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Abstract

A full parametric and linear specification may be insufficient to capture compli-
cated patterns in studies exploring complex features, such as those investigating age-
related changes in brain functional abilities. Alternatively, a partially linear model
(PLM) consisting of both parametric and non-parametric elements may have a bet-
ter fit. This model has been widely applied in economics, environmental science, and
biomedical studies. In this paper, we introduce a novel statistical inference framework
that equips PLM with high estimation efficiency by effectively synthesizing summary
information from external data into the main analysis. Such an integrative scheme is
versatile in assimilating various types of reduced models from the external study. The
proposed method is shown to be theoretically valid and numerically convenient, and

1

ar
X

iv
:2

30
3.

03
49

7v
2 

 [
st

at
.M

E
] 

 6
 F

eb
 2

02
4



it ensures a high-efficiency gain compared to classic methods in PLM. Our method is
further validated using two data applications by evaluating the risk factors of brain
imaging measures and blood pressure.

Keywords: Information integration; Brain aging; Partial linear model; Efficiency improve-
ment; Empirical likelihood.
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1 Introduction

Combining information from similar studies has been and will continue to be an important

strategy in statistical inference (Qin et al. 2022). The scheme of information integra-

tion becomes particularly useful when an individual/local study collecting rich and subtle

variables suffers from a small sample size, as this issue will lead to the analysis being under-

powered and less accurate. To overcome this issue, borrowing information from real-world

data/study without requiring the raw database is a convenient and promising approach due

to privacy-preserving issues and data confidentiality. In the past decades, researchers have

employed meta-analysis to synthesize summary information from multiple data sources

when raw external data are not available (Haidich 2010, Lin & Zeng 2010, Liu et al. 2015,

Chen et al. 2020). However, traditional meta-analysis is limited in that the model adopted

in an external study should be the same as that used in the internal study (i.e., the same

covariates and parameterization). To allow different models to be used between studies,

various procedures have been developed from two aspects: one is based on the frequentist

approach, such as the empirical likelihood-based estimator (Qin & Lawless 1994, Qin 2000,

Qin et al. 2015, Han & Lawless 2019, Sheng et al. 2022, Chen et al. 2022, Chatterjee et al.

2016, Zhang et al. 2020, Zhai & Han 2022) and the generalized-meta estimator (Kundu

et al. 2019); and the other is based on the Bayesian philosophy with informative priors

(Ibrahim et al. 2015, Jiang et al. 2021). Besides, the extension of information integration

to the survival model was explored by He et al. (2019) and Zheng et al. (2021).

Despite substantial efforts, the existing information integration methods assume that

all covariate effects are in the (generalized) linear structure and thus cannot be applied to

the context where partial covariates have complex non-linear effects. One typical example

is the non-linear effect from chronological age. Specifically, age has been demonstrated as

the main risk factor for the prevalent diseases of developed countries (Niccoli & Partridge

2012) and could be non-linearly associated with changes in brain structure and physical

measures, such as white matter integrity and blood pressure (Bethlehem et al. 2022). In

brain aging studies, researchers are interested in investigating risk factors, such as age

and cardiovascular measures, on the condition of brain structure (i.e., the microstructural

integrity of white matter) that is associated with the decline of cognitive functions. Among
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existing literature (Lee et al. 2022, Bethlehem et al. 2022), a non-linear decreasing trend

of fractional anisotropy (FA) was detected as age increased. Another example could be

found in studies of hypertension, where age may play a complex role in the progression

of systolic blood pressure (SBP) (Brummett et al. 2019). Therefore, it is not prudent to

impose a parsimonious model to quantify this relationship, and a semi-parametric model

instead that allows non-linear effects of age on white matter integrity or blood pressure

would be more desired (Fan 1993, Fan & Li 2004). Given a model with both linear and

non-linear covariate effects, the statistical power could be lowered when the internal study

has a small sample size. Thus, information integration becomes even more indispensable.

However, no literature has explored its feasibility and utility yet.

In this article, we propose a novel information integration framework that is theoreti-

cally efficient and practically user-friendly in the context of a partially linear model (PLM)

(Härdle et al. 2000, Liang 2006), which is the first kind in literature of information inte-

gration. The proposed integration framework is built under the umbrella of profile least

squares (Fan & Li 2004, Fan et al. 2007) and allows non-linear effects in the model. Sub-

stantial information could be delivered to the internal analysis by only using summary data

from an external study where the used model could be parametric (possibly mis-specified)

and different from the main PLM of interest. We show that the estimator, after informa-

tion integration, guarantees substantial efficiency gain when the summary information 1)

can be treated as the underlying truth or 2) is extracted from an external study where the

variance-covariance matrix of summary estimate is available or can be estimated based on

the internal data. Unlike existing methods (Chatterjee et al. 2016, Zhang et al. 2020), the

proposed method does not require the same covariate distributions between two studies to

ensure unbiased estimation, thus more robust to heterogeneous datasets in practice. More-

over, we demonstrate the best use of external information and propose an asymptotically

equivalent estimator that enables a stable algorithm with a light computation load, which

is much desired in practice when the sample size in the internal study is small. To justify

the advantage of the proposed method over alternative methods, we conduct extensive nu-

merical evaluations based on computer simulation and apply the proposed method to two

real-world problems, the latter of which is in a situation where the raw external data may
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not be convenient to share but the summary data can be easily transferable between two

research teams.

The remaining sections of this paper are organized as follows. Section 2 describes the

proposed framework of information integration. Section 3 includes numerical evaluations

of the proposed estimator via computer simulation. Section 4 illustrates the evaluation of

the proposed estimator based on two real-world data. Section 5 discusses extensions of our

method. All technical proofs, numerical procedures, and extra simulations can be found in

the Supplementary Material.

2 Method

2.1 Notations and method workflow

Before describing the method, we first introduce the basic settings for the internal and

external studies. Suppose there are n independent subjects in the internal study. For

each subject i = 1, . . . , n, let (Yi, X̃
T
i ,O

T
i )

T be the individual-level data, where Yi is the

outcome on a continuous scale, X̃i is the vector of covariates that are well-recognized in

the literature, and Oi is the vector of extra covariates that have not yet been explored in

literature. The main interest of the internal study is to fit a conditional mean model of

outcome Yi, namely, E(Yi|X̃i,Oi). Furthermore, we assume there is d-dimensional vector

Zi, which is a subset of either vector X̃i or vectorOi (Figure S1 in Supplementary material),

that have complex non-linear effects on the outcome, whereas the remaining covariates have

linear effects, namely, E(Yi|X̃i,Oi) = m0(Zi)+XT
i β0, where Xi is the p-dimensional vector

of (X̃T
i ,O

T
i )

T excluding the covariates in vector Zi, β0 is the true coefficient vector of Xi,

and m0(·) is the true and unknown continuous and bounded measurable function with a

bounded Hessian matrix. In many applications, we will consider a scalar Zi, due to curse

of dimensionality in non-parametric estimation (Wand & Jones 1994). For instance, in our

real-data example in Section 4.2, Zi variable is age, which may exhibit complex association

with blood pressure. In addition, Xi vector contains average FA over 39 regions on the

brain, BMI, gender, and race variables, which is available in both datasets, whereas the

vector Oi contains VLDL Cholesterol, which is only available in the internal data. For
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the purpose of method development, we define the stacked variables Y = (Y1, . . . , Yn)
T ,

X = (XT
1 . . . ,XT

n )
T , and Z = (ZT

1 . . . ,ZT
n )

T .

Summary information could be either the underlying truth or estimated from an external

study. In the latter case, suppose there exists one external study focusing on the same

outcome Yj and well-recognized covariates in X̃j (here, j = 1, . . . , N is the index of a

subject in the external study). Furthermore, suppose this external study has fitted a

parametric conditional mean model for the outcome, namely, E(Yj|X̃j). Let H(Yj, X̃j;θ)

be the estimating function (e.g., the score function) used in the external study to fit the

mean model parameterized by θ. In this paper, we consider the case where the external

study adopts the generalized linear model (GLM) (Liang & Zeger 1986), which is widely

used in scientific literature. Details of the function form will be presented in Section 2.3.1.

Let the resulting estimate be θ̂ with an estimated variance-covariance matrix V̂. For

illustration, we further assume that both external and internal data are from the same

population so that E{H(Y, X̃;θ0)} = 0, where the expectation is taken with respect to

the internal data, and θ0 is the limiting value of θ̂. More discussion about the external

model and heterogeneous populations can be found in Section 2.3.2 and 5. We notice that

because the internal PLM is the true model, the external model based on GLM is thus

misspecified. However, we argue that a misspecified external model could be still useful

in improving the main analysis, which is motivated by existing literature of information

integration (Chatterjee et al. 2016, Han & Lawless 2019, Zhang et al. 2020). The main goal

of this paper is to use summary information from an external study to improve estimation

efficiency in the conditional mean model E(Yi|X̃i,Oi).

2.2 The profile least square (PLS)

We start by introducing the well-known estimation based on PLS. For subject i = 1, . . . , n

from the internal study, let us consider the following PLM:

Yi = m(Zi) +XT
i β + εi, (2.1)

where the εi is the residual with zero mean and finite variance. We do not impose any

distribution assumption for the residual. In contrast to linear effects imposed by the main
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covariates, Xi, the covariates Zi in PLM have non-linear effects on the outcome. The

exact form of m(Zi) is assumed to be unknown, thus introducing difficulty to traditional

regression owing to the infinite dimensionality of nuisance parameters (Fan 1992). PLS,

on the other hand, is a popular estimation scheme to handle PLM in (2.1) (Fan & Li

2004). Specifically, the PLS approach first assumes parameters β to be known. Given this

assumption, the model (2.1) can be re-written as follows by defining Y ∗
i = Yi −XT

i β:

Y ∗
i = m(Zi) + εi. (2.2)

With known parameters β, the only unknown quantity in (2.2) becomes m(Zi), which

can be estimated nonparametrically. In this article, we adopt (but are not limited to) the

technique of local linear regression (LLR) to estimate this unknown function (Fan & Gijbels

1996). Given Z values, LLR estimates parameters a0 and a1 by minimizing the following

sums of squares:
n∑

i=1

{Y ∗
i − a0 − aT

1 (Zi − z)}2KB(Zi − z), (2.3)

where KB(u) = |B|−1/2K(B−1/2u). Here, the bandwidth matrix B takes the form of

Diag{b2}d×d, and K(·) is a unimodal smooth function satisfying assumption (M1) the

Supplementary Material. We remark here that the parameter a0 is a valid approximation

of m(z) (Fan 1993). Therefore, by solving (2.3), we have the estimated vector m̂(z,β) =

S(Y −Xβ), where S is the local linear smoother and only depends on the matrix Z. The

explicit form of S can be found in (2.11) of the Supplementary Material. We also remark

that the estimate of m(Z) is only calculable if β is known. To this end, we rewrite the

model in (2.1) by replacing m(Z) with m̂(Z,β), namely:

(I− S)Y = (I− S)Xβ + ε, (2.4)

where ε = (ε1, . . . , εn)
T ; and I is an identity matrix of order n. As S is free of unknown

parameters β, we can easily calculate the estimate of β by applying the technique of

least squares. Finally, we derive the explicit form of the PLS estimator, namely, β̂pls =

{XT (I − S)T (I − S)X}−1XT (I − S)T (I − S)Y. With the β̂pls estimator, we can further

obtain the estimate of m(Z), namely, S(Y −Xβ̂pls).

Before ending this section, we remark here that the bandwidth b used in the smoothing

matrix S may affect more the accuracy of m̂(Z, β̂pls) but affect less the accuracy of β̂pls.
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In real applications, we suggest using the difference-based estimation (Fan & Huang 2005)

with cross-validation on the selection of bandwidth. More numerical evaluations can be

found in Section 3 and the Supplementary Material.

2.3 Semi-parametric information integration

From the discussion in the previous section, we realize that the PLS estimator involves

a smooth matrix S constructed by a non-parametric kernel function and will suffer the

problem of low efficiency under a small sample size. As a potential remedy for the PLS,

integrating information from external data could be a promising approach to substantially

reducing estimation uncertainty and stabilizing the inference. The goal of this section is to

propose a valid and fast information integration scheme in the framework of PLS from two

aspects: (1) assuming the summary information θ0 is fixed and regarded as the underlying

truth or (2) the summary information θ̂ is estimated from an external study with the

estimated variance-covariance matrix V̂ available.

2.3.1 Given the true summary information

In this subsection, we consider the scenario where the obtained summary information is

the underlying truth θ0. This circumstance may occur when the summary information is

extracted from a full nationwide database, leading us to believe that it accurately represents

the underlying truth for the studied population. Such a setup can be found in many data

integration studies (Chatterjee et al. 2016, Han & Lawless 2019). Under this setup, we

consider a new weighted PLS estimation by re-weighting the estimating equation based on

the pseudo outcome (I − S)Y in (2.4). Suppose we have a diagonal weight matrix P̂1,

which will be illustrated later. Then, a weighted version of the estimating equation in (2.4)

can be written as

XT (I− S)P̂1{(I− S)Y − (I− S)Xβ} = 0.

By solving the above equation, we thus obtain a new estimator with a closed form:

β̂ib1 = {XT (I− S)T P̂1(I− S)X}−1XT (I− S)T P̂1(I− S)Y. (2.5)
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Apparently, to successfully deliver the information from the external data, the weight

matrix P̂1 cannot be arbitrary. The desired weight should contain extra information from

the external data. To this end, we borrow the idea from the empirical likelihood, which

was originally designed to increase estimation efficiency via non-parametric likelihood (Qin

& Lawless 1994, Chen et al. 2022). Specifically, we require that the ith element p̂i in the

diagonal of P̂1 is calculated by maximizing
∏n

i=1 pi with respect to pi and subject to three

constraints:

pi > 0,
n∑

i=1

pi = 1,
n∑

i=1

piH(Yi, X̃i;θ0) = 0. (2.6)

The first two constraints are basic features as a likelihood, whereas the third constraint

involves a “working” estimating function with the true information θ0. For instance, if

θ0 are true parameters in linear conditional mean model, the “working” function could

be H(Yi, X̃i;θ0) = X̃i(Yi − X̃T
i θ0). If θ0 is the outcome mean in the external study, the

“working” function could be H(Yi, X̃i; θ0) = (Yi − θ0).

Now we provide an intuitive reason why the proposed weights could work. Intuitively,

since θ0 is the truth from an external source, the “working” function H(·;θ0) in (2.6)

becomes parameter-free and thus over-identified with extra degrees of freedom. Therefore,

based on the empirical likelihood theory (Qin & Lawless 1994, Chen et al. 2022, 2023),

the resulting weight pi in the matrix P̂1 will imply a more efficient estimation of the data

distribution {Yi, X̃i} than the empirical distribution. Compared to simple equal-weight

(1 or 1/n), as a result, incorporating more efficient estimates as weights into the main

estimating equations could potentially deliver extra information, thus contributing to the

main parameter estimation.

We have shown in Section 2.4 that the estimation variability of β̂ib1 is smaller than

that of β̂pls while maintaining estimation consistency. After obtaining the more effi-

cient estimator β̂ib1, the estimate of non-parametric component m(Z) can be updated

by m̂(Z, β̂ib1) = S(Y −Xβ̂ib1).

2.3.2 With estimated summary information

The estimator in (2.5) is constructed by assuming summary information equals the underly-

ing truth θ0. However, such an estimator may fail to work when the summary information
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needs to be estimated (i.e., θ̂) and sample sizes from two studies are comparable (refer to

Section 3 for numerical evidence). The desired scheme of information integration should

take into account the estimation uncertainty of θ̂. To fulfill this goal, it is natural to

consider a joint distribution by accounting for the distribution of θ̂, in addition to the

distribution of data Yi and X̃i in (2.6). Specifically, let us denote the joint distribution

of the observed data Y,X̃, and θ̂ as F (Y, X̃, θ̂) = F (Y, X̃|θ̂)F (θ̂). Similarly to (2.6),

the conditional distribution F (Y, X̃|θ̂) can be semi-parametrically modeled by the prod-

uct of probability mass
∏n

i=1 pi; F (θ̂) is a multivariate normal distribution with mean θ

and variance matrix V̂. This setting is motivated by the asymptotic normality property of

N0.5(θ̂−θ) (McCulloch & Searle 2004). Here, θ is the limiting value of θ̂. As a result, the

log-likelihood function of Yi, Xi, and θ̂ for i = 1, . . . , n can be defined as

l =
n∑

i=1

log(pi)− (θ − θ̂)T (V̂)−1(θ − θ̂)/2, (2.7)

where pi can be solved by maximizing l with respect to pi and θ, and is subject to three

constraints:

pi > 0,
n∑

i=1

pi = 1,
n∑

i=1

piH(Yi, X̃i;θ) = 0. (2.8)

The function H(Yi, X̃i;θ) is defined in Section 2.3.1. Furthermore, let P̂2 be a diagonal

matrix with the ith element p̂i solved by the above optimization. Then, the new estimator

of β is defined as

β̂ib2 = {XT (I− S)T P̂2(I− S)X}−1XT (I− S)T P̂2(I− S)Y. (2.9)

We refer readers to the Supplementary Material for detailed numerical solutions of p̂i.

Intuitively, the new estimator inherits properties of the estimator in (2.5) and extends to

further account for the uncertainty of θ̂ by specifying a semi-parametric joint likelihood of

the internal data {Y, X̃} and θ̂, which is novel and distinct from the framework in Zhang

et al. (2020). In our real-data application (Section 4.1), for instance, the summary data

were estimated coefficients θ̂ by regressing fractional anisotropy on pulse rate, BMI, and

gender. After that, we used estimated coefficients θ̂ to obtain β̂ib2 by applying the formula

in (2.9). We expect a better performance of β̂ib2 compared to β̂ib1 when the summary

information needs to be estimated in an external study, which will be showed in the next

two sections.
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As a cost of this superior performance of β̂ib2, the parameter vector θ should be esti-

mated in the constrained optimization before calculating β̂ib2. In Section 2.4, we provide

a computationally friendly way to estimate θ, which is more convenient compared to the

standard empirical likelihood estimation procedure (Qin & Lawless 1994). This section

assumes that the entire covariance matrix V̂ is available for illustration, and extension to

partially available V̂ is allowed. We refer readers to Section 5 for more extensions.

Re-emphasize the uniqueness. Before the theoretical investigation, we re-emphasize

that our proposed re-weighting estimation is unique among existing literature and has sev-

eral advantages. This method is distinct from classic meta-analysis (Haidich 2010), where

the model in the external study is assumed to have the same form as the model in the in-

ternal study; this method is different from the generalized integration model (GIM) (Chat-

terjee et al. 2016, Zhang et al. 2020), generalized meta methods (Kundu et al. 2019), and

the informative prior method (Jiang et al. 2021), where only generalized linear models were

considered. Our method is also distinct from the classic empirical likelihood framework by

decoupling the main estimation and empirical likelihood into two steps and thus leading

to an analytic form of the primary estimate. This convenient and stable computation is

particularly suitable for an internal study with a small sample size and for complicated

model structures, such as PLM. Moreover, the proposed estimator is less sensitive to het-

erogeneous populations than existing methods, since in theory our method only requires the

same conditional means between two datasets to ensure E{H(Y, X̃;θ0)} = 0, while some

methods, such as GIM, require a stronger assumption, i.e., the same covariate distribution.

Therefore, the proposed method is unique in literature and enables information integration

in PLM (a semi-parametric framework) with fast and stable computation.

2.4 Asymptotic properties

This section details the asymptotic properties of the two proposed estimators in (2.5) and

(2.9). Basically, we have shown two facts: 1) both estimators (β̂ib1 and β̂ib2) have an oracle

convergence rate, namely, OP (n
−0.5), and 2) the estimator β̂ib1 in (2.5) is more efficient than

the PLS estimator when the summary information equals the underlying truth, whereas

the estimator β̂ib2 in (2.9) guarantees variance reduction when the summary information
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is estimated by an external study with non-ignorable estimation variability. The notations

m0(z) and β0 represent the true regression function of the vector z and the parameter vector

of β, respectively. The technical proofs are provided in the Supplementary Material.

We first show the asymptotic property of the estimator β̂ib1 under the setup where the

summary information equals the underlying truth θ0.

Theorem 2.1 Under regularity conditions in the Supplementary Material and given the

true summary information θ0, the estimator β̂ib1 in (2.5) is shown to be a consistent esti-

mator of β0 and follows

√
n(β̂ib1 − β0) → N(0,Σ−1(G−MΩMT )(ΣT )−1) (2.10)

in distribution, where G = E[{Xi − E(Xi|Zi)}E{Xi − E(Xi|Zi)}T ε2i ]; M = E[{Xi −

E(Xi|Zi)}εiHT
i ]; Ω = {E(HiH

T
i )}−1; Σ = E[{Xi − E(Xi|Zi)}{Xi − E(Xi|Zi)}T ], b =

sn−a, with a constant a between 1/8 and 1/(2d).

Note that the convergence rate of β̂ is of the order OP (n
−0.5), and MΩMT is in general

positive definite. Therefore, the resulting estimator has increased estimation efficiency after

borrowing information from the external study. The source of the variance reduction stems

from incorporating the true summary information θ0. We emphasize here that the above

theorem is valid when the summary information equals to the underlying truth θ0; if not,

this estimator is still consistent, but the variance derived in (2.10) will underestimate the

true value (Han & Lawless 2019, Zhang et al. 2020). The next theorem shows that when

summary information needs to be estimated, the estimator β̂ib2 in (2.9) always guarantees

increased efficiency, even when the sample size in the external data is smaller than that in

the internal sample data.

Theorem 2.2 Under the same condition as in Theorem 2.1 and given the estimated sum-

mary information θ̂, the estimator β̂ib2 in (2.5) is a consistent estimator of β0 and follows

√
n(β̂ib2 − β0) → N(0,Σ−1(G− ρMΩMT )(ΣT )−1) (2.11)

in distribution, where ρ = limn,N→∞N/(n+N) is a constant satisfying 0 < ρ < 1; G, M,

Ω, and Σ are defined in Theorem 2.1; b = sn−a with some constant 1/8 < a < 1/(2d).

The above statement holds when both n and N go to infinity.
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If the external sample size N is much larger than the internal sample size n, we have

ρ ≈ 1; thus the variance in (2.11) will be reduced to that in (2.10). Therefore, the estimator

β̂ib1 can be also viewed as a special case where the external sample size is much larger than

the internal sample size. On the other hand, when the external sample size is small,

numerically we cannot ignore the uncertainty of θ̂, and the use of Theorem 2.1 will result

in underestimating the true variability.

Despite its theoretical advantages, the estimator β̂ib2 requires joint estimation of p̂i and

θ in the empirical likelihood framework, which demands a complicated computational strat-

egy. Alternatively, we recommend using a plug-in estimate of θ to avoid heavy calculation,

which is defined and validated by the following corollary.

Corollary 2.1 The empirical likelihood estimate of the nuisance parameter θ obtained from

the constrained optimization in (2.8) is asymptotically equivalent to the estimate based on

the meta-analysis from two studies, namely, by minimizing
∑

i∈{0,1}(θ−θ̂(i))
T V̂−1

(i) (θ−θ̂(i)),

where θ̂(1) = θ̂, V̂(1) = V̂ = Cov(θ̂); θ̂(0) is the estimate solved by the estimating equation∑n
i=1H(Yi, X̃i;θ) = 0 based on the internal data, and V̂(0) is a consistent estimate of the

variance-covariance matrix of θ̂(0).

This corollary implies that we can reduce the computational load of calculating the

estimate of θ by aggregating summary information rather than solving empirical likelihood

through the constrained optimization in (2.8). This estimator requires light and convenient

computation, without jointly estimating θ and pi based on the standard procedure of

empirical likelihood. Therefore, using such an estimator by meta-analysis can lead to

scalable computation, thus further broadening the application utility and usability of our

method. The implementation is straightforward: after obtaining the θ estimate by meta-

analysis, we consider this estimate fixed and plug it back into (2.7) and (2.8) to calculate

p̂i (refer to Section 2.1 in the Supplementary Material). We also note that if the raw

external data are available, we can combine the external data and internal data together to

estimate θ, which can also be easily shown to be asymptotically equivalent to the empirical

likelihood estimate θ. We omit the proof here. However, the alternative of meta-analysis

would be preferred in the sense that it only requires the summary information from the

external study, which is easy to obtain, often described, and available in publications or
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extractable from collaborators.

The following corollary demonstrates that our estimator β̂ib2 has the best use of external

knowledge among the class of estimates.

Corollary 2.2 The estimator β̂ib2 is the best estimator among the class of consistent esti-

mators β̂ = β̂pls−C(θ̂(0)− θ̂)+op(n
−1/2), with some constant matrix C; θ̂ is the estimated

parameter vector from the external study; θ̂(0) is defined in Corollary 2.1.

In addition to the estimate of the main parameter vector β, we also study the perfor-

mance of the nonparametric fit m̂(Z, β̂) by S(Y −Xβ̂), where β̂ can be any of β̂pls, β̂ib1,

or β̂ib2. However, we have shown that the asymptotic variance of m̂(z, β̂) for any finite

values in the vector Z = z will be always the same whenever β̂ − β0 = OP (n
−0.5). The

results are summarized in the following corollary.

Corollary 2.3 If b → 0 and nbd → ∞, with regularity conditions in Supplementary mate-

rial, we have

√
nbd

{
m̂(z, β̂)−m0(z)−

b2

2
tr{Hessm(z)}

∫
u2K(u)du

}
→ N

(
0,

σ2

fZ(z)

∫
K2(u)du

)
holds in distribution, where tr{Hessm(z)} is the trace of the Hessian matrix of the regres-

sion function m(·) evaluated at z, and fZ(z) is the density function of Z.

From the above corollary, we can see that the estimator is asymptotically consistent,

and the convergence rate is
√
nbd, which is slower than

√
n. These findings well match

the existing literature in the majority of kernel regression conclusions (Ruppert & Wand

1994). The variance component, on the other hand, can be calculated by the quantity

SCST , where C = Diag{ε̂2i }ni=1. We emphasize again that the above result holds for

any
√
n-consistent estimator of β, which implies that the information integration may not

contribute to the variance reduction of m(Z) estimation asymptotically. However, we do

observe in Section 3 that, under a finite sample size, the averaged mean square error (MSE)

of m(Z) is substantially decreased after information integration. Thus, when the internal

sample size is small in practice, we still advocate the use of information integration to boost

the estimation of non-parametric component m(Z).
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3 Simulation

We considered in total four scenarios that could signify the flexibility of our approach to

information borrowing (Figure S1 in the Supplementary Material); two typical cases are

presented below, and two others with different setups in the external model are presented

in the Supplementary Material. The external data were simulated based on a sample size

N that was either large or small. The internal data were simulated based on sample size n,

valued at 50, 200, and 500. For nonparametric estimation, we used the Epanichkov kernel

(K(·) = 0.75(1 − t2)+). To evaluate how sensitive the β estimator is to the bandwidth,

we chose the value of a in Theorem 2.1 and 2.2 to be 0.65, 0.8, 1, 1.25; for the estimation

of non-parametric components, we adopted least square cross-validation (CV) (Wand &

Jones 1994) to choose the optimal bandwidth for the m(Z) estimation. To unify the

bandwidth selection process in the real-data application, we will use a difference-based

estimation (DBE) (Fan & Huang 2005, Fan & Li 2004) with CV to simultaneously select

the bandwidth.

3.1 Data generation

Case I (the variable O is not considered and the variable Z is misspecified

in the external model, given the true summary information). The following

setup mimicked our real data application. We generated both internal and external data

through the underlying truth Y = sin(5Z) + β1X1 + β2X2 + β3X3 + β4O + ε, where

β = (β1, β2, β3, β4)
T = (1, 1, 1, 1)T . Here, we generated Z and X3 by a Uniform [0, 1]

distribution independently. To consider a confounding structure, we generated X1 by a

normal distribution with a mean equal to the value of Z for each sample and a variance

equal to one. Similarly, we generated X2 by a Bernoulli distribution with the success

probability taking the form of exp(Z)/{1 + exp(Z)}. We generated the externally unob-

servable variable O using a Bernoulli distribution with the success probability equal to

exp(Z)/{2 + exp(Z)}. The residual ε followed the standard normal distribution. This

setup covers a general situation where the internal study considers a model with non-linear

component Z, the common covariates in X, and extra covariates in O, whereas the exter-

nal study only considers a reduced (misspecified) model with common covariates X and Z,
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namely, Y = γZ + θ1X1 + θ2X2 + θ3X3 + ε̃. The above setup is used to assess how our

estimator β̂ib1 performs compared with the gold-standard PLS estimator β̂pls, given the

true summary information (calculated by computer simulation).

Case II (Given the estimated summary information). We kept all the setups

in Case I unchanged except that now the summary information needs to be estimated by

an external data with a small sample size: 1) external N = 1000, internal n = 200; 2)

external N = 200, internal n = 200; 3) external N = 200, internal n = 500. Again, we

used the linear regression defined in Case I to calculate the estimator θ̂ and the corre-

sponding variance-covariance matrix of θ̂, namely, V̂; both are assumed to be available

from the external study. This setup is used to assess how our estimator β̂ib2 performs by

incorporating available variance-covariance information compared with β̂pls and β̂ib1 under

a small external sample size.

As shown in the Supplementary Material, we also considered the other two cases owing

to the availability of variablesO and to the specification of variables Z in the model from the

external study (refer to Section 3 in the Supplementary Material for more data generation

details and result discussion).

3.2 Evaluation

Evaluation of β̂ib1 and β̂ib2. We adopted the following metrics based on 1000 Monte Carlo

runs to assess the performance of estimators β̂ib1 and β̂ib2: bias, Monte Carlo standard

deviation (MCSD), asymptotic standard error (ASE), 95% coverage probability (CP), and

relative efficiency (RE) defined as the ratio of empirical mean squared error between the

PLS estimator β̂pls and our proposed estimator after information integration; therefore, a

ratio greater than one is preferred. The results under Case I were summarized in Table 1.

In this case, we only evaluated β̂ib1 due to unavailable information for variance-covariance

matrix V̂. In general, we note the following observations: (1) there was little bias for the

estimator β̂ib1, regardless of internal sample size; (2) as internal sample size n increased,

ASE became closer to MCSD, and CP became closer to its nominal level of 95%; (3)

RE was substantially larger than one, which implied a considerable efficiency gain as a

result of integrating summary information from the external study. Interestingly, we also
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observed very mild effects caused by selecting different bandwidths on the estimator β in

our simulation, which implies that the β estimation is not very sensitive to bandwidth

selection.

The above results were based on the true summary information. Table 2 summarizes

the results when the external study had a relatively small sample size compared to the

internal study under Case II. Only results with a bandwidth equal to 1 are presented in

the manuscript. Here, the estimator β̂ib1 lost its power to deliver external information

(i.e., an RE less than one), and ASE became much smaller than MCSD. Although there

was little bias, inaccurate ASE led to a great inflation of type I error, with CP being

much lower than its nominal level of 95%. On the other hand, the estimator β̂ib2 was not

sensitive to the bandwidth (Table 1, and Table S3 in the Supplementary Material) and

still led to considerable efficiency gain, even under a small external sample size. We also

observed satisfactory ASE that was close to MCSD and satisfactory CP that was close to

its nominal level of 95%. These observations imply that when the external study contains

a small sample size, it is vitally important to incorporate variance-covariance information

of θ̂; thus, the estimator β̂ib2 is preferable over β̂ib1 in Casse II. As the external sample size

increased, we observed that the performance of the estimator β̂ib1 improved, approaching

that of the estimator β̂ib2. All of the above-mentioned observations validate our theoretical

findings in Section 2.4.

Evaluation of m̂(Z, β̂). We adopted the following metrics based on 1000 Monte Carlo

runs to assess the performance of the estimator m̂(Z, β̂), where β̂ can be any of β̂pls,

β̂ib1, and β̂ib2: averaged Monte Carlo variance (AMCV), averaged asymptotic variance

(AV), averaged relative efficiency (ARE) (defined as the ratio of averaged empirical MSE

of m̂(Z, β̂) between the PLS-based estimator and our proposed estimator after informa-

tion integration), and average overall relative efficiency (AORE) (defined as the ratio of

averaged empirical MSE of Xβ̂ + m̂(Z, β̂) between the PLS-based estimator and our pro-

posed estimator after information integration). A value larger than one is desired. Table

3 summarizes the results of m̂(Z, β̂). We observed an improved performance of m̂(Z, β̂)

in terms of a larger-than-one RE when either estimator β̂ib1 or β̂ib2 was used to calculate

the estimator m̂(Z, β̂), compared to the case where the PLS estimator β̂PLS was used to
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calculate the estimator m̂(Z, β̂). We also observed that the average AV of m̂(Z, β̂) became

closer to the average MCV as the sample size increased.

Similar results and patterns for the estimates of β and m(Z) were also detected in the

other data setups (Tables S1 and S2). In addition, we evaluated a case where covariate

distributions are different in two datasets. We observed little bias (Table S7). This validates

the robustness of the proposed method. We refer readers to Section 3 in the Supplementary

Material for more details. For the difference-based estimation of bandwidth, we evaluated

it under Case II, results can be found in Tables S8 and S9. where satisfactory results were

observed in terms of bias, coverage probability, and relative efficiency.

Comparison with GIM. As detailed in earlier sections, our method is unique in

the literature as it integrates information into a model with non-parametric components.

Therefore, existing methods cannot be directly applied to the context of this paper. To

demonstrate this point, we compared our proposed method to the well-known GIM (Zhang

et al. 2020). Although GIM has advanced theoretical properties, it focuses on a likelihood

framework with (generalized) linear models. Thus, we treated all covariates with linear

effects in GIM. The performance of GIM under Case II is summarized in Table S6 in the

Supplementary Material. In comparison with our proposed method (β̂ib2), we observed

a biased estimate for the non-linear component (results not shown) and larger estimation

variability for linear components in GIM. It is worth noting that our method requires much

less computation time than the existing method due to the proposed decoupled estimation.

4 Data applications

4.1 Evaluation based on the UK BioBank (UKB) imaging data.

In this section, we describe how we used real-world data to validate our methods. In

this application, we specifically focused on the population with median-low income and

studied the association between the whole-brain white matter integrity (the average FA

values on white matter fiber tracts) and essential variables including pulse rate, age, BMI,

and gender. Age was considered a non-linear trend in the model without a pre-specified

parametric form (Lee et al. 2022, Bethlehem et al. 2022). In total, we had the sample
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size of 14851 participants under consideration. To evaluate our method, we adopted the

following sampling strategy: We randomly sampled 200 records from participants who had

a complete set of variables (in total 11397 participants) and treated these 200 as the internal

data with a small sample size. The entire cohort (11397) became the underlying truth and

would be used as the golden standard for method evaluation. We then regarded additional

samples containing only demographic information (age, BMI, and gender) of participants

as the source of the external data (in total 3454). The demographics for both data are

summarized in Table S4 and shown to be similar between two cohorts. To evaluate the

effect of the sample size of an external study, we considered two external data sets with

sample sizes of 400 and 1, 200, respectively, which are randomly selected from the source

of external data. The estimate θ̂ and the estimated variance-covariance matrix V̂ were

obtained by conducting a linear regression of averaged FA (multiplied by 1, 000) on three

demographic variables (age, BMI, and gender) based on the external data. Because the

sample size of the external data was comparable to that of the internal data, we only

considered the proposed estimator β̂ib2 in Section 2.5 and evaluated its performance. To

benchmark, we used the PLS estimator calculated by using the entire data set with full

records of demographics and pulse rate (11, 397 samples) and treated it as the underlying

truth (the oracle estimator). From Figure 1, we observed a non-linear age effect based on

this oracle estimator. This finding validated and advocated the use of the partial linear

model. The results of the proposed estimator β̂ib2, the PLS estimator β̂pls only based on

the internal data, and the oracle PLS estimator β̂opls can be found in Table 4.

From table 4, we found that the variability of estimating BMI and gender effects was

substantially reduced with the use of external information. The larger the external sample

size was, the closer the proposed estimator approached the Oracle PLS estimator. We also

observed significant effects from variables BMI (P-value=0.0022 for β̂ib2 with an external

sample size N = 1200) and gender P-value=0.0359 for β̂ib2 with N = 400) with the

proposed estimator, whereas we failed to observe these significant effects with the PLS

estimator. The findings of negative BMI effect and higher FA measures in males based on

the proposed estimator align well with recent findings that heavier body weight and females

are significantly associated with reduced white matter integrity (Stanek et al. 2011, Poletti
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et al. 2020). In Figure 1, we observed that the estimators with information integration

were closer to the Oracle estimator compared to the PLS estimator based only on the

internal samples. Despite its more accuracy, the estimates after information integration

did not show substantial non-linear trend. This may be explained by the small sample size

issue in the internal data and no asymptotic ensure of efficiency gain for non-parametric

estimation (Section 2.4). In summary, the results above imply that borrowing external

information improves the estimation precision and thus may provide more accurate and

reliable statistical inference in applications.

4.2 The application of studying SBP based on UKB and ARIC

data

In this section, we applied our method to study the association between systolic blood

pressure (SBP) and clinical factors such as brain-image data and cholesterol measure-

ment among older patients (≥ 65 years old). We have also incorporated age, gender

(Male=1/Female=0), race (Black=1/White=0), and BMI as interested covariates. Note

that the first author has access to the ARIC data (Wright et al. 2021), while the others

have access to the UKB data. Sharing raw data may require substantial efforts of documen-

tation due to data confidentiality and data-use agreement. Instead, we decided to share

summary information from the ARIC data to enhance the analysis based on the UKB

data. Since complete records of nuclear-magnetic-resonance (NMR) based metabolomics

and white matter fiber track integrity were not available in the processed ARIC database

(798 older adults), the first author performed linear regression of SBP on age, gender, and

BMI variables and shared the summary information (estimates and variance matrix) with

other authors. After that, we applied our proposed integration tool to the UKB data (295

older adults who have the complete data of NMR and neuroimaging) by using summary

information and conducted partial linear regression by allowing a potentially non-linear age

effect and linear effects from all other variables of interest. The results comparing PLS and

IB2 methods are summarized in Table 5. We observed that improved estimation efficiency

(smaller ASE) by integrating information from the ARIC study and successfully detected

significant effects from BMI which matches the findings in literature (Bann et al. 2021).
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We also observed in Figure S2 that both IB2 and PLS showed a fairly linear-increasing

trend of age effect on SBP as age increased.

5 Discussion

We have developed a useful tool to deliver information from an external study to an inter-

nal analysis, where partial covariates are believed to have complex and non-linear effects

on the outcome. Based on our numerical evaluation via computer simulation, our method

can well fit real data with a sample size of even less than one hundred, and all covari-

ates (particular for parametric components) are shown to be numerically beneficial after

information integration. The superiority of our proposed estimator is also demonstrated in

the application of neuroimaging and SBP data, of which the findings are aligned well with

existing literature.

There are several extensions based on the current framework. The first extension is to

integrate information from multiple external studies. Under the assumption of the homoge-

neous population in K different studies, the information can be successfully aggregated by

modifying the loss function in (2.7) by l =
∑n

i=1 log(pi)−
∑K

j=1(θ− θ̂j)
T (V̂j)

−1(θ− θ̂j)/2,

where θ̂j and V̂j are the estimates and covariance matrix, respectively, in the jth exter-

nal study for j = 1, . . . , K. Other estimation procedures are kept the same in Section

2.3.2. The second extension is to consider the case where only partial information of the

covariance matrix V̂ is available. This case will happen when the summary information is

extracted from existing literature where only the variances of estimates instead of the en-

tire covariance matrix are presented. Under this situation, the iterative algorithm in Zhang

et al. (2020) can be similarly adopted to recover the covariance matrix V̂ first based on the

internal data and then numerically achieve optimal efficiency by iterative algorithm. The

third extension is to consider the violation of homogeneous assumptions between studies.

Although our method is not sensitive to different covariate distributions, heterogeneous

conditional distributions can lead to biased estimation in the internal analysis. More ad-

vanced techniques, such as density tilting techniques (Sheng et al. 2022), can be considered,

all of which deserve substantial efforts and merit future work. The fourth extension is to

allow more complicated model structures from an external study. Most of the informa-
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tion integration methodology focuses on some parametric model. Although the common

practice for scientific research is generalized linear model, considerable attention has been

given to the non-parametric model in aging studies (Lee et al. 2022). Our current theoret-

ical framework, however, does not ensure the information integration for non-parametric

components, and we would dedicate such an extension in our future research.
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Figure 1: Performance of Non-linear fitting of the Age effect in the UKB neuroimaging

Study. IB2 (1:r) represents the estimator m̂(Z, β̂ib2) with 1 : r ratio of the internal sample

size to the external sample size (r = 2, 6); PLS represents the profile least squares estimator

m̂(Z, β̂pls); Oracle PLS is the estimator using the entire main data (as the benchmark),

i.e., m̂(Z, β̂opls). The colored areas are confidence regions.
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Table 1: Evaluation of the estimator β̂ib1, with internal sample sizes 50, 200, 500 and the

true summary information. All results are based on 1000 Monte Carlo runs.

50 200 500

s β1 β2 β3 β1 β2 β3 β1 β2 β3

0.650

Bias 0.000 -0.006 0.020 -0.001 0.004 -0.002 -0.000 -0.001 0.003

MCSD 0.097 0.208 0.346 0.042 0.085 0.144 0.026 0.057 0.093

ASE 0.084 0.172 0.290 0.039 0.080 0.133 0.024 0.051 0.084

RE 2.412 2.604 2.399 2.875 3.162 2.927 3.237 2.750 3.043

CP 0.909 0.904 0.903 0.927 0.936 0.928 0.932 0.923 0.920

0.800

Bias 0.000 0.008 -0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 -0.005 -0.005

MCSD 0.100 0.201 0.339 0.042 0.090 0.139 0.026 0.054 0.089

ASE 0.084 0.170 0.286 0.039 0.080 0.133 0.024 0.050 0.083

RE 2.309 2.462 2.464 3.273 2.794 3.129 2.925 3.144 3.053

CP 0.913 0.922 0.918 0.922 0.928 0.937 0.932 0.936 0.936

1.000

Bias -0.004 0.007 0.008 0.001 0.002 0.008 0.002 -0.000 0.004

MCSD 0.099 0.186 0.321 0.040 0.084 0.140 0.026 0.053 0.091

ASE 0.082 0.167 0.280 0.038 0.080 0.133 0.024 0.050 0.083

RE 2.371 2.734 2.718 3.208 3.182 2.952 3.026 2.971 2.802

CP 0.895 0.944 0.909 0.942 0.938 0.930 0.920 0.934 0.923

1.250

Bias -0.001 0.012 -0.003 0.003 0.003 0.002 -0.000 0.001 -0.001

MCSD 0.092 0.183 0.309 0.038 0.084 0.135 0.025 0.053 0.088

ASE 0.080 0.166 0.277 0.038 0.080 0.132 0.024 0.050 0.083

Ratio 2.810 2.993 2.873 3.370 3.396 3.494 3.067 3.031 3.050

CP 0.915 0.940 0.920 0.945 0.936 0.946 0.940 0.945 0.940

The s stands for the constant in the bandwidth formula: s ∗ n−0.2; MCSD stands for Monte

Carlo Standard Deviation; ASE is Asymptotic Standard Error; RE is Relative Efficiency, i.e., the

mean squared error of β̂pls over the mean squared error of β̂ib1; CP is 95% Coverage Probability.
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Table 2: Evaluation of β̂ib1 and β̂ib2 with estimated summary information under finite

internal sample sizes (n) and finite external sample sizes (N) with s = 1 (a constant in the

bandwidth).

IB2 IB1

β1 β2 β3 β1 β2 β3

n=200, N=1000

Bias 0.001 0.003 -0.004 0.002 0.006 -0.011

MCSD 0.044 0.091 0.156 0.046 0.094 0.164

ASE 0.045 0.094 0.156 0.038 0.079 0.133

RE 2.843 2.939 2.744 2.582 2.704 2.505

CP 0.953 0.957 0.954 0.891 0.898 0.888

n=200, N=200

Bias -0.002 0.007 -0.000 -0.001 0.009 0.016

MCSD 0.056 0.118 0.195 0.075 0.153 0.261

ASE 0.056 0.117 0.195 0.039 0.081 0.135

RE 1.593 1.668 1.527 0.946 1.058 0.889

CP 0.942 0.945 0.949 0.671 0.69 0.672

n=500, N=200

Bias -0.001 0.000 -0.001 -0.003 0.012 -0.003

MCSD 0.041 0.084 0.134 0.068 0.142 0.234

ASE 0.040 0.083 0.138 0.025 0.052 0.085

RE 1.286 1.258 1.247 0.442 0.458 0.429

CP 0.947 0.949 0.957 0.492 0.525 0.531

MCSD stands for the Monte Carlo Standard Deviation; ASE is the Asymptotic Standard Error;

RE is the Relative Efficiency, i.e., the mean squared error of β̂pls over the mean squared error of

β̂ib; CP is 95% Coverage Probability.
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Table 3: Evaluation of m̂(Z, β̂ib) based on two proposed data integration schemes (i.e., β̂ib1

and β̂ib2) with s = 1 for β̂ib and GCV for bandwidth selection in m̂(Z, β̂ib).

MSE(pls)MSE(ib) ARE AMCV AV AORE

m̂(Z; β̂ib1)

n=50, N=10,000 0.245 0.175 1.398 0.606 0.751 3.011

n=200, N=10,000 0.069 0.045 1.531 0.533 0.579 2.559

n=500, N=10,000 0.031 0.020 1.545 0.518 0.551 2.250

m̂(Z; β̂ib2)

n=500; N=200 0.030 0.023 1.31 0.514 0.552 1.297

n=200; N=200 0.067 0.053 1.261 0.538 0.593 1.646

n=200; N=1000 0.069 0.046 1.495 0.533 0.580 1.923

MSE stands for the Mean Squared Error; ARE is the averaged Relative Efficiency of m̂(Z, β̂ib),

i.e., the MSE of m̂(Z, β̂pls) averaged over samples versus the MSE of m̂(Z; β̂ib) averaged over

samples; AORE is the Overall Relative Efficiency i.e., MSE{m̂(Z; β̂pls) +Xβ̂pls} averaged over

samples versus MSE{m̂(Z; β̂ib) +Xβ̂ib} averaged over samples; AMCV is the Monte Carlo

Variance averaged over samples; AV is the Asymptotic Variance averaged over samples.
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Table 4: Evaluation of β̂ib2 and β̂pls based on the UKB data.

Pulse Rate BMI Gender

β̂ib2 (n=200, N=400) Estimate -0.003 -0.3473 3.895

ASE 0.1158 0.1656 1.649

Z-statistics -0.0259 -2.0972 2.362

P-value 0.9793 0.0359 0.0182

β̂ib2 (n=200, N=1,200) Estimate 0.00154 -0.338 2.135

ASE 0.114 0.11 1.101

Z-statistics 0.0135 -3.05 1.928

P-value 0.989 0.0022 0.0537

β̂pls (n=200) Estimate 0.0011 -0.1448 5.541

ASE 0.11675 0.284 2.8128

Z-statistics 0.0095 -0.506 1.96849

P-value 0.9923 0.6125 0.049

β̂opls (n=11,307) Estimate 0.0042 -0.37672 1.2036

ASE is the asymptotic standard error; β̂opls is the Oracle Profile Least Squares estimator.

Table 5: Evaluation of β̂ib2 and β̂pls based on the ARIC (external) and UKB data (internal).

Estimate ASE Z-statistic P-value

β̂pls

Cholesterol 2.733 5.072 0.539 0.590

BMI 0.144 0.337 0.428 0.668

Gender 5.443 2.39 2.277 0.023

average FA -123.288 62.01 -1.988 0.046

β̂ib2

Cholesterol 3.088 5.064 0.609 0.542

BMI 0.656 0.114 5.763 ¡0.001

Gender 1.386 0.966 1.435 0.151

average FA -100.289 59.442 -1.687 0.0916

ASE is the asymptotic standard error.
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