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Abstract

Doubly-stochastic point processes model the occurrence of events over a spatial domain as an in-

homogeneous Poisson process conditioned on the realization of a random intensity function. They are

flexible tools for capturing spatial heterogeneity and dependence. However, existing implementations of

doubly-stochastic spatial models are computationally demanding, often have limited theoretical guaran-

tee, and/or rely on restrictive assumptions. We propose a penalized regression method for estimating

covariate effects in doubly-stochastic point processes that is computationally efficient and does not require

a parametric form or stationarity of the underlying intensity. Our approach is based on an approximate

(discrete and deterministic) formulation of the true (continuous and stochastic) intensity function. We

show that consistency and asymptotic normality of the covariate effect estimates can be achieved despite

the model misspecification, and develop a covariance estimator that leads to a valid, albeit conserva-

tive, statistical inference procedure. A simulation study shows the validity of our approach under less

restrictive assumptions on the data generating mechanism, and an application to Seattle crime data

demonstrates better prediction accuracy compared with existing alternatives.

Keywords: Cox process, spatial point process, semi-parametric model, high-dimensional inference,

non-stationarity

1 Introduction

Spatial point process models (Diggle, 2003; Møller and Waagepetersen, 2003; Illian et al., 2008; Chiu et al.,

2013) are used in many application areas to capture observed patterns of events over a region. Examples

include modeling disease prevalence in epidemiology (Best et al., 2005; Franch-Pardo et al., 2020), crime

incidence in sociology, (Ferreira et al., 2012; Leong and Sung, 2015) and species abundance in ecology (Law
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et al., 2009; Renner et al., 2015). Two key features of observed events in these and many other applications

are spatial heterogeneity and spatial correlation (Anselin, 1988; Plotkin et al., 2000; Vinatier et al., 2011).

Spatial heterogeneity refers to the variation of the underlying intensity of events across the space, which

may come from individual characteristics (captured by covariates) and/or purely spatial effects (variation

in baseline intensity). It is often described by first-order properties (e.g., the intensity function) of a spatial

point process. Spatial correlation, on the other hand, reflects the similarity of event rates in close-by areas,

which is captured by second-order properties of the underlying process.

Doubly-stochastic Poisson processes, also known as Cox processes (Cox, 1955), specify random intensity

functions for conditionally Poisson processes and flexibly capture both first order heterogeneity and spa-

tial correlation (Møller and Waagepetersen, 2007). Møller et al. (1998) and Diggle et al. (2013) provide

overviews of log-Gaussian Cox processes (LGCP)—which are conditionally Poisson processes depending on

the realization of a Gaussian random field—and related approaches to inference, including moment-based,

likelihood-based and Bayesian methods. Moment-based methods, such as minimal contrast estimation (e.g.

Diggle, 2003; Møller and Waagepetersen, 2003), minimize the discrepancy between theoretical and empirical

summary statistics of the process. These methods are computationally simple but rely on somewhat arbi-

trary specification of a tuning parameter. General statistical theory on properties of such estimators is also

lacking (Cressie, 2015). Furthermore, as noted in Møller and Waagepetersen (2003) and Guan (2006), there

is in general no closed form for the likelihood of a Cox process, and the unobserved, infinite-dimensional

random intensity needs to be approximated by truncation or discretization.

The above limitations make frequentist estimation of Cox processes computationally challenging. One al-

ternative is to conduct Bayesian inference under discretization (Møller et al., 1998; Møller andWaagepetersen,

2003); see also Teng et al. (2017) for a review of related approximation methods. Waagepetersen (2004) dis-

cusses the convergence of posterior for LGCPs under discretization when the cell sizes tend to zero. In

general, Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) computation for the posterior, without any additional ap-

proximation, is time consuming for moderate sample sizes (see Sections 4 and 5), while limited theoretical

guarantees are available for computationally-tractable approximations, such as variational Bayes and inte-

grated nested Laplace approximation (INLA) (Rue et al., 2009). Wang and Blei (2019) present general results

for variational approximation and show that the variational Bayes posterior converges to the Kullback-Leibler

minimizer of a normal distribution centered at the truth; however, variational Bayes optimization is typically

non-convex and the optimization loss surface is not well characterized. Simpson et al. (2016) propose a basis

function approximation of the random field underlying the LGCP, and show the convergence of such an

approximation as well as the discrete approximation of the likelihood. However, the convergence of the full

posterior, which is needed for inference, remains to be investigated.
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Table 1 in the Appendix provides a summary of existing doubly stochastic spatial models and their

limitations. For instance, under the frequentist paradigm, Guan (2006) proposes a composite likelihood

method (Lindsay, 1988) for parameters in stationary spatial point processes with consistency and asymptotic

normality guarantees; however, the generalization of this framework to non-stationary settings relies on

knowledge of the second-order properties of the process. Guan (2008) develops a nonparametric estimation

method and establishes its consistency for inhomogeneous point processes, but the method does not handle

inference for covariate effects. Schoenberg (2005) advocates the use of the Poisson likelihood or weighted

sum of squares as estimating functions for covariate effects, and shows the consistency of the resulting

estimator even for non-Poisson data; however, inference for such estimates is not investigated. Waagepetersen

(2007) suggests a two-step estimation procedure for both the covariate effects and clustering parameters of

inhomogeneous Neyman-Scott processes, and proves the asymptotic normality of the former. Waagepetersen

and Guan (2009) propose a two-step procedure that leads to asymptotically normal estimates for the covariate

effects along with correlation parameters. Dvořák et al. (2019) extend composite likelihood methods to non-

stationary settings by applying a three-step procedure, but without investigating the theoretical properties

of this approach.

In this paper, we focus on the estimation and inference of covariate effects in doubly stochastic spatial

models. Characterizing the contribution of covariates is crucial for understanding risk factors underlying

various epidemiological (e.g., Mahaki et al., 2011; Li et al., 2012), environmental (e.g., Jerrett et al., 2005),

and sociological (e.g., Rostami et al., 2017; Adeyemi et al., 2021) outcomes, but is challenging and subject

to the aforementioned limitations. Our approach has three key advantages over existing methods: first,

it does not rely on stationarity and specific parametric forms—or at least a known second-order intensity

function—of the latent process, which are often required by existing methods but are hard to test or justify

in practice. Second, in addition to appealing theoretical properties, our approach offers significant compu-

tational advantages over existing alternatives. Finally, our proposal facilitates estimation and inference in

high-dimensional covariate settings, which is an increasingly common application scenario given the devel-

opment of data collection techniques such as geographic information systems (GIS) (Cai and Maiti, 2020;

Gonella et al., 2022).

Key to our proposal, presented in Section 2, is an approximation of the analytically intractable spatial

point process. The proposed approximation involves two aspects: we first discretize the observation window,

and then explicitly model the realization of the random intensity function, together with potentially high-

dimensional covariate effects, on the discretized small regions. This reduces the true model to a Poisson

maximum likelihood estimation (PMLE) problem as in Schoenberg (2005). We justify this discretization

by showing that consistent estimates and valid inferences for high-dimensional parameters corresponding to
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model covariates can be obtained despite the misspecification of the random intensity through discretization

and the fact that its randomness is ignored in the Poisson likelihood. Building on this observation, in Section 3

we establish the consistency of the regression parameter estimates, and, under a few additional assumptions,

the asymptotic normality of de-biased estimates of these parameters accounting for the randomness ignored

in first-order modeling. Performance of our approach is illustrated and compared with common Bayesian

approaches via a simulation study in Section 4, as well as an application to Seattle crime data in Section 5.

2 Penalized Poisson Maximum Likelihood Estimation (PMLE)

2.1 Model

Consider a Cox process Y(s) : s ∈ Ω over an observation window Ω. That is, Y(s) is an inhomogeneous

Poisson process with intensity λ(s), which is a realization of the random intensity Λ(s) modeled as

log Λ(s) = logP (s) + α0(s) +X(s)β0 + ε(s), (1)

where P (s) is the offset, α0(s) is the baseline intensity, X(s) is a p-dimensional vector-valued function

representing the distribution of p covariates over Ω; here, β0 ∈ Rp denote the true parameters of interest,

and ε(s) is a mean zero, latent random field of errors. For example, if ε(s) is a Gaussian random field, then

(1) corresponds to a LGCP.

Schoenberg (2005) shows that maximizing a Poisson log-likelihood for certain low-dimensional, paramet-

ric, non-Poisson point processes leads to consistent parameter estimates. Adapting this idea to Cox processes

with high-dimensional covariates would greatly simplify the optmization problem which would otherwise have

a less tractable form. Following Schoenberg (2005), we denote by λ(·) the conditional intensity, and refer to

its expectation, E0 [λ(·)], taken pointwise with respect to the data generating mechanism giving rise to ε(·),

the unconditional intensity. By Fubini’s Theorem—which holds under conditions discussed in Section 3.1—

the unconditional intensity at any location s ∈ Ω is determined by the moment generating function of ε(s)

via

E0 [λ(s)] = E0

∫
Ωi

P (s) exp
[
α0(s) +X(s)β0 + ε(s)

]
ds =

∫
Ωi

P (s) exp
[
α0(s) +X(s)β0

]
E0 [exp ε(s)] ds

:=

∫
Ωi

P (s) exp
[
α0(s) +X(s)β0 + ϕ(s)

]
ds, (2)

where ϕ(s) = logE0[exp ε(s)]. In Section 3.1 we shall see that the unconditional intensity is a key quantity

for establishing the relationship between the simple Poisson log-likelihood and parameters underlying a more
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complex Cox process model.

In practice, even when the data arise from a spatially continuous point process, it is common that

the events are discretely observed as counts aggregated over small regions; see, e.g., Li et al. (2012) and

Taylor et al. (2018) for additional examples and discussion. Likewise, the offset and covariates are also

commonly observed as, and (perhaps implicitly) assumed to be, piecewise constant where each small region

is associated with a common value. This is specially the case for many epidemiological studies of disease

prevalence, where the resolution of observations is constrained by confidentiality issues, as well as analyses

leveraging both spatial and non-spatial, individual-level data (see, e.g., the example in Section 5, and Diggle

et al., 2010). A realistic approach, therefore, would be to assume continuous α0(·) and ε(·), while treating

the discretely observed quantities P (·) and X(·) as piecewise constant based on the discretization for which

data is available. For example, P (·) and X(·) may be aggregated by census tract or zip code if they are

obtained from census data. When Y(·), P (·) and X(·) are observed with different resolutions, we can simply

take the finest partition available.

Under a discretization Ω = Ω1 ∪ . . . ∪ Ωn, we assume that the observed data is generated by

Yi | λi ∼ Poisson(λi), i = 1, . . . , n

λi | Xi, ε(·) = Pi exp
(
Xiβ

0
) ∫

Ωi

exp
[
α0(s) + ε(s)

]
ds, (3)

where Yi is the case count within Ωi, α
0(·) and ε(·) are the same as in (1) and Xi ∈ Rp and Pi are the

covariate values and offset shared by all locations within Ωi. We aim to conduct estimation and inference

on the regression parameters β0 ∈ Rp based on observed Y ∈ Rn, X ∈ Rn×p and P ∈ Rn under minimal

assumptions on the latent random field ε(·), allowing for potential non-stationarity as well as flexibility in

the unknown baseline α0(·).

To describe our PMLE approach, we note from (3) that the expected case counts Yi conditioning on ε(s)

is E[Yi | ε(s)] = Pi exp(α̃
0
i +Xiβ

0), where α̃0
i := log

∫
Ωi

exp[α0(s)+ε(s)] ds. This mean model relates closely

to a Poisson mixed effect model, with the difference that the spatial random effects α̃0
i follow unknown and

analytically intractable distributions. Motivated by this connection and the intractability of α̃0
i , we specify a

Poisson regression model with discretized, n-dimensional baselines α̃ ∈ Rn corresponding to the discretized

regions; the notation α̃ underscores the use of a vector resulting from discretization as apposed to the true

baseline intensity function, α0(s). Then, using the same discretization for X and Y, we obtain the simple
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Poisson log-likelihood

ℓ(α̃,β;X,Y ) =

n∑
i=1

yi (logPi + α̃i +Xiβ)−
n∑

i=1

|Ωi|Pi exp (α̃i +Xiβ) , (4)

where |Ωi| is the area of Ωi. In contrast to Poisson mixed models, we do not impose a parametric assumption

on the distribution of the random effects α̃i, but instead model their realization as (region-specific) fixed

parameters, allowing for valid estimation for a broader class of point processes.

The formulation in (4) involves two approximations to the true mechanism: discretization of the continu-

ous baseline α0(s) along with the random field ε(s), and ignoring the randomness in ε(s) by absorbing it into

the region-specific baselines α̃. Our approximation is motivated by Schoenberg (2005), which we extend to

high-dimensional and semi-parametric Cox processes in Section 3.1. In particular, we show that the gradient

of (4) yields a valid estimating equation for β despite the misspecified discrete form of α̃ and the ignored

randomness arising from ε(·).

Due to the high dimensionality of both α̃ and β, we impose penalties on these parameters to ensure

identifiability for this over-parametrized model. This relates to penalized regression approaches to mixed

effects models (see e.g., Heckman et al., 2013), except that we do not require the penalties to precisely

reflect the underlying covariance structure. We impose an ℓ1 sparsity penalty on β (Tibshirani, 1996), and

an additional ℓ1 (Tibshirani et al., 2005) or ℓ2 (Zhao and Shojaie, 2016; Li et al., 2019) fusion penalty

on α̃. More specifically, the partition of Ω induces a graph Gn = (Vn, En), where the set of vertices

Vn = {Ω1, . . . ,Ωn} correspond to the small regions under such partition, and the set of edges En ⊆ Vn × Vn

consists of unordered pairs (Ωi,Ωj) such that Ωi and Ωj are adjacent. Given the spatially continuous nature

of Y, the edges of graph Gn could further be weighted by distances between centroids, or other notions of

(dis)similarity, of adjacent regions.

LetWn be the weighted or unweighted adjacency matrix andDn = diag(d1, . . . , dn) where di =
∑

j∈Vn
wij .

The edge incidence matrix Bn ∈ R|En|×|Vn| is defined such that its kth row corresponds to the kth edge of

Gn, say (Ωi,Ωj) where i < j, given by bki =
√
wij and bkj = −√wij . The graph Laplacian (Chung, 1997),

Ln = Dn −Wn, satisfies Ln = B⊤
n Bn. It can be seen that Ln1 = 0, where 1 is a vector of all ones. The

singularity of Ln could bring numerical instability to the optimization. As proposed by Li et al. (2019), we

replace Ln with L̃n := Ln + δIn where δ is a small positive constant and In is the identity matrix. The

fusion penalty term for α̃ then takes the form

R(α̃;Gn) =


∥Bnα̃∥1 =

∑
(Ωi,Ωj)∈En

√
wij |α̃i − α̃j | (ℓ1)

1
2 α̃

⊤L̃nα̃ = 1
2

∑
(Ωi,Ωj)∈En

wij(α̃i − α̃j)
2 + δ

2

∑n
i=1 α̃

2
i (ℓ2)

.
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The ℓ1 fusion penalty is a form of generalized Lasso penalty (Tibshirani and Taylor, 2011) and encourages

a piecewise constant baseline intensity surface where most connected regions have exactly equal α̃’s. The

ℓ2 fusion penalty, on the other hand, encourages the baseline intensities between connected regions to be

similar, but not exactly equal.

The penalized PMLE is given by the solution to the optimization problem

θ̂ :=
(
α̂⊤, β̂

⊤)⊤
= argmin

θ:=(α̃,β)

−ℓ(α̃,β;X,Y ) + γnR(α̃;Gn) + τn∥β∥1, (5)

where γn and τn are tuning parameters to be determined, for example, via cross-validation. Strategies for

prediction and cross-validation in the presence of dependence between regions are discussed in Section 2.3.

The penalized PMLE is related to Bayesian spatial models with intrinsic conditional auto-regressive

(ICAR) priors, first introduced by Besag (1974). For instance, under an ℓ2 fusion penalty, the PMLE is

similar to the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimate of the Besag-York-Mollié (BYM) model (Besag et al.,

1991) which specifies a pair of random effects per region. The first set of random effects captures spatially

correlated errors from a Gaussian Markov random field (GMRF): α̃i | α̃−i ∼ N(
∑

j∼i α̃j/di, σ
2/di) with di

being the number of neighbors of region i, and j ∼ i indicating that regions i and j are connected. The

second set reflects non-spatial heterogeneity and are modeled as independent normal random effects. In

particular, the GMRF prior takes a similar quadratic form in the posterior distribution of (α̃,β) as our ℓ2

fusion penalty in the objective function (5).

2.2 Computation

We start our discussion of computational algorithms with the ℓ2 fusion penalty. Defining the soft-thresholding

operator Sτ (x) := sign(x)max{|x| − τ, 0}, the optimization problem can be solved by a proximal gradient

descent algorithm; see Algorithm 1. The step size is set adaptively via backtracking line search (Armijo,

1966; Boyd et al., 2004). Lines 2 through 11 in Algorithm 1 can be replaced by coordinate-wise gradient

descent, where α̃ and β are optimized iteratively, instead of jointly. This could make the tuning of γn, τn

more efficient.

With the ℓ1 fusion penalty, R(α̃;Gn) is nonseparable with respect to α̃. This nonseparability introduces

challenges in optimization for nonlinear models, such as the Poisson model. To overcome these challenges,

we follow the proposal of Chen et al. (2012) and adopt a smooth ℓ∞ approximation for the ℓ1 fusion penalty,

γn∥B⊤
n α̃∥1 ≈ hξ(α̃) := γn max

∥ν∥∞≤1

[
ν⊤Bnα̃−

ξ

2
∥ν∥22

]
. (6)
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Algorithm 1: Proximal gradient descent for penalized PMLE

1 Set tolerance tol as well as (small) positive constants a, b for backtracking line search. Initialize

θ(0) = (α̃(0),β(0)) and calculate the objective function

f(θ(0)) = L(θ(0)) + τn∥β(0)∥1 := −ℓ(θ(0)) + γnR(α̃
(0)) + τn∥β(0)∥1

2 for t = 0, 1, . . . until convergence do

3 Evaluate the gradient ∇L(θ(t)) := −∇ℓ(θ(t)) + γnL̃nα̃
(t)

4 Line search: set the initial step size η(t) := 1

5 while L
(
θ(t) − η(t)∇L(θ(t))

)
− L(θ(t)) ≥ −a∥θ(t)∥22 do

6 η(t) ← bη(t)

7 end

8 Gradient step: θ† := (α̃†,β†)← θ(t) − η(t)∇L(θ(t))

9 Proximal step: θ(t+1) ←
(
α̃†, Sτ (β

†)
)
where Sτ (·) is applied element-wise on β†

10 Convergence criterion: Calculate f(θ(t+1)) and convergence is achieved if∣∣∣f(θ(t+1))− f(θ(t))
∣∣∣ < tol ·

∣∣∣f(θ(t))
∣∣∣

11 end

Result: Output θ(t+1)

The parameter ξ controls the amount of smooth relaxation to the original problem, with ξ = 0 recovering

the original ℓ1 fusion penalty. The gradient of hξ can simply be calculated as

∇hξ(α̃) = B⊤
n S∞

(
γnBnα̃

ξ

)
,

where S∞(·) is the element-wise projection operator onto the ℓ∞ ball:

S∞(x) =


−1, x ≤ −1

x, −1 < x ≤ 1

1, x > 1

.

Incorporating the smooth approximation (6) into the optimization leads to a slightly modified version of

Algorithm 1 where we replace γnR(α̃) with hξ(α̃), and likewise for the corresponding gradients. Chen et al.

(2012) show that with ξ = ϵ/|En|, the approximation gap |γn∥Bnα̃∥1 − hξ(α̃)| ≤ ϵ is guaranteed within

O(
√
|En|/ϵ) iterations.

2.3 Prediction

As mentioned before, our primary focus is the estimation and inference for high-dimensional covariate effects
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β rather than predictions at specific locations interspersed over the observation window; however, making

out-of-sample predictions as aggregated event counts over small regions is of interest when the goal is to

learn about new regions with newly observed data or areas in which data are missing, or to evaluate the

model’s performance, e.g., in cross-validation. Because α(·) is approximated with discretized region-specific

baselines α̃, predicted individual baselines are required for such task. To obtain such predictions, we use

the ℓ2 cohesion approach of Li et al. (2019). Suppose there are n1 training and n2 test samples, and the

Laplacian of the entire graph connecting the n := n1 + n2 regions is rearranged and partitioned as

Ln =

L11 L12

L21 L22

 ,
where L11 and L22 correspond to the training and test samples respectively. Likewise, α̃ is partitioned as

(α̃1, α̃2). Setting α̃1 to its estimate α̂1 obtained from model-fitting, α̃2 can be predicted via

α̂2 = argmin
α

(α̂1,α)
⊤
Ln (α̂1,α) = −L−1

22 L21α̂1;

observe that when regions in the training and test sets are not connected, α̃2 is predicted to be 0.

As noted by Li et al. (2019), it may not be straightforward and fully justified to split dependent samples

from a connected graph into training and test sets. However, Li et al. (2019) find that in practice the

described procedure performs reasonably well for cross-validation.

3 Theoretical Guarantees

In this section, we establish theoretical properties of the penalized PMLE with ℓ1 sparsity and ℓ1 or ℓ2 fusion

penalties given in (5). However, before focusing on the sparsity or fusion penalties, we will first discuss

the relationship between the target parameter, i.e., the minimizer of the expected negative Poisson log-

likelihood −P0ℓ(α̃,β), and the true slope parameter β0 along with the intensity function α0(·) underlying

the Cox process. In particular, we show that the Poisson likelihood yields an unbiased estimating equation

for β0 despite the ignored error random field and the misspecification of α0(·). We then use empirical process

arguments to show the convergence of the penalized PMLE to the target parameters. Furthermore, we define

a de-biased estimator of β0, establish its asymptotic normality and provide an estimate for the covariance,

accounting for the doubly stochastic nature of the process not explicitly captured by the PMLE. We end

by deriving the asymptotic distribution of the de-biased estimator, providing a valid statistical inference

procedure for β0.
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3.1 Consistency

The discussion of consistency for spatial processes relies on the specification of an asymptotic regime. While

the definition of an “increasing n” scenario may be straightforward under independent sampling, there are

multiple asymptotic regimes for spatial data under which the same estimator could have drastically different

behaviors, as noted by Stein (1999) and Zhang and Zimmerman (2005). For clarity, we define the asymptotic

regime of interest below. This notion is related to the classical increasing domain asymptotics in the spatial

literature.

Definition 1 (Asymptotic regime). Let the observation window Ω be implicitly indexed by n, and let its size

|Ω| → ∞ as n → ∞. The partition Ω = Ω1 ∪ . . . ∪ Ωn satisfies 0 < a0 ≤ lim infn→∞ mini=1,...,n |Ωi| ≤

lim supn→∞ maxi=1,...,n |Ωi| ≤ A0 < ∞ and the offset satisfies 0 < p0 ≤ lim infn→∞ mini=1,...,n Pi ≤

lim supn→∞ maxi=1,...,n Pi ≤ P0 <∞, where a0, A0, p0, P0 are constants not depending on n.

In words, the observation window expands and incorporates new, unobserved regions as n grows. Corre-

spondingly, the partition includes more and more regions, while maintaining a constant rate of granularity.

This requirement is not restrictive given that we allow α0(·) and ε(·) to be non-constant within each cell.

Note that the domain of α0(·) and ε(·), the range of region-specific covariatesX, and the graph Gn = (Vn, En)

induced by the partition all depend on Ω and n. Requirements on their behavior as n increases are stated

under our full set of assumptions for consistency, which we now present along with some interpretations.

Assumption 1 (Regularity conditions).

i) The partition Ω = Ω1 ∪ . . . ∪ Ωn is such that each Ωi is bounded and connected, and the true baseline

function α0(·) is continuous on each Ωi.

ii) The function ϕ(s) := logE0 [exp ε(s)] as defined in (2) is continuous on each Ωi.

iii) Let F be a σ-algebra over Ω, µ(·) be a measure (e.g. the Lebesgue measure) defined on (Ω,F) and

Pε be the probability measure of the random field ε(·) defined on (Ωε,Fε). Then there exists a product

measure ρ(·) on (Ω× Ωε,F × Fε) such that for every A ∈ F and Aε ∈ Fε, ρ(A× Aε) = µ(A)Pε(Aε).

We assume that

lim sup
n→∞

max
i=1,...,n

∫
Ωi×Ωε

Pi exp
[
α0(s) +Xiβ

0 + ε(s)
]
dρ(s, ε) <∞.

Condition iii) of Assumption 1 enables the application of Fubini’s Theorem over each Ωi, so that we only

need to learn about some functionals of the error random field evaluated in a pointwise manner, without

explicitly handling the integral involving the realization of ε(·). Combined with conditions i) and ii), iii)
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further guarantees the existence of one point within each Ωi at which the local unconditional intensity

given by (2) is representative of the average regional mean. This ensures the convergence of the discretized

solution to some summary statistics for the continuous function within each region. However, we still need

the magnitude of penalty terms to scale appropriately in order to complete this argument, as stated in the

next assumption for both ℓ1 and ℓ2 fusion penalties.

Assumption 2 (Rates of tuning parameters). For any set of n locations s := (s1, . . . , sn) ∈ Ω, denote

the vectorized form of the true intensity α0(·) as α̃0(s) = (α0(s1), . . . , α
0(sn)) ∈ Rn. Also, let α†(s) :=

α̃0(s) + ϕ(s) for ϕ defined in Assumption 1. Then,

i) τn = OP

(√
log p
n

)
;

ii) under the partition Ω = Ω1 ∪ . . . ∪ Ωn, we have, for the ℓ2 smoothing penalty,

γn sup
s:s1∈Ω1,...,sn∈Ωn

∥L̃nα
†(s)∥2 = Op(n

c),

where c ∈ (0, 1/2), and we recall L̃n = Ln + δIn; alternatively, γ
2
n maxi di = oP (1) and

γ2n sup
s:s1∈Ω1,...,sn∈Ωn

∥Bnα
†(s)∥1 = OP (n

c)

for the ℓ1 fusion penalty;

The rate in Assumption 2 i) is common in high-dimensional estimation literature (Negahban et al., 2012;

Hastie et al., 2019). Condition ii) reflects that the fusion penalty for α̃ takes into account the similarity of

both α0(·), the baseline intensity, and ϕ(·), the error random field, between close-by regions. Such penalty,

however, need not be fully informative, and our belief on the closeness of α̃0 between connected regions

imposed by R(α̃;Gn) need not align perfectly with the truth. When such similarity does exist in the true

data generating mechanism, ∥Bnα
†(s)∥1 or ∥L̃nα

†(s)∥2 is small and we in turn allow for a larger γn to

enforce such structure. On the contrary, if the fusion term does not represent the truth closely, γn is forced

to be small and the regularization is thus weaker. Also, we write δ = O(n−1/2) instead of OP (n
−1/2) to reflect

that the choice of δ need not be data-driven. A user-specified choice of small δ suffices for computational

purposes.

Consider, for the moment, the low-dimensional β0 without the ℓ1 sparsity penalty. With the assumptions

introduced above, we are now ready to examine the minimizer of the combination of the loss function along

with the fusion penalty, and investigate its relationship with the true baseline intensity α0(·) and regression

parameters β0.

Lemma 1 (Validity of PMLE in low dimensions). Under i)-iii) of Assumption 1, there exists s1 ∈ Ω1, . . . , sn ∈

11



Ωn such that letting α† := (α0(s1) + ϕ(s1), . . . , α
0(sn) + ϕ(sn)) and β† := β0, we have

−∇(α̃,β)P0ℓ(α̃,β)
∣∣
(α†,β†)

= 0,

where P0 denotes expectation under the true data generating mechanism. Furthermore, denoting

(α∗,β∗) := argmin
α̃,β

−P0ℓ(α̃,β) + γnR(α̃;Gn),

it holds under Assumption 2 that β∗ = β0, and

∥∥α∗ −α†∥∥
2
= OP

(
γn sup

s:s1∈Ω1,...,sn∈Ωn

∥L̃nα
†(s)∥2

)

for the ℓ2 smoothing penalty, or

∥∥α∗ −α†∥∥
1
= OP

(
γ2n sup

s:s1∈Ω1,...,sn∈Ωn

∥Bnα
†(s)∥1

)

for the ℓ1 fusion penalty.

Proofs of Lemma 1 and all other theoretical results are provided in the Appendix. We call θ† :=

(α†⊤,β†⊤)⊤ as defined in Lemma 1 the target parameter, since it is what the loss function (on population

level), without any penalty, would lead us to find. Lemma 1 states that the target slope parameter β†

associated with the loss function is equal to the true slope β0 when using either fusion penalty, even though

the loss function ignores the stochasticity in the intensity as well as the continuous (rather than discrete)

nature of the baseline intensity function α0(·). The ignored stochasticity translates to a systematic bias in

the target intercepts (comparing to the discretized true baseline α̃0), determined only by the distribution of

the errors at a finite set of locations, instead of the whole error random field.

We impose a soft constraint on the structure of α0(·), reflecting the belief that the intensities at close-

by regions are similar. Lemma 1 provides a bound on the change in the solution when such constraint is

incorporated into optimization. When this belief is violated by the true mechanism, under Assumption 2,

the ℓ2 or ℓ1 norm of the difference is oP (n
1/2), which is on average decaying when examining each entry of

α∗ element-wise. In contrast, when our structure assumption holds and the total variation of α0(·) + ε(·) is

bounded, ∥L̃nα
†(s)∥2 and ∥Bnα

†(s)∥2 are small and thus the gap between α∗ and α† resulting from the

smoothness penalty is negligible.

An additional set of conditions on the tail behavior of the process and the scale of and the structure of

the design matrix are needed for our consistency result.

12



Assumption 3 (Compatibility condition). Given the true support S ⊂ {1, . . . , p} of β0 such that |S| = s,

define

C(S) := {θ = (α,β) : ∥βSC∥1 ≤ ∥α∥1 + 3∥βS∥1} .

Then, for any θ ∈ C(S),
∥α∥1
2

+ ∥βS∥1 ≤
∥θ∥2

√
s

φs

for some constant φs > 0 only depending on the sparsity s.

Assumption 4 (Bounded intensity). 0 < ψα,β,ϕ ≤ infs∈Ω exp
[
α0(s)− ∥Xβ0∥∞ + ϕ(s)

]
, and

sups∈Ω exp
[
α0(s) + ∥Xβ0∥∞ + ϕ(s)

]
< Ψα,β,ϕ <∞ for some ψα,β,ϕ and Ψα,β,ϕ.

The compatibility condition is common in high-dimensional literature (Bühlmann and van de Geer,

2011). Error bounds for high-dimensional models are often established by assuming sub-Gaussian or sub-

exponential tails. However, the validity of these assumptions is not automatically clear for our setting, since

the stochasticity in intensity leads to a heavier tail than the conditional Poisson distribution. The upper

bound on intensity and the asymptotic regime given in Definition 1 guarantee that the case counts have

bounded finite moments, uniformly across Ω1, . . . ,Ωn, which suffices for our proof of consistency. The lower

bound is required in combination with Assumption 6 below to ensure sufficient curvature near the target

parameter θ†, which is a form of restricted strong convexity (Negahban et al., 2012), a common condition

required for high-dimensional M-estimators. Sufficient curvature of the loss function around the target

parameter guarantees that a small difference in the loss function translates to a small estimation error.

Assumption 5 (Sparsity of β0). The true slope β0 satisfies ∥β0∥0 = s with s = o
(√

n
log p

)
.

Assumption 6 (Design matrix). The design matrix X satisfies maxi maxj |Xij | ≤ R for some R <

∞. Also the restricted eigenvalue condition (Bickel et al., 2009), 1
n∥X∆∥2 ≥ κ∥∆∥2, holds over B :={

∆ : ∥∆∥1 ≤ 4τ2
ns

cρφ2
s

}
for c > 0, φs > 0 and ρ = O

(√
log p
n

)
.

We can now present our consistency result.

Theorem 1 (Consistency of penalized PMLE). Under Assumptions 1–6, the solution θ̂ = (α̂⊤, β̂
⊤
)⊤ of (5)

satisfies ∥∥∥θ̂ − θ∗
∥∥∥
1
≤ C

√
s
log p

n

for some constant C > 0 with probability converging to 1 under the asymptotic regime in Definition 1.
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3.2 Inference

In this section, we introduce a procedure for constructing confidence intervals for each β0
j , j = 1, . . . , p.

The same result can easily be generalized to contrasts, i.e., linear combinations of multiple β’s. It is known

that solutions to penalized estimation problems are in general biased (Voorman et al., 2014), and it is not

straightforward to analytically characterize their uncertainty (Zhao et al., 2021). We adopt the idea of a de-

biasing approach proposed by Javanmard and Montanari (2014), with two key differences from the original

procedure: we generalize to non-Gaussian models, and account for the extra randomness from the error

random field via a conservative sandwich covariance estimator.

A general de-biasied estimator takes the form b̂ = β̂ + n−1M∇βℓ(α̂, β̂), where the choice matrix of M

determines how well the bias and variance are controlled by the inference procedure. In our setting, such an

estimator is given by

b̂ = β̂ +
1

n
MX⊤

[
Y −B ⊙ exp

(
α̂+Xβ̂

)]
,

where we recall the notation in Definition 1i) and additionally let B = (|Ω1|P1, . . . , |Ωn|Pn) and ⊙ denote

element-wise multiplication. Our choice ofM is based on two quantities, the empirical Hessian of the negative

Poisson log-likelihood,

Ĥ = − 1

n

n∑
i=1

∇2
βℓ(α̂, β̂;xi, yi),

and an estimated covariance Σ̂ of the gradient ∇βℓ(α
†,β0), where α†(s) := α̃0(s) + ϕ(s) was defined in

Assumption 2. Note that simply using a plug-in estimate Ĥ to derive Σ̂ would underestimate the variability,

due to the stochasticity of the baseline intensity. Instead, we propose a (conservative) covariance estimate

Σ̂ :=
2

n

n∑
i=1

X⊤
i Xi

[(
Yi − |Ωi|Pi exp(α̂i +Xiβ̂)

)2
+
(
|Ωi|Pi exp(α̂i +Xiβ̂)− µ̄

)2]
, (7)

where µ̄ := n−1
∑

i|Ωi|Pi exp(α̂i+Xiβ̂). The first term in (7), without the multiplier 2, is a natural estimator

for Poisson (not doubly-stochastic) data, and the added terms capture the additional stochasticity in the

latent intensity.

Finally, M is defined such that its jth row, mj is the solution of

min
m

mΣ̂m⊤ s.t. ∥Ĥm⊤ − ej∥∞ ≤ η (8)

with ej being the vector with one at the jth entry and zero everywhere else, and η being a small tolerance

parameter. Extending Javanmard and Montanari (2014), the optimization problem (8) aims to control two

quantities: maxi,j |(ĤM − Ip)ij | corresponding to the non-Gaussianity and bias of b̂, and (MΣ̂M)ii relating
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to the variance of b̂. However, (8) differs from the original optimization problem proposed by Javanmard and

Montanari (2014) in that the bias and variance are captured separately by Σ̂ and Ĥ in our setting. This is

expected since the first-order properties of the penalized PMLE are determined by the Poisson log-likelihood,

while the doubly-stochastic nature of the true process needs to be accounted for when characterizing second-

order properties.

The following theorem establishes the asymptotic normality of each b̂j , from which valid statistical

inference can be conducted.

Theorem 2 (Asymptotic normality). Let σj :=
[
ME0∇βℓ(α

†,β0)∇βℓ(α
†,β0)⊤M⊤]

jj
. Under Assump-

tions 1–5 and further assuming that

i) η in (8) is set to be o(1/
√
s log p);

ii) There exists a small neighborhood N (δα, δβ) around 0 such that for any (δα, δβ) ∈ N (δα, δβ)

a) maxj

∥∥∥ 1
n∇

2
βℓ
(
α̂+ δα, β̂ + δβ

)
m⊤

j − ej
∥∥∥
∞

= oP
(
1/
√
s log p

)
;

b)
∥∥∥M∇2

β,αℓ(α̂+ δα, β̂)
∥∥∥
∞

= oP (n/
√
s log p) and

∥∥∥M∇2
β,αℓ

(
α† + δα,β

0
)∥∥∥

2
= OP (1),

we have, for each j = 1, . . . , p,
√
n
(
b̂j − β0

j

)
σj

d−→ N(0, 1).

We show in the Appendix that [M Σ̂M⊤]jj as defined in (7) serves as a conservative estimator of σj , and

thus leads to a conservative inference procedure. The inference procedure above does not rely on a known

form of the error distribution. When such knowledge is available, however, we could obtain a more efficient

covariance estimate. In particular, we would be able to derive the expression of the population-level quantity

E0

[
∇βℓ(α̂, β̂)

] [
∇βℓ(α̂, β̂)

]⊤
depending on some variance parameters. For example, when the error random

field is independent, stationary and Gaussian with variance σ2, a covariance estimator is given by

Σ̃ :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

X⊤
i Xi

[
Pi exp(α̂i +Xiβ̂) +

(
exp(σ̂2)− 1

)
P 2
i exp(α̂i +Xiβ̂)

2
]
. (9)

Calculating (9) requires an estimate for σ2. However, the entire term ζ := exp(σ̂2)− 1 can be estimated

via a method of moment approach:

ζ̂ :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

(
Yi − Pi exp(α̂i +Xiβ̂)

)2
− Pi exp(α̂i +Xiβ̂)

P 2
i exp

(
α̂i +Xiβ̂

)2 . (10)

A small σ2 may lead to negative estimates of ζ. To avoid this, the summand in (10) can be replaced
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with its positive part (·)+ := max{·, 0}. This leads to slightly conservative confidence intervals for βj ’s in

the worst case scenario.

4 Simulations

In this section, we illustrate the performance of the penalized PMLE approach in comparison to Bayesian

methods for LGCP. We simulate 100 replicates from an LGCP on Ω = [0,m]× [0,m], partitioning Ω into n =

m2 cells of unit squares. The baseline intensity is given by α0(s) = 1
4m

√
s21 + s22 for (s1, s2) ∈ Ω. The random

error ε(·) consists of a spatially structured component along with an unstructured component. The structured

component is generated from a Gaussian random field having zero mean and an exponential covariance with

range parameter 0.2m; the unstructured component is generated on a fine (60 × 60) grid where the error

is constant on each small cell, drawn from independent Gaussian distributions with unequal variances to

induce non-stationarity. In particular, the variances are simulated from inverse Gamma distribution with

shape parameter 2 and rate parameter 1. Though a Gaussian random field is continuous, it is typically

discretized and simulated on fine grids in practice, as is our case for α0(s) and ε(s). Each entry of the p-

dimensional covariate X is drawn from Uniform[−0.5, 0.5], and locations within the same cell share the same

covariate values. The offset P is set to 2 for all m2 cells. We consider two settings: (i) a low-dimensional

setting where p = 10, with β1 = β2 = −1, β3 = β4 = 1, and β5 = · · · = β10 = 0; and (ii) a high-dimensional

setting where p = 100, with β1 = · · · = β5 = −1, β6 = · · · = β10 = 1, and all remaining entries being 0. We

investigate a sequence of sample sizes, n = 52, 102, 202, 302, and define the graph Gn of cells as unweighted,

where two cells are connected if they are adjacent (from the left, right, top or bottom).

We run PMLE with ℓ1 and ℓ2 fusion penalties, where tuning parameters γn and τn are jointly selected

via 5-fold cross-validation, and compare our results with two discretized Bayesian LGCP models:

• LGCP specifying Gaussian random errors with exponential covariance fitted via RStan, based on 1000

posterior MCMC samples. The slope parameters are assigned Normal(0, 10) priors, and the covariance

parameters are assigned truncated Normal(0, 5) priors;

• LGCP specifying a correlated error component via a two-dimensional random walk (RW2D) model on

lattice grids, as well as an uncorrelated error component, fitted via R-INLA. Normal(0, 10) priors are

assigned for the slopes and an inverse Gamma(1, 0.01) prior, which is the default prior implemented

by the INLA R package, is adopted for the variance parameter.

Figure 1 presents the average computation time of penalized PMLE and Bayesian LGCP. It can be seen

that PMLE and INLA scale well as the dimensionality and sample size increase, and PMLE is slightly faster

than INLA in both settings. In contrast, MCMC sampling via RStan is time-consuming for large p and/or
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Figure 1: Average computation time for a single replicate of data in minutes, plotted on log scale, over 100
replicates for penalized PMLE and Bayesian LGCP model run via RStan and R-INLA.

large n. For this reason, the simulation setting n = 302 is not examined for LGCP fitted via RStan.

Figure 2 compares our inference procedure with Bayesian inference, in terms of the coverage of confidence

intervals, type I error rate and power. All three metrics are averaged across all relevant (e.g., non-zero

for power) entries of β. In low dimensions, Bayesian model fitted via INLA performs well, with power

approaching 1 and well-controlled type I error rate along with valid 95% coverage. Penalized PMLE achieves

similar accuracy as well, but requires more samples. The reduced power is not surprising, given the over-

parameterized nature of penalized PMLE, and the fact that it does not require or make use of the parametric

distribution of ε(·). RStan fails to control the type I error and provide proper coverage, at least for the given

amount of data and MCMC samples. With higher dimensions, Bayesian LGCP methods are not guaranteed

to achieve the nominal 95% coverage or control type I error within 0.05, and we observe a trend of decreasing

coverage for INLA as m increases. In contrast, the penalized PMLE controls type I error rate within 0.05

and still maintains reasonable power despite being slightly conservative.

In the high-dimensional setting, the observation that INLA has good power and acceptable type I error rate

but decreasing coverage could be explained by its non-decaying estimation bias for the non-zero parameters.

Figure 3 visualizes the element-wise estimation errors for INLA and PMLE with different sample sizes (n = 102

and 302, respectively). The variability of estimation errors shrinks faster for INLA, reflecting higher efficiency

due to its parametric nature. Estimates for the non-zero entries (index 1 through 10) are attenuated for

both methods, but this bias is decreasing for PMLE with more samples, while increasing for INLA. This issue
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occurs because the RW2D model for INLA assumes constant baseline risk on each observed cell, as well as

a stationary error random field, both of which are violated in this simulation setting. Also, it is not clear

how well INLA can handle high-dimensional covariates, as the current choice of priors on β does not induce

shrinkage or regularization to handle high dimensionality. Shrinkage priors, such as horseshoe (Carvalho

et al., 2009, 2010), may alleviate this issue but can be more computationally demanding.

5 Application: Seattle Crime Data

We analyze the Seattle crime data1 to further demonstrate the performance of our approach in comparison

with a wider range of alternative methods. We focus on crimes against persons that were reported to the

Seattle Police Department in Spring 2021 (April 1 through June 30). Crime cases are recorded as point

incidences (with blurred location) over the Seattle map, which we aggregate to the level of census tracts,

since this is the finest resolution of covariates available. The population size of each census tract is used as

offset. Covariates are obtained from King County GIS Open Data2 and include:

• Demographic and socioeconomic information: age distribution (proportion of residents in four age

groups: 18-29, 30-44, 45-59, 60 and above); race/ethnicity distribution (proportion of Asian, Black,

Hispanic, White populations, and populations with two or more races); median household income,

education status (proportion of residents with college degree or above); and proportion of residents

with medical insurance.

• Public facilities: number of hospitals; transit stops; fire stations; police stations; food facilities; schools;

solid waste facilities; farmers’ markets;

• Environmental information: area of region; proportion of medium and high basins.

We purposely choose a wide range of covariates, including those that are not known as good predictors

of crime rate. Covariates are all summarized by census tract. For covariates characterized by proportion

of different groups (e.g. age, race/ethnicity, medium/high basins), we omit one category as the reference

level and adopt the additive log ratio transformation (Aitchison, 1982) to alleviate the spurious correlation

in such compositional data. The spatial domain is modeled as an unweighted graph, where two regions are

connected if they share a common border.

We compare the penalized PMLE with ℓ1 and ℓ2 fusion penalties with the following Bayesian models,

implemented in INLA. The default penalized complexity (PC) priors (Simpson et al., 2017) in the INLA R

package are used for the variance, range (for LGCP) and mixing (for BYM2) parameters.

1https://www.seattle.gov/police/information-and-data/crime-dashboard
2https://www.kingcounty.gov/services/gis/GISData.aspx
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Figure 2: Comparison of coverage, type I error rate and power for penalized PMLE and Bayesian LGCP
methods, with standard error bars.
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Figure 3: Average element-wise estimation errors along with the 5% and 95% percentiles of errors for β in
the high-dimensional (p = 100) setting, with and n = 52 (top) and 302 (bottom) cells, respectively.

• The BYM2 model (Riebler et al., 2016) which specifies the linear predictor to be a sum of covariate

effects, with spatially correlated errors induced by connectivity, and independent, non-spatial hetero-

geneity. The mixing parameter (which is between 0 and 1 and modeled on the logit scale) controls how

much variance comes from the independent versus spatially dependent random effects.

• The LGCP model with independent Gaussian error random field.

• The LGCP model with Gaussian error random field having exponential covariance.

The predictive performance for each model is evaluated using 5-fold cross-validation. We use prediction

MSE as our key metric, recognizing that metrics such as conditional predictive ordinate (Gelfand and Dey,

1994), or CPO, are also helpful, but more suitable for Bayesian models. Figure 4 presents the residuals

from each model along with their prediction MSEs. The residual plots capture how close each model fits to

the data, while the prediction MSEs capture the overall predictive accuracy. The residual plots show that

the Bayesian models have smaller bias comparing to penalized PMLE. However, the small bias comes at a

cost of large variability, as reflected by the large MSE values and indicates over-fitting. Though LGCP with

dependent errors conducts an implicit form of regularization for smoothness as achieved by a fusion penalty,

such regularization is not explicit and it may thus be less straightforward to find a near-optimal bias and

variance trade-off, compared to methods with explicit penalization.

Figure 5 presents point estimates along with 95% confidence/credible intervals (CI/CrI) shown as error

bars. The models all identify race and the number of food facilities to be associated with crime incidents
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Figure 4: Residuals from each model, with cross-validated MSEs reported in the titles. Due to the large
variability of prediction errors for the BYM2 model, we also report its median prediction SE for reference.

Figure 5: Estimated rate ratios with error bars indicating 95% confidence/credible intervals
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Figure 6: Comparison of estimated coefficients and 95% CI/CrI before and after adding a spatially structured
covariate to the single covariate model of fire station

within a region. The former matches other studies (Uehara, 1994; Krysan, 2008; Lodge et al., 2021) reporting

challenges in the search of housing and/or housing inequalities associated with race, as well as residents of

underrepresented race being exposed to higher crime rates. Lodge et al. (2021) also found such disparity by

race and ethnicity to decrease when the granularity of data is not very high (>1600m buffer size, which is

within the range of most census tracts in our case). This aligns with the reduced effect sizes of race and

ethnicity estimated via PMLE compared to Bayesian models. PMLE leads to narrower CIs than Bayesian

methods for this dataset in general. Also, when there is discrepancy in estimated effects reported by other

models, PMLE tends to produce intermediate estimates. This can be seen, for example, for the effect of

transit stops and schools. In addition, BYM2 finds medium basin, and both BYM2 and LGCP find the

proportion of senior population to be positively associated with crime rates, which is somewhat hard to

explain based on common knowledge. These findings align with our observation from Section 4 that PMLE

could have a better control of type I error without significantly affecting its power.

A common concern in the analysis of spatial data is the effect of spatial confounding (Reich et al., 2006;

Paciorek, 2010). The presence of spatial coufounding, which occurs when covariates contributing to the

variability in the response are spatially structured, may introduce biases to the estimated effect sizes. To

investigate how much the results of PMLE and the Bayesian models could be potentially impacted by this

issue, we fit each model with fire station as the only covariate, and fit an additional set of models with a

synthetic, spatially structured covariate added. Figure 6 compares the estimates along with 95% CI/CrI.

We see that all models are not completely immune to spatial confounding, as indicated by the change in
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estimated effects after adding the spatially structured covariate; however, PMLE with ℓ1 fusion penalty

and the two LGCP models are more robust against the inclusion of this spatially structured variable. As

a sensitivity analysis for the choice of priors and computational approach, we also present and discuss an

alternative version of Figures 5 and 6 in Appendix B where the Bayesian models are implemented via RStan

with a different set of priors. We found that the model estimates and CrIs remain highly similar to Figure 5,

while results from RStan are more sensitive to spatial confounding.

6 Discussion

We proposed a computationally simple semi-parametric approach to modeling doubly-stochastic point pro-

cesses with theoretical guarantees, focusing on the estimation and inference of fixed covariate effects. The

key insight in the proposed method, which is based on a penalized regression framework, is that ignoring the

stochasticity in the intensity and jointly modeling its realization along with the deterministic baseline and

fixed covariate effects, aggregated over small regions, leads to a valid estimating function for the regression

parameters. The nonparametric baseline is captured by a high-dimensional discretized intercept parameter.

We solve this over-parametrized model with a fusion penalty for the region-specific intercepts, along with a

sparsity penalty for the regression parameters. However, the soft constraint on smoothness does not need to

hold exactly to ensure the validity of this penalization approach. We address the extra stochasticity in our

statistical inference procedure and introduce robust covariance estimates under scenarios with and without

stationarity of the error random field.

Our approach relies on the assumption of piecewise constant covariates across the observation window, and

does not immediately provide predictions beyond the aggregated level. One possible extension to prediction

at specific locations is to adopt a two-step procedure, e.g., adding a spatial smoothing step to estimate

the intensity function while plugging in the estimated covariate effects. Literature on graph denoising may

motivate further simplifications to the computational approach in the proposed Poisson maximum likelihood,

or other graph-based spatial models. A sparse approximation to the edge incidence matrix Bn, as in Padilla

et al. (2017), or an approximation to the graph Laplacian Ln, as in Sadhanala et al. (2016), could reduce the

computational burden for large-scale settings. Establishing consistency and asymptotic normality in the the

presence of such approximations would be an interesting topic of future research. Additional considerations

may be helpful for selecting the threshold η in the de-biasing procedure (see Equation 8) in practice, which

controls the trade-off between type I error rate and power, especially with limited samples. Finaly, as

noted in Section 2.3, prediction and parameter tuning may not be straightforward for graphical or spatial

models, and näıve cross-validation is somewhat ad-hoc for correlated observations. Establishing theoretical
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guarantees for such an approach by leveraging recent developments in this area (Rabinowicz and Rosset,

2022) and/or incorporating alternative parameter tuning strategies that do not require sample splitting could

be of interest.
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Bühlmann, P. and van de Geer, S. (2011) Statistics for high-dimensional data: methods, theory and applica-

tions. Springer Science & Business Media.

Cai, L. and Maiti, T. (2020) Variable selection and estimation for high-dimensional spatial autoregressive

models. Scandinavian Journal of Statistics, 47, 587–607.

Carvalho, C. M., Polson, N. G. and Scott, J. G. (2009) Handling sparsity via the horseshoe. In Artificial

Intelligence and Statistics, 73–80. PMLR.

24



— (2010) The horseshoe estimator for sparse signals. Biometrika, 97, 465–480.

Chen, X., Lin, Q., Kim, S., Carbonell, J. G. and Xing, E. P. (2012) Smoothing proximal gradient method

for general structured sparse regression. The Annals of Applied Statistics, 6, 719 – 752.

Chiu, S. N., Stoyan, D., Kendall, W. S. and Mecke, J. (2013) Stochastic Geometry and Its Applications.

John Wiley & Sons.

Chung, F. R. (1997) Spectral Graph Theory. American Mathematical Society.

Cox, D. R. (1955) Some statistical models related with series of events. Journal of the Royal Statistical

Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology), 17, 129–164.

Cressie, N. (2015) Statistics for Spatial Data. John Wiley & Sons.

Diggle, P. (2003) Statistical Analysis of Spatial Point Patterns. Edward Arnold. 2nd edition.

Diggle, P. J., Guan, Y., Hart, A. C., Paize, F. and Stanton, M. (2010) Estimating individual-level risk in

spatial epidemiology using spatially aggregated information on the population at risk. Journal of the

American Statistical Association, 105, 1394–1402.

Diggle, P. J., Moraga, P., Rowlingson, B. and Taylor, B. M. (2013) Spatial and spatio-temporal log-Gaussian

Cox processes: extending the geostatistical paradigm. Statistical Science, 28, 542–563.
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APPENDIX

A Summary of Related Methods

Model Method Model Specification Theoretical Guarantees

Cox process Minimal contrast estima-
tion (Diggle, 2003; Møller
and Waagepetersen, 2003)

Parametric N/A

Bayesian estimation Parametric Convergence of LGCP pos-
teriors under discretization
(Waagepetersen, 2004)

Bayesian estimation with
INLA (Rue et al., 2009)

Parametric N/A

Bayesian estimation with
variational approximation

Parametric Convergence of posteriors
to KL minimizer of a
normal distribution (Wang
and Blei, 2019)

Bayesian estimation with
basis function approxima-
tion of the random field
(Simpson et al., 2016)

Random field with a basis
expansion form

Convergence of basis func-
tion and discrete approx-
imation, but not the full
posterior

Poisson maximum likeli-
hood estimation (Schoen-
berg, 2005)

Known form for marginal
means of the intensity

Consistency of parameters

Composite likelihood esti-
mation (Guan, 2006)

Stationarity or known form
of second order intensity

Consistency and asymp-
totic normality of parame-
ters

Covariate-based kernel
smoothing (Guan, 2008)

Nonparametric Consistency

Two-step estimation
(Waagepetersen and
Guan, 2009)

Known form of first- and
second-order intensity
functions

Consistency and asymp-
totic normality of parame-
ters

Areal data model,
e.g. Besag-York-
Mollié (BYM) or
BYM2 (Diggle,
2003; Møller and
Waagepetersen, 2003;
Riebler et al., 2016)

Bayesian estimation Spatially correlated errors
induced by connectiv-
ity, and independent
non-spatial heterogeneity

N/A

Table 1: Comparison of existing models and estimation methods for doubly-stochastic spatial processes.

B Additional Results

Figures 7 and 8 present analogs of Figures 5 and 6, but with the BYM2 and LGCP models implemented in

RStan based on two MCMC chains with 5000 samples each. All slope parameters are assigned Normal(0, 10)
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Figure 7: Estimated rate ratios with error bars indicating 95% confidence/credible intervals from LGCP
models fitted by RStan.

priors, and all variance parameters are assigned truncated Normal(0, 5) priors. We observe that the esti-

mation and inference of the Bayesian models remain similar to the results shown in Figure 5, while LGCP

models fitted by RStan are more sensitive to the inclusion of the spatially structured covariate (Figure 8),

compared with INLA. In other words, the estimated the slope parameters are highly simlar between RStan

and INLA, while the predicted spatial random effects from INLA appear to be more robust against spatial

confounding. Such robustness is likely due to the properties of the PC priors (Simpson et al., 2017), along

with the computational advantages of INLA.

C Proofs

This section includes proofs for our theoretical claims in Section 3. We reintroduce our notation for clarity.

The true, continuous baseline intensity is denoted as α0(·), and the true regression parameters are denoted

as β0. We denote the discretized baseline vector, i.e. α0(·) evaluated at locations s = (s1, . . . , sn), as

α̃(s) to distinguish it from the baseline intensity function. We also define ϕ(s) = logE0[exp ε(s)], A =

(|Ω1|, . . . , |Ωn|), B = (P1|Ω1|, . . . , Pn|Ωn|), and recall that ℓ(·) is the Possion log-likelihood as defined in

Section 2.

Empirical process notations are adopted, where under discretization of the observation window Ω, we
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Figure 8: Comparison of estimated coefficients and 95% CI/CrI before and after adding a spatially structured
covariate to the single covariate model of fire station, with LGCP models fitted by RStan.

denote P0f(θ;X,Y ) := E0[f(θ;X,Y )] with E0 being the expectation taken under the true distribution of

X,Y , and Pnf(θ;X,Y ) := n−1
∑

i f(θ;Xi, Yi).

We first prove Lemma 1 by examining the relationship between the target parameter θ† := (α̃†,β†),

which is the solution to

−∇(α̃,β)P0ℓ(α̃,β) = 0,

and the true parameter β0 along with the function α0(·) underlying the Cox process. In particular, we show

that the Poisson likelihood yields an unbiased estimating equation for β despite the ignored error random

field as well as misspecification of α0(·). With the fusion penalty R(α̃;Gn) incorporated into the objective

function, we further bound the gap between the penalized solution θ∗ and θ† under different conditions on

the smoothness of α0(·).

We then use empirical process arguments to show the convergence of the penalized PMLE to the target

parameters, following a similar outline as in Haris et al. (2019), with an adaptation to the heavy-tailed

distribution of the observations in our setting due to double stochasticity.

Finally, we establish the asymptotic linearity of the de-biased estimator b̂ and in turn show the validity

of our variance estimator along with the inference procedure.
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C.1 Consistency

Throughout this section, we denote the smooth portion of our objective function as

L(θ) := −ℓ(α̃,β) + γnR(α̃;Gn).

Also, without loss of generality, we assume a uniform offset P = (1, . . . , 1)⊤ across all regions.

Proof of Lemma 1. Note that for region Ωi, i ∈ {1, . . . , n},

−P0
∂ℓ

∂α̃i
= −EX [EεE[Yi | ε(·)] + |Ωi| exp (α̃i +Xiβ)]

= −EX

[
Eε

∫
Ωi

Λ(s)ds+ |Ωi| exp (α̃i +Xiβ)

]
= −EX

[∫
Ωi

Eε exp
[
α0(s) +Xiβ

0 + ε(s)
]
ds+ |Ωi| exp (α̃i +Xiβ)

]
(11)

= −EX

[∫
Ωi

exp
[
α0(s) +Xiβ

0 + ϕ(s)
]
ds+ |Ωi| exp (α̃i +Xiβ)

]
, (12)

where Eε denotes expectation taken with respect to the error random field. “=” in (11) holds due to

Fubini’s Theorem under Assumption 1. Furthermore, the mean value theorem for integrals together with

Assumption 1 imply the existence of some s∗i ∈ Ωi such that

∫
Ωi

exp
[
α0(s) +Xiβ

0 + ϕ(s)
]
ds+|Ωi| exp (α̃i +Xiβ) = −|Ωi| exp

[
α0(s∗i ) +Xiβ

0 + ϕ(s∗i )
]
+|Ωi| exp (α̃i +Xiβ)

(13)

for any realization of X. We write s∗ = (s∗1, . . . , s
∗
n) such that s∗i ∈ Ωi for all i. Define the target parameter

θ† = (α†,β†) such that α† = α0(s∗) + ϕ(s∗) and β† = β0. Examining the expression in (13) leads to

− ∂

∂α̃i
P0ℓ(α̃,β)

∣∣
α†,β† = 0.

Likewise, since

−∇βE0[ℓ(α̃,β) | X] = −
n∑

i=1

Xi
∂

∂α̃i
E0[ℓ(α̃,β) | X],

we also have

−∇βP0ℓ(α̃,β)
∣∣
α†,β† = 0.

Together with the convexity of −ℓ(·), we established the form of target parameter θ† as claimed in Lemma 1.

We now examine the minimizer θ∗ of L(·). First, observe that L(θ) involves β only through −ℓ(θ), we

immediately have ∇βL(α∗,β†) = 0 which yields β∗ = β† = β0 again by the convexity of −ℓ(·).
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We first discuss the case with ℓ2 smoothing penalty. By the optimality of θ∗ and conducting a Taylor

expansion of L around θ†, we have

0 = −∇α̃[P0ℓ(α
∗,β∗) + γnR(α

∗)]

= −E0 [Y −A⊙ exp(α∗ +Xβ∗)] + γn∇α̃R(α
∗) (14)

= −E0

[
Y −A⊙ exp(α† +Xβ†)

]
+ γn∇α̃R(α

†) +
[
diag

(
A⊙ exp(ᾰ+Xβ†)

)
+ γn∇2

α̃R(ᾰ)
] (

α∗ −α†)
for some ᾰ betweenα∗ andα†, where⊙ denotes element-wise multiplication. Since−E0

[
Y −A⊙ exp(α† +Xβ†)

]
=

0, we then have

α∗ −α† =
[
diag

(
A⊙ exp(ᾰ+Xβ†)

)
+ γn∇2

α̃R(ᾰ)
]−1 [

γn∇α̃R(α
†)
]

and

∥α∗ −α†∥2 ≤ γn
∥∥∥∥[diag(A⊙ exp(ᾰ+Xβ†)

)
+ γn∇2

α̃R(ᾰ)
]−1
∥∥∥∥
2

∥∇α̃R(α
†)∥2

≤ γnλmin

[
diag

(
A⊙ exp(ᾰ+Xβ†)

)
+ γn(Ln + δIn)

]−1 1

2
∥(Ln + δIn)α

†∥2

≤ γn
2
∥L̃nα

†(s∗)∥2
[
max

i
Ai exp(ᾰi +Xiβ

†)
]−1

= γn∥L̃nα
†(s∗)∥2 ·OP (1)

where λmin(·) denotes the smallest eigenvalue of a matrix. We have made use of the boundedness of maxi |Ωi|,

the continuity of α(·), and the fact that Ln + δIn is positive semi-definite. The claim in Lemma 1 regarding

the ℓ2 smoothing penalty then follows.

For the ℓ1 fusion penalty, recall that the gradient of the smoothed penalty is∇α̃R(α̃) = B⊤
n S∞(γnBnα̃/ξ)

and that S∞(·) represents projection onto the ℓ∞ unit ball. Continuing from (14) with a Taylor expansion

of ℓ(α̃,β) with respect to α̃,

0 = −E0 [Y −A⊙ exp(α∗ +Xβ∗)] + γn∇α̃R(α
∗)

= −E0

[
Y −A⊙ exp(α† +Xβ†)

]
+ γn∇α̃R(α

∗) +
[
diag

(
A⊙ exp(ᾰ+Xβ†)

)] (
α∗ −α†)

= −E0

[
Y −A⊙ exp(α† +Xβ†)

]
+ γn∇α̃R(α

†) +
[
diag

(
A⊙ exp(ᾰ+Xβ†)

)] (
α∗ −α†)+ γn

[
∇α̃R(α

∗)−∇α̃R(α
†)
]
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which leads to

∥α∗ −α†∥1 ≤ γn
[
max

i
Ai exp(ᾰi +Xiβ

†)
]−1

[ ∥∥∇α̃R(α
†)
∥∥
1
+
∥∥∇α̃R(α

∗)−∇α̃R(α
†)
∥∥
1

]
≤ γn

[
max

i
Ai exp(ᾰi +Xiβ

†)
]−1

[ ∥∥∥∥B⊤
n S∞

(
γnBnα

†

ξ

)∥∥∥∥
1

+

∥∥∥∥B⊤
n

(
S∞

(
γnBnα

∗

ξ

)
− S∞

(
γnBnα

†

ξ

))∥∥∥∥
1

]
≤ γnOP (1)

[
γn
ξ
∥B⊤

n ∥1∥Bnα
†∥1 +

γn
ξ
∥B⊤

n ∥1∥Bn∥1∥α∗ −α†∥1
]

(15)

where (15) holds because ∥S∞(u)∥1 ≤ ∥u∥1 and ∥S∞(u) − S∞(v)∥1 ≤ ∥u − v∥1 for any vectors u and v.

Noting that ∥B⊤
n ∥1 = 2 (which is the maximum row sum of absolute values of Bn) and ∥Bn∥1 = maxi di

(which is the maximum column sum of absolute values of Bn), when n is large so that γ2n maxi di < ξ/2,

(15) yields

1

2
∥α∗ −α†∥1 ≤

γ2n
ξ
OP (1)∥Bnα

†∥1,

which completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 1. Our estimator is given by θ̂ = argminθ PnL(θ) + τn∥β∥1. We denote the marginal

mean µ = (µ1, . . . , µn) as µi := Eε

∫
Ωi

exp[α(s) +Xiβ + ε(s)]ds. Define the empirical process term

νn(θ) = (Pn − P)L(θ)

and the excess risk

E(θ) = P(L(θ)− L(θ∗)).

Similar to the logic of Haris et al. (2019), we examine

νn(θ)− νn(θ∗) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(Yi − µi)

(αi − α∗
i ) +

p∑
j=1

(
βjxij − β∗

j xij
)

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

(Yi − µi)(αi − α∗
i ) +

1

n

n∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

(Yi − µi)(βjxij − β∗
j xij) := I + II, (16)

and analyze the two terms separately. First, define ai =
αi−α∗

i

∥α−α∗∥1
; then for any ρ > 0, term I satisfies

Pr

(∣∣∣∣∑i(Yi − µi)(αi − α∗
i )

n∥α−α∗∥1

∣∣∣∣ > ρ

)
≤

E0|
∑

i ai(Yi − µi)|2

ρ2n2
≤

2
∑

i a
2
iVar(Yi)

ρ2n2
≤

2(
∑

i a
2
i )maxi Var(Yi)

ρ2n2
(17)
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where the first “≤” holds by Chebyshev’s inequality. Furthermore, by the law of total variance, we have

Var(Yi) = EεVar(Yi | ε) + VarεE[Yi | ε] = E0µi + E0µ
2
i ,

which satisfies

E0µ
k
i = E0

∫
Ωi

exp [k(α(s) +Xiβ + ε(s))] ds

=

∫
Ωi

exp [k(α(s) +Xiβ]E0 exp[kε(s)]] ds

where k = 1, 2. By Assumption 4 along with the fact that |Ωi| is bounded, we have maxi E0µ
k
i < (some)

M <∞. Furthermore, it holds that
∑

i a
2
i = ∥α−α∗∥22/∥α−α∗∥21 ≤ 1 by construction.

Returning to (17), we now established

Pr

(∣∣∣∣∑i(Yi − µi)(αi − α∗
i )

n∥α−α∗∥1

∣∣∣∣ > ρ

)
≤ Cα,β,ε(nρ)

−2 (18)

for some constant Cα,β,ε. Likewise, for term II, let

bij =
βjxij − β∗

j xij

n|βj − β∗
j |

.

It then follows that

∥b·j∥22 =

∑
i x

2
ij

n2
≤ R2

n
,

and

∥b·j∥∞ ≤
R

n

by Assumption 6. Therefore, by a similar argument as for term I, for any ρ > 0,

Pr

(∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i(Yi − µi)(βjxij − β∗
i xij)

n|βj − β∗
j |

∣∣∣∣∣ > ρ

)
≤
|
∑

i bijVar(Yi)|
ρ2n2

≤
2
∑
b2ijVar(Yi)

ρ2n2
≤ Cα,β,εR

2n−3ρ−2.

Applying a union bound yields

Pr

(
max
j∈[p]

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i(Yi − µi)(βjxij − β∗
i xij)

n|βj − β∗
j |

∣∣∣∣∣ > ρ

)
≤ Cα,β,εR

2(nρ)−2. (19)
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Plugging into (16) yields that with probability ≥ 1− C1(nρ)
−2 for some constant C1,

|νn(θ)− νn(θ∗)| ≤ ρ [∥α−α∗∥1 + ∥β − β∗∥1] . (20)

Next, note that

λmin

[
∇2

θL
]
≥ λmin


 In

X⊤

D

[
In X

]
where D = diag(exp(αi + Xiβ)). Note also that the eigenvalues of ∇2

θL are determined by those of D

and X⊤DX, the restricted eigenvalue condition in Assumption 6 along with the (lower-)bounded intensity

condition in Assumption 4 guarantee that

λmin

[
∇2

θL
]
≥ (some) m > 0

for all θ ∈ B as defined in Assumption 6 (we recall B = {θ : ∥θ − θ∗∥1 ≤ 4τ2ns/cρφ
2
s}), establishing the

restricted strong convexity of L.

For convenience, let M∗ =
4τ2

ns
cρφ2

s
. Define

ZM∗ := sup
θ∈B
|νn(θ)− νn(θ∗)|.

We have just shown that

ZM∗ ≤ ρ [∥α−α∗∥1 + ∥β − β∗∥1] ≤ ρM∗

with probability ≥ 1− C1(nρ)
−2.

Similar to the approach of Haris et al. (2019), set

t =
M∗

M∗ + ∥α̂−α∗∥1 + ∥β̂ − β∗∥1

and let θ̆ = tθ̂ + (1− t)θ∗. Then

∥θ̆ − θ∗∥1 = t∥θ̂∥1 ≤
M∗

∥α̂−α∗∥1 + ∥β̂ − β∗∥1
∥θ̂∥1 =M∗

37



so that θ̆ ∈ B. By the basic inequalities due to the optimality of θ̂ and the convexity of L,

E(θ̂) + τn∥θ̂∥1 ≤ −[νn(θ̂)− νn(θ∗)] + τn∥θ∗∥1,

E(θ̆) + τn∥θ̆∥1 ≤ −[νn(θ̆)− νn(θ∗)] + τn∥θ∗∥1 ≤ ZM∗ + λ∥θ∗∥1 ≤ ρM∗ + λ∥θ∗∥1. (21)

Further by the separability of ∥·∥1, we have

τn∥β∗∥1 ≤ τn[∥β∗
S − β̆S∥1 + ∥β̆S∥1],

and

τn∥β̆∥1 = τn[∥β̆S∥1 + ∥(β̆ − β∗)SC∥1]

due to the sparsity of β∗. Plugging into (21), we obtain

E(θ̆) + τn

[
∥β̆S∥1 + ∥(β̆ − β∗)SC∥1

]
≤ ρM∗ + τn

[
∥β∗

S − β̆S∥1 + ∥β̆S∥1
]
.

Adding τn

[
∥ᾰ−α∗∥1 + ∥(β̆ − β∗)S∥1

]
to both sides,

E(θ̆) + τn

[
∥ᾰ−α∗∥1 + ∥β̆ − β∗∥1

]
≤ ρM∗ + τn∥ᾰ−α∗∥1 + 2τn∥(β̆ − β∗)S∥1. (22)

From here we consider two scenarios for (22). In both cases, we set ρ = O(
√
(log p)/n) and τn ≍ ρ such that

τn ≥ 8ρ. When ρM∗ ≤ τn∥ᾰ−α∗∥1 + 2τn∥(β̆ − β∗)S∥1, (22) becomes

E(θ̆) + τn∥(β̆ − β∗)SC∥1 ≤ τn∥ᾰ−α∗∥1 + 3τn∥(β̆ − β∗)S∥1

⇒∥(β̆ − β∗)SC∥1 ≤ ∥ᾰ−α∗∥1 + 3∥(β̆ − β∗)S∥1.

Comparing with Assumption 3, we see that β̆ − β∗ ∈ C(S). Under the compatibility condition,

E(θ̆) + τn

[
∥ᾰ−α∗∥1 + ∥β̆ − β∗∥1

]
≤ 4τn∥θ̆ − θ∗∥2

√
s

φs

≤ 16τ2ns

4cφ2
s

+ c∥θ̆ − θ∗∥22 for c =
4τn
√
s

φs

≤ 4τ2ns

cφ2
s

+ E(θ̆) (23)

where the second line follows from a convex conjugate argument, namely, letting H(v) = supu{uv− cu2} for

v ≥ 0 and some constant c, then H(v) = v2/4c. The third line is implied by the restricted strong convexity
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of L since θ̆ ∈ B.

Continuing from (23),

E(θ̆) + τn

[
∥ᾰ−α∗∥1 + ∥β̆ − β∗∥1

]
≤ ρM∗ + E(θ̆) ≤ τnM

∗

8
+ E(θ̆), (24)

leading to ∥θ̆ − θ∗∥1 ≤M∗/8. Then, by construction of t,

∥θ̂ − θ∗∥1 =
1

t
[∥θ̆ − θ∗∥1]

≤

[
1 +
∥α̂−α∗∥1 + ∥β̂ − β∗∥1

M∗

]
M∗

8
≤ 1

8
[M∗ + ∥θ̂ − θ∗∥1].

we thus have ∥θ̂ − θ∗∥1 ≤M∗ so that θ̂ ∈ B as well.

We then return to (22) to examine the second scenario where ρM∗ > τn∥ᾰ − α∗∥1 + 2τn∥(β̆ − β∗)S∥1.

In this case, (22) simply becomes

E(θ̆) + τn

[
∥ᾰ−α∗∥1 + ∥β̆ − β∗∥1

]
≤ 2ρM∗ ≤ τnM

∗

4

which leads to ∥θ̆ − θ∗∥1 ≤ M∗/4. Similar to the first scenario, we obtain ∥θ̂ − θ∗∥1 ≤ M∗ so that θ̂ ∈ B.

Namely,

∥α̂−α∗∥1 + ∥β̂ − β∗∥1 ≤M∗.

holds from (22) in both cases. Consequently, we can apply all claims from (21) onward involving θ̆ to θ̂. In

particular, we have

E(θ̂) + τn

[
∥α̂−α∗∥1 + ∥β̂ − β∗∥1

]
≤ E(θ̂) + ρM∗

from (24) in scenario one and

E(θ̂) + τn

[
∥α̂−α∗∥1 + ∥β̂ − β∗∥1

]
≤ E(θ̂) + 2ρM∗

in scenario two. Thus, it must hold that

τn

[
∥α̂−α∗∥1 + ∥β̂ − β∗∥1

]
≤ 2ρM∗ ≤ 8τ2ns

cφ2
s

,

establishing that

∥α̂−α∗∥1 + ∥β̂ − β∗∥1 ≤
8s

cφ2
s

τn ≍
√

log p

n
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with probability ≥ 1− C1(nρ)
−2.

C.2 Inference

Proof of Theorem 2. Recall that the de-biased estimator is defined as

b̂ = β̂ +
1

n
MX⊤

[
Y −B ⊙ exp

(
α̂+Xβ̂

)]
.

We could decompose

b̂− β0 = β̂ − β0 +
1

n
M∇βℓ(α̂, β̂)

= β̂ − β0 +
1

n
M∇βℓ(α̂,β

0) +
1

n
M∇2

βℓ(α̂, β̃)(β
0 − β̂)

= β̂ − β0 +
1

n
M∇βℓ(α̂,β

0)− 1

n
M∇2

βℓ(α̂, β̂)(β̂ − β0) +
1

n
M
[
∇2

βℓ(α̂, β̂)−∇2
βℓ(α̂, β̃)

]
(β̂ − β0)

= −(MĤ − I)(β̂ − β0) +
1

n
M∇βℓ(α̂,β

0) +
1

n
M
[
∇2

βℓ(α̂, β̂)−∇2
βℓ(α̂, β̃)

]
(β̂ − β0) (25)

by a Taylor expansion of ℓ(α,β) with respect to β, where β̃ is between β0 and β̂.

We analyze each term in (25) individually. For the first term, we have

∥∥∥(MĤ − I)(β̂ − β0)
∥∥∥
∞

= max
j

∣∣∣(Ĥm⊤
j − ej)(β̂ − β0)

∣∣∣
≤ max

j

∥∥∥Ĥm⊤
j − ej

∥∥∥
∞

∥∥∥β̂ − β0
∥∥∥
1

= o

(
1√
s log p

)
·OP

(√
s log p

n

)
= oP

(
n−1/2

)
(26)

by construction of M , Assumption i) under Theorem 2 along with the conclusion of Theorem 1.

Next, the third term in (25) can be bounded as

1

n

∥∥∥M [
∇2

βℓ(α̂, β̂)−∇2
βℓ(α̂, β̃)

]
(β̂ − β0)

∥∥∥
∞

≤
∥∥∥∥[ 1nM∇2

βℓ(α̂, β̂)− I
]
(β̂ − β0)

∥∥∥∥
∞

+

∥∥∥∥[ 1nM∇2
βℓ(α̂, β̃)− I

]
(β̂ − β0)

∥∥∥∥
∞
, (27)

where the first term is oP (n
−1/2) as in (26). Also, by Assumption ii-a) in Theorem 2, since β̃ is between β0

and β̂ between which the gap is shrinking towards 0, we have that (0, β̃ − β̂) ∈ N (δα, δβ) for large enough

n and p, and consequently

∥∥∥∥[ 1nM∇2
βℓ(α̂, β̃)− I

]
(β̂ − β0)

∥∥∥∥
∞
≤ max

j

∥∥∥∥ 1n∇2
βℓ(α̂, β̃)m

⊤
j − ej

∥∥∥∥
∞

∥∥∥β̂ − β0
∥∥∥
1
= oP (n

−1/2).
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Thus we have showed that the third term in (25) is oP (n
−1/2).

We finally analyze the second term in (25), which can be rewritten as

1

n
M∇βℓ(α̂,β

0) =
1

n
M∇βℓ(α

†,β0) +
1

n
M
[
∇βℓ(α̂,β

0)−∇βℓ(α
∗,β0)

]
+

1

n
M
[
∇βℓ(α

∗,β0)−∇βℓ(α
†,β0)

]
=

1

n
M∇βℓ(α

†,β0) +
1

n
M
[
∇βℓ(α̂,β

0)−∇βℓ(α̂, β̂)
]
+

1

n
M
[
∇βℓ(α

∗, β̂)−∇βℓ(α
∗,β0)

]
+

1

n
M
[
∇βℓ(α̂, β̂)−∇βℓ(α

∗, β̂)
]
+

1

n
M
[
∇βℓ(α

∗,β0)−∇βℓ(α
†,β0)

]
. (28)

Noting that (0,β0 − β̂) ∈ N (δα, δβ) and (α∗ − α̂,β0 − β̂) ∈ N (δα, δβ) for large enough n and p, by

Assumption ii-a), we have for the second and third terms in (28) that

1

n

∥∥∥M [
∇βℓ(α̂,β

0)−∇βℓ(α̂, β̂)
]
+M

[
∇βℓ(α

∗, β̂)−∇βℓ(α
∗,β0)

]∥∥∥
∞

≤
∥∥∥∥[ 1nM∇2

βℓ(α̂, β̃)− I
]
(β̂ − β0)

∥∥∥∥
∞

+

∥∥∥∥[ 1nM∇2
βℓ(α

∗, β̆)− I
]
(β̂ − β0)

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ max
j

1

n

∥∥∥∇2
βℓ(α̂, β̃)m

⊤
j − ej

∥∥∥
∞
· ∥β̂ − β0∥1 +max

j′

1

n

∥∥∥∇2
βℓ(α

∗, β̆)m⊤
j′ − ej

∥∥∥
∞
· ∥β̂ − β0∥1

= o

(
1√
s log p

)
OP

(√
s log p

n

)
= oP (n

−1/2). (29)

where β̃, β̆ are both between β̂ and β0.

Also, by Assumption ii-b), it holds for some ᾰ between α̂ and α∗ that

1

n

∥∥∥M [
∇βℓ(α̂, β̂)−∇βℓ(α

∗, β̂)
]∥∥∥

∞
=

1

n

∥∥∥M∇2
β,αℓ(ᾰ, β̂)(α̂−α∗)

∥∥∥
∞

≤ 1

n

∥∥∥M∇2
β,αℓ(ᾰ, β̂)

∥∥∥
∞
· ∥α̂−α∗∥∞ = oP (n

−1/2) (30)

and for some α‡ between α∗ and α†,

1

n

∥∥M [
∇βℓ(α

∗,β0)−∇βℓ(α
†,β0)

]∥∥
∞ =

1

n

∥∥M∇2
β,αℓ(α

‡,β0)(α∗ −α†)
∥∥
∞

≤ 1

n

∥∥M∇2
β,αℓ(α

‡,β0)
∥∥
∞ ·
∥∥α∗ −α†∥∥

∞ = oP (n
−1/2). (31)

Combining (28)-(31) leads to

1

n
M∇βℓ(α̂,β

0) =
1

n
M∇βℓ(α

†,β0) + oP (n
−1/2). (32)
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Plugging (26), (27) and (32) into (25) yields

b̂− β0 =
1

n
M∇βℓ(α

†,β0) + oP (n
−1/2),

and the asymptotic linearity of b̂ therefore establishes for each j = 1, . . . , p that

√
n(b̂j − βj)[

ME0∇βℓ(α†,β0)∇βℓ(α†,β0)⊤M⊤
]
jj

d−→ N(0, 1).

To see why the covariance estimator Σ̂ defined in (7) is a valid conservative estimate for E0∇βℓ(α
†,β0)∇βℓ(α

†,β0)⊤,

note that

1

n

n∑
i=1

X⊤
i XiVar(Yi | Xi) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

X⊤
i XiEε∗i

EYi|ε∗i (Yi − |Ωi|Pi exp(α̃i +Xiβ
0 + ε∗i ))

2

⪯ 2

n

n∑
i=1

X⊤
i Xi

[(
Yi − |Ωi|Pi exp(α̂i +Xiβ̂)

)2
+ Eε∗i

(
|Ωi|Pi exp(α̂i +Xiβ̂)− |Ωi|Pi exp(α̃i +Xiβ

0 + ε∗i )
)2]

where ε∗i = ε(si) for the location si defined in Lemma 1, and we recall that α†
i = α̃i + logE0[exp(ε

∗
i )].

When the error random field is stationary, independent and Gaussian with variance σ̂2, we could alter-

natively adopt the estimator Σ̃ defined in (9). By the law of total variance,

Cov(Y ) = E0[Cov(Y | ε)] + Cov (E0(Y | ε))

= diag
[
|Ωi|Pi exp(α

†
i +Xiβ

0) + (|Ωi|Pi)
2 exp(2α0(s∗i ) + 2Xiβ

0)Var(exp ε(s∗i ))
]

= diag
[
|Ωi|Pi exp(α

†
i +Xiβ

0) + (|Ωi|Pi)
2 exp(2α0(s∗i ) + 2Xiβ

0)[exp(σ2)− 1] exp(σ2))
]

= diag
[
|Ωi|Pi exp(α

†
i +Xiβ

0) + (|Ωi|Pi)
2 exp(2α† + 2Xiβ

0)[exp(σ2)− 1])
]

which leads to Σ̃ as a plug-in estimator.
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