networks, co-
authorship networks, and semantic networks, are known to have, or have
something close to, a scale-free topology, indicating that the important vari-
ables in those networks can be tested against other variables. The proposed
correlation analysis will provide insights into the building blocks of diverse
network problems by looking at the pairwise and more than pairwise rela-
tionships among the variables.
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Appendix A. Derivation of the test statistic. Consider the model

n (2.1).
[yil] _ [Z;‘F[ﬁ] [uu}
= TP 4
Yi2 z; B2 Ug2
Uz1 0 o O'% p(ﬁ'}ZTd)
o]~ (o] == L) "%
where & = [ap a’], and &; is |1 a:Z]T Let £(0) be the log likelihood

depending on a vector of parameters §7 = [,31 B2 o 03 a] with
d= @ as the first derivative (score) vector and Z = —E(020/0000T) as the
mformatlon matrix. Following Rao and Statistiker (1973), the score statistic
for testing the null hypothesis a = 0 is

q= d'z-'d

where the hats indicate that the score d and Fisher Information I are eval-
uated with 6, the restricted maximum likelihood estimate:

0=1[81 B 61 63 & 0],

where Bl and Bg are linear regression coefficients. The error term w can
be replaced with the OLS residuals . Then, 67 = S w2 /N and 63 =
SN 42, /N. ég is a value that makes p(do) = p = S| uiusa/N.

Consider partitioning # into [91; 92] = [61 B2 o o3 ap a] . Then,
the constraints refer to only the second subset 6. The score vector d can be
partitioned similarly as d = [dl dg]. Furthermore, the information matrix
is block diagonal between #; and 6o, so that Zo; = —E(82€/802801T) = 0.
cil is 0. Moreover, af{fildl is evaluated at the MLEs of #; and hence is 0.
Therefore, the score statistic is

q = dgiz_;cig

Score vector. This section derives the score vector with respect to 0%,
U% , &. For the variance parameter, for example &, the derivative of the log
likelihood is as follows:

ot 72 8log|E| 8u?2_1ui
oa
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First term:
Alog(|%i]) _ 03
907 AR
Alog(|%i]) _ _ J1
003 AR
Olog(|%i]) _ —2pip} &
da 0.%0-2 pz '
where %;ii) = pL@&; with some scalar p.
Ty—1 1 0’% —Pi| |Uil
wp B = s [un wi) | 2 B
0-10-2 pZ _)O’L 0—]_ ul2
1 2 27 | Wil
= m [UiIUQ —Ui2P;  —Ui1P; T+ UiQUl] [uﬂ
1
= m (%2105 — Uil Ui2 P — Uil Ui2Pi + U?QO-%)
102 — P
1 2
= 27( 10'2 + u; 20'1 2U11U12pl)
otos pz
Oul S u; _ up(ofod —pf) — (u 12‘71 + U105 — 2uinuinp;)os
80% (0-% - pz)
oul' v tu, _ u? (0303 — p2) — (uho? + u 03 — 2uiiuip;)o?
do3 (0%02 — pl)
8“?2_1'“ —2%1%291(0%02 Pz) (u 2‘71 +u102 2“11%291)(_2/%)(,0;)&
~ - (]
9a (0703 — p?)?
_ unuip(=2pi(0t03 — p7) — 4p}p}) + (2uipoipi + QU?N%M)PQZI:A
(0'%0-2 pz) '
_ 210( U%QU%pi + uzzlo'%pz Uzlu12(0102 PZ + 2pz ) &
’ (0202 pz)

Plugging in the MLEs for each nuisance parameter, we can replace

N
o} with 65 =Y @} /N

N
o5 with 65 =Y 1% /N
=1
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N
pwith p = dilg/N
i=1
.., OplaTz;)
p' with p' = 96 : los
.- 1 i < o3 p(6163 — %) — (4561 + @363 — 2uzluzzp)€f%>
2 = _" = — N N = N N N
= o0t 0= = 2 2\ G (7263 )
U BN Yl - ) (i 4 e i 2 D)o}
= 9 2,2 9 (A2A2_"2)2
192 =P 0103 — P
_ N (636165 — %) | 65(6165 — p7) — (6165 + 6165 — 27°))
2 \oto7 - o7 673 - /77
N (=) 01— et =27
9 (5262 — )2
=0
Similarly, dgg = 0.
. —2pp/ " 203,61 + 243 65p — 20 tin (5753 — 3p%) &
R WAVE (S F (6262 — 2)2 r)e
i—1 \9192 — P 192 =P
Y@ Gpp Y uhE + 63pp 3o ud®s — (67650 + pPp') X tnlnd;
_A2A2_2_ ~242  AON\D
0103 =P (6165 — p?)

5. <ﬁ(5%5f§ — %) 2o + (6163 + p%) 3 hnnthio®; — 6P Y U@ — G5p ), %21@)
5753 - 7P

Consider another partitioning into lo = [dao; dAa} Below, we show that

oy = 0.

N
o163 — (1) D 1+ (6105 + 5%) Y _tnntig — 61p Yty — 63p ) iy
=1 7 %
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Fisher Information. The Fisher information for two variance parame-
ters, for example a% and O’%, is

1 )3 5)3
T = )il y
o1:73 2 ( o} 802)

1 1 o5 —pi| [L 0] [o3 —pi] 1 O
TO)szor =5 D _tr (W [pi o2 |0 o] |- 2] |0 0
7

1 1 [ag or
= —ir 3

2"\ @Fd =27 i 0
1o

2 (0302 — p?)?

1 1 o3 —pi| [0 0] [o2 —pi] [0 O
e ol (1 B K
L, 1 [0 pir
Sl
2 (0—%0-2 pz) 0 U%

1o
2 (ofof — p})?
1(0) _7275 O'% —pPi 1 0 O'% —pPi 0 0
7ios (0703 — pl) —pi 07 | [0 0] |=pi of ][0 1
—}tr 1 o5 0] [0 ps
w2 Ta%a%*—pzv —pi 0|0 —o?
72 0 o3p;
002 i)z 0 —p?
72 O' 0'2

pz)
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1 1 [ 02 —p-] [O p’] [02 —p-] [O p’.]) Lo
I@aa==> tr| ——s—s5=| 2 ! ¢ 2 ' )z
Paa=32 <<a%ag—pg>2 o o2l o) [-p o) |p o))"

1 Z tr 1 -_pip; p;O’% :| ’ el
i
247 \(of03 = p})? Lotpi —pip; ’

_ }Ztr 1 R 2000000 T
2 (0202 — p2)2 | —203p2p,  p2p? ‘
i 102 — P L 1P P )
NP e
- K]
& (ofo3—p)?

1 1 o5 —pi| [1 0] [o2 —pi] O P -

I t 2 ? 2 ? 7 .

i @r(wgg_w % b # L A
/2

1 1 o2 —p| [0 0 —pi| [0 pi] ) 4
I0) == tr|——5—ss| 2 & .2 )| ) i
O)za = 3 ; ' ((Ufag—m?)? [—Pi 0%} [0 1] [ pi o] le o))"

_ _ Z pzngl :iz

U 02 ,O,L

Putting them altogether, Z(0%, 03, &) =

1 _4 1.2 1 25T

N 292 ~2hi —Pzpi%w%
U o3 P) _iplé 5012 2 12 pzplalw T
- /2~ 12 / ~
=1 12 P —piplod®s  —pipiot@s  (ppf 4 0705 p )&

Replacing the nuisance parameters with respective MLES (0% to 6%, and so
on; & = (G, «)): the Fisher information matrix is

G5N N

2
_7

N
2 2
—63p S Ei —0Rpp i (P9 + 63630%) X, @il

Consider the above matrix as a 2 by 2 block matrix of [é ZB;}’ where
A— 1 [@N2 —pPN/2] 5 @ireten) S esl
(6%53_[32)2 —ﬁ2N/2 &%N/Q ’ (0'%02—’2 )2



: : B
Using Schur’s formula, { c D
E=(A-BD'C)!
F=—-(A-BD'C)'BD!
G=-D'C(A-BD'C)™!
H=(D-CA'B)™!

B F] where

]1:[6; H

The score statistic is d7 Zd where d = (JJ%, ciag,cfd) = (0,0, cid) Therefore,
E, F, G are irrelevant to our score statistic; we only care about the block

matrix H. Below is step-by-step derivation.
GAN B 2N -1
Aol _ | WY Ty
PN 64N
2l PP 2eTos P
e -
2222 294 91 p 2242 2) [ad4 22
_ Movon — i) | s@ger e a@e o | - 2010 = p) [of P
p2 N - 5252 1 52\ | 52 4
N b N(6765 4+ p?) |p~ O
—— p ~ 193 TP 2
6262—p2)2  2(6262—p°)2

(6765 — p*)* N(6763 + p?)
& 4 [A%Agﬁﬁ, &%ﬁsﬁ/ agﬁ3ﬁ/ &%&éﬁﬁq {-&%
N(&%&% _ /52)3(&%(7% Az) 070 + :
2(2 Z@)(E ia}zj) A NA A2 A2 | A2 A2 A AI2 | A2A2 A4 A2 | Adad A2
19 0°)} (G105 +p (61020°p7+0162p" " +6163p" (" +0162p
N(o%ag ,02)3(0%05 52 +

Then, H = (D - CA~'B)~! =
52 A'?@x»@ac?))l

2 A2 | 224D 2 242

p P~ +0105p Zi'iT 46105p°p
g T AD A ~

Z N(5163 — p*)?

A2)2

(6705 — p?)? 4
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/\

A9 A A2\ 3 PO
0705 — RN R D R -~ U U
-G o) ((a%a% + GRS waT -
7

TS w) (Y a! )

Consider centering of the covariates so that Zf\; 1 x; = 0, and replacing
the intercept constant from 1 to w to create X. Then, the above Fisher
information matrix becomes block diagonal.

2w = " sy
(Se) (o) = |y

where w is

5252 A2
46165p

:( ‘72+P)(010 _P) N
(6763 + p?) (6363 — p?)

(5.1)

The Fisher Information matrix is equivalent to

-1
~2 2 ~2\3
A 0105 — A9 A R A A R . .
oo = T (ot otod - i) S
)
R PP grg
52 A/Q( X)

With the modified covariates X the score statistic can be re-written as

(5.2) g2 = ( szflgz Zw;T szfm X

PO ~3 22 22 a9. .9
(6763p12 — Piy) 4 (6763 + plo)lirliia — 67 P12l — 63 p1203

V(6363 + p1,)(6165 — py)?
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Alternatively, collect all N observations by defining X = [ci:l e X N]T €
RVXPfig = [fizn - flz,N]T, and write
(5.3) 12 = ng(XTX)_lXTflg

Following proof from Breusch and Pagan (1979), construct length N vec-
tor gi2 where gi12; = fi2; + 1. Then, g2 is equal to the explained sum of
squares from OLS regression that regresses X from g12. Note

=0

N A A A N AD ~ N N A A “ A A N

S fros = N(6163p12 — pty) + (6163 + pio)Np12 — 63p1aNG3 — 65p1aNGT
v T

=1

V(6163 + p15) (6765 — pia)?
And therefore, 327 g2 = 3L, (f12i +1) = N and gio = 1.

N

ESS = Z(@m,i — G124)?
i=1

= (G2~ 1" (g2 — 1)

= ()’((XTX)—1XTg12 _ 1)2 (X(XTX)—1XT912 _ 1)

= gL X(XTX) ' X g1y — 2 1T X(XTX) ' XTgpp + 17X (XTX) 1 X1

= (frz+ D)X XTX) T X (fra +1) = 21" X(XTX) ' X (fro+ 1) + 17X (XTX) ' X1
= [LX(XTX) ' XT fiz

= q12

Consider the regression g onto X and OLS coefficient estimator 5. Then,
according to Amemiya (1977),

g d . i T v\ —1
(0 5)—>N<O,A}gnooN(X X) 7'>

b
VN

Var (6763p12 — Piy) 4 (6763 + plo)uituia — 65 proul, — 63p12u%
V(6263 + p3,) (6765 — p1y)?

2
PO ~3 19229 | A2 22~ 9 a9. 9
- B ((01‘72ﬂ12—P12)+(U1‘72+P12)uilui2_U1P12Ui2_020121%1>

V(6363 + p1,) (6365 — p1y)?
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Using higher moments of multivariate normal E((u4uin)?) = olo3 + pl,
E(ujy) = 30, E(ujp) = 303, E(uyuiz) = 07 pr2, E(uinuh) = 03pra,

N—oo

~ 2
im r = E ((0’%0’%012 — phs) + (010'2 + ply)ui iz — 63 praudy — 0%P12u?2>
(0f03 + pto) (003 — piy)?

=1

Here, we show that if é follows the normal distribution, then the ESS of the
regression gi2; onto X follows x%. The ESS of the regression can be written
as YTQLQY where L =1 —117/N and Q = X(XTX)"1XT.

(912 — 312)T (G12 — G12) = <g12 - *11 glz) g12 — *11 912>

(
(o o) - )
)

<Q912 — *11TQ912 (lez — *11 Q912>

= (Qg12)" LT L(Qg12)
= 91,QLQg12

We use the following three intermediary results.

e (Q—L) is idempotent because (I — Q)+ (Q—L)+L =1I,and (I —Q)
and L are both idempotent.

e (Q—L)?>=Q?>-2QL+L? = Q—2QL+L which is equal to Q— L due to
above. Therefore, QL = L, which leads to QLQLQ = QLLQ = QLQ.

e rank(LQ) = tr(LQ) = tr(Q — 117Q/N) = (P+1) - 1=P

Therefore, we can show that g2 follows X% distribution asymptotically.
Q12 = §5QLQg12 = (X6)TL(X4) where X6 — N(X6,Q)

and if § = 0, g1 follows the chi-squared distribution with degrees of freedom
of rank(LQ) =

Appendix B. Small Sample Correction. Although the introduced
test statistic ¢ asymptotically follows x?, the approximation has an error in
the order of N~! (Harris (1985)) with finite sample size IV, and many Monte
Carlo experiments show that the test based on it rejects the null hypothesis
less frequently than indicated by its nominal size (Godfrey (1978); Griffiths
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and Surekha (1986); Honda (1988)). In response, Harris (1985) used Edge-
worth expansion to obtain the distribution and moment generating function
to order N~ of the test statistic (Harris (1985)). Building on this expansion,
Honda (1986) and Cribari-Neto and Ferrari (2001) proposed corrections to
the critical value or to the test statistic that allows better inference even
when the sample size is small while preserving the asymptotic properties.

Honda (1988) provided a closed-form formula to adjust the critical value in
the order of O(N 1) to correct the type I error of the test. This adjustment,
only depending on the covariate, sample size, and the degrees of freedom,
but not on the data, is a cubic function with respect to C,,. C, is the critical
value at the level of type I error 7, i.e. P(x% > C,) = 7. The size-corrected
critical value is a cubic function f of the original critical value C,, as follows.

_ As — Ay + Ay 9 Ay —2A3
1) =6 +CV< 12N P ) JFCV((lQNP(PJrz))Jr

(5.4) )
% < 12NP(P +32)(P n 4))

where the scalars A, Ag, and Az follow the notation of Honda (1988) di-
rectly. Breusch and Pagan (1979).

One of the desirable properties of f would be monotonicity, because re-
gardless of sample size, same ordering of the strength of evidence against
the null is expected and is interpretable. Below, we show that monotonicity
asymptotically holds and is almost always true in practice. The derivative

of f(C,) is

A A — A A 12NP 2(A5 —2A
7(c.) 3 < 3 o+ A1+ (A2 3) n 3 02>

~ 12NP A, T Pra T PP

As is strictly positive by definition, and we can solve the above quadratic
equation to see in which case the derivative is positive (Cribari-Neto and
Ferrari (1995)). In other words, we study whether the following discriminant
is complex.

\/(2(A2 - 2A3)2>2 , 3As(As — Ay + Ay 3-12NP

(P +2)As (P+2)(P+4)A435 — (P+2)(P+4)

The first two terms inside the square root are O(1) and the last term is O(N),
so we can see that the discriminant becomes complex quickly as N increases.
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We aim to adjust the test statistic so that the overall shape of the null dis-
tribution is closer to X%. We assume a large enough sample size for mono-
tonicity of g and define the inverse function of g to propose the new adjusted
test statistic § = f~1(q)

v=P(x%>C,) =Plg> f(Cy) = P(f(q) > C,).

The test statistic g is replaced by solving the following equation
q:q—f(Cy)=0

which is guaranteed to be unique by the monotonicity of f. The cubic equa-
tion can be solved given the covariate X.

Appendix C. Derivation of the distribution of d;. Here, we derive
the distribution of d; = q12 + q13 + - - - 1k under the global null hypothesis
(2.6).

We first scale and orthogonalize X so that 3 @?p =1land ), Zip, Tip, =0
for all p; # po in 1,--- | P. This transformation does not affect the error u
or the residuals @ and allows to replace (X7 X )~ with %I . Then, the score
statistic can be re-written as below.

A T /N
2= % (Z @Tflz,z) (Z i?flz,z)
- i=1

i (Z wwfm>2

p=1

2
1 1
— V1o,
1 <; VN Wiz 12717)

I
M~

p

where

Wiz = \/( i %4‘0%2)(0%02 — p)?
616

5252 4 52 Voo I PN A2 A A2
Vig,ip = Zip ( P12 — P12) + (6163 + pia) i1ty — 07 p12tisy — 02012%;1) .
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Then,
K
dy = Z qQ1k

k=2
K P [N 2

33 (X v
k=2p=1 \i=1 VN Wik
P K P

- Z Zr%k,p = Z 71,512
p=1k=2 p=1

where 71, = [7“124; T3p r1K7p]T. Below, we show that 71, asymptot-

ically follows multivariate normal distribution N (0, Hy), where the covari-
ance matrix H; has 1 in the diagonals and 7, for k # ¢ in non-diagonals.
We derive ng¢ below in a closed form as well.

First, rig, = Zf\;1 T%ﬁ%k,ip asymptotically follows standard nor-
mal distribution. Wi, converges in probability to a constant. Using the

~

" ~2 1N 2 P 92 42 1 N P 2 A
definitions, 67 = & > ;L U5, — 07, 65 = § ;g Uy — 05, and p1o =
% vaz 1 Ui1t;2 — p12. Continuous Mapping Theorem shows that

1 p 1
W 22, 2\ 23 2
12 V(0103 + piy)(of0s — piy)

Vikip is asymptotically independent across ¢ = 1,---, N so that we can

use Central Limit Theorem in ﬁ Zf\il Vikip- Vik,ip is a function of the
regression residuals 4;; and ;9 that are not independent across ¢ in finite
sample N. The residual can be written as

. . 1 - -
=1 - X(XTX) ' XTuy = (I - NXXT)ul

where wu; is i.i.d normal error vector. The non-diagonal term of the matrix
(I — %X X T) is —%:ﬁfﬂ:j. Meanwhile, asymptotically, the non-diagonal el-
ements converge in probability to 0 under mild conditions about the co-
variates and their dimension P, i.e. when P is finite and fixed, and every
element of matrix X is finite and fixed. Therefore, asymptotically, 41 = uy
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and 7o = ug, making the residuals asymptotically independent across 1.

A2 A2 A2\~ A A2~ AD A2~ AD
hm E Vik,ip) = 1g11 E Zip ( 5P1k — Piy) + (6163 + ply)ir i — 67 pariiy — 631405, ))
o0

2 9 2\~ s 2 .9 2 .9
= hm E:xw Plk(Ulak plk)+(Ulgk+p1k)ui1ui2_Ulplkui2_Ukplkuil)

N

= A}lm wa pik(oioq — pii) + (ai0i + pli)pik — o1p1koi — o7p1k07)
—00
=0
N
|4 li Vik.i
ar(Ngnoo z; lk,zp)
i

N
9 a TR 9. 92
= ZE hm 37 (‘71‘72P1k - P1k) + (6 % % + P%k)uz‘luﬂ - U%PIW?Q - U%PlkU%) )
-1
2 2 2 9, 22,22 2 4 2 4, 42 4

= N(P1k(0'10k — ple)? + (oioh + piy) (otor + 2p%)) + 01pTk - 304 + Ohpiy - 307

+2p1x(07 0} — piy) (1o + ply) - puk — 2p1k(0iaf — ply) — aipwkoi — 2pak(aiof — piy)oipik - of

— 201 p1k(oiof + piy) - 307pwk — 200 p1k(0iof + piy) - 3075 pix + 207 0%pT - (0707 + 2p13))

2 2

= N(oiop + pip) (0105 — piy)

and therefore,

N
(5.5) W}m <\/1N > Vlk,ip) — N(0,1)
i=1

Next, we derive the asymptotic correlation between ryy, and ris, by de-
riving cov(limp 00 Vig,ip, limp—00 Vie;) and hence derive the non-diagonal
elements of Hy, ni . We first derive the intermediary result of hy, 4
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N N
hry = lim cov Z Viki Z Vies
k.l N-oo 1k,ip> 14,ip

=1 i=1

N N
= lim E(Z Vik,ip Z Vlz,ip)
i=1 =1

N—oo

N—oo

= lim E(Z Vik,ipVieip)  (asymptotic independence across i)

= lim » @, E(((6763p12 — pia) + (6763 + pro)lillia — 675 pratizy — 65p1203))-

(6763512 — pa) + (6163 + pio)iintiio — 61 p12iify — 65p12017))
= N(201030; prpie + 30107 pippie + 3otaipiepl, — 2010307 pie
— 0107 PPk — O ORPY, + 0V0R07 pre — 2070707 piyp1e — TRPIRAY
— 0107 pikpke + 203000 — 010k0; Py, — TLoRPTEPR. + 201 Pkp1ede)
This leads to the non-diagonal elements of H,
P o

(5.6) Nt =
\/(010k+p1k)(010k pie)*(otof + piy)(ato] — pi,)?

Therefore, we have shown that rq ), Y (0, Hy) with closed-form definition
of H;. Finally, we derive the null distribution of d; = 25:1 |71.p]13. Let
H, = U1A1U1T be the eigen-decomposition of Hi, where A is a diagonal
matrix with elements Aio, -+, A1 x. Due to the orthogonal invariance of L2
norm, d; = H’erH2 = HUlTl,p||2~ Then,

U17‘1,p ~ N(O, Al)

Each component of the left hand side is independent with known variance
A for kK = 2,--- K. The sum of the square of normal variables can be
written as a sum of independent gamma variables:

P
Zr%hp ~T (P/Q’ Alk/2)
p=1

P A
-3yt~ 3o (5 )
k=2 p=1 =

This concludes the proof of Proposition 2.
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Appendix D. Data. We use the genotype and normalized gene ex-
pression data from GTEx V6p release (Lonsdale et al. (2013)) to apply the
proposed method to the African American samples. The data has been pre-
processed by GTEx consortium as explained in the GTEx portal (https://gtexportal.org).
In order to select African Americans from the available samples, we first in-
ferred the local ancestry of the samples who identified themselves as Euro-
pean Americans or African Americans and verified that their genetic ances-
try is consistent with the reported information. For local ancestry inference,
we use the software LAMP that reaches as high as 98% accuracy level for
distinguishing YRI and CEU ancestry (Pasaniuc, Kennedy and Mandoiu
(2009)). We also used the reference minor allele frequency from pure popu-
lations from 1000 Genome Project. For the initial setting of hyperparameters
in LAMP, we use 7 for the number of generations of admixture, 0.2 and 0.8
for the initial proportion of CEU and YRI population, and 10~® for recom-
bination rate, but the results are robust to these settings. LAMP returns
local ancestry at each SNP as the count of African chromosomes (0, 1, or
2) at each locus, and we use the SNP closest to the center of the gene to
represent the local ancestry of the entire gene. Around 92% of the genes
show no recombination event in all of the subjects, and less than 3% of the
genes have more than one individual with ancestry switch within the gene,
so we believe this is a valid approximation. We compute the global ancestry
by averaging the inferred local ancestry, and this estimate is cross-checked
with principal component analysis which can effectively cluster the subjects
into sub-populations (Pritchard, Stephens and Donnelly (2000)). We also
include pure YRI and CEU population for PCA, and most African Ameri-
cans lie strictly between the YRI and CEU population showing a two-way
admixture between pure Europeans and pure Africans. We observed some
outliers that were not placed between pure populations, and so we removed
them. We also observed some self-identified Europeans whose genetic an-
cestry is more than 10% African, and we include them in our analysis as
African Americans.
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