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Abstract
Mendelian randomization uses genetic variants as instrumental variables to make causal inferences about
the effects of modifiable risk factors on diseases from observational data. One of the major challenges in
Mendelian randomization is that many genetic variants are only modestly or even weakly associated with
the risk factor of interest, a setting known as many weak instruments. Many existing methods, such as the
popular inverse-variance weighted (IVW) method, could be biased when the instrument strength is weak.
To address this issue, the debiased IVW (dIVW) estimator, which is shown to be robust to many weak
instruments, was recently proposed. However, this estimator still has non-ignorable bias when the effective
sample size is small. In this paper, we propose a modified debiased IVW (mdIVW) estimator by multiplying
a modification factor to the original dIVW estimator. After this simple correction, we show that the bias of
the mdIVW estimator converges to zero at a faster rate than that of the dIVW estimator under some regularity
conditions. Moreover, the mdIVW estimator has smaller variance than the dIVW estimator.We further extend
the proposed method to account for the presence of instrumental variable selection and balanced horizontal
pleiotropy. We demonstrate the improvement of the mdIVW estimator over the dIVW estimator through
extensive simulation studies and real data analysis.
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1 INTRODUCTION

A common goal in epidemiology is to study the causal effects of modifiable risk factors on health outcomes. If a risk factor is
known to impair health causally, interventions to eliminate or reduce exposure to that risk factor can be implemented to promote
the population health. Although the randomized controlled trial (RCT) provides the highest quality of evidence of causality, most
inferences about causality are drawn from observational data, which are more readily available. However, the statistical results
given by observational studies could be biased if there exists unmeasured confounding.1,2 To address this issue, Mendelian
randomization (MR) uses genetic variants, usually single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs), as instrumental variables (IVs) to
generate an unbiased estimate of the causal effect even in the presence of unmeasured confounding.3 Nonetheless, for a SNP to
be a valid IV, it must satisfy three well-known core assumptions (see Figure 1 for a graphical illustration):4

1. IV relevance: the SNP must be associated with the exposure;
2. IV independence: the SNP is independent of any confounders of the exposure-outcome relationship;

Statistics in Medicine ;:0–34 wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/ © Copyright Holder Name 0

ar
X

iv
:2

40
2.

15
08

6v
2 

 [
st

at
.M

E
] 

 1
8 

M
ar

 2
02

4



2 SU ET AL.

3. Exclusion restriction: the SNP affects the outcome only through the exposure.

A major challenge in MR is that many genetic variants are only modestly or weakly associated with the risk factor of
interest, a setting known as many weak instruments, where the genetic variants explain only a small fraction of the variance of
the exposure.5,6 In this case, the IV relevance assumption is nearly violated, and as a result, the weak IV bias is likely to be
introduced.7 The violation of the IV independence assumption and the exclusion restriction assumption due to the widespread
horizontal pleiotropy is another concern where the genetic variants directly affect the outcome besides being mediated by the
exposure variable.8,9 If any of these three core assumptions is violated, conventional MR methods may produce biased estimates.
Some MR methods for individual-level data are robust to these violations.10,11,12,13 However, the access to individual-level
data is rather restricted due to privacy concerns and various logistical considerations. Instead, extensive summary statistics
estimated from genome-wide association studies (GWASs) are publicly available. Therefore, many recently proposed MR
methods were adapted to use GWAS summary statistics as input.14 In this paper, we focus on a popular setting in MR known
as two-sample summary-data MR, where the summary statistics are obtained from two separate GWASs. Specifically, for a
group of independent SNPs Z1, · · · , Zp, we have the exposure-SNP marginal regression coefficients and its standard errors (SEs)
{γ̂j, σ̂γ̂j , j = 1, · · · , p} from one GWAS, and the outcome-SNP marginal regression coefficients and its SEs {Γ̂j, σ̂Γ̂j

, j = 1, · · · , p}
from another GWAS.15 Following the two-sample summary-data MR literature,1,16,17,18, the relationships among the SNPs
Z1, Z2, · · · , Zp, the exposure X, the continuous outcome Y , and the unmeasured confounder U, can be formulated by the following
linear structure models:

X =
p∑

j=1

γjZj + U + EX , (1)

Y = β0X + U + EY , (2)

where γj is the genetic effect of Zj on X, β0 is the causal effect to be estimated, and EX and EY are mutually independent random
errors. Let Γj be the genetic effect of Zj on Y , then we have Γj = β0γj. Throughout the paper, we make the following assumptions,
which also have been mentioned in other literature:1,18,19,20

Assumption 1. The sample sizes, nX and nY , for the exposure and outcome GWASs, diverge to infinity with the same order. The
number of independent SNPs, p, diverges to infinity.

Assumption 2. {γ̂1, · · · , γ̂p, Γ̂1, · · · , Γ̂p} are mutually independent. For every j = 1, · · · , p, γ̂j ∼ N(γj,σ2
γ̂j

) and Γ̂j ∼ N(β0γj,σ2
Γ̂j

)

with known variances σ2
γ̂j

and σ2
Γ̂j

, and the variance ratio σ2
γ̂j

/
σ2
Γ̂j

is bounded away from zero and infinity.

Assumptions 1 and 2 are reasonable since modern GWASs typically enroll large sample sizes, which makes the normal
approximation sufficiently accurate. In addition, the independence among the 2p marginal regression coefficients is guaranteed
by the two-sample MR design and the linkage-disequilibrium clumping.15,21

If all SNPs are valid IVs, then each Wald ratio β̂j = Γ̂j/γ̂j gives an estimate of the causal effect β0. An intuitive strategy is to
aggregate these p ratios, β̂j, j = 1, · · · , p, under the meta-analysis framework. Many existing methods follow this strategy and the
most popular one among them is the inverse-variance weighted (IVW) estimator,15,22 which is given as

β̂IVW =

∑p
j=1 σ̂

–2
Γ̂j
γ̂jΓ̂j∑p

j=1 σ̂
–2
Γ̂j
γ̂2

j
.

Despite its popularity, studies have pointed out that the IVW estimator can be heavily biased toward zero when there are many
weak IVs.1,18 Ye et al.18 recently proposed the debiased IVW (dIVW) estimator with much better statistical properties than the
IVW estimator, especially in the presence of many weak IVs. The dIVW estimator is written as

β̂dIVW =

∑p
j=1 σ̂

–2
Γ̂j
γ̂jΓ̂j∑p

j=1 σ̂
–2
Γ̂j

(
γ̂2

j – σ̂2
γ̂j

) .

As can be seen, the key idea of the dIVW estimator is to use the unbiased estimator γ̂2
j – σ̂2

γ̂j
of γ2

j instead of the simple γ̂2
j as

the denominator. Although β̂dIVW is proved to be consistent and asymptotically normal under weaker conditions than β̂IVW,it
requires the effective sample size greater than 20 to maintain asymptotics.18 That is, the bias of β̂dIVW may not be negligible



c 3

when the effective sample size is small. On the other hand, Zhao et al.1 proposed MR-RAPS from a likelihood perspective by
using a robust adjusted profile score. Although MR-RAPS is also robust to many weak IVs, it does not have a closed-form
solution, and the estimate may even not be unique.

In this paper, we propose a novel modified debiased IVW (mdIVW) estimator by multiplying a modification factor to the
original dIVW estimator. After this simple correction, we prove that the bias of the mdIVW estimator converges to zero at
a faster rate than that of the dIVW estimator under some regularity conditions. Moreover, the mdIVW estimator has smaller
variance than the dIVW estimator, especially in the setting of many weak IVs. Furthermore, the mdIVW estimator is consistent
and asymptotically normal under the same conditions as the dIVW estimator requires. Similarly, we extend our method to
account for the presence of IV selection and balanced horizontal pleiotropy. We investigate the performance of the proposed
mdIVW estimator through extensive simulation studies. Finally, we apply the mdIVW estimator to estimate the causal effects of
coronary artery disease and dyslipidemia on heart failure.

2 METHOD

2.1 The modified debiased IVW estimator

According to Ye et al.,18 we define the average IV strength for p IVs as

κ =
1
p

p∑
j=1

σ–2
γ̂j
γ2

j ,

which can be estimated by κ̂ = 1
p

∑p
j=1 σ̂

–2
γ̂j
γ̂2

j – 1. We also follow Ye et al.18 to define the effective sample size as ψ = κ
√

p. Let

θ̂1 =
∑p

j=1 σ̂
–2
Γ̂j
γ̂jΓ̂j and θ̂2 =

∑p
j=1 σ̂

–2
Γ̂j

(
γ̂2

j – σ̂2
γ̂j

)
, then the dIVW estimator can be written as a ratio estimator, i.e., β̂dIVW = θ̂1/θ̂2.

By Taylor series expansion (see Web Appendix A), we derive the bias of the dIVW estimator as

Biasβ̂dIVW
=
θ1v2

θ3
2

–
v12

θ2
2

+ o (φ) ,

where θ1 = β0
∑p

j=1 σ
–2
Γ̂j
γ2

j is the expectation of θ̂1, θ2 =
∑p

j=1 σ
–2
Γ̂j
γ2

j is the expectation of θ̂2, v2 =
p∑

j=1
σ–4
Γ̂j

(
4σ2

γ̂j
γ2

j + 2σ4
γ̂j

)
is tha

variance of θ̂2, v12 = 2β0

p∑
j=1
σ–4
Γ̂j
σ2
γ̂j
γ2

j is the covariance of θ̂1 and θ̂2, and φ =
(
ψ
√

p
)–1

+ ψ–2. Since the true values of θ1, θ2, v2

and v12 are unknown, we estimate Biasβ̂dIVW
as

B̂iasβ̂dIVW
=
θ̂1v̂2

θ̂3
2

–
v̂12

θ̂2
2

,

where v̂2 =
p∑

j=1
σ̂–4
Γ̂j

(
4σ̂2

γ̂j
γ̂2

j – 2σ̂4
γ̂j

)
and v̂12 = 2

p∑
j=1
σ̂–4
Γ̂j
σ̂2
γ̂j
γ̂jΓ̂j are the unbiased estimator of v2 and v12, respectively. Through a

first-order bias correction, the proposed mdIVW estimator is defined as

β̂mdIVW = β̂dIVW – B̂iasβ̂dIVW
=

(
1 –

v̂2

θ̂2
2

+
v̂12

θ̂1θ̂2

)
β̂dIVW,

where 1 – v̂2/θ̂2
2 + v̂12/(θ̂1θ̂2) can be viewed as a modification factor to the original dIVW estimator. For the bias and variance of

the mdIVW estimator, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, and the effective sample size ψ → ∞. Then we have the following results:

(a.) the biases of β̂dIVW is O (φ), and the bias of β̂mdIVW is O
(
φ2
)
;

(b.) The variance difference between β̂dIVW and β̂mdIVW

Var
(
β̂dIVW

)
– Var

(
β̂mdIVW

)
=

2β2
0∆

θ4
2

+ o
(
φ2) ,
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where

∆ =
v1v2

β2
0

–
6v12v2

β0
+

2v2
12

β2
0

+ 3v2
2 – θ2

p∑
j=1

{
σ–6
Γ̂j
σ6
γ̂j

(
6σ–2

γ̂j
γ2

j + 8
)

+ 2β–2
0 σ

–4
Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j

(
σ–2
γ̂j
γ2

j + 1
)}

and

v1 = Var
(
θ̂1

)
=

p∑
j=1

σ–4
Γ̂j

(
β2

0σ
2
γ̂j
γ2

j + σ2
Γ̂j
γ2

j + σ2
γ̂j
σ2
Γ̂j

)
.

The proof of Theorem 1 is given in Appendix A. Theorem 1(a) states that the bias of β̂mdIVW converge to zero at a faster rate
than that of β̂dIVW Theorem 1(b) shows that the variance of β̂mdIVW is also smaller than that of β̂dIVW when ∆ > 0. In fact, we
have proved that ∆ > 0 holds as long as the variance explained by each genetic variant is no more than 1/2, which is generally
true for complex traits (see more details in Web Appendix B).

According to Ye et al.18, the variance of β̂dIVW is estimated by

V̂β̂dIVW
= θ̂–2

2

p∑
j=1

{
σ̂–2
Γ̂j
γ̂2

j + β̂2
dIVWσ̂

–4
Γ̂j
σ̂2
γ̂j

(
γ̂2

j + σ̂2
γ̂j

)}
Thus, the variance of β̂mdIVW can be estimated by

V̂β̂mdIVW
= θ̂–2

2

p∑
j=1

{
σ̂–2
Γ̂j
γ̂2

j + β̂2
mdIVWσ̂

–4
Γ̂j
σ̂2
γ̂j

(
γ̂2

j + σ̂2
γ̂j

)}
– 2β̂2

mdIVWθ̂
–4
2 ∆̂,

where

∆̂ =
v̂1v̂2

β̂2
mdIVW

–
6v̂12v̂2

β̂mdIVW
+

2v̂2
12

β̂2
mdIVW

+ 3v̂2
2 – θ̂2

p∑
j=1

{
σ̂6
γ̂j
σ̂–6
Γ̂j

(
6σ̂–2

γ̂j
γ̂2

j + 2
)

+ 2β̂–2
mdIVWσ̂

–4
Γ̂j
σ̂2
γ̂j
γ̂2

j

}
is the estimate of ∆. and v̂1 =

p∑
j=1
σ̂–4
Γ̂j

(σ̂2
γ̂j
Γ̂2

j + σ̂2
Γ̂j
γ̂2

j – σ̂2
γ̂j
σ̂2
Γ̂j

) is an unbiased estimate of v1. Obviously, we have β̂mdIVW – β̂dIVW =

Op(φ). Therefore, given the asymptotical normality of β̂dIVW, it is straightforward that β̂mdIVW is also asymptotically normal
under the same conditions required by β̂dIVW.

Note that the validity of the above theorems relies on the condition that the effective sample size ψ → ∞. As can be seen, even
if there are many weak IVs, in which case κ→ 0, Theorem 1 still holds as long as the number of such weak IVs p is large enough.

2.2 Selection of Candidate Instruments

In this section, we explore the performance of the mdIVW estimator with IV selection. As Zhao et al.1 pointed out, using
extremely weak or even null IVs may increase the variance of the MR estimator and thus make it less efficient. When summary
statistics from another independent exposure GWAS are available, it is a common practice to screen out weak IVs. We use{
γ̂∗j ,σ∗

γ̂j
, j = 1, · · · , p

}
to represent the summary statistics obtained from the selection dataset. Similarly, we have the following

assumption for the above summary statistics.

Assumption 3.
{
γ̂1, · · · , γ̂p, Γ̂1, · · · , Γ̂p, γ̂∗1 , · · · , γ̂∗p

}
are mutually independent. For every j = 1, · · · , p, γ̂∗j ∼ N

(
γj,σ∗2

γ̂j

)
with known variance σ2

γ̂∗
j

and the variance ratio σ2
γ̂j

/σ2
γ̂∗

j
is bounded away from zero and infinity.

In practice, only the IVs with
∣∣γ̂∗j ∣∣ /σγ̂∗

j
> λ are included in the subsequent MR analysis, where λ is a predetermined threshold.

Researchers typically use 5.45 as the value of λ, which corresponds to the genome-wide significance level of 5 × 10–8. However,
Ye et al.18 show that this threshold is extremely stringent such that some valid IVs may be excluded from the analysis, thereby
reducing efficiency. They also recommend a threshold λ =

√
2logp to guarantee a small probability of selecting any invalid IVs.

Following Ye et al.,18 we define the average IV strength with screening threshold λ as

κλ =
1

pλ

p∑
j=1

σ–2
γ̂j
γ2

j qλ,j,
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where qλ,j = P(
∣∣γ̂∗j ∣∣ /σ∗

γ̂j
> λ) and pλ =

∑p
j=1 qλ,j. Let sλ,j = I(

∣∣γ̂∗j ∣∣ /σγ̂∗
j

> λ) where I (·) is the indicator function. Then κλ can be
estimated as

κ̂λ =
1

p̂λ

p∑
j=1

σ̂–2
γ̂j
γ̂2

j sλ,j – 1,

where p̂λ =
∑p

j=1 sλ,j. In the case of IV selection, we redefine the effective sample size ψλ = κλ
√

pλ/max(1,ω) and φλ =(
ψλ

√
pλmax(1,ω)

)–1
+ ψ–2

λ , where ω2 =
(
p–1
λ

p∑
j=1
σ–4
Γ̂j
γ4

j qλ,j
(
1 – qλ,j

))–1/2
. Formally, the mdIVW estimator with IV selection is

expressed as

β̂λ,mdIVW =

(
1 –

v̂2,λ

θ̂2
2,λ

+
v̂12,λ

θ̂1,λθ̂2,λ

)
θ̂1,λ

θ̂2,λ
=

(
1 –

v̂2,λ

θ̂2
2,λ

+
v̂12,λ

θ̂1,λθ̂2,λ

)
β̂λ,dIVW,

where θ̂1,λ =
p∑

j=1
σ̂–2
Γ̂j
γ̂jΓ̂jsλ,j and θ̂2,λ =

p∑
j=1
σ̂–2
Γ̂j

(
γ̂2

j – σ̂2
γ̂j

)
sλ,j are the numerator and denominator of the dIVW estimator with IV

selection, respectively, v̂12,λ = 2
p∑

j=1
σ̂–4
Γ̂j
σ̂2
γ̂j
γ̂jΓ̂jsλ,j is the extimate of Cov(θ̂1,λ, θ̂2,λ), and v̂2,λ =

p∑
j=1
σ̂–4
Γ̂j

(4σ̂2
γ̂j
γ̂2

j – 2σ̂4
γ̂j

)sλ,j is the

estimate of Var(θ̂2,λ). The following theorem shows that the mdIVW estimator still has smaller bias and variance than the dIVW
estimator in the presence of IV selection.

Theorem 2. Suppose the assumptions 1-3 hold and that the effective sample size ψλ → ∞. Then we have th following results:

(a.) The biases of β̂λ,dIVW is O (φλ), and the bias of β̂λ,mdIVW is O
(
φ2
λ

)
;

(b.) The variance difference between β̂λ,dIVW and β̂λ,mdIVW is

Var
(
β̂λ,dIVW

)
– Var

(
β̂λ,mdIVW

)
=

2β2
0

θ4
2,λ

∆λ + O
(
φ3
λ

)
,

The proof of Theorem 2 and the detailed expression of ∆λ are both given in Web Appendix C. We also prove that ∆λ > 0
holds in a similar manner (see details in Web Appendix D), so that the variance of β̂λ,mdIVW is smaller than that of β̂λ,dIVW.

Similar to the estimate of the variance of β̂λ,dIVW, the variance of β̂λ,mdIVW can be estimated by

V̂β̂λ,mdIVW
= θ̂–2

2,λ

p∑
j=1

{
σ̂–2
Γ̂j
γ̂2

j + β̂2
λ,mdIVWσ̂

–4
Γ̂j
σ̂2
γ̂j

(
γ̂2

j + σ̂2
γ̂j

)}
sλ,j – 2β̂2

λ,mdIVWθ̂
–4
2,λ∆̂λ,

where

∆̂λ =
v̂1,λv̂2,λ

β̂2
λ,mdIVW

–
6v̂12,λv̂2,λ

β̂λ,mdIVW
+

2v̂2
12,λ

β̂2
λ,mdIVW

+ 3v̂2
2,λ – θ̂2,λ

p∑
j=1

{
σ̂–6
Γ̂j
σ̂6
γ̂j

(
6σ̂–2

γ̂j
γ̂2

j + 2
)}

sλ,j – 2θ̂2,λβ̂
–2
λ,mdIVW

p∑
j=1

σ̂–4
Γ̂j
σ̂2
γ̂j
γ̂2

j sλ,j

is the estimate of ∆λ, and v̂1,λ =
p∑

j=1
σ̂–4
Γ̂j

(σ̂2
γ̂j
Γ̂2

j + σ̂2
Γ̂j
γ̂2

j – σ̂2
γ̂j
σ̂2
Γ̂j

)sλ,j is the estimate of Var(θ̂1,λ). Similar to the asymptotical

normality of β̂mdIVW, we have β̂λ,mdIVW – β̂λ,dIVW = Op(φλ). Thus, β̂λ,mdIVW requires no more conditions than β̂λ,dIVW to maintain
asymptotical normality. In fact, when λ = 0 we have qλ,j = 1, that is β̂mdIVW is a special case of β̂λ,mdIVW with λ = 0.

2.3 Accounting for balanced horizontal pleiotropy

We extend the mdIVW estimator to a common pleiotropy setting, known as the balanced horizontal pleiotropy. In this scenario,
we need to modify the linear structural model as

Y = β0X +
p∑

j=1

αjZj + U + EY , (3)
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where αj ∼ N(0, τ 2
0 ) is the pleiotropic effect of Zj, which is assumed to be independent of γj and EY . In this scenario, we have

Γj = β0γj + αj. When treating αj as a random effect, we have Γ̂j ∼ N(β0γj,σ2
Γ̂j

+ τ 2
0 ). Thus, we rewrite Assumption 2 to account

for the balanced horizontal pleiotropy.

Assumption 4. Assumption 2 holds except Γ̂j ∼ N(β0γj,σ2
Γ̂j

+ τ 2
0 ), for j = 1, · · · , p. In addition, for some constant c+, τ0 < c+σΓ̂j

for all j.

According to Ye et al.,18 τ 2
0 can be estimated as follows:18

τ̂ 2 =

p∑
j=1

{(
Γ̂j – β̂mdIVWγ̂j

)2
– σ2

Γ̂j
– β̂2

mdIVWσ
2
γ̂j

}
σ–2
Γ̂j∑p

j=1 σ
–2
Γ̂j

.

When the balanced horizontal pleiotropy exists, we need to modify the estimate of Var(θ̂1,λ) as

v̂1,λτ =
p∑

j=1

σ–4
Γ̂j

{
σ2
γ̂j
Γ̂2

j +
(
σ2
Γ̂j

+ τ̂ 2)γ̂2
j –
(
σ2
Γ̂j

+ τ̂ 2)σ2
γ̂j

}
sλ,j.

Then, the estimate of Var(β̂λ,mdIVW) under the balanced pleiotropy is written as

V̂β̂λ,mdIVW,τ = θ̂–2
2,λ

p∑
j=1

{
σ–2
Γ̂j
γ̂2

j

(
1 + σ–2

Γ̂j
τ̂ 2) + β̂2

λ,mdIVWσ
–4
Γ̂j
σ2
γ̂j

(
γ̂2

j + σ2
γ̂j

)}
sλ,j – 2β̂2

λ,mdIVWθ̂
–4
2,λλ̂λ,τ ,

where

λ̂λ,τ =
v̂1,λτ v̂2,λ

β̂2
λ,mdIVW

–
6v̂2,λv̂12,λ

β̂λ,mdIVW
+

2v̂2
12,λ

β̂2
λ,mdIVW

+ 3v̂2
2,λ – θ̂2,λ

p∑
j=1

{
σ–6
Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j

(
6γ̂2

j + 8σ2
γ̂j

)
+ 2β̂–2

λ,mdIVWσ
–4
Γ̂j
σ2
γ̂j

(
1 + σ–2

Γ̂j
τ̂ 2)(γ̂2

j + σ2
γ̂j

)}
sλ,j

is an estimate of ∆λ under the balanced horizontal pleiotropy. In fact, when there is no horizontal pleiotropy (τ 2
0 = 0), we have

V̂β̂λ,mdIVW,τ = V̂β̂λ,mdIVW
. That is, the absence of horizontal pleiotropy can be considered as a special case of the balanced horizontal

pleiotropy with τ 2
0 = 0. Under the above assumptions, Theorems 1-2 can be extended to the case of balanced horizontal pleiotropy

(see Web Appendices A and C).

3 SIMULATION STUDIES

3.1 Simulation settings

We have already analytically proved that both the bias and variance of the mdIVW estimator are simultaneously smaller than
those of the dIVW estimator. To validate these findings, we further perform extensive simulations by considering various settings.
We generate the summary data for 1000 IVs from γ̂j ∼ N(γj,σ2

γ̂j
) and Γ̂j ∼ N(β0γj + αj,σ2

Γ̂j
), where αj ∼ N(0, τ 2

0 ) represents
pleiotropy. Following the simulation settings in Ye et al.,18 we consider the situations with many weak IVs and many null IVs.18

For the first s IVs, we draw γ1, · · · , γs independently from N
(
0, σ2

)
. For the rest IVs, we set γj = 0, j = s + 1, · · · , 1000. We fix

the true causal effect β0 at 0.5. Let τ0 to be 0 and 0.01, corresponding to the scenarios of no pleiotropy and balanced horizontal
pleiotropy, respectively. The variances σ2

γ̂j
and σ2

Γ̂j
are calculated as follows:

σ2
γ̂j

=
(
Var(X) – γ2

j Var(Zj)
) / (

nXVar(Zj)
)

,

σ2
Γ̂j

=
(
Var(Y) – β2

0γ
2
j Var(Zj)

) / (
nYVar(Zj)

)
.

Let Zj follow a binomial distribution Bin(2, MAFj). We randomly generate MAFj, the minor allele frequency of Zj, from the
uniform distribution U(0.1, 0.5). Thus, we have Var(Zj) = 2MAFj(1 – MAFj). We set the variances of U, EX and EY all to 2.
Then, Var(X) and Var(Y) can be evaluated using Equations (1) (see Section 2) and (3) (see Section 4.3). Given the parameters
(γ1, · · · , γ1000,σ2

γ̂1
, · · · ,σ2

γ̂1000
) and (Γ1, · · · ,Γ1000,σ2

Γ̂1
, · · · ,σ2

Γ̂1000
), we can randomly draw summary-data (γ̂1, · · · , γ̂1000) and
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(Γ̂1, · · · , Γ̂1000) from the normal distributions N(γj,σ2
γ̂j

) and (Γj,σ2
Γ̂j

), respectively. In addition, in scenarios involving IV selection,
we set the sample size of the selection dataset, n∗

X , to be half of nX . Thus, we have γ̂∗j ∼ N(γj, 2σ2
γ̂j

). We fix the IV selection
threshold at δ =

√
2logp, which is 3.72 in our simulation settings.

3.2 A full comparison among the dIVW, pIVW, and mdIVW estimators

We have proved that the mdIVW estimator has some theoretical advantages. To validate these findings, we perform extensive
simulations by considering the following settings:

1. s varies from 0 to 1000 in the increment of 10;
2. σ2 varies from 1 × 10–4 to 1 × 10–3 in the increment of 1 × 10–4;
3. nX = 2nY varies from 100,000 to 200,000 in the increment of 10,000.

We examine a total of 11,110 parameter combinations. For each combination, we repeat 10,000 times to evaluate the relative
biases (bias divided by β0), SEs, MSEs, and coverage probabilities (CPs) of the 95% confidence interval (CI) of the dIVW, and
mdIVW estimators.

Figure 2 shows the results of no IV selection and no horizontal pleiotropy. From Figure 2a, we can see that the relative bias of
β̂mdIVW is generally smaller than that of β̂dIVW at a fixed ψ. The relative bias of β̂mdIVW is less than 1% when ψ > 10, but β̂dIVW

requires ψ > 20. Figure 2b shows that the SE of β̂mdIVW is slightly smaller than that of β̂dIVW. The confidence interval derived
from the normal approximation of β̂mdIVW can maintain the nominal coverage probability when ψ > 10 (see Figure 2c). Figure 3
plots the results with the IV selection but in the absence of horizontal pleiotropy. In this case β̂mdIVW still have smaller bias than
β̂dIVW. However, both the SEs of β̂mdIVW and β̂dIVW are very small , and thus hard to distinguish from each other. and thus it is
difficult to distinguish their differences. Compared with Figure 2, we can see that IV selection improves the performances of the
mdIVW and dIVW estimators with reduced bias and variance. The results in the presence of balanced horizontal pleiotropy (see
Web Figures 1-2) show the similar patterns as those in Figure 2 and Figure 3, except with larger variance.

3.3 Comparison with other commonly used methods

In this subsection, we additionally compare the mdIVW estimator to several commonly used methods, including the IVW15,
the MR-Median,22 the MR-Egger,23 and the MR-RAPS.1 We fix nX = 2nY = 150, 000, and σ2 = 5 × 10–4. In the case of no
IV selection, we set the number of weak IVs s to 50, 100 and 150. In the case with IV selection, we fix s to 150 and set the
sample size of the selection GWAS n∗X to 75,000, 100,000 and 150,000. The other parameters are set to be the same as those in
subsection 3.1. We repeat 20,000 times for each parameter combination.

Table 1 presents the results in the case of no IV selection and no horizontal pleiotropy. From this table, we find that the
mdIVW estimator consistently has the smallest bias in all three settings. In contrast, the IVW, MR-Median, and MR-Egger
estimators can be seriously biased toward zero and also have very poor coverage probabilities. The MR-RAPS estimator also
has large bias and SE when the effective sample size ψ is very small (ψ = 8.13). Nevertheless, as the effective sample size ψ
increases, the MR-RAPS estimator, dIVW estimator, and mdIVW estimator tend to have similar performances. As expected, the
mdIVW estimator has smaller SE compared to the dIVW estimator in all three settings. Table 2 provides the results with IV
selection at threshold λ =

√
2logp = 3.72 but in the absence of horizontal pleiotropy. It is observed that the mdIVW estimator

still has overall best performance in terms of bias and SE. Similar results can also be shown when there exists balanced horizontal
pleiotropy (see Web Tables 1-2).

4 REAL DATA ANALYSIS

Heart failure (HF) is a complex and life-threatening disease that affects more than 30 million people worldwide and thus poses a
significant public health challenge.24 Several cardiovascular and systemic disorders, such as coronary artery disease (CAD),
obesity, and diabetes, are known as etiological factors.25 In this section, we aim to estimate the causal effects of CAD and
dyslipidemia on HF. The selection and exposure datasets are respectively obtained from two different GWAS meta-analyses: the
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Genetic Epidemiology Research on Adult Health and Aging (GERA) with 53,991 individuals and the subgroup of UK BioBank
with 108,039 individuals.26 The outcome dataset is obtained from the Heart Failure Molecular Epidemiology for Therapeutic
Targets (HERMES) consortium, which includes up to 47,309 cases and 930,014 controls from 29 distinct studies.27 A more
detailed description of the data is given in Web Table 3. We employ the software "PLINK" to obtain linkage-disequilibrium (LD)
independent SNPs (r2 < 0.001 within 10 Mb pairs). Finally, we identify 2413 eligible SNPs for CAD and 2480 eligible SNPs for
dyslipidemia (see Web Table 4 for details).

We apply the proposed mdIVW estimator along with some commonly used MR methods to analyze the data, and the results
are given in Table 3. All the methods showed positive causal effects of CAD and dyslipidemia on HF at the significance level of
0.05 except for the MR-Median estimate of CAD on HF. Our findings are in line with the academic consensus.25 For CAD
with a very small ψ̂, the MR-RAPS, dIVW, and mdIVW estimators all gave similar estimates before and after IV selection. We
also observe that the mdIVW estimator consistently exhibit smaller SE compared to the dIVW estimator, with or without IV
selection. In contrast, the IVW, MR-Median, and MR-Egger estimators without IV selection are quite different from those with
IV selection, indicating that these methods are sensitive to weak IVs. For dyslipidemia with a relatively large ψ̂, the mdIVW, and
dIVW estimators yield nearly identical results, which is consistent with our simulation studies. Even so, the IVW, MR-Median,
and MR-Egger estimators are still very close to zero under the case without IV selection. We also conduct the analysis by
assuming the presence of balanced horizontal pleiotropy. The results are given in Web Table 5, which are similar to those in
Table 3. Following Zhao et al.,1 we use the Quantile-Quantile plot of the standardized residuals,

Γ̂j – β̂mdIVWγ̂j√
σ2
Γ̂j

+ β̂2
mdIVWσ

2
γ̂j

,

to evaluate the plausibility of Assumption 2, as depicted in Figure 4. Since the proximity of the residuals to the diagonal,
Assumption 2 is likely to hold in this example.

5 DISCUSSION

Weak IV bias is one of the major challenges in MR analysis. In this article, we have shown that a simple modification to the
dIVW estimator can further reduce the bias and variance simultaneously.We further evaluate the robustness of such findings
by considering the scenarios where the IV selection is conducted or the balanced horizontal pleiotropy presents. Simulation
studies and real data analysis validate the improvement of the proposed mdIVW estimator in terms of bias and SE. The proposed
mdIVW estimator is asymptotically normal even in the presence of many weak IVs, requiring no more assumptions than the
dIVW estimator. Moreover, the mdIVW estimator has a simple closed form and is computationally simple as well. In contrast,
although the MR-RAPS estimator is also robust to weak IVs, it does not have a closed-form solution and might have multiple
solutions. Hence, we recommend using the mdIVW estimator without IV selcetion as another baseline estimator in two-sample
summary-data MR studies. Simulation results suggest that the mdIVW can maintain good asymptotics as long as the effective
sample size is greater than 10.
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T A B L E 1 Comparison of the mdIVW estimator with other commonly used MR methods. The true causal effect β0 = 0.5. No
horizontal pleiotropy exists (τ0 = 0) and no IV selection is conducted. The simulation is based on 20,000 repetitions. Bias (%):
bias divided by β0; SE: average of standard error; MSE: mean squared error; CP: coverage probability of the 95% confidence
interval.

ψ̂ Method Bias (%) SE MSE CP

8.13 IVW -79.47 0.053 0.161 0.000
MR-Median -63.77 0.090 0.108 0.040
MR-Egger -65.06 0.082 0.113 0.023
MR-RAPS 18.76 27.323 393.416 0.931

dIVW 4.90 0.296 0.090 0.962
mdIVW -0.25 0.273 0.076 0.953

17.85 IVW -63.87 0.048 0.104 0.000
MR-Median -44.22 0.084 0.054 0.220
MR-Egger -43.83 0.070 0.053 0.126
MR-RAPS 0.76 0.139 0.020 0.947

dIVW 1.24 0.141 0.020 0.951
mdIVW 0.19 0.139 0.020 0.950

27.89 IVW -53.16 0.044 0.073 0.000
MR-Median -35.11 0.074 0.035 0.326
MR-Egger -32.11 0.063 0.030 0.276
MR-RAPS 0.23 0.097 0.009 0.950

dIVW 0.41 0.098 0.009 0.952
mdIVW -0.09 0.097 0.009 0.951

T A B L E 2 Comparison of the mdIVW with other commonly used MR methods. The true causal effect β0 = 0.5. No horizontal
pleiotropy exists (τ0 = 0). The IV selection threshold δ =

√
2logp. The simulation is based 20, 000 repetitions. Bias (%): bias

divided by β0; SE: average of standard error; MSE: mean squared error; CP: coverage probability of the 95% confidence interval.

ψ̂δ Method Bias (%) SE MSE CP

7.22 IVW -2.82 0.108 0.011 0.954
MR-Median -4.44 0.138 0.016 0.971
MR-Egger -22.29 0.340 0.122 0.940
MR-RAPS 0.21 0.109 0.012 0.956

dIVW 0.50 0.106 0.011 0.952
mdIVW -0.12 0.105 0.011 0.951

10.21 IVW -3.30 0.094 0.008 0.952
MR-Median -5.14 0.125 0.013 0.969
MR-Egger -24.72 0.278 0.087 0.930
MR-RAPS 0.18 0.095 0.009 0.951

dIVW 0.42 0.093 0.009 0.951
mdIVW -0.05 0.093 0.009 0.951

16.03 IVW -4.02 0.080 0.006 0.947
MR-Median -6.33 0.111 0.011 0.965
MR-Egger -27.96 0.220 0.066 0.902
MR-RAPS 0.21 0.083 0.007 0.952

dIVW 0.36 0.081 0.007 0.952
mdIVW 0.01 0.081 0.007 0.952
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T A B L E 3 Estimated causal effects (β̂) and estimated standard errors (SEs) of coronary artery disease (CAD) and dyslipidemia
on the risk of heart failure.

No IV selection IV selection with δ =
√

2logp

Exposure Method ψ̂ β̂ (SE) ψ̂δ β̂ (SE)

CAD IVW 5.05 0.098 (0.013) 4.59 0.336 (0.061)
MR-Median 0.033 (0.020) 0.054 (0.088)
MR-Egger 0.090 (0.019) 0.439 (0.084)
MR-RAPS 0.890 (0.147) 0.903 (0.161)
dIVW 1.086 (0.359) 0.997 (0.316)
mdIVW 0.982 (0.243) 0.909 (0.248)

Dyslipidemia IVW 30.90 0.077 (0.011) 30.36 0.179 (0.023)
MR-Median 0.104 (0.022) 0.201 (0.031)
MR-Egger 0.088 (0.016) 0.187 (0.029)
MR-RAPS 0.236 (0.025) 0.217 (0.021)
dIVW 0.195 (0.029) 0.203 (0.021)
mdIVW 0.194 (0.029) 0.203 (0.021)
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F I G U R E 1 Illustrative diagram shows the core IV assumptions for the genetic variant Zj (solid lines) with potential violations
(dashed lines). U is the confounding. γj is the genetic effect of Zj on the exposure X. αj is the direct genetic effect of Zj on the
outcome Y . And β0 is the causal effect of the exposure X on the outcome Y .
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F I G U R E 2 The plots of (a) the estimated relative biases (biases divided by β0); (b) the empirical standard errors; and (c)
the estimated coverage probabilities of the 95% confidence intervals for the dIVW and mdIVW estimators versus the mean
of empirical effective sample sizes. Each point represents the simulation results of a unique parameter combination based on
10,000 repetitions. There is no IV selection or horizontal pleiotropy (τ0 = 0).
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F I G U R E 3 The plots of (a) the estimated relative biases (biases divided by β0); (b) the empirical standard errors; and (c)
the estimated coverage probabilities of the 95% confidence intervals for the dIVW and mdIVW estimators versus the mean
of empirical effective sample sizes. Each point represents the simulation results of a unique parameter combination based on
10,000 repetitions. There is no horizontal pleiotropy (τ0 = 0). The IV selection threshold δ =

√
2logp.
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Web Appendix A: Proof of Theorem 1

In the following proofs, for two sequences of real numbers an and bn indexed by n, we write

an “ O pbnq if there exists a constant c such that |an|ď cbn for all n, an “ o pbnq if an{bn Ñ 0

as n Ñ 8, and an “ Θ pbnq if there exists a constant c such that c´1bn ď|an|ď cbn . We

use
PÑ and

DÑ to denote convergence in probability and distribution separately. For random

variables X and Y , we denote X “ op pY q if X{Y PÑ 0, and X “ Op pY q if X{Y is bounded

in probability.

The following proofs hold for both cases with pτ0 ‰ 0q and without pτ0 “ 0q balanced

horizontal pleiotropy. In fact, no horizontal pleiotropy is a special case of balanced horizontal

pleiotropy with τ0 “ 0.

A.1 Bias of the dIVW Estimator

The dIVW estimator is written as

β̂dIVW “ θ̂1

θ̂2
“

řp
j“1 σ̂

´2

Γ̂j
γ̂jΓ̂j

řp
j“1 σ̂

´2

Γ̂j

´
γ̂2j ´ σ̂´2

γ̂j

¯ .

Let x̂1 “ θ̂1{θ1 ´ 1 and x̂2 “ θ̂2{θ2 ´ 1, where θ1 “ E
`
θ̂1
˘ “ β0

řp
j“1 σ

´2

Γ̂j
γ2j “ Θ pκpq and

θ2 “ E
`
θ̂2
˘ “ řp

j“1 σ
´2

Γ̂j
γ2j “ Θ pκpq under Assumption 2. Through Taylor series expansion,

we have

β̂dIVW “ θ1 px̂1 ` 1q
θ2 px̂2 ` 1q “ β0

`
1 ` x̂1 ´ x̂2 ´ x̂1x̂2 ` x̂22

˘ ` op pφq ,

where φ “ 1{κp ` 1{κ2p Ñ 0 as the effective sample size ψ “ κ
?
p Ñ 8. Then the bias of

β̂dIVW is

E
´
β̂dIVW ´ β0

¯
“ β0

ˆ
v2
θ22

´ v12
θ1θ2

˙
` o pφq “ Opφq,

where v2 “ Var
`
θ̂2
˘ “ 2

př
j“1

σ´4

Γ̂j

´
2σ2

γ̂j
γ2j ` σ4

γ̂j

¯
“ Θ pκp ` pq, and v12 “ Cov

`
θ̂1, θ̂2

˘ “

2β0
př
j“1

σ´4

Γ̂j
σ2
γ̂j
γ2j “ Θ pκpq by Assumption 2.
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A.2 Bias of the mdIVW Estimator

The mdIVW estimator is written as

pβmdIVW “
pθ1
pθ2

˜
1 ´ pv2

pθ22

¸
` pv12

pθ22
.

Through Taylor series expansion, we have

pβmdIVW “θ1 px̂1 ` 1q
θ2 px̂2 ` 1q

˜
1 ´ v̂2

θ̂22

¸
` pv12

pθ22

“β0
˜
1 ` px1 ´ px2 ´ px1px2 ` px22 ` px1px22 ´ px32 ´ px1px32 ´ pv2

pθ22
´ px1

pv2
pθ22

` px2
pv2
pθ22

¸
` pv12

pθ22
` Op

`
φ2
˘

After some algebra, the expectations of px1px22, px32 and px1px32 are of order Opφ2q. Then the bias

of pβmdIVW is

E
´
pβmdIVW ´ β0

¯
“ β0E

˜
v2
θ22

´ pv2
pθ22

¸

looooooomooooooon
A

` E

˜
pv12
pθ22

´ v12
θ22

¸

loooooooomoooooooon
B

` E

˜
´px1

pv2
pθ22

` px2
pv2
pθ22

¸

looooooooooomooooooooooon
C

` O
`
φ2
˘
.

For A, let py2 “ pv2{v2 ´ 1, Through Taylor series expansion we have

pv2
pθ22

“ v2 pŷ2 ` 1q
θ22 px̂2 ` 1q2 “ v2

θ22

␣
1 ´ 2px2 ` 3px22 ` py2 ´ 2px2py2 ` oppφq( .

Then we have

E

˜
v2
θ22

´ pv2
pθ22

¸
“ ´3v22

θ42
` 2Cov

`pθ2, pv2
˘

θ32
` o

`
φ2
˘ “ O

`
φ2
˘
, (1)

where Cov
`pθ2, pv2

˘ “ 8
př
j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ4
pγj
`
σ2
pγj ` 2γ2j

˘ “ Θ pkp ` pq.
For B, let py12 “ pv12{v12 ´ 1. Through Taylor series expansion we have

pv12
pθ22

“ v12 pŷ12 ` 1q
θ22 px̂2 ` 1q2 “ v12

θ22

␣
1 ´ 2px2 ` 3px22 ` py12 ´ 2px2py12 ` oppφq( .

Then we have

E

˜
pv12
pθ22

´ v12
θ22

¸
“ 3v2v12

θ42
´ 2Cov

`pθ2, pv12
˘

θ32
` o

`
φ2
˘ “ O

`
φ2
˘
, (2)
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where Cov
`pθ2, pv12

˘ “ 4β0
př
j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ4
pγjγ

2
j “ Θ pkpq.

For C, through Taylor series expansion we have

px1
pv2
pθ22

“ px1
v2
θ22

␣
1 ´ 2px2 ` 3px22 ` py2 ´ 2px2py2 ` oppφq( “ v2

θ22
ppx1 ´ 2px1px2 ` px1py2 ` oppφqq ,

px2
pv2
pθ22

“ px2
v2
θ22

␣
1 ´ 2px2 ` 3px22 ` py2 ´ 2px2py2 ` oppφq( “ v2

θ22

`
px2 ´ 2px22 ` px2py2 ` oppφq˘ .

And their expectations are

E

˜
px1
pv2
pθ22

¸
“ ´2v12v2

θ1θ32
` Cov

`pθ1, pv2
˘

θ1θ22
` o

`
φ2
˘ “ O

`
φ2
˘
, (3)

E

˜
px2
pv2
pθ22

¸
“ ´2v22

θ42
` Cov

`pθ2, pv2
˘

θ32
` o

`
φ2
˘ “ O

`
φ2
˘
, (4)

where Cov
´
pθ1, pv2

¯
“ 8β0

př
j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ4
pγjγ

2
j “ Θ pkpq. Combining Equations (1-4), we have

E
´
pβmdIVW ´ β0

¯
“ O

`
φ2
˘
.

A.3 the Variance Difference between pβdIVW and pβmdIVW

Since pβmdIVW “ pβdIVW ` pv12
pθ22

´ pθ1pv2
pθ32

, we have

Var
´
pβmdIVW

¯
“ Var

´
pβdIVW

¯
` Var

˜
pv12
pθ22

´
pθ1pv2
pθ32

¸
` 2Cov

˜
pβdIVW ´ β0,

pv12
pθ22

´
pθ1pv2
pθ32

¸

“ Var
´
pβdIVW

¯
` 2Cov

˜
pβdIVW ´ β0,

pv12
pθ22

´
pθ1pv2
pθ32

¸
` o

`
φ2
˘
.

By Taylor series expansion, we have

pβdIVW ´ β0 “ β0 ppx1 ´ px2q ` Oppφq,

pv12
pθ22

´
pθ1pv2
pθ32

“
ˆ
v12
θ22

´ θ1v2
θ32

˙
´ θ1v2

θ32
px1 `

ˆ
3θ1v2
θ32

´ 2v12
θ22

˙
px2 ` v12

θ22
py12 ´ θ1v2

θ32
py2 ` Op

`
φ2
˘
.
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Therefore, we have

Cov

˜
pβdIVW ´ β0,

pv12
pθ22

´
pθ1pv2
pθ32

¸

“Cov

˜
β0 ppx1 ´ px2q ,´θ1v2

θ32
px1 `

´3θ1v2
θ32

´ 2v12
θ22

¯
px2 ` v12

θ22
py12 ´ θ1v2

θ32
py2
¸

` o
`
φ2
˘

“β0
"

´θ1v2
θ32

Var ppx1q `
´4θ1v2

θ32
´ 2v12

θ22

¯
Cov ppx1, px2q ´

´3θ1v2
θ32

´ 2v12
θ32

¯
Var ppx2q ` v12

θ22
Cov ppx1, py12q

´θ1v2
θ32

Cov ppx1, py2q ´ v12
θ22

Cov ppx2, py12q ` θ1v2
θ32

Cov ppx2, py2q
*

` o
`
φ2
˘

“ ´ β2
0

θ42

#
v1v2
β2
0

´ 6v12v2
β0

` 2v212
β2
0

` 3v22 ´ θ2Cov
`pθ1, pv12

˘

β2
0

` θ2Cov
`pθ1, pv2

˘

β0
` θ2Cov

`pθ2, pv12
˘

β0

´ θ2Cov
´
pθ2, pv2

¯+
` o

`
φ2
˘

“ ´ β2
0

θ42
∆ ` o

`
φ2
˘
,

where Cov
´
pθ1, pv12

¯
“ 2

př
j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ2
pγj

!
β2
0σ

2
pγjγ

2
j `

´
σ2
pΓj

` τ 20

¯´
γ2j ` σ2

pγj

¯)
“ Θpκp ` pq,

v1 “ Var
´
pθ1
¯

“
pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj

!
β2
0σ

2
pγjγ

2
j `

´
σ2
pΓj

` τ 20

¯´
γ2j ` σ2

pγj

¯)
“ Θpκp ` pq,

and

∆ “v1v2
β2
0

´ 6v12v2
β0

` 2v212
β2
0

` 3v22 ´ θ2

pÿ

j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ6
pγj

´
6σ´2

pγj γ
2
j ` 8

¯
´ 2θ2β

´2
0

pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγjpσ´2

pγj γ
2
j ` 1qpσ´2

pΓj
τ 20 ` 1q

So, we have

Var
´
pβdIVW

¯
´ Var

´
pβmdIVW

¯
“ 2β2

0

θ42
∆ ` o

`
φ2
˘
.
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Web Appendix B: Proof of ∆ ą 0

The following proofs hold for both cases with pτ0 ‰ 0q and without pτ0 “ 0q balanced hori-

zontal pleiotropy. No horizontal pleiotropy is a special case of balanced horizontal pleiotropy

with τ0 “ 0.

Let kj “ γ2j {σ2
pγj . After some algebra we have

∆ “v1v2
β2
0

´ 6v12v2
β0

` 2v212
β2
0

` 3v22 ´ θ2

pÿ

j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ6
pγj p8 ` 6kjq ´ 2β´2

0 θ2

pÿ

j“1

´
σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγj ` σ´6

pΓj
σ4
pγjτ

2
0

¯
p1 ` kjq

“
$
&
%v2

pÿ

j“1

!
σ´4

Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j
kj ` β´2

0 σ´2

Γ̂j
σ2
γ̂j

p1 ` kjq
)

` 6v2

pÿ

j“1

σ´4

Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j

` 8

˜
pÿ

j“1

σ´4

Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j
kj

¸2

´ θ2

pÿ

j“1

σ´6

Γ̂j
σ6
γ̂j

p8 ` 6kjq

´2β´2
0 θ2

pÿ

j“1

σ´4

Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j

p1 ` kjq
+

` `
β´2
0 τ 20

˘
#
v2

pÿ

j“1

σ´4

Γ̂j
σ2
γ̂j

p1 ` kjq ´ 2θ2

pÿ

j“1

σ´6

Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j

p1 ` kjq
+

“D ` E,

where D represents the part of the curly brackets before the plus sign, and E represents the

part after the plus sign. A sufficient condition for ∆ ą 0 is D ą 0 and E ě 0. For D, we

have

D ąv2
pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγjkj ` β´2

0 θ2v2 ` 6v2

pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγj ` 8

˜
pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγjkj

¸2

´ θ2

pÿ

j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ6
pγj p8 ` 6kjq

´ 2β´2
0 θ2

pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγj p1 ` kjq

ąv2
pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγjkj ` 6v2

pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγj ` 8

˜
pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγjkj

¸2

´ θ2

pÿ

j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ6
pγj p8 ` 6kjq

“2
pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγj p2kj ` 3q

pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγj p3kj ` 2q ´ 2

pÿ

j“1

σ´2
pΓj
σ2
pγjkj

pÿ

j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ6
pγj p4 ` 3kjq,

where we obtain the first inequality by omitting the term β´2
0 v2

řp
j“1 σ

´2
pΓj
σ2
pγj and the second

inequality by using v2 ą 2
př
j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγj p1 ` kjq. Therefore, a sufficient condition of D ą 0 is

pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγj p2kj ` 3q

pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγj p3kj ` 2q ą

pÿ

j“1

σ´2
pΓj
σ2
pγjkj

pÿ

j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ6
pγj p4 ` 3kjq (5)

7



Since, pγj and pΓj are estimated form GWAS marginal linear models, their variances can be ex-

pressed as σ2
pγj “ VarpXq p1 ´ hX,jq{

!
nXVar pZjq

)
and σ2

pΓj
“ VarpY q p1 ´ hY,jq{

!
nY V ar pZjq

)
,

where hX,j and hY,j denote the variances ofX and Y explained by Zj. Let c
2
j “ p1 ´ hX,jq { p1 ´ hY,jq,

then the Inequality (5) can be simplified as

pÿ

j“1

c4j p3 ` 2kjq
pÿ

j“1

c4j p2 ` 3kjq ą
pÿ

j“1

c2jkj

pÿ

j“1

␣
c6j p4 ` 3kjq

(
. (6)

For the left-hand side of Inequality (6), we have

pÿ

j“1

cj
4 p2kj ` 3q

pÿ

j“1

cj
4 p3kj ` 2q ą 6

pÿ

j“1

cj
4kj

pÿ

j“1

cj
4kj ` 13

pÿ

j“1

cj
4kj

pÿ

j“1

cj
4. (7)

Let

∆1j “ c2j ´ c4j “ p1 ´ hX,jq phX,j ´ hY,jq
p1 ´ hY,jq2

,

∆2j “ c4j ´ c6j “ p1 ´ hX,jq2 phY,j ´ hX,jq
p1 ´ hY,jq3

.

Then, for the right-hand side of Inequality (6), we have

pÿ

j“1

c2jkj

pÿ

j“1

␣
c6j p4 ` 3kjq

( “ 3
pÿ

j“1

`
c4j ` ∆1j

˘
kj

pÿ

j“1

`
c4j ` ∆2j

˘
kj`4

pÿ

j“1

`
c4j ` ∆1j

˘
kj

pÿ

j“1

`
c4j ` ∆2j

˘
.

(8)

Using Inequality (7) and Equality (8), the inequality (5) holds when

6
pÿ

j“1

c4jkj

pÿ

j“1

c4jkj`13
pÿ

j“1

c4jkj

pÿ

j“1

c4j ą 3
pÿ

j“1

`
c4j ` ∆1j

˘
kj

pÿ

j“1

`
c4j ` ∆2j

˘
kj`4

pÿ

j“1

`
c4j ` ∆1j

˘
kj

pÿ

j“1

`
c4j ` ∆2j

˘
.

(9)

Notice that, since ∆1j∆2j ă 0, we have either ∆1j ă 0 or ∆2j ă 0. Therefore, the Inequality

(9) holds when 6c4j ą 3
`
c4j ` ∆1j

˘
and 6c4j ą 3

`
c4j ` ∆2j

˘
, that is

c4j ą max p∆1j,∆2jq ,

which holds as long as maxphX,j, hY,jq ă 1{2.
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For E, if there is no balanced horizontal pleiotropy, then E “ 0. For E ě 0, it is sufficient

to prove

v2

pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ2
pγj p1 ` kjq ´ 2θ2

pÿ

j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ4
pγj p1 ` kjq ą 0.

Similar to the proof of D ą 0, a sufficient condition of E ě 0 is

pÿ

j“1

σ´4

Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j

p2kj ` 1q
pÿ

j“1

σ´4

Γ̂j
σ2
γ̂j

p1 ` kjq ą
pÿ

j“1

σ´2

Γ̂j
σ2
γ̂j
kj

pÿ

j“1

σ´6

Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j

p1 ` kjq,

which holds when

2
pÿ

j“1

c4jkj

pÿ

j“1

σ´2
pΓj
c2j p1 ` kjq ą

pÿ

j“1

c2jkj

pÿ

j“1

σ´2
pΓj
c4j p1 ` kjq. (10)

Inequality (10) holds when 2c4j ą c2j and c
2
j ą c4j or c

4
j ą c2j and 2c2j ą c4J , that is,

0.5 ă c2j ă 2,

which holds as long as maxphX,j, hY,jq ă 1{2.
Thus, VarppβmdIVWq is asymptotically smaller than VarppβdIVWq as long as the proportion

of variation in both X and Y explained by each IV is less than 1{2, which is generally true

in genetics.
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Web Appendix C: Proof of Theorem 2

The following proofs hold for both cases with pτ0 ‰ 0q and without pτ0 “ 0q balanced hor-

izontal pleiotropy. In fact, no horizontal pleiotropy is a special case of balanced horizontal

pleiotropy with τ0 “ 0.

C.1 Bias of the dIVW Estimator with IV selection

When an independent selection dataset
!
pγj̊ , σpγ˚

j

)
j “ 1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , p is available, the IVs are

included in the analysis with
ˇ̌
pγj̊
ˇ̌ {σpγ˚

j
ą λ. Then, the dIVW estimator with IV selection

can be written as

pβλ,dIVW “
pθ1,λ
pθ2,λ

“

př
j“1

pσ´2
pΓj
pγjpΓjsj

př
j“1

pσ´2
pΓj

´
pγ2j ´ pσ2

pγj

¯
sj

,

where sj “ I
´ˇ̌
pγj̊
ˇ̌ {σpγ˚

j
ą λ

¯
with the indicator function Ip¨q. Similar to the proof in Subec-

tion A.1 of Appendix A, the bias of the dIVW estimator with IV selection is

E
´
pβλ,dIVW ´ β0

¯
“ β0

˜
v2,λ
θ22,λ

´ v12,λ
θ1,λθ2,λ

¸
` o pφλq “ O pφλq ,

where θ1,λ “ Eppθ1,λq “ β0
př
j“1

σ´2
pΓj
γ2j qλ,j “ Θ pkλpλq, θ2,λ “ Eppθ2,λq “

př
j“1

σ´2
pΓj
γ2j qλ,j “ Θ pkλpλq,

v2,λ “ Varppθ2,λq “
př
j“1

σ´4
pΓj

´
4γ2j ` 2σ4

pγj

¯
qλ,j `

př
j“1

σ´4
pΓj
γ4j qλ,j p1 ´ qλ,jq “ Θ pkλpλ ` pλq `

Θpω2pλq, and v12,λ “ Covppθ1,λ, pθ2,λq “ 2β0
př
j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ2
pγjγ

2
j qλ,j ` β0

př
j“1

σ´4
pΓj
γ4j qλ,j p1 ´ qλ,jq “

Θ pkλpλ ` φ2pλq under Assumptions 2 and 3. As the effective sample size ψλ “ κλ
?
pλ{max p1, ωq Ñ

8, φλ “ 1{κλpλ ` maxp1, ω2q{κ2λpλ Ñ 0.

C.2 Bias of the mdIVW Estimator with IV selection

The mdIVW estimator with IV selection can be written as

pβλ,mdIVW “
pθ1,λ
pθ2,λ

˜
1 ´ pv2,λ

pθ22,λ

¸
` pv12,λ

pθ22,λ
,

10



where pv12,λ “ 2
př
j“1

pσ´4
pΓj
pσ2
pγjpγjpΓjsλ,j and pv2,λ “

př
j“1

pσ´4
pΓj

´
4pσ2

pγjpγ2j ´ 2pσ4
pγj

¯
sλ,j are the estimates of

v12,λ and v2,λ, respectively.

Let px1,λ “ pθ1,λ{θ1,λ ´ 1, and px2,λ “ pθ2,λ{θ2,λ ´ 1. Similar to the proof in Subsection A.2

of Appendix A, the bias of the mdIVW estimator with IV selection is

E
´
pβλ,mdIVW ´ β0

¯
“ β0E

˜
v2,λ
θ22,λ

´ pv2,λ
pθ22,λ

¸

loooooooooomoooooooooon
Aλ

`E
˜
pv12,λ
pθ22,λ

´ v12,λ
θ22,λ

¸

loooooooooomoooooooooon
Bλ

`E
˜

´px1,λ
pv2,λ
pθ22,λ

` px2,λ
pv2,λ
pθ22,λ

¸

looooooooooooooomooooooooooooooon
Cλ

`O `
φ2
λ

˘
.

For Aλ, let py2,λ “ pv2,λ{v2̊,λ ´ 1, where v2̊,λ “ E ppv2,λq “
př
j“1

σ´4
pΓj

´
4σ2

pγjγ
2
j ` 2σ4

pγj

¯
qλ,j “

Θ pkλpλ ` pλq. Through Taylor series expansion we have

pv2,λ
pθ22,λ

“ v2̊,λ p1 ` ŷ2,λq
θ22,λ px̂2,λ ` 1q2 “ v2̊,λ

θ22,λ

␣
1 ´ 2px2,λ ` 3px22,λ ` py2,λ ´ 2px2,λpy2,λ ` op pφλq( .

Then we have

β0E

˜
v2,λ
θ22,λ

´ pv2,λ
pθ22,λ

¸
“

β0
př
j“1

σ´4
pΓj
γ4j qλ,j p1 ´ qλ,jq
θ22,λ

` β0v2̊,λ
θ22,λ

¨
˝
2Cov

´
pθ2,λ, pv2,λ

¯

θ2,λv2̊,λ
´ 3v2,λ

θ22,λ
` o pφλq

˛
‚

“
β0

př
j“1

σ´4
pΓj
γ4j qλ,j p1 ´ qλ,jq
θ22,λ

` O
`
φ2
λ

˘
, (11)

where Covppθ2,λ, pv2,λq “ 8
př
j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ4
pγj

´
σ2
pγj ` 2γ2j

¯
qλ,j`

př
j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ2
pγj

´
2γ2jσ

2
pγj ` 4γ4j

¯
qλ,j p1 ´ qλ,jq “

Θ pkλpλ ` pλq ` Θpω2pλq.
For Bλ, let py12,λ “ pv12,λ{v1̊2,λ ´ 1, where v1̊2,λ “ E ppv12,λq “ 2β0

př
j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ2
pγjγ

2
j qλ,j “

Θ pkλpλq. Through Taylor series expansion we have

pv12,λ
pθ22,λ

“ v1̊2,λ p1 ` ŷ12,λq
θ22,λ px̂2,λ ` 1q2 “ v1̊2,λ

θ22,λ

`
1 ´ 2px2,λ ` 3px22,λ ` py12,λ ´ 2px2,λpy12,λ ` op pφλq˘ .

Then we have

E

˜
pv12,λ
pθ22,λ

´ v12,λ
θ22,λ

¸
“ ´

β0
př
j“1

σ´4
pΓj
γ4j qλ,j p1 ´ qλ,jq
θ22,λ

` v1̊2,λ
θ22,λ

¨
˝3v2,λ
θ22,λ

´
2Cov

´
pθ2,λ, pv12,λ

¯

θ2,λv1̊2,λ
` o pφλq

˛
‚

“ ´
β0

př
j“1

σ´4
pΓj
γ4j qλ,j p1 ´ qλ,jq
θ22,λ

` O
`
φ2
λ

˘
, (12)

11



where Covppθ2,λ, pv12,λq “ 4β0
př
j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ4
pγjγ

2
j qλ,j`2β0

př
j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ2
pγjγ

4
j qλ,j p1 ´ qλ,jq “ Θ pkλpλ ` ω2pλq.

For Cλ, through Taylor series expansion we have

px1,λ
pv2,λ
pθ22,λ

“ x̂1,λ
v2̊,λ p1 ` ŷ2,λq
θ22,λ px̂2,λ ` 1q2 “ v2̊,λ

θ22,λ
tpx1,λ ´ 2px1,λpx2,λ ` px1,λpy2,λ ` op pφλqu ,

px2,λ
pv2,λ
pθ22,λ

“ x̂2,λ
v2̊,λ p1 ` ŷ2,λq
θ22,λ px̂2,λ ` 1q2 “ v2̊,λ

θ22,λ

␣
px2,λ ´ 2px22,λ ` px2,λpy2,λ ` op pφλq( .

Then we have

E

˜
´px1,λ

pv2,λ
pθ22,λ

` px2,λ
pv2,λ
pθ22,λ

¸
“ v2̊,λ
θ22,λ

¨
˝ 2v12,λ
θ1,λθ2,λ

´
Cov

´
pθ1,λ, pv2,λ

¯

θ1,λv2̊,λ
´ 2v2,λ

θ22,λ
`

Cov
´
pθ2,λ, pv12,λ

¯

θ2,λv1̊2,λ
` o pφλq

˛
‚

“ O
`
φ2
λ

˘
, (13)

where Covppθ1,λ, pv2,λq “ 8β0
př
j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ4
pγjγ

2
j qλ,j ` β0

př
j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ2
pγj

´
4γ4j ` 2σ2

pγjγ
2
j

¯
qλ,j p1 ´ qλ,jq “

Θ pkλpλ ` φ2
λpλq. Combining equations (11-13), we have

E
´
pβλ,mdIVW ´ β0

¯
“ O

`
φ2
λ

˘
.

C.3 the Variance Difference between pβλ,dIVW and pβλ,mdIVW

Since pβλ,mdIVW “ pβλ,dIVW ` pv12,λ
pθ22,λ

´ pθ1,λpv2,λ
pθ32,λ

, we have

Var
´
pβλ,mdIVW

¯
“ Var

´
pβλ,dIVW

¯
` Var

˜
pv12,λ
pθ22,λ

´
pθ1,λpv2,λ
pθ32,λ

¸
` 2Cov

˜
pβλ,dIVW ´ β0,

pv12,λ
pθ22,λ

´
pθ1,λpv2,λ
pθ32,λ

¸

“ Var
´
pβλ,dIVW

¯
` 2Cov

˜
pβλ,dIV W ´ β0,

pv12,λ
pθ22,λ

´
pθ1,λpv2,λ
pθ32,λ

¸
` o

`
φ2
λ

˘

By Taylor series expansion, we have

pβλ,dIV W ´ β0 “ β0 ppx1,λ ´ px2,λq ` Op pφλq ,

pv12,λ
pθ22,λ

´
pθ1,λpv2,λ
pθ32,λ

“
˜
v1̊2,λ
θ22,λ

´ θ1,λv2̊,λ
θ32,λ

¸
´ θ1,λv2̊,λ

θ32,λ
px1,λ `

˜
3θ1,λv2̊,λ
θ32,λ

´ 2v1̊2,λ
θ22,λ

¸
px2,λ ` v1̊2,λ

θ22,λ
py12,λ

´θ1,λv2̊,λ
θ32,λ

py2,λ ` Op

`
φ2
λ

˘
.

12



Therefore, we have

Cov

˜
pβλ,dIV W ´ β0,

pv12,λ
pθ22,λ

´
pθ1,λpv2,λ
pθ32,λ

¸

“Cov

#
β0 ppx1,λ ´ px2,λq ,´θ1,λv2̊,λ

θ32,λ
px1,λ `

´3θ1,λv2̊,λ
θ32,λ

´ 2v1̊2,λ
θ22,λ

¯
px2,λ ` v1̊2,λ

θ22,λ
py12,λ ´ θ1,λv2̊,λ

θ32,λ
py2,λ

+
` o

`
φ2
λ

˘

“β0
#

´θ1,λv2̊,λ
θ32,λ

Var ppx1,λq `
´4θ1,λv2̊,λ

θ32,λ
´ 2v1̊2,λ

θ22,λ

¯
Cov ppx1,λ, px2,λq ´

´3θ1,λv2̊,λ
θ32,λ

´ 2v1̊2,λ
θ22,λ

¯
Var ppx2,λq

`v1̊2,λ
θ22,λ

Cov ppx1,λ, py12,λq ´ θ1,λv2̊,λ
θ32,λ

Cov ppx1,λ, py2,λq ´ v1̊2,λ
θ22,λ

Cov ppx2,λ, py12,λq ` θ1,λv2̊,λ
θ32,λ

Cov ppx2,λ, py2,λq
+

` o
`
φ2
λ

˘

“ ´ β2
0

θ42,λ

#
v1,λv2̊,λ
β2
0

´ 4v12,λv2̊,λ
β2
0

´ 2v2,λv1̊2,λ
β2
0

` 2v12,λv1̊2,λ
β2
0

` 3v2,λv
˚
2,λ ´ θ2,λCov

`pθ1,λ, pv12,λ
˘

β2
0

`
θ2,λCov

´
pθ1,λ, pv2,λ

¯

β0
`
θ2,λCov

´
pθ2,λ, pv12,λ

¯

β0
´ θ2,λCov

´
pθ2,λ, pv2,λ

¯+
` o

`
φ2
λ

˘

“ ´ β2
0

θ42,λ
∆λ ` o

`
φ2
λ

˘
,

where

Cov
´
pθ1,λ, pv12,λ

¯
“2

pÿ

j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ2
pγj

!
β2
0σ

2
pγjγ

2
j `

´
σ2
pΓj

` τ 20

¯´
γ2j ` σ2

pγj

¯)
qλ,j ` 2β2

0

pÿ

j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ2
pγjγ

4
j qλ,j p1 ´ qλ,jq

“Θ pkλpλ ` pλq ` Θpω2pλq,

v1,λ “Var
´
pθ1,λ

¯
“

pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj

!
β2
0σ

2
pγjγ

2
j `

´
σ2
pΓj

` τ 20

¯´
γ2j ` σ2

pγj

¯)
qλ,j ` β2

0

pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
γ4j qλ,j p1 ´ qλ,jq

“Θ pkλpλ ` pλq ` Θpω2pλq,
and

∆λ “v1,λv2̊,λ
β2
0

´ 4v12,λv2̊,λ
β0

´ 2v1̊2,λv2̊,λ
β0

` 2v˚2
12,λ

β2
0

` 3v2,λv
˚
2,λ ´ θ2,λ

pÿ

j“1

σ´6
pΓj
σ6
pγj

´
6σ´2

pγj γ
2
j ` 8

¯
qλ,j

´2θ2,λβ
´2
0

pÿ

j“1

σ´4
pΓj
σ4
pγj

´
σ´2
pγj γ

2
j ` 1

¯´
σ´2
pΓj
τ 20 ` 1

¯
qλ,j.

So, we have

Var
´
pβλ,dIVW

¯
´ Var

´
pβλ,mdIVW

¯
“ 2β2

0

θ42,λ
∆λ ` o

`
φ2
λ

˘
.
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Web Appendix D: Proof of ∆λ ą 0

The following proofs hold for both cases with pτ0 ‰ 0q and without pτ0 “ 0q balanced hori-

zontal pleiotropy. No horizontal pleiotropy is a special case of balanced horizontal pleiotropy

with τ0 “ 0.

After some algebra we have

∆λ “v1,λv2̊,λ
β2
0

´ 4v12,λv2̊,λ
β0

´ 2v1̊2,λv2̊,λ
β0

` 2v1̊2,λv1̊2,λ
β2
0

` 3v2,λv
˚
2,λ ´ θ2

pÿ

j“1

σ´6

Γ̂j
σ6
γ̂j

p8 ` 6kjqqλ,j

´2β´2
0 θ2,λ

pÿ

j“1

´
σ´4

Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j

` σ´6

Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j
τ 20

¯
p1 ` kjq qλ,j

“
$
&
%v

˚
2,λ

pÿ

j“1

!
σ´4

Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j
kj ` β´2

0 σ´2

Γ̂j
σ2
γ̂j

p1 ` kjq
)
qλ,j ` 6v˚

2,λ

pÿ

j“1

σ´4

Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j
qλ,j ` 8

˜
pÿ

j“1

σ´4

Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j
kjqλ,j

¸2

´θ2,λ
pÿ

j“1

σ´6

Γ̂j
σ6
γ̂j

p8 ` 6kjq qλ,j ´ 2β´2
0 θ2,λ

pÿ

j“1

σ´4

Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j

p1 ` kjq qλ,j
+

`β´2
0 τ 20

#
v˚
2,λ

pÿ

j“1

σ´4

Γ̂j
σ2
γ̂j

p1 ` kjq qλ,j ´ 2θ2,λ

pÿ

j“1

σ´6

Γ̂j
σ4
γ̂j

p1 ` kjq qλ,j
+

“Dλ ` Eλ,

where Dλ represents the part of the curly brackets before the plus sign, and Eλ represents

the part after the plus sign. A sufficient condition for ∆λ ą 0 is Dλ ą 0 and Eλ ě 0, which

is similar to the proof of D ą 0 and E ě 0 in Appendix B, so we omit the detials here. And

the condition for ∆λ ą 0 is that

max phX,j, hY,jq ă 1{2.
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Web Tables

Web Table 1 Comparison of the mdIVW estimator with other competing MR methods.

The ture causal effect β0 “ 0.5. Balanced horizontal pleiotropy exists (τ0 “ 0.01) and

no IV selection is conducted. The simulation is based on 20, 000 repetitions. Bias(%): bias

divided by β0; SE: average of standard errors; CP: coverage probability of the 95% confidence

interval.

ψ Method Bias(%) SE CP

8.14 IVW -79.49 0.063 0.000

MR-Median -63.37 0.094 0.082

MR-Egger -65.00 0.097 0.085

MR-RAPS 9.71 0.512 0.951

dIVW 4.55 0.345 0.962

mdIVW -0.50 0.319 0.953

17.83 IVW -63.86 0.057 0.000

MR-Median -44.00 0.086 0.278

MR-Egger -43.83 0.083 0.251

MR-RAPS 1.26 0.170 0.949

dIVW 1.21 0.165 0.953

mdIVW 0.17 0.163 0.952

27.90 IVW -53.14 0.052 0.001

MR-Median -35.12 0.077 0.369

MR-Egger -32.04 0.075 0.426

MR-RAPS 0.38 0.119 0.950

dIVW 0.40 0.115 0.950

mdIVW -0.09 0.114 0.950
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Web Table 2 Comparison of the mdIVW estimator with other competing MR methods.

The true causal effect β0 “ 0.5. Balanced horizontal pleiotropy exists (τ0 “ 0.01). The IV

selection threshold λ “ ?
2logp. The simulation is based on 20, 000 repetitions. Bias(%):

bias divided by β0; SE: average of standard errors; CP: coverage probability of the 95%

confidence interval.

ψλ Method Bias(%) SE CP

7.22 IVW -2.97 0.122 0.934

MR-Median -4.76 0.143 0.939

MR-Egger -22.53 0.385 0.925

MR-RAPS -0.08 0.130 0.941

dIVW 0.34 0.127 0.952

mdIVW -0.27 0.126 0.952

10.19 IVW -2.99 0.107 0.935

MR-Median -5.02 0.134 0.937

MR-Egger -25.06 0.316 0.916

MR-RAPS 0.42 0.114 0.942

dIVW 0.74 0.112 0.950

mdIVW 0.26 0.111 0.951

16.02 IVW -4.01 0.092 0.936

MR-Median -6.32 0.116 0.940

MR-Egger -27.98 0.252 0.900

MR-RAPS 0.19 0.099 0.941

dIVW 0.37 0.097 0.953

mdIVW 0.02 0.097 0.953
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Web Table 3 Description of the GWAS datasets used in this paper

Trait Dataset Source Population
Sample size

(case/control)

Trait

description

CAD
Selection GERA European 16,399/45,448 ICD9: 398, 402,

404, 410-414, 425-

428, 430-438, 441

Exposure UK BioBank European 14,510/97,828 ICD10: I01, I09,

I11, I13,I20-I25,

I42-I50, I60-I69,

I71

Dyslipidemia
Selection GERA European 133,024/28,823 ICD-9: 272

Exposure UK BioBank European 16,818/95,520 ICD-10: E78

Heart Failure Outcome HERMES European 47,309/930,014 a clinical diagno-

sis of HF of any

aetiology with no

inclusion criteria

based on LV ejec-

tion fraction
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Web Table 4 The number of IVs and the estimated effective sample sizes for coronary

artery disease (CAD) and dyslipidemia

Exposure
No IV selection IV selection λ “ ?

2logp

p pψ ppλ pψλ

CAD 2413 5.05 122 4.59

Dyslipidemia 2480 30.90 165 30.36

Web Table 5 Estimated causal effects (pβ) and estimated standard errors (SEs) of coronary

artery disease (CAD) and dyslipidemia on the risk of heart failure under balanced horizontal

pleiotropy.

Exposure Exposure
No IV selection IV selection with λ “ ?

2logp

pψ pβ (SE) pψλ pβ (SE)

CADa MR-RAPS 5.05 0.890 (0.297) 4.59 0.862 (0.252)

dIVW 1.086 (0.356) 0.997 (0.313)

mdIVW 0.982 (0.237) 0.909 (0.234)

Dyslipidemiab MR-RAPS 30.90 0.187 (0.034) 30.36 0.207 (0.028)

dIVW 0.195 (0.032) 0.203 (0.027)

mdIVW 0.194 (0.031) 0.203 (0.024)

aThe estimated balanced pleiotropy for CAD is pτ 2 “ ´2.27 ˆ 10´5;

bThe calculated balanced pleiotropy for Dyslipidemia is pτ 2 “ 3.54 ˆ 10´5.
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Web Figures
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Web Figure 1 The plots of (a) the estimated absolute relative biases (absolute biases divided

by β0); (b) the empirical standard errors; and (c) the simulation coverage probabilities of the

95% confidence intervals for the dIVW and mdIVW estimators versus the effective sample

size ψ. The dots represent the simulation results under different combinations of settings

based on 10,000 repetitions. The balanced horizontal pleiotropy exists pτ0 “ 0.01q. There is

no IV selection.
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Web Figure 2 The plots of (a) the estimated absolute relative biases (absolute biases divided

by β0); (b) the empirical standard errors; and (c) the simulation coverage probabilities of the

95% confidence intervals for the dIVW and mdIVW estimators versus the effective sample

size ψλ. The dots represent the simulation results under different combinations of settings

based on 10,000 repetitions. The balanced horizontal pleiotropy exists pτ0 “ 0.01q. The IV

selection threshold λ “ ?
2logp.
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