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Abstract

Motivated by the problem of inferring the graph structure of functional connectivity net-
works from multi-level functional magnetic resonance imaging data, we develop a valid
inference framework for high-dimensional graphical models that accounts for group-level
heterogeneity. We introduce a neighborhood-based method to learn the graph structure
and reframe the problem as that of inferring fixed effect parameters in a doubly high-
dimensional linear mixed model. Specifically, we propose a LASSO-based estimator and
a de-biased LASSO-based inference framework for the fixed effect parameters in the dou-
bly high-dimensional linear mixed model, leveraging random matrix theory to deal with
challenges induced by the identical fixed and random effect design matrices arising in
our setting. Moreover, we introduce consistent estimators for the variance components
to identify subject-specific edges in the inferred graph. To illustrate the generality of the
proposed approach, we also adapt our method to account for serial correlation by learning
heterogeneous graphs in the setting of a vector autoregressive model. We demonstrate the
performance of the proposed framework using real data and benchmark simulation studies.

Keywords: high-dimensional random effect, heterogeneous network, neighborhood selec-
tion, functional connectivity network, de-biased LASSO inference
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1 Introduction

Gaussian graphical models (GGMs) capture conditional dependence relations among a set
of variables, {Y1, Y2, . . . , Yp} via a graph G = (V,E) with node set V = {1, 2, . . . , p} and
edge set E ⊂ V × V . For a mean zero multivariate normal vector Y = {Yj : j ∈ V }
with covariance matrix Σ, the conditional dependence structure, and correspondingly, the
edge set E, can be characterized by the nonzero entries of the inverse covariance matrix
Ω = Σ−1. Specifically, two random variables Yj and Yk are conditionally independent if and
only if Ωj,k = 0. The value of Ωj,k can be viewed as the weight of the edge (j, k). Therefore,
the problem of inferring the graph structure is effectively an (inverse-)covariance selection
problem and has been extensively studied in high-dimensional settings, with applications in
neuroscience Ng et al. (2013); Monti et al. (2017) and genomics Krumsiek et al. (2011); Zhao
and Duan (2019), among other fields. Two of the most popular approaches for indepen-
dent observations are the graphical lasso Yuan and Lin (2007); Friedman et al. (2008) and
neighborhood selection Meinshausen and Bühlmann (2006). Other graph structure learning
methods include greedy search Ray et al. (2015); Bresler (2015), structured regularization
Cai et al. (2011); Defazio and Caetano (2012) and regularized score matching Lin et al.
(2016). Recent developments in high-dimensional graphical modeling have also considered
non-Gaussian observations Liu et al. (2012); Voorman et al. (2014); Yu et al. (2019) and
functional data Solea and Li (2020); Qiao et al. (2019).

Estimates of graphical models provide valuable information about the strength of con-
nectivity among variables. However, the uncertainty in these estimates needs to be quan-
tified in order to answer scientific questions of interest — for instance, in brain functional
connectivity studies, whether the estimated non-zero dependency between two brain regions
indicates a real connection, or if the observed difference in the brain connectivity structures
between two patient groups indicates a true population-level difference (Shojaie, 2020). As
a result, inference for graphical models has received increasing attention in recent years. Ex-
amples include multiple testing with asymptotic control of false discovery rates Liu (2013),
and direct testing of edge weights based on the asymptotic normality of different (de-biased)
ℓ1-regularized estimators Janková and van de Geer (2017); Ren et al. (2015). See Janková
and van de Geer (2018) for a detailed review.

This paper is motivated by the problem of inferring the graph structure of functional
connectivity networks from multi-level functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) data
Smith et al. (2011). A prime example is the resting-state fMRI data from the Human
Connectome Project (HCP); one of HCP’s main goals is to characterize the functional
neural connections in healthy individuals Van Essen et al. (2013), and reliable inference
for such connections is paramount to understanding the brain physiology Sporns (2007).
Figure 1 illustrates our application setting: For each subject (i.e., level) i = 1, . . . , n, resting-
state whole-brain fMRI signals give an indirect measure of the neuronal activation levels at
multiple brain locations over time. Standard pre-processing leads to spatially distributed
maps that define a set of brain regions V = {j : j ∈ 1, . . . , p}, with details to be described in
Section 6. Each brain region has an associated fMRI signal describing its activation pattern
over time, denoted by Y i

j . Without loss of generality, we center the observations for each

brain region, Y i
j , at zero.
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Inference for Heterogeneous Graphical Models

Learning the functional connectivity graph structure from Y i
j presents two primary chal-

lenges: (i) fMRI observations over time for a single brain node typically exhibit serial corre-
lation; and (ii) the data have a clustered or multi-level structure, where each cluster, or level,
corresponds to the observations of a specific subject. While the serial correlation can be
mitigated through various whitening procedures including model-based pre-whitening proce-
dures Olszowy et al. (2019); Woolrich et al. (2001) or simple down-sampling approaches, the
complications due to the clustered structure of the data have not been extensively studied in
this setting. Many neuroscience studies ignore the heterogeneity inherent in multi-level data
and simply infer a single graphical model for all subjects Dyrba et al. (2020). This assumes
a fixed dependence structure for all the subjects, which is contrary to a growing body of
evidence that points to considerable subject-level heterogeneity in functional connectivity
networks Monti et al. (2017); Mumford and Nichols (2006). Such heterogeneity cannot be
easily addressed with resampling techniques e.g., Narayan and Allen (2016), which lack
theoretical guarantees for type-I error control and are computationally demanding when
the number of brain regions is large. Another popular approach is to employ a two-stage
strategy: in the first stage, separate graphical models are inferred for each subject; in the
second stage, individual-level summary statistics are used for group-level analysis Narayan
and Allen (2016); Deshpande et al. (2009); Morgan et al. (2011). P-value aggregation via
Fisher’s method Deshpande et al. (2009) and t-test based on individual-level statistics Mor-
gan et al. (2011) are two typical examples. While straightforward, such methods ignore any
shared brain network information across subjects, which can lead to inefficient estimation
and inference. More importantly, they can lead to conflicting conclusions from different
second-stage aggregation choices, as well as erroneous conclusions due to not properly ac-
counting for the uncertainty in first-stage estimates Chiang et al. (2017). We illustrate the
limitations of these two-stage approaches through a simple toy example depicted in Fig-
ure 1. In the toy example, we infer the connectivity between a given node and six other
nodes using the neighborhood selection approach from a marginal model perspective (see
Figure 1 for details). Specifically, as shown in Table 1, the fixed GGM method that ignores
the heterogeneity can result in false discoveries, even when the population-level average
network is of interest. Two-stage approaches may lead to conflicting conclusions, and may
result in both inflated type-I errors and/or reduced power.

The analysis of resting-state fMRI signals introduces additional challenges to brain net-
work inference. In contrast to task-based fMRI data, where a shared task pattern enables
the alignment of observations across subjects, resting-state fMRI data lacks a clear corre-
spondence between time points across subjects. This absence of alignment renders methods
such as functional graphical model approaches Solea and Li (2020); Qiao et al. (2019) im-
practical, as these methods rely on the assumption of aligned underlying signals or functions.
Therefore, to bridge the gap in existing approaches for inferring population-level brain con-
nectivity networks while accounting for subject-level heterogeneity, in Section 2 we propose
a mixed effect Gaussian graphical model. Utilizing a neighborhood-based estimation strat-
egy similar to Narayan and Allen (2016), for each edge, the proposed approach models the
subject-level coefficients as random realizations centered around a population mean. The
key difference is the estimation and inference approach: we recast the resulting model as a
doubly high-dimensional linear mixed model, where the number of fixed and random effects
parameters can be larger than the sample size. In addition to the doubly high-dimensional
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Figure 1: Illustration of the proposed functional connectivity brain network analysis. Left
panel: fMRI signals measuring the activation level at each brain node for indi-
vidual subjects. Middle panel: Subject-level brain networks inferred from the
associated fMRI data. The lines between the brain nodes depict connectivity,
with the numbers denoting the connectivity strength, red lines representing posi-
tive connectivity, and blue lines representing negative connectivity. Right panel:
The output of our proposed model. This is the underlying population-level brain
network and the associated network of standard deviations (SD) summarizing
inter-subject variation around the population-level brain network.

structure, the fixed and random design matrices in the corresponding linear mixed mod-
els also have considerable overlap. These factors significantly complicate the theoretical
analysis, rendering existing approaches inadequate. We overcome these challenges by uti-
lizing penalized estimation and inference strategies, as well as tools from random matrix
theory. We obtain consistent estimators and establish a valid inference framework for the
corresponding parameters in Section 3. We also provide consistent estimation of the mixed
effect variance components in Section 4.1 and demonstrate the performance of the proposed
approach via extensive simulations in Section 5 and analysis of HCP fMRI data in Section 6.

The model proposed in Section 2 naturally accounts for the heterogeneity in individual-
level connectomes. However, heterogeneity also arises in many other applications, including
data harmonization Yu et al. (2018) and integration of multiple batches of genomic data
Zhang et al. (2020). The proposed estimation and inference framework for doubly high-
dimensional linear mixed models can also be utilized in such problems. Moreover, while in
this paper we focus on estimation of undirected GGMs using data without serial correlation
within each level, we show in Section 4.2 that our proposed method can be extended to
inferring graphs based on a first-order Vector Autoregressive (VAR) model, and is thus able
to account for (weak) serial correlations.
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Edge

1—2 1—3 1—4 1—5 1—6 1—7

fixed effect coefficients β 0.50 -0.40 0.20 0.40 0.00 0.00
SD of random effect coefficients 1.50 0.00 0.50 0.75 0.00 0.50

Approach Power Type-I error

Two-stage t-test 0.255 0.795 0.165 0.460 0.050 0.040
Two-stage Fisher’s method 1.000 0.380 0.660 0.925 0.075 0.500

Fixed GGM 0.750 0.755 0.310 0.605 0.035 0.150
Mixed effect GGM 0.285 0.980 0.240 0.505 0.025 0.055

Table 1: Toy example where we infer the group-level conditional dependence using a neigh-
borhood selection approach, and target the connection between node 1 and the
rest of the six nodes. We infer using two-stage approaches, the fixed GGM ap-
proach and the mixed effect GGM approach. We generate data from a marginal
model following model (2), where the fixed effect coefficients and the standard de-
viation (SD) of the corresponding random effect coefficients are shown in the top
table. The noise terms independently and identically follow the standard normal
distribution. For each of the 20 subjects, we simulate 10 observations. We then
use the neighborhood selection approach to infer the network edges. For the fixed
GGM approach, we concatenate observations from all subjects and fit a single
GGM using a simple linear regression model. For two-stage approaches, we use
simple linear regression in the first stage for each subject, then in the second stage
use either Fisher’s method to aggregate p-values Deshpande et al. (2009) or use
t-test on each subject’s coefficient estimates Morgan et al. (2011). For the mixed
effect GGM approach, we use a linear mixed-effect model with each subject as a
cluster (see Section 2 for model details). Power/Type-I errors are computed based
on 500 replications. The simulations show that when there is high subject-level
heterogeneity, two-stage approaches may have highly-inflated type-I error (Fisher’s
method for edge 1—7), or have lower power to detect dependence (t-test method)
compared to the mixed effect GGM approach. The fixed GGM approach shows
an inflated type-I error for edge 1—7.

2 Method

2.1 Notations

We denote an m × m identity matrix by Im. For a matrix A, we denote by Aj,k the
(j, k) entry of A, by Aj the jth column of A, and by A−j the sub-matrix of A obtained
by dropping the jth column. Similarly, we use index sets S, {j, k} and 1 : j to denote
multiple columns/entries in a matrix/vector, and use −S, −{j, k} and −{1 : j} to denote
a sub-matrix/sub-vector obtained by removing the indicated columns/entries. We denote
by ∥A∥2 the matrix norm of A, which is the maximum singular value of A. The Frobenius
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norm of A is denoted by ∥A∥F , which is equal to
√
tr(AA⊤) with tr(A) denoting the trace

of A. We use σ(A), σmin(A) and σmax(A) to represent the singular values, the minimum
singular value, and the maximum singular value of A. For a set of values {ul}Kl=1 and a set
of matrices {Al}Kl=1, we let diag

(
{ul}Kl=1

)
be the diagonal matrix with (l, l) entry ul, and

let diag
(
{Al}Kl=1

)
be the block-diagonal matrix with the lth block Al.

A random variable U is sub-Gaussian with parameter u if ∀ t ∈ R, E
(
etU
)
≤ exp(ut2/2).

We define SG(u) as the class of all sub-Gaussian random variables with mean 0 and pa-
rameter u. A random vector V is sub-Gaussian with parameter v if for any vector x with
∥x∥2 = 1, we have x⊤V ∈ SG(v). We denote the class of such sub-Gaussian random vectors
by SGV(v).

For two scalars a and b, we write a ≍ b if c1|b| ≤ |a| ≤ c2|b| for some positive constants
c1, c2. We write a ∨ b = max(a, b), and a ∧ b = min(a, b). We use a = O(b) to indicate that
a ≤ c1b for some constant c1 > 0, and use a = o(b) to mean that a/b −→ 0. Throughout the
paper, we use c, c0, c1, . . . to represent positive constants, whose values may vary from line
to line.

2.2 Problem Setup

Suppose that for each subject i = 1, . . . , n the observed data matrix, Y i ∈ Rm×p, includesm
observations for each of the p nodes. Without loss of generality, we assume the observations
for each node are centered at zero. The assumption of equal number of observations per
subject is made for simplicity and our results continue to hold if the ith subject has mi

observations, as long as c1maxi(mi) ≤ mini(mi) ≤ c2maxi(mi) for some constants c1, c2 >
0. The population-level connectivity network is characterized by the inverse covariance
matrix Ω, and subject-specific conditional independent networks are denoted by Ωi.

We would like to infer the edges in the population-level network, while accounting for
subject-level heterogeneity. To this end, we propose a neighborhood-based method where we
model the subject-specific edge weight Ωij,k as random variables centered at the population-
level edge weight Ωj,k. Specifically, we assume the following neighborhood-based model for
a node j ∈ V :

Y i
j =

p∑
k=1,k ̸=j

Y i
kb
i
j,k + ϵij , i = 1, . . . , n, (1)

where given Y i
k , k ̸= j, the subject-level connectivity coefficients, bij,k, have mean bj,k and

variance σ2j,k. The coefficients bij,k and their mean bj,k are proportional to the true edge

weights Ωij,k and Ωj,k, respectively. The randomness in bij,k captures the subject-level het-
erogeneity, while its mean bj,k captures the shared dependence structure across subjects.
Our main goal is to test whether a pair of nodes (j, k) are functionally connected at a
population level, i.e., H0 : bj,k = 0.

The model in equation (1) can be seen as a linear mixed model (LMM), formulated as:

Y i
j = Y i

−jβj + Y i
−jγ

i
j + ϵij , i = 1, . . . , n. (2)

Here, we treat node j as the outcome variable and the associated vectors Y i
j ∈ Rm as the

outcome vector of observations. We treat the rest of the p − 1 nodes as covariates. The
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matrix Y i
−j ∈ Rm×(p−1) serves as both the fixed and random effect design matrices. The

fixed effect coefficients βj ∈ Rp−1 correspond to {bj,k}pk=1,k ̸=j , which represent the (scaled)

edge weights Ωj,−j . The random effect coefficients γij =
{
bij,k − bj,k

}p
k=1,k ̸=j

represent the

subject-level variation of these p− 1 (scaled) weights. The hypothesis H0 : bj,k = 0 is thus
equivalent to H ′

0 : βj,k = 0, allowing us to recast the graphical selection problem as that
of estimating and inferring the fixed effect coefficients in an LMM. Since the number of
brain nodes p is typically large in brain connectivity studies, the resulting LMM is doubly
high-dimensional, i.e., both fixed and random effects are high-dimensional.

Despite its increasing relevance in applications, rigorous estimation and inference pro-
cedures for doubly high-dimensional LMMs are lacking. Methods for LMMs with high-
dimensional fixed effects and low-dimensional random effects Lin et al. (2020); Bradic
et al. (2020) are not readily extendable to this setting. In addition, while Expectation-
Maximization has been proposed for estimation Monti et al. (2017), the consistency of the
resulting estimator has not been thoroughly examined. Likewise, while consistent, valid in-
ference for the estimator of Li et al. (2018) has not been explored. Most related to our setting
is the recent work by Li, Cai and Li Li et al. (2021), denoted LCL hereafter. The work of
LCL proposes a de-biased LASSO-based inference framework for doubly high-dimensional
linear mixed models; however, as common in the LMM literature, it assumes a form of
independence between the fixed and random effect design matrices—the fixed effect design
matrix is assumed to have zero mean conditional on the random effect design matrix. This
restrictive assumption constitutes a key shortcoming in our graphical modeling application,
where the fixed and random effect design matrices are identical, leading to a violation of the
zero conditional mean assumption by LCL. This assumption can also be restrictive in many
other applications, whenever the fixed effects and the random effects share a non-empty set
of covariates Li et al. (2018). Moreover, the LCL framework requires the number of random
effects to be no larger than the number of observations per subject, which further limits its
applicability.

Motivated by the neighborhood-based model in (1), in this paper, we develop a new
estimation and inference framework for doubly high-dimensional LMMs in (2). To this end,
we propose a penalized estimation and inference framework for the fixed effect coefficients.
We make two key extensions to the work of Li et al. (2021) that enable valid inference of
heterogeneous GGMs: (i) our approach accommodates a larger number of random effects
than the number of observations per subject; and (ii) it does not require conditional inde-
pendence and only imposes minimal assumptions on the relationship between the fixed and
the random effects. Through these extensions, our model provides the first mixed-model
inference framework for learning functional connectivity networks in multi-level settings.

2.3 The Proposed Approach

To achieve consistent estimation for the doubly high-dimensional LMM in equation (2), we
assume the true β∗j coefficients are sparse, with support Sj and cardinality sj = |Sj | ≪ p.

Let Σi be the p×p subject-specific covariance matrix for subject i. Throughout this paper,
we assume that, conditional on the covariance matrices Σi, the matrices Y i are independent
and follow a matrix normal distribution Y i | Σi ∼ MNm×p(0, Im,Σ

i), for i = 1, . . . , n. This
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implies that within-subject observations are independent conditional on the subject-specific
covariance matrix. To allow for subject-level heterogeneity, we assume the subject-specific
covariance matrices Σi are random, and we denote by Σ the corresponding population-level
covariance matrix. Conditional on the matrix Y i

−j , the random effect coefficients γij and

the noise vectors ϵij are independent with mean zero and covariance Ψj ∈ R(p−1)×(p−1) and

Rij ∈ Rm×m, respectively. We assume γij ∈ SG(c1∥Ψj∥2) and ϵij ∈ SG(c2∥Rij∥2), which
implies that Y i

j − Y i
−jβj |Y i

−j ∈ SG(c1∥Ψj∥2 + c2∥Rij∥2).
Similar to other specifications of graphical models (see, e.g., Voorman et al., 2014; Chen

et al., 2015), the model in equation (2) specifies the conditional distribution of Yj as a
function of other variables, Y−j . In this model, the population-level network edge (j, k) is
characterized by the βj,k coefficient, such that (j, k) ∈ E if and only if βj,k ̸= 0, providing
a convenient specification of the conditional dependence structure while accounting for
subject-level variability of the edges. In this work, we focus on developing an inference
framework for the model in equation (2) and leave the characterization of joint probability
distributions that are consistent with the conditionally-specified models Wang and Ip (2008)
to future research. We let p grow with the sample size n and the number of observations
per subject m. In the main text, we focus on the setting where p > c0m for some constant
c0 > 1, which is most relevant to our application, and defer the case of p < c0m for some
constant 0 < c0 < 1 to the Appendix.

The unknown random effect covariance matrices Ψj pose challenges to the estimation
and inference of the fixed effect coefficients βj . Following the quasi-likelihood approach
in Fan and Li (2012), we use proxy matrices in place of the unknown covariance matrix.

Specifically, we use the proxy matrix Σ
i,(j)
a = aY i

−j(Y
i
−j)

⊤+Im, with a fixed positive constant

a, to approximate the covariance matrix of Y i
j , which is Σ

i,(j)
θ = Y i

−jΨj(Y
i
−j)

⊤ + Rij , for
i = 1, . . . , n. We then use a LASSO estimator for the fixed effect coefficients βj that

leverages the proxy matrix Σ
i,(j)
a to “decorrelate” the observations. In addition, we propose

an inference framework based on the de-biased LASSO method. As we will discuss later, our
estimation and inference procedures for the coefficients βj do not depend on the estimates
of the variance components Ψj and R

i
j and are, hence, well-defined.

2.3.1 LASSO estimator for βj

We propose a LASSO estimator for the fixed effect coefficients βj based on the de-correlated

observations. To this end, let Σ
(j)
a = diag

(
{Σi,(j)a }ni=1

)
, and Y be the nm×pmatrix obtained

by vertically stacking {Y i}ni=1. Our proposed estimator β̂j is given by

β̂j = argmin
βj∈Rp−1

1

2 tr
(
(Σ

(j)
a )−1

) ∥∥∥(Σ(j)
a )−1/2(Yj − Y−jβj)

∥∥∥2
2
+ λa,j∥βj∥1, (3)

with tuning parameter λa,j > 0. In Section 3, we show that under mild assumptions β̂j is
a consistent estimator of βj , for a suitable choice of λa,j and for any choice of constant a.

Taking Σ
(j)
a = Inm in (3) leads to the classical LASSO estimator. While it is easy to

show that this estimator is also consistent, it is known that due to the correlation across
observations, this misspecified estimator has sub-optimal rate of convergence Li et al. (2021).
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2.3.2 Inference based on de-biased LASSO

We next propose an inference framework for the coefficient βj,k, k ∈ V \{j} based on the
asymptotic normality of the de-biased LASSO estimator. The de-biasing procedure builds
on the idea in Zhang and Zhang (2014), which uses regularized regression to estimate the
bias term of the LASSO estimator.

For k ∈ V \{j}, our de-biased estimator β̂
(db)
j,k is defined as

β̂
(db)
j,k = β̂j,k +

∑n
i=1

(
ŵij,k

)⊤ (
Σ
i,(j,k)
b

)−1/2 (
Y i
j − Y i

−j β̂j

)
∑n

i=1

(
ŵij,k

)⊤ (
Σ
i,(j,k)
b

)−1/2
Y i
j

, (4)

where the proxy covariance matrices Σ
i,(j,k)
b are defined as

Σ
i,(j,k)
b = aY i

−{j,k}(Y
i
−{j,k})

⊤ + Im, Σ
(j,k)
b = diag

(
{Σi,(j,k)b }ni=1

)
,

with the same constant a used in Σ
(j)
a ; and the projection related terms κ̂j,k, ŵ

i
j,k are defined

as

κ̂j,k = argmin
κj,k∈Rp−2

1

2 tr

((
Σ
(j,k)
b

)−1
) ∥∥∥∥(Σ(j,k)

b

)−1/2 (
Yk − Y−{j,k}κj,k

)∥∥∥∥2
2

+ λj,k∥κj,k∥1

ŵij,k =
(
Σ
(j,k)
b

)−1/2 (
Yk − Y−{j,k}κ̂j,k

)
,

with tuning parameter λj,k > 0.

Here, the vector ŵij is approximately the orthogonal complement of the projection of the

vector
(
Σ
(j,k)
b

)−1/2
Yj onto the space spanned by the columns of

(
Σ
(j,k)
b

)−1/2
Y−j , where

the projection vector κ̂j,k is computed via LASSO regression. We use the proxy matrix

Σ
(j,k)
b to “decorrelate” observations Yk and Y−{j,k} in the LASSO regression. Note that

we define the proxy matrix Σ
(j,k)
b differently from LCL Li et al. (2021). This modification

is crucial to successfully establishing the asymptotic normality of the de-biased estimator

β̂
(db)
j,k , especially in the setting where the fixed effect design matrix has overlapping columns

with the random effect design matrix.

Denoting by zα the αth quantile of a standard normal distribution, we can construct a

two-sided (1 − α) × 100% confidence interval for the coefficient βj,k as β̂
(db)
j,k ± zα/2

√
V̂j,k,

where V̂j,k is a sandwich-type estimator of the variance of β̂
(db)
j , defined as:

V̂j,k =

∑n
i=1

∣∣∣∣(ŵij,k)⊤ (Σi,(j,k)b

)−1/2 (
Y i
j − Y i

−j β̂j

)∣∣∣∣2∣∣∣∣∑n
i=1(ŵ

i
j,k)

⊤
(
Σ
i,(j,k)
b

)−1/2
Y i
j

∣∣∣∣2
. (5)

9



Kun Yue, Eardi Lila and Ali Shojaie

3 Theoretical Analysis

In this section, we show that, under mild conditions, the proposed LASSO estimator β̂j in (3)

is consistent, and the proposed de-biased LASSO estimator β̂
(db)
j,k in (4) is asymptotically

normal. We first state the assumptions under which we establish the consistency of β̂j
defined in (3). Recall that we use c, c0, c1, . . . to denote generic positive constants whose
values may vary line by line.

Assumption 1.

1. The number of observations per subject m and the number of covariates p satisfy
p > c0m for some constant c0 > 1, and p > c1 for some suitably large constant c1 > 0.
Moreover, p log(p)/(mn) = o(1).

2. ∀ i, j, σ(Σ) ≍ σ(Rij) ≍ ∥Ψj∥2 ≍ 1, and ∥Σi − Σ∥2 ≤ σmin(Σ) − c2 for some constant
c2 > 0.

In Assumption 1.1, we restrict the growth rate of p relative to m and n. Moreover,
we assume p/m is no smaller than a positive constant c0 > 1, which is the situation most
relevant to our application. In the Appendix, we discuss the case when p/m ≤ 1/c0 for
some constant c0 > 1.

By Weyl’s theorem, Assumption 1.2 implies σ(Σi) ≍ 1 for all i = 1, . . . , n Bhatia (2007),
requiring the singular values of the covariance matrices Σ, Σi, and Rij to be both lower
and upper bounded by positive constants. Note that we do not require independent and
identically distributed noise terms for each observation. Consequently, our model is appli-
cable across various settings, including those involving time series outcomes. Specifically, it
accommodates scenarios where the noise terms conform to an autoregressive model of order
1, since the covariance matrices Rij in such cases are Kac-Murdock-Szego matrices with all
eigenvalues of order O(1) Trench (1999).

To establish the consistency of β̂j , we only require an upper bound on the singular values
of the covariance matrices Ψj in Assumption 1.2. However, later we also require one of the
following assumptions on Ψj to hold in order to establish the asymptotic normality of the
de-biased estimator; we state these assumptions here for convenience.

Assumption 2.

1. (Diagonal structure): ∀ j, Ψj = diag(ψj) for a vector ψj ∈ Rp−1. The support
of ψj is Sψj with cardinality sψj < c1m ∧ n for some constant c1 > 0. Moreover,
min(ψSψj ) ≍ max(ψSψj ) ≍ 1.

2. (Bounded eigenvalues): ∀ j, σmin(Ψj) ≍ 1.

Assumption 2.1 allows us to cover the settings when the minimum singular values of
the covariance matrices Ψj are not bounded away from zero. In such a case, we consider
a sparse diagonal structure for the matrices Ψj , under which our results hold with slightly
different sample size assumptions.

The next result establishes the theoretical properties of the proposed estimator β̂j in
(3).

10
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Theorem 1 (Fixed effect estimator consistency). Suppose Assumption 1.1 and Assump-
tion 1.2 hold and that λa,j = c1

√
p log(p)/(nm) for a suitably large c1 > 0. Then, with

probability at least 1− 4 exp{−cn} − 12 exp{−c log(n)} − 3 exp{−cmnp−1},

∥∥∥β̂j − β∗j

∥∥∥
δ
= Op

(
s
1/δ
j

√
p log(p)

mn

)
, δ ∈ {1, 2},∥∥∥(Σ(j)

a )−1/2Y (β̂j − β∗j )
∥∥∥2
2
= Op (sj log(p)) .

If, in addition, Assumption 2.1 holds, taking λa,j = c2

√
log(p) log2(n)/n for a suitably

large c2 > 0, we have with probability at least 1 − 4 exp{−cn} − 12 exp{−c log(n)} −
3 exp{−cmnp−1} that

∥∥∥β̂j − β∗j

∥∥∥
δ
= Op

s1/δj

√
log2(n) log(p)

n

 , δ ∈ {1, 2},

∥(Σ(j)
a )−1/2Y (β̂j − β∗j )∥22 = Op

(
sjm log2(n) log(p)

p

)
.

Theorem 1 shows that the de-correlated LASSO estimator β̂j achieves ℓ1, ℓ2 and predic-
tion consistency. The proof of Theorem 1 is based on the classical proof of the consistency
of the LASSO estimator in regression settings Bühlmann and Van De Geer (2011) with
multiple key modifications to extend it to our setting. One crucial step is to show that
the restricted eigenvalue condition Bühlmann and Van De Geer (2011) holds for the matrix

product X
(
aZZ⊤ + I

)−1
X⊤, where X is the fixed effect design matrix and Z is the ran-

dom effect design matrix. Since in our setting the fixed and random effect design matrices
are identical, we cannot rely on techniques such as those adopted in Li et al. (2021) where
the conditional mean independence assumption between X and Z is used to remove the de-
pendence on the matrix Z. Instead, we jointly study the contribution of both the fixed and
random effect design matrices, and use results from random matrix theory Tropp (2015) to
directly characterize the eigenvalue distribution of the relevant quantities. In particular, we
obtain a set of tight bounds for functions of the non-zero singular values of the matrices Y i

under Assumption 1. This key result, which may be of independent interest, is presented
in Lemma 7 in Appendix B. We state the other lemmas necessary to prove Theorem 1 in
Appendix B.

Next, we state a simplified version of the assumptions under which we establish the

asymptotic normality of the de-biased LASSO estimator β̂
(db)
j,k defined in (4). In order

to allow for such a simplification, we have made some additional mild assumptions such

as σ
(
G

(j)
k

)
≍ p under Assumption 2.2, c1 ≤ σmin

(
G

(j)
k

)
≤ σmax

(
G

(j)
k

)
≤ c2m under

Assumption 2.1, and |H(j)
k | ≍ sj ≍ 1. Recall that model (2) implies that given Y i

−j , the

vector Y i
j −Y i

−jβj is sub-Gaussian with covariance matrix Σ
i,(j)
θ = Y i

−jΨj(Y
i
−j)

⊤+Rij . If we

were to assume that given Y i
−{j,k}, the covariance matrix of Y i

k has a “sandwich” form akin

to Σ
i,(j)
θ , namely G

(j)
k = Y i

−{j,k}Ψj,k(Y
i
−{j,k})

⊤ + Rij,k for some matrix Ψj,k ∈ R(p−2)×(p−2)

11
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and Rij,k ∈ Rm×m, we could then characterize the rates of ∥G(j)
k ∥2 and σmin

(
G

(j)
k

)
with the

above assumed rates (see Lemma 10).

Assumption 3.

1. ∀ j, k, conditioning on the matrix Y i
−{j,k}, the vector Y i

k − Y i
−{j,k}κ

(j),∗
k has mean zero

and variance G
(j)
k , and belongs to the class SGV(c1∥G(j)

k ∥2). The support of κ
(j),∗
k ,

H
(j)
k , has cardinality |H(j)

k | satisfying ∥κ(j),∗k ∥1 ≤ c1|H(j)
k |.

2. If Assumption 2.1 holds, then p2 log(p) ≪ nm3, m log7(n) ≪ n, log(n) log(p) ≪ n. If
Assumption 2.2 holds, then p log(n) log(p) ≤ c3mn.

In Assumption 3.1, we specify an upper bound for ∥κ(j),∗k ∥1. This is not too re-
strictive, because given that the variance of each node is bounded (implied by Assump-

tion 1.2), it is reasonable to expect that the coefficients κ
(j),∗
k are not too large in absolute

value. In the case of no subject-level heterogeneity, that is Y i ∼ N(0,Σ) and κ
(j),∗
k =(

Σ−{j,k},−{j,k}
)−1

Σ−{j,k},k, it is easy to show that
∑p−1

l=1,l ̸=k

∣∣∣(κ(j),∗k )l
√
(Ωj)k,k/

√
(Ωj)l,l

∣∣∣ ≤
|H(j)

k |, and ∥κ(j),∗k ∥1 ≤ c1|H(j)
k | is satisfied.

In Assumption 3.1, we also specify the conditional distribution of Y i
k given Y i

−{j,k}. We

do not assume a specific structure for the covariance matrix G
(j)
k , but only require mild

bounds on the minimum and maximum eigenvalues (Appendix C).

Assumption 3 indicates different sample size requirements according to different struc-
tures of Ψj in Assumption 2. Note that Assumption 2 can be relaxed at the cost of stricter
sample size requirements: if we only assume ∥Ψj∥2 ≤ c1 and drop Assumption 2, the asymp-

totic normality property of β̂
(db)
j,k will hold with some additional sample size assumptions

(Appendix C.1, Remark 13), which would restrict the growth rate of p to be slower than n.

The next result establishes the asymptotic normality of the estimator β̂
(db)
j,k in (4).

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions 1 and 3, we have with probability at least 1−c1 exp{−cn}−
c2 exp{−c log(n)}−c3 exp{−cmn/p}−c4 exp{−c log(p)}−c5 exp{−cmn}, (Vj,k)−1/2

(
β̂
(db)
j,k − β∗j,k

)
=

Rj,k + op(1), where Rj,k
d−→ N(0, 1) and the variance Vj,k is given by

Vj,k =

∑n
i=1(ŵ

i
j,k)

⊤
(
Σ
i,(j)
b

)−1/2
Σ
i,(j)
θ

(
Σ
i,(j)
b

)−1/2
ŵij,k∣∣∣∣∑n

i=1(ŵ
i
j,k)

⊤
(
Σ
i,(j)
b

)−1/2
Yj

∣∣∣∣2
.

The proof of Theorem 2 builds on the properties of the projection vectors κ̂j,k and the or-

thogonal complement of the projection ŵij,k. Specifically, we show that (Vj,k)
−1/2

(
β̂
(db)
j,k − β∗j,k

)
can be divided into two terms, where one term is op(1) and the other term can be shown to
be asymptotically normal, thanks to the Lyapunov central limit theorem. As in the proof
of Theorem 1, we extensively use the core Lemma 7 to bound quantities involving both the
fixed effect and the random effect design matrices.

12
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A novel feature of our results, compared to those in the literature, including LCL Li

et al. (2021), is that we establish the unconditional asymptotic normality of β̂
(db)
j,k . In

contrast, other approaches establish the asymptotic normality only conditionally on the
random effect design matrices, even when the design matrices are assumed to be random.
This unconditional normality is crucial for our application to brain connectivity network
inference, and to the best of our knowledge, this is the first attempt to characterize the
unconditional asymptotic properties of the fixed effect coefficients estimator with random
design matrices in high-dimensional LMMs.

The lemmas required to prove Theorem 2 are presented in Appendix C. Lemma 12
gathers several intermediate results necessary to prove Theorem 2.

Finally, we show that the sandwich estimator V̂j,k, defined in (5), is a consistent estimator
of Vj,k under Assumption 4. We apply the same simplifications as we did for Assumption 3.

Assumption 4.

1. If Assumption 2.1 holds, then m2 log5(n) log2(p) ≪ n.

2. If Assumption 2.2, then log2(p) log4(n) ≪ n.

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions 1, 3, and 4, with probability at least 1 − c1 exp{−cn} −
c2 exp{−c log(n)}−c3 exp{−cmn/p}−c4 exp{−c log(p)}−c5 exp{−cmn} we have V̂j,k/Vj,k =
1 + op(1).

4 Extensions

4.1 Variance Component Estimation

An appealing property of the proposed estimation and inference framework for the fixed
effects is that we do not need to estimate the variance components θ = (Ψ, {Ri}ni=1).
This is convenient when only the fixed effects are of interest. However, variance com-
ponents also contain important information and should not be ignored. In our application
of brain network analysis, a non-zero random effect variance component indicates the pres-
ence of subject-level heterogeneity in the connectivity between two brain nodes. In other
applications, such as heritability analysis Sofer (2017) and genome-wide association studies
(Aulchenko et al., 2007), the variance component estimates are necessary for downstream
analysis, or may be of independent interest.

Unfortunately, estimating the variance components in doubly high-dimensional LMM
settings introduces unique challenges that have not been addressed by existing approaches.
In particular, the method of (Li et al., 2018) assumes bounded m, in order to use a Cholesky
decomposition for estimating the random effect covariance matrix. The sample-splitting
approach of (Li et al., 2021) requiresm > q for q random effect covariates, which restricts its
applicability in high dimensions. We extend the sample-splitting approach to doubly high-
dimensional LMM settings, and propose a penalized moment-based estimator for selecting
and estimating the variance components. In particular, we allow for m to be smaller than
q and to grow with n. To simplify the problem, in the following, we assume that the noise
terms are independent and identically distributed within each subject’s observations, i.e.,
Ri = σ2eIm. Moreover, we assume Ψ is a diagonal matrix satisfying Assumption 2.1, such
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that Ψ = diag(ψ). To simplify the notation and to broaden the scope of the framework, we
will present the proposed estimators and the theoretical results under a more general LMM
formulation:

yi = Xiβ + Ziγi + ϵi, i = 1, . . . , n, (6)

where each yi ∈ Rm is the observation vector, Xi ∈ Rm×p and Zi ∈ Rm×q are the design
matrices withXi | ΣiX ∼ MNm×p(0, Im,Σ

i
X) and Z

i | ΣiZ ∼ MNm×q(0, Im,Σ
i
Z). Conditional

on Xi, the random effect coefficients γi ∈ Rq and the noise term ϵi ∈ Rm are independent
with variance Ψ and Ri, and satisfy γi ∈ SGV(c1∥Ψ∥2), ϵi ∈ SGV(c2∥Ri∥2), respectively.
The fixed effect coefficient vector β has support S with cardinality s. See the Appendix for
additional details on the model definition.

It is known that the variance components become non-identifiable if the random effect
covariance matrix is proportional to the noise covariance Wang (2013). In our case, this
would happen if ZiΨ(Zi)⊤ = cσ2eIm, for some constant c > 0. However, given that we
assume the diagonal of Ψ is sparse, we have σmin

(
ZiΨ(Zi)⊤

)
= 0 whereas σmin(σ

2
eIm) =

σ2e > 0, ensuring identifiability.
Let θ = (ψ, σ2e) denote the variance components. To estimate θ, we adopt a sample-

splitting approach, and partition the n subjects into three sub-samples of similar sizes with
index set Sk, k = 1, 2, 3, such that nk = |Sk| and n1 ≍ n2 ≍ n3. We start by using the
first n1 subjects to estimate the fixed effect parameters β, denoting the estimates as β̂.
We then use the second sub-sample with n2 subjects to estimate the vector ψ. Denoting
r̂i = yi −Xiβ̂, i ∈ S2, we define the penalized moment-based estimator for ψ with tuning
parameter λθ, as:

ψ̂ = argmin
ψ∈Rq

∑
i∈S2

∥∥∥∥∥r̂ir̂⊤i − diag(r̂i) diag(r̂i)− Zi diag(ψ)(Zi)⊤ +

q∑
l=1

ψl diag(Z
i
l ) diag(Z

i
l )

∥∥∥∥∥
2

F

+ λθ∥ψ∥1. (7)

The estimator for ψ is constructed from the second moment of the residuals ri = yi −
Xiβ∗ by noticing that E

((
rir

⊤
i

)
l,k

)
=
(
ZiΨ(Zi)⊤

)
l,k
. In the high-dimensional setting here

considered, we adopt a LASSO regularization to guarantee the consistency of the estimator
and simultaneously perform variable selection.

Finally, we use the third sub-sample with n3 subjects to estimate the noise variance σ2e .
To this end, we propose a simple moment-based estimator defined as

σ̂2e =
1

n3m

∑
i∈S3

tr
(
r̂ir̂

⊤
i − Zi diag(ψ̂)(Zi)⊤

)
, (8)

where r̂i is computed based on the the first n1 samples, and ψ̂ is computed based on the
second n2 samples.

We gather the assumptions needed to prove the consistency of the proposed variance
component estimator (ψ̂, σ̂2e) in Assumption 5 below. The true values are denoted by
θ∗ = (ψ∗, σ2,∗e ).

Assumption 5.
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1. The vectors γi and ϵi are normally distributed with mean zero and variance matrices
Ψ, σ2eIm, respectively. The covariance matrix Ψ satisfies Assumption 2.1.

2. Letting sZ = maximaxj
∑q

k=1,k ̸=j 1
{
(ΣiZ)j,k ≫ log(nq2)/

√
m
}
, we have

√
m≫ log(nq),

nm ≫ max
{
q3/2 log(q) log2(n), log(q) log(n) log(nq2)

(
sZ

√
m+ q log(nq2)

)}
, nm3 ≫

q2 log(q) log2(n).

3.
√
nm2 ≫ ssψq log(p) log(q) log(n) log(nmq).

Theorem 4. Under Assumption 1 and 5.1–5.2, with probability at least 1−c1 exp{−c log(nq)}−
c2 exp{−cn} − c3 exp{−c log(n)} − c4 exp{−cmn/q} − c5 exp{−c log(q)}, we have

∥ψ̂ − ψ∗∥δ ≤ s
1/δ
ψ

q log(n) log(p) log(nmq)√
nm

, δ = 1, 2.

Theorem 5. Under Assumption 1 and 5, we have |σ̂2e − σ2,∗e | = op(1) with probabil-
ity at least 1 − c1sψq log

3(n)/(nm) − c2 exp{−cnm} − c3 exp{−cn} − c4 exp{−c log(n)} −
c5 exp{−cmn/q} − c6 exp

{
−cn2m2/(sq2 log4(n) log(p))

}
.

Similar to the proof of Theorem 1, we leverage random matrix theory Tropp (2015) to
bound the eigenvalues of matrix products and follow the classical proof of the consistency
of the LASSO estimator Bühlmann and Van De Geer (2011). As previously mentioned, our
estimator allows q to be larger than m, and also applies to the case where q is smaller than
m (Appendix E). The related lemmas are collected in Appendix E.

4.2 High-Dimensional Heterogeneous Vector Autoregressive Models

In this section, we show that the proposed estimation and inference framework can be
also extended to heterogeneous high-dimensional first-order VAR models. Different from
GGMs describing an unconditional functional connectivity brain network, VAR modeling
has been a popular approach for inferring the joint effective connectivity network Friston
(2011) among multiple brain regions Chen et al. (2011). Specifically, the VAR coefficients
of the fitted model reveal Granger causal relations among brain regions Granger (1969);
Shojaie and Fox (2022). A subject-specific first-order VAR model is formulated as

Y i(t) = ΦiY i(t− 1) + ϵi(t), (9)

for observations {Y i(t)}Tt=1, VAR coefficient matrix Φi and error term {ϵi(t)}Tt=1 for the i-th
subject.

Recent developments have extended the VAR model to high-dimensional settings for
stationary Shojaie and Michailidis (2010); Basu and Michailidis (2015); Han et al. (2015)
and non-stationary Safikhani and Shojaie (2022) time series, and for nonlinear Zhang et al.
(2022); Liu and Chen (2020), sub-Gaussian Zheng and Raskutti (2019) and non-Gaussian
Tank et al. (2021) time series. However, these extensions are limited to modeling a single
subject’s network. Two-stage approaches are often adopted by neuroscientists for inference
in multi-subject settings: in the first stage, separate VAR models are fitted for each sub-
ject; in the second stage, individual-level summary statistics are used for group-level analysis
Deshpande et al. (2009); Morgan et al. (2011); Narayan and Allen (2016). This includes

15



Kun Yue, Eardi Lila and Ali Shojaie

aggregating each subject’s p-values for entries of Φ via Fisher’s method Deshpande et al.
(2009), and conducting a two-sample t-test based on individual-level summary statistics
Morgan et al. (2011). However, two-stage approaches have significant limitations. Firstly,
they often fail to adequately address the uncertainty associated with estimated individual-
level statistics in the second-stage analysis Chiang et al. (2017), which potentially results in
inaccurate group-level conclusions. Secondly, subject-level analyses overlook shared struc-
tural information among individuals, leading to less efficient estimates for the group-level
structure. Lastly, choosing different methodologies for the second stage can lead to different
conclusions. These limitations can be problematic when making inferences in the presence
of subject-level heterogeneity.

To overcome the above issues, mixed-effect VAR (MEVAR) models have been proposed
for multi-subject brain signal analyses Gorrostieta et al. (2012, 2013). In MEVAR models,
the VAR coefficients Φi in (9) are random variables centered at the population-level matrix
Φ such that Φi = Φ + Γi, where the matrix Φ represents the population-level effective
connectivity brain network. However, current applications of this model are limited to
low-dimensional fMRI observations Gorrostieta et al. (2012, 2013); Brose et al. (2015);
Wang et al. (2012). Even though there is an extensive body of work on incorporating
mixed effects in VAR models, the majority focus on random coefficient AR models from a
Bayesian perspective Liu and Tiao (1980); Nandram and Petruccelli (1997), while the rest
are concerned with low-dimensional MEVAR models Nicholls and Quinn (1981); Vaněček
(2008) (see Regis et al. (2022) for a detailed overview). Theoretical results on multivariate
MEVAR models are rare Regis et al. (2022), and, to the best of our knowledge, valid
frequentist inference for high-dimensional MEVAR models has not been investigated.

Our proposed doubly high-dimensional LMM framework can be adopted to infer the
population structure Φ in a high-dimensional first-order MEVAR model. Let the vector
vec(A) denote the vectorized matrix A through vertical stacking of its columns, and let
A ⊗ B denote the Kronecker product between two matrices A and B. We can rewrite the
model in equation (9) as:

Ỹ i = X̃i vec(Φ) + X̃i vec(Γi) + ϵ̃i, i = 1, . . . , n, (10)

where

Ỹ i =

 Y i(2)
. . .

Y i(T )

 , X̃i =


(
Y i(1)

)⊤ ⊗ Ip
. . .(

Y i(T − 1)
)⊤ ⊗ Ip

 , ϵ̃i =

 ϵi(2)
. . .
ϵi(T )

 .

In equation (10), X̃i is the design matrix, vec(Φ) is the fixed effect coefficient vector, and
vec(Γi) is the random effect coefficient vector. We can thus recast the problem of inferring
Φ in a first-order MEVAR as the problem of inferring fixed effect coefficients in a doubly
high-dimensional LMM, for which our proposed LMM framework applies. We can also show
that inferring the whole matrix Φ is equivalent to inferring each row of Φ separately, which
drastically accelerates computation.

We can show that the resulting penalized estimate for Φ is consistent, and the inference
framework yields valid confidence intervals. Most of the proof follows the techniques used
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for the theoretical results in Section 3. However, due to the presence of correlated rows in
the design matrix X̃i, we introduce a pivotal lemma that extends the theoretical results in
Section 3 to the case of a first-order MEVAR mode (Appendix G.2, Lemma 20). Using the
properties of a stationary first-order VAR process, this lemma connects the singular values
of X̃i to the singular values of a standard Gaussian matrix and facilitates the remainder of
the proof.

We demonstrate through a simulation study in Appendix G.1 that our proposed frame-
work works well for inferring the matrix Φ for high-dimensional first-order MEVAR models.

5 Simulation Studies

5.1 Simulation Setting

For ease of exposition, we generate data from a doubly high-dimensional LMM formulated
as:

yi = Xiβ +Xiγi + ϵi, i = 1, . . . , n, (11)

with Xi | ΣiX ∼ MNm×p(0, Im,Σ
i
X), γi ∼ N(0,diag(ψ)) and ϵi ∼ N(0, σ2eIm). This is

equivalent to analyzing the edges connected to one single node in a GGM.

We compare our approach with two competing approaches: (i) the LCL method of Li
et al. (2021), and (ii) the de-biased LASSO method Zhang and Zhang (2014) (referred to
as dblasso) as a benchmark approach which ignores the subject-level heterogeneity among
observations. We compare the methods in terms of the total mean squared error (total MSE)
for the estimates of all βl coefficients, the power of testing non-zero coefficients, the type-I
error for testing zero coefficients at 5% significance level, and the coverage of 95% confidence
intervals. We also compare the method proposed in Section 4.1 for estimation of the variance
components, θ = (ψ, σ2e), with the method of LCL by assessing the MSE of the noise variance
σ2e , the total MSE for estimates of all ψl, and the selection consistency of the non-zero
random effect variance components ψSψ . The selection consistency performance is evaluated
via the Matthews correlation coefficient (MCC) Matthews (1975); MCC summarizes true
positive and false positive rates, with higher values indicating more accurate identification
of the non-zero variance components.

We generated data from the doubly high-dimensional linear mixed model specified in
(11) with n ∈ {30, 50, 80, 100} and m ∈ {15, 30, 50, 70}. For each combination of (n,m),
we set p ∈ {20, 60} and replicate 200 independent Monte Carlo simulations. We set
(β∗1 , β

∗
2 , β

∗
6 , β

∗
7 , β

∗
9) = (1, 0.5, 0.2, 0.1, 0.05) and β∗l = 0 for the remaining l’s. The ran-

dom effects γi and the noise terms ϵi were independent realizations of two multivariate
normal distributions N(0,diag(ψ)) and N(0, σ2eIm), respectively. The true values of the
variance components (ψ∗, σ2,∗e ) are set as follows: (ψ∗

1, ψ
∗
4, ψ

∗
7, ψ

∗
9, ψ

∗
10, ψ

∗
12, ψ

∗
16, ψ

∗
20) =

(2, 2, 0.1, 0.1, 4, 0.1, 2, 0.1), with the remaining ψ∗
l ’s set to 0, and σ2,∗e = 1. The fixed

effect design matrices Xi were independent realizations of a matrix normal distribution
Xi | ΣiX ∼ MNm×p(0, Im,Σ

i
X). To generate ΣiX , we first generated a population-level co-

variance matrix ΣX , which was set as a sparse random matrix with diagonal entries 1 and
off-diagonal entries drawn independently from a mixture distribution: each entry was either
set to zero with probability 0.8, or was drawn from a uniform distribution Unif(−0.5, 0.5).
This choice was motivated by the nature of sparsely correlated brain networks. Each ΣiX
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was then generated as a perturbed version of ΣX by (i) determining varying off-diagonal
entries of ΣiX by drawing a Bernoulli random variable with success probability 0.2; and (ii)
generating variations by adding a mean zero normal perturbation with standard deviation
0.1. To ensure symmetry, only the entries in the upper-diagonal of ΣiX were considered
as candidates for perturbation. We repeated the above two steps if the generated ΣiX was
not positive definite. The resulting ΣiX represent subject-level heterogeneity in the brain
networks.

We used cross-validation with MSE as the error criteria to select the tuning param-
eters λa for β̂, λj ’s for κ̂j and λθ for variance components. We used the R function
cv.glmnet from the R package glmnet (v4.1-3, (Friedman et al., 2010)) to implement the
cross-validation algorithm. The constant a in the proxy matrix is also viewed as a tuning
parameter. We followed the approach described in Li et al. (2021) to select an optimum a
via cross-validation: for each candidate value of a, we let the algorithm select the values
for the rest of the tuning parameters, and used cross-validation based on MSE to select an
optimal a. We present the results based on the optimal a. We used the authors’ publicly
available R code for LCL Li et al. (2021), and used the hdi R-package Dezeure et al. (2015b)
for dblasso.

5.2 Simulation Results

Results for inference on fixed effect parameters β are summarized in Figure 2. The proposed
method controls the type-I error rate at the nominal level, whereas LCL and dblasso show
inflated type-I errors in various settings (Figure 2a, 2b): when the random effect variance
is large (ψ10 = 4 for β10), tests by dblasso have type-I errors as high as 0.74; LCL’s type-I
error reaches 0.28 when the random effect variance is zero (for β11); both methods show
higher type-I errors with increasing m. Results for p = 60 are presented in Appendix F.1
Table 2. When p = 60, the type-I error of LCL improves for small m, but is still as high as
0.23 for large m values; dblasso has high type-I error regardless of p, which is not surpris-
ing. Interestingly, dblasso often fails when testing covariates with non-zero random effect
variances, and LCL often fails when testing covariates with zero random effect variances,
especially when m is large.

The confidence intervals constructed by the proposed method provide good coverage,
while those constructed by LCL and dblasso show poor coverage in some settings (Figure 2c,
2d). The pattern of the confidence interval coverage is similar to the pattern of the type-I
error: LCL has coverage lower than 0.81 for β11 at p = 20, m = 70, and has insufficient
coverage for covariates with zero random effect variance when m is large (Appendix F.1
Table 3); dblasso’s coverage is always lower than 0.8 for some βl’s (Figure 2c), and is as
low as 0.24 for p = 60 (Appendix F.1 Table 3); both methods have worse coverage with
increasing m.

Since dblasso has poor confidence interval coverage and highly inflated type-I error, we
do not include it in the power comparison for testing βl’s. The proposed method in general
has comparable power against LCL (Figure 2e, 2f and Appendix F.1 Table 4).

In terms of estimating the fixed effect coefficients, the proposed method always has
smaller total MSE than LCL (Figure 3a and Appendix F.1 Table 5). Fixed effect coefficient
estimates by dblasso always have the smallest total MSE.
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Figure 2: a,b: Type-I error for testing βl’s at the 0.05 significance level (0.05 marked by red solid line),
for the proposed method, LCL and dblasso. c,d: 95% confidence interval coverage (0.95 marked
by red solid line) for fixed effect coefficients, for the proposed method, LCL and dblasso. e,f :
Power for testing fixed effect coefficients at the 0.05 significance level, for the proposed method
and LCL. All results are computed at p = 20 based on 200 Monte Carlo simulations, and are
plotted separately for each method, each m, and against increasing n. The title of each subplot
shows the true values of the targeted fixed effect coefficient βl, and the corresponding random
effect variance component ψl.
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Figure 3: a: Total MSE on the log10 scale for estimating the fixed effect coefficients β, for the proposed
method, LCL and dblasso. b: MSE on the log10 scale for estimating the noise variance σ2

e , for
the proposed method and LCL. c: Total MSE on the log10 scale for estimating the random effect
variance components ψ, for the proposed method and LCL. d: Average MCC for identifying non-
zero variance components for the proposed method and LCL, where we use non-zero estimates
to select non-zero variance components. Values are computed at p = 20 based on 200 Monte
Carlo simulations, are plotted separately for each method, each m, and are against increasing n.

Since dblasso does not provide variance component estimates, it is not included for
comparison in Figure 3. When m < q, LCL is not able to provide variance component
estimates, while our method provides sensible estimates in all settings (Figure 3b, 3c).
When m > q, our method’s estimate of σ2ϵ are not as good as LCL’s (Figure 3b), but its
total MSEs for the random effect variance components are comparable with LCL (Figure 3c
and Appendix F.1 Table 5).

We also examined the selection consistency of the random effect variance components
evaluated by MCC. The proposed method selects the variance components much more
accurately than LCL, and the accuracy improves with increasing n and m (Figure 3d).
LCL has poor selection accuracy, and is less accurate with increasing n. Examining the
proportion of simulations that yield non-zero estimates for each variance component reveals
that LCL over selects zero variance components (Appendix F.1 Figure 7).
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Finally, in terms of computational time, the proposed method is slightly slower than
LCL for fixed effect estimation and inference, but is much faster for variance component
estimation. The differences become more pronounced for large p (Appendix F.1 Figure 6).

6 Data Application

We employ the proposed method to learn brain connectivity networks using the Human
Connectome Project (HCP) resting-state fMRI data Van Essen et al. (2013). HCP has
acquired high-quality functional and structural imaging data from healthy adult subjects in
an effort to enhance the understanding of neural connectivity. Here, we focus on analyzing
the resting-state fMRI data of 160 unrelated subjects, among which 80 are recreational
drug users, and the rest are non-users. Each fMRI scan provides a signal with a temporal
resolution of 0.73 seconds and a spatial resolution of 2-mm isotropic Smith et al. (2015).
Standard pre-processing steps were applied to the fMRI signals Smith et al. (2013), including
spatial normalization Glasser et al. (2013) and artifacts removal Griffanti et al. (2014); Smith
et al. (2015). Then a Group Independent Component Analysis was applied to generate
200 spatially-distributed brain nodes Smith et al. (2014). Using a dual-regression, 200
associated time series of length 1, 200 were obtained, each one representing the activation
pattern of a brain node over time (see Smith et al., 2015, for more details). To remove
the temporal correlation, we down-sampled each time-series to one of length 120, which we
assume consists of independent observations.

We apply the proposed method to the user and the non-user groups separately, estimat-
ing and testing the significance of the functional connectivity (network edges) between every
pair of brain nodes in each group, and estimating the variance component for each network
edge. For the latter, we assume a sparse diagonal covariance matrix for the random effects
and we split the samples into three equal-sized sub-samples for estimation. To account for
the numerical asymmetry of the neighborhood selection approach, in each group we set the
edge Ej,k based on β̂j↔k = (β̂j,k+ β̂k,j)/2. The corresponding variance of β̂j↔k is computed

as V̂j↔k = (V̂j,k+ V̂k,j)/2. The p-value for testing the null hypothesis H0 : βj↔k = 0 is then
computed based on these averaged quantities.

For comparison, we also apply the LCL, the dblasso methods and the two-stage ap-
proaches using t-test (two-stage t-test) or Fisher’s method (two-stage Fisher) to estimate
and test the statistical significance of βj↔k for the non-user group. The dblasso approach ig-
nores the within-subject correlations and subject-level variations, yielding network strength

estimates that are equivalent to applying our model with a = 0 in the proxy matrices Σ
(j)
a .

Controlling for the family-wise error rate at 0.05 using Holm’s procedure Holm (1979),
the proposed method detects 1, 472 edges (7.4%) in the non-user group and 1, 459 edges
(7.3%) in the recreational drug user group as significantly different from zero. The estimated
brain networks in the two groups have 1, 028 edges in common. For better visualization,
we only show the results for a sub-network with nodes that are associated with the default
mode network, i.e., the brain regions that are active during passive rest and therefore most
relevant to resting-state experiments. Also, we only plot the most significant edges (p-values
< 1×10−13). The estimated sub-networks are shown in Figures 4a-b. The proposed method
also provides estimates of the variability of each edge. In Figures 4c-d, we present the top
25% of edges, selected based on the highest estimated variances, from those depicted in
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a)    non-users; significant edges b)         users; significant edges

c)    non-users; variance edges d)         users; variance edges

Figure 4: Estimated brain sub-networks, and associated variances, in recreational drug
users and non-users as estimated by the proposed method. We present the re-
sults only for a subset of the 200 nodes that are associated with the default mode
network, i.e., the brain regions that are active during passive rest. These were
selected based on visual examination of the brain nodes. The node clusters in
the networks are defined through hierarchical clustering based on the fixed effect
estimates from the proposed method. a,b: The most significant edges (adjusted
p-values < 1× 10−13) in each group. Red edges represent positive edge strength,
and blue edges represent negative edge strength. c,d: The edges in the top 25%
based on their variances, selected from those depicted in sub-plots a and b. The
edge width is proportional to the estimate of edge variance, with thicker edges
representing higher subject-level heterogeneity.
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Figures 4a-b. The plots show that, for example, the connectivity between node 12 and node
20 presents high subject-level heterogeneity in both groups.

Interestingly, the link between node 3, the posterior cingulate cortex, and node 11, the
medial prefrontal cortex, is deemed significant in the non-user group, but not so in the user
group. These two areas serve as major hubs within the default mode network Deshpande
et al. (2011). The disconnection of these regions has been linked to working memory deficits
Whitfield-Gabrieli and Ford (2012). Even though the primary aim of this work is not to
explore this research question, and considering that non-significant p-values merely suggest
that the data do not provide sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis, these findings
corroborate with research that has linked acute cannabis usage to weakening abilities to
maintain, manipulate, and recall information Heishman et al. (1997).

From an estimation accuracy perspective, for the non-user group, dblasso estimated 1754
edges (8.8%) as significant connections among 200 brain nodes and LCL detects 1326 edges
(6.7%); 2648 edges (13.3%) and 1414 edges (7.1%) are detected by two-stage t-test and
two-stage Fisher approaches, respectively. The larger number of significant edges detected
by dblasso and two-stage t-test is likely due to the inflated type-I error, as illustrated in
our simulations when subject-specific heterogeneity is present in the data. We illustrate
in Figure 5 the most significant edges (p-values < 1 × 10−13) detected by LCL, dblasso,
two-stage t-test and two-stage Fisher among the previously selected brain nodes. While
the overall patterns of connectivity are similar among these methods when compared to
the proposed method, the stark difference in the number of detected edges by dblasso
and two-stage t-test highlights the importance of modeling the heterogeneity in functional
connectivity studies even when the population-level connectivity is of interest. We note that
with 200 nodes and 120 observations per subject, LCL is not able to estimate the variances
of the network edges.

7 Discussion

Motivated by the problem of inferring population-level edges in subject-varying GGMs,
we proposed an estimation and inference framework for fixed effect parameters in doubly
high-dimensional LMMs. As shown in our numerical studies, ignoring the subject-level
variations in GGMs can result in highly-inflated type-I errors and false discoveries, even
when the population-level network is of main interest. However, because of correlation and
overlap between fixed and random effect covariates, previous works on high-dimensional
LMMs, including Li et al. (2021), do not apply to the GGM setting and may suffer from
inflated type-I error and insufficient coverage of confidence intervals. Our estimation and
inference framework for doubly high-dimensional LMMs addresses these challenges, while
also allowing a larger number of random effects than the number of observations per subject.
We also proposed a new moment-based penalized variance component estimator, which
addresses the challenges of estimating variance components in doubly high-dimensional
LMMs.

Similar to Li et al. (2021), we treat the parameter a in the proxy covariance matrix as a
tuning parameter and use a cross-validation procedure to select a. However, our theoretical
results hold for any positive value of the constant a, and, in practice, we can simply set a
to an arbitrary constant. Our additional simulation studies in Appendix F.2 explore the

23



Kun Yue, Eardi Lila and Ali Shojaie

b)a) non-users; LCL approach non-users; dblasso approach

d)c) non-users; two-stage t-test approach non-users; two-stage Fisher approach

Figure 5: Brain sub-networks in non-users as estimated with the a: LCL approach; b:
dblasso approach; c two-stage t-test approach; d two-stage Fisher approach. We
present the results only for the nodes we selected in Figure 4. Only edges with
p-value < 1 × 10−13 are presented. Red edges represent positive edge strength,
and blue edges represent negative edge strength. For two-stage approaches, the
edges are tested without computing population-level edge estimates, so we plot
all the edges in red.

effect of a on the finite sample performance of the proposed method and show that, for any
constant a > 0, the proposed method has correct confidence interval coverage and controls
the type-I error. However, the value of a may impact the power of detecting non-zero βl
and the estimation accuracy of β and the variance components.

A novel aspect of the proposed method, compared with the existing procedures, is that
it accommodates subject-varying covariance matrices. This is a crucial feature for handling
graphical modeling with subject-level heterogeneity. Our theoretical analysis avoids making
specific distributional assumptions, allowing for a broad spectrum of potential covariance
matrix distributions to be considered. Exploring these diverse choices could be an interesting
direction for future research.
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Two other extensions of our framework could be of interest. First, motivated by our
GGM problem, we focused on the setting where the fixed and random effect design matrices
are identical. We also assumed p/m > c0 > 1 for some constant c0. In the Appendix B–E, we
extend our framework to generic doubly high-dimensional LMMs, where the random effect
covariates are a subset of the fixed effect covariates. Assuming fewer random than fixed
effect covariates (q ≤ p), we show that our framework works if limq,m−→∞ q/m ̸= 1. However,
these results are based on unified proof techniques for q/m > c0 > 1 and q/m < c1 < 1,
with techniques specifically designed for the case q/m > c0 > 1. Therefore, our assumptions
for the setting q/m < c1 < 1 could be relaxed and our rates may not be optimal. Secondly,
our framework extends beyond independent and identically distributed noise terms. The
proposed method readily accommodates observations featuring correlated noise terms and
seamlessly extends to mixed-effect vector autoregressive models. This makes the mode a
versatile tool that can be directly employed in the analysis of time series observations in
certain settings.

In summary, our framework provides rigorous inference of brain connectivity networks
in the presence of subject heterogeneity during multi-subject experiments. It facilitates a
systematic exploration of population-level brain network structures, enhancing our under-
standing of the functionalities associated with various brain regions. It aids in identifying
crucial brain regions, such as those highly connected with many others, providing targeted
avenues for further investigations. Additionally, it helps detecting AD-induced alterations
in brain connectivity patterns Lee et al. (2016). Beyond its utility in resting-state fMRI
data, our framework is directly applicable to task-based fMRI signals. This adaptabil-
ity is particularly beneficial in scenarios where substantial differences in brain functional
connectivity are expected between distinct groups Zhao et al. (2023).
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Appendix A. Outline

In the main discussion, we have established an estimation and inference framework for
doubly high-dimensional linear mixed models (LMMs) in the context of neighborhood-
based graphical modeling of heterogeneous data. In that specific setting, the fixed and the
random effects had identical design matrices. However, doubly high-dimensional LMMs
may also arise from settings where the two matrices are not identical, but yet share a set
of variables or have highly correlated columns, therefore still violating assumptions on the
conditional independence of the fixed and random design matrices. A typical example is in
longitudinal data analysis with random slope models — if we want to allow random slopes
for a large number of explanatory variables, we end up with a doubly high-dimensional
LMM. With advancing technology allowing us to collect more variables than ever, such
examples will only become more ubiquitous. Thus, we extend our framework to a generic
doubly high-dimensional LMM, formulated as:

yi = Xiβ + Ziγi + ϵi, i = 1, . . . , n. (12)

Here, each yi ∈ Rm is the observation vector, Xi ∈ Rm×p and Zi ∈ Rm×q are the design
matrices, where Xi | ΣiX ∼ MNm×p(0, Im,Σ

i
X) and Zi | ΣiZ ∼ MNm×q(0, Im,Σ

i
Z). The

subject-level covariance matrices ΣiX and ΣiZ are centered at the population-level covariance
matrices ΣX , ΣZ , respectively. We assume the q random effect covariates are a subset of
the p fixed effect covariates. Moreover, we assume that conditional on Xi, the random
effect coefficients γi ∈ Rq and the noise term ϵi ∈ Rm are independent with variance Ψ and

Ri, and satisfy γi ∈ SGV(c1∥Ψ∥2), ϵi ∈ SGV(c2∥Ri∥2), respectively. We allow for either
q > c0m or m > c0q, for some constant c0 > 1. The fixed effect coefficients β has support
S with cardinality s.

We present the estimators, the inference framework and their theoretical properties in
the Appendix B–E, with the proofs available upon request. All results are directly applicable
to the doubly high-dimensional LMM in (2) of the main paper in the context of graphical
model selection, where we simply need to set Xi = Zi.

We define some relevant quantities to facilitate the discussion. We use 1{·} to represent
the indicator function. The proxy covariance matrix is denoted by Σia = aZi(Zi)⊤ + Im
and Σa = diag

(
{Σia}ni=1

)
. The vectors/matrices y, γ, ϵ and X are formed by vertically

stacking the vectors/matrices yi’s, γi’s, ϵi’s and X
i’s respectively. A random variable X is

sub-exponential with parameters (a, b) if ∀ |t| ≤ 1/b, E(exp(tX)) ≤ exp(at2/2). We define
SE(a, b) as the class of all sub-exponential random variables with mean zero and parameters
(a, b). Denote ej as a length q unite vector with the jth entry taking value 1.

Appendix B. Fixed Effect Estimator β̂

We define the estimator β̂ for the fixed effect coefficients β in model (12) as follows:

β̂ = argmin
β∈Rp

(
2 tr(Σ−1

a )
)−1∥Σ−1/2

a (y −Xβ)∥22 + λa∥β∥1.

We state a generalized version of Theorem 1 of the main paper and its related assump-
tions for the generic doubly high-dimensional LMM in (12):
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Assumption 6. 1. Let q > c0m or m > c0q for some constant c0 > 1 and let m∨q > c1
for some suitably large constant c1 > 0. Moreover, let log(q) (q/m)1{q>c0m} /n = o(1).

2. ∀ i, σ(ΣX) ≍ σ(Ri) ≍ ∥Ψ∥2 ≍ 1, ∥ΣiX − ΣX∥2 ≤ σmin(ΣX) − c2, for some constant
c2 > 0.

Assumption 6.2 implies σ(ΣiX) ≍ 1 for all i = 1, . . . , n (Weyl’s theorem, Bhatia (2007)).

Assumption 7. 1. Ψ = diag(ψ) for a vector ψ ∈ Rq. The support of ψ is Sψ with
cardinality sψ < c2m ∧ n for some constant c2 > 0, and min(ψSψ) ≍ max(ψSψ) ≍ 1.

2. σmin(Ψ) ≍ 1.

Theorem 6 (Fixed effect estimator consistency). Under Assumption 6.1 and Assumption
6.2, with probability at least 1−4 exp{−cn}−12 exp{−c log(n)}−2 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}}−
exp{−cn(m/q)1{q>c0m}}, we have the following results:

1. When q > c0m: Taking λa = c1
√
q log(p)/(nm) for a suitably large c1 > 0, we have

that:

∥β̂ − β∗∥2 = Op

(√
sq log(p)

mn

)
,

∥β̂ − β∗∥1 = Op

(
s

√
q log(p)

mn

)
,∥∥∥Σ−1/2

a X(β̂ − β∗)
∥∥∥2
2
= Op (s log(p)) .

2. When q > c0m and Assumption 7.1 also holds: Taking λa = c2

√
log(p) log2(n)/n for

suitably large c2 > 0, we have that:

∥β̂ − β∗∥2 = Op

√s log2(n) log(p)

n

 ,

∥β̂ − β∗∥1 = Op

s
√

log2(n) log(p)

n

 ,

∥Σ−1/2
a X(β̂ − β∗)∥22 = Op

(
sm log2(n) log(p)

q

)
.

3. When m > c0q and p = q: Taking λa = c3
√

log(p)/(nm2) for suitably large c3 > 0,
we have that:

∥β̂ − β∗∥2 = Op

(√
s log(p)

n

)
,

∥β̂ − β∗∥1 = Op

(
s

√
log(p)

n

)
,

∥Σ−1/2
a X(β̂ − β∗)∥22 = Op (s log(p)) .
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4. When m > c0q and p > q: Taking λa = c4
√
log(p)/(nm) for suitably large c4 > 0, we

have that:

∥β̂ − β∗∥2 = Op

(√
sm log(p)

n

)
,

∥β̂ − β∗∥1 = Op

(
s

√
m log(p)

n

)
,

∥Σ−1/2
a X(β̂ − β∗)∥22 = Op (sm log(p)) .

B.1 Related lemmas for Theorem 6

Lemma 7 (Core Lemma). Assume q > c0m or m > c0q for some constant c0 > 1. Z
is a m × q matrix with entries independently following the N(0, 1) distribution, and Zi,
i = 1, . . . , n are identical copies of Z. Then the following properties hold for the non-zero
singular values σ(Z) of Z and σ(Zi) of Zi’s:

1. |√q −
√
m| ≤ E(σ(Z)) ≤

√
m+

√
q, E(σ(Z)) ≍

√
m ∨√

q.

2. σ(Z)− E(σ(Z)) ∈ SG(1).

3. E(σ2(Z)) ∈ [E(σ(Z))2,E(σ(Z))2 + 1], E(σ2(Z)) ≍ m ∨ q.

4. σ2(Z) − E(σ2(Z)) ∈ SE(32, 4).
∑n

i=1 σ
2(Zi) ≍ n(m ∨ q) with probability at least

1− 2 exp{−c1n(m ∨ q)}, for some c1 > 0.

Further assume m∨q > c2 > 0 for some suitably large constant c2. Denote Σia = aZi(Zi)⊤+
Im, where a is a positive constant. Then we have the following properties hold for any
constant c > 0, for positive constants c3, c4, . . . :

5. 1
E(σ2(Z))+c

≤ E
(

1
σ2(Z)+c

)
≤ 4

E(σ2(Z))+c
.

6. 1
σ2(Z)+c

− E
(

1
σ2(Z)+c

)
∈ SE

(
c3 E

(
1

σ2(Z)+c

)2
, c3 E

(
1

σ2(Z)+c

))
.

7.
∑n

i=1
1

σ2(Zi)+c
≍ n

m∨q with probability at least 1 − 2 exp{−c4n}. max1≤i≤n
1

σ2(Zi)+c
≤

1
c∧

c5 log(n)
m∨q with probability at least 1−2 exp{−c6 log(n)}, min1≤i≤n

1
σ2(Zi)+c

≥ c7
log(n)+m∨q

with probability at least 1− 2 exp{−c6 log(n)}.

8.
∑n

i=1 tr
(
(Σia)

−1
)
≍ mnq−1{q>c0m} with probability at least 1− 4 exp{−c8n}.

When q > c0m: c9m
log(n)+q ≤ mini tr

(
(Σia)

−1
)
≤ maxi tr

(
(Σia)

−1
)
≤ c10m

(
1 ∧ log(n)

q

)
with probability at least 1− 4 exp{−c11 log(n)}.
When m > c0q: c12

(
m+ q

m+log(n)

)
≤ mini tr

(
(Σia)

−1
)
≤ maxi tr

(
(Σia)

−1
)

≤ c13

(
m+ q

(
1 ∧ log(n)

m

))
with probability at least 1− 4 exp{−c14 log(n)}.

9. E
(
Z⊤(aZZ⊤ + Im)

−1Z
)

= kIq, k ≍ (m/q)1{q>c0m}. σ
(∑n

i=1(Z
i)⊤(Σia)

−1Zi
)

≍
n (m/q)1{q>c0m} with probability at least 1− exp

{
log(q)− c16n (m/q)

1{q>c0m}
}
.

34



Inference for Heterogeneous Graphical Models

10. Assume log(q) (q/m)1{q>c0m} /n = o(1). Then with probability at least 1−2 exp{−c18n}−
2 exp{−c18 log(n)} − exp

{
−c18n (m/q)1{q>c0m}

}
:

σ

(
n∑
i=1

(Zi)⊤(Σia)
−2Zi

)
≤

{
c17

n
q

(
1 ∧ m log(n)

q

)
, q > c0m,

c17
n
m ,m > c0q.

Lemma 8. 1. Under Assumption 6.1 and Assumption 6.2, with probability at least 1−
4 exp{−cn}−2 exp{−c log(n)}−2 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}}−exp

{
−cn (m/q)1{q>c0m}

}
,

we have: 
σ(X⊤Σ−1

a X) ≍ mn
q , q > c0m,

σ(X⊤Σ−1
a X) ≍ n ,m > c0q and p = q,

c1n ≤ σ(X⊤Σ−1
a X) ≤ c2mn ,m > c0q and q < p.

2. Under Assumption 6.1 and Assumption 6.2, maxi σ((X
i)⊤(Σia)

−1Xi) ≤ c1 when p =
q; when p > q, with probability at least 1− 8 exp{−c2 log(n)} we have:

max
i
σ((Xi)⊤(Σia)

−1Xi) ≤

{
c3

(
1 ∨ m log2(n)

q

)
, q > c0m,

c3m log2(n) ,m > c0q.

Lemma 9. 1. Under Assumption 6.1 and Assumption 6.2, we have

max
1≤j≤p

n∑
i=1

∥∥∥(Zi)⊤ (Σia)−1
Xi
j

∥∥∥2
2
∥Ψ∥2 +

∥∥∥(Σia)−1
Xi
j

∥∥∥2
2
∥Ri∥2 ≤


c1
nm
q , q > c0m,

c1n ,m > c0q and q = p,

c1mn ,m > c0q and q < p,

with probability at least 1−4 exp{−cn}−12 exp{−c log(n)}−2 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}}−
exp{−cn(m/q)1{q>c0m}}.
If we additionally assume Assumption 7.1, we have

max
1≤j≤p

n∑
i=1

∥∥∥(ZiSψ)⊤ (Σia)−1
Xi
j

∥∥∥2
2
∥Ψ∥2 +

∥∥∥(Σia)−1
Xi
j

∥∥∥2
2
∥Ri∥2 ≤



c1mn
q

(
1 ∧ m log2(n)

q

)
,

q > c0m,

c1n,

m > c0q and p = q,

c1mn,

m > c0q and q < p,

with probability at least 1−4 exp{−cn}−6 exp{−c log(n)}−2 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}}−
exp

{
−cn (m/q)1{q>c0m}

}
.

2. Define

z∗0 = max
1≤j≤p

∣∣∣∣ 1

tr(Σ−1
a )

X⊤
j Σ

−1
a (y −Xβ∗)

∣∣∣∣ .
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Under Assumption 6.1 and Assumption 6.2, we have

z∗0 ≤



c1

√
q log(p)
nm , q > c0m,

c1

√
log(p) log2(n)

n , q > c0m and Assumption 7.1alsoholds,

c1

√
log(p)
nm2 ,m > c0q and p = q,

c1

√
log(p)
nm ,m > c0q and p > q.

with probability at least 1−4 exp{−cn}−12 exp{−c log(n)}−2 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}}−
exp

{
−cn (m/q)1{q>c0m}

}
.

Appendix C. Inference Framework for β

Inference for β is based on the de-biased LASSO framework. We follow the same procedure
as introduced in Section 2 of the main paper, with slight modification in the context of a
generic doubly high-dimensional LMM. To infer βj , we first define the de-biased estimator

β̂
(db)
j :

β̂
(db)
j = β̂j +

∑n
i=1(ŵ

i
j)

⊤(Σib)
−1/2(yi −Xiβ̂)∑n

i=1(ŵ
i
j)

⊤(Σib)
−1/2Xi

j

. (13)

Here, the modified proxy matrices (Σib)
−1/2 are defined as:

Σib = aZi−j(Z
i
−j)

⊤ + Im,

Σb = diag
({

Σib
}n
i=1

)
,

where with some abuse of notation, we define Zi−j , j = 1, . . . , q as the sub-matrix of Zi

obtained by dropping the jth column of Zi, and Zi−j = Zi for j > q. The projection

orthogonal vector wij is defined as

ŵij = (Σib)
−1/2

(
Xi
j −Xi

−j κ̂j
)

and the projection vector κ̂j is defined as

κ̂j = argmin
κj∈Rp−1

(
2 tr

(
Σ−1
b

))−1 ∥Σ−1/2
b (Xj −X−jκj) ∥22 + λj∥κj∥1.

We state here the generalized version of Theorem 2 of the main paper and its related
assumptions for the generic doubly high-dimensional LMM in (12):

Assumption 8. 1. log(p) = o(mn). ∀ j = 1, . . . , p, conditional on Xi
−j, the random

vector Xi
j has mean Xi

−jκ
∗
j for κ∗j ∈ Rp−1 and variance Gj, and X

i
j −Xi

−jκ
∗
j | Xi

−j ∈
SGV(c1∥Gj∥2). The support for κ∗j is Hj and its cardinality is |Hj |. Assume ∥κ∗j∥1 ≤
c1|Hj |.
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2.
∥Gj∥2

σmin(Gj)
log(n)

√
1 ∧ log(n)

m∨q ≤ c1
√
mnq−1{q>c0m}

3. 3.1. When q > c0m, p = q:

|Hj |q2 log(p)
m3n

≪ ∥Gj∥2 ≤ c1
mn

log(n) log(p)
(14)

∥Gj∥2
σ2min(Gj)

≪ mn

|Hj |3 log(n) log(p)
∧ m2n2

s2|Hj |q log(n) log2(p)
(15)

∥Gj∥2
σmin(Gj)

≪ mn

|Hj | log(n) log(p)
(16)

3.2. when q > c0m, p > q: assume the conditions (14)–(16), and additionally assume

∥Gj∥2 ≫ |Hj | log(p) log3(n)
mn

3.3. When m > c0q:

|Hj | log(p)
m3n

(
m3 log5(n)

)1{p>q} ≪ ∥Gj∥2 ≤ c1
mn

log(p)

(
1

m log(n)

)1{p>q}

∥Gj∥2
σ2min(Gj)

≪

(
m3n

|Hj |3 log(p)

(
1

m log2(n)

)1{p>q}
)

∧

(
m3n2

s2|Hj | log2(p)

(
1

m2 log2(n)

)1{p>q}
)

∥Gj∥2
σmin(Gj)

≪ m2n

|Hj | log(p)

(
1

m log(n)

)1{p>q}

Assumption 9. 1. Condition 1: When Assumption 7.2 holds:
∥Gj∥2

σmin(Gj)
≪ n

log6(n)
, q > c0m

∥Gj∥2
σmin(Gj)

≪ n
log5(n)

, m > c0q

2. Condition 2: When Assumption 7.1 holds and j ∈ Sψ:
∥Gj∥2

σ2
min(Gj)

≪ n
log6(n)

, q > c0m
∥Gj∥2

σ2
min(Gj)

≪ mn
log5(n)

, m > c0q

3. Condition 3: When Assumption 7.1 holds and j ̸∈ Sψ:
∥Gj∥2

σmin(Gj)
≪ n

sψ log7(n)
∧ n2

sψ |Hj |2 log(p) log8(n)
∧ n

log6(n)
, q > c0m

∥Gj∥2
σmin(Gj)

≪ mn2

sψ |Hj |2 log(p) log7(n)
∧ n

log5(n)
, m > c0q, p = q

∥Gj∥2
σmin(Gj)

≪ n2

sψ |Hj |2 log(p) log8(n)
∧ n

log5(n)
, m > c0q, p > q

As discussed in the main paper, the bound ∥κ∗j∥1 ≤ c1|Hj | is satisfied when ΣiX = ΣX .
The variance Gj may take any form as long as its singular values satisfy Assumption 8 and
Assumption 9. If we were to assume that Gj takes the same “sandwich” form as Σiθ such
that Gj = Z−jΨ

j(Z−j)
⊤ + Ri,j for some matrix Ψj ∈ R(p−1)×(p−1) and Ri,j ∈ Rm×m, we
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could bound σ(Gj) based on the rates of σ
(
Σiθ
)
: assuming that σ

(
Ri,j

)
≍ 1, and Ψj takes

the same form as Ψ (i.e., σ
(
Ψj
)
≍ 1 as in Assumption 7.2, or Ψj is a sparse diagonal matrix

as in Assumption 7.1), we would have σmin(Gj) ≍ σmin(Σ
i
θ) and ∥Gj∥2 ≍ ∥Σiθ∥2, and the

following results bound σ
(
Σiθ
)
:

Lemma 10. For Σiθ = ZiΨ(Zi)⊤+Ri, i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, under Assumption 6, with probability
at least 1− c1 exp{−c2m}, we have:

1. When m > c0q: Under either Assumption 7.1 or Assumption 7.2,

c3 ≤ σmin(Σ
i
θ) ≤ σmax(Σ

i
θ) ≤ c4m.

2. When q > c0m: Under Assumption 7.2,

σmin(Σ
i
θ) ≍ σmax(Σ

i
θ) ≍ q.

Under Assumption 7.1,

c5 ≤ σmin(Σθ) ≤ σmax(Σθ) ≤ c6m.

Theorem 11. Under Assumption 6, Assumption 8 and Assumption 9, with probability at

least 1−c1 exp{−cn}−c2 exp{−c log(n)}−c3 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}}−c4 exp
{
−cn (m/q)1{q>c0m}

}
−

c5 exp{−c log(p)} − c6 exp{−cmn}, we have that

1√
Vj

(
β̂
(db)
j − β∗j

)
= Rj + op(1), where Rj

d−→ N(0, 1),

where the variance Vj is given by

Vj =

∑n
i=1(ŵ

i
j)

⊤(Σib)
−1/2Σiθ∗(Σ

i
b)

−1/2ŵij∣∣∣∑n
i=1(ŵ

i
j)

⊤(Σib)
−1/2Xi

j

∣∣∣2 .

C.1 Related lemmas for Theorem 11

Lemma 12.

1. Define

z∗j :=
1

tr(Σ−1
b )

∥∥∥X⊤
−jΣ

−1
b (Xj −X−jκ

∗
j )
∥∥∥
∞
. (17)

Under Assumption 6 and Assumption 8.1, with probability at least 1−2 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}}−
4 exp{−c log(n)}−4 exp{−cn}−2 exp{−c log(p)}−exp{−cn(m/q)1{q>c0m}}, we have
that:

z∗j ≤



c1

√
q log(p)∥Gj∥2

m2n

(
1 ∧ m log(n)

q

)
, q > c0m and q = p,

c1

√
log(p)∥Gj∥2

m3n
,m > c0q and q = p,

c1

√
q log(p)∥Gj∥2

mn

(
1 ∧ log(n)

q

)
, q > c0m and q < p,

c1

√
log(p)∥Gj∥2

mn

(
1 ∧ log(n)

m

)
,m > c0q and q < p.
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2. Under Assumption 6 and Assumption 8.1, we have the following results with prob-
ability at least 1 − c1 exp{−cn(m/q)1{q>c0m}} − c2 exp{−cn} − c3 exp{−c log(n)} −
c4 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}} − c5 exp{−c log(p)}:

2.1. When q = p and q > c0m: λj = c6

√
q log(p)∥Gj∥2

m2n

(
1 ∧ m log(n)

q

)
with suitably large

c6 > 0, and

∥κ̂j − κ∗j∥2 ≤ c7

√
|Hj |q log(p)∥Gj∥2

m2n

(
1 ∧ m log(n)

q

)
,

∥κ̂j − κ∗j∥1 ≤ c7|Hj |

√
q log(p)∥Gj∥2

m2n

(
1 ∧ m log(n)

q

)
,

∥Σ−1/2
b X−j(κ̂j − κ∗j )∥22 ≤ c7|Hj |

log(p)∥Gj∥2
m

(
1 ∧ m log(n)

q

)
.

2.2. When q = p and m > c0q: λj = c6

√
log(p)∥Gj∥2

m3n
with suitably large c6 > 0, and

∥κ̂j − κ∗j∥2 ≤ c7

√
|Hj | log(p)∥Gj∥2

mn
,

∥κ̂j − κ∗j∥1 ≤ c7|Hj |
√

log(p)∥Gj∥2
mn

,

∥Σ−1/2
b X−j(κ̂j − κ∗j )∥22 ≤ c7|Hj |

log(p)∥Gj∥2
m

.

2.3. When q < p and q > c0m: λj = c6

√
q log(p)∥Gj∥2

mn

(
1 ∧ log(n)

q

)
with suitably large

c6 > 0, and

∥κ̂j − κ∗j∥2 ≤ c7

√
|Hj |q log(p)∥Gj∥2

mn

(
1 ∧ log(n)

q

)
,

∥κ̂j − κ∗j∥1 ≤ c7|Hj |

√
q log(p)∥Gj∥2

mn

(
1 ∧ log(n)

q

)
,

∥Σ−1/2
b X−j(κ̂j − κ∗j )∥22 ≤ c7|Hj |log(p)∥Gj∥2

(
1 ∧ log(n)

q

)
.

2.4. When q < p and m > c0q: λj = c6

√
log(p)∥Gj∥2

mn

(
1 ∧ log(n)

m

)
with suitably large

c6 > 0, and

∥κ̂j − κ∗j∥2 ≤ c7

√
|Hj |m log(p)∥Gj∥2

n

(
1 ∧ log(n)

m

)
,

∥κ̂j − κ∗j∥1 ≤ c7|Hj |

√
m log(p)∥Gj∥2

n

(
1 ∧ log(n)

m

)
,

∥Σ−1/2
b X−j(κ̂j − κ∗j )∥22 ≤ c7m log(p)∥Gj∥2

(
1 ∧ log(n)

m

)
.
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3. Under Assumption 6 and Assumption 8.1, with probability at least 1−c1 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}}−
c2 exp{−c log(n)} − c3 exp{−cn} − c4 exp{−c log(p)} − c5 exp{−cn(m/q)1{q>c0m}} −
c6 exp{−cmn}, we have that:

∥X⊤
−jΣ

−1
b X−j(κ̂j − κ∗j )∥∞ ≤



c7

√
|Hj |n log(p)∥Gj∥2

q

(
1 ∧ m log(n)

q

)
, q > c0m and q = p,

c7

√
|Hj |n log(p)∥Gj∥2

m ,m > c0q and q = p,

c7

√
|Hj |mn log(p)∥Gj∥2

q

(
1 ∧ log(n)

q

)
, q > c0m and q < p,

c7

√
|Hj |n log(p)∥Gj∥2 (m ∧ log(n))2 ,m > c0q and q < p,

4. Define

wj = Σ
−1/2
b (Xj −X−jκ

∗
j )

wij = (Σib)−
1

2
(Xi

j −Xi
−jκ

∗
j ).

Under Assumption 6, Assumption 8.1 and Assumption 8.2, we have c1σmin(Gj)nmq
−1{q>c0m} ≤

∥wj∥22 ≤ c2σmax(Gj)nmq
−1{q>c0m} with probability at least 1−4 exp{−cn}−2 exp{−c log(n)},

and

max
i

∥wij∥22 ≤

c1(m+
√
m log(n))

(
1 ∧ log(n)

q

)
∥Gj∥2 , q > c0m,

c1

(
m+ log(n)

√
m ∧ log(n)

)
∥Gj∥2 ,m > c0q

with probability at least 1− 6 exp{−c log(n)}.

5. Under Assumption 6, Assumption 8.1, Assumption 8.2, and Assumption 8.3, we
have with probability at least 1 − c1 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}} − c2 exp{−c log(n)} −
c3 exp{−cn} − c4 exp{−c log(p)} − c5 exp{−cn(m/q)1{q>c0m}} − c6 exp{−cmn} that

|ŵ⊤
j Σ

−1/2
b Xj | ≥ c7σmin(Gj)nmq

−1{q>c0m}.

6. Under Assumption 6 and Assumption 8, we have

c1σmin(Gj)mnq
−1{q>c0m} ≤ ∥ŵj∥22 ≤ c2σmax(Gj)nmq

−1{q>c0m},

and

max
i

∥ŵij∥22 ≤

c1 (m+
√
m log(n))

(
1 ∧ log(n)

q

)
∥Gj∥2 , q > c0m,

c1

(
m+ log(n)

√
m ∧ log(n)

)
∥Gj∥2 ,m > c0q,

with probability at least 1−c1 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}}−c2 exp{−c log(n)}−c3 exp{−cn}−
c4 exp{−c log(p)} − c5 exp{−cn(m/q)1{q>c0m}} − c6 exp{−cmn}.

7. Under Assumption 6 and Assumption 8, with probability at least 1−c1 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}}−
c2 exp{−c log(n)} − c3 exp{−cn} − c4 exp{−c log(p)} − c5 exp{−cn(m/q)1{q>c0m}} −
c6 exp{−cmn}, we have the following results hold:
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7.1. Under Condition 1 defined in Assumption 9, we have

max
i

∥∥∥(Σiθ∗)1/2(Σib)−1/2ŵij

∥∥∥2
2
≤


c1 (m+

√
m log(n))

(
1 ∧ log(n)

q

)
log2(n)∥Gj∥2,

q > c0m,

c1

(
m+ log(n)

√
m ∧ log(n)

)
log2(n)∥Gj∥2,

m > c0q,

ŵ⊤
j Σ

−1/2
b Σθ∗Σ

−1/2
b ŵj ≥ c2nmq

−1{q>c0m}σmin(Gj).

7.2. Under Condition 2 defined in Assumption 9, we have

max
i

∥∥∥(Σiθ∗)1/2(Σib)−1/2ŵij

∥∥∥2
2
≤


c1 (m+

√
m log(n))

(
1 ∧ log(n)

q

)
log2(n)mq ∥Gj∥2,

q > c0m,

c1

(
m+ log(n)

√
m ∧ log(n)

)
log2(n)∥Gj∥2,

m > c0q,

ŵ⊤
j Σ

−1/2
b Σθ∗Σ

−1/2
b ŵj ≥ c2nm

2q−2×1{q>c0m}σ2min(Gj).

7.3. Under Condition 3 defined in Assumption 9, we have

max
i

∥∥∥(Σiθ∗)1/2(Σib)−1/2ŵij

∥∥∥2
2

≤ c1



sψ
m log4(n)

q2
∥Gj∥2 + sψ|Hj |2m log(p) log5(n)

q2n
∥Gj∥2 + m log3(n)

q2
∥Gj∥2

, q > c0m,

sψ
log2(n)
m ∥Gj∥2 + sψ|Hj |2 log(p) log

4(n)
mn ∥Gj∥2 + log2(n)∥Gj∥2

,m > c0q, p = q,

sψ
log2(n)
m ∥Gj∥2 + sψ|Hj |2 log(p) log

5(n)
n ∥Gj∥2 + log2(n)∥Gj∥2

,m > c0q, p > q

ŵ⊤
j Σ

−1/2
b Σθ∗Σ

−1/2
b ŵj ≥

{
c2
nmσmin(Gj)
q(q+log(n)) , q > c0m,

c2
nmσmin(Gj)
m+log(n) ,m > c0q,

Remark 13. If we only assume ∥Ψ∥2 ≤ c1 and do not restrict the structure of Ψ, we can
still show

max
i

∥∥∥(Σiθ∗)1/2(Σib)−1/2ŵij

∥∥∥2
2
≤ c1m log3(n) (log(n)/q)1{q>c0m} ∥Gj∥2

ŵ⊤
j Σ

−1/2
b Σθ∗Σ

−1/2
b ŵj ≥ c2nmq

−1{q>c0m}σmin(Gj)/(log(n) +m ∨ q)

under Assumption 6 and Assumption 8. Then Theorem 11 still holds under the following
additional assumption:

m log6(n) (q log(n)/m)1{q>c0m} ∥Gj∥2 ≪ nσmin(Gj).
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Appendix D. Sandwich Estimator for Vj

We propose a sandwich estimator V̂j for the variance Vj :

V̂j =

∑n
i=1

∣∣∣(ŵij)⊤(Σib)−1/2(yi −Xiβ̂)
∣∣∣2∣∣∣∑n

i=1(ŵ
i
j)

⊤(Σib)
−1/2Xi

j

∣∣∣2 .

We state the generalized version of Theorem 3 of the main paper and its related as-
sumptions for the generic doubly high-dimensional LMM (12):

Assumption 10. For the three conditions defined in Assumption 9:

1. Under Condition 1:
∥Gj∥2

σmin(Gj)
≪ n

s log4(n) log(p)
∧ n
s2 log2(p)

, q > c0m
∥Gj∥2

σmin(Gj)
≪ n

s2 log(p) log3(n)
,m > c0q, p = q

∥Gj∥2
σmin(Gj)

≪ n
sm log(p) log3(n)

∧ n log(n)
s2m2 log(p)

,m > c0q, p > q

2. Under Condition 2:
∥Gj∥2

σ2
min(Gj)

≪ n
s log5(n) log(p)

∧ n
s2 log2(n) log2(p)

, q > c0m
∥Gj∥2

σ2
min(Gj)

≪ mn
s2 log(p) log3(n)

,m > c0q, p = q
∥Gj∥2

σ2
min(Gj)

≪ n
s log(p) log3(n)

∧ n log(n)
s2m log(p)

,m > c0q, p > q

3. Under Condition 3:
∥Gj∥2

σmin(Gj)
≪ n

sm log5(n) log(p)
∧ n
s2m log3(n) log2(p)

, q > c0m
∥Gj∥2

σmin(Gj)
≪ n

s2m log(p) log4(n)
,m > c0q, p = q

∥Gj∥2
σmin(Gj)

≪ n
sm2 log(p) log4(n)

∧ n
s2m3 log(p)

,m > c0q, p > q

Theorem 14. Under Assumption 6, Assumption 8, Assumption 9 and Assumption 10,
with probability at least 1− c1 exp{−cn} − c2 exp{−c log(n)} − c3 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}} −
c4 exp

{
−cn (m/q)1{q>c0m}

}
− c5 exp{−c log(p)} − c6 exp{−cmn} we have

V̂j
Vj

= 1 + op(1).

Appendix E. Variance Component Estimator θ̂

We propose a consistent variance component estimator θ̂ for the more general doubly high-
dimensional LMM (12) with Ψ = diag(ψ) and Ri = Im. To simplify the discussion, we
assume the vector ψ satisfies Assumption 7.1. The estimator θ̂ = (ϕ̂, σ̂2e) is defined in
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(7) and (8) in the main paper. We introduce some notations to facilitate the rest of the
discussion in this section. For l = 1, . . . , q, i = 1, . . . , n, we define

Ail = Zil (Z
i
l )

⊤ −
(
diag(Zil )

)2
,

ri = yi −Xiβ∗ = Ziγi + ϵi, (18)

and define the q × q matrix B such that

Bj,k =
∑
i∈S2

tr
(
AijA

i
k

)
, for j, k = 1, . . . , q. (19)

We use A ◦B to denote the Hadamard product of the matrices A and B. We define

siZ = max
j

q∑
k=1,k ̸=j

1
{
(ΣiZ)j,k ≫ log(nq2)/

√
m
}
,

sZ = max
i
siZ , (20)

which represent the maximum number of entries that are not too small in each row of ΣiZ .
When ΣiZ is a sparse matrix, siZ is small.

We first state the assumptions under which the consistency of θ̂ holds.

Assumption 11. 1. The vectors γi and ϵi are normally distributed with mean zero and
variance matrices Ψ, σ2eIm, respectively. The covariance matrix Ψ satisfies Assump-
tion 7.1.

2. The following conditions hold:
√
m≫ log(nq)

nm≫ max
{
q3/2 log(q) log2(n), log(q) log(n)

(
sZ

√
m log(nq2) + q log2(nq2)

)}
nm3 ≫ q2 log(q) log2(n)

3.
√
nm≫ ssψ(q/m)1{q>c0m}m1{p>q,m>c0q} log(q) log(p) log(n) log(nmq).

We are now ready the state the theoretical properties of θ̂ = (ψ̂, σ̂2e):

Theorem 15. Under Assumption 6 and Assumption 11.1–11.2, with probability at least
1 − c1 exp{−c log(nq)} − c2 exp{−cn} − c3 exp{−c log(n)} − c4 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}} −
c5 exp{−cn(m/q)1{q>c0m}} − c6 exp{−c log(q)}, we have

∥ψ̂ − ψ∗∥δ ≤ s
1/δ
ψ

log(n) log(p) log(nmq)√
n

m1{m>c0q,p>q}(q/m)1{q>c0m}, δ = 1, 2.

Theorem 16. Under Assumption 6 and Assumption 11, we have |σ̂2e − σ2,∗e | = op(1) with
probability at least

1−c1
sψ(m ∨ q) log3(n)

nm
− c2 exp{−cnm} − c3 exp{−cn} − c4 exp{−c log(n)} − c5 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}}

− c6 exp{−cn(m/q)1{q>c0m}} − c7 exp

{
−c n2

s log4(n) log(p)

(
m2

q2

)1{q>c0m}
m−1{m>c0q,p>q}

}

43



Kun Yue, Eardi Lila and Ali Shojaie

E.1 Related lemmas for Theorem 15 and Theorem 16

Lemma 17. 1. For 1 ≤ j ≤ q, define

E1,j =
∑
i∈S2

tr

(
Aij

(
rir

⊤
i −

q∑
k=1

Aikψ
∗
k

))
.

Under Assumption 6 and Assumption 11.1, with probability at least 1− 2 exp{−c(m∨
q) log(n)} − 2 exp{−cm log(nq)} − 2 exp{−c log(nmq)} − 2 exp{−c log(q)}, we have

max
j

|E1,j | ≤ c1(m ∨ q) log(n) log(nmq) log(q)m
√
n.

2. Define

E2,j =
∑
i∈S2

tr
(
AijX

i(β∗ − β̂)(β∗ − β̂)⊤(Xi)⊤
)
.

Under Assumption 6 and Assumption 11.1, with probability at least 1− 4 exp{−cn}−
12 exp{−c log(n)}−2 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}}−exp{−cn(m/q)1{q>c0m}}−2 exp{−cm log(nq)}−
2 exp{−c log(nmq)} − 2 exp{−c(m ∨ q) log(n)}, we have

max
j

|E2,j | ≤


c2s log(p) log

3(n) log(nq)m2 , q > c0m

c2s log(p) log(n) log(nq)m
2 ,m > c0q, p = q

c2s log(p) log(n) log(nq)m
3 ,m > c0q, p > q,

3. Define

E3,j =
∑
i∈S2

tr
(
Aijri(β

∗ − β̂)⊤(Xi)⊤
)
.

Under Assumption 6 and Assumption 11.1, with probability at least 1− 4 exp{−cn}−
12 exp{−c log(n)}−2 exp{−cmnq−1{q>c0m}}−exp{−cn(m/q)1{q>c0m}}−2 exp{−cm log(nq)}−
2 exp{−c log(nmq)} − 2 exp{−c log(q)} − 2 exp{−c(m ∨ q) log(n)}, we have

max
j

|E3,j | ≤


c3

√
s log(p) log(q) log4(n) log2(nq)m3q , q > c0m

c3

√
s log(p) log(q) log2(n) log2(nq)m4 ,m > c0q, p = q

c3

√
s log(p) log(q) log2(n) log2(nq)m5 ,m > c0q, p > q.

Lemma 18. Define Gi1 =
(
(Zi)⊤Zi

)
◦
(
(Zi)⊤Zi

)
and Gi2 =

(
Zi ◦ Zi

)⊤ (
Zi ◦ Zi

)
.

1. Under Assumption 6, Assumption 11.1 and Assumption 11.2, with probability at
least 1 − 2 exp{−c log(nq)} − 2 exp{−c log(nq2)}, we have maxi

∥∥Gi1 − E
(
Gi1
)∥∥

2
≤

c1m
3/2 log(nq2) + c1sZm

3/2 log(nq2) + c1mq log
2(nq2).

2. Under Assumption 6 and Assumption 11.1, we have maxi ∥Gi2−E(Gi2)∥22 ≤ c2mq log(n)
with probability at least 1− exp{−cq log(n)}.

Lemma 19. Under Assumption 6 and Assumption 11, with probability at least 1−exp{−c log(q)}−
2 exp{−c log(nq)} − exp{−cq log(n)}, for any v ∈ Rq we have v⊤Bv ≥ c1nm

2∥v∥22, where
B is defined in (19).
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Appendix F. Additional Simulation Results

F.1 Results for the main simulation study

In this section, we present additional results for the simulation study in the main paper.
We include results for both p = 20 and p = 60 settings.

Figure 6 presents separately the computation time for estimating and inferring β, and
the computation time for estimating the variance components, for the proposed method,
LCL and dblasso. Figure 7 presents the selection consistency of the variance component
corresponding to a single random effect. The numerical results of test power, type I error
and confidence interval coverage for selected βj ’s under each simulation setting, and the
estimation accuracy in terms of MSE are illustrated in Table 2–5.

0

2

4

6

40 60 80 100
n

tim
e 

(s
ec

on
d)

β  ( p = 20 )a

0

10

20

40 60 80 100
n

tim
e 

(s
ec

on
d)

β  ( p = 60 )b

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

40 60 80 100
n

tim
e 

(s
ec

on
d)

ψ  ( p = 20 )c

0

50

100

150

40 60 80 100
n

tim
e 

(s
ec

on
d)

ψ  ( p = 60 )d

method

Proposed

LCL

dblasso

m

15

30

50

70
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c and d: Computation time to estimate the variance components.
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component ψj , and the value of p in the setting. LCL does not estimate variance
components when m < q, and thus for those m the results for LCL are missing.
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Table 2: Type-I error for testing zero βl’s at 0.05 significance level under the simulation
settings in the main paper. Bold face highlights type-I errors exceeding the normal
range considering a Monte Carlo error of 0.03 with 200 replications.

β10 = 0 ψ10 = 4 β11 = 0 ψ11 = 0 β12 = 0 ψ12 = 0.1

p m n Proposed LCL dblasso Proposed LCL dblasso Proposed LCL dblasso

30 0.06 0.04 0.41 0.045 0.035 0.04 0.045 0.055 0.06

50 0.05 0.04 0.44 0.04 0.03 0.035 0.045 0.045 0.09

80 0.055 0.05 0.465 0.03 0.035 0.065 0.08 0.065 0.0415

100 0.035 0.055 0.445 0.04 0.065 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.06

30 0.04 0.04 0.535 0.035 0.08 0.065 0.035 0.095 0.07

50 0.03 0.01 0.525 0.055 0.075 0.065 0.07 0.085 0.055

80 0.03 0.055 0.57 0.03 0.08 0.05 0.03 0.035 0.07530

100 0.06 0.055 0.525 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.035 0.06 0.08

30 0.075 0.085 0.695 0.07 0.17 0.035 0.05 0.125 0.125

50 0.05 0.085 0.655 0.06 0.16 0.07 0.06 0.11 0.08

80 0.04 0.04 0.67 0.055 0.115 0.065 0.03 0.075 0.10550

100 0.04 0.06 0.65 0.03 0.155 0.075 0.055 0.125 0.125

30 0.06 0.06 0.74 0.055 0.28 0.055 0.065 0.175 0.115

50 0.055 0.07 0.72 0.035 0.225 0.05 0.045 0.135 0.105

80 0.04 0.07 0.68 0.04 0.19 0.04 0.05 0.095 0.1670

100 0.065 0.055 0.71 0.055 0.22 0.045 0.055 0.075 0.125

30 0.045 0.07 0.755 0.035 0.35 0.03 0.025 0.215 0.115

50 0.031 0.066 0.74 0.041 0.311 0.066 0.087 0.199 0.173

80 0.056 0.061 0.756 0.03 0.259 0.046 0.056 0.112 0.193

20

120

100 0.061 0.071 0.77 0.051 0.27 0.041 0.036 0.107 0.179

30 0.08 0.075 0.425 0.035 0.045 0.045 0.05 0.045 0.065

50 0.03 0.03 0.45 0.045 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.04

80 0.035 0.045 0.465 0.065 0.055 0.06 0.04 0.045 0.0515

100 0.045 0.05 0.435 0.04 0.05 0.035 0.065 0.06 0.08

30 0.09 0.1 0.525 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.065 0.105

50 0.065 0.05 0.555 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.065

80 0.055 0.055 0.585 0.035 0.045 0.045 0.045 0.045 0.0730

100 0.08 0.07 0.575 0.06 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.08

30 0.02 0.03 0.705 0.035 0.065 0.035 0.07 0.065 0.075

50 0.055 0.055 0.65 0.055 0.045 0.045 0.07 0.055 0.08

80 0.055 0.075 0.665 0.045 0.05 0.07 0.04 0.025 0.0950

100 0.09 0.075 0.64 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.035 0.085

30 0.045 0.05 0.665 0.065 0.09 0.045 0.05 0.07 0.11

50 0.06 0.055 0.68 0.065 0.09 0.035 0.035 0.04 0.08

80 0.065 0.06 0.715 0.07 0.07 0.035 0.065 0.08 0.1170

100 0.065 0.06 0.61 0.065 0.045 0.045 0.025 0.03 0.095

30 0.045 0.055 0.725 0.055 0.235 0.05 0.03 0.145 0.115

50 0.06 0.06 0.744 0.04 0.216 0.05 0.06 0.156 0.181

80 0.06 0.08 0.745 0.06 0.205 0.055 0.06 0.13 0.17

60

120

100 0.09 0.08 0.765 0.04 0.12 0.04 0.025 0.085 0.145
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Table 3: Confidence interval coverage for the βl’s under the simulation settings in the main paper. Bold face highlights type-I
errors exceeding the normal range considering a Monte Carlo error of 0.03 with 200 replications.

β1 = 1 ψ1 = 2 β2 = 0.5 ψ2 = 0 β6 = 0.2 ψ6 = 0 β7 = 0.1 ψ7 = 0.1 β9 = 0.05 ψ9 = 0.1 β10 = 0 ψ10 = 4 β11 = 0 ψ11 = 0 β12 = 0 ψ12 = 0.1

p m n Proposed LCL dblasso Proposed LCL dblasso Proposed LCL dblasso Proposed LCL dblasso Proposed LCL dblasso Proposed LCL dblasso Proposed LCL dblasso Proposed LCL dblasso

30 0.945 0.945 0.72 0.92 0.955 0.935 0.92 0.915 0.96 0.935 0.935 0.91 0.925 0.95 0.915 0.94 0.96 0.59 0.955 0.965 0.96 0.955 0.945 0.94

50 0.94 0.94 0.725 0.925 0.945 0.985 0.935 0.96 0.915 0.94 0.945 0.965 0.935 0.93 0.925 0.95 0.96 0.56 0.96 0.97 0.965 0.955 0.955 0.91

80 0.925 0.96 0.755 0.945 0.93 0.92 0.93 0.95 0.96 0.925 0.965 0.965 0.965 0.95 0.935 0.945 0.95 0.535 0.97 0.965 0.935 0.92 0.935 0.9615

100 0.965 0.965 0.78 0.945 0.94 0.96 0.975 0.965 0.97 0.945 0.96 0.935 0.93 0.94 0.925 0.965 0.945 0.555 0.96 0.935 0.96 0.96 0.97 0.94

30 0.93 0.915 0.605 0.985 0.94 0.955 0.98 0.905 0.965 0.935 0.91 0.955 0.945 0.875 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.465 0.965 0.92 0.935 0.965 0.905 0.93

50 0.945 0.925 0.605 0.975 0.955 0.94 0.945 0.96 0.94 0.94 0.915 0.9 0.93 0.89 0.915 0.97 0.99 0.475 0.945 0.925 0.935 0.93 0.915 0.945

80 0.95 0.94 0.545 0.975 0.95 0.95 0.975 0.945 0.915 0.94 0.935 0.92 0.965 0.915 0.92 0.97 0.945 0.43 0.97 0.92 0.95 0.97 0.965 0.92530

100 0.935 0.935 0.57 0.98 0.96 0.945 0.94 0.915 0.95 0.965 0.92 0.935 0.93 0.91 0.935 0.94 0.945 0.475 0.94 0.93 0.95 0.965 0.94 0.92

30 0.915 0.9 0.49 0.985 0.89 0.98 0.99 0.87 0.98 0.93 0.82 0.925 0.94 0.85 0.895 0.925 0.915 0.305 0.93 0.83 0.965 0.95 0.875 0.875

50 0.925 0.92 0.505 0.985 0.935 0.95 0.975 0.905 0.96 0.95 0.905 0.885 0.93 0.865 0.885 0.95 0.915 0.345 0.94 0.84 0.93 0.94 0.89 0.92

80 0.945 0.935 0.54 0.99 0.92 0.965 0.985 0.92 0.94 0.965 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.91 0.935 0.96 0.96 0.33 0.945 0.885 0.935 0.97 0.925 0.89550

100 0.95 0.945 0.475 0.94 0.925 0.955 0.945 0.88 0.94 0.97 0.925 0.905 0.95 0.92 0.905 0.96 0.94 0.35 0.97 0.845 0.925 0.945 0.875 0.875

30 0.95 0.91 0.43 0.985 0.905 0.965 1 0.86 0.975 0.94 0.86 0.88 0.94 0.81 0.845 0.94 0.94 0.26 0.945 0.72 0.945 0.935 0.825 0.885

50 0.955 0.92 0.345 0.995 0.92 0.93 0.995 0.88 0.96 0.92 0.89 0.885 0.97 0.91 0.895 0.945 0.93 0.28 0.965 0.775 0.95 0.955 0.865 0.895

80 0.955 0.93 0.46 0.985 0.945 0.965 0.99 0.915 0.95 0.975 0.945 0.925 0.965 0.94 0.92 0.96 0.93 0.32 0.96 0.81 0.96 0.95 0.905 0.8470

100 0.97 0.965 0.5 0.995 0.93 0.93 0.975 0.94 0.94 0.915 0.885 0.86 0.945 0.905 0.895 0.935 0.945 0.29 0.945 0.78 0.955 0.945 0.925 0.875

30 0.97 0.955 0.305 1 0.91 0.93 1 0.8 0.92 0.98 0.835 0.86 0.96 0.76 0.81 0.955 0.93 0.245 0.965 0.65 0.97 0.975 0.785 0.885

50 0.959 0.923 0.372 0.995 0.878 0.949 1 0.852 0.939 0.959 0.852 0.842 0.959 0.878 0.842 0.969 0.934 0.26 0.959 0.689 0.934 0.913 0.801 0.827

80 0.924 0.924 0.325 0.99 0.888 0.964 0.995 0.868 0.949 0.98 0.909 0.843 0.964 0.909 0.868 0.944 0.939 0.244 0.97 0.741 0.954 0.944 0.888 0.807

20

120

100 0.923 0.934 0.281 1 0.872 0.929 0.995 0.913 0.934 0.959 0.918 0.847 0.923 0.908 0.842 0.939 0.929 0.23 0.949 0.73 0.959 0.964 0.893 0.821

30 0.91 0.915 0.74 0.955 0.985 0.99 0.945 0.97 0.96 0.91 0.925 0.92 0.965 0.97 0.94 0.92 0.925 0.575 0.965 0.955 0.955 0.95 0.955 0.935

50 0.945 0.965 0.77 0.93 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.93 0.945 0.925 0.94 0.945 0.95 0.94 0.91 0.97 0.97 0.55 0.955 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.93 0.96

80 0.94 0.93 0.735 0.93 0.95 0.975 0.97 0.97 0.965 0.945 0.965 0.945 0.955 0.945 0.955 0.965 0.955 0.535 0.935 0.945 0.94 0.96 0.955 0.9515

100 0.96 0.955 0.78 0.975 0.955 0.99 0.95 0.955 0.925 0.955 0.92 0.97 0.94 0.945 0.95 0.955 0.95 0.565 0.96 0.95 0.965 0.935 0.94 0.92

30 0.94 0.93 0.705 0.94 0.965 0.94 0.925 0.94 0.94 0.945 0.935 0.965 0.945 0.945 0.915 0.91 0.9 0.475 0.97 0.96 0.97 0.93 0.935 0.895

50 0.945 0.945 0.625 0.93 0.96 0.95 0.945 0.97 0.935 0.96 0.935 0.945 0.975 0.98 0.945 0.935 0.95 0.445 0.96 0.94 0.94 0.96 0.96 0.935

80 0.945 0.955 0.63 0.95 0.95 0.935 0.98 0.975 0.975 0.96 0.965 0.96 0.955 0.945 0.95 0.945 0.945 0.415 0.965 0.955 0.955 0.955 0.955 0.9330

100 0.965 0.96 0.66 0.95 0.97 0.945 0.94 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.965 0.975 0.92 0.93 0.425 0.94 0.945 0.945 0.945 0.945 0.92

30 0.945 0.955 0.52 0.945 0.975 0.945 0.94 0.965 0.96 0.96 0.97 0.935 0.955 0.95 0.875 0.98 0.97 0.295 0.965 0.935 0.965 0.93 0.935 0.925

50 0.91 0.935 0.495 0.955 0.965 0.96 0.95 0.97 0.95 0.95 0.91 0.93 0.935 0.95 0.92 0.945 0.945 0.35 0.945 0.955 0.955 0.93 0.945 0.92

80 0.955 0.945 0.535 0.98 0.985 0.96 0.955 0.99 0.955 0.935 0.96 0.94 0.94 0.945 0.93 0.945 0.925 0.335 0.955 0.95 0.93 0.96 0.975 0.9150

100 0.915 0.925 0.525 0.94 0.96 0.925 0.965 0.965 0.94 0.94 0.935 0.95 0.94 0.965 0.9 0.91 0.925 0.36 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.97 0.965 0.915

30 0.94 0.925 0.51 0.975 0.98 0.955 0.965 0.96 0.955 0.95 0.94 0.915 0.995 0.96 0.92 0.955 0.95 0.335 0.935 0.91 0.955 0.95 0.93 0.89

50 0.975 0.97 0.535 0.95 0.965 0.925 0.975 0.955 0.96 0.945 0.935 0.895 0.95 0.955 0.905 0.94 0.945 0.32 0.935 0.91 0.965 0.965 0.96 0.92

80 0.945 0.96 0.455 0.955 0.965 0.94 0.955 0.94 0.975 0.96 0.93 0.875 0.935 0.93 0.9 0.935 0.94 0.285 0.93 0.93 0.965 0.935 0.92 0.8970

100 0.96 0.97 0.42 0.935 0.955 0.935 0.94 0.965 0.945 0.93 0.94 0.93 0.935 0.94 0.88 0.935 0.94 0.39 0.935 0.955 0.955 0.975 0.97 0.905

30 0.935 0.935 0.365 0.995 0.91 0.945 0.995 0.83 0.94 0.935 0.87 0.89 0.895 0.82 0.89 0.955 0.945 0.275 0.945 0.765 0.95 0.97 0.855 0.885

50 0.945 0.915 0.407 0.995 0.935 0.915 0.98 0.884 0.905 0.935 0.894 0.894 0.97 0.92 0.874 0.94 0.94 0.256 0.96 0.784 0.95 0.94 0.844 0.819

80 0.95 0.955 0.395 0.995 0.935 0.92 0.985 0.935 0.935 0.975 0.935 0.885 0.935 0.9 0.87 0.94 0.92 0.255 0.94 0.795 0.945 0.94 0.87 0.83

60

120

100 0.945 0.96 0.345 0.99 0.985 0.925 0.995 0.96 0.94 0.945 0.935 0.9 0.96 0.9 0.885 0.91 0.92 0.235 0.96 0.88 0.96 0.975 0.915 0.855
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Table 4: Power for testing non-zero βl’s under the simulation settings in the main paper.
β1 = 1 ψ1 = 2 β2 = 0.5 ψ2 = 0 β6 = 0.2 ψ6 = 0 β7 = 0.1 ψ7 = 0.1 β9 = 0.05 ψ9 = 0.1

p m n Proposed LCL Proposed LCL Proposed LCL Proposed LCL Proposed LCL

30 0.865 0.950 0.975 0.975 0.380 0.340 0.105 0.130 0.090 0.065

50 0.975 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.700 0.620 0.145 0.170 0.085 0.085

80 0.995 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.825 0.820 0.275 0.330 0.065 0.06515

100 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.870 0.880 0.290 0.305 0.145 0.115

30 0.920 0.935 1.000 0.945 0.965 0.820 0.250 0.270 0.105 0.170

50 1.000 0.995 1.000 0.995 0.995 0.955 0.340 0.360 0.120 0.155

80 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.985 0.515 0.530 0.135 0.13530

100 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.985 0.635 0.640 0.160 0.175

30 0.975 0.975 1.000 0.985 1.000 0.900 0.270 0.325 0.095 0.200

50 1.000 0.990 1.000 0.985 1.000 0.955 0.485 0.440 0.125 0.220

80 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.975 0.720 0.655 0.175 0.25550

100 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.985 0.805 0.770 0.250 0.285

30 0.955 0.910 1.000 0.975 1.000 0.880 0.255 0.310 0.105 0.220

50 0.995 0.995 1.000 0.995 1.000 0.955 0.475 0.470 0.155 0.205

80 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.990 0.720 0.680 0.210 0.29070

100 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.995 0.775 0.680 0.230 0.245

30 0.995 0.975 1.000 0.985 1.000 0.925 0.315 0.380 0.120 0.235

50 0.995 0.995 1.000 0.980 1.000 0.944 0.531 0.500 0.133 0.235

80 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.995 1.000 0.995 0.761 0.711 0.223 0.259

20

120

100 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.995 1.000 0.985 0.862 0.735 0.250 0.311

30 0.825 0.870 0.810 0.940 0.235 0.250 0.115 0.110 0.035 0.025

50 0.990 1.000 0.930 0.990 0.405 0.410 0.115 0.110 0.100 0.090

80 1.000 1.000 0.995 1.000 0.555 0.645 0.130 0.065 0.065 0.07515

100 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.645 0.690 0.080 0.065 0.120 0.130

30 0.925 0.950 0.995 1.000 0.490 0.525 0.135 0.100 0.095 0.090

50 0.985 0.995 1.000 1.000 0.750 0.790 0.125 0.100 0.045 0.060

80 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.910 0.935 0.210 0.210 0.155 0.20530

100 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.950 0.965 0.200 0.230 0.090 0.145

30 0.925 0.960 1.000 1.000 0.685 0.780 0.110 0.110 0.080 0.070

50 0.990 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.905 0.970 0.180 0.195 0.100 0.125

80 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.985 1.000 0.295 0.310 0.110 0.16050

100 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.275 0.370 0.160 0.155

30 0.935 0.945 1.000 0.995 0.920 0.840 0.140 0.150 0.060 0.105

50 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.995 0.995 0.955 0.285 0.290 0.120 0.140

80 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.990 0.410 0.405 0.130 0.16570

100 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.995 0.520 0.455 0.210 0.255

30 0.980 0.965 1.000 0.975 1.000 0.875 0.265 0.290 0.110 0.185

50 0.995 1.000 1.000 0.995 1.000 0.970 0.482 0.492 0.146 0.146

80 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.990 0.590 0.555 0.215 0.250

60

120

100 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.995 0.700 0.680 0.270 0.315

F.2 Main results, effect of a

As discussed in Section 3, the framework works with any constant a > 0. We treated a
as a tuning parameter in the main paper and used cross-validation to select a in the main
simulation study. In this section, we fix a at a constant value for a ∈ {0.01, 1, 10, 50} and
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Table 5: Point estimation accuracy for β, ψ and σ2e under the simulation settings in the
main paper.

β total RMSE ψ total RMSE σ2e RMSE

p m n Proposed LCL dblasso Proposed LCL Proposed LCL

30 0.342 0.510 0.242 0.506 - 0.858 -

50 0.257 0.403 0.188 0.494 - 0.729 -

80 0.221 0.356 0.159 0.379 - 0.696 -15

100 0.199 0.321 0.152 0.285 - 0.585 -

30 0.396 0.570 0.173 0.208 0.157 0.381 0.014

50 0.274 0.441 0.114 0.239 0.141 0.334 0.003

80 0.216 0.363 0.100 0.189 0.074 0.324 0.00230

100 0.193 0.329 0.099 0.208 0.081 0.318 0.003

30 0.364 0.557 0.113 0.202 0.217 0.263 0.004

50 0.278 0.459 0.086 0.158 0.161 0.216 0.01

80 0.224 0.386 0.077 0.117 0.081 0.135 0.00150

100 0.188 0.338 0.066 0.076 0.075 0.164 0.001

30 0.397 0.595 0.105 0.250 0.227 0.143 0.002

50 0.287 0.484 0.097 0.143 0.14 0.191 0.002

80 0.202 0.373 0.064 0.113 0.109 0.091 0.00470

100 0.185 0.352 0.058 0.061 0.084 0.066 0.001

30 0.389 0.577 0.077 0.137 0.201 0.061 0.002

50 0.272 0.485 0.056 0.118 0.181 0.063 0.001

80 0.204 0.368 0.044 0.058 0.08 0.033 0.002

20

120

100 0.189 0.361 0.048 0.120 0.125 0.040 0.001

30 0.431 0.575 0.402 0.912 - 1.245 -

50 0.333 0.464 0.309 0.553 - 0.914 -

80 0.272 0.384 0.251 0.480 - 0.805 -15

100 0.246 0.345 0.224 0.367 - 0.711 -

30 0.332 0.461 0.295 0.511 - 0.544 -

50 0.245 0.358 0.216 0.370 - 0.463 -

80 0.195 0.298 0.176 0.220 - 0.420 -30

100 0.189 0.281 0.164 0.224 - 0.421 -

30 0.278 0.396 0.190 0.297 - 0.380 -

50 0.226 0.337 0.181 0.161 - 0.361 -

80 0.166 0.264 0.137 0.176 - 0.268 -50

100 0.167 0.253 0.127 0.194 - 0.260 -

30 0.329 0.487 0.173 0.166 0.203 0.249 0.002

50 0.264 0.393 0.146 0.164 0.081 0.203 0.006

80 0.195 0.323 0.123 0.124 0.089 0.160 070

100 0.187 0.296 0.121 0.103 0.048 0.156 0.007

30 0.361 0.568 0.130 0.164 0.211 0.133 0.005

50 0.261 0.451 0.106 0.162 0.145 0.111 0.001

80 0.215 0.392 0.098 0.107 0.083 0.098 0.003

60

120

100 0.202 0.352 0.087 0.082 0.1 0.058 0.003
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investigate the effect of a on the finite sample performance of the proposed method. The
rest of the simulation settings are the same as those in the main paper.

We illustrate the performance of the proposed method for m = 30 in Figure 8 and
Figure 9. We find that regardless of the value of the constant a > 0, the proposed method
can provide correct confidence interval coverage and control type-I error (Figure 8a,b,c,d).
However, different choices of amay impact the power of detecting non-zero βl’s (Figure 8e,f),
and the estimation accuracy of β and the variance components (Figure 9).

Appendix G. Extension to High-Dimensional Heterogeneous VAR
models

G.1 Simulation Study

G.1.1 Simulation Settings

We conduct simulation studies to compare the proposed estimator and inference procedures
(referred to as MEVAR) with the standard lasso approach (Zhang and Zhang (2014), re-
ferred to as db-lasso). The standard lasso approach ignores the correlations among the
observations. We compare the performance in terms of VAR coefficient estimation mean
squared error (MSE), 95% confidence interval coverage, type-I error of testing zero coeffi-
cients and power of testing non-zero coefficients at 5% significance level.

We simulated data from the MEVAR(1) model (9) in the main paper. We reiterate the
model formula below:

Y i(t) = (Φ + Γi)Y i(t− 1) + ϵi(t),

with Φ ∈ Rp×p, vec(Γi) ∼ N(0,ΣΓ), and ϵ
i(t) ∼ N(0,Σϵ). We generated diagonal covariance

matrices ΣΓ = diag(σ2Γ) and Σϵ = diag(σ2ϵ ). The length p2 vector σ2Γ was sparse with each
entry having a 0.1 probability of being non-zero, and the non-zero values were generated
independently from Unif(0.05, 0.15). The length p vector σ2ϵ had a constant value of 0.5
for all entries. We generated a sparse group-level coefficient matrix Φ, with each entry
generated independently. The diagonal entries of Φ were generated from Unif(0.2, 0.8); the
off-diagonal entries were generated from a mixture distribution: each off-diagonal entry had
a 0.8 probability of taking value 0, and had a 0.2 probability of following N(0, 0.04). We
set p = 30, n ∈ {20, 40, 60, 80}, and T ∈ {25, 50, 100, 150}. For each combination of (n, T ),
we replicated 200 independent Monte Carlo simulations.

We used the same procedure as in the main paper to select the tuning parameters,
except we followed the cross-validation procedure in Safikhani and Shojaie (2022) for time-
series observations. The results are presented based on the optimal values of the tuning
parameters. We used the hdi R-package Dezeure et al. (2015a) to implement the db-lasso
approach.

G.1.2 Simulation Results

Without loss of generality, we focus on comparing the results for the first row of the coeffi-
cient matrix Φ. Figure 10 presents the performance of the inference procedures for selected
coefficients. The confidence intervals constructed by the MEVAR approach have good cov-
erage for all coefficients (Figure 10a,b). In addition, the MEVAR approach always controls
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Figure 8: Simulation results for the proposed method with different values of a, where
“a = CV select” corresponds to using cross-validation to choose a for the proposed
method. a,b: Type-I error for testing βl’s at the 0.05 significance level (0.05
marked by red solid line). c,d: 95% confidence interval coverage (0.95 marked
by red solid line) for fixed effect coefficients. e,f : Power for testing fixed effect
coefficients at the 0.05 significance level. All results are computed for p = 20
and m = 30 based on 200 Monte Carlo simulations, and are plotted separately
for each value of a, and against increasing n. The title of each subplot shows
the true values of the targeted fixed effect coefficient βl, and the corresponding
random effect variance component ψl.
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Figure 9: Simulation results for the proposed method with different values of a, where
“a = CV select” corresponds to using cross-validation to choose a for the proposed
method. a: Total MSE on the log10 scale for estimating the fixed effect coefficients
β. b: MSE on the log10 scale for estimating the noise variance σ2e . c: Total MSE
on the log10 scale for estimating the random effect variance components ψ. d:
Average MCC for identifying non-zero variance components, where we use non-
zero estimates to select non-zero variance components. Values are computed for
p = 20 and m = 30 based on 200 Monte Carlo simulations, are plotted separately
for each a, and are against increasing n.
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the type-I error rate at the nominal level (Figure 10c,d), and maintains reasonable power for
detecting non-zero coefficients (Figure 10e,f). The standard db-lasso approach has inflated
type-I error as high as 0.36, and poor confidence interval coverage as low as 0.19 for some of
the coefficients (Figure 10a,d). We noticed that for those coefficients with the corresponding
random effect variance being non-zero, i.e., when there is subject-level heterogeneity in the
specific connection, the standard db-lasso would fail drastically. While for those coefficients
that are fixed across subjects, the proposed MEVAR approach and the db-lasso approach
provide similar results.

In terms of estimation, the proposed MEVAR approach consistently estimates the VAR
coefficients with decreasing total MSE (Figure 11), even though its total MSE is slightly
higher than the MSE yielded by the db-lasso approach.

G.2 Theoretical Results

Without loss of generality, we establish the results for the first row of the matrix Φ. For
notational convenience, we omit the subscripts when the reference to quantities related to
the first row of Φ is clear. Denote the first row of Φ by ϕ. We can rewrite the model (10)
for inferring ϕ as:

Y i = Xiϕ+Xiγi + ϵi, i = 1, . . . , n, (21)

where Y i, Xi, γi are sub-matrices/sub-vectors of Ỹ i, X̃i and vec(Γi) that corresponds to
inferring ϕ. Here, γi ∼ N(0,Σγ) and ϵi ∼ N(0,Σe), with Σγ = diag(σ2Γ,1:p) and Σe =

diag(σ2ϵ,1:p). We allow for either p > c0T or T > c0p for some constant c0 > 1.

We first state the pivotal lemma that connects the singular values of Xi to the singular
values of a standard Gaussian matrix. Suppose σ(X) denotes a non-zero singular value of
the matrix X. We write A ≺ B if B −A is a positive semi-definite matrix.

Lemma 20. Suppose X ∈ RT×p (T ̸= p) is a Gaussian matrix with vec(X) ∼ N(0,Ξ).

Define Z ∈ RT×p such that vec(Z) = (Ξ)−1/2 vec(X) ∼ N(0, ITp). We have that√
σmin(Ξ)σmin(Z) ≤ σ(X) ≤

√
σmax(Ξ)σmax(Z).

We also have

X⊤(aXX⊤ + I)−1X ≻ σmin(Ξ)Z
⊤(aσmax(Ξ)ZZ

⊤ + I)−1Z

X⊤(aXX⊤ + I)−1X ≺ σmax(Ξ)Z
⊤(aσmin(Ξ)ZZ

⊤ + I)−1Z.

Then in order to make the proposed doubly high-dimensional LMM framework work for
the MEVAR(1) case, a sufficient condition is σ(Ξi) ≍ 1 where Ξi = Var(Xi). This is in fact
a mild condition under the following assumption:

Assumption 12. For the ith subject, conditioning on Γi, the observations {Y i(t)}Tt=1 are
realizations of a stationary Gaussian process.

Under Assumption 12, Proposition 2.3 of Basu and Michailidis (2015) bounds σ(Ξi)
by the extreme eigenvalues of the matrix-valued spectral density function over the unit
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circle. According to Lemma 5.5 of Zheng and Raskutti (2019), we have σ(Ξi) ≍ 1 when
∥Φ+Γi∥2 ≤ 1−∆ holds for some ∆ ∈ (0, 1), which is a common condition for VAR process
Zheng and Raskutti (2019); Neykov et al. (2018).

The rest of the proof directly follows the proof for inferring the fixed effect coefficients
in a standard doubly high-dimensional LMM.
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Figure 10: The performance of the inference procedures by MEVAR and db-lasso under
different values of n and T . a,b: the 95% confidence interval coverage for each
coefficient (0.95 marked by red solid line); c,d: the type-I error of testing the
zero coefficient at 5% significance level (0.05 marked by red solid line); e,f :
the power of testing the non-zero coefficient at 5% significance level. The title
of each subplot indicates the true value of the selected coefficient ϕj and its
corresponding random effect variance σ2b,j .
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Figure 11: The total MSE of estimating the first row of Φ, for the MEVAR approach and
the db-lasso approach.
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