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Abstract

Tens of thousands of simultaneous hypothesis tests are routinely performed in ge-
nomic studies to identify differentially expressed genes. However, due to unmeasured
confounders, many standard statistical approaches may be substantially biased. This
paper investigates the large-scale hypothesis testing problem for multivariate general-
ized linear models in the presence of confounding effects. Under arbitrary confounding
mechanisms, we propose a unified statistical estimation and inference framework that
harnesses orthogonal structures and integrates linear projections into three key stages.
It begins by disentangling marginal and uncorrelated confounding effects to recover
the latent coefficients. Subsequently, latent factors and primary effects are jointly esti-
mated through lasso-type optimization. Finally, we incorporate projected and weighted
bias-correction steps for hypothesis testing. Theoretically, we establish the identifica-
tion conditions of various effects and non-asymptotic error bounds. We show effective
Type-I error control of asymptotic z-tests as sample and response sizes approach infin-
ity. Numerical experiments demonstrate that the proposed method controls the false
discovery rate by the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure and is more powerful than alter-
native methods. By comparing single-cell RNA-seq counts from two groups of samples,
we demonstrate the suitability of adjusting confounding effects when significant covari-
ates are absent from the model.
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1 Introduction

To discover genes that are differentially expressed under different experimental conditions or
across groups of samples, large numbers of simultaneous hypothesis tests must be performed.
These tests are made more challenging by the presence of unmeasured covariates that bias the
analyses. In 2008, Leek and Storey (2008) presented their pathbreaking “surrogate variable”
approach to control for unmeasured confounding effects in differential expression (DE) studies
using microarray data. These confounders go by various names in the literature, including
batch effects, surrogate variables, latent effects, or simply unwanted variations (Leek et al.,
2010; Gagnon-Bartsch and Speed, 2012; Sun et al., 2012). Adjusting for confounding effects
is crucial because they may distort the correct null distribution of the test statistics, and
consequently, standard statistical approaches can be substantially biased (Wang et al., 2017a;
McKennan and Nicolae, 2019). Due to burgeoning developments in the genomics field, DE
testing has been dramatically expanded to include a variety of genomic readouts beyond
microarray, in which the normality of the observed counts rarely holds. Inspired by modern-
day omic studies, the concerns about confounding are more urgent than ever, and there is a
pressing need to adapt statistical approaches to changing data types.

The problem of confounder adjustment has been an important topic in statistics in recent
years. To characterize the confounding effects, the pioneering work in this field assumes a
linear model Y = XB'" + ZI'" + E, where Y € R™P? is the gene expression matrix,
X € R™ is the measured covariate matrix, B € RP*? is the direct effect to be estimated,
Z € R™" is the latent factor matrix, I' € RP*" is the latent factor loading, and E € R"*P
is the additive noise. The early investigations study the statistical inference problem under
this model by further imposing a linear relationship between X and Z, assuming either X
causes Z as in Figure 1(a), i.e., Z is a hidden mediator (Leek and Storey, 2008; Wang et al.,
2017a; Gerard and Stephens, 2020), or Z causes X as in Figure 1(b), i.e., Z is a hidden
confounder (Guo et al., 2022; Sun et al., 2023).

In the presence of hidden mediators, where the observed covariates are the cause of the
hidden variables, Wang et al. (2017a) and Gerard and Stephens (2020) study the statistical
inference problem for multiple outcomes (p > 1) by assuming a linear relationship between
the observed variables and the hidden variables. In the context of hidden confounders and
a single outcome (p = 1), Guo et al. (2022) propose a doubly debiased lasso estimator
and establish asymptotic normality; Cevid et al. (2020) propose a spectral de-confounding
method; and Sun et al. (2023) analyze non-asymptotic and asymptotic false discovery control
with high-dimensional covariates.

More recently, methods for estimating primary effects extend beyond linear dependence
structures between covariates and confounders. For instance, Jiang and Ning (2022) model
the interaction between the covariates and the confounders, and projection-based methods
are employed to estimate the primary effects under arbitrary dependency (Lee et al., 2017;
Bing et al., 2022; McKennan and Nicolae, 2022). For statistical inference, McKennan and
Nicolae (2019) propose an estimator that is asymptotically equivalent to the ordinary least
squares estimators obtained when every covariate is observed, and Bing et al. (2023) establish
asymptotic normality, efficiency, and consistency.

The applicability of the aforementioned methods to the nonlinear model remains chal-
lenging. Limited research has been done to address adjustments for confounding effects



Figure 1: Causal diagrams on the generative models illustrating the relationship between the
covariate X, the latent variable Z, and the response Y. (a) Z is a hidden mediator when X
causes Z. (b) hidden confounder when Z causes X. Note that we do not require knowledge
of the relationship between X and Z for the analysis in this paper.

under the setting of arbitrary confounding mechanisms, nonlinear models, and multiple out-
comes. For empirical studies, Salim et al. (2022) propose a heuristic algorithm that utilizes
a pseudo-replicate design matrix and negative control genes to remove unwanted variations.
For theoretical analysis, to the best of our knowledge, the related literature that explores
slightly broader settings is limited to Feng (2020), who studies nonlinear factor models con-
cerning treatment effects with a single outcome by PCA-based matching, and Ouyang et al.
(2023), who study the generalized linear models with a single outcome and linear hidden
confounders. However, both of these works assume the covariates are some functions of the
unobserved confounders.

Our work is inspired by the rapid developments in the field of genomics, particularly
single-cell omics (Editorial, 2023). For example, CRISPR perturbations with single-cell se-
quencing readouts have promised extraordinary scientific insight (Kampmann, 2020; Hong
and lakoucheva, 2023; Cheng et al., 2023); due to the sparsity of outcomes and the nature of
the molecular readout, these data are not suitable for analysis by linear models under Gaus-
sianity assumptions (Sarkar and Stephens, 2021; Barry et al., 2023). Hence, our development
of generalized linear models for confounding is timely.

In this paper, we adopt the term “confounder” to encompass a broad category of latent
variables, including both mediators and confounders, as defined in the context of causal
inference literature. The purpose of this paper is to derive valid simultaneous inference for
multivariate generalized linear models in the presence of unmeasured confounding effects.
Existing methods in this domain typically focus on Gaussian linear models (Wang et al.,
2017a; Bing et al., 2022, 2023) or necessitate direct modeling of the relationship between
covariates and confounders (Feng, 2020; Ouyang et al., 2023). To the best of our knowledge,
the proposed method is the first estimation and inference framework capable of (1) accom-
modating general relationships between observed covariates and unmeasured confounders,
allowing for arbitrary confounding mechanisms; (2) utilizing generalized linear models, al-
lowing for nonlinear modeling; and (3) incorporating information from multiple outcomes.
Our approach leverages the orthogonal structures inherent in the problem, incorporating
linear projection techniques into both estimation and inference processes to effectively miti-
gate confounding effects and elucidate primary effects. Notably, it exhibits significant utility
in high-dimensional sparse count data, as demonstrated through the analysis of single-cell



datasets on systemic lupus erythematosus disease in Section 6.

Our proposed procedure GCATE (generalized confounder adjustment for testing and es-
timation) consists of three main steps. In the first step, we use joint maximum likelihood
estimation (Chen et al.; 2019; Chen and Li, 2022) to obtain the initial estimate of the
marginal effects and uncorrelated latent components by projecting the latent factor Z to
the orthogonal space of X, from which we recover the column space of I'. In the second
step, we use a similar strategy to obtain the estimates of both Z and primary effect B,
by constraining the latter to be orthogonal to the estimated latent coefficients I' and us-
ing {;-regularization to encourage sparsity. Lastly, the valid inference is guaranteed by a
bias-corrected estimator of B, which innovates a link-specific weight function, similar to
Javanmard and Montanari (2014); Cai et al. (2021), while incorporating projection-based
score adjustments that combine the information from multivariate responses.

In our theoretical framework of confounded generalized linear models, we establish con-
ditions for identifying the latent coefficients and direct effects. Furthermore, we provide non-
asymptotic estimation error bounds for these estimated quantities, in the high-dimensional
scenarios when both the sample size n and response size p tend to infinity. In particular,
we derive element-wise £o-norm and ¢;-norm bounds for the estimation error of the primary
effects by effectively controlling the column-wise estimation errors of the latent components.
Lastly, we demonstrate the asymptotic normality of our proposed bias-corrected estimator
and show the proper control of statistical errors, thereby enabling the construction of valid
confidence intervals and hypothesis tests.

Organization and Notation. In Section 2, we set up our modeling framework, which
extends existing results in the literature to the generalized linear model setting. In Section 3,
we describe our strategy for estimation and establish bounds on the estimation error of
the parameters of interest. In Section 4, we motivate and construct asymptotically valid
confidence intervals and hypothesis tests. Finally, in Section 5 and Section 6, we study the
empirical behavior of our estimators in realistic simulations and a study of gene expression
in lupus patients. The code for reproducing experimental results in the paper can be found
at https://github.com/jaydul/gcate/.

Throughout our exposition, we will use the following notational conventions. For any
matrix A € R™*?, we use a;, A;, and a;; to denote its ith row, jth column, and (3, j)-
th entry, respectively, for ¢ = 1,...,n, 7 = 1,...,p. For any matrix A € R™*? with full
column rank, let P4 = A(ATA)"'AT and P4 = I, — Pa be the orthogonal projection
matrices on the A’s column space and its orthogonal space, respectively. For any square
matrix A € R™™ \;(A) denotes its ith eigenvalue. The symbol “®” denotes the Hadamard
product. We use “0” and “O” to denote the little-o and big-O notations and let “op” and
“Op” be their probabilistic counterparts. For sequences {a, } and {b,}, we write a,, < b, or
b, > a, if a, = o(b,); a, < b, or b, 2 a, if a, = O(b,); and a, < b, if a, = O(b,) and
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b, = O(a,). Convergence in distribution and probability are denoted by «dr and “By.


https://github.com/jaydu1/gcate/

2 Modeling Differential Expression

In the context of DE testing and related applied problems, the outcome variable can be a
variety of measures, including gene expression, protein abundance, and open chromatin. For
simplicity of exposition, we will describe our methods in the context of tests for differential
gene expression. These tests aim to contrast outcomes from case versus control samples,
wherein case and control observations may be derived from various study designs, spanning
the spectrum from diseased versus healthy subjects to perturbed versus non-targeted cells.

2.1 Generalized linear model with hidden confounders

Suppose the gene expression y € RP is a p-dimensional random vector containing conditional
independent entries from a one-dimensional exponential family with density:

p(y; | 05) = h(y;) exp (y;6; — A(0)),

where 0; € R is the natural parameter, and A(-) and h(-) are functions that depend on the
member of the exponential family. We restrict ourselves to the regular families whose natural
parameter space is a nonempty open set and A is continuously thrice differentiable, which
is satisfied by most common exponential families as summarized in Table F1. Because the
one-parameter exponential family is minimal, the natural parameter space is convex, and
the log-partition function A is strictly convex. If we know the distribution of y, then 8 € R?
is a unique solution to the equation E[y | 8] = A’(0), where A’ is the first derivative of A and
applied element-wise to €; equivalently, 8 = A""!(E[y|]). In other words, we can recover
6 based on the information of the first moment of y and the log-partition function A.

To associate multiple outcomes with both covariates and hidden confounders, one can
naturally consider the generalized linear model, where the natural parameters are linear
functions of both the observed covariates £ € R? and the unmeasured confounder z € R":

0p><1 = Bpxdwdxl + prrzrxl~

Here, B and T are the linear coefficients. Denote Dz the linear projection of z onto «,
where D = E[zz'|E[zz "]} € R™? is the projection coefficient and w = z — Dz is the
residual uncorrelated with . To see how z may affect the inference on B, note that

0=(B+TID)x+Tw. (2.1)

When vy is normally distributed, the confounding effects occur even when regressing the
mean response 6 = Ely | 0] on x, which yields the confounded coefficient B + I'D while
the direct effect of interest is B. When y comes from general exponential families, the
confounding effects are more intractable because all moments and cumulants of the response
may be affected by the colinearity of & and z.

In the context of genomic analysis, the problem of confounding is more severe when
the number of available covariates is limited. In particular, one typically encounters high-
dimensional scenarios characterized by a substantial number of genes, often surpassing the
available numbers of covariates and hidden confounding factors. In this paper, we also



consider such a challenging scenario where the number of genes is much larger than the
numbers of the observed covariates and the unmeasured confounders, namely, p > d and
p > r. Under such challenges, the first natural and essential question one may ask is whether
there is any hope to disentangle the confounding effects and identify the direct effects.

The answer to this inquiry is affirmative. On the one hand, the column space of I' can
be identified up to rotations if Cov(T'w) = 'S, I'" has rank r, where ¥,, = Cov(w) is the
covariance of the uncorrelated latent factors. This fact originates from basic principles in
linear algebra, frequently employed in factor analysis (Bai, 2003; Bai and Li, 2012). On the
other hand, once the column space of I is known, one can apply the orthogonal projections
to remove the confounding effects based on (2.1):

Pr6 = Pp Bz,

where Pr = I(T''T)"'T'T and Py = I, — Pr are the orthogonal projection matrices
that project vectors on to the image of I' and the orthogonal complement of T', respec-
tively. By regressing Pg6 on @, we can further obtain the unconfounded primary effects
PiB = PiE[0x"|E[xzx "]~ However, the other component, PrB, often poses challenges
in identifiability unless additional conditions are imposed. Typically, extra assumptions on
the spectrum of I" and the sparsity of B are necessary, to assert that I' and B are asymptot-
ically orthogonal, in the sense that PrB is negligible (Lee et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2017a;
Bing et al., 2023). In that case, B can be well approximated by PjB. Below, we give one
sufficient identification condition.

Proposition 1 (Identification of B). Suppose there exists a sequence {7, },en that is uni-
formly lower bounded away from zero such that the following conditions hold:

AITE, 00 > 1, max (TS, T'7);; = O(1), max || By|1 = o(7p). (2.2)

1<j<p 1<t<d

Then as p tends to infinity, it follows that B = PpB + o(1) and |PrBllr S /Dl Bll11/ 7,
where || -||1,1 is the element-wise ¢;-norm. Further, Pr and B can be identified from the first
two moments of &,y asymptotically.

As hinted above, the lower bound condition of 'S, I'"’s spectrum in (2.2) ensures that
the column space of I can be identified up to rotations. The second condition guarantees
that the diagonal entries of I'Y,,I'" are balanced. Finally, the last condition in (2.2) can
hold when B is sparse, and its entry is bounded. Compared to Bing et al. (2023, Theorem 1)
where the response y is normally distributed, the identifiability condition of Proposition 1
applies for exponential families, which is of much broader generality. Furthermore, the
smallest eigenvalue of 'Y, I’ can grow at a specific rate 7, in Proposition 1. When 7, = p,
we can recover the result in Bing et al. (2023, Theorem 1). Lastly, we also provide a norm
bound for the residual Pr B, which is helpful for later analysis of the estimation errors.

2.2 Random samples

While the preceding identification outcomes are applicable when population moments are
known, practical scenarios involve the observation of independent and identically distributed



(i.i.d.) samples. Consequently, statistical estimation becomes imperative to disentangle
direct effects from the confounding effects based on samples. Suppose (x;,y;) fori =1,...,n
are n i.i.d. samples coming from the same distribution as (x,y), and let X € R™? and
Y € R™P denote the design matrix and the gene expression matrix, respectively. The
expression y;; of the i¢th observation and the jth gene has the density:

p(ij | 05) = h(yij) exp (yi;0i5 — A035)) ,
where 0;; is the natural parameter. In matrix form, the natural parameters decompose as
©=XB"+2Zr",

where B € RP*4 Z € R™*" and T' € RP*" are unknown. Note that y;;’s are conditionally
independent given the natural parameter ©.

One natural way to estimate the unknown variable Z and parameters (B, T') is to perform
maximum likelihood estimation. Ignoring the constant terms, the negative log-likelihood
function of Y is given by

£(O) = L(B.Z.T) =~ 33 by — Al6,). (2.3

i=1 j=1

The second notation L(B, Z,T') reflects the dependence of ® on the model parameters B
and unknown quantities I'; Z. To tackle the challenges raised by the nonconvexity and
high-dimensionality, the strategic development of efficient algorithms for estimating these
unknown quantities and conducting a thorough analysis of their statistical properties emerges
as a critically significant endeavor.

To overcome the difficulty of estimation, one critical observation comes from the projection-
based decomposition and Proposition 1:

©=XB'" + 21"
=(XB'"Pr+XB'Pr)+(XD'TT +WTT)
= XB'P} +PxZT" + PxWT' + 0p(1),

where we replace the best linear projection X D with its empirical counterpart PxZ in
finite samples, which yield negligible terms that contribute to op(1). It is worth noting
that X B"Pg and PxZT'" + WT'T have orthogonal columns, while X BT P¢ + PxZT'"
and PxWTT have orthogonal rows. Our analysis will then take advantage of such two-
way structural orthogonality to perform both estimation and inference for the parameters of
interest, as detailed in the following sections.



3 Estimation

From now on, we will use an asterisk on the upper subscript to indicate the population
parameters and the true latent factors. Specifically, we denote the underlying parameter as

Let R C R be an open domain of 6 such that A(f) < oo for all # € R. For a given
C > 0, define Re = RN [-C,C] for Gaussian, Binomial and Poisson distributions and
Rc = RN [-C,—1/C] for Negative Binomial distributions. For our theoretical results, we
assume the existence of constant C' > 1 such that the following common assumptions hold.

nxp

Assumption 1 (Model parameters). Assume that ®* € R/"" with probability ¢, for some
deterministic sequence ¢, tending to one as n tends to infinity. The primary coefficient
satisfies that max;</<q [|BJlo < s for some 1 < s < p and max; <<, |6}l < C.

Assumption 2 (Covariates). Assume that x;,...,x, are i.i.d. v-sub-Gaussian random
vectors with second moment ¥, := E[z;2{ ] such that C~! < \,(%,) < \(X,) < C.

Assumption 3 (Latent vectors). Assume that the uncorrelated latent factors wi,..., w

are i.i.d. wv-sub-Gaussian random vectors with zero means and covariance 3, such that
C71 <\ (Z0) € M (2y) < C; and the factor loadings T'* satisfy that C~! < \,.(p71T*IT* ") <
C and maxi<j<p [Vl < C.

Like all nonlinear (nonconvex) analyses, the rows of B* and I'* are assumed to be in a
bounded set, as in Assumptions 1 and 3. The boundedness of the natural parameter ®* is
required to control the tail probability of the response y conditional on observed covariates
and latent factors. In Assumption 2, the sub-Gaussian assumptions admit the particular
case when z;; = 1 for all 1 < ¢ < n so that the intercept can be incorporated into our
model. In Assumption 3, the zero mean condition on W* is to simplify the theoretical
analysis, which can be guaranteed if we include the intercept and project Z* onto the linear
span of the columns of [1,, X]. Finally, the sparsity and boundedness assumptions of B* in
Assumption 1, and the bounded spectrum assumptions of 3, and I'* in Assumption 3 imply
the conditions of Proposition 1 with 7, = p therein. Finally, we note that the assumptions
on the projection coefficient D* are less restrictive, as long as ®* is within a bounded set
with high probability.

Remark 1 (The number of latent factors). For our theoretical results, we assume the num-
ber of latent factors r is known in advance. Note that the joint-likelihood-based information
criterion (JIC) proposed by Chen and Li (2022) can be utilized to select the number of latent
factors. The JIC value is the sum of deviance and a penalty on model complexity:

JCOD) =2 3" log plyy | 67 + v(n,p,d+ 1), (3.1)

i€[n],j€[p]

where ©® is the joint maximum likelihood estimator of the natural parameter matrix
that minimizes (2.3) with r latent factors and d observed covariates, and v(n,p,r) =



cie - rlog(n Ap)(n A p)_1 is the complexity measure with penalty level cji¢ > 0. As shown
by Chen and Li (2022), minimizing the empirical JIC yields a consistent estimate for the
number of factors in generalized linear factor models with an intercept parameter (d = 1).
The utility of this metric in our problem setting is also empirically examined for both the
simulation in Section 5 and the real data analysis in Section 6.

As motivated in Section 2.1, we consider the following optimization problem:

B,Z T = argmin L(B,Z,T)+ \|B|11

BERPXd,ZER"XT,FERPXT (32)

st.  XB'+ZTT eRY*?,  PrB=0.

where the unregularized loss function £(B, Z,T") is defined in (2.3) and || - ||1,1 denotes the
element-wise ¢;-norm. It is worth noting that for any feasible I" fixed, (3.2) reduces to

B,Z = argmin L(B,Z,T)+ )|B|1
BERPxd, ZERnX" (3.3)

st.  XBT+2ZI' e RY*,  P:B=0,

which is a convex optimization problem in variables B and Z. This motivates us to solve
optimization problem (3.2) in two steps: (1) firstly obtaining a good estimate of I and (2)
then based on f, obtaining good estimates for B* and Z*. In Algorithm 1, we incorporate
the two-step procedure by solving two sub-problems (3.4) and (3.5) consecutively. We next
analyze the statistical properties of estimators in each step of Algorithm 1.

3.1 Estimation of uncorrelated latent components

To estimate the marginal effects F* = B* 4+ I'*D* and the uncorrelated latent components
W*T*T | we first solve optimization problem (3.4). This is also known as the joint maximum
likelihood estimation (Chen et al., 2019, 2020), which is statistically optimal in the minimax
sense when both the sample size n and the response dimension p grow to infinity. From
optimization problem (3.4), we obtain the initial estimates of the natural parameter matrix
C:)o = XFT+ I//I\/of‘g . The following theorem characterizes the estimation error of the initial
maximum likelihood estimate @0.

Theorem 2 (Estimation error of @0). Under Assumptions 1-3, let ©, be any estimator
such that £(©¢) < L(©*). For any constant 6 > 1, when np > 3, it holds with probability
at least 1 — (n +p)~° — (np)~° — 1, that

80~ Ol = O (V@+ (V) V), max [©0); ~ Ol = O (VId+r)(n V&)
In our specific setting, where the dimensions represented by d and r are orders of magni-

tude smaller compared to n and p, the estimation error is primarily dominated by the scale

of the larger dimensions n and p. Because the dimensions of natural parameters expand with

both n and p, the bound implies that the error associated with each entry is approximately



Algorithm 1 GCATE (generalized confounder adjustment for testing and estimation)

Input: A data matrix Y € R™? a design matrix X € R™*¢, a natural number r > 1 (the
number of latent factors)

1: Estimation of uncorrelated latent components WT': _Solve optimization problem
(3.4) to obtain Wo o and the initial estimate G)o XFT ¢ WOI‘T by alternative
maximization (Algorithm F.3) with initialization given in Appendix F.2:

F, W, T, ¢ argmin LIXF'+WT")
FeRpxd WeRnx7 ['eRPX" (3.4)

subject to X F' +WT'T € RE?, PxW = 0.

2. Estimation of latent coefficients I': Set W := /nUSY2 and T := VPV EY? where

‘//‘\/ofg = /npUX VT is the condensed SVD with U € R™", ¥ € R™", V € RP*",
3: Estimation of direct effects B and latent factors Z: Solve optimization problem
(3.5) to obtain (B, Z) by Algorithm F.3 with initialization given in Appendix F.2:

B,Z= argmin L(XB' +ZT7) + \|B|1.
BERPXd, ZERPXT (3.5)
subject to XBT +2ZT7 ¢ R, PpB = 0.

4: Debiasing: Construct the debiased estimate (4.1) and its estimated variance (4.6),

based on (E , Z , f‘) Compute p-values according to the asymptotic distribution (4.5).
Output: Return the p-values.

on the order of \/(nV p)/np. As demonstrated in the upcoming subsection, these results
empower us to attain robust estimates of the confounding effects.

3.2 Estimation of latent coefficients

From optimization problem (3.4), we obtain the initial estimates E = ﬁ\/ofg of the latent
components that are uncorrelated to the observed covariates. Though W* and I'* are only
identified up to rotations, we can use the condensed singular value decomposition of the
normalized latent components E/,/np = UXV' to obtain the final estimates through the
following optimization problem:

W,T € argmin —HE WT'|2
W eRnxr TeRpxr TP

(3.6)
1
subject to —WTW — —I''T is diagonal.

n p
A simple derivation yields the solution W = \/nUXY2 and T = VPV EY2 to the above
problem. The above procedure is also commonly used in the factor analysis literature for

estimating factor loadings from regression residuals (Bai, 2003; Bing et al., 2023). The
following theorem guarantees that the above estimate of the latent coefficients is provably

10



accurate in recovering the column space of the true coefficients.

Theorem 3 (Estimation error of Pg). Under Assumptions 1-3, as n,p — oo, it holds that

1 1
0= (\ii3) ﬁ%zm%‘ﬂ%ﬂ:%< E@TE)

Theorem 3 implies that the image of I'* can be estimated well by T. Furthermore, the
column-wise error decays at a fast rate. The precise error control of each column individually
enables us to disentangle the intricate relationships within the confounder-adorned high-
dimensional dataset. However, these do not directly extend to error control for the latent
factors Z* or the latent coefficients I'* themselves.

For instance, Bing et al. (2023, Theorem 4) shows the concentration of the latent coeffi-
cients max;<j<, |7 — 7;ll2 under Gaussian linear models. Their results rely on the special
structure of the regression problem Y; = X (b5 + D*T'y;) + €;, where the regression coeffi-
cient can be decomposed into a sparse component bj and a dense component D*T'y]’-‘. By
using the lava estimator (Chernozhukov et al., 2017), they can derive the estimation error
of the residual €;, from whose covariance structure, [|v; — ;|2 can be further bounded.
In the generalized linear model setting, we don’t have the flexibility to utilize the additive
noises’ covariance structure. However, as we illustrate in the next section, it is still possible
to estimate Z*~;, which suffices for recovering the direct effects B*.

|Ps — Pr-

3.3 Estimation of latent factors and direct effects

Once the column space of confounding effects becomes distinguishable, the subsequent phase
entails retrieving direct effects by mitigating the influence of confounding variables and solv-
ing optimization problem (3.3). Through this, we can simultaneously obtain the estimates
of latent factors Z* and direct effects B*. In the high-dimensional scenarios when p can
be larger than n, one natural approach to estimate the sparse coefficient B* is via /;-
regularization, as employed in the optimization problem (3.5), which aims to obtain a sparse
and consistent estimator B by ¢;-regularization while simultaneously removing the unmea-
sured effects. Next, we analyze the properties of the two estimators Z and B in turn.
Latent factors. As previously alluded to, estimating latent factor Z* demands special con-
sideration. To bypass the technical difficulty, we will use the estimation errors of ® and Pg
provided by Theorem 2 and Theorem 3, respectively, coupled with one extra identifiability
condition for the latent factors Z* and their coefficients I'*. From Lin et al. (2021, Propo-
sition 5.1), there exists an invertible matrix R € R™" with bounded operator norm, such
that Var(Rz}) and R™"~}~;" R™! are the same diagonal matrix. The following assumption
from Lin et al. (2021) restricts the spacing of Var(Rz})’s eigenvalues.

Assumption 4 (Identifiability of latent factors). Assume there exists positive numbers
c1 < ¢y and 1 < ky < ko such that for all £ € {1,...,r}, the eigenvalues of Var(Rz7) satisfy
il <N < el and A\, — M1 > ¢ f7%2, with the convention that A\, = 0.

Intuitively, Assumption 4 guarantees that Z*R" can be recovered up to sign from the
matrix product Z*I'*". This implies that, if one can consistently estimate Z*I'*" with ZT'",

11



then Z* and I'" can also be consistently estimated by appropriate transformations of Z and
I, respectively. A simple consequence from Lin et al. (2021, Proposition 5.2), coupled with
Theorems 2 and 3, is the following error bound on the columns of latent components.

Corollary 4 (Estimation of latent components). Let T and Z be solutions to optimization
problems (3.6) and (3.5), respectively. Under Assumptions 1-4, suppose ming BeRpxd|P B=0}

L(XBT + ZI'") < £(©*) with probability tending to one. Then, as n,p — oo, it holds

that,
1 = logn rik2—k1t+d]ogn
—\Z7; — Z*~}||2 = O v .
lrg%\/ﬁﬂ o7 Y; Il u»(\/ - \/ A

In Corollary 4, we require the maximum likelihood based on the estimated latent com-
ponents to be higher than the likelihood evaluated at the truth. It’s important to note that,
unlike the analysis for linear models in prior work (Bing et al., 2022, 2023) that projects the
responses onto the orthogonal column space of T and removes the effects of latent factors Z ,
estimating Z is unavoidable under generalized linear models. Therefore, we emphasize the
need for the estimated latent components derived from (3.5) to exhibit stability. This sta-
bility ensures that the maximum likelihood with the estimated latent factors remains close
to the joint maximum likelihood from (3.4). In the presence of nuisance parameters Z* and
I'*, the sharp control on estimation error of the column Z*+; provided by Corollary 4 helps

control the estimation error of B.

Direct effects. In high-dimensional scenarios, controlling the estimation error of Pr-B*
requires the projection Pr« does not excessively densify the primary effects B*. To this end,
we require the ratio ||Pp-B*||1,1/||Pr-B*||r to be of smaller order than ,/p. Coupled with

the previous assumptions and results, the estimation error of B returned by problem (3.5)
can be controlled.

Theorem 5 (Estimation error of ﬁ) Suppose the assumptions in Corollary 4 hold and
| Pr-B*||1.1 = O(p*/?||Pp- B*||y) for some constant k € [0,1). Then, as n, p — oo such that
vn/log(nd) = o(p) and log(p) = o(n), the estimate B of optimization problem (3.5) with
A =< 8% log(nd)n~'/? satisfies that

|B = B'lle = Oc(ray). B~ B'[l11=0s(r7,,).

where the sequences r,, , and 1}, , are defined as:

| (sdlog*(nd)) V log(np) N nl/2 N sd
Tnp = n (n A p)3/2log(nd) nApl=hk’

o= Vsd Ty, + vn

- (n A p)log(nd)’

In Theorem 5, the parameter k captures the deviation of the projected ¢;-norm || Pg B*[|1.1
from ||B*||;;. The smaller k, the more information of B* is retained after projection, and
the signal-noise-ratio is larger. In the high-dimensional scenarios when n < p, the /;-norm
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and fy-norm of the estimation error scale in Op(n~'/2 A p*=1/2) when ignoring lower order
factors. The appearance of the response dimension p in the denominator reflects the blessing
of dimensionality; namely, having more responses than the sample size is not detrimental to
consistency, provided that p does not grow exponentially larger than n. L

To prove Theorem 5, we establish the (approximate) optimal condition for (B, Z,T') from
the two-step procedure to the joint optimization problem (3.2), as shown in Lemma D.1. This
relies on the optimality condition of optimization problem (3.5) and the convergence rate of
771% provided by Theorem 3. It then allows us to establish the cone condition, obtain the
upper and lower bounds of the first-order approximation error of the loss function, and derive
the error rate in Appendix D. Compared to double machine learning in the presence of high-
dimensional nuisance parameters (Chernozhukov et al., 2018,a), our estimation procedure
does not require sample splitting. To establish consistency, we only need the convergence
rate of maxi<;j<, | Z*v; — Z7;]|2 to be the parametric rate (n Ap)~*/2, as shown in the proof
of Theorem 5; see also Remark 5 for discussion on the connection to Neyman orthogonality.
However, to derive the asymptotic distribution for inference, one may need more stringent
conditions or sample splitting, as illustrated next.

4 Inference

4.1 Projected and weighted bias correction

When evaluating uncertainty in high-dimensional inference, confidence intervals and statis-
tical hypothesis tests are required. After obtaining the initial estimate B, we need to remove
the bias caused by /;-regularization to have valid inferences on the estimated coefficients.
Without loss of generality, we focus on testing the coefficients of the first covariate b;; for

j=1,...,p. We consider the following debiased estimator for each of them:
~e 1 <& -
b =D+l Y @iy - A(6) T (4.1)
i=1

where ® = X BT+ ZT'" is the estimated natural parameter matrix, and u € R? and v; € R?
are projection vectors to be specified later, such that the correction term w'n™* 3" | @;(y; —

A’(8;))Tw; is a reasonable estimate of the bias by —le.
By Taylor expansion of A'(6};) at @-j =z Bj + 2] 9;, we have

1/ 0% iy "nen * o 1 " * n
A(07;) = Al0iy) + A"(055) (0, — 0i5) + 54 (i) (055 — 0i5)7,

for some 1);; between é\ij and 67;. Then, the residual of the ith sample can be decomposed
into three sources of errors:

AN
yi — A'(6;) = €; + Di + gi (4.2)
~—~ ~— ~~
stochastic error remaining bias approximation error
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where the three terms of errors are given by
€ =y — A'(0])
pi=A'(0) © (6 - 6))
1 ~ . . =
qi = —5[14/"(9@‘ +H(0;; — 0:5))(05; — 035)]1<j<p-

If we let v; = w;diag(A” (@-))_1731%63- where w; is the sample-specific weight and e; € RP is
the unit vector with jth entry being one, then substituting (4.2) into (4.1) yields that

~ ~ 1< 1 &
b;lf — b;fl = (bjy — ;) + u' = Z zcze v, +u' Z wipiT'vi + uTﬁ Z :zziqiTvi
i=1 i=1
1 1 ~
- uTE Z xi€, v; + (UTE Zw,azzm: — ef) (bj — bj) + Rem. (4.3)
i=1 i=1

The estimation error rates provided by Theorems 3 and 5 guarantee that ||b} — 5 H 1= Op(r,,)
and the remaining term is Rem = Op(maxi<i<, |u'x;|*r np) for ry, and 7, , defined in
Theorem 5. Based on (4.3), the idea of debiasing is to choose v and w;’s such that the
second term and the remaining term is of order op(n~'/2), while enabling the convergence of
the average of primary stochastic errors to a normal distribution by central limit theorem.

To facilitate our theoretical analysis, suppose we split the dataset into two parts D; =
{(x;,y:),1 <i <n}and Dy = {(x;,y;),n +1 < i < 2n}, where Dy is used to obtain the
estimates B and f and D; is used to remove the bias for B induced by ¢;-regularization.
There are also latent factors {z;}1_, and {z;}?",,, associated with D; and Ds, respectively.
Further, if €;’s are independent of the projection vectors u and v; (or equivalently w;) con-
ditional on (x;, 2;)’s and Dy, then we can approximate the scaled conditional variance of the
stochastic errors as:

1 &
0']2 = Var (’UJT% g wiez—‘rvi {(mh zi>}?17D2>
=1

L n 1 0.\~ *\ 1: TN —
= '“’TE ngwz’e;ﬂ%dmg(fl”(@i)) ' Cov(e; | 07)diag(A”(6;)) IPI%ejaziu

=u' — Z W; dlag(A”(é\i))’ldiag(A”(0;‘))diag(A”(é\'i))*IPI%ej)wiwiTu
1 n

~ul = WX, U= 3]2-,
Cr—

by using a proper data-dependent weight w; = @;. Then, the projection vector u is con-
structed by minimizing the variance proxy while controlling the bias and remaining terms
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n (4.3):

n

~ +1
u < argmlnu — W;x; a:Tu
uE]Rd i=1
n
1 ~ 4.4
s.t. — E wiwinu—el < A\, (4.4)
n “
o

<
m‘w e

where \, =< +/log(nd)/n and 7,, < y/logn. Based on &; and @, the resulting bias-corrected
estimator (4.1) is similar to those used by van de Geer et al. (2014); Javanmard and Mon-
tanari (2014); Cai et al. (2021); however, we need to incorporate information from multiple
responses with projection operator 771% to de-confound, in the spirit of proximal gradient
descent. Under mild regularity conditions, the following theorem shows that the debiased
estimator bd1 is asymptotically normal.

Theorem 6 (Asymptotical normality of Ede). Under the same conditions in Theorem 5, for
j =1,...,p, additionally assume the following conditions hold: (i) n/log(nd) = o(p*?) and
n = o(p*=M); and (ii) @; = w(x;, z;, Dy) for some real-valued function w that is uniformly
bounded away from 0 and oo. Then as n, p — oo, it holds that

\/_ RN % N(0,1). (4.5)

gj

With fewer assumptions on the correlation between the covariate X and the confounder
Z*, removing unmeasured confounders is only possible by utilizing multiple outcomes to
disentangle the primary effect B* and the latent coefficient I'*. In particular, because the
estimation error rates of B* and I'* are related to (n A p)~!, the number of outcomes p is
expected to be larger than n, so that these errors are primarily affected by the sample size
n.

In Theorem 6, condition (i) requires that the response dimension p grows faster than
n?/3 v nt/C0=k) " which ensures the remainder term Rem in (4.3) vanishes in the limit.
Specifically, Rem a magnitude associated with the convergence rate of | B—B* 1%, as provided
by Theorem 5. To derive the asymptotic normality, Rem = op(n~'/2) is required; however,
if n is too large compared to p, the convergence rate of B from the first two steps of the
proposed procedure is insufficient to establish the desired asymptotic normality. In this case,
having a much larger sample size does not help. When k& < 1/2, condition (i) is satisfied
with n = o(p), which is reasonable in most scientific scenarios of cohort-level differential
expression analysis, as we shall see later from the real data example in Section 6.

In terms of condition (ii), a proper sample-specific and link-specific weight function is
required. One can construct such weights @; by sample splitting to fulfill this condition. For
instance, using sample splitting procedure in Algorithm E.2, one valid choice is &; = A” («9 )
In Lemma E.3, we show that such a choice of &; satisfies the condition (ii) in Theorem 6
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with probability tending to one and the resulting variance estimator

n
FONIPCT | ~ .
ol=u'— g Oirix, U, (4.6)
J n ?
=1

is also consistent with 3. Hence, Theorem 6 implies that t; = \/ﬁ(/b\;if —b3,)/0; SN (0,1).
We reject the null hypothesis H; : bf; = 0 at level-av if [t;] > 24/ := @7 (1 — @/2), where ®
is the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal. Numerically, we show that
the efficiency loss of sample splitting is negligible and similar to the result without sample
splitting in Appendix G.1; and the proposed method performs well without sample splitting
and is statistically more efficient than the alternative methods in Section 5.

Remark 2 (Inference without unmeasured confounders). In the special case when there
are no unmeasured confounders, the matrix 791% reduces to the identity matrix. Also, the
projection vector 4 is the jth column of (XTdiag(A”(Xﬁl))X)*l, and o, is the asymptotic
variance of Zjl under well-specified generalized linear models. In this case, (4.1) is simply a
one-step adjustment based on the score function. For Bernoulli distributed binary outcomes
without unmeasured confounders, the above choice of the weight function w(f) = A”(0) for
optimization problem (4.4) coincide with f’(6)%/(f(6)(1 — f(6))), the one used in Cai et al.
(2021) with f = A’ being the link function.

Remark 3 (Incorporate information from latent factors). In (4.1) and (4.4), we only use
the covariate X to adjust for the estimation bias. However, including the estimated latent
factors Z to construct a projection vector w of dimension d + r is also feasible. The validity
of this extension is also guaranteed by the sample splitting procedure in Algorithm E.2.

Remark 4 (Estimation and inference with non-canonical links). Through Sections 3 and 4,
we discuss the methodology to conduct inference on confounded generalized linear models
(GLM) with canonical link functions, as outlined in Table F1. However, in practical scenar-
ios, non-canonical link functions may also be employed. For instance, the log link function is
commonly used with Negative Binomial GLMs. Fortunately, our method extends its applica-
bility to GLMs with non-canonical link functions, as exemplified in the case of the Negative
Binomial GLMs in Appendix F.4. Establishing theoretical guarantees for these scenarios
may follow a similar framework with suitable assumptions to address the non-convexity of
the objective functions, as elaborated in Appendix F.4.

4.2 Simultaneous inference

The asymptotic normality provided in Theorem 6 provides Type-I error controls for indi-
vidual hypothesis tests Ho; : bj; = 0 for j = 1,...,p. The following proposition shows that
we can also control the overall Type-I error and family-wise error rate (FWER) using the
statistics ¢; = \/ﬁ(?)\ff —b3y)/0; for j=1,...,p.
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Proposition 7 (Simultaneous inference). Let Nj, = {j | b5, = 0,j = 1,...,p} be the true
null hypotheses. Under the assumptions of Theorem 6, as n, p, |N,| = oo, it holds that

1

N Z]l{ltj| >z%}ﬂ>a, and limsup P Z]l{|tj| >za} 21| <o
Pl jen, FEN,

When p is large, controlling for the false discovery rate (FDR) is more desirable when
performing simultaneous testing. In that regard, Cai et al. (2021, Section 2.3) provides
insights on FDR controls using different techniques. From simulations in Section 5, we also
show that FDR is usually well controlled by the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure empirically.

5 Numerical experiments

DE and related tests are frequently performed in two distinct settings in the genomic field.
One relies on counts of gene expression to contrast the expression of each gene in case
versus control observations. Typically, observations are either samples from RNA sequencing
(RNA-seq) (Love et al., 2014) or pseudo-bulk cells obtained from single-cell sequencing by
aggregating the expressions of single cells in the same homogeneous groups (Squair et al.,
2021). Another setting is single-cell RNA-sequence (scRNA-seq) CRISPR screening (Dixit
et al., 2016; Barry et al., 2023), where the fundamental task is to test for association between
a designed genetic perturbation and gene expression (Dixit et al., 2016). In both settings,
the measured gene expression is often assumed to approximately follow a Poisson or Negative
Binomial (NB) distribution (Sarkar and Stephens, 2021). However, in the former, the mean
expression per sample is much larger due to molecular design, and the distribution is often
approximated by a normal distribution with an appropriate transformation. In the latter
case, the observational unit is a single cell. Hence, the mean of the gene expression is near
zero, and the data is not well approximated with a normal distribution.

Before we turn to the simulation details, we present a simulated bulk-cell dataset and a
simulated single-cell dataset corresponding to the above two distinct scenarios, respectively
(Figure 2). The Poisson distribution can often model the former scenario, while the NB
distribution is a better option for the latter because the counts are sparser and typically
exhibit strong overdispersion (Figure 2(a)-(b)). Furthermore, for single-cell data, the lower-
expressed genes are typically more dispersed, and this feature is captured in our simulated
data set (Figure 2(c)). In practice, both Poisson and NB models are available for analysis
of either type of experiment; however, to simplify exposition, we use a Poisson distribution
for bulk samples in Section 5.1 and a NB distribution for single-cell samples in Section 5.2.
In the subsequent experiments, we adhere to the protocol described in Appendix F.3 for
selecting both the hyperparameters and the number of factors pertinent to the proposed
methods.

5.1 Well-specified simulated datasets

We simulate expression data Y that consists of n € {100,250} cells and p = 3,000 genes
based on the Poisson likelihood with natural parameter ®. More specifically, we generate
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Figure 2: Overview of the simulated data. (a) The first and second rows show the summary of
one simulated dataset for bulk cells (Poisson) in Section 5.1 and single cells (Negative Binomial)
by Splatter in Section 5.2, respectively. The first column shows the overall distribution of the
generated counts; the second column shows the estimated dispersion parameters by methods
of moments using the mean estimates from GLM with Poisson likelihood. (b) The proportions
of zero and non-zero counts in the two datasets, colored in orange and blue, respectively. (c)
The estimated dispersion parameter versus the estimated mean for the simulated single-cell
dataset.

the covariate 1 to be a centered binary variable, i.e., (1 + 1)/2 ~ Bernoulli(0.5). We also
include an intercept x5 = 1, so that the covariate vector @ = [x,, 5] has dimension d = 2.
To allow for the most general confounding scenarios without assuming causal relationships
as in Figure 1, we directly generate the latent factor matrix using Z = XD + W € R™*"
with the number of latent factors being r € {2,10}. Here, to generate D and W, we first
sample their entries independently from N(0,1) and further modify the singular values to
be s1,...,8. where s, =a-(2— (k—1)/(r — 1)), with a = n=%2 for D and a = (n/2)"/? for
W. For the latent loading matrix I', we follow Wang et al. (2017a) to take I' = T'A where
Tisa p X r orthogonal matrix sampled uniformly from the set of all p x r orthogonal matrix
and A = (p/2)Y2diag(\;, ..., \,) where A\, = 2 — (k — 1)/(r — 1). The primary effect of x;
on gene j is sampled from (bj; 4+ 0.2)/0.4 ~ Bernoulli(0.5) with probability 0.05 and set to
be zero with probability 0.95. The coefficient for the intercept is set to be bjo = 0.5.

Four methods are applied to the simulated datasets: (1) CATE (confounder adjustment
for testing and estimation), which is a unified approach for surrogate variable analysis under
linear models (Wang et al., 2017a) and operates on the log-normalized data. (2) GLM-naive,
which fits generalized linear models with the Poisson likelihood method but only uses the
measured covariates X without adjusting for unmeasured confounders; (3) GLM-oracle, which
fits generalized linear models with the Poisson likelihood method and uses both observed and
unobserved covariates (X, Z) for estimation and testing; (4) GCATE, our proposed method
with the Poisson likelihood. For CATE, we use bi-cross-validation (BCV) (Owen and Wang,
2016) to select the number of factors, as suggested in their original paper (Wang et al.,
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Figure 3: The Type-I errors and false discovery proportions (FDPs) of different methods
on the simulated datasets over 100 runs, with varying numbers of samples n € {100,250}
and numbers of latent factors r € {2,10}. For GLM, the maximum values of Type-I errors
and FDPs are clipped at 0.1 and 0.5, respectively. The blue dashed lines indicate the desired
cutoffs.

2017a). For GCATE, we use JIC described in Remark 1 to select the number of factors.

To evaluate different methods, we summarize the type-1 error and FDP (false discovery
proportion) after the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure in Figure 3, where the desirable thresh-
olds for the two are set to be 5% and 20%, respectively. From Figure 3, we see that when
the sample size n is small, or the latent factor dimension r is large, the performance of all
methods gets slightly worse, especially those that are misspecified, which is expected. In
all setups of (n,r), because the multivariate-Gaussian assumptions of CATE are violated, it
does not provide proper Type-I error control and FDP control. This suggests that CATE may
inflate test statistics and cause anti-conservative inference. Similarly, GLM-naive also fails to
control the FDPs because it cannot account for dependencies induced by the latent factors.
On the other hand, GCATE performs as well as GLM-oracle that has knowledge of the latent
factors Z. This indicates that our modeling helps to accurately remove unwarranted sources
of confounding effects. Note that variations of CATE may yield improved performance using
empirical nulls or negative controls, but GCATE requires no such tuning.

We further inspect the FDP control of different methods with varying thresholds. In the
ideal scenarios, FDP aligns closely with the specified a cutoffs. From Figure 4, GLM-oracle
has FDP aligning closely with the specified o cutoffs and consistently performs admirably
across different levels of confounding effects. Conversely, the GLM-naive approach struggles
to control the FDP effectively, and this discrepancy becomes increasingly pronounced as
the number of latent factors grows. However, in a commendable contrast to CATE, our
method GCATE consistently outperforms in terms of FDP control at various alpha cutoffs.
This superiority can be attributed to our method’s ability to model the data distribution
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Figure 4: False discovery proportion at different « levels for p-values adjusted by the
Benjamini-Hochberg procedure on 100 simulated datasets when n = 250. The left and right
panels show the results for different numbers of latent factors, (a) » = 2 and (b) r = 10,
respectively. When r = 10, the FDP of GLM-naive is above 0.15; hence it is not shown in the
figure.
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Figure 5: The powers and precisions of different methods on the simulated datasets over
100 runs, with varying numbers of samples n € {100,250} and numbers of latent factors
r € {2,10}.

accurately and eliminate unwarranted variations.

Lastly, we also evaluate the statistical power and precision of different methods. Here, the
power is evaluated when the Type-I error threshold is 5%. We anticipate that both CATE and
the GLM-naive approach would yield higher power compared to other methods because they
tend to allow more discoveries without adequately controlling the Type-I errors (Figure 3). In
Figure 5, we observe that CATE exhibits the lowest power among the considered methods. In
contrast, the GLM-naive approach concurrently registers the most insufficient precision among
all the methods. As anticipated, the GLM-oracle approach boasts the highest power and
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Figure 6: Simulation results on 100 simulated scRNA-seq datasets generated by Splatter
with varying numbers of samples n € {100,200}. The four metrics are shown in four columns,
respectively. The blue dashed lines indicate the desired cutoffs for the statistical errors.

precision because it operates in an ideal scenario without confounding effects. In contrast,
our proposed method, GCATE, demonstrates a balanced and robust performance concerning
power and precision. It achieves a competitive power level while maintaining a significantly
higher precision than the GLM-naive method. Moreover, GCATE outperforms CATE regarding
both power and precision. This suggests that correct modeling of confounding effects boosts
the statistical power and precision in high-dimensional datasets.

5.2 Misspecified simulated datasets using scRINA simulators

To better evaluate the performance of various methods, we use the single-cell RNA se-
quencing data simulator Splatter (Zappia et al., 2017) to generate simulated count datasets.
Splatter explicitly models the hierarchical Gamma-Poisson processes that give rise to data
observed in scRNA-seq experiments and can model the multiple-faceted variability. Thus,
the simulated datasets generated by Splatter are similar to real-world datasets and suitable
for benchmarking differential expression testing methods.

Using Splatter, n cells are sampled from two groups with equal probability for n €
{100,200}, containing p = 10,000 genes. Because of the sparse nature of the simulated
single-cell datasets, about 80% of the genes are only expressed in 10 cells. Hence, we exclude
these lowly-expressed genes and evaluate the methods for the remaining genes. We include
d = 3 covariates for each cell: the intercept, the group indicator ({£1}), and the logarithm
of the library sizes, which is the sum of expression across all genes. When simulating the
datasets, we use Splatter to generate four batches, introducing three major confounders.
Because the data is not generated from well-specified GLMs, the oracle model is unknown
and hence not included. For GLM-naive and GCATE, we use the NB likelihood with log links
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to directly model the count data, where the gene-level dispersion parameters are estimated
by the method of moments based on the estimated mean returned by using the Poisson
likelihood; see Appendix F.2 for more details. For CATE, we normalize the counts in each
cell by its library size, then multiply them by a scale factor of 10* and shift them by one,
and finally, apply the logarithm transform, following the standard preprocessing approach
of single-cell data.

Compared to the previous bulk-cell simulation in Section 5.1, the simulated data from
Splatter is sparser and more noisy. From Figure 6, both CATE and GLM fail to control
the Type-I error at level 5% and have lower power than GCATE in this more challenging
setting. The primary reason lies in the assumption underlying CATE is significantly violated,
while the GLM approach fails to account for confounding effects. Though GLM may have
reasonable control over the false discoveries, its power and precision are highly affected by
the confounders. On the contrary, GCATE obtain valid Type-I error and FDP controls and
higher power and precision with small sample sizes because of proper distributional modeling.

6 Lupus data example

6.1 The dataset

Systemic lupus erythematosus (SLE) is an autoimmune disease predominantly affecting
women and individuals of Asian, African, and Hispanic descent. Perez et al. (2022) de-
veloped multiplexed single-cell RNA sequencing (mux-seq) to capture the complexity of im-
mune cell populations and systematically profile the composition and transcriptional states
of immune cells in a large multiethnic cohort. The dataset contains 1.2 million peripheral
blood mononuclear cells from 8 major cell types and 261 individuals, including 162 SLE
cases and 99 healthy controls of either Asian or European ancestry. The cell-type-specific
DE analysis aims to provide insights into the diagnosis and treatment of SLE.

To remove the genes with small variations, we use the Python package scanpy (Wolf
et al., 2018) to pre-process the single-cell data and select the top 2,000 highly variable genes
(HVGs) within each cell type. For each cell type, we aggregate expression across cells from
the same subject to obtain gene-level pseudo-bulk counts and then remove genes expressed
in less than 10 subjects. The basic information of the preprocessed datasets is provided
in Appendix G.2. For each subject, the recorded variables are SLE status (condition), the
logarithm of the library size, sex, population, and processing cohorts (4 levels). The latter
3 variables, which account for r = 5 degrees of freedom, are considered to be the measured
confounders. To simulate unmeasured confounders, we exclude these variables in all our
analyses, except the so-called GLM-oracle analysis.

6.2 Confounder adjustment

We conducted five analyses for each cell type. Three approaches are based on the NB
GLM model: gLM-oracle (NB including the confounders), GLM-naive (NB ignoring the con-
founders) and GCATE. Two versions of CATE were applied: the basic CATE analysis and
CATE-mad, which uses an estimated empirical null (Wang et al., 2017a) based on median
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Figure 7: Results on the lupus datasets. (a) Histograms of lupus z-statistics of different
methods on T4 cell type. The orange curves represent the density of the standard normal
distribution. (b) The precision and specificity for four methods computed across 5 major cell

types.

absolute deviation (MAD). Only 5 cell types (T4, cM, B cell, T8, NK) contain more than
50,000 single cells and have sufficient power to obtain significant findings using the GLM-
oracle approach, so we restrict our comparisons to those types. In particular, we display our
results for the largest T4 cell type in this section, and similar results for other cell types are
included in Appendix G. To estimate the number of latent factors r, we analyze the JIC
values according to Remark 1. As shown in Figure G4, the scree plot reveals a diminishing
negative log-likelihood with increasing r, which plateaus for r = 4 to r = 7, and the decre-
ment becomes marginal beyond r = 7. Consequently, we recommend selecting » = 7 for
GCATE analysis.

The majority of the test statistics obtained for GLM-oracle are well approximated by
a standard normal distribution, which suggests that the experiment conducted by Perez
et al. (2022) was well controlled, and the impact of unmeasured confounders was negligi-
ble (Figure 7(a)). However, when we excluded the measured confounders, the GLM-naive
statistics were poorly calibrated, indicating that controlling for these variables is essential
to proper analysis, either directly or indirectly. The CATE statistics are even more poorly
calibrated than GLM-naive, suggesting that these sparse data cannot be modeled using a
linear model, though restricting the test to the top 250 HVGs yields test statistics closer
to the expected distribution (Figure G7). With the empirical null adjustment, CATE-mad
performed somewhat better, but this adaptation is insufficient, suggesting that CATE cannot
remove the confounding effects when the data are unsuitable for a linear model. Finally, the
performance of GCATE is ideal: the majority of the statistics are well approximated by the
standard normal, and a few signals can be captured on the right tail. Similar results were
obtained for each of the 5 biggest cell types, as shown in Figure G6.

For comparison, we label genes based on the GLM-oracle analysis with FDR control at
cutoff 0.2 as “true positives”, resulting in 72 significant genes for the T4 cell type. With
FDR control at cutoff 0.2, 15 of the 16 GCATE’s statistics overlap with the true positives,
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indicating that the test loses power when the impact of confounders has to be removed using
factor analysis. Still, the test appears to control the error rate. To illustrate the performance
of the 4 competing analysis methods across all 5 large cell types, we calculate the precision
and specificity using 0.2 as a cutoff for false discovery rate control. As shown in Figure 7(b),
only GCATE achieves uniformly high precision and specificity.

To compare different methods in the biological significance of the discoveries, we conduct
gene ontology over-representation analysis to identify the related biological processes. As
shown in Figure G8, both GLM-oracle and GCATE discover genes that are pertinent to the
immune-response-related pathways, which also appear in prior studies on lupus (Perez et al.,
2022, Fig. 3). On the other hand, though hundreds of significant genes are claimed by CATE-
mad, they are not associated with meaningful biological pathways. The results indicate that
GCATE identifies scientifically more relevant genes than CATE under unmeasured confounders.

Lastly, we inspect the sensitivity of GCATE to the number of latent factors r. By utilizing
JIC (3.1), we have selected r = 7, which is close to the number of major covariates we drop.
In Table G4, we examine the performance of GCATE for different values of r. Remarkably, the
resulting distributions of z-statistics generated by GCATE, across varying numbers of factors
r, are similar to the standard normal distribution when r > 4 because the MAD is close to
one. Thus, JIC can serve as a valuable criterion for determining the appropriate number
of latent factors for GCATE. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that the number of discoveries
remains consistent when r falls within a reasonable range. These observations collectively
suggest the stability of GCATE’s inferential outcomes within this range of reasonable factor
selections.

7 Discussion

We presented novel estimation and inference procedures for multivariate generalized linear
models with unmeasured confounders in the high-dimensional scenarios when both the sam-
ple size n and response size p tend to infinity. Our approach comprises three main phases.
In the first phase, we disentangle the marginal effects from the uncorrelated confounding
effects, recovering the column space of latent coefficients I' from the latter. We provide
non-asymptotic estimation error bounds for both the estimated natural parameter matrix
©® and the projection onto the column space of I'. In the second phase, we estimate both
latent factors Z and primary effects B by solving a constrained lasso-type problem that
confines B to the orthogonal space of I'. From the column-wise estimation error of the
latent components, we obtain the estimation error for the primary effects in the presence
of nuisance parameters. In the third phase, we design an inferential procedure to correct
the bias introduced by /;-regularization and establish Type-1 error and family-wise error
rate controls.

Numerically, we demonstrate the usage of the proposed method with Poisson and Nega-
tive Binomial likelihoods for bulk-cell and single-cell simulations, respectively. Compared to
alternative methods, the proposed method effectively controls the Type-I error and false dis-
covery proportion while delivering enhanced statistical power and precision as the count data
get sparser and more over-dispersed. Furthermore, our analysis of real single-cell datasets
underscores the essential nature of accounting for confounding effects when major covariates
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are unobserved. Notably, our proposed method consistently outperforms alternative tech-
niques, demonstrating superior precision and specificity, thus establishing its suitability for
high-dimensional sparse count data.

The present study, while offering valuable insights, is not without its limitations and
opportunities for future exploration. Some of these include the development of hypothesis
testing for confounding effects, the theoretical guarantee of the FDR, and more robust criteria
for selecting the optimal number of latent factors. Recent works by Dai et al. (2023) and
Chen and Li (2022) offer promising insights that may contribute to resolving some of these
challenges. Although we have briefly touched upon the applicability of our proposed method
under non-canonical link functions in Appendix F.4, comprehensive theoretical guarantees
remain an area deserving of further research and investigation.
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Appendix

The appendix includes the proof for all the theorems, computational details, and extra
experiment results. The structure of the appendix is listed below:

Appendix Content
Appendix A Proof of Proposition 1
Appendix B B.1  Proof of Theorem 2.
ppencx B.2 Lemmas B.1-B.2, which are used in the proof of Theorem 2.
C.1 Preparatory definitions.
Appendix C  C.2 Proof of Theorem 3.
C.3 Lemmas C.1-C.4, which are used in the proof of Theorem 3.
D.1 Preparatory definitions.
. D.2  Proof of Corollary 4.
Appendix D D.3  Proof of Theorem 5
D.4 Lemmas D.1-D.6, which are used in the proof of Theorem 5.
E.1  Proof of Theorem 6.
Appendix E  E.2  Proof of Proposition 7.
E.3 Lemmas E.1-E.3, which are used in the proof of Theorem 6
and Proposition 7.
F.1 Summary of commonly used exponential families.
Appendix T F.2 Initialization procedure, alternative maximization algorithm,
PP and the estimation of dispersion parameters.
F.3  Choosing hyperparameters in practice.
F.4 Discussion about non-canonical links.
G.1 Efficiency loss of sample splitting.
Appendix G G.2 Information about lupus data.
G.3 Extra results on lupus datasets.
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A Proof of Proposition 1

Proof of Proposition 1. Because the one-parameter exponential family is minimal, the nat-
ural parameter space is convex, and the log-partition function A is strictly convex. Based
on the information of the first moment of y and the log-partition function A, we can iden-
tify Bz + T'z = 8 = A" (E[y]). Because I'w has zero mean and is uncorrelated to ,
Cov(T'w) =TX,T'" can be identified as the residual covariance of regression of 8 on x.

Because \.(I'E,I'") > 7,, T and ¥, have full rank. Let U.A, U, be the reduced
eigenvalue decomposition of I'S,I'" where U, € RP*". Note that

Pr=T%/ (S T'TE)/*) 'S,/ T’
— U, AZ(AIUJUAY) AU
— U, AZ(APA2)'AZUT
~UU.

Thus, Pr can be recovered.
By the orthogonal decomposition, we have B = P¢ B + PrB. Let e,; = (dir)1<¢<p and
eq; = (0j0)1<e<q- We consider the (i, j)-th entry of PrB
e, ;PrBeyj| = |e) I'S/*(S)/°TT'S)/?)'S/°T'" Be;|
< ||1“21/2(21/21“T1“21/2) 12T Te, |00 - | Beajln
= max e/ TZV/3(Z/2TTTXY?)1nl2T e, ;| - | Bea,l:

L€p)
< maXHEI/QFT dlo - [[(ZPTTTS/?) 'S T Te, |z - || Beayll

L€(p)
< fl}fé?pXHEl/QFT dl2 - (ELPTTTEY?) op - 12T Tepille - 1Byl
< max =T Tepollo - A (TE,IT) ™ |21 e, il - || Bslh
_ 0 | B;ll1

Tp

=o(1), (A1)

where the first two inequalities are from Holder’s inequality; the third inequality holds be-
cause of the sub-multiplicativity of the operator norm; and the last inequality holds because
SYTTTEY? and TS, TT have the same non-zero eigenvalues. Then we have

Tp

B
|PrB|r < \/ﬁfE%HBTPpeP,iHZ < M

Thus, the conclusion follows. O]
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B Estimation error of natural parameters by alterna-
tive maximization

In this section, we gather useful results to bound the estimation error for the natural pa-
rameter matrix. Let Ec = {©* € RZ "} be the event that all the natural parameters are
bounded. From Assumption 1, we know that P(E¢) = ¢, — 1 as n — oo. Under event E¢,
because A is strictly convex and trice continuously differentiable, we have that

ki := inf A"(f) > 0 and Ky := sup A"() < . (B.1)
0€Rc 0cRc

These facts enable us to derive Theorem 2, which will be used in Appendix C for proving
Theorem 3 and in Appendix D for proving Theorem 5.

B.1 Estimation error of natural parameters

Proof of Theorem 2. We split the proof into two parts under event F¢.

Part (1) Bounding ||© — ©*||p. From the assumption of Theorem 2, we have

~

L(©") — L(©) >0,

which also holds when @ is the maximum likelihood estimator. From Lemma B.1 it further
follows that

* o * K21 *
0 < V2(d+1)Y = A(O)]op]|© = O7[lp — |6 = ©7;.
Thus, we have

~ . 2/2(d+r L
16 - el < 22 Dy yier)

lop-

Next, we bound the operator norm of ¥ — A’(®*). Conditional on X and Z, observe that
2y = yij — A'(05;) (i € [n] and j € [p]) are independent, zero-meaned, and sub-exponential
with parameters v = (/k; and o = 1/C?. To see this, note that its moment generating
function is Elexp(tzi;)] = exp(A(0}; + t) — A(0;;) — tA'(0;;)) = exp(A”(6;; + t')t*/2) for
some |t'| < |t|. By Assumption 1, we have Elexp(tz;;)] < kat?/2 for all |t] < C?, which
shows that z;; is sub-exponential. By Lemma B.2, for any § > 0, with probability at least
1—(n+p)~°— (np)~?, it follows that

18— 0y < 22Ut (4 s 4 263 (e v o) log(np) /Tor(1 £ 1))

<SV(d+71)(nVp).
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Part (2) Bounding max;<;<, ||@j — ©7|l2.  Similarly to Part (1), by union bound, we
have

~ 2,/2(d
max [|©; — O] < max 2y2dtr)

1<5<p 1<j<p Ko

< 2—‘22M(4V\/ﬁ +2(5 + 1)%\/E(oz V v)log(n)y/log(n + 1)),

1Y; — A(©7)]2

with probability at least 1 —p(n+p) =1 —p(np) 2"t > 1—(n+p)=°— (np)~?, for any § > 0.
For ¢ > 1, taking union bound over the above two events and E¢ finishes the proof. [J

B.2 Technical lemmas

Lemma B.1 (Upper bound of likelihood difference). Suppose that ®; € R,,,0; € R,,
with r; = rank(®,) for j = 1,2. Define x; := infyer A”(f). Then it holds that

and
£(:) - £(0) < VL 2y - 4(0))], 10 - O + 120 - O
Proof of Lemma B.1. Recall that £(©) = n~1[—tr(Y "O) + tr(1,x,A(0))]. Then we have
£(:) = £(81) = 1 (Y — 4(©,))" (61— ©2))
— %tr(lpxn(A(@l) —A(©,)) — A(0,)T (O, — 8,)). (B.2)

Next, we analyze the two terms separately.
For the first term, we have

tr((Y — A'(@g))T(G)l —0,)) (B.3)
<V/rank(0; — ©,)[|Y — A'(02)]|6p[|©1 — O
<y/rank(©1) + rank(0,)[|Y — A'(03)||op[|©1 — O2l|r, (B.4)

where the first inequality is from the matrix norm inequality | tr(A " B)| < \/rank(B)||Alop || Bll¥
and the last inequality is due to the fact that rank(A + B) < rank(A) + rank(B).
For the second term, note that each entry inside the trace takes the form

A((©1)i5) — A((©2)i5