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Abstract

In recent years we have been able to gather large amounts of genomic data at a fast rate, creating

situations where the number of variables greatly exceeds the number of observations. In these situations,

most models that can handle a moderately high dimension will now become computationally infeasible.

Hence, there is a need for a pre-screening of variables to reduce the dimension efficiently and accurately to

a more moderate scale. There has been much work to develop such screening procedures for independent

outcomes. However, much less work has been done for high-dimensional longitudinal data, in which

the observations can no longer be assumed to be independent. In addition, it is of interest to capture

possible interactions between the genomic variable and time in many of these longitudinal studies. This

calls for the development of new screening procedures for high-dimensional longitudinal data, where the

focus is on interactions with time. In this work, we propose a novel conditional screening procedure that

ranks variables according to the likelihood value at the maximum likelihood estimates in a semi-marginal

linear mixed model, where the genomic variable and its interaction with time are included in the model.

This is to our knowledge the first conditional screening approach for clustered data. We prove that this

approach enjoys the sure screening property, and assess the finite sample performance of the method

through simulations, with a comparison of an already existing screening approach based on generalized

estimating equations.

Keywords: Interactions, linear mixed models, longitudinal analysis, sure screening property, ultra-high

dimensionality, variable screening
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1 Introduction

Emerging omics technologies have allowed us to gather an unprecedented amount of data both efficiently

and in high resolution. This often gives us a situation in which the number of variables exceeds the number

of observations, the so-called high-dimensional case. In order to take full advantage of the quality and

depth of such data, we need suitable statistical methods. A crucial assumption that is often being made in

order to make inferences in these situations is that the underlying structure is sparse, meaning that only

a few of the variables truly have an effect on the outcome. Hence, it becomes a question of how to select

these relatively few important variables out of many possible. Penalization methods such as the LASSO [1],

SCAD [2] and the non-negative garrote [3] do variable selection in the sense that some coefficient estimates

are set to exactly zero. However, when the number of variables p grows non-polynomially with the number

of observations n, we are in the ultra-high dimensional case, and these methods become computationally

infeasible. For this reason, Fan and Lv [4] proposed a two-step procedure where the first step is concerned

with reducing the dimension drastically and efficiently by considering each covariate’s marginal correlation

with the response, and only keeping those with high absolute marginal correlation. They called this approach

Sure Independence Screening (SIS). In the second step, one can use any suitable regularization method to

perform the final variable selection. There have been many extensions and modifications to this idea (see

e.g. [5–13]), but they all make the crucial assumption of independent observations.

In medical studies, we are often interested in how the response changes over time, and each subject is

observed at different time points. For these longitudinal data sets, observations from the same individual are

likely to be more similar than observations from different individuals, which clearly violates the assumption

of independent observations made by most screening procedures. One way to deal with this is to introduce

latent variables to model aspects of the subjects that are not captured by the observed covariates. This is the

approach in mixed models, where latent random effects are included in an otherwise traditional regression

model. Only recently has mixed models for high-dimensional data begun to receive attention. For example,

Schelldorfer et al. [14] and Ghosh and Thoresen [15] introduced respectively the LASSO and the SCAD

penalty for high dimensional linear mixed models. However, in the ultra-high dimensional setting, these

methods too become computationally infeasible. Hence, there is a need for a screening procedure in the

mixed effects case for ultra-high dimensional data.

An additional issue arises when dealing with longitudinal data. We might be particularly interested in

whether there are interactions between the high-dimensional covariates and time, in order to understand

variation in time development. This increases the total number of potential effects even further. SIS and

many of its extensions only screen for main effects. By only considering main effects in problems in which
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we are interested in uncovering possible interactions between variables, we will likely get inaccurate results.

Some screening procedures for interactions in high-dimensional data have been developed. In order to avoid

the quadratic computational cost of searching among all pairs of possible interactions, most of these rely on

some strong assumptions, namely the weak or strong heredity assumption, which says that for an interaction

to be included, one or both of the main effects must be important (see for example [16], [17] and [18]).

These methods are computationally feasible for ultra-high dimensional data, but they break down if the

heredity assumption is violated. Consequently, variables that only appear in pure interactions will be missed

by these screening procedures. In our setting, we are interested in a less restrictive method that allows for

pure interaction effects, but on the other hand, we are only interested in interactions with time, and thus

we do not have to search through all possible pairwise interactions. In principle, it would be straightforward

to implement the interaction screening into SIS if we search among all possible interactions, and methods

have been developed that do not need this assumption of heredity (see, for example Jiang and Liu [19]).

However, we are often interested in non-linear effects of time. A popular approach to analysis of non-linear

effects is through dummy variables. If we let the time variable be coded this way, an interaction with time

will consequently consist of several parameters. This suggests the need for an extension of the SIS idea to

sets of parameters.

To tackle the aforementioned challenges, we propose a novel screening approach based on linear mixed

models that in particular screen for interactions with time by retaining the variables that have the largest

likelihood values when both main effects and interactions are included in the model. This way, we are able

to screen based on the set of interaction terms by defining a semi-marginal linear mixed model for each

covariate that includes the covariate both as a main effect and as interaction with time, in addition to other

possible covariates that we wish to keep out of the screening step. To our knowledge, no existing screening

procedure is able to screen groups of variables while in addition allowing for conditioning on variables that

should be kept out of the screening procedure (specifically, time in our case), in the setting of correlated

data. Zhou et al. [20] developed a similar likelihood-based screening procedure for two-way interactions,

but they assume independent outcomes. We show that the procedure enjoys the sure screening property,

meaning that with a probability tending to one, the method will capture the true active set of main effects

and interactions. We assess the finite sample performance of the method through simulated examples, and

compare the performance with the generalized estimation equations (GEEs) screening approach of [21]. This

is a screening approach for high-dimensional time course data, via generalized estimating equations, which

takes dependent observations into account by specifying a correlation structure within each subject. We show

that for capturing groups of interaction parameters, screening on the likelihood yields the best recovery rate

of the true interactions, across a wide range of settings. Finally, we apply the proposed method to real data
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from a longitudinal study on measured serum triglyceride over the course of six hours, with measured mRNA

on a targeted set of genes as our high-dimensional set of covariates. In this example, the ability to perform

conditional screening becomes critically important.

Notation: Throughout the paper, we use (x1, ..., xn) to denote a tuple of, e.g., scalars or matrices, while we

use the notation x = [x1, · · · , xn]
T to denote a column vector of length n, where T (in superscript) denotes

the transpose. Furthermore, the ℓ2 and ℓ∞ norms are denoted by ‖ · ‖ and ‖ · ‖∞, respectively. For matrices,

we denote by ‖A‖1 the maximum absolute column sum of a matrix A. Also, let 1m denote the m-vector

with all entries equal to one. The rest of the notation is standard

2 Models and Methods

Assume that we have observed n subjects and that subject i is measured at mi time points, giving a total

of N =
∑n

i=1 mi observations. Denote by y i the mi-dimensional response vector of subject i, and by X i

the mi × (p̃ + 1) design matrix of covariates, where the first column corresponds to the intercept and p̃

is the total number of covariates. The individuals are assumed to be independent from each other, while

the measurements from the same individual are likely to be correlated. Linear mixed models allow for

dependence between observations by assuming that each subject differs from each other randomly through

a random effects term Qibi, where Q i is the design matrix for the random effects, and bi is a vector of

random effects, assumed to be N (0,G)-distributed for a positive definite covariance matrix G. We assume

that G can be fully parameterized by a vector of variance parameters η, so that G = G(η). In general, for

a linear mixed model, the response for each subject i is modeled as

y i = Xiβ
∗ +Qibi + ǫi, (1)

where the error term ǫi ∼ N (0, σ2
ǫ Imi

) and Imi
is the mi × mi identity matrix and β∗ is the fixed effects

coefficient vector. Under this model, we know that the response vector y i follows a Gaussian marginal

distribution, i.e.

y i|X i,Qi ∼ N (X iβ
∗,V i(η)) ,
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where V i(η) = QiG(η)QT
i + σ2

ǫ Imi
. Hence, the log-likelihood function for the parameters (β∗,η) is given

by

l(β∗,η|y i) = −mi

2
log(2π)− 1

2
log|V i(η)| −

1

2
(y i −X iβ

∗)TV −1
i (η)(y i −X iβ

∗). (2)

The maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) of the parameters (β∗,η) is found by maximizing the empirical

average of the likelihood over n observations. Throughout the article, we will assume for simplicity that all

subjects are measured m times so that mi = m for all subjects i and the total number of measurements

becomes N = nm.

2.1 Likelihood screening

In the setting introduced above, the observations {(y i,X i,Qi)}ni=1 are i.i.d realizations of the random

variable (y ,X ,Q). Moving forward, we focus on the conditional approach and assume that X and Q are

given and omit explicit conditioning on these for simplicity. Our main interest is the response profile as

a function of time and potential interactions with time. Thus, it makes sense to screen based on a model

that captures exactly this feature. In order to achieve this, we partition the design matrix for the fixed

effects X into three separate design matrices; XM corresponding to the high-dimensional covariates, X T

corresponding to the time variable and X I corresponding to the interactions between the covariates and

time. Similarly, we may partition (without loss of generality) the coefficient vector β∗ into corresponding

vectors β
∗
M = [β∗

1 , · · · , β∗
p ]

T , for the main effects, β∗
I = [β∗T

I1 , · · · ,β∗T
Ip ]

T for interactions, where each β
∗
Ik,

k = 1, ..., p is the vector of interaction coefficients corresponding to variable k, and τ ∗ for the time variable.

The first element of β∗ is β∗
0 for the intercept. Thus, the model (1) for a random variable y can be written

as

y = β∗
01m +XMβ∗

M +X Iβ
∗
I +X T τ

∗ +Qb + ǫ, (3)

where 1m is the m-vector of ones. A crucial assumption that is often being made is that the true active

set of main effects and interactions, defined as B = {1 ≤ k ≤ p : |β∗
k | 6= 0 or ‖β∗

Ik‖ 6= 0}, is sparse, i.e.

s = |B| ≪ p. We aim to estimate this set through variable screening by specifying a semi-marginal model

for each covariate k ∈ {1, ..., p}, that includes both the main effect of the covariate k, the effect of time, and

the interaction effect between variable k and time. Let xk ∈ R
m be the random vector corresponding to

the kth main variable. The time variable can be assumed to be dummy coded with m− 1 dummy variables

corresponding to the m different time points, so that X T ∈ R
m×m−1. The interaction between variable k
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and time is then denoted by the m × (m − 1) matrix X Ik. We may note that if we have a linear effect of

time, the time variable becomes the vector x τ with corresponding scalar regression coefficient τ , but we will

focus on the more general case with time dummy variables in the following theoretical derivations.

Under this set-up, we define the semi-marginal MLE for each k ∈ {1, ..., p} by

(β̂0k, β̂Mk, β̂Ik, τ̂ k, η̂k) = argmax
(β0k,βMk,βIk

,τk,ηk
)

Pn[l(β0k, βMk,βIk, τ k,ηk|y)], (4)

where Pn denotes the empirical average based on n observations and l(·) is the log-likelihood function in (2).

Let us define the population parameter values corresponding to the semi-marginal MLEs as

(β̄0k, β̄Mk, β̄Ik, τ̄ k, η̄k) = argmax
(β0k,βMk,βIk

,τk,ηk
)

E[l(β0k, βMk,βIk, τ k,ηk|y)]. (5)

Moving forward, we will omit the dependence of ηk unless explicitly needed, and let V (η) = V . We will

show that the theory holds when η is simultaneously estimated with the regression coefficients, so that we

do not need to assume that η is given.

Since the log-likelihood function is differentiable, (5) satisfies the score equations

E

[[
1m xk X Ik X T

]T
V−1(β̄0k1m + β̄Mkxk +X Ikβ̄Ik +X T τ̄ k)

]

= E

[[
1m xk X Ik X T

]T
V −1y

]
. (6)

Similarly, the MLEs in (4) also satisfy (6) but with the model expectation replaced by the empirical average

Pn. The resulting equations are called estimating equations for (β0k, βMk,βIk, τ k). The proposed likelihood

screening procedure retains both the main effect and the interaction effect corresponding to the variables

k ∈ {1, ..., p} that yield the highest log-likelihood values L̂k, defined as

L̂k = Pn[l(β̂0k, β̂Mk, β̂Ik, τ̂ k|y)],

where (β̂0k, β̂Mk, β̂Ik, τ̂ k) is defined as in (4). We then select the variables that give the highest likelihood

values when both the main effect and its interaction with time are included, leading to the screening set

B̂ = {1 ≤ k ≤ p : L̂k ≥ ν̃n}, (7)
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where ν̃n is a predefined threshold value. This method ranks the covariates according to how much each

covariate contributes to the magnitude of the likelihood function, similar to the likelihood ratio screening

procedure in [5]. The screening set B̂ estimates the true active set B. In fact, Theorem 3 shows that the

screening set B̂ is a superset of B, with probability tending to one.

2.2 Sure screening properties

To establish the sure screening property of the likelihood screening procedure, we make use of the ideas of

the conditional screening approach of Barut et al. [6]. The idea is to condition on a specific set of variables

which prior to screening is known to be important. Thus, the same set of variables is conditioned on in

each marginal model. Since we have no interest in screening the time variable, we will condition on this

variable in the semi-marginal model corresponding to variable k. Note that while we focus on interactions

with time only, X τ may consist of all possible variables that we wish to keep out of the screening step.

However, we assume that the number of columns in X τ is small compared to the number of covariates. To

show the sure screening property of the screening procedure (7), we must first show that the population

parameters (β̄Mk, β̄Ik) are useful probes for the true marginal coefficients (β∗
Mk,β

∗
Ik). Then, we need to

show that the semi-marginal MLEs (β̂Mk, β̂Ik) are uniformly close to (β̄Mk, β̄Ik). We start with the sure

screening properties of the population parameters. In order to derive such theoretical properties, we define

a conditional mixed linear expectation, following the same idea from Barut et al. [6], as

EL(y |H ) := α01 +Hα, (8)

where (α0,α) is the solution to

E

[[
1 H

]T
V−1(α01 +Hα)

]
= E

[[
1 H

]T
V−1y

]
, (9)

where V = Var(y). Here, EL(y |H ) is thus the best linearly fitted regression. Now, in order to show

the theoretical results, we need to define a reference level for the likelihood value. We may note that the

likelihood screening approach is equivalent to a likelihood ratio screening, where we select those variables

that give the largest increase in the likelihood value compared to the intercept and time effect model, i.e.,

B̂ = {1 ≤ k ≤ p : L̂R
k ≥ νn}, where L̂R

k is defined as

L̂R
k = Pn

[
l(β̂M

0 , 0,0 , τ̂M |y)− l(β̂0k, β̂Mk, β̂Ik, τ̂ k|y)
]
,
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and (β̂M
0 , τ̂M ) = argmin(βM

0
,τM ) Pn[l(β

M
0 , 0,0 , τM |y)], so that νn = Pnl(β̂

M
0 , 0,0 , τ̂M |y) + ν̃n. Clearly, the

population version of L̂R
k is

LR
k = E[l(β̄M

0 , 0,0 , τ̄M |y)− l(β̄0k, β̄Mk, β̄Ik, τ̄ k|y)],

where

(β̄M
0 , τ̄M ) = argmin

(βM

0
,τM )

E[l(βM
0 , 0,0 , τM |y)].

For a more general notation, we will now define the matrices Z k = [xk,X Ik] and Z−k = X T , and corre-

sponding coefficient vector ζk = [βMk,β
T
Ik]

T . We first show the relationship between the population version

of L̂R
k and the conditional mixed linear expectation in the following theorem. For brevity in presentation, its

proof is given in Appendix B.1; the required regularity conditions A.1 – A.10 are presented in Appendix A.

Theorem 1 Assume that the solution to (6) is unique and Condition A.2 and A.8 hold. Then for k ∈

{1, ..., p},

LR
k = 0 if and only if EL(y|Z−k) = EL(y|Zk,Z−k)

A necessary condition to ensure sure screening property at the population level is that the minimum marginal

signal strength is larger than the estimation error. In the following theorem, we show that this is possible

under some conditions. Its proof is in Appendix B.2.

Theorem 2 Suppose that Condition A.2 and A.8 holds and that there exist constants c0 and M > 0 such

that

max
1≤k≤p

‖E(ZT
kV

−1Zk)‖1 ≤ M, and min
k∈B

‖E[ZT
k V

−1{EL(y|Zk,Z−k)− EL(y|Z−k)}‖1 ≥
c0
√
m

nκ
, (10)

where κ is as in Condition A.10. Then there exists a positive constant c1 > 0 such that

min
k∈B

|LR
k | ≥ c1mn−2κ.

In the following theorem, the sure screening property of the proposed method is stated. While we assume

that the covariance structure is given, we do not need to assume that η is known. In fact, by utilizing

Theorem 1 of [22], we are able to show that the sure screening property of the likelihood screening will

hold when η is estimated simultaneously with the regression coefficients. This also implies that while the
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estimated covariance matrix V will depend on k, the result will still hold. The proof of the following theorem

is given in Appendix B.3.

Theorem 3 Assume that Conditions A.1–A.10 and the conditions in Theorem 2 hold for any k = 1, ..., p,

and assume that n1−2κk−2
n K−2

n → ∞. Then, by taking νn = c3mn−2κ for a sufficiently small positive

constant c3, there exists a constant c4 > 0 such that

Pr(B ⊂ B̂) ≥ 1− s exp(c4n
1−2κ(knKn)

−2) + snr1 exp(−r0K
α
n ) + r2 exp(−r3n),

where s = |B|.

3 Numerical results

3.1 Threshold value

A common challenge for all screening procedures is to select the threshold value ν̃n such that the dimension

of the fixed design matrix is reduced from the potentially very large number p to a more moderate scale d.

The threshold can be chosen in different ways, for example by controlling the false positives etc. However, in

practice it is common to retain a fixed number of predictors, for example n/log(n) or (n− 1). Our preferred

approach is to use such a hard thresholding rule followed by a regularized regression procedure where false

positives can be controlled by, for example, stability selection. In the setting of longitudinal data, it is more

interesting to look at the effective sample size, which is smaller than the total number of observations since

the observations from the same subject are correlated. Hence, in the following simulation examples, we set

d equal to the effective sample size ne, given by

ne =
m

1 + ICC · (m− 1)
· n, (11)

where ICC is the intraclass correlation coefficient. In our simulations, the ICC is estimated by a simple

variance component model.

3.2 Simulation studies

We conducted a number of simulation studies to compare the finite sample performance of the likelihood

screening procedure with existing methods, specifically the GEE screening approach by Xu et al. [21]. This

9



is a screening procedure developed for time course data and is therefore a relevant method for comparison.

The GEE screening method is based on marginal models, in contrast to the mixed model approach described

in Section 3. In the setting of a linear model with mean zero, the idea of [21] is to define the screening

statistics as the p−dimensional vector

ĝ = n−1
n∑

i=1

X T
i A

1/2
i R̂

−1
A

−1/2
i y i, (12)

where Ai is an mi×mi diagonal matrix with the conditional variance of y i given X i along the diagonal, and

R̂i = Ri(ρ̂) is an mi ×mi estimated working correlation matrix that depends on a correlation parameter ρ̂.

The working correlation matrix Ri needs to be provided, and the estimate ρ̂ is obtained via the residual-

based moment method. For simplicity, we assume that the working correlation structure is the same for

all subjects, so that we may omit the subscript i. Common working correlation structures are compound

symmetry and first-order autoregressive correlation, given as follows:

Rcomp(ρ) =




1 ρ · · · ρ

ρ 1 · · · ρ

...
...

. . .
...

ρ ρ · · · 1




, Rar(ρ) =




1 ρ · · · ρm

ρ 1 · · · ρm

...
...

. . .
...

ρm ρm−1 · · · 1




, (13)

for some correlation parameter ρ and m time points. We may note that for A
1/2
i R̂

−1
A

−1/2
i = Im, the

procedure is equivalent to SIS of Fan and Lv [4] for linear models. This approach, which we will refer to as

GEES, thus yields the screening set B̂ = {1 ≤ k ≤ p : |ĝk| > δ̃n} for some predefined threshold δ̃n, where ĝk

is the kth entry of ĝ .

Example 1

We simulate a random intercept model where the high-dimensional covariates are only measured at baseline,

and with linear effect of time and interactions between some of the covariates and time. That is, we simulate

n independent samples y1, ..., yn of the same length m from the model (3) where the time variable is the

vector x τ = [0, 1, ...,m− 1]T and bi = bi1m, where bi ∼ N (0, σ2
b ) and ǫi ∼ N (0, σ2

ǫ Im). For the covariates,

Xi1, ..., Xip ∼ N (0, 0.42) and X iM consists of the baseline measurements repeated m times. The design

matrix X iI consists of the interactions between X iM and x τ . Since we have a random intercept model, the

design matrix for the random effects Qi = 1m. We set p = 1000, m = 4 and we do 400 simulations for each

method. Denote the true active set of variables by M = {1, 2, 3, 4} for main effects and I = {2, 3, 4, 5} for
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interaction variables, i.e. we have one pure main effect and one pure interaction effect, and the rest are both

main and interaction effects. We set the screening threshold such that the top d = ne variables are retained,

where ne is calculated as in (11). We let β∗
0 = 0, τ∗ = 0.2, β∗

M = 1 4 and β∗
I = 0.5 · 1 4. We set σǫ = 0.1

and let σb ∈ {0.1, 0.9} and the number of subjects n ∈ {40, 80, 100} to give different challenging scenarios.

We compare our method to the GEES method described in the previous section, with three correlation

structures; independence, compound symmetry and AR(1), and refer to these as GEES.ind, GEES.cs and

GEES.ar1, respectively. As GEES is not formulated for interactions, we implement the method using the

design matrix consisting only of the p main effects. For the likelihood screening procedure, we consider two

dependency structures; random intercept only, and random intercept together with a random effect of time

(a random slope). We call these settings LS.intercept and LS.slope, respectively. The covariance parameters

η = [σ2
b , σ

2
ǫ ]

T are estimated by maximum likelihood in each semi-marginal model. Let rM be the fraction

of simulations that identifies all of M, rI the fraction of simulations that identifies all of I, R̄M the mean

recovery rate of M, R̄I the mean recovery rate of I and MMS the minimum model size required to capture

all of M and I. Table 1 shows the results of these simulations. First, we may note that GEES.ind and

GEES.cs gives identical results. This is because when we are only considering the baseline measurements

of each covariate, the screening statistic ĝ with compound symmetry correlation matrix is simply a scaled

version of the screening statistic corresponding to the independence structure. Next, we note that when it

comes to interactions, the likelihood screening procedures performs better than GEES across all settings.

Finally, the likelihood screening with random intercept and time slope performs significantly better than

GEES and LS.intercept when it comes to the main effects, while it performs similarly to LS.intercept with

regards to interactions. When looking at the MMS, LS.slope performs significantly better than all other

methods across all settings.
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Table 1: Table of rM, rI , R̄M and R̄I for 400 simulations, together with the 50%, 75%, and 95% percentiles
of the minimum model size and the average runtime in seconds in Example 1. Simulations were run on a
2.10 GHz Intel Xeon Platinum 8160 CPU, and the Likelihood screening run in parallel across 12 cores.

n Method rM R̄M rI R̄I Time 50% 75% 95%

σb = 0.1

40 GEES.ind 0.38 0.8206 0.2325 0.7794 0.0005 276 587 916
GEES.cs 0.38 0.8206 0.2325 0.7794 0.0010 276 587 916
GEES.ar1 0.375 0.8194 0.235 0.7800 0.0014 270 591 919
LS.intercept 0.0875 0.73 0.675 0.91 0.0392 248 359 485
LS.slope 0.6725 0.91 0.6725 0.91 0.0482 18 66 278

80 GEES.ind 0.8625 0.9656 0.575 0.8938 0.0011 90 218 728
GEES.cs 0.8625 0.9656 0.575 0.8938 0.0022 90 218 728
GEES.ar1 0.8625 0.9656 0.5775 0.8944 0.0037 90 216 728
LS.intercept 0.3725 0.84 0.9975 1 0.0407 125 187 269
LS.slope 0.9975 1 0.9975 1 0.0531 5 5 16

100 GEES.ind 0.93 0.9825 0.7575 0.9394 0.0013 48 152 585
GEES.exch 0.93 0.9825 0.7575 0.9394 0.0032 48 152 585
GEES.ar1 0.93 0.9825 0.76 0.9400 0.0058 48 153 588
LS.intercept 0.6175 0.90 1 1 0.0415 94 144 219
LS.slope 1 1 1 1 0.0563 5 5 6

σb = 0.9

40 GEES.ind 0.155 0.6788 0.0975 0.6506 0.0005 405 688 930
GEES.cs 0.155 0.6788 0.0975 0.6506 0.0005 405 688 930
GEES.ar1 0.1525 0.6794 0.0975 0.6506 0.0014 408 684 923
LS.intercept 0.08 0.71 0.6225 0.90 0.0393 289 437 707
LS.slope 0.325 0.77 0.545 0.87 0.0499 88 220 534

80 GEES.ind 0.705 0.9244 0.42 0.8525 0.0010 184 441 850
GEES.cs 0.705 0.9244 0.42 0.8525 0.0010 184 441 850
GEES.ar1 0.705 0.9250 0.42 0.8525 0.0035 186 444 846
LS.intercept 0.26 0.81 0.995 1 0.0406 167 264 450
LS.slope 0.9225 0.98 0.985 1 0.0556 8 18 129

100 GEES.ind 0.8425 0.9606 0.5725 0.8912 0.0012 120 340 859
GEES.exch 0.8425 0.9606 0.5725 0.8912 0.0028 120 340 859
GEES.ar1 0.8425 0.9606 0.575 0.8919 0.0067 120 337 858
LS.intercept 0.4325 0.86 1 1 0.0414 136 220 376
LS.slope 0.975 0.99 1 1 0.0593 5 9 52

Example 2

In Example 1, we only considered the baseline measurement of the covariates. When a covariate is time-

invariant like this, its effect becomes a purely between-subject effect. In order to assess performance in

situations with a time-varying covariate, we now simulate Xi1, ..., Xip independently from a multivariate

normal distribution with mean 0 and AR(1) covariance matrix with marginal variance 0.42 and autocorrela-

tion coefficient 0.8. In addition, we let the slopes of the time variable vary randomly, so that bi ∼ N (0, σ2
b I2)

and Qi = [1m, x τ ]. The rest of the setup is as in Example 1. Table 2 shows the results of these simulations.

Similarly to Example 1, the two likelihood screening procedures performs best when it comes to capturing
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the interactions across all settings, and LS.slope also performs best when it comes to capturing the main

effects. We observe an impressive effect of including a random slope in the screening, in particular for high

σb. In this example, we see the benefits of incorporating the within-subject correlation, as the GEES.cs and

GEES.ar1 methods performs significantly better than GEES.ind, when focusing on both main effects and

interactions.

Table 2: Table of rM, rI , R̄M and R̄I for 400 simulations, together with the 50%, 75%, and 95% percentiles
of the minimum model size and the average runtime in seconds in Example 2. Simulations were run on a
2.10 GHz Intel Xeon Platinum 8160 CPU, and the Likelihood screening run in parallel across 12 cores.

n Method rM R̄M rI R̄I Time 50% 75% 95%

σb = 0.1

40 GEES.ind 0.6625 0.9138 0.4425 0.8588 0.0005 162 356 782
GEES.cs 0.7175 0.9288 0.5625 0.8888 0.0011 88 257 748
GEES.ar1 0.8325 0.9581 0.6625 0.9156 0.0010 47 159 604
LS.intercept 0.6475 0.91 0.76 0.94 0.0395 59 175 489
LS.slope 0.945 0.99 0.8175 0.95 0.0436 14 51 213

80 GEES.ind 0.9625 0.9906 0.82 0.9550 0.0010 29 105 564
GEES.cs 0.99 0.9975 0.8975 0.9744 0.0030 12 44 225
GEES.ar1 0.995 0.9988 0.945 0.9862 0.0024 9 26 165
LS.intercept 0.98 1 0.985 1 0.0404 9 20 96
LS.slope 1 1 0.995 1 0.0466 5 6 25

100 GEES.ind 0.9925 0.9981 0.9175 0.9794 0.0014 13 49 253
GEES.cs 1 1 0.9625 0.9906 0.0047 7 17 110
GEES.ar1 1 1 0.9775 0.9944 0.0037 6 13 85
LS.intercept 1 1 0.9975 1 0.0414 6 9 30
LS.slope 1 1 1 1 0.0492 5 5 7

σb = 0.9

40 GEES.ind 0.1175 0.6162 0.0625 0.5850 0.0006 484 736 934
GEES.cs 0.12 0.6306 0.0925 0.6094 0.0013 508 714 958
GEES.ar1 0.2175 0.7212 0.12 0.6850 0.0011 402 668 936
LS.intercept 0.0625 0.57 0.1125 0.61 0.0391 440 680 922
LS.slope 0.8075 0.95 0.6675 0.92 0.0439 50 160 510

80 GEES.ind 0.57 0.8844 0.37 0.8319 0.0010 280 559 904
GEES.cs 0.6575 0.9069 0.4525 0.8519 0.0037 218 496 829
GEES.ar1 0.7775 0.9419 0.54 0.8825 0.0025 163 367 849
LS.intercept 0.535 0.88 0.575 0.89 0.0405 193 394 813
LS.slope 0.995 1 0.95 0.99 0.0473 6 13 131

100 GEES.ind 0.785 0.9450 0.5125 0.8731 0.0014 206 468 906
GEES.cs 0.83 0.9562 0.585 0.8919 0.0059 142 350 870
GEES.ar1 0.89 0.9725 0.6425 0.9100 0.0040 98 265 746
LS.intercept 0.79 0.95 0.7575 0.94 0.0415 114 288 670
LS.slope 1 1 0.985 1 0.0499 5 7 34

13



Example 3

In order to assess the performance of the methods in a situation with non-linear effects of time, we simulate

from a random intercept model as in Example 1, but now the time variable is a dummy variable,

X τ =




0 0 0

1 0 0

0 1 0

0 0 1




for each subject, while Q i, bi, σǫ, M and I are as in Example 1. We set β∗
0 = 0 and β∗

M = β∗
I = τ ∗ = 1 4.

We consider only baseline measurements of the high-dimensional covariates as in Example 1. As seen in

Example 1, GEES with compound symmetry correlation structure is equivalent to that of an independence

structure. Thus, we omit the results for GEES.cs here. The results are given in Figure 3. Again focusing on

the interactions, we observe that the likelihood screening approach outperforms GEES across all settings,

suggesting that screening on the likelihood value is a good approach in cases where we have a set of interaction

parameters. Similarly to Example 1 and 2, we see the benefits of incorporating a random slope in the

likelihood screening for capturing the main effects.
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Table 3: Table of rM, rI , R̄M and R̄I for 400 simulations, together with the 50%, 75%, and 95% percentiles
of the minimum model size and the average runtime in seconds in Example 3. Simulations were run on a
2.10 GHz Intel Xeon Platinum 8160 CPU, and the Likelihood screening run in parallel across 12 cores.

n Method rM R̄M rI R̄I Time 50% 75% 95%

σb = 0.1

40 GEES.ind 0.3825 0.8212 0.2425 0.7825 0.0005 276 587 916
GEES.ar1 0.42 0.8350 0.2 0.7694 0.0011 306 607 909
LS.intercept 0.0875 0.73 0.67 0.91 0.0396 251 361 480
LS.slope 0.5025 0.86 0.765 0.94 0.0467 49 84 261

80 GEES.ind 0.865 0.9663 0.5825 0.8956 0.0010 90 218 728
GEES.ar1 0.905 0.9762 0.51 0.8775 0.0024 112 276 835
LS.intercept 0.3775 0.84 0.9975 1 0.0411 125 186 271
LS.slope 0.995 1 0.995 1 0.0512 7 11 28

100 GEES.ind 0.93 0.9825 0.765 0.9412 0.0012 48 152 585
GEES.ar1 0.9575 0.9894 0.66 0.9150 0.0034 66 186 659
LS.intercept 0.625 0.91 1 1 0.042 92 144 219
LS.slope 1 1 1 1 0.0546 6 7 13

σb = 0.9

40 GEES.ind 0.155 0.6812 0.0975 0.6538 0.0006 405 688 930
GEES.ar1 0.16 0.6769 0.0825 0.6350 0.0011 432 690 952
LS.intercept 0.0725 0.71 0.6175 0.90 0.0398 286 436 723
LS.slope 0.175 0.74 0.67 0.91 0.0475 144 320 665

80 GEES.ind 0.705 0.9250 0.4225 0.8531 0.0010 184 441 850
GEES.ar1 0.7375 0.9319 0.3475 0.8319 0.0028 230 517 884
LS.intercept 0.275 0.82 0.9925 1 0.0412 166 263 455
LS.slope 0.785 0.94 0.9925 1 0.0523 36 76 237

100 GEES.ind 0.8425 0.9606 0.575 0.8919 0.0013 120 340 859
GEES.ar1 0.8625 0.9656 0.4625 0.8638 0.0035 168 429 878
LS.intercept 0.4425 0.86 1 1 0.0423 132 216 383
LS.slope 0.9075 0.98 1 1 0.0556 19 47 164

In the Supplementary material, we have performed the same simulation studies as in Example 1, 2 and 3 for

both disjoint sets, i.e. M = {1, 2, 3, 4} and I = {5, 6, 7}, and for identical sets M = I = {1, 2, 3, 4}. In these

results, we see similar trends, that both of the likelihood screening methods performs better than GEES

when it comes to capturing the interactions. In addition, LS.slope greatly outperforms both GEES and

LS.intercept across many settings with respect to capturing the main effects. This is particularly apparent

when considering the MMS. However, LS.slope performs a bit worse with identical sets and the set-up under

Example 1 (a random intercept model). This is not surprising as the LS.slope is a misspecification of the

correlation structure when the simulated model has only a random intercept.

3.3 Real life data example

Elevated serum triglyceride (TG) levels are known to be associated with the risk of cardiovascular disease

(CVD), and the CVD risk reducing effect of marine omega-3 fatty acids is believed to be mainly mediated

15



by reduction of TG levels. However, it is well known that there is large individual variation with regard to

TG response in relation to intake of dietary fat. In this example, we will analyze data from a randomized

controlled cross-over trial in n = 47 subjects [23]. The subjects were exposed to four different meals with

similar fat contents, and the response was serum concentration of TG measured before the meal and 2, 4,

and 6 hours after. In addition to the primary exposure (meal), we have measured mRNA on a targeted set

of genes before each meal. Our primary interest is if the TG response is related to mRNA, i.e. if there are

any interactions between some genes and time. As we have mRNA from a total of 624 genes, it makes sense

to perform some variable screening to identify promising candidate genes. The TG response after each meal

is typically highly non-linear and a practical solution to the analysis is to introduce dummy variables for

time.

We apply our suggested conditional screening method, conditioning on meal in addition to time and include

a random intercept and random effect of time, as in the simulation studies. The variance parameters are

estimated by MLE. We then retain the top ne variables, where the effective sample size is now estimated by

fitting a random intercept model and conditioning on meal, leading to ne ≈ 61.

Notice, in this example, we cannot apply the GEE screening method as a comparison, as this method does

not allow for conditional screening, which is necessary in order to take care of the meal effect. In order

to investigate the variability of the likelihood screening procedure, we also include a bootstrapping step,

where we apply the screening procedure on random subsamples of size n where the sampling is done with

replacement. We repeat this 100 times. Figure 1 shows the distribution of the screening frequencies, i.e. the

number of times each variable was retained among the top ne variables, in order to illustrate the variation

among the estimated active sets across the samples. In total, 489 variables were retained in at least one

subsample, out of 624, indicating the need for a liberal screening threshold.
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Figure 1: Sorted histogram of the selected genes in 100 bootstrap samples.
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We complete the analysis by performing a final variable selection with the SCAD procedure of Ghosh and

Thoresen [15]. We first do a single pre-screening with our proposed method with random intercept and

random time slope, and retain the top ne variables. Then, we fit a SCAD model with a regularization

parameter selected through cross-validation based on the screening set. For the final fit, we keep time and

meal unpenalized in the model, and fit a random intercept and random time slope model. With the given

regularization parameter, stability selection based on complementary pairs [24] was performed, in which we

take a random subsample of size ⌊n/2⌋ of the original data set and perform a variable selection with SCAD

on the two disjoint subsets. We performed the resampling 50 times and below we report the interactions and

main effects whose estimated coefficients were non-zero in more than 60% of the subsamples (the relative

selection frequency in parentheses).

Main variables Interaction variables

ITGA2B (0.87), LILRA3 (0.83) FCER1A (0.82),
BLNK (0.80), HLA.DRB1 (0.69), NT5E (0.68),
TNFSF12 (0.67), ATG16L1 (0.63), CD80 (0.60)

FCER1A (0.63), GUSB (0.60)

We see that nine main effect variables were selected in more than 60% of the subsamples, while two inter-

actions were selected. Of the two selected interaction variables, the FCER1A gene also appears as a main

effect, while the GUSB gene only appears through an interaction with time. The interpretation of this is
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that the gene has no relation to fasting TG level, but is related to TG response to the given meal. To what

extent this is biologically plausible is beyond the scope of the current paper. Also, the biological role of the

two selected interaction genes in relation to TG response is unclear.

4 Discussion

The need for interaction screening procedures for response profiles as a function of time in high-dimensional

longitudinal data motivated this work. We have proposed a conditional screening procedure that screens for

both main effects and interactions, without the need for the heredity assumption, and that is able to capture

interactions consisting of several terms. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first conditional screening

procedure for clustered data. We have shown the sure screening properties of the suggested method. We

compared the finite sample performance of the method with the GEE method of Xu et al. [21] through

simulations. We saw that the likelihood screening approach is better for capturing the interactions across

a range of different signal strengths. The likelihood screening with random slope in time in addition to

random intercept also performed significantly better than GEES when it comes to capturing main effects in

many set-ups. When focusing on the MMS, LS.slope greatly outperforms both the GEES and LS.likelihood

methods. Even though the correlation structure is wrongly specified in the setting of a random intercept

data-generating process, it still performs better than the correctly specified LS.intercept. We believe that

this is due to the unexplained variation induced by other active interaction terms not included in the present

marginal model, which is better captured by a random slope model.

The GEES has the major computational advantage of only evaluating a function once, instead of fitting p

separate marginal models, which makes it an interesting alternative. It would be straightforward to modify

the GEES approach to screen for interactions if we are interested in single interaction terms, but we have

used the method as proposed in Xu et al. [21].

In many situations, a mixed model approach seems a more natural choice than a GEE approach. If we e.g.

have missing data, the GEES procedure implicitly assumes that data must be missing completely at random.

If the data is missing at random instead, the GEE approach has to be modified in order to incorporate the

missing mechanisms, as mentioned by Xu et al. [21], while incorporating this missing data mechanism in

mixed models is straightforward. In addition, the mixed model approach is often a favorable approach in

studies in which study subjects are measured at different time points, and finally, if the goal is prediction,

GEE is not well suited.

An issue that arises for all univariate screening procedures is that covariates that are marginally unrelated

but jointly correlated with the response might be missed by the screening procedure. For this reason, Fan
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and Lv [4] proposes an iterative version of the screening, in which an initial active set is estimated by variable

screening with the original response, while in the subsequent iterations the residuals from the previous model

is used as the new response to obtain a new estimated active set, which is then added to the previous set.

This iterative approach is straightforward to implement for the proposed procedure and can be expected to

have an improved performance, similar to what is seen for SIS and GEES.

How to set the screening threshold is crucial. We argue that it makes most sense to use a liberal threshold,

using the screening procedure primarily to reduce the number of variables to a level that is manageable and

leave the final variable selection to some regularized regression procedure. Motivated by this, we used a

threshold equal to d = ne.

Finally, this work focuses on the linear mixed model. To extend it to generalised linear mixed models would

be of interest, but outside the scope of this paper.
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A Regularity conditions for sure screening properties

We consider the following conditions for every k = 1, ..., p while proving the sure screening property for the

proposed screening procedure based on likelihood value.

A.1 Suppose that there exists a suitable constant Z > 0 such that (β̄0k, ζ̄k, τ̄k) is an interior point of the

compact and convex set Z =
{
(β0k, ζk, τ k) : |β0k − β̄0k|+ ‖ζk − ζ̄k‖1 + ‖|τ k − τ̄k‖1| < Z

}
.

A.2 There exists a positive constant C0 such that E‖1T
mZ−k‖2 ≤ mC0 and E‖1TmZ k‖2 ≤ mC0.

A.3 The variance-covariance matrix V (η) is positive definite at η = η̄k. and the matrix [1 ,Z k,Z−k] is

of full column rank. Additionally, ‖Ik‖ is bounded from above, where Ik is the semi-marginal Fisher

information matrix, given by

Ik = E
[
[1 ,Z k,Z−k]

TV−1(η̄)[1 ,Z k,Z−k]
]
.

A.4 There exist positive constants s0, s1 such that

m∑

j=1

[
E
{
exp

[
(xT

j β
∗ + qT

j b + s0)
2/2− (xT

j β
∗ + qT

j b)
2/2

]}

+ E
{
exp

[
(xT

j β
∗ + qT

j b − s0)
2/2− (xT

j β
∗ + qT

j b)
2/2

]}
]
≤ s1,

where xT
j and qT

j are the jth row of X and Q , respectively.

A.5 There exist positive constants r0, r1, α (independent of k) such that, for a sufficiently large t, we have

Pr(‖Z k‖1 > t) ≤ 1

2
(r1 − s1) exp(−r0t

α), Pr(‖Z−k‖1 > t) ≤ 1

2
(r1 − s1) exp(−r0t

α),

where s1 is the same constant from Condition A.4.

A.6 For a given (β0k, ζk, τ k) ∈ Z, the function l(β0k, ζk, τ k,η|y) satisfies the Lipschitz condition with a

positive constant kn at η = η̄k. That is, for any (β0k, ζk, τ k), (β
′
0k, ζ

′
k, τ

′
k) ∈ Z and all (y ,X ) ∈ Λn :=

{(y ,X ) : ‖X‖1 ≤ Kn, ‖y‖∞ ≤ K∗
n} for sufficiently large positive constants Kn and K∗

n, we have

∣∣l (β0k, ζk, τ k, η̄k|y)− l
(
β′
0k, ζ

′
k, τ

′
k, η̄k|y

)∣∣ (14)

≤ kn
∣∣m(β0k − β′

0k) + 1T
mZ k(ζk − ζ′

k) + 1T
mZ−k(τ k − τ ′

k)
∣∣ .
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A.7 There exists an ǫ1 > 0 (independent of k) such that, for the constant Kn in Condition A.6, we have

sup
{β0k,ζk

,τk}∈Z,

‖[β0k,ζ
T

k
,τT

k
]T−[β̄0k,ζ̄

T

k
,τ̄T

k
]T ‖≤ǫ1

∣∣∣E[(θT
ZkV

−1(η̄k)Zkθ)I(‖Zk‖1 > Kn)]
∣∣∣ ≤ o(m/n),

where Zk := [1 ,Z k,Z−k] and θ := [β0k, ζ
T
k , τ

T
k ]

T .

A.8 There exists a positive constant K̃ (independent of k) such that, for all (β0k, ζk, τ k) ∈ Z , we have

E
[
l(β0k, ζk, τ k, η̄k|y)− l(β̄0k, ζ̄k, τ̄ k, η̄k|y)

]
≥ K̃

∥∥∥[β0k, ζ
T
k , τ

T
k ]

T − [β̄0k, ζ̄
T
k , τ̄

T
k ]

T
∥∥∥
2

.

A.9 Suppose that there exist constants r2 and r3 such that Pr(Ωc
n) ≤ r2 exp(−r3n), where Ωn = {(y ,X ) :

Pnl(β̂0k, ζ̂k, τ̂ k, η̄k|y) ≤ Pnl(β̄0k, ζ̄k, τ̄ k, η̄k|y)}.

A.10 For each k, let Sk = Pn

[
[1,Z k,Z−k]

TV −1[1,Z k,Z−k]
]
. Then, there exists some positive constants

c7 and c8 (independent of k) and some 0 < κ < 1/2, such that

Pr(λmin(Sk) > c7) = 1−O{exp(−c8n
1−κ)}.

Conditions A.1-A.8 (except A.2) are equivalent to Condition 2 in [6] for multivariate response variables,

which hold for most common practical cases. Condition A.2 ensures that the sum of the variances of the

covariates is finite, whereas in [6] the assumption was made that the marginal variances were equal to one.

Conditions A.9 and A.10 are related to the data-generating process. Condition A.9 is required for the sure

screening property to hold with an unknown variance parameter η. Condition A.10 ensures that the matrix

Sk is positive definite with exponentially high probability, by letting its minimum eigenvalue be bounded

away from zero with probability converging to one at an exponential rate.

B Appendix

B.1 Proof of Theorem 1

From (8), we have that EL(y |Z−k) = β̄M1 + Z−kτ̄
M and EL(y |Z k,Z−k) = β̄0k1 + Z kζ̄k + Z−kτ̄ k.

⇐:

If EL(y |Z−k) = EL(y |Z k,Z−k) then β̄M1 + τ̄Mz−k = β̄0k1 + Z kζ̄k + Z−kτ̄ k which implies Z kζ̄k = 0.

By A.3, this is true if and only if ζ̄k = 0 . Because we assume the solution to (6) is unique, then β̄M
0 = β̄0k

and τ̄M = τ̄ k, which means LR
k = 0.
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⇒:

If LR
k = 0, then from Condition A.8,

∥∥∥∥
[
β̄M
0 − β̄0k, β̄Mk, β̄

T
Ik, (τ̄

M − τ̄ k)
T
]T∥∥∥∥

2

= 0, which means that

[β̄Mk, β̄
T
Ik]

T = ζ̄k = [0,0 ]T . By the definition of the conditional linear expectation, (β̄M
0 , 0,0 , τ̄M ) is a

solution to

E
[ [

1 Z−k

]T
V −1(β̄M

0 1 + Z−kτ̄
M )

]
= E

[ [
1 Z−k

]T
V−1y

]
. (15)

Similarly, (β̄0k, 0,0 , τ̄ k) is a solution to (6). But, note that (6) is equivalent to

E

[[
1 Z−k

]T
V−1(β̄0k1 + Z kζ̄k + Z−kτ̄ k)

]
= E

[[
1 Z−k

]T
V−1y

]
, and

E
[
Z T

kV
−1(β̄0k1 + Z kζ̄k + Z−kτ̄ k)

]
= E

[
Z T

kV
−1y

]

Since ζ̄k = [0,0 ]T ,

E

[[
1 Z−k

]T
V −1(β̄0k1 + Z kζ̄k + Z−kτ̄ k)

]

= E

[[
1 Z−k

]T
V−1(β̄0k1 + Z−kτ̄ k)

]

= E

[[
1 Z−k

]
V−1y

]
, (16)

implying that a solution to (15) is also a solution to (6). Since we assume that this solution is unique, we

must have that β̄M
0 = β̄0k, τ̄

M = τ̄ k, i.e. EL(y |Z−k) = EL(y |Z k,Z−k). �

B.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Let Ωk = E
[
[1,Z−k,Z k]

TV−1[1,Z−k,Z k]
]
. We can then partition Ωk as follows:

Ωk =



E
[
[1,Z−k]

TV −1[1,Z−k]
]

E
[
[1,Z−k]

TV −1Z k]
]

E
[
ZT

k V
−1[1,Z−k]

]
E[ZT

k V
−1Z k] =


 =



Ω11 Ω12

Ω21 Ω22


 . (17)

From the score equations (6) and (15),

E

[[
1 Z−k

]T
V−1(β̄0k1 + Z−kτ̄ k + Z kζ̄k)

]
= E

[[
1 Z−k

]T
V−1(β̄M1 + τ̄MZ−k)

]

= E

[[
1 Z−k

]T
V−1y

]
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Let τ̌ k = τ̄ k − τ̄M and β̌0k = β̄0k − β̄M . Then

E

[[
1 Z−k

]T
V −1(β̌0k1 + Z−kτ̌ k + Z kζ̄k)

]
= 0

Solving this for (β̌0k, τ̌ k) gives

[β̌0k, τ̌
T
k ]

T = −Ω−1
11 Ω12ζ̄k.

Now, we have that

E[ZT
k V

−1{EL(y |Z k,Z−k)− EL(y |Z−k)}] = E[ZT
kV

−1{β̌0k1 + Z−kτ̌ k + Z kζ̄k}] (18)

= {Ω22 −Ω21Ω
−1
11 Ω12}ζ̄k. (19)

We may note that Ω22 −Ω21Ω
−1
11 Ω12 is the Schur complement of Ω22 in Ωk and is positive semi-definite,

because Ω22 is positive definite. From the first part of Condition (10), ‖Ω22‖ ≤ M for a positive constant

M . Hence,

0 ≤ ‖Ω22 −Ω21(Ω11)
−1Ω12‖ ≤ ‖Ω22‖ ≤ M.

Finally, by the second part of Condition (10), we have

‖ζ̄k‖ ≥ M−1
∥∥∥E[ZT

kV
−1{EL(y |Z k,Z−k)− EL(y |Z−k)}]

∥∥∥ ≥ c2m
1/2n−κ, (20)

where c2 = c0/M for k ∈ B. From Condition A.8, there then exists a constant c1 such that

|LR
k | ≥ c1mn−2κ

for k ∈ B. This completes the proof. �

B.3 Proof of Theorem 3

In order to establish Theorem 3, we need to first consider some lemmas. The first lemma shows a uniform tail

bound for the MLEs, whereas the second one gives the tail probability bound for the response vector; both

requires appropriate conditions on the distributions of the covariates as specified in the respective lemmas.

Lemma 1: For any k = 1, . . . , p, if Conditions A.1-A.9 hold true, then for any t > 0 and large enough n,
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we have that

Pr
(
‖ζ̂k − ζ̄k‖ ≥ c5m

1/2n−κ
)
≤ exp(−c6n

1−2κ/(knKn)
2) + r2 exp(−r3n) + nPr(Λc

n), (21)

for some positive constants c5 and c6.

Proof: Fix any k = 1, . . . , p. Note that, under our general uniform formulations, (y i,Z ik,Z−ik)i=1,...,n are

the i.i.d. realizations of the random variables (y ,Z k,Z−k); put Zk = [1 ,Z k,Z−k] ∈ R
m×pm , where pm = 2m

and θ = [β0k, ζ
T
k , τ

T
k ]

T . Then, Assumptions A.1–A.6 in Theorem 1 in [22] hold for each semi-marginal model

where the loss function is the log-likelihood with only covariates Zk included. Therefore, the result follows

for regression coefficients θ by an application of Theorem 1 of [22] with 1 + t = K̃n1/2−κ/16C1/2kn. Thus,

the results follow from the fact that Pr
(
‖ζ̂k − ζ̄k‖ ≥ u

)
≤ Pr

(
‖θ̂ − θ̄‖ ≥ u

)
for any positive u, where

θ̂ = [β̂0k, ζ̂
T

k , τ̂
T
k ]

T and θ̄ = [β̄0k, ζ̄
T
k , τ̄

T
k ]

T . �

Lemma 2: If Condition A.4 holds, then we have

Pr(‖y‖∞ ≥ m0t
α/s0) ≤ s1 exp(−m0t

α), for any t > 0.

Proof: Let y = [y1, . . . , ym]T . By the exponential Chebyshev’s inequality, as in the proof of Lemma 1 of

[5], we can show that

Pr(|yj | ≥ u) ≤ exp(−s0u)E[exp(s0yj) + exp(−s0yj)] (22)

= exp(−s0u)E{E[exp(s0yj)|xT
j β

∗, qT
j b] + E[exp(−s0yj)|xT

j β
∗, qT

j b]}

≤ exp(−s0u)

[
E
{
exp

[
(xT

j β
∗ + qT

j b + s0)
2/2− (xT

j β
∗ + qT

j b)
2/2

]}

+ E
{
exp

[
(xT

j β
∗ + qT

j b − s0)
2/2− (xT

j β
∗ + qT

j b)
2/2

]}
]
, for j = 1, . . . ,m.

Therefore, we get

Pr(‖y‖∞ ≥ u) ≤
m∑

j=1

Pr(|yj | ≥ u)

≤ exp(−s0u)
m∑

j=1

[
E
{
exp

[
(xT

j β
∗ + qT

j b + s0)
2/2− (xT

j β
∗ + qT

j b)
2/2

]}

+ E
{
exp

[
(xT

j β
∗ + qT

j b − s0)
2/2− (xT

j β
∗ + qT

j b)
2/2

]}
]

≤ s1 exp(−s0u),
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where the last step follows from Condition A.4. Then, the desired result is obtained by letting u = m0t
α/s0.

�

Proof of Theorem 3:

The idea is to bound L̂R
k from below to show the strength of the signals. By Taylor expansion, we have that

2L̂R
k =

[
β̂M
0 − β̂0k, β̂Mk, β̂

T

Ik, (τ̂
M − τ̂ k)

T
]
L′′
k

[
β̂M
0 − β̂0k, β̂Mk, β̂

T

Ik, (τ̂
M − τ̂ k)

T
]T

≥ λk,min‖ζ̂k‖2

where ζ̂k = [β̂Mk, β̂
T

Ik]
T and λk,min is the minimum eigenvalue of

L′′
k := Pn

[[
1 Z k Z−k

]T
V −1

[
1 Z k Z−k

]]
,

which by Condition A.10 is bounded according to

Pr(λk,min > c7) = 1−O{exp(−c8n
1−κ)}. (23)

Now, we bound ‖ζ̂k‖. By (20),

min
k∈B

‖ζ̄k‖ ≥ c2m
1/2n−κ.

By applying Lemma 1 over all k ∈ B and the union bound of probability, we have

Pr
(
max
k∈B

‖ζ̂k − ζ̄k‖ ≤ c2m
1/2n−κ/2

)
≥ 1− s exp(c4n

1−2κ(knKn)
−2)− snPr(Λc

n), (24)

for some constant c4. Further, by Lemma 2, we have

Pr(‖y‖∞ > t) ≤ s1 exp(−s0t).
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Thus, using this tail probability bound and Condition A.5, we get

Pr(Λc
n) ≤ Pr(‖[1 ,Z k,Z−k]‖∞ > Kn) + Pr(‖y‖∞ > r0K

α
n/s0)

≤ Pr(‖Z k‖∞ > Kn) + pr(‖Z−k‖∞ > Kn) + pr(‖y‖∞ > r0K
α
n/s0)

≤ r1 exp(−r0K
α
n ), (25)

where Kn → ∞ as n → ∞.

Hence,

Pr
(
min
k∈B

‖ζ̂k‖ ≥ c2m
1/2n−κ/2

)
= 1−O

(
s exp(c4n

1−2κ(knKn)
−2) + snr1 exp(−r0K

α
n )

)
.

Combining the bound above with (23) gives

Pr
(
min
k∈B

L̂R
k ≥ c7c

2
2mn−2κ/8

)
= 1−O

(
s exp(c4n

1−2κ(knKn)
−2) + snr1 exp(−r0K

α
n )

)
.

Hence, by setting νn = c3mn−2κ for c3 < c7c
2
2/8 we have that B ⊂ B̂ with the probability tending to one

exponentially fast. This completes the proof. �
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