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Abstract

Ancestry-specific proteome-wide association studies (PWAS) based on genetically
predicted protein expression can reveal complex disease etiology specific to certain an-
cestral groups. These studies require ancestry-specific models for protein expression
as a function of SNP genotypes. In order to improve protein expression prediction in
ancestral populations historically underrepresented in genomic studies, we propose a
new penalized maximum likelihood estimator for fitting ancestry-specific joint protein
quantitative trait loci models. Our estimator borrows information across ancestral
groups, while simultaneously allowing for heterogeneous error variances and regression
coefficients. We propose an alternative parameterization of our model which makes the
objective function convex and the penalty scale invariant. To improve computational
efficiency, we propose an approximate version of our method and study its theoreti-
cal properties. Our method provides a substantial improvement in protein expression
prediction accuracy in individuals of African ancestry, and in a downstream PWAS
analysis, leads to the discovery of multiple associations between protein expression and
blood lipid traits in the African ancestry population.

Keywords: Integrative analysis, proteome-wide association study, protein quantita-
tive trait loci, population heterogeneity

1 Introduction

Over the last two decades, genomic studies have predominantly sampled from populations

of European ancestry (Bentley et al., 2017). Due to genetic differences across ancestries,
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many of the biological discoveries from these studies are not directly transferable to popu-

lations of non-European ancestry. Consequently, the advances in understanding of complex

disease etiology may not apply to individuals from underrepresented populations, exacerbat-

ing potential health disparities (Peprah et al., 2015). While there is a growing awareness of

the underrepresentation of certain ancestral groups in genomic studies, due to small sample

sizes, the power for ancestry-specific analyses remains limited in these groups. Meanwhile,

there is evidence that genetic variants associated with complex traits are often shared across

ancestral groups (Wojcik et al., 2019; Hou et al., 2023). It is thus essential to develop sta-

tistical methods that can improve our ability to discover ancestry-specific associations in

underrepresented groups, while leveraging commonalities across ancestries. In this work, we

use “ancestry” as shorthand for “genetically-inferred ancestry”.

In this work, we focus on proteome-wide association studies (PWAS) specific to indi-

viduals of African ancestry. Proteomics are important because many diseases manifest

through changes in protein expression, so proteome-wide association studies can identify

novel biomarkers and drug targets (Kavallaris and Marshall, 2005). Although previous stud-

ies have demonstrated that the proteome is under genetic control (e.g., see Sun et al., 2018;

Robins et al., 2021), relative to the transcriptome, the genetic architecture of the proteome—

especially in populations of non-European ancestry—is less well understood due to limited

studies (Zhang et al., 2022). Our objective is to build a prediction model for protein expres-

sion as a function of local/cis SNP genotypes, specific to individuals of African ancestry. We

will then use these models to impute protein expression into large-scale genome-wide associ-

ation studies (GWAS) and assess their association with complex traits (Barbeira et al., 2018;

Dong et al., 2020). We focus our attention on the potential association between genetically

predicted protein expression and five lipid blood traits: low-density lipoprotein cholesterol

(LDL), high-density lipoprotein cholesterol (HDL), triglycerides (TG), total cholesterol (TC),

and non-high-density lipoprotein cholesterol (nonHDL). It is well known that blood lipid lev-

els are associated with cardiovascular disease risk, and are heritable. Many recent studies

have focused on GWAS for lipid levels (Graham et al., 2021; Ramdas et al., 2022), though

PWAS are very limited (Zhang et al., 2022). According to Carnethon et al. (2017), as of

2017, cardiovascular disease was the primary cause of life expectancy differences between

African American and White American individuals. Thus, identifying proteins associated

with elevated lipid levels may suggest new avenues of research on treating or preventing

cardiovascular disease in African American individuals.

Recent studies suggest that protein expression prediction models do not generalize well
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across different ancestral groups. For example, Zhang et al. (2022) found that models trained

on data collected on individuals of European ancestry (EA) did not perform well when

predicting protein expression in individuals of African ancestry (AA). Bhattacharya et al.

(2022) found a similar result in the context of gene expression prediction modeling, claiming

that “expression models are not portable across ancestry groups”. The results of Patel et al.

(2022) further suggest that gene expression effect sizes may differ across ancestral groups.

Because of this, Zhang et al. (2022) built ancestry-specific proteomic prediction models

using data on that ancestral population alone. However, such an approach does not exploit

genetic commonalities between EA and AA populations, and thus may lead to less predictive

models.

While motivated by our desire to build genetic predictive models for proteins in the

AA population, our new methodology applies to any regression problem wherein the same

responses and predictors are measured on individuals from multiple distinct groups, and the

goal is to build a population-specific model leveraging information across populations. To

explain, we give a brief description our proposed method. Suppose that for j ∈ {1, . . . , J} =:

[J ] distinct populations, we observe pairs {(y(j)i,x(j)i), i ∈ [n(j)]} where n(j) is the sample

size of the jth population. We assume that y(j)i is a realization of the random scalar

β⊤
∗(j)x(j)i + ϵ(j)i, i ∈ [n(j)], j ∈ [J ], (1)

where β∗(j) ∈ Rp is the unknown regression coefficient vector for the jth population, x(j)i ∈
Rp is the predictor for the ith subject in the jth population, and ϵ(j)i ∼ N(0, σ2

∗(j)) is ran-

dom error. In the context of joint pQTL modeling, for example, y(j)i ∈ R is a protein’s

normalized expression and x(j)i ∈ Rp are the cis-SNP genotypes for the ith subject from jth

ancestral group. We assume that all ϵ(j)i are independent and within a population, identi-

cally distributed. Notably, we assume that each ancestral population has its own, distinct

regression coefficient vector and error variance. Throughout this article, we will refer to a

joint pQTL—that is, a SNP whose corresponding coefficient from (1) is nonzero—as a pQTL

for simplicity.

In previous pQTL studies (Zhang et al., 2022), each β∗(j) was estimated separately using

regression techniques designed for large p, e.g., elastic net. However, this is less efficient than

estimating the matrix B∗ = (β∗(1), . . . ,β∗(J)) ∈ Rp×J directly if there are special structures

of B∗ that can be exploited. For example, it is reasonable to expect that the majority

of pQTLs are shared across multiple populations in the study. This would imply that the

nonzero entries of B∗ are concentrated in a small number of rows. Using data from all J
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populations to identify such rows leads to improved efficiency and parsimony, as our analyses

of the ancestral groups in the Women’s Health Initiative (WHI, Section 6) demonstrate.

Existing methods for borrowing information across populations often assume homoge-

neous error variances, e.g., see Section 2.3 and references therein. However, we will illustrate

that allowing for distinct error variances across populations is important for ancestry-specific

pQTL models. This is partly due to the fact that for a SNP genotype, allele frequencies can

differ greatly across ancestral groups (e.g., see Figure 1). Thus, even if a SNP has the same

effect size across populations, the proportion of variability in protein expression explained

by the SNP will be affected by the ancestry-specific variability of that SNP. This implies

that for a particular protein and set of SNPs, the predictive potential of these SNPs may

differ by ancestry. In contrast to many existing methods, our method borrows information

across populations while still allowing for heterogeneous error variances.

2 Methodology

2.1 Penalized maximum likelihood estimator

In order to estimate the β∗(j), we propose a penalized maximum likelihood estimator. Based

on the model (1), the (scaled) negative log-likelihood for the observed data, ignoring con-

stants, is

L0(B,σ) =
1

2n

J∑
j=1

n(j)∑
i=1

{
1

σ2
(j)

(y(j)i − β⊤
(j)x(j)i)

2 + log(σ2
(j))

}
,

where B = (β(1), . . . ,β(J)) ∈ Rp×J , σ = (σ1, . . . , σJ)
⊤ ∈ (0,∞) × · · · × (0,∞) =: TJ , and

n =
∑J

j=1 n(j). Recall, our key assumption is that the nonzero entries of the β∗(j) often occur

in identical positions, i.e., that pQTLs tend to shared across populations. This would mean

that many rows of the matrix B∗ are entirely equal to zero, and that among the rows which

have nonzero elements, possibly only one element is nonzero. To achieve variable selection

of this sort, it is natural to apply the sparse group lasso penalty (Simon et al., 2013; Molstad

et al., 2021)

gλ,γ(B) = λ

p∑
l=1

(
J∑

m=1

B2
l,m

)1/2

+ γ

p∑
l=1

J∑
m=1

|Bl,m|,
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where λ > 0 and γ > 0 are a pair of user-specified tuning parameters. One may thus consider

estimating the pair (B∗,σ∗) using

argmin
B∈Rp×J ,σ∈TJ

{L0(B,σ) + gλ,γ(B)} . (2)

The first term in the penalty function g, controlled by tuning parameter λ > 0, encourages

row-wise sparsity in estimates of B∗. For λ sufficiently large, the solution to (2) must have

some rows entirely equal to zero. The second term in g, controlled by tuning parameter

γ > 0, encourages elementwise sparsity in estimates of B∗. For example, with a fixed λ for

γ sufficiently large, some rows of the solution to (2) will have both zero and nonzero entries.

Despite its appeal, (2) can perform poorly in practice. The issues are twofold: first, the

optimization problem in (2) is nonconvex. As a consequence, the solution one obtains may

be dependent on an algorithm’s starting values. The second issue is that the effect of the

β(j) on the penalty will depend on the σ(j), or more generally, the scaling of the y(j)i. If

one population has an especially large error variance, then the penalty g will be dominated

by its corresponding regression coefficient vectors since reducing the sum of squares in this

population will decrease the objective function more overall. Similarly, if the responses

have different scalings across populations (e.g., due to measuring the y(j)i’s on different

platforms, or residualizing using a different set of covariates), then the degree to which

each population’s regression coefficients are penalized will depend on the response scaling.

Populations with larger response scaling will have coefficients penalized more substantially.

For these reasons, we recommend against using (2) in practice. However, by employing a

simple reparameterization, both of these issues can be resolved.

2.2 Alternative parameterization

To explain how we avoid these issues, define ρ(j) = 1/σ(j) and θ(j) = β(j)/σ(j) = ρ(j)β(j) for

j ∈ [J ]. The parameter ρ2∗(j) > 0 is the inverse error variance (i.e., the error precision) and

θ∗(j) ∈ Rp can be interpreted as the regression coefficient vector for the standardized version

of the response (the response with error variance equal to one) in the jth population. With

this alternative parameterization, we can express the (scaled by 1/n) negative log-likelihood

L(Θ,ρ) =
1

2n

J∑
j=1

n(j)∑
i=1

{
(y(j)iρ(j) − θ⊤

(j)x(j)i)
2 − log(ρ2(j))

}
,
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where Θ = (θ(1), . . . ,θ(J)) ∈ Rp×J and ρ = (ρ(1), . . . , ρ(J))
⊤ ∈ TJ . Since the θ(j) are on the

same scale in the sense that they correspond to standardized predictors and responses, one

can impose the penalty g on Θ without the response scalings influencing variables selected.

Of course, the sparsity of θ(j) and β(j) will be identical, so penalizing Θ will accomplish the

same goal as penalizing B in terms of variable selection.

In view of the preceding discussion, we propose to estimate B∗ indirectly using

argmin
Θ∈Rp×J ,ρ∈T

{L(Θ,ρ) + gλ,γ(Θ)}. (3)

Fortunately, it is easy to show (3) is jointly convex in Θ and ρ, and biconvex (i.e., convex

in Θ with ρ held fixed and vice versa). With an estimate of (Θ∗,ρ∗) from (3), say (Θ̂, ρ̂),

we obtain an estimate of (B∗,σ∗) as β̂(j) = θ̂(j)/ρ̂(j) and σ̂(j) = 1/ρ̂(j) for j ∈ [J ].

This reparameterization of the normal linear regression model was originally proposed by

Städler et al. (2010) in the context of mixture modelling. Specifically, Städler et al. (2010)

proposed a version of (3) with λ = 0 and the populations from which each observation was

drawn unknown. Khalili and Lin (2013) generalized the approach of Städler et al. (2010) to

handle more general penalty functions (e.g., SCAD and MCP). Recently, Li et al. (2021) also

used this reparameterization in the context of mixture modelling where they decomposed

each β(j) into the sum of η0 and η(j), i.e., β(j) = η0 + η(j) where η0 are effects common to

all populations and η(j) are effects specific to the jth population.

For the sake of space, we describe how to solve the optimization problem in (3) in the

Supplementary Material. To summarize, we use a blockwise coordinate descent algorithm

(Algorithm 1) that alternates between updating ρ with Θ fixed, and vice versa.

2.3 Relation to existing approaches

The estimator (3) is related to a number of existing methods for integrative regression (see

“horizontal integration” in reivew article of Richardson et al., 2016) One type of integrative

regression analysis is where data collected on distinct populations are analyzed jointly in

order to exploit or discover similarities or differences between populations. A subset of such

methods are described in the review of Zhao et al. (2015). The methods described therein are

characterized in terms of exploiting either the “homogeneity model”, where it is assumed that

either the kth row of B∗ is entirely zero, B∗k,· = 0 or entirely nonzero; or the “heterogeneity

model”, where some elements of a particular row may be zero and others nonzero. As

described in Zhao et al. (2015), the heterogeneity model is especially useful when modeling
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distinct populations. However, none of the method described in Zhao et al. (2015) are able

to account for distinct variances/response scaling in each population. For example, the

method of Zhao et al. (2015), with MCP penalty replaced with the scaled identity function,

corresponds to (3) with γ = 0 under the additional restriction that σ∗(j) = σ∗(k) for all j ̸= k.

As we will show in our simulation studies, when σ∗(j) and σ∗(k) are distinct, this method can

perform poorly. Even when σ∗(j) = σ∗(k), in general, our method still performs as well as

that which correctly assumes they are equal.

Another class of methods assumes that β∗(j) ≈ β∗(k) in the sense that the distance

between β∗(j) and β∗(k) is small (e.g., in squared Euclidean or L1-norm distance). For

example, one could use the variation of the fused lasso penalty (Tibshirani et al., 2005; Tang

and Song, 2016) such as
∑p

l=1

∑
j ̸=k |β(j)l − β(k)l|, which would encourage estimates of β∗(j)

and β∗(k) with some entries exactly equivalent to one another. Alternatively, one could use

a penalty which fuses coefficients which are thought to be similar to one another based on

some initial estimate (Wang et al., 2016). These approaches are useful in applications where

one can expect regression coefficients to be same across populations—for example, when

the distinct datasets represent data collected on the same population in different studies—

but in our context, may inappropriately bias our estimates towards a model assuming that

β∗(j) = β∗(k). Discovering differences in effect sizes is one of the primary objectives of our

study, so this type of bias is especially undesirable. Moreover, this type of penalty is not

invariant to response scaling, so it would suffer from the same issues as (2).

Our work is also related to recent literature on transfer learning (Weiss et al., 2016;

Suder et al., 2023). Transfer learning for linear regression often assumes the same data

generating model as (1), but is focused on coefficients from one target population, say, β∗(0).

Often, methods for transfer learning assume ∥β∗(0) − β∗(j)∥2 is small (Li et al., 2022), or

that the angle between β∗(0) and β∗(j) is small (Gu et al., 2022). However, in the work on

transfer learning, it is often assumed that all datasets cannot be accessed by a analyst user

simultaneously, whereas we assume all J datasets are on hand for model building.

Finally, our method is also related to existing methods for estimation of polygenic risk

scores. For example, in the context of cross-population polygenic prediction, Ruan et al.

(2022) assumes exactly the model (1) (where their response is an arbitrary phenotype) but

in a Bayesian framework. Like us, they devise a shrinkage estimator of the regression coeffi-

cients that shares information across populations. However, much of the work on polygenic

prediction assumes the individual level data are not available—only summary statistics due

to the large sample size of genome-wide association studies (Knight and Duan, 2024). Devis-
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ing a variation of our method applicable with only summary statistics is beyond the scope of

the present article, but a reasonable starting point would build on the approach from Mak

et al. (2017).

3 Accommodating ancestry-specific SNPs

As mentioned, genetic variation differs across ancestral groups. For example, populations of

African ancestry are characterized by greater genetic diversity and less linkage disequilibrium

than those of European ancestry (Campbell and Tishkoff, 2008). Thus, it is often the case

that the columns of X(j) and X(k), for example, consist of overlapping, though distinct,

sets of SNPs. Our method can be easily modified to accommodate this setting, which we

detail in this section. In this context, the goal is still to model the conditional distribution of

protein expression given SNP genotypes, however, the SNP genotypes conditioned on may

be distinct across the J populations in the study. It is arguably more natural to assume that

error variances will differ across populations in this case.

First, let A(j) denote the set of SNPs available for the jth population and let A =

∪J
j=1A(j) be the set of all SNPs available in at least one study. In order to exploit shared

pQTLs, we propose a slight modification of our penalty function. For the moment, define

Θ ∈ Rp∗×J where p∗ is the cardinality of A. Let B(k) denote the index set for the populations

from which the kth SNP (i.e., kth element of A) is available for k ∈ [p∗]. Then, define

gBλ,γ(Θ) = λ

p∑
k=1

√
|B(k)|∥Θk,B(k)∥2 + γ

p∑
k=1

∑
j∈B(k)

|Θj,k|

where Θk,B(k) ∈ R|B(k)| is the subvector of Θk,· ∈ RJ consisting only of the components whose

indices belong to B(k). To estimate the regression coefficients, we then define the estimator

argmin
Θ∈Rp×J ,ρ∈TJ

[
1

2n

J∑
j=1

{
∥y(j)ρ(j) −X(j)ΘA(j),j∥22 − n(j) log(ρ

2
(j))
}
+ gBλ,γ(Θ)

]
, (4)

subject to ΘA\A(j),j = 0 ∀j ∈ [J ].

The additional constraint that ΘA\A(j),j = 0 requires that coefficients for the SNPs not

included in the jth population’s SNP set must be equal to zero. This reflects that these

SNPs’ effects are not estimable with the data at hand. Just as before, the objective function

in (4) is convex in the pair (Θ,ρ) and the algorithm used to solve (3) can be applied to
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compute (4) with minor modification.

Remark 1. Let p∗ be the number of distinct SNPs across all J populations in a study. The

solution to (4) can be obtained by solving a (weighted) version of (3) where the genotype

matrices X(j) are replaced with X̃(j) ∈ Rn(j)×p∗, where X̃(j) is a padded version of X(j) with

columns of zeros added for all SNPs not recorded in the jth population.

The preceding remark establishes that computing (4) does not require a new computa-

tional procedure. This remark follows from the fact that if a column of X̃(j) is entirely zero,

then making the corresponding entry of θ(j) nonzero can only increase the objective function.

4 Fast two-step approximation

4.1 Algorithm

Though (3) is well-motivated, in practice it can require more computation time than existing

estimators due to the iterative nature of Algorithm 1. In Section 4.2 and 5, we show both

theoretically and empirically that a simple two-step approximation to (3) can work as well

as (3) at substantially lower computational cost. In particular, this approach requires first

obtaining a pilot estimator of the σ∗(j), fixing this as our estimate of ρ∗, and then solving

the optimization problem in (3) with respect to Θ alone. Two-step approximations to the

joint normal maximum likelihood estimators of both mean and variances is a common in the

high-dimensional literature, e.g., see Rothman et al. (2010) or Li et al. (2020)

Formally, the two-step approximation algorithm proceeds as follows.

1. For each j ∈ [J ] separately, compute

σ̌2
(j) = min

β(j)∈Rp

(
1

2n(j)

∥y(j) −X(j)β(j)∥22 + ϕ(j)∥β(j)∥1
)

(5)

with tuning parameter ϕ(j) > 0 chosen to minimize the cross-validated prediction error.

2.1. With ρ̌ = (1/σ̌(1), . . . , 1/σ̌(J))
⊤ fixed, compute

Θ̌ ∈ argmin
Θ∈Rp×J

{L(Θ, ρ̌) + gλ,γ(Θ)}, (6)

where λ > 0 and γ > 0 are chosen by cross-validation.
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2.2. For each j ∈ [J ], return estimate of θ̌(j)σ̌(j) as an estimate of β∗(j).

Pilot estimation of the σ∗(j), Step 1, could be done using any method designed for variance

estimation in high-dimensional linear models, e.g., see the review of Reid et al. (2016). We use

the so-called natural lasso estimator (Yu and Bien, 2019), defined as in (5). This estimator

of σ∗(j) is computationally efficient as it requires only solving an L1-penalized least squares

problem, and as shown in Yu and Bien (2019), performs well across diverse settings.

Given ρ̌ = (1/σ̌(1), . . . , 1/σ̌(J))
⊤, in Step 2 we estimate β∗(j) indirectly using θ̌(j)σ̌(j).

Solving (6) is significantly easier than solving (3) since we need not ever update ρ. In this

case, (6) can solved by applying an accelerated variation of Algorithm 1 (Parikh and Boyd,

2014, Chapter 4.3) wherein Step 1 is skipped.

4.2 Statistical properties

We study the theoretical properties of the approximate version of our estimator with both

n, p, and J growing. We implicitly treat both p and J , which can both diverge, as functions of

n. We consider the case that the error variances σ2
∗(j) are estimated by generic pilot estimator

σ̃2
(j). While these results are not directly applicable to the exact version of our method,

the theoretical properties of this estimator provide useful insights regarding how selecting

important SNPs across populations can improve estimation accuracy. The estimator of Θ∗

we study, Θ̃, is thus a version of (3) with γ = 0,

argmin
Θ∈Rp×J

{L(Θ, ρ̃) + gλ,0(Θ)},

where ρ̃ is the vector (1/σ̃(1), . . . , 1/σ̃(J))
⊤ of pilot inverse standard deviations. Similar results

can be established with γ > 0, but this would complicate our notation and assumptions.

We first need to define a number of important quantities and assumptions. Let S = {k :

B∗k,· ̸= 0, k ∈ [p]} be the set of indices of SNPs which are important in at least one population

and let Sc = [p]\S. Let the notationAS be the projection of the matrixA onto the set of ma-

trices with sparsity pattern defined by S, i.e., AS = argminB∈M(S) ∥A−B∥2F where M(S) =
{B ∈ Rp×J : Bk,· = 0 for all k ∈ Sc} and ∥ · ∥F is the Frobenius norm. Next, for fixed

constant M ≥ 0, define the set C(S,M) =
{
∆ ∈ Rp×J : ∥∆Sc∥1,2 ≤ 3∥∆S∥1,2 +M∥∆∥F

}
,

where ∥A∥1,2 :=
∑

j ∥Aj,·∥2. For relatively small M , C(S,M) consists of matrices whose

row-wise Euclidean norms are larger in rows indexed by S relative to Sc. As M increases,

row-wise norms in Sc can become larger. Loosely speaking, larger M means C(S,M) has

more volume and vice versa.
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With these quantities in hand, we can now characterize the conditions and assumptions

we need in order to establish our error bound.

• C1. (Blockwise standardization) For each k ∈ [p], the columns of each X(1), . . . ,X(J)

are scaled such that ∥[X(j)]·,k∥22 ≤ n(j).

The condition C1 is a common standardization condition required for lasso-type estimators.

This condition is a matter of scaling the columns of each X(j), which we treat as fixed. Next,

we state our needed assumptions.

• A1. (Normal errors) Each y(j) is a realization of X(j)β∗(j) + ϵ(j) where the random

vector ϵ(j) ∼ Nn(j)
(0, σ2

∗(j)In(j)
) independently for all j ∈ [J ].

• A2. (Restricted eigenvalue condition) For a given S and positive constant M , there

exists a constant k such that 0 < k ≤ κM(S) where

κM(S) = inf
∆∈C(S,M),∥∆∥2F=1

J∑
j=1

∥X(j)∆(j)∥22
2n(j)

.

• A3. (Nonvanishing sample size) There exists positive constants π and π̄ such that

0 < π ≤ minj∈[J ] n(j)/n ≤ maxj∈[J ] n(j)/n ≤ π̄ < 1.

Assumption A1 requires that the errors for each population are normally distributed, i.e.,

that (1) holds. Assumption A2 is a generalization of the standard restricted eigenvalue

condition (Raskutti et al., 2010; Negahban et al., 2012). In particular, if J = 1 and M =

0, this would be exactly the standard restricted eigenvalue condition, which assumes the

existence of a positive constant κ such that ∥X(j)∆(j)∥22/(2n(j)) ≥ κ∥∆(j)∥22 for all ∆(j) in

a restrictive set like C(S, 0). Our restricted eigenvalue, in contrast, involves the summation

over each of the J populations. Note that the larger M is, the smaller κM(S) will be in

general.

Assumption A3 requires that as the total sample size n =
∑J

j=1 n(j) grows, each of the

populations’ corresponding sample sizes n(j) grow at a nonvanishing rate. If the population

to sample from is drawn randomly, this means that the probability of drawing from popu-

lation j is bounded below for j ∈ [J ], whereas if the population to sample from is chosen

deterministically, no populations are systemically undersampled.
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Finally, given our pilot estimates ρ̃, we define Rn(ρ̃), as

Rn(ρ̃) =
1

n2

J∑
j=1

(
1−

σ∗(j)

σ̃(j)

)2 ∥X⊤
(j)X(j)β∗(j)∥22

σ2
∗(j)

.

The quantity Rn(ρ̃) is needed to characterize the additional error incurred from using a pilot

estimate of σ∗(j), σ̃(j), in our estimation criterion. Intuitively, if σ̃(j) → σ∗(j) sufficiently fast,

then Rn(ρ̃) → 0.

We are now ready to state our key technical result.

Lemma 1. If λ = 2
√
π̄maxj∈[J ](σ∗(j)/σ̃(j))[(J/n)

1/2 + {2k1 log(p)/n}1/2] for fixed constant

k1 > 1, there exists a constant M > 0 such that
√

Rn(ρ̃) ≤ λM/2, and C1, A1–A3 hold,

then

∥Θ̃−Θ∗∥2F ≤ 32|S|
κ2
M(S)

(
π̄

π2

){
max
j∈[J ]

σ2
∗(j)

σ̃2
(j)

(
J + 2k1 log(p)

n

)
+

Rn(ρ̃)

3π̄|S|

}
with probability at least 1− p1−k1.

The result of Lemma 1 demonstrates how various dimensions of the problem affect esti-

mation accuracy of Θ∗. In particular, we can see that the dimension of the candidate SNP

set, p, only affects the estimation error logarithmically. The |S| log(p)/n term is standard

when using penalized least squares estimators to perform variable selection in (1) (Negahban

et al., 2012). Similarly, J , the number of populations in our study, appears in the bound

through |S|J , which is the number of coefficients in rows of B∗ with at least one nonzero

entry.

Lemma 1 also illustrates the interactions between the statistical error and the approxi-

mation error. The approximation error appears both in the term Rn(˜̃ρ), and in the restricted

eigenvalue. If Rn(˜̃ρ) is large, then M must be large, which will diminish κM(S). The first

term in the sum on the right hand side (the statistical error) would, at first glance, seem to

suggest that overestimating σ2
∗(j) is beneficial (since then, maxj∈[J ] σ

2
∗(j)/σ̃

2
(j) would be small).

This, however, has the effect of inflating Rn(ρ̃) (relative to σ̃(j) such that σ∗(j)/σ̃(j) is close

to one). Moreover, as our main result will illustrate, this would have a negative effect on the

estimation accuracy of B∗.

Theorem 1. Define the two-step estimator of β∗(j), β̃(j) = θ̃(j)σ̃(j) for j ∈ [J ] and let

12



B̃ = (β̃(1), . . . , β̃(J)). Let σ̃max = maxj∈[J ] σ̃(j) . If the conditions of Lemma 1 hold, then

∥B̃ −B∗∥2F ≤[
64σ̃2

max|S|
κ2
M(S)

(
π̄

π2

){
max
j∈[J ]

σ2
∗(j)

σ̃2
(j)

(
J + 2k1 log(p)

n

)
+

Rn(ρ̃)

3π̄|S|

}
+ 2

J∑
j=1

(
1−

σ̃(j)

σ∗(j)

)2

∥β∗(j)∥22

]

with probability at least 1− p1−k1 .

Theorem 1 illustrates that when estimating B∗ using the two step approximation, there

is additional approximation error—beyond that incurred in the estimation of Θ∗—given by∑J
j=1

(
1− σ̃(j)/σ∗(j)

)2 ∥β∗(j)∥22. However, if our pilot estimators of the σ∗(j) converge suffi-

ciently fast in the sense that
∑J

j=1(1 − σ̃(j)/σ∗(j))
2max{1, ∥β∗(j)∥22} = o(λ2) and Rn(ρ̃) =

o(λ2), then ∥B̃−B∗∥2F will be dominated by the statistical error from estimating ∥Θ̃−Θ∗∥2F
asymptotically.

5 Simulation studies

5.1 Data generating models and competing methods

In this section, we illustrate the performance of our method through simulation studies.

Because our motivating application—described in the Introduction—focuses on the case

that J = 2, we restrict our attention to the J = 2 version of method throughout this section.

Our simulation studies are intended to demonstrate how the number of shared pQTLs, the

ratio σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA), and the signal-to-noise ratio affect the performance of our method versus

a number of relevant competitors.

To closely mimic the settings of our motivating data analysis, we use real genotype data

collected on individuals of both African ancestry (AA), 1033, and European ancestry (EA),

866. These are a subset of the real genotype data analyzed in Section 6 and their source is

described in Section 6.1. These SNPs are from Chromosome 19, 34759785—36716111. In

Figure 1 we display linkage disequilibrium (LD) submatrices for both EA and AA popula-

tions for the particular set of SNPs we use. Evidently, the LD structure between populations

is fundamentally distinct: in the EA population, there are much stronger positive correla-

tions between SNPs in the leftmost part of the figures, whereas in AA, the correlations are

somewhat closer to zero. This coheres with well known differences in genetic architecture

between these two ancestral groups (Campbell and Tishkoff, 2008).
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(A) African ancestry (B) European ancestry

Figure 1: Linkage disequilibrium matrices for subjects of African ancestry and subjects of Eu-
ropean ancestry corresponding to twenty consecutive SNPs from Chromosome 19, 35103145–
35119821. Darker cells denote larger correlations in magnitude.

Given the p = 776 SNP genotypes retained after preprocessing (see Section 6.1), for

100 independent replications under each model setting, we generated protein expression

independently for individuals from both populations. First, we randomly generated β∗(EA)

and β∗(AA) to each have 40 nonzero entries. Given q ∈ [0, 1], we first choose 40q predictors to

be nonzero in both coefficients, then independently choose 40(1−q) predictors to be nonzero

in each of the two population respectively, where q is the proportion of shared pQTLs.

We set all nonzero entries of both β∗(EA) and β∗(AA) to have magnitude equal to the in-

verse of the corresponding SNP’s standard deviation within the respective population. Each

nonzero entry is positive with probability 0.8 or negative with probability 0.2. This choice

(0.8/0.2) reduces the probability that shared pQTLs have different signs across populations.

Next, we determine the value of σ∗(EA) in order to fix the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR, equal to

R2/(1−R2)), in the EA population. Specifically, we set σ∗(EA) to be
√
SNR times the standard

deviation of X(EA)β∗(EA). Then, we determine σ∗(AA) according to the ratio σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA),

which varies across simulation settings. Finally, y(AA) and y(EA) are generated from (1)

(with distinct intercepts included). We consider SNR ∈ {1/2, 1, 2}, q ∈ {0.6, 0.8, 0.9}, and
σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA) ∈ {1, 1.25, 1.5, 2, 3}. When σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA) > 1, the SNR in the AA population

can be substantially lower than that in the EA population. To assess the affect of the sam-

ple size, we perform simulations with n(AA) = 1033 and n(AA) = nEA/2 = 433. When using

the reduced AA sample size, we randomly sample AA individuals independently in each

replication.

We focus our attention on estimation performance for the parameters of the AA popula-
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tion. We consider multiple competing methods. The first competitor is the separate elastic

net (SEN) estimator, defined as

argmin
β∈Rp

{
1

2n(AA)

∥y(AA) −X(AA)β∥22 + αλ∥β∥1 +
λ(1− α)

2
∥β∥22

}
(7)

where the pair of tuning parameters (λ, α) ∈ (0,∞)× [0, 1] are chosen using ten-fold cross-

validation. The second competitor is what we call the “agnostic” elastic net estimator (AEN),

which ignores that the data come from two distinct populations. Namely, this estimator

stacks y(both) = (y⊤
(AA),y

⊤
(EA))

⊤ and X(both) = (X⊤
(AA),X

⊤
(EA))

⊤, and solves (7) for input

response y(both) and predictor matrix X(both) (though allows for distinct intercepts between

the two populations). Note that AEN is the estimator which implicitly assumes both β∗(AA) =

β∗(EA) and σ∗(AA) = σ∗(EA)

The other competitors we consider are all special cases of our method. The exact version

of our method, (3), we call HEAT for heterogeneity-aware joint estimator. We also consider

the two-step approximation to (3) described in Section 4, denoted HEAT-App, and an oracle

version of HEAT, HEAT-Orc, which fixes ρ at the truth ρ∗. By comparing to Heat-Orc,

we can see how estimation accuracy is affected by estimating variances in (3). Finally,

another reasonable estimator is that which assumes σ∗(EA) = σ∗(AA), but exploits shared

sparsity. Such an estimator (reHEAT for “restricted HEAT”) can be characterized as (2)

with σ(AA) = σ(EA) both fixed and set equal to one. This corresponds to the penalized

maximum likelihood estimator of B∗ from (2) for any value of the variances, assuming they

are equivalent.

To assess the performance of an estimator β̂(AA), we measure relative mean squared error

(RMSE), ∥β̂AA − β∗(AA)∥22/∥β∗(AA)∥22, and relative model error (RME), which we define as

∥XAA(β̂AA − β∗(AA))∥22/∥XAAβ∗(AA)∥22.

5.2 Results

In Figure 2, we display relative mean squared error results under varying SNR, σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA),

and q. In the top row of Figure 2, where SNR = 1/2, we see that SEN and AEN both perform

worse than all HEAT variations when σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA) is less than or equal to 1.5. As σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA)

increases, and the signal to noise ratio for the AA population decreases, we begin to see every

method perform worse. Once σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA) = 3, AEN performs better than SEN and reHEAT.

However, in all settings considered, the oracle, approximate, and exact versions of HEAT,

perform as well or better than all the competitors. Results do not change substantially
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Figure 2: Relative mean squared error results (on the log-scale) for 100 independent repli-
cations in each model setting when n(AA) = 1027. In each scenario, the SNR was used to fix
the error variance in the EA population.

across the considered values of q. The only method which is not affected by q is SEN, which

is unable to exploit shared pQTLs across populations. In the Supplementary Material, we

also include results under the same scenarios with q = 1: relative performances do not differ

much from the case that q = 0.9.

In the middle row of Figure 2, we see a similar trend, though the difference between SEN

and the HEAT variants is less substantial than in the top row. Notably, AEN never performs

as well as the variants of HEAT other than reHEAT, which performs especially poorly when

σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA) = 3. In the bottom row of Figure 2, the same trends are again observed, with

even reHEAT outperforming AEN in most scenarios.

Though the differences between HEAT and reHEAT are somewhat obscured by the variation
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Figure 3: Relative mean squared error results (on the log-scale) for 100 independent repli-
cations in each model setting when n(AA) = 433. In each scenario, the SNR was used to fix
the error variance in the EA population.

across replications, HEAT significantly outperforms reHEAT even when σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA) is only

slightly larger than one. To illustrate this point, we present the average ratio of mean

squared errors of HEAT to reHEAT in Table 1 of the Supplementary Material. Here, we see

that even when σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA) = 1.25, HEAT provides a modest improvement over reHEAT. As

σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA) increases, the improvement becomes more substantial.

Turning our attention to the results in Figure 3, wherein n(AA) = 433, we see the same

general trends as in Figure 2. A notable difference, however, is that when σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA) = 3

and SNR = 1/2, AEN outperforms all competitors. This is due to the fact that with a smaller

sample size, the large value of σ∗(AA) makes estimation of β∗(AA) challenging. The method

AEN is less affected by this since it does not distinguish between AA and EA.
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In the Supplementary Materials, we include relative mean squared error results for β∗(EA),

and relative model error results for β∗(AA). To summarize briefly, in terms of EA mean

squared error, the same general trends as in Figures 2 and 3 are observed. However, reHEAT

tends to perform more closely to the other HEAT variants when σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA) ≤ 1.5. In terms

of model error, relative performances are similar to those in Figures 2 and 3. Also in the

Supplementary Materials, we repeat a subset of simulation studies with SNPs from three

different loci: the local/cis-SNP regions around the proteins ANGPTL3, SORT1, and GAS6

(see Table 2). The same relative performances were observed using these SNP sets.

6 Blood lipid proteome-wide association study

6.1 Data preparation

To begin, we obtained protein expression on 451 proteins from nAA = 1033 African Amer-

ican and nEA = 866 European American individuals, as measured by the OLINK targeted

(866 European Americans and 351 African Americans) and explorer (991 African Ameri-

cans, 309 of which overlaps with Target) platforms (https://olink.com). In this analysis, we

defined an individual’s group (AA or EA) based not on genetics, but on their self-identified

race/ethnicity (SIRE). We discuss the reason for this in Section 6.3.

Next, following Pietzner et al. (2021) and Zhang et al. (2022), we performed a two-step

data processing. For each protein, we performed an inverse normal quantile transformation

(separately in each of the two populations). We then regressed the transformed proteins

against covariates and PEER factors to account for hidden factors that may confound the

associations of interest (Stegle et al., 2010), and rank-inverse normalized the residuals, which

we use as the response for building the prediction models in AA and EA.

For each protein, we obtained cis/local-SNPs, defined as those SNPs within 1MB of the

corresponding gene, with minor allele frequency ≥ 0.05 in either of the two populations. To

avoid collinearity, we pruned highly correlated SNPs. Namely, starting with the SNP with

highest variability, we removed all other SNPs with absolute correlation 0.95 or greater with

this SNP. Then, moving on the SNP with the next highest variability (among those retained

after the first pruning step), we repeated this process. This continued until no two SNPs had

correlation greater than 0.95. This pruning was performed separately in each population,

and the union of the set of SNPs retained was used as the set of candidate SNPs (i.e., the

same set of candidate SNPs were used for both EA and AA models).

For the vast majority of proteins, there are a substantial number of SNPs retained which
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Ratio Numerator
Q1 Q2 Avg. Q3 Q1 Q2 Avg. Q3

R̄2
HEAT/R̄

2
SEN

AA 0.977 1.017 1.203 1.114 0.031 0.085 0.125 0.181
EA 0.986 1.016 1.168 1.122 0.029 0.089 0.147 0.230

R̄2
HEAT−App/R̄

2
SEN

AA 0.979 1.018 1.205 1.115 0.031 0.084 0.125 0.181
EA 0.998 1.030 1.242 1.185 0.031 0.090 0.149 0.232

q0.5(R
2
HEAT)/q0.5(R

2
SEN)

AA 0.977 1.017 1.203 1.114 0.034 0.082 0.126 0.181
EA 0.979 1.018 1.205 1.115 0.032 0.089 0.150 0.229

q0.5(R
2
HEAT−App)/q0.5(R

2
SEN)

AA 0.967 1.016 1.089 1.137 0.034 0.083 0.126 0.182
EA 0.979 1.034 1.144 1.179 0.035 0.089 0.152 0.232

Table 1: Relative testing-set R2 using our method (HEAT) versus separate elastic net esti-
mators (SEN). R̄2

HEAT and q0.5(R
2
HEAT) denote mean and median of the testing-set R2 over

25 independent training/testing splits within a protein. Summary statistics (quartiles [ Q1,
Q2, and Q3] and average [Avg.]) are taken over proteins. The right columns provide the
summary statistics for the numerator in each row.

do not vary at all across the EA population. In this scenario, we used the version of our

method described in Section 3.

6.2 Protein expression prediction accuracy in WHI data

We compared both the exact and approximate version of our method, HEAT, to fitting separate

elastic net estimators, SEN, on data from AA and EA populations. We focused on SEN as our

main competitor as this was the method used in Zhang et al. (2022). We omitted comparisons

to AEN because this method performed poorly in our simulation studies and would not allow

us to discover pQTLs specific to the AA population. We also omitted comparisons to the

other HEAT variant, reHEAT, because it never performed better than HEAT in our simulation

studies. For 25 independent replications, we randomly split the data into training/testing

sets of size 981/52 and 822/40 for AA and EA populations, respectively. For each protein,

we calculated the means and medians of testing set R2 for both AA and EA testing samples

over 25 replicates. We then summarized the performance over all proteins by quartiles (Q1,

Q2, Q3) and the average.

For many of the proteins the average testing set R2 is near zero, which would suggest

that the SNPs do not explain any of the variability in the protein expression. For this

reason, we present results only for proteins wherein at least one of the three methods under

consideration had average testing set R2 ≥ 0.01, resulting in 289 proteins for AA and 297
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Figure 4: Upper left: the proportions of AA pQTLs which are also estimated to be pQTLs
in EA for HEAT and SEN. Upper right: the total number of estimated pQTLs in both AA and
EA populations for HEAT and SEN. Lower left: the difference in average testing-set R2 versus
the estimated σ∗(AA)/σ∗(EA). We omit five points with horizontal axis value beyond 1.2 for
improved display. Lower right: scatterplot of shared pQTL coefficients between EA and AA
populations estimated by HEAT.

proteins for EA. Results are displayed in Table 1. Here, we can see that the exact HEAT and

approximate HEAT-App performed similarly, and they were both better in terms of testing

set prediction accuracy compared to separate fitting estimator SEN. For example, in the AA

samples, the R2 is on average around 20% higher using our method HEAT than separate

estimator SEN.

Where HEAT clearly improved over separate elastic net estimators SEN was in terms of

model complexity. Specifically, HEAT achieved improved prediction accuracy over SEN while

using far smaller fitted models. In the majority of the proteins, less than 20% of the AA

pQTLs estimated by SEN were shared with the EA pQTLs. In contrast, in the majority of the

proteins, more than 50% of the AA pQTLs estimated by HEAT were shared with EA pQTLs

(upper-left panel of Figure 4). This degree of pQTLs sharing across these two populations

was expected: for example, in the analysis of Zhang et al. (2022), they found that of 1618
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Proteins HDL LDL logTG nonHDL TC

LILRB5 ✓
LPL ✓ X

PLTP ✓ ✓
LILRB1 ✓

ANGPTL3 ✓ ✓ X X X
TNFSF14 ✓ ✓
IGFBP6 ✓ ✓

GAS6 ✓ ✓ ✓
PLAUR ✓ ✓
PCSK9 ✓ X
SORT1 ✓ ✓ X
CCL24 ✓
HSPB1 ✓
HLA-E ✓
IL1RN ✓

Table 2: Proteins surpassing the Benjamini-Hochberg corrected p-value threshold 0.05. As-
sociations denoted with an X are those that had a pQTL surpassing the genome-wide sig-
nificance threshold 5× 10−8 for association with the trait.

pQTLs identified in AA, 1447 (89.4%) were also pQTLs in EA (though they were defining

pQTLs marginally, rather than jointly).

In the upper-right panel of Figure 4, we display the total number of pQTLs estimated for

both EA and AA. Because the majority of pQTLs estimated using HEAT are shared across

populations, it is not surprising that HEAT had fewer SNPs to be pQTLs than SEN. The

fact that SEN selected such a large number of additional SNPs as pQTLs to achieve a worse

prediction accuracy raises concerns about the reliability of downstream association testing

of genetically predicted proteomic expressions based on the SEN fitted model. In the bottom

left panel of Figure 4, we see that, roughly, as σ̂AA/σ̂EA increases, it appears that our method

tends to slightly outperform SEN in terms of prediction accuracy. In the bottom right panel,

we see that in general, the coefficients for AA estimated by our method had slightly larger

magnitude than the coefficients for EA. This may be influenced by the fact that our dataset

has more AA than EA subjects, so the penalty has a stronger effect on EA coefficients.

6.3 Association analysis of genetically predicted protein expres-

sion with blood lipid traits

We performed the group-specific association analysis of genetically predicted protein expres-

sion based on our fitted models with blood lipid traits with GWAS summary statistics using
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MetaXcan (Barbeira et al., 2018). We use coefficients estimated by HEAT, which were ob-

tained as described in Section 6.2, except that we used the entire dataset for model fitting.

Focusing only on proteins whose average testing set R2 ≥ .01 using our method, we tested

286 proteins in total. To perform the MetaXcan, we obtained LD matrices using the AA

individual level genotyping data from the WHI. Then, we tested the relationship between

genetically predicted protein expression and five blood lipid traits: LDL, HDL, TG, TC,

and nonHDL (Graham et al., 2021). The summary statistics were downloaded from the

Global Lipids Genetics Consortium (GLCC, http://csg.sph.umich.edu/willer/public/glgc-

lipids2021/). These summary statistics are from 99,432 individuals of African ancestry.

Consistent with our ancestral group definition in Section 6.1, GLCC also defines ancestry

based on SIRE.

In Table 2, we present the set of proteins identified as significant at the 0.05 level af-

ter Benjamini-Hochberg correction in each of the five traits. Out of the 15 proteins, four

proteins included a pQTL surpassing the conventional genome-wide significance threshold

5×10−8 for the association with the trait. It is reassuring that a number of proteins including

LPL, ANGPTL3, PCSK9, PLTP, and SORT1 are well-known for their genetic determinant

being associated with lipid traits across racial and ethnic groups (Paththinige et al., 2017;

Musunuru et al., 2012; Graham et al., 2021; Selvaraj et al., 2022). Other proteins may offer

novel insights. In particular, PLAUR, which encodes the receptor for urokinase plasminogen

activator, plays an important role in blood coagulation and inflammation as well as cardio-

vascular disease risk (Mahmood et al., 2018). PLAUR has been reported to have several

strongly ancestry-differentiated coding and regulatory cis-pQTL variants that are relatively

common in Blacks (Olson et al., 2021).

We performed the same association test using the weights estimated by SEN for the AA

population. A similar total number of significant associations were discovered, though the

two are not comparable since different sets of proteins were tested. The significant findings

from SEN weights were slightly more often attributed to a single SNP genotype which reached

genome-wide significance included in the protein prediction model than our method HEAT. To

demonstrate the importance of ancestry-specific weights, we also performed the association

testing using the set of weights estimated by SEN on the EA data. Using these weights, we

discovered only 19 associations—far fewer than the 30 displayed in Table 2. This further

reinforced the observation that genetic prediction models were often not portable across

ancestral groups (Bhattacharya et al., 2022).

Before concluding this section, we note that our results may be somewhat biased by the
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fact that our fitted models for protein expression in AA were trained on data from women

only, whereas the GLCC summary statistics were obtained from a cohort including both

men and women.

7 Discussion

A referee raised an important point about African ancestry-specific modeling: often, the data

consists of admixed African ancestry individuals with varying proportions of their genomes

inherited from European ancestors. Self-identified race/ethnicity, a social construct, has been

commonly used to group people, including admixed individuals, in genome-wide association

studies. However, for genetic studies, it would be natural to instead define groups according

to genetically inferred ancestry (e.g., as in Oak et al., 2020). As suggested by a referee,

one could choose a threshold according to the RFmix proportion (Maples et al., 2013) or

according to ADMIXTURE proportions (Alexander et al., 2009). For example, Oak et al.

(2020) assign individuals to an “admixed” group if they have two ancestral proportions

greater than 0.20 estimated by ADMIXTURE. Many other approaches for ancestry inference

exist (Section 3, Tan and Atkinson, 2023) and could be used. Notably, SIRE and genetically

inferred ancestry often coincide (e.g., see extended data Figure 10 of Zhang et al., 2022), or

they may be harmonized in order to define discrete ancestral groups (Fang et al., 2019).

To address admixture directly, it may be useful to devise a method that considers ancestry

as continuous rather than discrete. For example, we could postulate that the random protein

expression for the ith individual, Yi, with a local African ancestry proportion πi ∈ [0, 1] and

SNP genotypes xi ∈ Rp is given by Yi = x⊤
i b∗(πi) + ϵi(πi) where b∗ : [0, 1] → Rp is an

unknown, component-wise smooth function (Hastie and Tibshirani, 1993) and ϵi(πi) is a

random error whose distribution depends on πi (e.g., ϵi(πi) ∼ N{0, σ2
1πi + σ2

2(1− πi)}). The
vector b∗(0) ∈ Rp, for example, is the coefficient vector for an individual with no local African

ancestry. Alternatively, one could directly use the inferred local ancestry using methods such

as RFmix (Maples et al., 2013), HAPMIX (Salter-Townshend and Myers, 2019), and FLARE

(Browning et al., 2023). In this scenario, the group would be defined locally at each SNP

for each individual, which could complicate regression modeling of protein expression based

on cis/local SNP genotypes. Future research on the best approach to handling admixed

individuals in this context is warranted.

Finally, while our method borrows information across populations, there is an opportunity

for further efficiency gains through “seemingly unrelated regressions”-type joint modeling

23



(Zellner, 1962) of all proteins simultaneously. In brief, this approach assumes that the errors

for each protein’s regression are correlated within a population. Modeling the covariance

between these errors can improve efficiency. We discuss this in detail in the Supplementary

Material.
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Z. H., Plon, S. E., and Huang, K.-l. (2020). Ancestry-specific predisposing germline vari-

ants in cancer. Genome medicine, 12:1–15.

Olson, N. C., Raffield, L. M., Moxley, A. H., Miller-Fleming, T. W., Auer, P. L., Frances-

chini, N., Ngo, D., Thornton, T. A., Lange, E. M., and Li, Y. (2021). Soluble urokinase

plasminogen activator receptor: genetic variation and cardiovascular disease risk in black

adults. Circulation: Genomic and Precision Medicine, 14(6):e003421.

Parikh, N. and Boyd, S. (2014). Proximal algorithms. Foundations and Trends in Optimiza-

tion, 1(3):127–239.

26



Patel, R. A., Musharoff, S. A., Spence, J. P., Pimentel, H., Tcheandjieu, C., Mostafavi, H.,

Sinnott-Armstrong, N., Clarke, S. L., Smith, C. J., and Durda, P. P. (2022). Genetic inter-

actions drive heterogeneity in causal variant effect sizes for gene expression and complex

traits. The American Journal of Human Genetics, 109(7):1286–1297.

Paththinige, C., Sirisena, N., and Dissanayake, V. (2017). Genetic determinants of inherited

susceptibility to hypercholesterolemia–a comprehensive literature review. Lipids in Health

and Disease, 16:1–22.

Peprah, E., Xu, H., Tekola-Ayele, F., and Royal, C. D. (2015). Genome-wide association

studies in Africans and African Americans: expanding the framework of the genomics of

human traits and disease. Public Health Genomics, 18(1):40–51.

Pietzner, M., Wheeler, E., Carrasco-Zanini, J., Cortes, A., Koprulu, M., Wörheide, M. A.,

Oerton, E., Cook, J., Stewart, I. D., and Kerrison, N. D. (2021). Mapping the proteo-

genomic convergence of human diseases. Science, 374(6569):eabj1541.

Ramdas, S., Judd, J., Graham, S. E., Kanoni, S., Wang, Y., Surakka, I., Wenz, B., Clarke,

S. L., Chesi, A., and Wells, A. (2022). A multi-layer functional genomic analysis to under-

stand noncoding genetic variation in lipids. The American Journal of Human Genetics,

109(8):1366–1387.

Raskutti, G., Wainwright, M. J., and Yu, B. (2010). Restricted eigenvalue properties for

correlated gaussian designs. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 11:2241–2259.

Reid, S., Tibshirani, R., and Friedman, J. (2016). A study of error variance estimation in

lasso regression. Statistica Sinica, pages 35–67.

Richardson, S., Tseng, G. C., and Sun, W. (2016). Statistical methods in integrative ge-

nomics. Annual Review of Statistics and its Application, 3:181–209.

Robins, C., Liu, Y., Fan, W., Duong, D. M., Meigs, J., Harerimana, N. V., Gerasimov, E. S.,

Dammer, E. B., Cutler, D. J., and Beach, T. G. (2021). Genetic control of the human

brain proteome. The American Journal of Human Genetics, 108(3):400–410.

Rothman, A. J., Levina, E., and Zhu, J. (2010). Sparse multivariate regression with covari-

ance estimation. Journal of Computational and Graphical Statistics, 19(4):947–962.

27



Ruan, Y., Lin, Y.-F., Feng, Y.-C. A., Chen, C.-Y., Lam, M., Guo, Z., He, L., Sawa, A., and

Martin, A. R. (2022). Improving polygenic prediction in ancestrally diverse populations.

Nature Genetics, 54(5):573–580.

Salter-Townshend, M. and Myers, S. (2019). Fine-scale inference of ancestry segments with-

out prior knowledge of admixing groups. Genetics, 212(3):869–889.

Selvaraj, M. S., Li, X., Li, Z., Pampana, A., Zhang, D. Y., Park, J., Aslibekyan, S., Bis,

J. C., Brody, J. A., and Cade, B. E. (2022). Whole genome sequence analysis of blood

lipid levels in¿ 66,000 individuals. Nature Communications, 13(1):5995.

Simon, N., Friedman, J., Hastie, T., and Tibshirani, R. (2013). A sparse-group lasso. Journal

of Computational and Graphical Statistics, 22(2):231–245.
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