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Abstract

Covariate shift and outcome model heterogeneity are two prominent challenges in lever-

aging external sources to improve risk modeling for underrepresented cohorts in paucity

of accurate labels. We consider the transfer learning problem targeting some unlabeled

minority sample encountering (i) covariate shift to the labeled source sample collected

on a different cohort; and (ii) outcome model heterogeneity with some majority sam-

ple informative to the targeted minority model. In this scenario, we develop a novel

model-assisted and knowledge-guided transfer learning targeting underrepresented pop-

ulation (MAKEUP) approach for high-dimensional regression models. Our MAKEUP

approach includes a model-assisted debiasing step in response to the covariate shift, ac-

companied by a knowledge-guided sparsifying procedure leveraging the majority data

to enhance learning on the minority group. We also develop a model selection method

to avoid negative knowledge transfer that can work in the absence of gold standard

labels on the target sample. Theoretical analyses show that MAKEUP provides effi-

cient estimation for the target model on the minority group. It maintains robustness

to the high complexity and misspecification of the nuisance models used for covariate

shift correction, as well as adaptivity to the model heterogeneity and potential nega-

tive transfer between the majority and minority groups. Numerical studies demonstrate

similar advantages in finite sample settings over existing approaches. We also illustrate

our approach through a real-world application about the transfer learning of Type II

diabetes genetic risk models on some underrepresented ancestry group.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Genetic disease risk modeling plays a critical role in decision-making and knowledge discov-

ery, with wide-ranging applications, particularly in precision medicine (Moons et al., 2012;

Amarasingham et al., 2014; Matheny et al., 2010). The extensive adoption of electronic

health records (EHRs) provides abundant data for developing real-world predictive models

that incorporate a broad spectrum of demographic and clinical information. When EHRs

are linked with specimen bio-repositories, they form biobank datasets containing detailed

genomic and phenotypic information at the individual level. This integration facilitates the

development and implementation of personalized risk prediction models, such as polygenic

risk scores, which significantly enhance prediction accuracy (Steyerberg et al., 2013; Parikh

et al., 2016; Li et al., 2020).

Despite their potential, fully leveraging EHR biobank data for precision medicine research

remains challenging due to several key obstacles. The high dimensionality of biobank data,

which includes codified diagnosis, medication, procedure information, free-text clinical notes,

lab results, and large-scale genomic data, complicates analysis. The lack of gold standard

labels and the presence of noisy outcome data further hinder accurate disease risk modeling

and prediction. Establishing these gold standard labels often requires manual chart review,

as diagnostic codes are frequently insufficient or unavailable. Another significant challenge

is ensuring fairness in prediction algorithms for minority populations, whose smaller sample

sizes compared to the majority can lead to biased models and concerns about generalizability

for algorithms trained to optimize an overall performance. For instance, in the MGB biobank

data, around 90% subjects are European descent and only 5% are African American. Such

disparity in data availability naturally leads to the unfair results that the risk prediction

accuracy on the majority European population is much higher than the minority ancestry

groups (West et al., 2017; Martin et al., 2019). These challenges motivate the exploration

of transfer learning methods to develop risk prediction models for underrepresented popu-

lations by borrowing information from both larger majority populations and labeled source

populations. For instance, in our real-world study using the Mass General Brigham (MGB)

biobank (Castro et al., 2022), we aim to leverage labeled source data from biobank partici-

pants enrolled in 2014, across both white and non-white subgroups, to build a genetic risk

prediction model for type 2 diabetes in the unlabeled non-white biobank population of 2021.

In such transfer studies, covariate shift between the two cohorts arises as a key due

to various reasons. For instance, EHR cohorts can vary in their coding systems and ver-
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sions (Guo et al., 2021) and notably, MGB underwent a change on its coding system to EPIC

around 2015, which is likely to result in the distributional shift of EHR features. Also, covari-

ate shifts can be caused by the demographic variation of the cohort at different institutions

or years, the emergence of new diseases, and the evolving practice patterns of healthcare

professionals (Braithwaite, 2018). For example, the deterioration of model performance was

observed in acute kidney injury prediction at Veterans Affairs (VA) hospitals from 2003 to

2012 due to temporal shift of its observational cohort (Davis et al., 2017). As a consequence,

capturing covariate shift and correcting its potential bias play an essential role in effectively

porting and generalizing data resources and knowledge across multiple EHR and biobank

cohorts.

To improve fairness, one important strategy is to leverage knowledge of the model ob-

tained from the large majority sample to assist learning on the minority groups. Recent

studies like Verma et al. (2023) established that a large proportion of the genetic effects on

a wide range of phenotypes tend to be consistent and transferable across different ancestry

groups. This reveals the potential of knowledge transfer to improve the prediction accuracy

on underrepresented ancestry groups and achieve better fairness in personalized medicine.

Nevertheless, the presence of outcome model heterogeneity across different ancestry

groups and phenotypes is universal and non-negligible (De Lillo et al., 2021; Wang et al.,

2024, e.g.), which could induce bias and negative knowledge transfer. This calls for knowl-

edge transfer approaches efficient in leveraging informative majority sources while staying

robust to potential model shifts between the sub-populations.

1.2 Related literature

Both covariate shift and outcome model shift have been studied as the main challenges

in transfer learning literature under different scenarios. To address covariate shift, Huang

et al. (2007) developed an importance weighting approach based on kernel mean matching to

characterize the density ratio between the source and target and use it to reweight the source

sample. Reddi et al. (2015) proposed a robust importance weighting strategy to achieve good

bias and variance trade-off in the presence of strong covariate shift. Wang (2023) developed

a novel pseudo-labeling approach to optimize the performance of kernel ridge regression.

Their method is adaptive to unknown and potentially severe covariate shift. More close

to our work, recent studies like Chakrabortty et al. (2019), Liu et al. (2023), Qiu et al.

(2023), Zhou et al. (2024), and Tian et al. (2024) considered a doubly robust framework

that augments the importance weighted estimating equations with an imputation model

for the outcome on target, to achieve robustness to model misspecification and excessive

estimation errors. Nevertheless, these existing methods address neither high-dimensional

outcome models nor the disparity sampling issue highlighted in the proposed framework.

The proposed method also relates to the knowledge-guided transfer learning literature
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addressing outcome model shift that has been explored recently. In specific, Bastani (2021)

considered the scenario that the source (majority) and target (minority) model coefficients

have a relatively small difference and proposed a source-coefficient-guided shrinkage estima-

tion approach for the target model. Li et al. (2022) focused on the optimal transfer learning

of linear models under a similar assumption that the difference between source and target

models is smaller or sparser than the outcome model itself. They also proposed a data-driven

procedure to ensure effective and non-negative transfer in the presence of non-informative

sources. Tian and Feng (2023) extended this so-called Trans-Lasso framework to accom-

modate high-dimensional sparse generalized linear models (GLMs) and Lin and Reimherr

(2024) studied the transfer smooth regression setting using kernel ridge methods with a sim-

ilar spirit. In addition, Li et al. (2023) considered a federated learning setup targeting the

underrepresented group and leveraged the idea of Trans-Lasso to improve the estimation

efficiency. Moreover, Cai et al. (2024) and He et al. (2024) developed knowledge transferring

methods addressing shifts of both the covariates and outcome models. Different from all

these works, we consider a more challenging setup in which neither the majority nor the

minority data in the target sample includes any observations of the outcome Y . In this

setup, existing approaches are not applicable, as they rely on labeled samples to conduct the

knowledge transfer regression with shrinkage to source models.

Our theoretical framework relates to the literature on model-assisted semiparametric es-

timation with high-dimensional or highly complex nuisance models. In this direction, the

doubly robust estimation of conditional models or heterogeneous treatment effects (HTE)

shares more closely related objectives with our approach. For example, Fan et al. (2022) and

Semenova and Chernozhukov (2021) extended the double machine learning (DML) frame-

work (Chernozhukov et al., 2018) to infer the HTE on low-dimensional effect modifiers with

high-dimensional adjustment covariates. Kennedy (2023) studied the DML estimation of

HTE models with high-complexity and nontrivial structures such as smoothness or sparsity.

Kato (2024) extended this approach for debiased inference of high-dimensional parametric

HTE functions. Baybutt and Navjeevan (2023) incorporated the idea of model calibration

(Tan, 2020, e.g.) for low-dimensional smooth estimation of HTE with potentially misspec-

ified high-dimensional parametric nuisance models. To our best knowledge, none of these

existing strategies can be adopted to our setup with high-dimensional sparse target model

under covariate shift while simultaneously fulfilling the following two desirable properties:

(i) double robustness to the misspecification of nuisance models; and (ii) double robustness

to the slow convergence rates (i.e., poor sparsity level) of the nuisance models. This is due

to the technical difficulty of realizing asymptotic linearity on the sparse estimators with

excessive regularization errors.
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1.3 Contribution

Our problem setup to be introduced in Section 2 presents a unique combination of three

main challenges: (1) covariate shift between the source and target cohorts, (2) sampling dis-

parity on the minority subgroup accompanied by model heterogeneity between the majority

and minority, and (3) high-dimensionality. To address these challenges simultaneously, we

propose a novel approach called Model-Assisted and KnowledgE-guided transfer regression

targeting Underrepresented Population (MAKEUP). It includes a calibrated model-assisted

estimation procedure to achieve robust and efficient correction of covariate shift, followed

by an adaptive and safe knowledge transfer approach to assist risk modeling for the tar-

geted underrepresented sub-population with the majority sample. The main methodological

contributions of our developments are summarized as follows.

First, for covariate shift correction when both the predictors and adjustment features

are of high dimensionality, our approach ensures simultaneous model-double-robustness and

rate-double robustness through a novel strategy consisting of debiasing, calibration, and

sparsifying steps. Specifically, our method is proven to be consistent when either the impor-

tance weighting or imputation models with some parametric forms of the high-dimensional

adjustment covariates are correctly specified. Additionally, these two nuisance estimators

have only a “second-order” impact on the convergence rate of the resulting sparse estima-

tor for the outcome model, in a similar sense as the rate-doubly-robust property (Kennedy,

2023; Smucler et al., 2019). Such a desirable robustness property cannot be achieved through

existing doubly robust methods due to the excessive regularization bias and asymptotic non-

linearity of both the nuisance and target estimators.

Second, our approach achieves adaptive knowledge transfer from the majority subgroup

to the targeted underrepresented subgroup without any collected labels. This is accomplished

by incorporating the idea of source-guided shrinkage with our doubly robust covariate shift

correction procedure. Previous methods like Trans-Lasso (Li et al., 2022) cannot be applied

in our setup since the regression problem on the unlabeled target cannot be formed in a

straightforward way preserving robustness to the misspecification and excessive errors of the

nuisance models. We address this challenge by introducing a debiased-coefficient construction

for sparse estimation of the target model. It inherits the model- and rate-robust properties

from our covariate shift correction and allows the natural incorporation of source-guided

shrinkage and negative transfer protection, which achieve adaptive and effective knowledge

transfer.

2 Problem Setup

Denote Y ∈ R as the outcome of interest, R ∈ {0, 1} as the subgroup indicator with R = 1

indicating the majority group and R = 0 being the underrepresented minority group, and
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Z = (XT,WT)T ∈ Rq+p as the covariate vector, where X = (X1, . . . , Xq)
T is a vector of risk

factors to predict Y , with the first element X1 = 1, and W = (W1, . . . ,Wp)
T denotes the

auxiliary covariates informative to Y but not as part of the risk factors of interest. Both X

and W can be of high dimension. Our goal is to construct a prediction model of Y ∼ X for

the underrepresented group (R = 0) on some target population T :

ET [Y | X, R = 0] = g(XTβ̄
[0]
), (1)

where ET [·] denotes the expectation operator on T , g(·) is a known link function, and β̄
[0]

is

the high-dimensional sparse coefficient vector. We do not require the working model (1) to

hold and define the population parameter β̄
[0]

as the solution to

ET [X{Y − g(XTβ)} | R = 0] = 0. (2)

This solution corresponds to the ordinary least square regression when g(x) = x and logistic

regression when g(x) = 1/(1 + e−x).

We assume that the outcome Y is only labeled or collected on a source cohort S but not

observed on the target T , yielding an observed dataset with a total size n and in the form

D = {Di = (SiYi,Z
T

i , Si, Ri)
T : i = 1, 2, . . . , n},

where Ri ∈ {0, 1} indicates the majority and minority groups and Si is the source and

target indicator that Si = 1 for subjects i from the source cohort S and Si = 0 for the

target T . Denote the sample size of each stratum as nS,r :=
∑n

i=1 I(Si = 1, Ri = r) and

nT ,r :=
∑n

i=1 I(Si = 0, Ri = r) for r ∈ {0, 1}, where I(·) is the indicator function. Also, we

use nS := nS,0 + nS,1 and nT := nT ,0 + nT ,1 to represent the sample size on S and T so we

have n = nS + nT . We consider an imbalanced sampling scenario on both S and T where

nS,1 ≫ nS,0 and nT ,1 ≫ nT ,0. A common example in biobank studies is that R = 1 stands for

the majority ancestry group European and R = 0 for the underrepresented African group.

2.1 Covariate shift

We assume that for (s, r) ∈ {0, 1}2, the samples of (Y,Z) are generated by

Y,Z | S = s, R = r ∼ pZ|S=s,R=r(z) · pY |Z,R=r(y), (3)

where pZ|S=s,R=r(·) and pY |Z,R=r(·) represent the distribution function of Z given S = s, R =

r, and that of Y conditional on Z and R = r respectively. Importantly, given R = r, the

distribution of covariates Z = (XT,WT)T is assumed to be different between S and T while

the conditional distribution of Y | Z, R = r is assumed to be the same. This is a typical

covariate shift scenario frequently considered when Y is not observed on T .
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We introduce the density ratio h⋆r(z) := pZ|S=0,R=r(z)/pZ|S=1,R=r(z) to characterize the

covariate shift between the source and target within subgroup r = 0, 1. Under such an

assumption in (3), the conditional mean function m⋆
r(z) := E[Y | Z = z, R = r] remains to

be the same between S and T . Nevertheless, we have ET [Y | X, R = 0] ̸= ES[Y | X, R = 0]

due to the joint distributional shift of X and the auxiliary W. Consequently, directly

regressing Y against X on S will typically produce a biased estimator for the target β̄
[0]
, no

matter the model (1) is correct or not. Our first main challenge is to correct this bias when

using labeled observations from S to estimate the model parameters defined on T .

Remark 1. In EHR-driven genetic studies such as Section 6, X includes genetic variants

and demographic variables being used to model the risk of some disease Y , while W consists

of EHR proxies to Y including relevant diagnostic codes, medication prescriptions, laboratory

tests, etc. In this scenario, the focus is on predicting Y using the risk factors in X rather

than all covariates in Z because the auxiliary W does not appear together with X at the base-

line, on which biomedical discoveries and decisions are supposed to be made. However, the

shift between the source and target populations, such as temporal shift in the clinical profile

of biobank participants, cannot be fully captured by the difference in X which mainly con-

tains genomic information. It is thus important to include auxiliary variables W for proper

population shift adjustment and transfer the knowledge of Y | X,W from source to target

since Y | X, R = 0 can be inherently different between the source and target populations.

2.2 Model heterogeneity

Analogous to (2), we define the model coefficient on the majority group from T , β̄
[1]

as the

solution to the equations

ET [X{Y − g(XTβ)} | R = 1] = 0.

The larger nS,1 and nT ,1 can lead to a more precise estimate of β̄
[1]

compared with β̄
[0]

learned

with small underrepresented samples. It is important to mitigate this sampling disparity issue

and a tentative strategy is to leverage the estimate of β̄
[1]

as an external knowledge to guide

the learning of β̄
[0]
. This is motivated by the observation that the genome-wide conditional

associations or models of a wide range of diseases and traits tend to have similar patterns

across different ancestry groups, as revealed in recent studies (Lam et al., 2019; Verma et al.,

2023, e.g.). Meanwhile, the heterogeneity between β̄
[1]

and β̄
[0]

needs to be considered to

avoid potential bias. For these purposes, we introduce the assumption

(β̄
[0]
, β̄

[1]
) ∈

{
β̄

[0]
, β̄

[1]
: ∥β̄[0]∥0 ≤ s

[0]
β , ∥β̄

[0] − β̄
[1]∥v ≤ Rδ,v

}
, (4)

where ∥β∥0 represent the number of non-zero entries of the vector β and ∥β∥v is the ℓv-norm
of β for some fixed v ∈ [0, 1]. Here, ∥ · ∥v corresponds to the exact (v = 0) or approximate
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(v ∈ (0, 1]) sparsity norm, and s
[0]
β and Rδ,v represent the sparsity levels of the coefficients β̄

[0]

and the difference between the two subgroups β̄
[0] − β̄

[1]
. Since the outcome models across

sub-populations are presumed to be similar for most risk factors, we expect Rδ,v ≪ s
[0]
β when

taking v = 0 as a special case. This promises an efficiency gain by leveraging β̄
[1]

to assist

the learning of β̄
[0]

in the underrepresented group, as their difference is sparser and easier to

estimate compared to β̄
[0]

itself. On the other hand, given that s
[0]
β and Rδ,v are unknown in

practice, we aim to maintain adaptivity and robustness to excessive model heterogeneity, i.e.,

the case where Rδ,v is large compared to s
[0]
β . In this scenario, the knowledge from β̄

[1]
can

be non-informative or misleading to the target parameters β̄
[0]
, and it is desirable to avoid

potential negative transfer caused by this. The problem setup described above is illustrated

in Figure 1.

Big Data, Big Challenges

Majority

Source

YX W
{ Z Target

X W

{ Z

Minority YX W X W

Figure 1: The transfer learning setup considered by MAKEUP with our primary goal being
risk modeling for the minority subgroup from some target cohort without labeled samples
(marked in the red block).

3 Method

3.1 Model-assisted covariate shift correction

Define the empirical mean operators on the source samples, target samples, and their

union for group r ∈ {0, 1} as: Ê[r]
S f(D) = n−1

S,r

∑n
i=1 I(Si = 1, Ri = r)f(Di), Ê[r]

T f(D) =

n−1
T ,r

∑n
i=1 I(Si = 0, Ri = r)f(Di), and Ê[r]

S∪T f(D) = (nS,r + nT ,r)
−1
∑n

i=1 I(Ri = r)f(Di).

We begin with specifying the nuisance models for density ratio and conditional mean

imputation as follows:

hr(z) = exp
(
ϕ(z)Tα[r]

)
, and mr(z) = b

(
ϕ(z)Tγ [r]

)
,

where ϕ : Rp+q → Rd is a basis function of Z, which can be chosen flexibly. For example,
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one could simply take ϕ(z) = z or set ϕ(z) as a concatenation of non-linear bases of the

components of z. The vectors α[r] and γ [r] are the coefficients for the nuisance models that

need to be estimated. The function b(·) is a pre-specified, monotonically increasing link

function, which may or may not be the same as the link function g(·). Denote by Φ = ϕ(Z).

When the imputation model mr(z) = m⋆
r(z), the target parameter β̄

[r]
is the solution to the

following imputation-based (IM) estimating equation:

ET [X{mr(Z)− g(XTβ)} | R = r] = 0.

Also, when hr(z) = h⋆r(z), β̄
[r]

solves the importance weighted (IW) estimating equation:

ES[hr(Z)X{Y − g(XTβ)} | R = r] = 0.

Empirically, β̄
[r]

can be estimated using the sample versions of these equations. However,

these simple strategies are prone to potential model misspecification. Specifically, the IW

method leads to inconsistency if the density ratio model hr is misspecified, and the IM

method fails when the imputation model mr is misspecified.

To overcome this challenge, we combine the two nuisance models to construct a doubly

robust estimating equation for β̄
[r]

as

ES[hr(Z)X{mr(Z)− Y } | R = r]− ET [X{mr(Z)− g(XTβ)} | R = r] = 0. (5)

We show in Proposition 1 that (5) provides a consistent solution for β̄
[r]

when either the

density ratio or the imputation model is correctly specified. Motivated by this, we propose an

empirical doubly robust loss function in (6). Specifically, given the two nuisance parameters

α[r] and γ [r] whose estimation will be discussed later, we define the doubly robust covariate

shift-corrected sparse regression for β̄
[r]

as:

β̂
[r]

= arg min
β∈Rq

Lr(β;α
[r],γ [r]) + λ[r]∥β∥1, (6)

where the loss function is defined as

Lr(β;α
[r],γ [r]) =

[
Ê[r]

S XT exp(ΦTα[r]){b(ΦTγ [r])− Y } − Ê[r]
T XTb(ΦTγ [r])

]
β + Ê[r]

T G(X
Tβ),

where G(a) =
∫ a

0
g(u)du, and λ[r] is a penalization parameter. For all tuning parameters

including λ[r] and others to be introduced later, we will present their theoretically optimal

rate in Section 4 and their empirical tuning strategies in Supplementary B.3. By our con-

struction, E∂βLr(β;α
[r],γ [r]) is equivalent to the left-hand side of (5). Thus, by Proposition

1, Lr(β;α
[r],γ [r]) is doubly robust to the misspecification of the two nuisance models in the

sense that either a correct density ratio or a correct conditional mean imputation model can
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lead to the target solution β̄
[r]
.

Proposition 1. Let β[r] be the solution of the estimating equation E∂βLr(β;α
[r],γ [r]) = 0,

which is equivalent with equation (5). We have β[r] = β̄
[r]

when either h⋆r(z) = exp
(
ϕ(z)Tα[r]

)
or m⋆

r(z) = b
(
ϕ(z)Tγ [r]

)
.

Motivated by the above-introduced construction, a natural strategy for the estimation of

β̄
[r]

is to first estimate α[r] and γ [r] through regularized regression

α̃[r] =argmin
α∈Rq+p

Ê[r]
S∪T {ρT ,rS exp(ΦTα)− ρS,r(1− S)ΦTα}+ λ[r]α ∥α∥1;

γ̃ [r] =argmin
γ∈Rq+p

Ê[r]
S {−YΦTγ +B(ΦTγ)}+ λ[r]γ ∥γ∥1,

(7)

where ρT ,r = (nS,r + nT ,r)/nT ,r, ρS,r = (nS,r + nT ,r)/nS,r, B(a) =
∫ a

0
b(u)du, and λ

[r]
α , λ

[r]
γ are

two tuning parameters, then obtain the preliminary estimator β̃
[r]

as

β̃
[r]

= argmin
β∈Rq

Lr(β, α̃
[r], γ̃ [r]) + λ[r]∥β∥1 . (8)

According to our above discussion, β̃
[r]

tends to be consistent when either the density ratio

or the conditional mean model is correctly specified. However, it is unlikely to achieve a

desirable convergence rate due to the excessive biases in α̃[r] and γ̃ [r] introduced by regular-

ization; see Remark 5 for more discussion. To address this issue, we propose a bifold bias

correction approach. Denote by Σ̄
[r]
β = ET [ġ(X

Tβ)XXT | R = r] and Σ̂
[r]

β = Ê[r]
T [ġ(XTβ)XXT]

where ġ(·) is the derivative of g(·). As the first fold of bias correction, we address the bias

caused by the regularization term in (8) through an one-step debiased construction for each

β
[r]
j = eT

jβ
[r] (j ∈ {1, . . . , q}):

β̂
[r]
Deb,j(α

[r],γ [r]) = β̃
[r]
j + Ω̂

[r]

j ∂βLr(β̃
[r]
;α[r],γ [r]), (9)

where ej is the j-th unit vector in Rq, β̃
[r]
j is the j-th element of β̃

[r]
, Ω̂

[r]

j is a regularized

estimation of Ω̄
[r]
j , the j-th row of Ω̄

[r]
=
[
Σ̄

[r]

β̄
[r]

]−1
, and ∂β is the partial derivative operator

with respect to β. To construct Ω̂
[r]

j , we use the node-wise lasso method proposed by Van de

Geer et al. (2014). See Supplementary B.1 for the detailed expression of Ω̂
[r]

j .

This step only reduces the biases arising from the regularization on β in (8). In the second

fold of bias correction, we further mitigate the biases due to the excessive regularization errors

in α̃[r] and γ̃ [r]. Our key idea is to further calibrate the two nuisance models and make them

satisfying the moment conditions:

E
[
∂α∂βLr(β̄

[r]
;α[r],γ [r])

]
= 0; E

[
∂γ∂βLr(β̄

[r]
;α[r],γ [r])

]
= 0. (10)
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Under these two conditions, the first-order errors in α[r] and γ [r] can be removed through

concentration in a similar spirit with the idea of Neyman orthogonality (Chernozhukov et al.,

2018). This motivates us to obtain the calibrated nuisance estimators as α̂
[r]
j = α̃[r] + ξ̂

[r]

j

and γ̂
[r]
j = γ̃ [r] + ζ̂

[r]

j with

ξ̂
[r]

j = argmin
ξ∈Rq+p

Ê[r]
S∪T ŵ

[r]
j ḃ(Φ

Tγ̃ [r])F [r](ξ; α̃[r]) + λ[r]αj
∥ξ∥1 ;

ζ̂
[r]

j = argmin
ζ∈Rq+p

Ê[r]
S ŵ

[r]
j exp(ΦTα̃[r])G(ζ; γ̃ [r]) + λ[r]γj

∥ζ∥1 ,
(11)

where ŵ
[r]
j = Ω̂

[r]

j X and

F [r](ξ;α) = ρT ,rS exp{ΦT(α+ ξ)} − ρS,r(1− S)ΦT(α+ ξ) ;

G(ζ;γ) = −YΦT(γ + ζ) +B{ΦT(γ + ζ)} .

The LASSO problems in (11) are designed such that their Karush–Kuh–Tucker (gradient)

conditions empirically match our desirable moment conditions in (10). We then plug the

calibrated α̂
[r]
j and γ̂

[r]
j into (9) for a bifold bias-corrected estimator of each β

[r]
j , denoted

as β̂
[r]
Deb,j = β̂

[r]
Deb,j(α̂

[r]
j , γ̂

[r]
j ). We also denote by β̂

[r]

Deb =
(
β̂
[r]
Deb,1, . . . , β̂

[r]
Deb,q

)T
. The above-

introduced covariate shift correction approach is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Remark 2. Note that the weight ŵ
[r]
j used in (11) may not be positive definite, which could

make the loss function in (11) irregular and ill-posed. To handle this, one can divide the

samples into two sets with positive and negative only ŵij’s respectively and solve (11) on

them separately. Details of this stratification strategy are presented in Supplementary B.2.

Algorithm 1 Covariate shift correction with bifold bias correction

Input: D [r] = {Di = (SiYi,X
T
i ,W

T
i , Si, Ri)

T : Ri = r, i ∈ [n]};
1: Obtain the preliminary estimators α̃[r] and γ̃ [r] by (7) and β̃

[r]
by (8).

2: For j = 1, . . . , q: derive the form of the first fold bias correction for β
[r]
j by (9).

3: For j = 1, . . . , q: conduct the second fold calibration and obtain γ̂
[r]
j and α̂

[r]
j by (11).

4: For j = 1, . . . , q: plug γ̂
[r]
j and α̂

[r]
j into (9) to obtain β̂

[r]
Deb,j = β̂

[r]
Deb,j(α̂

[r]
j , γ̂

[r]
j ).

Output: The debiased coefficient vector β̂
[r]

Deb = (β̂
[r]
Deb,1, . . . , β̂

[r]
Deb,q)

T.

Although the bias-corrected β̂
[r]

Deb is element-wise consistent to β̄
[r]

with a desirable con-

vergence rate, its overall ℓ2-error
∥∥β̂[r]

Deb − β̄
[r]∥∥

2
does not converge to zero since β̂

[r]

Deb is a

dense estimator in contrast to the sparse β̄
[r]
, with its ℓ2-error growing fast with the large di-

mension q. For the purpose of risk prediction, we further construct an ℓ2-consistent estimator

11



for β̄
[r]

through a thresholding and sparsifying approach:

β̂
[r]

Thr =
{
Thre

(
β̂
[r]
Deb,j, τ

[r]
)}

j=1,...,q
, (12)

where Thre(z, c) = z if |z| ≥ c; Thre(z, c) = 0 if |z| < c, and τ [r] is a tuning parameter. In

Theorem 1, we justify the ℓ2-consistency of β̂
[r]

Thr and derive its rate of convergence. Related to

our above discussion, we also comment in Remarks 4 and 5 that β̂
[r]

Thr is substantially more

robust to regularization errors in the nuisance estimators compared with the preliminary

estimator β̃
[r]
.

3.2 Adaptive knowledge transfer from majority to minority

The construction of β̂
[0]

Thr enables us to borrow information from the source minority popula-

tion, which may still suffer from high variability due to small sample size. Thus, we propose

a knowledge-guided transfer learning procedure using the majority group estimator β̂
[1]

Thr to

aid the estimation of β̄
[0]
. Similar to recent work like Li et al. (2022), our approach relies

on the presumption that δ̄ = β̄
[1] − β̄

[0]
is sparser and easier to estimate well than β̄

[0]
, e.g.,

Rδ,v ≪ s
[0]
β when v = 0 in (4). The idea is to take β̂

[1]

Thr as a baseline (offset) and estimate the

difference term β̄
[0] − β̂

[1]

Thr instead of β̄
[0]

through thresholding and sparsifying. The details

are described in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Majority-knowledge-guided thresholding estimation

Input: The debiased coefficient vector β̂
[0]

Deb obtained by implementing Algorithm 1 on the

minority group, and the sparsified estimator β̂
[1]

Thr obtained on the majority group using (12).

Output: Knowledge transfer estimator β̂
[0]

KTr = β̂
[1]

Thr + δ̂ where δ̂ = (δ̂1, . . . , δ̂q)
T, δ̂j =

Thre
(
β̂
[0]
Deb,j − β̂

[1]
Thr,j, τKTr

)
and τKTr is a tuning parameter.

As shown in Section 4.3, when δ̄ is sparser than β̄
[0]
, Algorithm 2 can effectively leverage

knowledge from the majority group to improve the estimation efficiency on β̄
[0]
. However,

when δ̄ is denser than β̄
[0]
, i.e., β̄

[1]
differs substantially from β̄

[0]
, β̂

[0]

KTr given by Algo-

rithm 2 could be less efficient than the minority-only estimator β̂
[0]

Thr, suffering from negative

knowledge transfer. To address this issue, we propose a novel negative transfer protection

approach that ensures the final estimator for β̄
[0]

to be no worse than β̂
[0]

Thr and is adaptive

to the unknown transferability level between the two sub-populations (i.e., sparsity level of

δ̄). For similar purposes, recent work like Tian and Feng (2023) uses hold-out samples from

the minority group to select between or ensemble the minority-only and knowledge transfer

estimators. However, such a strategy is not directly applicable to our case due to the absence

of labeled data on the target site T . To handle this challenge, we introduce Algorithm 3

12



that relies on a surrogate loss

Q̂(β[0]; β̂
[0]

Deb) :=
∥∥β[0] − β̂

[0]

Deb

∥∥2
2
,

to evaluate the accuracy of β[0]. In this formulation, the dense vector β̂
[0]

Deb can be essentially

viewed as a Gaussian vector with mean β̄
[0]

(neglecting higher-order error terms) and, thus,

serving as an appropriate criterion for model selection. We demonstrate this point more

rigorously in Lemma 3.

In Algorithm 3, we adopt data-splitting on the minority samples and derive two inde-

pendent bias-corrected dense vectors β̂
[0]

Deb,1 and β̂
[0]

Deb,2. One of them, says β̂
[0]

Deb,1, is used to

derive the sparse minority-only estimator β̂
[0]

Thr,1 and the knowledge transfer estimator β̂
[0]

KTr,1.

Then, the other one β̂
[0]

Deb,2 is used to ensemble these two estimators through the surrogate

loss function Q̂(·; β̂
[0]

Deb,2). We use cross-fitting to leverage the two folds more effectively. For

ensembling, we use the exponential weighting strategy (Dalalyan and Tsybakov, 2007, e.g.)

with some pre-specified temperature parameter a > 0 in (13). When a = ∞, β̂
[0]

MU,k will be

the one chosen from β̂
[0]

Thr,k and β̂
[0]

KTr,k that has smaller loss Q̂ contrasted with the debiased

vector from the other fold of data. As will be shown in Theorem 3, the resulted estimator

named as MAKEUP is ensured to be no worse than both β̂
[0]

Thr,k and β̂
[0]

KTr,k, with a slight

price to pay for the model ensemble or selection in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 Protect against negative knowledge transfer

Input: D [r] = {Di = (SiYi,X
T
i ,W

T
i , Si, Ri)

T : Ri = r, i ∈ [n]}, r = 0, 1;

1: Randomly split the minority data D [0] (including both the source and target samples)

into two disjoint sets D [0]
1 and D [0]

2 of equal size.

2: Implement Algorithm 1 on D [0]
k to derive β̂

[0]

Deb,k for k = 1, 2 and on D [1] for β̂
[1]

Deb.

3: Implement thresholding on the dense vectors to obtain β̂
[0]

Thr,k for k = 1, 2 and β̂
[1]

Thr.

4: Implement Algorithm 2 with β̂
[1]

Thr and β̂
[0]

Deb,k to obtain β̂
[0]

KTr,k for k = 1, 2.

5: For k = 1, 2, aggregate the estimators as

β̂
[0]

MU,k = wkβ̂
[0]

Thr,k + (1− wk)β̂
[0]

KTr,k, wk =
e−aQ̂(β̂

[0]
Thr,k;β̂

[0]
Deb,3−k)

e−aQ̂(β̂
[0]
Thr,k;β̂

[0]
Deb,3−k) + e−aQ̂(β̂

[0]
KTr,k;β̂

[0]
Deb,3−k)

. (13)

Output: The final MAKEUP estimator β̂
[0]

MU =
(
β̂

[0]

MU,1 + β̂
[0]

MU,2

)
/2.
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4 Theoretical Justification

4.1 Notations

To introduce the key sparsity assumptions and the convergence results of the nuisance esti-

mators, we first define the population-level model parameters as follows. Let

ᾱ[r] =argmin
α∈Rq+p

E[r]
S∪T {ρT ,rS exp(ΦTα)− ρS,r(1− S)ΦTα},

γ̄ [r] =argmin
γ∈Rq+p

E[r]
S {−YΦTγ +B(ΦTγ)},

be the population-level preliminary nuisance model coefficients. For j = 1, . . . , q, we let

ᾱ
[r]
j = ᾱ[r] + ξ̄

[r]
j and γ̄

[r]
j = γ̄ [r] + ζ̄

[r]
j be the population-level calibrated coefficients corre-

sponding to equation (11), where

ξ̄
[r]
j = argmin

ξ∈Rq+p

E[r]
S∪T w̄

[r]
j ḃ(Φ

Tγ̄ [r])F [r](ξ; ᾱ[r]) ,

ζ̄
[r]
j = argmin

ζ∈Rq+p

E[r]
S w̄

[r]
j exp(ΦTᾱ[r])G(ζ; γ̄ [r]) ,

(14)

and w̄
[r]
j = Ω̄

[r]
j X. When the density ratio model is correctly specified, we can show that

ξ̄
[r]
j = 0 and ᾱ[r] = ᾱ

[r]
j for all j ∈ {1, . . . , p}. Similarly, when the imputation model is

correct, we have ζ̄
[r]
j = 0 and γ̄ [r] = γ̄

[r]
j . For r ∈ {0, 1}, we introduce

s
[r]
β =

∥∥β̄[r]∥∥
0

and s
[r]
nui = max

{∥∥ᾱ[r]
∥∥
0
,
∥∥γ̄ [r]

∥∥
0
,maxj∈{1,...,p}

∥∥Ω̄[r]
j

∥∥
0

}
to respectively denote the (exact) sparsity level of the target model coefficients and the

nuisance model coefficients. Considering that nuisance parameters ξ̄
[r]
j and ζ̄

[r]
j are defined

through the reweighted regression in (14), we introduce R
[r]
nui,v = max

{
∥ξ̄[r]j ∥v, ∥ζ̄

[r]
j ∥v

}
for

an arbitrary v ∈ [0, 1] to accommodate both the exact (i.e., v = 0) and approximate sparsity

(i.e., v ∈ (0, 1]) regimes. In addition, we define Rδ,v = ∥β̄[1]− β̄
[0]∥v = ∥δ̄∥v for any v ∈ [0, 1]

to depict the model heterogeneity between the majority and minority sub-populations on

the target. Again, our analyses cover both the exact and approximate sparse δ̄ scenarios.

We use an = o(bn) if limn→∞ an/bn = 0, an = O(bn) if limn→∞ |an/bn| ≤ C for some

constant C, and an ≍ bn if an = O(bn) and bn = O(an). We use
P→ to denote convergence in

probability and
D→ for convergence in distribution. For a sequence random variables Zn, we

use Zn = op(an) if |Zn|/an
P→ 0 and Zn = Op(an) if limC→∞ lim supn→∞ P(|Zn/an| > C) = 0.

Denote by nr = nS ,r∧nT ,r for r ∈ {0, 1}, where x∧y = min{x, y}, and assume nS,0 = o(nS,1)

and nT ,0 = o(nT ,1), i.e., the minority sample sizes are much smaller than the majority on

both source and target.
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4.2 Covariate shift correction

We first justify the robustness and effectiveness of the model-assisted covariate shift correc-

tion step introduced in Algorithm 1 as well as its subsequent thresholding estimator β̂
[r]

Thr.

First, we introduce the key Assumption 1 that at least one nuisance model is correctly

specified, referred to as the model-doubly-robust assumption in semiparametric literature

(Smucler et al., 2019).

Assumption 1. For r ∈ {0, 1}, either h⋆r(z) := pZ|S=0,R=r(z)/pZ|S=1,R=r(z) = exp(ϕ(z)Tᾱ[r])

or m⋆
r(z) := E[Y | Z = z, R = r] = b(ϕ(z)Tγ̄ [r]) holds.

All of our technical assumptions presented in Supplementary A.1 have been commonly

used in existing literature of high-dimensional inference (Van de Geer et al., 2014, e.g.) and

doubly robust inference (Tan, 2020, e.g.). As a summary, Assumption A1 rules out the heavy

tail and singularity of the predictors X as well as the nuisance model covariates Φ. In this

assumption, we introduce K > 0 such that ∥Xi∥∞ ≤ K for all i ∈ {1, . . . , nS + nT } with

probability approaching 1, where ∥(x1, . . . , xd)∥∞ := maxj∈{1,...,d} |xj|. For bounded design,

we haveK = O(1) and for gaussian or sub-gaussian design, we can showK = O({log(q)}1/2).
Assumption A2 includes sparsity assumptions that s

[r]
β , s

[r]
nui, R

[r]
nui,v and Rδ,v are not exces-

sively large given the sample sizes, which are crucial for the consistency of the nuisance and

target model estimators. Similar requirements can be found in existing literature for sparse

GLM (Wainwright, 2019). Assumption A3 is a regularity condition on the link functions

g(·) and b(·) satisfied in broad GLM settings. Assumption A4 includes the optimal rate

of all tuning parameters. We first introduce Lemma 1 about the convergence property of

each bias-corrected β̂
[r]
Deb,j obtained in Algorithm 1. This key lemma is justified based on the

convergence results of Ω̂
[r]

j , β̃
[r]
, and {α̂[r]

j , γ̂
[r]
j } established in Lemmas A1, A2, and A3; see

Supplementary A.1.

Lemma 1. Under Assumption 1 and Assumptions A1 – A4, we have

β̂
[r]
Deb,j − β̄

[r]
j = Ω̄

[r]
j ∂βLr(β̄

[r]
; ᾱ

[r]
j , γ̄

[r]
j ) +Op(∆r),

where n
1/2
r Ω̄

[r]
j ∂βLr(β̄

[r]
; ᾱ

[r]
j , γ̄

[r]
j )

D→ N(0, σ2
j ) with some σ2

j = O(1) and

∆r =
K7(s

[r]
nui + s

[r]
β ) log(q)

nr

+KR
[r]
nui,v

{
log(q)

nr

}1−v/2

. (15)

In Lemma 1, we derive the asymptotic expansion that each β̂
[r]
Deb,j = β̄

[r]
j + ϵj + biasj,

where ϵj is a variance term with mean 0 and standard error of the order n
−1/2
r and biasj

stands for a bias term free of any first-order errors from the nuisance estimators α̂
[r]
j and

γ̂
[r]
j . Thus, β̂

[r]
Deb,j is insensitive to the nuisance errors. We shall elaborate more on this point

in Remark 4.
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Remark 3. Note that the sparsity Assumption A2 is not sufficient to achieve the n
−1/2
r -

convergence and asymptotic normality of β̂
[r]
Deb,j in Lemma 1. Neither do we necessarily

require this to build up our following convergence theorems. Nonetheless, we can further

show that under moderately stronger sparsity conditions s
[r]
nui, s

[r]
β = o

(
n
1/2
r /{K7 log(q)}

)
and

R
[r]
v = o

(
n
(1−v)/2
r /[K{log(q)}1−v/2]

)
, n

1/2
r (β̂

[r]
Deb,j − β̄

[r]
j ) will converge to some zero-mean nor-

mal distribution, enabling the interval estimation of β̄
[r]
j .

Although the element-wise convergence of β̂
[r]

Deb = (β̂
[r]
Deb,1, . . . , β̂

[r]
Deb,q)

T is justified in

Lemma 1, β̂
[r]

Deb can still fail to achieve ℓ2-consistency that
∥∥β̂[r]

Deb − β̄
[r]∥∥

2
= op(1). As

was pointed out in the end of Section 3.1, this is because β̂
[r]

Deb is a dense vector having

its estimator error accumulated with an increasing q, which motivates us to employ the

thresholding procedure to obtain β̂
[r]

Thr. The ℓ1- and ℓ2- convergence rates of β̂
[r]

Thr is given in

Theorem 1.

Theorem 1. Under Assumption 1 and Assumptions A1 – A4 with

τ [r] = C0

√
log(q)

(
n−1/2
r +∆r

)
,

for some constant C0 > 0, we have

∥β̂
[r]

Thr − β̄
[r]∥1 = Op

(
s
[r]
β τ

[r]
)
, ∥β̂

[r]

Thr − β̄
[r]∥2 = Op

(
{s[r]β }1/2τ [r]

)
.

Remark 4. The error term ∆r defined in (15) encodes the impact of the nuisance estimators

on the convergence rate of β̂
[r]
Deb,j and β̂

[r]

Thr. With the knowledge of the population nuisance

models, i.e., having ∆r = 0, the error rate given in Theorem 1 will match the oracle (minimax

optimal) rate in the sparse estimation of β̄
[r]
. Importantly, when v = 0, ∆r is proportional

to an n−1
r -dominated rate (s

[r]
nui + R

[r]
nui,0) log(q)/nr, which has a higher order in nr compared

to the oracle part from Ω̄
[r]
j ∂βLr(β̄

[r]
; ᾱ

[r]
j , γ̄

[r]
j ) = Op(n

−1/2
r ).

Remark 5. Recall that our preliminary estimator β̃
[r]

is also based on a doubly robust

formulation but does not include the calibration Steps 2 – 4 in Algorithm A2. Different

from β̂
[r]

Thr, it does not get rid of the nuisance models’ first-order error {s[r]nui log(q)/nr}1/2;
see Lemma A2. This implies that our proposed calibration steps can effectively reduce the

sensitivity to errors in the nuisance estimators, which is in a similar spirit to the rate-doubly-

robust property studied in Kennedy (2023). Nevertheless, Kennedy (2023) does not establish

any model-double-robustness similar to our Assumption 1.
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4.3 Knowledge transfer learning

In this section, we derive the convergence rates of the knowledge transfer estimator β̂
[0]

KTr

as well as the final version β̂
[0]

MU and demonstrate their improvement over the minority-only

estimator β̂
[0]

Thr.

Lemma 2. Suppose that Assumption 1 and Assumptions A1 – A4 hold with

τKTr = C1

√
log(q)(n

−1/2
0 +∆),

where ∆ = maxr∈{0,1}∆r, and C1 > 0 is a constant. Then we have

∥δ̂ − δ̄∥1 = Op

({ log(q)
n0

}−v/2

Rδ,vτKTr

)
, ∥δ̂ − δ̄∥2 = Op

({ log(q)
n0

}−v/4

R
1/2
δ,v τKTr

)
.

Lemma 2 is an important mediating result about the estimation error on δ̄ = β̄
[1] − β̄

[0]
.

Based on this lemma, we derive in Theorem 2 the ℓ2-convergence rate of the knowledge

transfer estimator in Algorithm 2.

Theorem 2. Under Assumption 1 and Assumptions A1 – A4, we have

∥∥β̂[0]

KTr − β̄
[0]∥∥

2
= Op

({
s
[1]
β log(q)

}1/2(
n
−1/2
1 +∆1

)
+

{log(q)}1/2−v/4

n
−v/4
0

R
1/2
δ,v

(
n
−1/2
0 +∆

))
.

(16)

The first error term on the right hand side of (16) is contributed by the majority estimator

β̂
[1]

Thr and the second term corresponds to the error of δ̂ given in Lemma 2. We shall explain

the potential efficiency gain of the knowledge transfer Algorithm 2 in Remark 6.

Remark 6. For simplicity, we reasonably assume s
[1]
nui ≍ s

[0]
nui and R

[1]
nui,v ≍ R

[0]
nui,v, which

implies that ∆1 = o(∆0) = o(∆). Also, we take v = 0 and consider a typical transfer-

able scenario with Rδ,0 = o(s
[0]
β ) = o(s

[1]
β ), i.e., the difference δ̄ is sparser than the target

model coefficients as introduced in Section 2.2. Then by Theorems 1 and 2, the ratio of the

convergence rates between
∥∥β̂[0]

KTr − β̄
[0]∥∥

2
and

∥∥β̂[0]

Thr − β̄
[0]∥∥

2
equals to (Rδ,0/s

[0]
β )1/2 = op(1),

indicating a substantial efficiency improvement of the knowledge transfer estimator β̂
[0]

KTr over

the minority-data-only estimator β̂
[0]

Thr.

Nevertheless, in a slightly simplified scenario where ∆r = O(n
−1/2
r ), r ∈ {0, 1}, we can

see from Theorem 2 that whenever s
[0]
β /s

[1]
β = o(n0/n1) or s

[0]
β = o

(
Rδ,v{log(q)/n0}−v/2

)
, β̂

[0]

KTr

will have a larger ℓ2-error rate than β̂
[0]

Thr, which is referred to as negative knowledge transfer.

To avoid this issue, we propose the model selection Algorithm 3 to obtain the final estimator

β̂
[0]

MU and will justify its effectiveness as follows. We begin with an important Lemma 3
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that the β̂
[0]

Deb-based loss function Q̂
(
β; β̂

[0]

Deb

)
offers a good approximation of the ideal model

selection criterion ∥β − β̄
[0]∥∥2

2
.

Lemma 3. Under Assumption 1 and Assumptions A1 – A4, we have

Q̂
(
β; β̂

[0]

Deb

)
= ∥β − β̄

[0]∥∥2
2
+ 2
(
β − β̄

[0])T(E +Rem
)
+ C2,

where E =
{
Ω̄

[0]
1 ∂βLr(β̄

[0]
1 ; ᾱ

[0]
1 , γ̄

[0]
1 ), . . . , Ω̄

[0]
q ∂βLr(β̄

[0]
q ; ᾱ

[0]
q , γ̄

[0]
q )
}T

is a mean-zero and con-

centrated empirical process satisfying ∥E∥∞ = Op[{log(q)/n0}1/2], and Rem stands for the

reminder approximation-error term satisfying ∥Rem∥∞ = Op[{log(q)}1/2∆0], and C2 is a

value free of the parameter β.

As discussed in Remark 4, Rem, with its maximum norm controlled by {log(q)}1/2∆0,

is a reminder error term encoding the second-order influence of the nuisance estimators.

Meanwhile, the term 2
(
β − β̄

[0])TE can be properly controlled through the concentration of

E . Leveraging this lemma as well as Theorems 1 and 2, we derive the convergence rate of

our final estimator β̂
[0]

MU in Theorem 3.

Theorem 3. Under Assumption 1 and Assumptions A1 – A4, we have∥∥β̂[0]

MU − β̄
[0]∥∥

2
= Op

{(∥∥β̂[0]

Thr − β̄
[0]∥∥

2
+DetectErr

)
∧
∥∥β̂[0]

KTr − β̄
[0]∥∥

2

}
,

with the detection error term

DetectErr =
{(
n
−1/2
0 +∆0

)(∥∥β̂[0]

KTr − β̄
[0]∥∥

2
+
∥∥β̂[0]

Thr − β̄
[0]∥∥

2

)}1/2

.

When ∆r = o(n
−1/2
r ), we have

DetectErr =
(
n
−1/2
0 max

r=0,1

{s[r]β log(q)

nr

}1/2

+ n
−1/2
0

{ log(q)
n0

}1/2−v/4

R
1/2
δ,v

)1/2
.

When further assuming Rδ,v = o
(
{n0/ log(q)}1/2−v/2

)
, DetectErr = op[n

−3/8
0 {log(q)}1/8].

In Theorem 3, we show that the ℓ2-error of β̂
[0]

MU is ensured to achieve faster convergence

rate between those of the minority-only β̂
[0]

Thr and the knowledge transfer β̂
[0]

KTr, with the

minority-only part additionally including DetectErr as the detection error incurred by model

selection in Algorithm 3. We also show such a price satisfies DetectErr = op[n
−3/8
0 {log(q)}1/8]

when further imposing some reasonable assumptions including that the higher-order nuisance

error ∆r is negligible as discussed in Remark 3 and Rδ,v = o
(
{n0/ log(q)}1/2−v/2

)
, i.e., δ̄ is

ultra-sparse when v = 0. This price is relatively light as n
−3/8
0 is not that far from the

parametric rate n
−1/2
0 .
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Remark 7. Note that our main results about knowledge transfer in Theorems 2 and 3 have a

similar spirit as those established in recent transfer learning literature like Li et al. (2022) and

Tian and Feng (2023). Nevertheless, our method and theory are more technically involved.

This is mainly because our setup does not include actual labels on T , and we leverage the

dense β̂
[0]

Deb to approximate the covariate shift corrected objective for β̄
[0]

with the needs in

addressing nuisance model errors; see Lemma 3.

5 Simulation Studies

We investigate the finite-sample performance of the proposed method under various scenar-

ios. Let Z = (Z1, Z2, . . . , Zp+q)
T be a vector of independent variables, where Z1 = 1 and each

Zj for j ≥ 2 follows a standard normal distribution truncated to the interval (−1.5, 1.5). Let

g(a) = b(a) = expit(a) = ea/(1 + ea), X = (Z1, . . . , Zq)
T, W = (Zq+1, . . . , Zq+p)

T, ϕ(Z) = Z,

and δt = (0, 0.2× 1T
t ,0

T
p+q−t−1)

T, where t is a hyperparameter to be specified later. We con-

sider the following three data-generating configurations for the outcome Y and the source

indicator S, where Y | (Z, R) and S | (Z, R) follow Bernoulli distributions independently.

(I) Both nuisance models are correctly specified: P(Y = 1 | Z, R = r) = expit
(
ZT(γ + rδt)

)
,

and P(S = 1 | Z, R = r) = expit(ZTα), where γ = (0, 1.2 × 1T
3,0

T
q−4, 1, 0.8, 0.5,0

T
p−3)

T

and α = (0, 0.2× 1T
3,0

T
q−4, 0.5× 1T

3,0
T
p−3)

T.

(II) The density ratio model is correct while the imputation model is misspecified: P(Y =

1 | Z, R = r) = expit
(
ψ1(Z) − r(0.2Z4 + 0.5Zq+1 + ZTδt)

)
and P(S = 1 | Z, R = r) =

expit(ZTα), where ψ1(Z) = −1.5Z1 +1.2(|Z2|+0.9Z2) + 1.2(|Z3|+0.9Z3) + 1.2Z4 and

α = (0,−1,−1,0T
q−3, 0.5,0

T
p−1)

T.

(III) The imputation model is correct while the density ratio model is misspecified: P(Y =

1 | Z, R = r) = expit
(
ZT(γ + rδt)

)
and P(S = 1 | Z, R = r) = expit

(
ψ2(Z)

)
,

where γ = (0, 0.7, 0.9, 0.8,0T
q−4, 0.75,−0.75,0T

p−2)
T and ψ2(Z) = −0.2Z1 − 0.8Z2Zq+1 −

0.5Z3Zq+2.

In Settings (I) and (III), we introduce the data-generation parameter t ∈ Z to control

the outcome model heterogeneity between the majority and minority groups. In specific, t

is the number of non-zero entries of the model difference between the two sub-populations

δt = β̄
[1] − β̄

[0]
. When t = 0, the majority and minority groups share the same data-

generating mechanism, resulting in β[0] = β[1]. When t gets larger, there will be stronger

model heterogeneity between the two groups.

We consider our MAKEUP algorithm with protection against negative transfer (Algo-

rithm 3), where the temperature parameter a is set to 5, denoted as MU. We also consider

the version without protection against negative transfer (Algorithm 2), denoted as MUmaj-g.
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We also include the minority-only estimator β̂
[0]

Thr denoted as MUmin-o. We compare our

method against two simpler covariate shift correction strategies including: (i) the importance

weighting method with ℓ1 penalty (IW) and with weighted ℓ1 penalty (IWaLasso) detailed in

Algorithm A1, and (ii) the imputation-only method with ℓ1 penalty (IM) and with weighted

ℓ1 penalty (IMaLasso) detailed in Algorithm A2 of Supplementary C.1. For comparison, we

also include the TransGLM method (Tian and Feng, 2023) with two variants according to our

setup. The first version (TransGLM) directly uses labeled source data to learn parameters by

transferring information from the majority to the minority group, without accounting for co-

variate shifts between the target and source populations. The second variant (TransGLMiw)

adjusts for covariate shifts using importance weighting. The details of these two variants are

provided in Algorithm A3 in Supplementary C.1.

We fix the sample size in the majority group as nS,1 = 3000, nT ,1 = 5000, and the sample

size of the underrepresented group in the unlabeled target population as nT ,0 = 1000. We

then vary the sample size of the labeled source population in the underrepresented group

nS,0 ∈ {300, 400, 500, 600}. We set q = 100, p ∈ {100, 500}. Each setting is repeated 100

times to estimate the mean ℓ2 error ∥β̂ − β̄
[0]∥2 for any estimate β̂. We also vary the value

of t ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} for Settings I and III to reflect the discrepancy between the majority and

minority groups. The tuning parameters λ’s for these comparable methods are decided by

five-fold cross-validation. We select the penalty parameters λα and λγ using cross-validation

from the range [0.01(log p/nT ,r)
1/2, 0.5(log p/nT ,r)

1/2], and select λ
[r]
αj , λ

j
γ, and τ using the

tuning procedure introduced in Supplementary B.3.

The results for q = 100, p = 500, and t = 1 with different sample sizes of nS,0 are

summarized in Table 1. The results for p = 100 show a similar pattern to p = 500, and are

provided in Table A.1 in Supplementary C.2. The ℓ2 errors of most methods decrease as

the sample size nS,0 increases. Our proposed MU and MUmaj-g methods consistently show

the best performance, with our final version, MU, moderately outperforming MUmaj-g. This

is likely due to better handling of model heterogeneity since t ̸= 0. MUmin-o improves with

larger sample sizes but still lags behind MU and MUmaj-g.

The benchmark methods IW, IWaLasso, IM, and IMaLasso show better performance with

increased sample sizes but remain less effective overall. In Setting II, where only the density

ratio model is correct, IM performs poorly due to the incorrect imputation model specifica-

tion. In Setting III, IWaLasso performs the worst due to the incorrect density ratio model.

The performance of TransGLM remains relatively unchanged with increasing sample size, as

it does not account for covariate shifts, leading to biased estimates. In contrast, TransGLMiw

shows improved performance in Settings I and II when nS,0 increases, where the density ratio

model is correctly specified, due to its adjustment for covariate shift. However, in Setting III,

where the density ratio model is misspecified, TransGLMiw’s performance remains largely un-

changed with increased sample size. Overall, our proposed MAKEUP method demonstrate

superior performance across different settings, as it effectively handles both the covariate
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Method Setting I Setting II Setting III
nS,0 300 400 500 600 300 400 500 600 300 400 500 600
MU 0.10 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.48 0.42 0.30 0.31 0.14 0.09 0.08 0.06
MUmaj-g 0.16 0.12 0.08 0.07 0.48 0.40 0.32 0.29 0.20 0.14 0.10 0.08
MUmin-o 0.29 0.18 0.15 0.11 2.08 1.64 1.37 1.22 0.38 0.18 0.12 0.08
IW 0.77 0.58 0.53 0.44 1.31 1.09 0.86 0.87 0.68 0.57 0.50 0.47
IWaLasso 1.20 0.99 0.61 0.64 1.73 1.09 0.93 0.74 1.06 0.83 0.68 0.55
IM 1.12 0.86 0.73 0.63 2.46 2.19 2.07 1.95 0.82 0.62 0.51 0.44
IMaLasso 0.55 0.39 0.32 0.28 1.51 1.33 1.20 1.09 0.40 0.29 0.25 0.22
TransGLM 0.69 0.64 0.67 0.67 1.05 1.03 1.02 0.98 0.25 0.24 0.24 0.23
TransGLMiw 0.36 0.30 0.29 0.28 0.69 0.67 0.60 0.58 0.28 0.26 0.26 0.25

Table 1: Empirical ℓ2 error averaged over 100 repetitions for all methods with q = 100,
p = 500, t = 1.

Method Setting I Setting III
t 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3
MU 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.10 0.11
MUmaj-g 0.11 0.12 0.14 0.14 0.12 0.14 0.15 0.17
MUmin-o 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18
IW 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.60 0.58 0.57 0.57 0.57
IWaLasso 1.03 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.83 0.83 0.80 0.83
IM 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.62 0.62 0.63 0.62
IMaLasso 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29
TransGLM 0.69 0.64 0.61 0.58 0.36 0.24 0.27 0.24
TransGLMiw 0.35 0.30 0.27 0.21 0.38 0.26 0.29 0.25

Table 2: Empirical ℓ2 error averaged over 100 repetitions for all methods with q = 100,
p = 500, nS,0 = 400. The parameter t for δt varies from 0 to 3.

shift correction and model knowledge transfer.

In addition, we investigate the performance of the proposed method under different levels

of model heterogeneity, focusing on settings where the imputation model is correctly speci-

fied. The results for p = 500 with nS,0 = 400 are summarized in Table 2, while the results

for p = 100 are given in Table A2 in Supplementary C.2.

From Table 2, we can see that MU consistently performs the best across all settings,

followed by MUmaj-g and MUmin-o. As t increases, MU maintains a lower error, which im-

plies the benefit of protecting negative transfer. When t is small, both MU and MUmaj-g

outperform MUmin-o, which only uses the minority data. For example, when t = 0, MU has

empirical ℓ2 errors less than 50% of MUmin-o in Settings I and III. Even with t as large as

3, MU and MUmaj-g still perform better than MUmin-o in Setting I. The performance of IW,

IWaLasso, IM, and IMaLasso remains relatively stable across different t values, as they only use

the minority group data.
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6 Real Data Analysis

Type II diabetes (T2D), a common chronic disease caused by insulin insufficiency, places

a substantial economic and social burden on society. In the United States alone, the total

estimated cost of diagnosed diabetes reached $412.9 billion in 2022 (Parker et al., 2024).

Accurately predicting the risk of developing Type 2 Diabetes is crucial for early intervention,

prevention, and reducing the long-term health and economic impacts associated with the

disease. Extensive genetic studies have suggested that genetic factors play a significant

role in the risk of T2D and some non-white racial groups including African Americans and

hispanic and Latin Americans have a higher genetic predisposition to T2D (Mercader and

Florez, 2017; Mahajan et al., 2018; Armstrong et al., 2024, e.g.).

In our study, we aim to enable the use of EHR-linked biobank data from Mass General

Brigham (MGB) biobank (Castro et al., 2022) in deriving genetic risk prediction models

optimized for underrepresented populations by transferring knowledge from the majority

population. On one hand, both the demographic variables and single nucleotide polymor-

phisms (SNPs) X and the EHR features W are readily available for all MGB biobank

patients. On the other hand, the gold standard label for the T2D status, Y ∈ {0, 1}, has
only been collected for a subset of nS,1 = 375 for the majority (White race) and nS,0 = 77 for

the minority (non-White race) patients, whose medical records were manually reviewed in a

biomedical study in 2014. In this study, to obtain gold standard labels for multiple pheno-

types more efficiently, patients with International Classification of Diseases (ICD) codes for

several phenotypes, such as rheumatoid arthritis and coronary artery disease, were sampled

and reviewed simultaneously, leading to sampling that was not completely at random. The

target data consists of nS,1 = 5000 and nS,0 = 1000 patients drawn from the MGB biobank

participants with their EHR features updated in 2021. Importantly, the EHR system at

MGB, as well as its ICD version, changed around 2015. Thus, the shift in EHR and genomic

features between the source and target samples can be attributed to both variation in the

sampling method and the difference in the time window of data collection.

Our goal is to construct a genetic risk model for the T2D status Y using the high-

dimensional demographic and genetic variantsX ∈ R272. To adjust for the distributional shift

between the source and target samples, We include 66 EHR features denoted asW, consisting

of T2D-relevant diagnostic and procedure codes and a measure of total health utilization.

These features are selected from the complete range of EHR variables by implementing the

clinical knowledge extraction tool developed by Hong et al. (2021), which is independent of

the dataset in this study. In this way, the two nuisance models are fitted on Z = (XT,WT)T,

which is clearly high dimensionality given the labeled sample sizes nS,0 and nS,1. Note that

a similar transfer learning problem on the MGB data has been considered by Zhou et al.

(2024). However, unlike their study, we aim to perform risk modeling using the original

high-dimensional genetic variants, rather than a one-dimensional genetic score combining
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the SNPs with β-coefficients extracted from existing genome-wide association studies. This

makes our study more flexible and data-driven but introduces new statistical challenges, as

discussed in previous sections.

A validation dataset V is created by randomly selecting and labeling 47 individuals

from the target minority population in order to evaluate the transfer learning methods. To

measure predictive performance, we calculate the following metrics on V : (1) Brier skill

score (BSS), defined as 1 − ÊV{Y − g(XTβ)}2/V̂arV(Y ) for some estimator β, where ÊV

and V̂arV respectively denote the empirical mean and variance operators on the validation

samples; (2) Goodness-of-fit (GOF), measured by negative deviance on the validation data:

1− 2ÊV{−YXTβ+G(XTβ)}; and (3) area under the receiver operating characteristic curve

(AUC) of the predictor g(XTβ) on V .
Following our simulation studies, we applied our proposed MAKEUP method MU along

with IW, IWaLasso, IM, IMaLasso, TransGLM, and TransGLMiw to construct the genetic risk

model for T2D. Additionally, we incorporated two unsupervised phenotyping algorithms,

PheNorm (Yu et al., 2018) and MAP (Liao et al., 2019), for comparison. PheNorm first uses

a regularized denoising regression to condense EHR features into low-dimensional risk scores

and then performs clustering on them to derive the phenotype. MAP ensembles Gaussian

and Poisson mixture models on the main surrogates of the target disease for phenotyping.

We implemented these algorithms with the EHR features W on the unlabeled minority data

and used their imputed phenotypes as the outcome to regress against X. This strategy is

similar to the IM approach, and we denote the two benchmarks as IMPheNorm and IMMAP.

We evaluated the performance of these methods on the validation set V , with results

presented in Table 3. Among all the methods tested, MU demonstrated the best performance

across all three evaluation metrics. Specifically, it significantly outperformed methods that

rely solely on a single nuisance model, achieving approximately 30% higher BSS compared

to IMaLasso and much higher GOF than IWaLasso. Furthermore, MU showed a moderate

improvement over TransGLM and TransGLMiw, with an approximately 25% higher AUC.

While the unsupervised algorithms PheNorm and MAP performed well in terms of AUC,

they exhibited much lower BSS and GOF values compared to MU.

MU IW IWaLasso IM IMaLasso TransGLM TransGLMiw IMPheNorm IMMAP

BSS 0.36 -0.11 -0.22 0.23 0.24 0.00 0.00 -0.19 -0.16
GOF 0.16 -0.85 -1.87 -0.02 -0.02 -0.82 -0.78 -0.45 - 0.42
AUC 0.89 0.87 0.62 0.81 0.83 0.70 0.71 0.84 0.85

Table 3: Predictive performance of the T2D risk models evaluated on the validation data.
The evaluation metrics BSS, GOF, and AUC are defined in Section 6. Descriptions of the
benchmark methods can be found in Sections 5 and 6.
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7 Discussion

We develop MAKEUP, a novel transfer learning approach for high-dimensional regression

on an underrepresented group without any labeled samples. MAKEUP simultaneously ad-

dresses covariate shift and model heterogeneity. To correct for covariate shift, our model-

assisted method achieves both model-double-robustness and rate-double-robustness, making

it insensitive to the misspecification or poor convergence rate of either nuisance model. Un-

like recent literature on doubly robust estimation with high-dimensional nuisance models

and low-dimensional target parameters (Tan, 2020; Zhou et al., 2024, e.g.), our target es-

timator is sparse-regularized and lacks asymptotic linearity, which makes calibrating the

nuisance models more challenging. Our key debiasing step address this issue and enables

proper calibration, while the downstream sparsifying step removes error accumulated in the

dense debiased estimator. This approach can be generalized to other important setting, such

as estimating the conditional average treatment effect (CATE) with high-dimensional effect

modifiers, as considered in Kato (2024) and others.

Meanwhile, we incorporate the idea of knowledge-guided shrinkage to mitigate the dispar-

ity in data collection for the underrepresented subgroup. Compared to existing literature on

model knowledge transfer (Li et al., 2022, e.g.), we tackle a more challenging setup where the

target cohort is unlabeled, and the debiased coefficient vector obtained in the previous step

is used as a substitute for actual labeled samples in sparse regression and negative transfer

protection. This makes our method and theory in this part more technically involved.

In data-driven biomedical studies, as well as in fields like economics and social science,

both covariate shift from unlabeled target and sampling disparity for underrepresented sub-

population are prominent challenges that impede generalizable and responsible statistical

learning. For example, leveraging a clinical trial to infer treatment effects on an observa-

tional cohort will also encounter the covariate shift between the two cohorts (Colnet et al.,

2024, e.g.), and age and gender disparities have been frequently considered in recent studies

(Ting et al., 2017; Ludmir et al., 2019, e.g.). Though these two challenges often co-occur in

practice, existing analytical tools typically address only one at a time. Our work fills this

methodological gap by simultaneously addressing both challenges in a coherent and complete

framework, demonstrating potential for wide application.

Lastly, we shall point out several limitations and future directions of our work. First,

the computational costs of MAKEUP could be high, as it requires debiasing and calibration

for each coefficient separately in the high-dimensional outcome model. This issue also sig-

nificantly increases the number of tuning parameters in our method. It would be desirable

to develop simpler and faster methods that can achieve similar robustness and efficiency

properties to our current approach. Second, it is common to have multiple source cohorts

in practice, e.g., more than one institution with labeled sample in their databases. Thus,

there is interest and a need to extend our method to the federated transfer learning setup
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(Li et al., 2023; Tian et al., 2023, e.g.). In this scenario, non-informative sources and pri-

vacy constraints need to be carefully addressed. Third, while we currently focus on transfer

learning for risk prediction models, it could be useful to generalize our framework to other

more complex learning tasks, such as reinforcement learning and individualized treatment

effect estimation.
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