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Abstract

We study several variants of the high-dimensional mean inference problem motivated by modern single-cell ge-

nomics data. By taking advantage of low-dimensional and localized signal structures commonly seen in such data,

our proposed methods not only have the usual frequentist validity but also provide useful information on the potential

locations of the signal if the null hypothesis is rejected. Our method adaptively projects the high-dimensional vec-

tor onto a low-dimensional space, followed by a debiasing step using the semiparametric double-machine learning

framework. Our analysis shows that debiasing is unnecessary under the global null, but necessary under a “projected

null” that is of scientific interest. We also propose an “anchored projection” to maximize the power while avoiding the

degeneracy issue under the null. Experiments on synthetic data and a real single-cell sequencing dataset demonstrate

the effectiveness and interpretability of our methods.
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1 Introduction

Comparing the mean vectors of two high-dimensional random vectors is a canonical statistical problem that is relevant

to many scientific, engineering and business applications. We can trace the history back to the low-dimensional version

and Hotelling’s T [18] in the 1930s. The high-dimensional two-sample comparison problem has been extensively

studied in the recent statistical literature, for example, [2, 7, 48]. Various methods have been proposed under different

assumptions about the targeted signal structure: see [19] for a recent review and extensive numerical comparisons.

In this work, we study the high-dimensional, two-sample mean inference problem in the context of high-throughput

single-cell RNA sequencing (scRNA-seq) data. Since the initial breakthrough [45], scRNA-seq studies have yielded

vast discoveries revealing the composition and interactions of cells. The granularity enables the identification of rare

cell types, cellular heterogeneity, and dynamic cellular states. However, the high dimensionality and the complex

interaction between genes pose some barriers to existing inference methods. In particular, despite their great statistical

power under favorable settings, existing methods provide little further structural insights about the signal beyond a

global p-value or a long list of single-gene p-values. In practice, scientists are often interested not only in whether the

two groups are different but which set of genes are most responsible for such a difference. This choice is motivated

by the fact that correlated gene expression patterns often identify sparse sets of genes that control key biological

systems, such as coordinated transcriptional regulation [34, 41]. Thus, it has been widely believed that genes acting in

coordinated clusters play a key role in determining a phenotype.
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Figure 1: Genes are co-regulated. A. Sample correlations between genes of a T4 immune cell data set. Each diagonal
block corresponds to genes having non-zero loadings in the estimated (sparse) PC vector. (Every gene is plotted only
one time even when it is contained in multiple PCs) B. Projection scores of each sample onto the directions specified
by PC1 and PC4. See Section 6 for more details. PC2 and PC3 are not plotted because the distributions are visually
overlapping.

While interpretability is indispensable for scRNA data analysis, it usually comes under nontrivial assumptions

about the signal and covariance structures. Simultaneous dimension reduction and variable selection can be achieved

through sparse principal components analysis [sPCA 61, 24, 52], and has been applied in genetics study of schizophre-

nia [60]. In many biological settings, sparse factors are well justified. For example, a transcription factor regulates

a set of genes with common features (motifs) creating a regulatory network [6]. Building on this idea, [27] argued

that statistically derived factors often identify coordinated biological activity, which can be usefully modeled. In a

related direction, a collection of methods termed “contrastive dimension reduction” [62, 1, 25] have been developed

to identify systematic differences in covariance matrices between groups of genes. In the mean inference literature, a

recent work [59] develops a Bayesian method under a low-dimensional sparse factor model and demonstrates how it

can localize groups of genes that drive the difference between groups. These recent research trends reflect a consensus

understanding that the gene expressions in a cell are co-regulated [43] and the number of correlation clusters is much

smaller than the number of genes (Figure 1A). The genes in the same cluster—Figure 1 shows principle component

(PC) genes clusters—are likely functioning in related pathways [16]. It is of great interest to determine whether the

expression levels of these modules or factors are different between groups. In fact, one of the first few exploratory vi-

sualizations with a fresh scRNA-seq data set is a scatter plot of each sample’s principle component score (Figure 1B).

In the presented Lupus data example (detailed in Section 6), we can observe a bimodal pattern in both the PC1 and

PC4 directions, indicating the genes contained in these two PCs may have different expression levels and are worth
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further investigation. It is then natural to ask whether this visual bimodal pattern in these two directions is due to some

genuine difference between the groups or due to randomness. One of the main objectives of this work is to provide a

statistically principled answer to this question.

In single-cell sequencing data, each cell’s gene expression profile is represented as a p-dimensional vector, where

the ambient dimension p typically ranges from 102 to 104. Let the samples from the case and control groups be

{Zi : 1 ≤ i ≤ NZ}, {Xj : 1 ≤ j ≤ NX} ⊂ Rp, and assume they are independent and identically distributed (IID)

from two distributions PZ , PX . The global null hypothesis for the two-sample mean problem is

Hglobal
0 : µX = µZ , (1)

where µX , µZ ∈ Rp are the population means of PX , PZ , respectively. While many statistical tests have been devel-

oped for the global null (1), to enhance the interpretability and power of the test, we consider the following projected

null, which is inspired by the correlation structure in scRNA data (Figure 1):

Hproj
0 (u) : (µX − µZ)

⊤
u = 0, (2)

where u is a sparse vector. When the vector u is known, the problem (2) is just a simple two-sample mean test and can

be effectively solved using standard methods such as the student’s t-test or the Wilcoxon’s rank-sum test. The vector

u provides both dimension reduction and, when u is sparse, variable selection. In this case, rejecting the projected null

Hproj
0 (u) not only asserts that µX and µZ are different but also indicates that there is a significant difference in the

subspace spanned by a few coordinates. However, in practice, such a vector must be estimated from the data. In the

single-cell sequencing literature, it is plausible to assume that genes form clusters and coordinate with each other, and

such gene clusters are likely to contribute to both the differential expression between two samples as well as the mode

of variability [59]. In other words, one can expect the existence of a sparse vector u supported on one or a few such

clusters, such that it is aligned with both the difference µX −µZ vector and also explains much of the gene expression

variability. This structural assumption points to a natural proxy of u as the leading principle component vector of the

gene expression.

The leading principal component direction of gene expression is unknown and must be estimated from the samples

(the x-axis direction of Figure 1B is an example). Other leading PCs are also interesting projection directions. The

orthogonality of PCs can further facilitate the exploration of systematic differential structures of the data in hand: we

present only about 20% of the total genes in Figure 1A and the correlation structure fades away quickly as the PC index

increases, which also indicates a real-data covariance matrix can be well-approximated by some low-rank estimates

based on PCs. In this paper, we introduce our method and theory focusing on the leading principle component, but
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extension to multiple PCs is straightforward and illustrated in our numerical examples.

Since the estimation of high dimensional sparse principal components has been extensively studied [see 61, 24, 52,

for example], it is tempting to plug in an estimated principal component and treat it as fixed in the projected testing

problem (2). However, the estimation error in the principal components may have non-negligible effects on subsequent

inference, as the convergence rate is usually slower than 1/
√
n. The first main contribution of this work is a detailed

study of the effect of estimation error in the projection direction on the inference problem under different scenarios of

the true parameter and the null hypothesis considered. We show that when µX = µZ , this estimation error does not

affect the validity of the plug-in two-sample test, while it causes substantial bias if µX ̸= µZ for the projected null (2),

leading to biased confidence intervals for the effect size.

To correct the bias in the plug-in estimate, we implement a semiparametric one-step procedure [3, 49, 28, 8, 26, 17,

38] to construct an asymptotically normal estimate of the parameter (µX − µZ)
⊤
u. Such a one-step estimate involves

the influence function of principal components, which are estimated using sparse PCA methods. To our knowledge,

this is the first work combining sparse PCA with one-step estimation.

Our second methodological contribution is a more powerful test for the global null (1) assisted by a sparse pro-

jection. While choosing the projection u to be the leading principal component can provide valid inference for the

projected inference after debiasing, it may not provide the most power for testing the global null, especially when the

mean difference is not substantially aligned with the leading principal components. This motivates us to look for a

different, more adaptive sparse projection direction. A natural choice is the linear discriminating direction that best

separates the two populations. In the high-dimensional inference literature, sparse discriminant analysis has been stud-

ied with appealing theoretical properties [4]. Again, as in the principal component projection, such a sparse projection

vector must be estimated from the data and must be debiased. A major challenge in this approach is that under the

global null hypothesis, such a linear discriminating direction is not well-defined and the influence function required

in debiasing is degenerate. This is a common problem encountered in two-sample testing involving nuisance parame-

ters [33, 56, 11, 35]. To tackle this challenge, we develop an “anchored projection” test, which adaptively combines

the linear discriminating direction and the principal component. Under the alternative, the discriminating direction is

well-defined and determines the projection direction. Under the null, the discriminating direction is insignificant and

is overtaken by, or anchored at, the leading principal component, which is always well-defined and non-degenerate.

We establish the validity of this test under standard high-dimensional inference contexts and demonstrate its strong

performance through numerical examples.

Notation. Our method uses the one-step estimation framework, which involves sample-splitting and cross-fitting,

where we use a fraction of the data to estimate nuisance parameters such as PC vectors or discriminant directions,

and the rest of the samples are used to construct the test statistics. Formally, we use {Xi, i = 1, 2, ..., NX} to denote
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the sample from PX and {Zi, i = 1, 2, ..., NZ} the sample from PZ . The integer M denotes the number of folds of

sample splitting. For ease of presentation, we assume nX = NX/M, nZ = NZ/M are integers. When we say “data

in the m-th fold”, we are referring to the sub-sample

D(m) = {Xi, i = (m− 1)nX + 1, . . . ,mnX} ∪ {Zi, i = (m− 1)nZ + 1, . . . ,mnZ} .

The complete data set is D := ∪M
m=1D(m), and the samples not in split m are denoted as D(−m) = D\D(m). We also

use n ≡ min{nX , nZ}.

For a matrix Σ, we use Σ+ to denote its Moore–Penrose pseudoinverse. For a positive-semidefinite matrix Σ,

λi(Σ) denotes its i-th largest eigenvalue. We will use Σ for the common, population covariance matrix of X and Z,

and λj , vj for its j-th eigenvalue and eigenvector, assuming they are uniquely defined.

2 Simple Plug-in Tests

In two-sample testing under the context of genomics applications, including scRNA-seq, investigators are usually not

only interested in rejecting the global null hypothesis but also want more information regarding how they are different.

One commonly used strategy in the literature [31, 59, 20] is the plug-in projection, which can be summarized as

follows.

1. Given a large collection of genes and their gene-expression level measurements in two groups, estimate a direc-

tion vector that can summarize the variation pattern of the genes. One commonly considered direction in the

literature is the estimated top PC vector. Denote this direction as v̂.

2. Calculate the difference between the sample average expression µ̂X and µ̂Z , and project it onto the estimated

gene group (µ̂X − µ̂Z)
⊤v̂.

If the inner product’s magnitude significantly exceeds its plug-in standard error as if v̂ were non-random, people may

claim that 1) there is a difference between the means; and 2) the difference is in a direction well-aligned with the

PC direction. The general statistical validity of such claims is questionable since it does not factor in the variance of

estimating v̂. Moreover, due to the “double-dipping” of data—which refers to the fact that the same data is used to

obtain v̂ and the inference of (µ̂X − µ̂Z)
T v̂—a consistent estimator of v is usually not enough, people typically need

better convergence property to establish theoretical guarantees.

To start our investigation, we first de-couple the dependence between µ̂X−µ̂Z and estimates of PC1 by considering
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the plug-in statistic using a sample-splitting scheme:

Tpi = Tpi(v1) = σ̂−1
pi

M∑
m=1

(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤
v
(−m)
1 . (3)

Here v1 is the first eigenvector of the population covariance matrix Σ = E[(X−µX)(X−µX)⊤] = E[(Z−µZ)(Z−

µZ)
⊤], and Tpi(v1) is the related plug-in test statistics. And µ

(m)
X = n−1

X

∑
Xi∈D(m) Xi, µ

(m)
Z = n−1

Z

∑
Zi∈D(m) Zi

and the estimated mean vectors using samples in the m-th split. The estimate of v1, v(−m)
1 , is calculated using D(−m).

The variance estimator of Tpi is:

σ̂2
pi =

M∑
m=1

n−2
X

∑
Xi∈D(m)

(
X⊤

i v
(−m)
1 − µ

(m)⊤
X v

(−m)
1

)2
+ n−2

Z

∑
Zi∈D(m)

(
Z⊤
i v

(−m)
1 − µ

(m)⊤
Z v

(−m)
1

)2 . (4)

Remark 2.1. In the above definition of Tpi(v1), we implicitly assume the eigenvector v1 is well-defined. That is, there

is a unique eigenvector—up to sign flipping—that corresponds to the largest eigenvalue of the covariance matrix (its

geometric multiplicity is 1). We also assume the two samples have a common population covariance matrix. We can

alternatively define v1 as the top eigenvector of E[(X−µX)(X−µX)⊤], which may actually be preferred in practice

since they represent the gene correlation under in the control group (more natural status). Assuming a common

covariance matrix can simplify our presentation. Mathematically, it is a slightly more complex case than “control-

covariance” case, mainly due to a more intricate influence function form that involve both case and control samples

(further elaborated in Section 3). Corresponding plug-in Tpi(vj) can also be calculated for other eigenvectors vj so

long as they are well-defined.

Remark 2.2. Since the leading PC v1 is identifiable only up to a sign. We assume the signs of the estimates are

aligned such that v(1)⊤1 v
(m)
1 ≥ 0 for all m = 2, ...,M when constructing (3).

The simulated distribution of Tpi under both the global null and the projected null is presented in Figure 2. Under

the global null, there is no difference between µX , µZ in any dimensions. For the projected null, we choose µX , µZ

such that µX ̸= µZ whereas (µX − µZ)
⊤v1 = 0. We can see the distribution of Tpi(v1) is close to standard normal

under Hglobal
0 but overdispersed under Hproj

0 . This implies Tpi may be used as a valid test statistic for the global

null but should not be implemented when testing the more informative projected null—the variance estimator is not

correct in the latter setting. This property is formally stated in Theorem 2.1. The details of the simulation are listed in

Appendix A.

The empirical distribution under the global null in Figure 2 may seem surprising, as it is well-known that the

leading PC cannot be estimated at 1/
√
n rate in high dimensions unless the signal strength is unusually high, [23, 51,

53], and one would expect the estimation error in the nuisance parameter v1 will lead to biased inference. However,
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Figure 2: Histogram for the distribution of Tpi (3), under the global and projected nulls. The blue curve indicates the
density of standard normal N (0, 1). Sample size NX = 500, NZ = 250. Dimension p = 100.

the special structure of the test statistic will nullify the nuisance noise under the global null, making it irrelevant in the

first order. This is a favorable property, meaning Tpi is a valid test statistic for Hglobal
0 .

Theorem 2.1. Suppose Tpi(v1) is calculated from the IID samples D and the split number M is fixed. We further

assume that

• (S1) The projected variables of X , Z on the population PC v1 have non-zero variance: Var
(
X⊤v1

)
,Var

(
Z⊤v1

)
>

0.

• (S2) The common covariance matrix, Σ, has a bounded largest eigenvalue λ1. Moreover, there is a strictly

positive gap between the first and second eigenvalues of Σ: λ1 − λ2 ≡ ω > 0.

• (S3) Each v
(−m)
1 is a consistent estimator of v1: E

∥∥∥v(−m)
1 − v1

∥∥∥2 → 0 as n → ∞. Similar conditions are also

required for µ(m)
X and µ

(m)
Z .

Then under the global null hypothesis Hglobal
0 : µX = µZ ,

Tpi
d−→ N (0, 1) (5)

as n = min{nX , nZ} → ∞.

Theorem 2.1, proved in Appendix B, ensures us that there is no need to worry about the potential bias carried in the

nuisance parameter estimates under the global null. However, as we will discuss next, the situation for the projected

null is completely different, and debiasing becomes necessary.
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3 Debiased Tests for the Projected Null

In this section, we develop a method for testing the projected null hypothesis Hproj
0 (v1) when v1 is the top principle

component of the population covariance matrix. The parameter of interest is

θ = (µX − µZ)
⊤v1 . (6)

If we can establish an asymptotic normal estimator of θ, then we can use it to construct confidence intervals and derive

a corresponding test for θ = 0. As we observed in Section 2, the plug-in estimator is not asymptotically normal in

general due to the error in the nuisance parameter estimates v̂1. To address this issue, we leverage the “one-step”

correction technique to boost a slow-rate estimator of θ to an
√
n-asymptotically normal estimator.

We propose applying the following statistic T1s to test the projected null Hproj
0 (v1):

T1s = T1s(v1) = σ̂−1
1s

M∑
m=1

θ̂
(m)
1s

:= σ̂−1
1s

M∑
m=1

(µ(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤
v
(−m)
1 + (nX + nZ)

−1

 ∑
Xi∈D(m)

ϕ
(−m)
X (Xi) +

∑
Zi∈D(m)

ϕ
(−m)
Z (Zi)


 , (7)

where

ϕ
(−m)
X (X) = s(−m)⊤

[(
X − µ

(−m)
X

)(
X − µ

(−m)
X

)⊤
− Σ(−m)

]
v
(−m)
1 ,

ϕ
(−m)
Z (Z) = s(−m)⊤

[(
Z − µ

(−m)
Z

)(
Z − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
− Σ(−m)

]
v
(−m)
1 ,

s(−m) =
(
λ
(−m)
1 Ip − Σ(−m)

)+ (
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)
. (8)

Here Σ(−m) is an estimate of the common covariance matrix Σ using samples in D(−m), and λ
(−m)
1 is an estimate of

λ1(Σ). Similar to σ̂pi in (4), the quantity σ̂1s is a sample-splitting estimate of the standard deviation of
∑M

m=1 θ̂
(m)
1s .

We present its explicit formula in Appendix C. When constructing Tpi, the mean vector estimators from m-th split

µ
(m)
X were simple sample averages and we will use the same choice for T1s. However, the out-of-fold mean estimators

µ
(−m)
X , µ(−m)

Z need not be simple averages. In fact, in the high-dimensional setting, soft-thresholding estimators of

the means are known to have better theoretical properties under certain sparsity assumptions (which is also likely to

hold in scRNA applications). See Remark 3.1.

The distributions of Tpi(v1) and T1s(v1) under the projected null—when µX ̸= µZ but (µX − µZ)
⊤v1 = 0—are

presented in Figure 3A. As we have seen earlier, the distribution of Tpi no longer approximates a standard normal.

This implies Tpi should not be applied to test Hproj
0 (v1) since their test size is not well-controlled. In contrast, the
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Figure 3: Distribution of debiased statistics and their corresponding estimates. (A) Histogram for the distribution of
Tpi and T1s, under the projected null. The blue curve indicates the density of standard normal N (0, 1). Sample size
nX = 250, nZ = 125. Dimension p = 100. (B) Histogram of M−1

∑M
m=1 θ̂

(m)
pi and M−1

∑M
m=1 θ̂

(m)
1s , treating them

as estimates of the inner product magnitude θ. The black line indicates the true value of (a non-zero) θ.

distribution of T1s is close to N (0, 1), providing both validity and interpretability.

The estimate of θ in T1s differs from Tpi by including a “one-step” correction, which corresponds to the influence

function [36, 10] of θ with respect to the nuisance parameter v1. Such a one-step correction often leads to a
√
n-

consistent, asymptotically normal estimate. The difference between θ̂
(m)
pi and θ̂

(m)
1s when estimating a θ ̸= 0 is

illustrated in Figure 3B.

We formally state the aforementioned distributional results as follows.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose T1s(v1) is calculated from an IID sample D and the split number M is fixed. In addition to

assumptions (S1)- (S3) in Theorem 2.1, we further assume that

• (D1) The difference between the population means ∥µX − µZ∥2 is bounded by a constant.

• (D2)
∥∥Σ(−m) − Σ

∥∥ ,∥∥∥µX − µ
(−m)
X

∥∥∥
2
,
∥∥∥µZ − µ

(−m)
Z

∥∥∥
2

are all of order oP (n
−1/4), where ∥ · ∥ denotes the

spectral norm for a matrix.

• (D3) E[(ϕ
(−m)
X (X)− ϕX(X))2] → 0 as n → ∞. A similar condition also holds for ϕ(−m)

Z .

Then under the projected null hypothesis Hproj
0 (v1) we have,

T1s
d−→ N (0, 1) (9)
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as min{nX , nZ} → ∞.

The proof of Theorem 3.1 is presented in Appendix D.

Remark 3.1. Compared with Theorem 2.1, condition (D2) in Theorem 3.1 is the most essential extra requirement

regarding nuisance parameter estimation. It requires the high-dimensional quantities Σ, µX , µZ to be estimated at

a rate faster than n−1/4 (recall in low-dimensional settings they can be estimated in a parametric rate
√
p/n). This

type of condition is common in the one-step estimation literature—-including the well-known doubly-robust estimator

of average treatment effect [15]. When p = pn diverges faster than n1/2, the above
√

p/n rate no longer satisfies our

requirement (D2).

In our case, we can apply some regularized estimators of µX , µZ to achieve the o(n−1/4) rate. One choice is

simply calculating simple sample means from D(−m) and hard threshold each entry at
√
log p/n. This procedure

and a close variation (“soft-thresholding”) give estimators converging in rate
√

log p/n ≪ n−1/4, assuming a finite

number of entries of µX has non-zero population means [22]. In statistical literature, this type of estimator has been

extensively discussed in wavelet nonparametric regression in the 1990s [13]. It is also related to James-Stein estimator

[40] and Lasso under orthonormal designs ([47], Section 10).

Estimation of high-dimensional covariance matrices is a more recent topic and has been extensively studied in

the past two decades. The high dimensionality is often tackled by some covariance structures such as low-rank,

approximate block-diagonal, or sparsity. The theoretical rates of many estimators, measured in the operator spectral

norm ∥Σ(−m)−Σ∥, are often of order
√
log p/n or n−α/(2α+1) with some regularity index α > 0, possibly achieving

the required o(n−1/4) rate in (D2). We refer our readers to [14, 5, 29] for more extensive surveys of frequently imposed

structures and available methods.

Remark 3.2. Condition (D2) may imply condition (D3) under certain boundedness conditions on the components of

ϕX , ϕZ (convergence in probability does not unconditionally imply convergence in moments). Since they are neither

sufficient nor necessary for each other and control different elements in the proof, we state them separately. For semi-

parametric estimation without sample-splitting, condition (D3) needs to be modified to a stronger version restricting

the estimates in a Donsker class (e.g. [26] Section 4.2).

4 Anchored Projection Tests for the Global Null

While the PCA debiased projection procedure developed in the previous section provides valid inference under the

projected null hypothesis, it may not provide full power against the global null hypothesis when the mean difference

µX − µZ is not well-aligned with the leading PCs. Depending on the scientific research goal, one may alternatively
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be interested in interpretable tests that prioritize power over the correlation structure. Following the sparse projection

idea, it is then natural to project the difference vector in a sparse direction that best separates the two populations.

Constructing high-dimensional sparse linear classifiers has been well-studied in the literature, including logistic

Lasso [47, 50] and sparse LDA [39, 4]. However, under the global null, this discriminating direction becomes de-

generative. In practice, it is also direct to verify via a simple simulated experiment (Figure E.7) that cross-validated

linear classifiers such as logistic Lasso have a positive probability to be exactly zero. This is a common challenge

faced by two-sample tests under the global null hypothesis, and most existing results [33] are only established under

the alternative hypothesis.

In order to overcome the degeneracy issue, we propose a hybrid sparse projection that adaptively “anchors” the

potentially degenerative discriminating direction to a sparse PC vector when the signal is weak. When the signal is

moderately strong, the hybrid projection direction will mainly follow the discriminating direction, which yields higher

power. On the other hand, when the signal is weak, the estimated discriminating direction is noisy and the sparse PC

takes over to avoid degeneracy.

Let β(−m) be a discriminating direction estimated from all data except the mth fold. Our adaptive anchored

projection test statistic has the following form:

Tanc = Tanc(v1) := σ̂−1
anc

M∑
m=1

(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v
(−m)
1 + wnβ

(−m)
)
. (10)

The normalizing standard error σ̂anc is similarly defined as σ̂pi in (4), replacing v
(−m)
1 by the hybrid projection vector

v̄
(−m)
1 ∝ v

(−m)
1 + wnβ

(−m), normalized to have unit 2-norm. The weight parameter wn ∈ R diverges as n → ∞

is a hyperparameter of the method, which shifts the projection direction towards β(−m) when the signal is strong.

Under Hglobal
0 , the v

(−m)
1 component will dominate so long as wn does not diverge too fast, avoiding degeneracy and

allowing for tractable distribution of Tanc.

Corollary 4.1. Suppose Tanc is calculated from an IID sample D and the split number M is fixed. In addition to the

assumptions (S1)-(S3) in Theorem 2.1, we further assume that

• (ANC)
∥∥wnβ

(−m)
∥∥ = oP (1).

Then under the global null hypothesis Hglobal
0 : µX = µZ we have:

Tanc
d−→ N (0, 1) (11)

as n → ∞.

The proof of Corollary 4.1 is direct after establishing Theorem 2.1, details presented in Appendix F.
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Remark 4.1. (Power of the anchored test) The discriminating direction β can be related to the distributions of X

and Z through a classification problem, where we associate each sample point in the pooled data {Xi : 1 ≤ i ≤

NX} ∪ {Zj : 1 ≤ j ≤ NZ} a binary label Y , according to whether this sample comes from the X population or

the Z population. Then it is natural to define β as the best linear discriminating direction or the logistic regression

coefficient, which can be estimated using the corresponding high-dimensional sparse estimators [50, 4]. In either

choice, it is direct to check that when the true discriminant direction β is zero, the class label is independent of the

data vector, which further implies the global null hypothesis µX = µZ . Therefore, the test based on the anchored

projection statistic Tanc has power converging to 1, so long as ∥β(−m) − β∥ = oP (∥β∥) and wn∥β∥ → ∞.

Remark 4.2. The choice of discriminating direction estimate β(−m) can be quite flexible, and there are many propos-

als in the literature such as sparse logistic regression [50] and sparse linear discriminant analysis [4]. In practice,

we also found a thresholded-version of β(−m) works well: v̄
(−m)
1 ∝ v

(−m)
1 + wnβ

(−m)1{∥β(−m)∥ ≥ rn} for some

threshold level rn ≥ 0. This allows us to use a large wn so that v̄(−m)
1 converges to β(−m) much faster when the

signal surpasses the threshold.

The theoretical choice of the threshold rn depends on the rate of convergence of the original estimate β(−m).

When the true regression coefficient β is zero, in typical high-dimensional sparse classification settings we usually

have ∥β(−m)−β∥ = ∥β(−m)∥ = OP (n
−1/2

√
log p), so that the anchoring test statistic will offer asymptotically valid

null distribution as long as limn→∞ rn/(log p/n)
1/2 = ∞. In our numerical examples, the choice of rn = n−1/3 has

worked reasonably well. With this rn the choice of wn becomes less sensitive and we use wn =
√
n in both simulation

and real-data analysis. We will proceed with this choice of v̄(−m)
1 in the rest of the paper—coupled with Logistic Lasso

estimates β(−m). If one replaces the (ANC) condition with limn→∞ P
(∥∥β(−m)

∥∥ ≥ rn
)
= 0, the related Tanc is also

asymptotically normal under the global null hypothesis, using a similar argument as Corollary 4.1. When rn = 0,

the shrinkage function reduces to an identity mapping (10). In this case we can usually take wn = nα for some

α ∈ (0, 1/2).

5 Simulation Studies

In this section, we present some numerical results based on simulated data sets. We are interested in the performance

of Tpi, T1s and Tanc (with logistic Lasso) as well as a literature method for comparison [7]. The existing method is

a popular, powerful procedure for testing the global null and is more favored over other existing methods when there

are small signals in most dimensions (the L2-type alternative in [19]). The authors also applied their method to some

gene-set comparison problems. All of the methods discussed in this work, including Tpi, T1s and Tanc are included in

R package HMC—available on the Comprehensive R Archive Network (CRAN).

In this work, we simulate data under three scenarios: the global null Hglobal
0 ; a “strictly weaker” projected null

13



Hproj
0 (v1), with µX ̸= µZ but (µX − µZ) ⊥ v1; and the alternative hypothesis (µX − µZ)

⊤vj ̸= 0, j = 1, 2. That

is, in the alternative hypothesis setting, there are signals that align with both population PC1 and PC2. In this section,

we will focus on the validity and power of the tests. Interpretability will be explored in the real-data example. We

reject the null hypothesis when the absolute value of the test statistics is greater than 97.5%-quantile of N(0, 1). Under

Hglobal
0 , we expect the three discussed statistics to have an approximate 0.05 rejection proportion. For Hproj

0 (v1), only

T1s is expected to have a 0.05-size, while the other two have an inflated rejection rate because they are designed for

Hglobal
0 . Under the alternative hypothesis, we prefer a test that rejects more often, illustrating better power.

We consider a “zero-inflated normal” distribution of PX and PZ . The sample matrix would have a significant

proportion of exact zeros, mimicking normalized scRNA data where gene expression reads are highly sparse. We use

equal sample sizes for both groups, selected from {100, 300, 500}. Sample dimension p = 103. The samples have a

sparse, spiked covariance structure [21]. See Appendix G for a complete description of simulation details.

The rejection proportion of each test in different settings is estimated with 103 Monte Carlo repeats and the results

are presented in Figure 4. Under the global null when there is absolutely no signal (Figure 4, A), all of the methods

have well-calibrated rejection proportion when sample sizes are greater than 300. The debiased test statistics T1s has

an inflated type I error when the sample size is small.

Under the projected null, T1s(v1) meets the expected 0.05 rejection proportion with larger sample sizes (Figure 4,

B). Although the difference is orthogonal to v1, the absolute norm of the difference ∥µX − µZ∥ is set to be large,

which makes Tanc(v1) and the literature method always reject. The plug-in statistic Tpi(v1) also shows some “power”,

but this implies it cannot be used as a valid test for Hproj
0 (v1) although formally it is tempting to apply it to this case.

The results in Figure 4, C & D correspond to the same simulation setting (alternative hypothesis), but the imple-

mented comparison methods are different. We consider Tpi(v1), T1s(v1) and Tanc(v1) that target/anchor at PC1 in

subplot C, whereas in panel D it is their PC2-version being assessed. The literature method chen2010 is identical

across the two subplots. The signal aligned with PC1 v1 is set to be smaller than that with PC2 v2, therefore the

observed rejection rate is, in general, lower in panel C than D. The chen2010 method can leverage the signal from

both v1 and v2 and appear to be more powerful than the PC1 versions (but less than PC2 versions). Notably, the

anchored-test Tanc(v1) can adaptively adjust the projection direction to where the stronger signal lies, even when it is

anchored to the sub-optimal direction v1 (Figure 4 C).
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Figure 4: Significant results of the numerical studies. The title of each subplot should be read as: (simulation setting),
(PC used for estimator construction). chen2010 the literature method, debiased, T1s(v1) in A-C, T1s(v2) in D;
anchor, Tanc(v1) in A-C, Tanc(v2) in D; plug-in, Tpi(v1) in A-C, Tpi(v2) in D.
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Figure 5: Test results for the T4 cell sample. We report the p-value for each proposed test. Lasso: Tanc (v1); PC1-
PC4: T1s (v1) - T1s (v4). We also assess how much the active gene set–those having non-zero loadings in Lasso or PC
vectors–of each test overlaps, in the format of an “UpSet” plot. Two lists of genes that are reported to be marginally
significant between groups are also included. Specifically, GLM NB is based on negative-binomial regression with
(threshold 0.05) and GLM NB ADJ has a Bonferroni adjusted threshold 0.05/1255. This plot should be read as: there
are 91 genes reported to be significant according to negative-binomial regression but not contained in any of Lasso or
PC vectors; There is one gene contained in both Lasso and PC1 active sets.

6 An Application to Immune Cell Gene Expression in a Lupus Study

6.1 Data Set and Pre-processing

The proposed procedures T1s and Tanc are applied to analyze a large study of single-cell differential expression in an

immune-related disease [37]. In this data set, the authors used scRNA-sequencing to study the molecular mechanisms

of Systemic Lupus Erythematosus (SLE), which is a heterogeneous autoimmune disease with elevated prevalence

in women and individuals of Asian, African, and Hispanic ancestry. One of the goals of this study is to assess the

differentially expressed genes in various types of immune cells between the SLE case and control groups. The public

data set contains the expression profile information of 1.2 million cells from 8 major cell types and 261 individuals—

162 of them have SLE and 99 are healthy. We use the Python package scanpy [57] to pre-process the single-cell

data and select the top 2000 highly variable genes within each cell type. For each cell type, we aggregate expression

across cells from the same individual to obtain “pseudo-bulk” counts for each gene, and then remove genes expressed

in less than 10 individuals. This means each sample of our analysis corresponds to one individual and they can be

treated as IID samples from several homogeneous populations. Next, we applied the standard log-normalization (e.g.

equation (1) in [25]), converting raw expression count to its logarithm, to stabilize the sample value and make it more

amenable to comparisons. In this study, we focus on 4 important immune cell types with a moderately large number

of samples and compare the case and control gene-expression profiling within each. We also regress out the library

size, sex, population, and processing cohorts to remove potential confounding. The gene expression variable (i.e. each

dimension of Xi, Zi) is normalized to unit-variance. We use M = 10 split sample-splitting scheme when performing

our tests.
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6.2 Testing Results

The anchored-Lasso test Tanc (v1) and the debiased test for the top four PC directions T1s (v1)− T1s (v4) are applied

to the CD4 T lymphocytes (T4), a critical cell type that helps to coordinate the immune response (Figure 5, results

for other cell types are presented in Appendix H). For Tanc (v1), the reported p-value corresponds to the global null,

whereas the debiased tests T1s(vk), k = 1, . . . , 4, correspond to the projected nulls (µX − µZ)
⊤vk = 0, k =

1, . . . , 4, respectively. The anchored test and the PC1, PC4 debiased tests report significant differences at the standard

0.05 threshold. The latter two results answer our motivating questions in the Introduction (Figure 1B): the observed

distributional difference between case and control samples, in the directions of PC1 and PC4, is indeed statistically

significant.

Further details regarding the systematic signal are displayed in Figure 5 and 6. The PCs define the “active genes”,

which are defined as those genes consistently (across different data splits) taking non-zero loadings in β(−m) or

v
(−m)
k : specifically, we define a gene to be active if it takes non-zero loadings in more than half of the estimated

high-dimensional sparse vectors (“majority voting”). Assessing how much the non-zero genes vary between splits can

also offer researchers basic intuition regarding the noise level when estimating β(−m), v
(−m)
k .

The number of active genes for each of the PC1-PC4 is approximately 20 (Figure 5). PC1 (p = 0.047) includes

18 genes and 14 of them are reported to be marginally significant according to a standard univariate negative-binomial

regression (p-value threshold 0.05); however, only one survives adjustment for multiple comparisons. A further in-

spection of the PC1 active genes and the estimated v
(−m)
1 is provided in Figure 6 A, C. These genes are all highly

correlated and likely have similar functions in the immune system. PC4 (p = 0.004) includes 19 genes and 9 of them

are reported marginally significant according to the marginal tests (0.05-level) and 8 retain significance after multiple

comparison corrections. We provide the gene names and their correlation in Figure H.12. In panel A, we can observe

the 19 genes are divided into two association blocks: One contains all the mitochondrial genes, which are not protein-

coding genes. These genes are not well studied in the literature and are often removed from such analyses. The other

block contains multiple genes having significant functions in the immune system: as many of their names suggest, the

”IFI” prefix stands for ”InterFeron-Inducible,” indicating that these genes are up-regulated in response to interferon

signaling, which is an anti-virus mechanism in the human body.

The anchored-Lasso solution is more parsimonious than the PC methods, identifying 5 active genes (Figure 5).

Among the 5, one (B2M) overlaps with the estimated PC1 vector, and the rest are not included in the leading PCs.

As illustrated by the sample correlation between these genes (Figure 6B), they are not highly correlated. Using this

small set of signal genes, we can effectively separate the case and control individuals (Figure 6E). Compared with the

discrimination capacity of PC1 (Figure 6D), Lasso’s score distribution is visually more bimodal, which is expected as

we selected these genes via a label-prediction task. Among the five active genes, four (except for RPS27) are reported

17



TXN
TNFRSF4

S100A6
S100A4

S100A10
MAF

LGALS1
ITGB1
GATA3
FXYD1
EMP3

COX17
CMTM6

C12orf75
B2M

ANXA2
ANXA1

ALOX5AP

T
X

N

T
N

F
R

S
F

4

S
10

0A
6

S
10

0A
4

S
10

0A
10

M
A

F

LG
A

LS
1

IT
G

B
1

G
AT

A
3

F
X

Y
D

1

E
M

P
3

C
O

X
17

C
M

T
M

6

C
12

or
f7

5

B
2M

A
N

X
A

2

A
N

X
A

1

A
LO

X
5A

P

−1 −0.5 0 0.5 1
value

A

ARRDC3

RPS27

STAT1

B2M

LTB

A
R

R
D

C
3

R
P

S
27

S
TA

T
1

B
2M LT

B

B

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

S
10

0A
4

LG
A

LS
1

A
N

X
A

2

S
10

0A
10

S
10

0A
6

T
N

F
R

S
F

4

E
M

P
3

IT
G

B
1

A
LO

X
5A

P

T
X

N

F
X

Y
D

1

C
12

or
f7

5

C
M

T
M

6

B
2M

A
N

X
A

1

G
AT

A
3

M
A

F

C
O

X
17

P
C

1 
Lo

ad
in

g

C

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

−10 −5 0 5 10
PC1 Score

D
en

si
ty

Group Case Control

D

0.0

0.5

1.0

−2 −1 0 1 2
Lasso Score

D
en

si
ty

Group Case Control

E

Figure 6: Further examination of the analysis results. A. Sample correlation between genes contained in (estimated)
PC1. This is also a zoom-in inspection of the top left block in Figure 1A. B. Sample correlation between genes
contained in the Lasso vector. C. Gene loading values in estimated PC1 v

(−m)
1 (using one split as an example). D.

The distribution of out-of-sample discriminating score, calculated as follows: For each Xi, Zi ∈ D(m), calculate
X⊤

i v
(−m)
1 or Z⊤

i v
(−m)
1 . Iterate over all M splits and collect all the scores. Present the distribution of all NX + NZ

score numbers by group. E. A similar score distribution plot for Lasso. The calculation replaces all the v
(−m)
1 above
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in the biomedical literature to encode important proteins in immune response and/or antiviral activity[9, 46, 32, 44].

Depending on the specific purpose of the scientific research, a user can decide which test is more relevant to each

of their goals. Regardless, our methods will likely point them to more biologically meaningful signals than a simple

global test.

7 Discussion

In this paper, we studied three projection-based high-dimensional mean comparison procedures. The sparse projection-

based tests offer better interpretability and take advantage of the interaction between the signal features. The PC-

projection test aims to find the difference aligned with the leading principal components and requires debiasing in

order to provide valid inference for the effect size in the presence of a high-dimensional nuisance parameter. The

anchoring procedure offers higher power when the difference is not fully contained in the PC subspace. In practice,

this type of test can often offer a short list of relevant features to the users for follow-up investigations. In contrast to

the univariate multiple comparison approaches [12], our projection-based method handles dependence more naturally

and accurately, and guarantees family-wise error rate control without requiring multiple comparison correction.

The asymptotic results for the plug-in test presented in Section 2 can be extended to other cases. In our derivation,

the estimation error in v
(−m)
1 is nullified by the zero difference µX − µZ . The essential requirement is for v(−m)

1

to be a consistent (at any rate) estimator of a well-defined v1. There is nothing special about v1 being the principal

component, and Theorem 2.1 can be directly generalized to cover a broader category of projection-based tests. We

present the following Proposition as a generalization to Theorem 2.1.

Proposition 7.1. Let u ∈ Rp be a fixed unit vector and denote our sample-splitting estimates of it as u(−m), m ∈

{1, ...,M} (similar to v
(−m)
1 ). Define test-statistic Tpi(u) similarly to Tpi(v1). Suppose Tpi(u) is calculated from the

IID samples D and the split number M is fixed. We further assume that conditions (S1), (S3) hold similarly for u and

u(−m). Moreover, we require

min
1≤m≤M

P((µX − µZ)
⊤u(−m) = 0) → 1 . (12)

Then Tpi(u)
d−→ N (0, 1) as n → ∞.

The proof of Proposition 7.1 is presented in Appendix B, which is almost identical to that of Theorem 2.1. This

result does not require u to be the principle component vector of any matrix and permits implementing any consistent

estimators u(−m) of it.

We state a set of achievable and practically relevant sufficient conditions for (12). Given a marker gene G that

is of research interest, define vector u0 to be the PC1 vector of a submatrix of Σ, only containing genes correlated

with G. Let u ∈ Rp be an high-dimensional sparse vector padding all the other dimensions of u0 with 0. Such
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a u is referred to as the “eigengene” in biomedical literature (e.g.[30], equation (29)) and can be used as a clinical

covariate. A researcher may be interested in whether differential expression exists for this “correlation module”

between their treatment and control groups, formulated as µX [j] = µZ [j] for all j ∈ supp(u). Typically, researchers

do not have a priori knowledge of which genes are associated with gene G in their specific setting. We claim that

so long as supp(u(−m)) ⊂ supp(u) with probability → 1, meaning our estimate does not mistakenly include any

genes independent from G, the condition (12) is satisfied and Tpi(u) is asymptotically normal. This is plausible given

a light tail of (logarithm-transformed) gene expression counts via a
√

log p/n-scale truncation. When we observe

large Tpi(u), it means that at least one gene in this correlation module is differentially expressed. This problem and

variations on this theme have been studied in biomedical research using methods like WGCNA [31] during the past

decade. The above procedure is also applicable when there is no pre-specified gene G, and it can be applied to each

correlation block discovered from samples. Proposition 7.1 provides a theoretically justifiable procedure to assess the

validity of such discoveries.
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A Details of Figure 2

The distribution of Tpi under the global and projected nulls is presented in Figure 2. Here we present the details of the

simulation settings.

The two-group samples {Xi}, {Zi} are IID multivariate normal with equal covariance matrix. We used a two-split

crossing fitting (M = 2). Number of samples in each split: nX = 250, nZ = 125. Dimension of X,Z: p = 100. The

mean of X is

µX = (2.5, ..., 2.5︸ ︷︷ ︸
5

,−2.5, ...,−2.5︸ ︷︷ ︸
5

, 0, ..., 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
90

). (13)

And that of Z is

µZ = (−2.5, ...,−2.5︸ ︷︷ ︸
5

, 2.5, ..., 2.5︸ ︷︷ ︸
5

, 0, ..., 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
90

). (14)

The covariance matrices of X,Z are:

ΣX = ΣZ = 3v1v
⊤
1 + Ip, (15)

where Ip is p-dimensional identity matrix. The top PC vector v is:

v1 = (0.316, ..., 0.316︸ ︷︷ ︸
10

, 0, ..., 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
90

). (16)

Note that we normalized v1 such that ∥v1∥ = 1.

For this, we implement standard PCA to estimate v1. We are aware that standard PCA is not a consistent estimator

of v1 in the high-dimensional setting but still stick to this choice because standard PCA is still routinely applied

in high-dimensional biomedical research. Statistically, it is not the best practice but in this specific simulation, the

estimation quality is satisfactory. Results do not significantly change after switching to sparse PCA.

B Proof of Theorem 2.1 & Proposition 7.1

Proof. (Proof of Theorem 2.1) For the simplicity of exposition, we omit the subscript of v(−m)
1 and v1 and denote

them as v(−m) and v—also implying an identical argument also holds for other top eigenvectors. We first clean up the

plug-in term related to group 1 data:

µ
(m)⊤
X v(−m) =

(
µ
(m)⊤
X v(−m) − µ

(m)⊤
X v

)
+ µ

(m)⊤
X v

=
(
µ
(m)
X − µX

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v

)
+ µ⊤

Xv(−m) +
(
µ
(m)
X − µX

)⊤
v

(17)
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Applying the same decomposition for group 2 data and take the difference:

(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤
v(−m) =

(
µ
(m)
X − µX

)⊤
v −

(
µ
(m)
Z − µZ

)⊤
v + (µX − µZ)

⊤v(−m)

+
(
µ
(m)
X − µX

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v

)
−
(
µ
(m)
Z − µZ

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v

) (18)

The first two terms in (18) are two independent random variables and each one of them converges to a normal dis-

tribution when properly normalized. The third term is zero under the global null hypothesis (but not zero under the

projected null!). The last two terms are higher-order smaller, o(n−1/2), as long as the conditions of Theorem 2.1 hold,

which we will show later.

Continue (18), after aggregating the estimation from each splits we have:

M∑
m=1

(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤
v(−m) = n−1

X

NX∑
i=1

(Xi − µX)
⊤
v − n−1

Z

NZ∑
i=1

(Zi − µZ)
⊤
v + o

(
n−1/2

)
, (19)

which is essentially a sum of NX + NZ independent random variables (omitting the higher order terms). To apply

Lindeberg’s central limit theorem, we need to normalize it by a consistent estimate of its standard deviation:

σpi =

√√√√n−2
X

NX∑
i=1

Var
(
X⊤

i v
)
+ n−2

Z

NZ∑
i=1

Var
(
Z⊤
i v
)

=
√

Mn−1
X Var (X⊤v) +Mn−1

Z Var (Z⊤v). (20)

The cross-fitting variance estimator we used in (4) is one of the natural choices that do not require significant extra

computation. It is a consistent estimator of (20) as n → ∞ by the law of large number. So we can establish the

asymptotic normality of Tpi after applying Slutsky’s theorem. We also note that the Lindeberg’s condition is satisfied

since both (Xi − µX)⊤v and (Zi − µZ)
⊤v have finite variances.

Now we show the last two terms in (18) are of higher order. Under the global null that µX = µZ , we just need to

bound (
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v

)
. (21)

For any ϵ > 0:

P

(∣∣∣∣(µ(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v

)∣∣∣∣ ≥ ϵn−1/2

)
= E

[
P

(∣∣∣∣(µ(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v

)∣∣∣∣ ≥ ϵn−1/2 | D(−m)

)]
≤ 2ϵ−2nE

[
Var

((
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v

)
| D(−m)

)] (22)
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Using the independence between samples, the conditional variance can be handled as following:

Var

((
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v

)
| D(−m)

)
= E

[((
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v

))2

| D(−m)

]

=
(
v(−m) − v

)⊤
E

[(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z − µX + µZ

)(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z − µX + µZ

)⊤
| D(−m)

](
v(−m) − v

)
=
(
v(−m) − v

)⊤
E

[(
µ
(m)
X − µX

)(
µ
(m)
X − µX

)⊤
| D(−m)

](
v(−m) − v

)
+
(
v(−m) − v

)⊤
E

[(
µ
(m)
Z − µZ

)(
µ
(m)
Z − µZ

)⊤
| D(−m)

](
v(−m) − v

)
=
(
v(−m) − v

)⊤ (
n−1
X ΣX + n−1

Z ΣZ

) (
v(−m) − v

)
≤
(
n−1
X λ1 (ΣX) + n−1

Z λ1 (ΣZ)
) ∥∥∥v(−m) − v

∥∥∥2 ,

(23)

where ΣX ,ΣZ are the covariance matrices of X and Z (assumed to be identical in the main text). Here we used λ1(·)

to denote the largest eigenvalue of a matrix. Plug (23) into (22),

P

(∣∣∣∣(µ(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v

)∣∣∣∣ ≥ ϵn−1/2

)
≤ 2ϵ−2 (λ1 (ΣX) + λ1 (ΣZ))E

∥∥∥v(−m) − v
∥∥∥2 . (24)

When E
∥∥v(−m) − v

∥∥2 converges to zero as n → ∞, we know for any ϵ > 0,

lim
n→∞

P

(∣∣∣∣(µ(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v

)∣∣∣∣ ≥ ϵn−1/2

)
= 0 (25)

Proof. (Proof of Proposition 7.1) Similar to the proof of Theorem 2.1, we have the following decomposition:

(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤
u(−m)

(I)
=
(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤
u(−m) − (µX − µZ)

⊤
u(−m)

=
(
µ
(m)
X − µX − µ

(m)
Z + µZ

)⊤
u(−m)

=
(
µ
(m)
X − µX

)⊤
u−

(
µ
(m)
Z − µZ

)⊤
u+(

µ
(m)
X − µX

)⊤ (
u(−m) − u

)
−
(
µ
(m)
Z − µZ

)⊤ (
u(−m) − u

)
.

(26)

In step (I), we apply the condition (Orth). In the proof of Theorem 2.1 we used µX = µZ , which is stronger than

what we actually needed. The rest of the proof follows line-by-line to that of Theorem 2.1, replacing all the v by u.
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The asymptotic distribution of
(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤
u(−m) is identical to that of

(
µ
(m)
X − µX

)⊤
u −

(
µ
(m)
Z − µZ

)⊤
u,

the rest two terms are of higher order o(n−1/2).

C Explicit Formulas for the Debiased Test

We omitted presenting the explicit formula of several quantities for constructing T1s in the main text to save some

space. We present them in this section.

For simplicity of notation, we use P
(m)
n (·) to denote “taking empirical averaging with D(m)”. For example,

P (m)
n (X⊤v(−m)) := n−1

X

∑
Xi∈D(m)

X⊤
i v(−m) = µ

(m)⊤
X v(−m). (27)

The population-level influence functions, ϕX(X) and ϕZ(Z), of the eigenvector v1 functional are:

ϕX(X) = s⊤
[
(X − µX) (X − µX)

⊤ − Σ
]
v1,

ϕZ(Z) = s⊤
[
(Z − µZ) (Z − µZ)

⊤ − Σ
]
v1,

s = (λ1Ip − Σ)
+
(µX − µZ) .

(28)

The asymptotic variance estimator in T1s is

σ̂2
1s =

M∑
m=1

{
n−1
X P (m)

n

[
V

(−m)
X (X)− P (m)

n V
(−m)
X (X)

]2
+ n−1

Z P (m)
n

[
V

(−m)
Z (Z)− P (m)

n V
(−m)
Z (Z)

]2}
(29)

where

V
(−m)
X (X) =

(
X − µ

(−m)
X

)⊤
v
(−m)
1 + wϕ

(−m)
X (X)

V
(−m)
Z (Z) =

(
Z − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
v
(−m)
1 − (1− w)ϕ

(−m)
Z (Z)

w = nX/(nX + nZ).

(30)

D Proof of Theorem 3.1

In this section we present the proof of the distribution of Theorem 3.1. We need to decompose the debiased test

statistics into a sum of the central limit theorem terms, the empirical process “cross terms” and the (Taylor expansion)

“remainder terms”. The latter two are of higher order and do not impact the distribution of the quantity of interest

asymptotically (shown in Lemma D.1 and D.2). For simplicity of notation, we will drop the subscript of v1 and v
(−m)
1 .

We will use P
(m)
n (·) to denote “taking empirical average with respect to data D(m)”. We also use P (m)(·) to denote
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taking expectation with respect to the underlying distribution (PX , PZ), conditioned on D(−m). For example,

P (m)
n (X⊤v(−m)) := n−1

X

∑
Xi∈D(m)

X⊤
i v(−m) = µ

(m)⊤
X v(−m)

P (m)(X⊤v(−m)) := E[X⊤v(−m) | D(−m)] = µ⊤
Xv(−m).

Define

ϕ(X,Z) :=
nX

nX + nZ
ϕX(X) +

nZ

nX + nZ
ϕZ(Z)

ϕ(−m)(X,Z) :=
nX

nX + nZ
ϕ
(−m)
X (X) +

nZ

nX + nZ
ϕ
(−m)
Z (Z)

w = nX/(nX + nZ).

To clarify, the notation P
(m)
n ϕ(−m)(X,Z) means

P (m)
n ϕ(−m)(X,Z) =

nX

nX + nZ
P (m)
n ϕ

(−m)
X (X) +

nZ

nX + nZ
P (m)
n ϕ

(−m)
Z (Z)

= (nX + nZ)
−1

 ∑
Xi∈D(m)

ϕ
(−m)
X (Xi) +

∑
Zi∈D(m)

ϕ
(−m)
Z (Zi)

 .

Proof. (Proof of Theorem 3.1) For each one of the splits, we will decompose its debiased estimate θ̂
(m)
1s of θ into the

aforementioned three terms and analyze them separately. The following step is merely algebraic, not requiring any

additional assumptions:

P (m)
n

(
(X − Z)⊤v(−m) + ϕ(−m)(X,Z)

)
= (P (m)

n − P (m))((X − Z)⊤v + ϕ(X,Z))+

(P (m)
n − P (m))

(
(X − Z)⊤v(−m) + ϕ(−m)(X,Z)− (X − Z)⊤v − ϕ(X,Z)

)
+

P (m)
(
(X − Z)⊤v(−m) + ϕ(−m)(X,Z)

)
.

(31)

The first term in (31) is the main term that converges to a normal distribution, we will analyze its behavior soon. The

vanishing latter two terms are handled in Lemma D.1 and D.2.
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The summation of the estimate over M splits can be written as:

M∑
m=1

θ̂
(m)
1s =

M∑
m=1

(
P (m)
n − P (m)

) (
(X − Z)⊤v + ϕ(X,Z)

)
+ higher order terms

=

{
NX∑
i=1

n−1
X (Xi − µX)

⊤
v + (nX + nZ)

−1ϕX(Xi)

}
−{

NZ∑
i=1

n−1
Z (Zi − µZ)

⊤
v − (nX + nZ)

−1ϕZ(Zi)

}
+ oP

(
n−1/2

)
.

(32)

Note the influence function is mean-zero at the true distribution P (m)(ϕ(X,Z)) = E[ϕ(X,Z)] = 0.

Similar to the proof of Theorem 2.1, we also need to normalize the summation in (32) to apply Lindeberg’s central

limit theorem. The variance of the main terms in (32) is

σ2
1s = Mn−1

X Var
{
(X − µX)

⊤
v + wϕX(X)

}
+

Mn−1
Z Var

{
(Z − µZ)

⊤
v − (1− w)ϕZ(Z)

}
.

(33)

Our proposal (29) used a consistent estimator σ̂2
1s of σ2

1s. The testing statistics

T1s = σ̂−1
1s

M∑
m=1

P (m)
n

(
(X − Z)⊤v(−m) + ϕ(−m)(X,Z)

)
= (σ1s/σ̂1s)σ

−1
1s

M∑
m=1

(
P (m)
n − P

) (
(X − Z)⊤v + ϕ(X,Z)

)
+ (σ1s/σ̂1s)oP

(
σ−1
1s n

−1/2
)

−→ N (0, 1).

Note that σ−1
1s diverges no faster than n1/2.

Lemma D.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1. The “cross-term”

W :=
(
P (m)
n − P (m)

)(
(X − Z)⊤v(−m) + ϕ(−m)(X,Z)− (X − Z)⊤v − ϕ(X,Z)

)
= oP (n

−1/2) . (34)

Proof. We first split W into two parts: a the inner product term and a term involving the influence function ϕ:

(
P (m)
n − P (m)

)(
(X − Z)⊤v(−m) + ϕ(−m)(X,Z)− (X − Z)⊤v − ϕ(X,Z)

)
=
(
P (m)
n − P (m)

){
(X − Z)⊤

(
v(−m) − v

)}
+(

P (m)
n − P (m)

)(
ϕ(−m)(X,Z)− ϕ(X,Z)

) (35)
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The first inner product term above is just:

(
P (m)
n − P (m)

){
(X − Z)⊤

(
v(−m) − v

)}
=
(
µ
(m)
X − µX

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v

)
−
(
µ
(m)
Z − µZ

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v

)
,

(36)

which has been shown to be oP (n
−1/2) (specifically, in (23) in the proof of Theorem 2.1). We needed v(−m) to

consistently estimate v and the covariance matrix of X and Z has a bounded largest eigenvalue.

For the influence function terms, a similar argument also holds. We split the influence function into parts related

to X and Z respectively and bound them separately.

(
P (m)
n − P (m)

)(
ϕ(−m)(X,Z)− ϕ(X,Z)

)
=
(
P (m)
n − P (m)

)(
wϕ

(−m)
X (X)− wϕX(X)

)
+(

P (m)
n − P (m)

)(
(1− w)ϕ

(−m)
Z (Z)− (1− w)ϕZ(Z)

)
.

(37)

Consider the parts involving X:

WX :=
(
P (m)
n − P (m)

)(
wϕ

(−m)
X (X)− wϕX(X)

)
(38)

= (nX + nZ)
−1

∑
Xi∈D(m)

∆ϕ
(−m)
X (Xi)− E[∆ϕ

(−m)
X (Xi) | D(−m)], (39)

where ∆ϕ
(−m)
X (x) := ϕ

(−m)
X (x)− ϕX(x) is the difference between the estimated ϕX function and the truth.

Applying Chebyshev’s inequality:

P
(
|WX | ≥ ϵn−1/2

)
= E

[
P
(
|WX | ≥ ϵn−1/2 | D(−m)

)]
≤ 2ϵ−2nE

[
Var

(
WX | D(−m)

)]
≤ 2ϵ−2n (nX + nZ)

−2
nXE

[
E

[(
∆ϕ

(−m)
X (X)

)2
| D(−m)

]]
≤ ϵ−2E

[(
ϕ
(−m)
X (X)− ϕX(X)

)2]
.

(40)

Given the assumption that

lim
n→∞

E

[(
ϕ
(−m)
X (X)− ϕX(X)

)2]
= 0, (41)

we know WX is oP (n−1/2). A similar argument also holds for the term associated with Z in (37). This implies their

summation W is also of order oP (n−1/2).

32



Lemma D.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1. The “remainder-term”

Z := P (m)
(
(X − Z)⊤v(−m) + ϕ(−m)(X,Z)

)
(42)

in (31) satisfies

lim
n→∞

P
(
|Z| ≥ ϵn−1/2

)
= 0, (43)

for any ϵ > 0.

Proof. We split the remainder into several terms that we will bound separately. Recall the notation w = nX/(nX +

nZ):

P (m)
(
(X − Z)⊤v(−m) + ϕ(−m)(X,Z)

)
= (µX − µZ)

⊤(v(−m) − v)+

ws(−m)⊤P (m)

{(
X − µ

(−m)
X

)(
X − µ

(−m)
X

)⊤
− Σ(−m)

}
v(−m)+

(1− w)s(−m)⊤P (m)

{(
Z − µ

(−m)
Z

)(
Z − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
− Σ(−m)

}
v(−m)

= (µX − µZ)
⊤(v(−m) − v) + s(−m)⊤(Σ− Σ(−m))v(−m)+

ws(−m)⊤
(
µX − µ

(−m)
X

)(
µX − µ

(−m)
X

)⊤
v(−m)+

(1− w)s(−m)⊤
(
µZ − µ

(−m)
Z

)(
µZ − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
v(−m).

(44)

For the third term in the last line of (44) we have:

∣∣∣∣s(−m)⊤
(
µX − µ

(−m)
X

)(
µX − µ

(−m)
X

)⊤
v(−m)

∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣s(−m)⊤

(
µX − µ

(−m)
X

)∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣(µX − µ
(−m)
X

)⊤
v(−m)

∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣s(−m)⊤

(
µX − µ

(−m)
X

)∣∣∣ ∥∥∥µ(−m)
X − µX

∥∥∥
(I)

≲ ∥µX − µZ∥
∥∥∥∥(λ(−m)

1 Ip − Σ(−m)
)+∥∥∥∥∥∥∥µ(−m)

X − µX

∥∥∥2
(II)

≲
∥∥∥µ(−m)

X − µX

∥∥∥2 = oP (n
−1/2).

(45)

In step (I) we used the explicit form of s(−m) (8) and ∥µX − µ
(−m)
X ∥ ∨ ∥µZ − µ

(−m)
Z ∥ = oP (1)—therefore it is the

population mean-difference that dominates. In step (II) we applied the assumed bounded mean-difference condition

(D1) and that
∥∥∥∥(λ(−m)

1 Ip − Σ(−m)
)+∥∥∥∥ is bounded (with probability converging to 1). Recall that in condition (S2)

we assumed the eigen-gap ω > 0. We will establish the latter in Lemma D.3. Similarly, the forth term in (44) can be
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bounded as: ∣∣∣∣s(−m)⊤
(
µZ − µ

(−m)
Z

)(
µZ − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
v(−m)

∣∣∣∣ ≲ oP (n
−1/2). (46)

In the rest of the proof, we are going to show the sum of the first two terms in (44) are “small”, leveraging that

influence function is the first order derivative of the functional of interest. Let t ∈ [0, 1]. Define an interpolation matrix

between the estimated covariance matrix and the population one:

Σt = Σ(−m)(1− t) + tΣ. (47)

And define the eigenvector mapping v : [0, 1] → Rp as

v(t) = the first eigenvector of matrix Σt. (48)

We can see that v(0) = v(−m) and v(1) = v. Since the v(t) and −v(t) are eigenvectors of a matrix at the same

time, we further require v(t)⊤v(1) > 0 for all t to make this mapping well-defined. Similarly, we define the mapping

λ1 : [0, 1] → R that returns the largest eigenvalue of matrix Σt.

Therefore

v − v(−m) = v(1)− v(0)
(I)
=

∫ 1

0

dv(t)

dt
dt

(II)
=

∫ 1

0

(λ1(Σt)Ip − Σt)
+ dΣt

dt
v(t)dt

=

∫ 1

0

Dt

(
Σ− Σ(−m)

)
v(t)dt denote Dt = (λ1 (Σt) Ip − Σt)

+

= D0(Σ− Σ(−m))v(0) +

∫ 1

0

(Dt −D0)(Σ− Σ(−m))v(t)dt︸ ︷︷ ︸
B

+D0(Σ− Σ(−m))

∫ 1

0

(v(t)− v(0))dt︸ ︷︷ ︸
C

(49)

In step (I) and (II) we use the derivative of v exists and plug in its explicit form [36, 10]. Noting that D0 =

(λ(−m)Ip − Σ(−m))+ and v(0) = v(−m), we multiply both sides of (49) by
(
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
, we have:

(
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤ (
v − v(−m)

)
= s(−m)⊤

(
Σ− Σ(−m)

)
v(−m) +

(
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
(B + C)

⇒ s(−m)⊤
(
Σ− Σ(−m)

)
v(−m)

=
(
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
(v − v(−m))−

(
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
(B + C)
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Go back to the first two terms in the last line of (44):

(µX − µZ)
⊤
(
v(−m) − v

)
+ s(−m)⊤

(
Σ− Σ(−m)

)
v(−m)

=
(
µ
(−m)
X − µX − µ

(−m)
Z + µZ

)⊤ (
v − v(−m)

)
−
(
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
(B + C)

(50)

Under our assumptions, the products above

(
µ
(−m)
X − µX − µ

(−m)
Z + µZ

)⊤ (
v − v(−m)

)
(
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤ ∫ 1

0

(Dt −D0)
(
Σ− Σ(−m)

)
v(t)dt(

µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
D0

(
Σ− Σ(−m)

)∫ 1

0

(v(t)− v(0))dt

(51)

are all of order oP (n−1/2). We present the details of the argument in Lemma D.3. Combine this result with (45) and

(46), we conclude our proof.

In the following lemma, we show the remainder terms are small under the conditions listed in the main text.

Lemma D.3. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 3.1. The operator norms of the Dt matrices—defined in (49)—

are all bounded by a constant with probability converging to 1. Moreover, we know the three product terms in (51) are

all of order oP (n−1/2).

Proof. We are going to bound the three terms one by one.

Part 1. Bound
(
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤ ∫ 1

0
(Dt −D0)

(
Σ− Σ(−m)

)
v(t)dt.

(
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤ ∫ 1

0

(Dt −D0)
(
Σ− Σ(−m)

)
v(t)dt

=

∫ 1

0

(
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
(Dt −D0)

(
Σ− Σ(−m)

)
v(t)dt

≤ sup
t∈[0,1]

∥∥∥∥(µ(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
(Dt −D0)

∥∥∥∥ ∥∥∥(Σ− Σ(−m)
)
v(t)

∥∥∥ .
(52)

Bounding the second term is straightforward:

∥∥∥(Σ− Σ(−m)
)
v(t)

∥∥∥ ≤
∥∥∥Σ− Σ(−m)

∥∥∥ . (53)

Now we just need to handle the first one in (52):

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥∥∥∥(µ(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
(Dt −D0)

∥∥∥∥ ≤ 2
∥∥∥µ(−m)

X − µ
(−m)
Z

∥∥∥ sup
t∈[0,1]

∥Dt −D1∥ . (54)
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We need the following perturbation result regarding the pseudo-inverse matrices from the literature:

Theorem D.4. (Theorem 3.3 in [42]) For any matrices A and B with B = A + F,

∥∥B+ − A+
∥∥ ≤ 1 +

√
5

2
max

{∥∥A+
∥∥2 ,∥∥B+

∥∥2} ∥F∥. (55)

Apply this theorem to our setting: for any t ∈ [0, 1],

∥Dt −D1∥ ≲ max
{
∥Dt∥2 , ∥D1∥2

}
∥D+

t −D+
1 ∥

= max
{
∥Dt∥2 , ∥D1∥2

}
∥λ1(Σt)Ip − Σt − λ1(Σ1)Ip +Σ1∥

≤ max
{
∥Dt∥2 , ∥D1∥2

}
{|λ1(Σt)− λ1|+ ∥Σt − Σ1∥}

≤ max
{
∥Dt∥2 , ∥D1∥2

}
{|λ1(Σt)− λ1|+ ∥Σ(−m) − Σ∥}

(I)

≲ max
{
∥Dt∥2 , ∥D1∥2

}
∥Σ(−m) − Σ∥.

(56)

In step (I) we applied Weyl’s inequality to bound the difference between eigenvalues by the operator norm of the

difference matrix. Specifically,

|λ1 (Σt)− λ1| ≤ ∥Σt − Σ∥ ≤
∥∥∥Σ(−m) − Σ

∥∥∥ . (57)

For a discussion and proof, see Section 8.1.2 of [54].

Now we are going to show the spectral norm of Dt, D1 in (56) are bounded with probability converging to 1 for

any t. In fact (e.g., equation (3.3) in [55]), the ∥ · ∥-norm of Dt is equal to the inverse of the smallest (non-zero)

singular value of D+
t = λ1(Σt)Ip − Σt. A lower bound on the latter implies an upper bound on the operator norm of

Dt. We proceed as follows: for any j ∈ {1, ..., rank(D+
t )}:

σj(D
+
t ) = σj(λ1Ip − Σ+D+

t − (λ1Ip − Σ))

≥ σj(λ1Ip − Σ)− ∥D+
t − (λ1Ip − Σ)∥

≥ σj(λ1Ip − Σ)− 2∥Σ(−m) − Σ∥

≥ (λ1 − λ2)− 2∥Σ(−m) − Σ∥.

(58)

So we know the smallest singular value can be lower bounded by (λ1 − λ2)− 2∥Σ(−m) −Σ∥. Since we assumed the

eigen-gap ω is greater than zero and ∥Σ(−m)−Σ∥ → 0 with probability converging to 1, we conclude the ∥Dt∥2 term

in (56) can be bounded from above for large n.
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This implies

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥Dt −D1∥ ≲ ∥Σ(−m) − Σ∥ for large n. (59)

Combine it with (52), (53) and (54):

(
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤ ∫ 1

0

(Dt −D0)
(
Σ− Σ(−m)

)
v(t)dt

≲
∥∥∥µ(−m)

X − µ
(−m)
Z

∥∥∥∥∥∥Σ(−m) − Σ
∥∥∥2 = oP (n

−1/2).

(60)

Par 2. Bound
(
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
D0

(
Σ− Σ(−m)

) ∫ 1

0
(v(t)− v(0))dt.

(
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
D0

(
Σ− Σ(−m)

)∫ 1

0

(v(t)− v(0))dt

≤
∥∥∥∥(µ(−m)

X − µ
(−m)
Z

)⊤
D0

∥∥∥∥ · sup
t∈[0,1]

∥∥∥(Σ− Σ(−m)
)
(v(t)− v(0))

∥∥∥
≤
∥∥∥∥(µ(−m)

X − µ
(−m)
Z

)⊤
D0

∥∥∥∥ ∥∥∥Σ− Σ(−m)
∥∥∥ sup

t∈[0,1]

∥v(t)− v(0)∥.

(61)

We state the following version Davis-Kahan theorem to bound the difference between eigenvectors.

Theorem D.5. (A special case of Corollary 1 in [58]) Let Σ, Σ̂ ∈ Rp×p be symmetric matrices. Assume the eigengap

between the first two eigenvalues is strictly positive: w = λ1(Σ) − λ2(Σ) > 0. If v, v̂ ∈ Rp satisfy Σv = λ1(Σ)v and

Σ̂v̂ = λ1(Σ̂)v̂. Moreover, if v̂⊤v ≥ 0, then,

∥v̂ − v∥ ≤ w−123/2∥Σ̂ − Σ∥.

In our case, the Σ̂ in Theorem D.5 is Σt = Σ(−m)(1− t) + tΣ. And we have the bound:

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥v(t)− v(0)∥ ≲ sup
t∈[0,1]

ω−1∥(1− t)(Σ(−m) − Σ)∥ ≤ ω−1∥Σ(−m) − Σ∥. (62)

Combine (61) and (62), then we know under our assumptions:

(
µ
(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
D0

(
Σ− Σ(−m)

)∫ 1

0

(v(t)− v(0))dt

≲

∥∥∥∥(µ(−m)
X − µ

(−m)
Z

)⊤
D0

∥∥∥∥ω−1
∥∥∥Σ− Σ(−m)

∥∥∥2
≲
∥∥∥µ(−m)

X − µ
(−m)
Z

∥∥∥ω−1
∥∥∥Σ− Σ(−m)

∥∥∥2
= oP (n

−1/2).

(63)
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Figure E.7: Degenerate distribution when directly projecting onto sparse estimates of discriminant direction. NX =
100, NZ = 50, p = 100. Both PX , PZ are normal distributions. Mean vectors are the same µX = µZ .

Part 3. Bound
(
µ
(−m)
X − µX − µ

(−m)
Z + µZ

)⊤ (
v − v(−m)

)
.

This term is easy to handle given the results established above. The first half of the above quantity can be bounded as:

(
µ
(−m)
X − µX

)⊤ (
v − v(−m)

)
≤
∥∥∥µ(−m)

X − µX

∥∥∥∥∥∥v − v(−m)
∥∥∥

(I)

≲
∥∥∥µ(−m)

X − µX

∥∥∥ω−1
∥∥∥Σ− Σ(−m)

∥∥∥ = oP (n
−1/2).

(64)

In step (I) we used the bound on the eigenvectors (62) with t = 1.

E Using Discriminant Vector as Projection Direction

In Section 4 we mentioned the degeneracy when applying a sparse estimate of discriminant direction (Lasso or LDA)

directly as the projection direction. We present a simulated distribution of

T̃deg = M−1
M∑

m=1

(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤
β(−m) (65)

in Figure E.7, where the intermediate quantities are similarly calculated as in (10). Under the global null, cross-

validated logistic Lasso vectors have a positive probability taking exactly zero (i.e. the tallest bar in the histogram is

exactly zero rather than a very small number), indicating a non-Gaussian distribution of T̃deg.
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F Proof of Corollary 4.1

Proof. To show that Tanc is asymptotically normal under the conditions in Corollary 4.1, we essentially need to show

the difference between
(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤
(v̄(−m)) and

(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤
v(−m) is of order oP (n−1/2), where

v̄(−m) = (v(−m) + wnβ
(−m))/∥v(−m) + wnβ

(−m)∥.

After recalling and aggregation over the splits, we will conclude that
√
nTanc and

√
nTpi asymptotically differ by

oP (1). Formally, for any ϵ > 0:

P

(∣∣∣∣(µ(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v̄(−m)

)∣∣∣∣ > ϵn−1/2

)
(I)

≤ P

({(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v̄(−m)

)}2

> ϵ2n−1 |
∥∥∥wnβ

(−m)
∥∥∥ < qn

)

+ P
(∥∥∥wnβ

(−m)
∥∥∥ ≥ qn

)
= ED(−m)

[
P

({(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v̄(−m)

)}2

> ϵ2n−1 | D(−m),
∥∥∥wnβ

(−m)
∥∥∥ < qn

)
|
∥∥∥wnβ

(−m)
∥∥∥ < qn

]

+ P
(∥∥∥wnβ

(−m)
∥∥∥ ≥ qn

)
.

(66)

We define a deterministic sequence qn > 0 in step (I) such that: 1) it converges to 0 as n → 0 and 2)

lim
n→∞

P
(∥∥∥wnβ

(−m)
∥∥∥ ≥ qn

)
= 0. (67)

Such a qn sequence always exists so long as
∥∥wnβ

(−m)
∥∥ = oP (1) (we show this formally in Lemma F.1).

The second event in (66) is bounded automatically by definition of qn.

The first event in (66) can be bounded as follows:

P

({(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v̄(−m)

)}2

> ϵ2n−1 | D(−m),
∥∥∥wnβ

(−m)
∥∥∥ < qn

)

≤ ϵ−2nE

[{(
µ
(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v̄(−m)

)}2

| D(−m),
∥∥∥wnβ

(−m)
∥∥∥ < qn

]
(II)

≤ ϵ−2(λ1(ΣX) + λ1(ΣZ))∥v(−m) − v̄(−m)∥2.

(68)
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In step (II) we used the identical argument as in (23). Therefore,

P

(∣∣∣∣(µ(m)
X − µ

(m)
Z

)⊤ (
v(−m) − v̄(−m)

)∣∣∣∣ > ϵn−1/2

)
≲ ED(−m)

[∥∥∥v(−m) − v̄(−m)
∥∥∥2 |

∥∥∥wnβ
(−m)

∥∥∥ < qn

]
+ o(1)

(III)

≤ 16q2n → 0,

(69)

which concludes our proof. In step (III) we used that when qn < 1/2,

∥∥∥v(−m) − v̄(−m)
∥∥∥

=

∥∥∥∥v(−m)∥v(−m) + wnβ
(−m)∥ − v(−m) − wnβ

(−m)

∥v(−m) + wnβ(−m)∥

∥∥∥∥
≤ 4qn.

(70)

And we also note the standard error estimates in Tpi and Tanc converge to the same number with probability 1 as

n → ∞.

Lemma F.1. Given any positive random variable sequence {Xn} = oP (1), there exists a deterministic positive

sequence qn such that

• limn→0 qn = 0, and

• limn→∞ P(Xn ≥ qn) = 0.

Proof. Define/Initialize qn = 1 for all n = 1, 2, ..., we are going to use an algorithm to update qn to make it have the

desired properties. By definition of oP (1), there exists a smallest integer N2 such that

P(Xn ≥ 1/2) < 1/2 for all n ≥ N2. (71)

We update qn to be 1/2 for all n ≥ N2. Similarly, there exists a smallest integer N3 such that

P(Xn ≥ 1/3) < 1/3 for all n ≥ N3. (72)

If N3 ≤ N2, we redefine N3 to be N2 + 1. We update qn to be 1/3 for all n ≥ N3 (so right now qn looks like

1, 1, ..., 1/2, ...., 1/3, ....). We can repeat the above procedure for all positive integer j = 2, 3, .... Note that for each

given n, the update of qn can only happen at most n times (due to our “plus-one” step when Nj ≤ Nj−1), therefore

qn is well-defined for all n.
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Now we are going to show the constructed qn having the desired properties. It is direct to check it is a non-

increasing, non-negative sequence, therefore it is a convergence sequence. Since qn can be smaller than any fixed

positive number, we know limn qn = 0.

Next, we show limn P(Xn > qn) = 0. For any n, we use an to denote the largest positive integer such that

Nan
≤ n. By the definition of Nan

,

P(Xm ≥ 1/an) ≤ 1/an, (73)

for all m ≥ Nan
. Specifically, the above property holds when m = n: P(Xn ≥ 1/an) ≤ 1/an. By our construction

of qn, qn = qNan
= 1/an. So,

P (Xn ≥ qn) ≤ 1/an, (74)

for any n. For any ϵ > 0, there exists a N∗ such that 1/an < ϵ, for all n ≥ N∗, therefore

lim
n

P(Xn ≥ qn) = 0. (75)

G More Details on Simulated Data

We will use the notation that as is a vector of length s whose elements are all equal to a ∈ R and Ip is an identity

matrix of dimension p× p.

We need to define a preliminary covariance matrix Σpre to describe the “normal part” of the generating distribution.

Σpre = 100 · v1v⊤1 + 50 · v2v⊤2 + Ip (76)

where

v1 = (120, 0980)
⊤/

√
20,

v2 = (020, 120, 0960)
⊤/

√
20.

(77)

We use the following scheme to generate the samples Xi (group 2 samples Zj can be done similarly, replacing

µpre
X by µpre

Z ):

1. Draw a normally distributed sample Xpre
i from N (µpre

X ,Σpre). The mean vector µpre
X varies according to

different settings—we will describe them later.

2. Mask Xpre
i with zeros: For each dimension of this preliminary sample, Xpre

i [k], k = 1, ..., p, we generate an

independent binary variable Xcoin ∈ {0, 1} such that pr(Xcoin = 0) = pr(Xcoin = 1) = 0.5. If Xcoin = 0,
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we change Xpre
i [k] to 0. Otherwise, we do not modify Xpre

i [k]. The resulting zero-inflated sample is our final

observed Xi.

It is possible to formally keep track of the first two moments of Xi and Zj . Specifically, denote Σ = E[(X −

µX)(X − µX)⊤] = E[(Z − µZ)(Z − µZ)
⊤], we know:

Σij =


Σpre/2 if i = j ∈ {1, .., p}

Σpre/4 if i ̸= j ∈ {1, .., p}
(78)

The covariance matrix Σ can be approximated by a rank-2 matrix. Denote the eigenvalues of it as λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥

...λ1000, we have:

λ1 = 26.75

λ2 = 13.625

λ3 = ... = λ21 = 1.75

λ22 = ... = λ40 = 1.125

λ41 = ... = λ1000 = 0.5.

(79)

The first two eigenvectors of Σ are still v1, v2 presented in (77).

The means are more straightforward: µX = µpre
X /2, µZ = µpre

Z /2.

Now we present the details of each setting: global null, projected null, and alternative.

Under the global null µX = µZ , we set

µpre
X = µpre

Z = (120, 0980)
⊤ (80)

For the projected null case:

µpre
X = (120, 0980)

⊤

µpre
Z = (120, 520, 0960)

⊤
(81)

Under the above projected null setting, (µX − µZ)
⊤v1 = 0 whereas (µX − µZ)

⊤v2 ̸= 0.

Under the alternative, we chose:

µpre
X = (120, 0980)

⊤

µpre
Z = (1.220, 0.920, 0960)

⊤
(82)

To get more variety of the simulation, we purposely put more signal on the second eigenvector direction (mathemat-

ically, |(µX − µZ)
⊤v1| < |(µX − µZ)

⊤v2|). In this case, v1 is not the optimal direction to project onto and we are

curious about the behavior of the proposed estimators.
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H More Details on Real Data Analysis

In the main text Section 6, we presented the support gene results for T4 cells. In this section, we also provide the

analysis results for the other three types of immune cells in Figure H.9 - H.11.
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Figure H.8: Upset plot, T4 cells.
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Figure H.9: Upset plot, T8 cells.
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Figure H.10: Upset plot, B cells.
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Figure H.11: Upset plot, cM cells.

In Figure H.12, we give a zoomed-in assessment of PC4 support genes (panel A). If one were only interested

in protein-encoding genes, the mitochondria genes would have been removed from the analysis, which would give a

visually different correlation block (panel B).
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Figure H.12: Heatmap plot for PC4, T4 cell. A. All 19 active genes. B. Removing the 9 mitochondrial genes.
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