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Abstract

Testing high-dimensional quantile regression coefficients is crucial, as tail quantiles

often reveal more than the mean in many practical applications. Nevertheless, the

sparsity pattern of the alternative hypothesis is typically unknown in practice, pos-

ing a major challenge. To address this, we propose an adaptive test that remains

powerful across both sparse and dense alternatives. We first establish the asymptotic

independence between the max-type test statistic proposed by Tang et al. (2022) and

the sum-type test statistic introduced by Chen et al. (2024b). Building on this result,

we propose a Cauchy combination test that effectively integrates the strengths of both

statistics and achieves robust performance across a wide range of sparsity levels. Sim-

ulation studies and real data applications demonstrate that our proposed procedure

outperforms existing methods in terms of both size control and power.

1 Introduction

Testing regression coefficients in linear models is one of the fundamental problems in statis-

tics. The classical F-test provides an efficient and powerful solution under fixed dimension

and sufficiently large sample size. However, in modern high-dimensional settings where the

number of covariates exceeds the sample size, the sample covariance matrix becomes singular,
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making the traditional F-test infeasible. To address this challenge, Zhong and Chen (2011)

proposed a modification that replaces the sample covariance matrix in the F-statistic with

the identity matrix, thereby enabling valid inference under high dimensionality. This idea

was further extended by Cui et al. (2018) and Zhang et al. (2018), who developed improved

procedures with enhanced power and theoretical guarantees.

Despite their success, these methods rely on the least-squares framework, which is sen-

sitive to heavy-tailed errors and outlierscommon features in real-world data. Quantile re-

gression (Koenker and Bassett, 1978) offers a robust alternative by modeling conditional

quantiles of the response, thereby capturing heterogeneous effects across the distribution

and maintaining robustness to outliers and non-Gaussian noise. Motivated by these ad-

vantages, high-dimensional inference based on quantile regression has attracted increasing

attention in recent years, leading to active research on hypothesis testing, variable selection,

and confidence interval construction under flexible error distributions.

For the fixed-dimensional setting, numerous test procedures based on quantile regression

have been developed (see, e.g., Koenker and Machado (1999); Koenker (2005); Kochergin-

sky et al. (2005); Wang and He (2007); Wang et al. (2009); Feng et al. (2011); Wang et al.

(2018b,a)). These include Wald-type test, quantile likelihood ratio test, rank score test,

and various resampling-based approaches. Such methods have been shown to be powerful

and asymptotically valid under classical low-dimensional regimes. However, when the di-

mensionality of the covariates exceeds the sample size, the performance of these traditional

procedures deteriorates substantially due to the challenges in parameter estimation and the

breakdown of asymptotic approximations.

To address these challenges in the high-dimensional context, Tang et al. (2022) proposed

a conditional marginal score-type test, which adopts a max-type statistic to detect sparse

alternatives effectively. This test is particularly powerful when only a small subset of the

regression coefficients deviate from the null hypothesis. In contrast, Chen et al. (2024b)

developed a U-statistic–based score test, which aggregates information across all coordinates

and thus achieves higher power under dense alternatives, where many small effects are present
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simultaneously.

Nevertheless, in practical applications, the underlying sparsity structure of the alterna-

tive hypothesis is typically unknown. Relying solely on a sparse-oriented or dense-oriented

procedure may therefore lead to substantial power loss. This motivates the development

of adaptive testing procedures that can automatically adjust to the unknown sparsity level.

Such adaptive methods aim to combine the advantages of both max-type and sum-type tests,

maintaining robust performance across a wide spectrum of alternatives—from extremely

sparse to fully dense scenarios.

Recently, a growing body of literature has focused on combining sum-type and max-

type test procedures to achieve adaptivity in various high-dimensional testing problems (see,

e.g., Feng et al. (2022a); Wang and Feng (2023); Feng et al. (2022b); Wang et al. (2024c);

Chen et al. (2024a); Ma et al. (2024b); Feng et al. (2024a,b); Wang et al. (2024a,b); Liu

et al. (2025)). The central idea underlying these studies is to first establish the asymptotic

independence between the sum-type and max-type test statistics, and then to combine their

respective p-values through a suitable aggregation method, such as the Cauchy combination

test, Fishers method, or the minimum p-value approach. These hybrid strategies effectively

leverage the strengths of both tests, leading to procedures that maintain good power against

both sparse and dense alternatives.

Motivated by this line of research, we extend the idea to the high-dimensional quantile

regression framework. Specifically, we show that the sum-type test statistic proposed by

Chen et al. (2024a) is asymptotically independent of the max-type test statistic developed

by Tang et al. (2022). Building upon this asymptotic independence property, we construct a

Cauchy combination test that adaptively integrates information from both types of statistics.

Simulation studies and empirical analyses demonstrate that the proposed adaptive proce-

dure performs robustly across a wide range of sparsity structures, exhibiting superior power

regardless of whether the alternative hypothesis is sparse or dense.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 establishes the asymptotic

independence between the sum-type and max-type test statistics and introduces the proposed
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adaptive testing procedure. Section 3 presents extensive simulation studies, and Section 4

illustrates the practical performance of the proposed method through a real data application.

Section 5 provides concluding remarks and discussions. All technical proofs are deferred to

the Appendix.

2 Method

Let {(Yi,Zi,Xi)}ni=1 be an independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) sample from the

following linear model:

Yi = Z
⊤
i ατ +X

⊤
i βτ + εi, (2.1)

where εi is independent of (Zi,Xi) and has density fε satisfying P (εi > 0) = 1 − τ . Here,

Zi ∈ Rq and Xi ∈ Rp denote the covariate vectors of dimensions q and p, respectively.

Without loss of generaltiy, similar to Tang et al. (2022), we assume that E(Zi) = (1,0q−1)
⊤

and E(Xi) = 0. Let ατ = (α1,τ , . . . , αq,τ )
⊤ and βτ = (β1,τ , . . . , βp,τ )

⊤ be the true quantile-

specific coefficient vectors associated with Zi and Xi, respectively. We are interested in

testing the existence of an association between Xi and the τth conditional quantile of Yi,

after adjusting for the effect of Zi. Formally, we consider the hypothesis test

H0 : βτ = 0 versus H1 : βτ ̸= 0. (2.2)

First, we estimate the marginal effect of Z as

α̂τ = argmin
α∈Rq

n∑
i=1

ρτ
(
Yi −Z⊤

i α
)
,

where ρτ (t) = t{τ − I(t < 0)} is the quantile check loss function. To test the null hypothesis

H0 : βτ = 0, we first define

ψ̂i = I
(
Yi −Z⊤

i α̂τ ≤ 0
)
− τ, (2.3)

where α̂τ denotes a consistent estimator of ατ under H0. Intuitively, ψ̂i represents the

quantile score function evaluated at the estimated conditional τth quantile of Yi given Zi.
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Based on {ψ̂i}ni=1, Chen et al. (2024a) proposed a sum-type test statistic to detect dense

alternatives:

TSUM =
2

n(n− 1)

∑
i ̸=j

X⊤
i Xj ψ̂iψ̂j. (2.4)

Let Σx = Cov(Xi) denote the covariance matrix of Xi. Under some mild regularity condi-

tions, it can be shown that

nTSUM

τ(1− τ)
√

2 tr(Σ2
x)

d−→ N(0, 1), (2.5)

under the null hypothesis H0. Hence, TSUM provides an asymptotically valid test for dense

alternatives where many components of βτ deviate slightly from zero. In contrast, for sparse

alternatives where only a few components of βτ are nonzero, Tang et al. (2022) proposed a

max-type test statistic defined as

TMAX = max
1≤j≤p

S2
j,τ , Sj,τ =

1√
n

n∑
i=1

Wijψ̂i√
τ(1− τ) ∥W·j∥2/n

, (2.6)

where W·j = (W1j, . . . ,Wnj)
⊤ is the jth column of the projected design matrix

W =
(
In − Z(Z⊤Z)−1Z⊤)X, (2.7)

with Z = (Z⊤
1 , . . . ,Z

⊤
n )

⊤ and X = (X⊤
1 , . . . ,X

⊤
n )

⊤. Under suitable regularity conditions,

they established that under H0,

P [TMAX − 2 log(p) + log{log(p)} ≤ x |H0] → exp
{
−π−1/2 exp

(
−x
2

)}
, (2.8)

which implies that the null distribution of TMAX asymptotically follows a type-I extreme

value (Gumbel) distribution.

The two test statistics TSUM and TMAX are designed for different alternative regimes: the

sum-type statistic is powerful against dense but weak signals, whereas the max-type statistic

performs better when the signal is sparse and strong. In practice, the underlying alternative

structurewhether dense or sparseis typically unknown. A test that is powerful against one

type of alternative may lose power under the other. Therefore, it is desirable to develop an
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adaptive test procedure that can automatically adjust to both scenarios and maintain high

power across a broad range of alternatives.

To this end, we aim to construct an adaptive test by combining the sum-type and max-

type statistics introduced above. A key step toward this goal is to establish the asymptotic

independence between TSUM and TMAX under the null hypothesis. Intuitively, TSUM ag-

gregates information from all coordinates of Xi through an average correlation structure,

while TMAX captures the most extreme signal among individual coordinates. Since these two

statistics summarize the data through fundamentally different mechanisms, their asymptotic

dependence tends to vanish as both n and p grow.

We need the following assumptions:

(A1) The density fε(t) of ε is positive and away from zero. In addition, fε(t) is differentiable

and has bounded derivative.

(A2) Let Z = (1, Z̃⊤)⊤ ∈ Rq, Z̃ ∈ Rq−1. We assume U = (Z̃⊤,X⊤)⊤ ∼ N(0,Σ) where

Σ =

(
Σz Σzx

Σxz Σx

)
.

(A3) The eigenvalues of Σ are all bounded. Let Σx|z = Σx − ΣxzΣ
−1
z Σzx and Rx|z =

(rij)1≤i,j≤p is the corresponding correlation matrix. We assume that max1≤i,j≤p |rij| ≤

r0 < 1.

(A4) The dimension q is fixed and log p = o(n1/4/ log(n)3/4).

Condition (A1) coincides with condition (C1) in Chen et al. (2024b) and condition (A3)

in Tang et al. (2022), and is commonly assumed in the literature. To meet condition (A1)

in Tang et al. (2022) and condition (C4) in Chen et al. (2024b) regarding the distributional

assumption of U , we impose a multivariate normal model. Extending these assumptions

to more general non-Gaussian settings is an interesting direction for future research. In

addition, condition (A3) guarantees that condition (A2) in Tang et al. (2022) and condition

(C2) in Chen et al. (2024b) are satisfied.
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Theorem 2.1. Under conditons (A1)-(A4), under the null hypothesis, we have

P

[
nTSUM

τ(1− τ)
√

2 tr(Σ2
x)

≤ x, TMAX − 2 log(p) + log{log(p)} ≤ y

]
→ Φ(x)G(y),

where Φ(x) is the cumulative distribution function of N(0, 1) and G(y) =
{
−π−1/2 exp

(
−y

2

)}
.

Based on Theorem 2.1, which establishes the asymptotic independence between the sum-

type and max-type test statistics, we are able to construct a combined test that leverages

the strengths of both procedures. In particular, we adopt a Cauchy combination approach

(Liu and Xie, 2020) to integrate the evidences from the two statistics. Other combination

strategies can also be employed, such as Fisher’s method or the minimum p-value approach,

among others.

Recall that the sum-type test is powerful against dense alternatives, while the max-

type test is particularly sensitive to sparse strong signals. Since neither statistic uniformly

dominates the other across all scenarios, a natural strategy is to combine their corresponding

p-values, denoted by psum and pmax, respectively.

Motivated by the asymptotic independence result, we consider the following Cauchy

combination statistic:

TCC = tan
{(

0.5− psum
)
π
}
+ tan

{(
0.5− pmax

)
π
}
.

Under the null hypothesis, the asymptotic independence of the two p-values implies that TCC

follows a standard Cauchy distribution in the limit. Consequently, the combined p-value can

be calculated in closed form as

pCC =
1

2
− 1

π
arctan(TCC) .

The resulting test rejects the null when pCC ≤ α. This combination procedure inher-

its the robustness and adaptiveness of the Cauchy method: it retains high power under

dense alternatives, due to the contribution from the sum-type statistic, while simultaneously

maintaining sensitivity to sparse alternatives through the max-type statistic. Therefore, the

7



proposed Cauchy combination test provides a unified and adaptive framework capable of

handling a wide spectrum of high-dimensional alternatives.

Additionally, we consider the following alternative hypothesis:

(A5) ∥βτ∥0 = o(p1/2), β⊤
τ Σxβτ = o(1), β⊤

τ Σ
3
xβτ = o(n−1 tr(Σ2

x)), E(X⊤
i ς(Xi))ΣxE(ς(Xi)Xi) =

o(n−1 tr(Σ2
x)) and E(X⊤

i R̃i(t))ΣxE(R̃i(t)Xi) = o(n−2Hz(t1) tr(Σ2
x)), where ς(Xi) =

E(I(Yi < Z⊤
i ατ + X⊤

i βτ )|Xi) − τ , hτ (ατ ,βτ ) = I(Y − Z⊤ατ − X⊤βτ > 0) − τ ,

R̃i(t) = hτ (ατ+n
−1t1,βτ+n

−1t2)−hτ (ατ ,βτ ), Hz(t1) = t
⊤
1 Σzt1, t = (t⊤1 , t

⊤
2 ) ∈ Rp+q,

t1 ∈ Rq, t2 ∈ Rp.

Under the above alternative hypothesis, the following theorem further establishes the asymp-

totic independence of the two test statistics.

Theorem 2.2. Under conditons (A1)-(A5), we have

P

[
nTSUM

τ(1− τ)
√

2tr(Σ2
x)

≤ x, TMAX − 2 log(p) + log{log(p)} ≤ y

]
→

P

[
nTSUM

τ(1− τ)
√

2tr(Σ2
x)

≤ x

]
P [TMAX − 2 log(p) + log{log(p)} ≤ y] .

Long et al. (2023) show that the Cauchy combination test can achieve substantially

higher power than the minimal p-value method, that is, the test based on min{pmax, psum}

(referred to as the minimal p-value combination). Denote the corresponding power function

by

βmax∧sum,α = P
(
min{pmax, psum} ≤ 1−

√
1− α

)
.

It is straightforward to see that

βmax∧sum,α ≥ P (min{pmax, psum} ≤ α/2)

= βmax,α/2 + βsum,α/2 − P (pmax ≤ α/2, psum ≤ α/2)

≥ max{βmax,α/2, βsum,α/2}. (2.9)

Moreover, under H1 in condition (A5), the asymptotic independence established in Theo-

rem 2.2 yields

βmax∧sum,α ≥ βmax,α/2 + βsum,α/2 − βmax,α/2βsum,α/2 + o(1). (2.10)
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For small α, the values of βM,α/2 and βS,α/2 are close to βM,α and βS,α, respectively.

Consequently, combining (2.9) and (2.10) implies that the minimal p-value combination test

retains at least the power of the better-performing individual test, and often improves upon

both when the two tests capture complementary features of the alternative.

3 Simulation

We conduct extensive simulation experiments to examine the finite-sample performance of

the proposed Cauchy-type combination test TCC. The proposed test is compared with the

sum-type test TSUM (Chen et al., 2024b) and the max-type test TMAX (Tang et al., 2022).

Covariates are generated from the independent component model

U = Σ1/2u,

where u = (u1, . . . , up+q−1)
⊤ consists of i.i.d. entries drawn from one of the following centered

distributions: (i) Normal, (ii) Laplace, (iii) Logistic, and (iv) the t2 distribution. This setup

allows us to evaluate robustness under light- to heavy-tailed distributions.

We consider three covariance structures for Σ:

(I) Σ = Ip+q−1;

(II) Σij = 0.5|i−j| for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ p+ q − 1;

(III) Σ = Ip+q−1 + bb
⊤ − B, where B = diag(b21, . . . , b2l ) and the first ⌊p0.3⌋ components of

b are independently sampled from Uniform(0.7, 0.9) while the remaining components

are zero.

We consider three quantile levels, τ ∈ {0.25, 0.5, 0.75}, with sample sizes n ∈ {100, 150}

and dimensions p ∈ {120, 240}. Tables 1–3 summarize the empirical size performance across

all experimental settings, including Cases 1–3, varying (n, p) combinations, and multiple

underlying distributions. We observe that most of the proposed tests are able to control
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the empirical size well. In particular, across different quantile levels and a wide range of

underlying distributions, the empirical type I error rates remain close to the nominal level,

indicating stable finite-sample performance.

For power evaluation, we generate data under H1 by setting β = (β1, . . . , βq)
⊤ to be a

sparse vector. The first s entries of β are nonzero and satisfy

∥β∥2 = 0.5, βi ∼ N (0, 1), i = 1, . . . , s.

Table 1: Empirical size across different (n, p) configurations and methods for Cases 1–3

(τ = 0.5, s = 9; 2000 replications).

Case p n Normal Laplace Logistic t2

TCC TMAX TSUM TCC TMAX TSUM TCC TMAX TSUM TCC TMAX TSUM

Case 1

120
100 5.75 5.20 5.45 4.05 3.15 4.70 5.00 3.40 5.40 3.90 1.10 5.10

150 5.80 3.95 5.90 5.40 4.00 5.65 4.85 2.90 5.50 3.35 0.09 5.25

240
100 5.35 4.35 5.75 5.75 3.75 6.25 5.55 4.60 5.15 2.90 0.80 5.35

150 5.95 4.55 5.75 5.50 3.85 5.40 4.90 4.90 4.65 3.45 1.00 6.40

Case 2

120
100 5.60 4.30 5.80 5.55 2.40 6.25 5.40 3.85 6.30 3.20 1.05 5.25

150 5.60 4.60 5.15 5.35 4.20 5.50 5.35 3.70 5.55 4.25 1.15 6.20

240
100 5.20 3.70 5.45 5.50 3.95 6.30 4.85 3.20 5.35 3.55 1.25 5.40

150 5.00 3.75 5.40 5.40 3.35 6.50 5.30 4.20 5.75 4.05 1.95 5.70

Case 3

120
100 5.15 5.00 4.75 5.00 3.40 5.85 4.95 3.90 5.55 3.15 1.20 5.20

150 5.05 3.15 5.30 6.70 3.85 6.60 4.55 4.00 4.60 3.35 1.00 5.50

240
100 5.95 4.30 5.80 5.35 3.65 6.15 5.20 4.15 5.20 3.00 1.15 5.25

150 4.15 3.70 5.15 3.85 3.20 3.95 5.00 4.25 5.15 3.25 0.65 5.25

We compute empirical power over a range of sparsity levels s, covering extremely sparse

to moderately dense alternatives. To visualize the comparative performance, we include

power curves plotting empirical power against s for each test under all covariance structures

and distributions of u (see Figures 1–4). Due to space limitations, we present only the power

results for the median quantile (τ = 0.5) in the figures, while the complete results for the
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Table 2: Empirical size across different (n, p) configurations and methods for Cases 1–3

(τ = 0.25, s = 9; 2000 replications).

Case p n Normal Laplace Logistic t2

TCC TMAX TSUM TCC TMAX TSUM TCC TMAX TSUM TCC TMAX TSUM

Case 1

120
100 6.30 6.25 7.05 6.25 5.85 6.35 6.90 5.70 6.25 4.65 2.60 5.75

150 6.70 5.30 7.20 5.70 4.90 5.95 6.05 5.40 5.85 4.35 2.10 5.80

240
100 6.25 5.20 6.05 4.55 4.60 4.75 6.10 5.05 6.20 4.50 2.05 5.70

150 5.55 4.95 5.60 5.05 4.05 5.10 5.85 5.25 5.15 4.30 3.20 5.65

Case 2

120
100 6.50 5.70 5.65 5.45 4.95 5.80 5.20 5.00 5.00 5.60 3.05 6.60

150 5.30 4.85 5.35 5.15 4.05 5.35 6.01 4.80 5.95 5.35 3.30 5.85

240
100 5.95 5.50 5.85 6.60 5.65 6.00 6.20 4.95 5.65 4.70 2.55 5.70

150 6.00 4.85 6.00 6.15 5.05 7.20 5.95 4.30 6.05 4.35 2.85 4.70

Case 3

120
100 6.55 5.55 6.15 5.40 5.25 5.40 5.70 5.75 5.65 4.90 2.75 5.55

150 5.35 4.70 5.70 6.10 5.10 5.85 6.10 5.65 6.15 4.60 3.15 5.75

240
100 6.05 5.40 6.30 6.35 4.75 5.55 6.50 5.45 6.45 4.40 3.30 6.30

150 6.15 5.50 6.05 6.50 4.40 6.50 6.20 4.55 6.65 3.25 2.45 4.85

11



Table 3: Empirical size across different (n, p) configurations and methods for Cases 1–3

(τ = 0.75, s = 9; 2000 replications).

Case p n Normal Laplace Logistic t2

TCC TMAX TSUM TCC TMAX TSUM TCC TMAX TSUM TCC TMAX TSUM

Case 1

120
100 6.15 5.55 7.15 6.40 5.45 6.15 5.95 5.00 5.50 5.10 3.10 5.40

150 6.90 5.20 6.30 5.00 4.70 5.15 6.40 5.10 5.75 4.75 3.40 5.40

240
100 6.30 5.70 5.90 6.25 4.75 6.65 5.40 5.15 5.65 4.80 3.40 5.70

150 6.30 4.95 5.35 6.00 5.00 5.65 5.70 4.50 5.85 4.45 3.35 5.20

Case 2

120
100 6.90 5.10 6.25 6.15 5.15 5.85 6.00 4.05 6.35 4.65 3.20 5.65

150 5.50 4.20 5.55 6.60 4.80 6.95 6.00 4.65 5.95 5.15 3.10 5.85

240
100 6.80 5.70 6.15 6.20 5.00 6.75 6.15 5.15 5.65 3.95 2.65 5.20

150 4.95 4.25 5.20 6.35 4.55 6.05 5.55 4.80 5.45 4.15 3.35 4.70

Case 3

120
100 6.00 4.95 5.70 6.35 5.15 7.05 5.90 5.05 6.15 4.45 3.45 5.50

150 6.35 5.30 5.65 6.30 4.65 5.80 5.30 4.55 5.60 4.65 2.60 5.50

240
100 5.70 5.70 4.90 6.10 5.60 6.40 5.70 5.35 5.55 5.05 2.65 6.80

150 6.50 5.30 6.40 5.40 4.95 5.85 6.15 5.40 6.25 4.35 2.70 5.00
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other quantiles are provided in Appendix 5.
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Figure 1: Empirical power as a function of s for Cases 1–3 across varying (n, p) settings

under Normal distribution (τ = 0.5; 2000 replications).

The results reveal distinct regimes of optimality: the sum-type test TSUM performs best

when the signals are dense and spread across many coordinates, whereas the max-type test

TMAX is most powerful for extremely sparse alternatives where only a few components carry

meaningful deviations. In contrast, the proposed combined test TCC exhibits uniformly

strong performance across the entire sparsity spectrum. It automatically adapts to both

dense and sparse regimes, striking a desirable balance between sensitivity to global shifts

and the ability to detect isolated but strong signals. Moreover, TCC demonstrates substantial

robustness under non-Gaussian and heavy-tailed designs, maintaining high power even when

classical moment-based methods deteriorate. These findings underscore the practical advan-

tage of TCC as a versatile testing procedure suitable for a broad class of high-dimensional

inference problems.
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Figure 2: Empirical power as a function of s for Cases 1–3 across varying (n, p) settings

under Laplace distribution (τ = 0.5; 2000 replications).
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Figure 3: Empirical power as a function of s for Cases 1–3 across varying (n, p) settings

under Logistic distribution (τ = 0.5; 2000 replications).
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Figure 4: Empirical power as a function of s for Cases 1–3 across varying (n, p) settings

under t2 distribution (τ = 0.5; 2000 replications).
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4 Real data application

Wave energy has emerged as a fast-developing and promising renewable resource, and the

design of large-scale wave-energy farms is an increasingly important engineering and statis-

tical problem (Neshat et al., 2020). To conduct our empirical analysis, we use the publicly

accessible Large-scale Wave Energy Farm dataset, available at the UCI Machine Learning

Repository. The dataset contains approximately 54,000 configurations of farms consisting of

49 wave-energy converters (WECs), along with an additional 9,600 configurations of farms

with 100 WECs.

In this study, we focus on the WEC_Sydney_49 dataset, which contains 149 covariates

and 17,964 instances. For each configuration, the dataset provides the Cartesian coordinates

(Xi, Yi) of all 49 WEC units, individual power outputs Poweri, q-factors, and a range of ge-

ometric and spatial descriptors, including all pairwise inter-device distances and total farm

power. The resulting dataset exhibits high dimensionality, complex nonlinear interactions,

and heavy-tailed response behavior, making it an ideal testbed for high-dimensional quantile

regression. As illustrated in the right panel of Figure 5, the total power output displays a

heavily right-skewed and multimodal distribution, driven by heterogeneous hydrodynamic

interactions across WEC configurations. This pronounced non-Gaussian structure highlights

the limitations of mean regression for characterizing output variability. In contrast, quantile

regression provides a more complete description of the conditional power distributionparticu-

larly in the tails, which correspond to extreme high- and low-output scenarioswhile allowing

analysis directly on the original power scale. Such modeling is crucial for assessing the

reliability, resilience, and extreme-event behavior of large-scale wave-energy farms.

In our analysis of the 49-WEC configuration, we designate the power output from the

13th WEC as the response variable,

Y = Power13.

This WEC occupies a hydrodynamically strategic interior position (as shown in the left

panel of Figure 5), and its output reflects aggregated wake interactions, shadowing, and
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energy propagation patterns generated by surrounding devices. As such, Power13 serves as a

representative and scientifically meaningful quantity for modeling WEC-level performance.

To align the empirical setting with the theoretical structure of high-dimensional partially

linear quantile regression, we partition the covariates into two groups:

1. Primary high-dimensional covariates:

X =
(
Poweri : i ∈ {1, . . . , 49} \ {13}

)
,

consisting of the remaining 48 individual WEC power outputs. These covariates encode

nonlinear wake-interaction patterns among WECs and represent the main predictors

of interest. Their dimensionality and potential sparsity motivate the use of penalized

high-dimensional quantile regression to perform variable selection and identify the

dominant contributors to tail behavior.

2. Secondary physical descriptors:

Z =
{
(Xi, Yi)

49
i=1, qW

}
,

including all WEC spatial coordinates and the farm-level qW -factor. These variables

provide structural and environmental context, capturing the underlying layout geom-

etry, device spacing, and aggregate hydrodynamic interactions. In our model, Z is

treated as a set of non-focal (nuisance) covariates whose effects are absorbed through

a flexible, low-dimensional adjustment without penalization.

This decomposition balances engineering interpretability and statistical efficiency. The

vector Z controls for global geometric and environmental conditions, while the high-dimensional

vector X captures local interaction effects that drive the distribution of WEC-level output

across quantiles. The resulting formulation enables a detailed assessment of how spatial lay-

out, device interactions, and farm-level descriptors jointly influence both typical and extreme

levels of power production.

By fitting a high-dimensional quantile regression model across a spectrum of quantile

levels, we characterize how layout decisions affect not only the central tendency of the output
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but also the upper-tail efficiency (corresponding to high-yield operating conditions) and

lower-tail energy loss scenarios. This analysis provides insights beyond those attainable

with conventional optimization-based approaches, such as evolutionary placement strategies,

which primarily target the maximization of average output.
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Figure 5: Visualization of wave energy farm performance. (a) shows the spatial power

allocation of individual WEC devices, while (b) depicts the overall power output distribution,

reflecting the collective generation behaviour of the farm.

We conduct 1,000 replications, and in each replication we randomly draw a subsample

of size 500 from the full dataset. The empirical rejection proportions of the competing tests

across quantile levels are reported in Figure 6. Several findings emerge.

• Both the TMAX and TCC reject the null hypothesis with probability nearly one across all

quantile levels. This persistent rejection indicates the presence of at least one highly in-

fluential neighboring WEC whose power output exerts a strong hydrodynamic impact

on WEC13. Such a phenomenon is consistent with the well-documented inter-device

radiation and diffraction coupling observed in large-scale wave-energy arrays. Impor-
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tantly, the complete rejection achieved by TCC demonstrates its superior sensitivity to

complex local signals relative to traditional aggregation-based tests.

• The TSUM statistic exhibits a distinctly quantile-dependent rejection pattern. The high-

est rejection frequencies occur around the middle quantiles (τ ∈ [0.25, 0.60], whereas

substantially lower rejection rates appear at low and high quantiles. This suggests

that aggregate coupling effects are strongest under moderate sea states, where inter-

ference and radiation interactions dominate the power redistribution across devices. By

contrast, under extreme operating conditionseither very low or very high power out-

putthe variability is driven predominantly by environmental fluctuations rather than

inter-device interactions, yielding weaker aggregate effects.

These results highlight that while inter-device coupling is consistently detectable by the

more sensitive tests such as TMAX and TCC, the strength and nature of such coupling vary

substantially across the conditional distribution of power output.
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Figure 6: Rejection rates across quantile levels τ with pointwise 95% confidence bands for

the three test statistics TMAX, TSUM, and TCC.
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5 Conclusion

In this paper, we develop a new adaptive test for high-dimensional quantile regression by

leveraging the asymptotic independence between the max-type and sum-type statistics. The

resulting Cauchy combination test provides a simple yet effective way to integrate information

across different sparsity regimes. Our theoretical results, together with simulation studies

and real data analyses, demonstrate that the proposed method achieves reliable size control

and competitive power under a wide range of settings.

Several extensions merit further investigation. One promising direction is to generalize

the current framework to more flexible distributions for the covariatesU beyond the Gaussian

assumption. Another is to explore test statistics that bridge the gap between max-type and

sum-type approaches, such as L-type (Ma et al., 2024a) or other order-statistic-based com-

binations, which may offer additional adaptivity under intermediate sparsity levels. These

developments would help broaden the applicability and robustness of high-dimensional in-

ference in quantile regression.
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Appendix

We analyze the joint distribution of the max-type and sum-type statistics. Let ψ̂ = (ψ̂1, . . . , ψ̂n)
⊤

and denote by X·j the jth column of X. Define

Mp := max
1≤j≤p

(
W⊤

·j ψ̂
)2
, (.1)

Up :=

p∑
j=1

{(
X⊤

·j ψ̂
)2 − n∑

i=1

X2
ijψ̂

2
i

}
. (.2)

Note that
p∑

j=1

(
X⊤

·j ψ̂
)2

=

p∑
j=1

(
n∑

i=1

Xijψ̂i

)(
n∑

ℓ=1

Xℓjψ̂ℓ

)
=

n∑
i=1

n∑
ℓ=1

(
X⊤

i Xℓ

)
ψ̂iψ̂ℓ, (.3)

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

X2
ijψ̂

2
i =

n∑
i=1

(
X⊤

i Xi

)
ψ̂2
i . (.4)

Therefore,

Up =
∑
i ̸=ℓ

(
X⊤

i Xℓ

)
ψ̂iψ̂ℓ. (.5)

Recalling that

TSUM =
2

n(n− 1)

∑
i ̸=ℓ

(
X⊤

i Xℓ

)
ψ̂iψ̂ℓ,

we obtain the exact identity

TSUM =
2

n(n− 1)
Up. (.6)
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In the sequel, we work with the centered-and-scaled version of Up:

Ũp :=
Up − E(Up)

vp
, vp :=

√
Var(Up). (.7)

By (.6), Ũp is equivalent to the standardized TSUM up to the deterministic factor 2/{n(n−1)},

and hence the asymptotic behavior of (TSUM, TMAX) can be studied through (Up,Mp).

Lemma .1 (Conditional structure of (Ψ,W ,V )). Let

F = σ(Z, ε)

be the σ-field generated by the covariate matrix

Z = (Z⊤
1 , . . . ,Z

⊤
n )

⊤

and the noise vector

ε = (ε1, . . . , εn)
⊤.

Under the null hypothesis H0 : βτ = 0 and Assumptions (A1)–(A3), the following statements

hold.

(i) The score vector

Ψ = (ψ̂1, . . . , ψ̂n)
⊤

is F-measurable.

(ii) Conditional on F (equivalently, conditional on Z since ε is independent of X), the

design matrix

X = (X⊤
1 , . . . ,X

⊤
n )

⊤

admits the decomposition

X = M(Z) + E, (.8)

where M(Z) is deterministic given Z, and the rows of

E = (E⊤
1 , . . . ,E

⊤
n )

⊤
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are independent Gaussian vectors satisfying

Ei | Z ∼ N(0,Σx|z), i = 1, . . . , n,

with Σx|z = Σx −ΣxzΣ
−1
z Σzx.

Let

PZ = Z(Z⊤Z)−1Z⊤, P⊥
Z = In − PZ ,

and define the projected matrices

V = PZX, W = P⊥
Z X.

Then, conditional on F ,

W = P⊥
Z E, V = PZM(Z) + PZE, (.9)

and W and V are independent Gaussian matrices.

Proof. (i) Under H0 : β = 0, the τ -quantile regression model reduces to

Yi = ZT
i α + εi, i = 1, . . . , n,

where ZT
i denotes the ith row of Z and α ∈ Rq is the nuisance parameter. Let α̂ be the

estimator of α obtained from the τ -quantile regression of Y on Z under H0. By standard

quantile regression theory and Assumption (A1) on the density fε (positivity, differentiability,

and bounded derivative), α̂ is a measurable function of (Z, Y ). Therefore, the residuals

ri = Yi − ZT
i α̂, i = 1, . . . , n,

are F -measurable. By the construction of the score,

ψ̂i =


1− τ, ri ≥ 0,

−τ, ri < 0.

Since ri is a measurable function of (Zi, εi) and F = σ(Z, ε), it follows that ψ̂i is F -

measurable. Thus, the vector ψ̂ = (ψ̂1, . . . , ψ̂n)
T is F -measurable and is therefore fixed

conditional on F . This proves (i).
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(ii) By Assumption (A2), for each i,(
Z̃i

Xi

)
∼ N

((
0

0

)
,

(
Σz Σzx

Σxz Σx

))
,

where Zi = (1, Z̃⊤
i )

⊤. By the multivariate normal conditioning formula,

Xi | Z̃i ∼ N
(
µx|z(Z̃i),Σx|z

)
, µx|z(Z̃i) = ΣxzΣ

−1
z Z̃i,

where

Σx|z = Σx −ΣxzΣ
−1
z Σzx.

Therefore we can write

Xi = µx|z(Z̃i) +Ei,

where, conditional on Z, the vectors E1, . . . ,En are independent and satisfy

Ei | Z ∼ N(0,Σx|z).

Stacking over i yields (.8) with

M(Z) =
(
µx|z(Z̃1)

⊤, . . . ,µx|z(Z̃n)
⊤
)⊤

and E = (E⊤
1 , . . . ,E

⊤
n )

⊤.

Next, for each coordinate j ∈ {1, . . . , p}, the jth column of M(Z) has the form Zcj for

some vector cj ∈ Rq (because µx|z(Z̃i) is linear in Z̃i and the first component of Zi equals

1). Hence each column of M(Z) lies in the column space of Z, and thus

P⊥
Z M(Z) = 0.

Using W = P⊥
Z X and V = PZX together with X = M(Z) + E gives (.9).

Finally, conditional on Z (and hence on F), E is a Gaussian matrix and (P⊥
Z E, PZE) is

jointly Gaussian as a linear transformation of E. Moreover, since PZ and P⊥
Z are orthogonal

projections, we have P⊥
Z PZ = 0, and therefore the cross-covariance between P⊥

Z E and PZE

is zero conditional on Z. Hence P⊥
Z E and PZE are conditionally uncorrelated jointly Gaus-

sian and thus conditionally independent given Z. Because PZM(Z) is deterministic given
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Z, adding it to PZE does not affect independence. Therefore, W and V are independent

conditional on F .

To analyze the dependence between the Max-type and Sum-type statistics, we fix an

index set I ⊂ {1, . . . , p} with |I| = d, that corresponds to the locations of potential ex-

treme values, and let J = {1, . . . , p} \ I. For any j ∈ J , we employ the Gaussian linear

decomposition of W·j conditional on WI :

W·j =
∑
k∈I

γjkW·k +W
∗
·j, where W ∗

·j ⊥ {W·k}k∈I . (.10)

The coefficients {γjk}k∈I are determined by the Gaussian structure with covariance ma-

trix Σx|z. Assumption (A3) implies that the correlation matrix Rx|z = (rij)1≤i,j≤p satisfies

max1≤i,j≤p |rij| ≤ r0 < 1 and the eigenvalues of Σx|z are uniformly bounded. Consequently,

there exists a constant Cλ < ∞, depending only on r0 and the eigenvalue bounds in (A3),

such that ∑
j∈J

γ2jk ≤ Cλ for all k ∈ I.

Lemma .2 (Uniform negligibility of remainder terms). Using X·j =W·j+V·j, we decompose

Up =

p∑
j=1

{
(XT

·j ψ̂)
2 −

n∑
i=1

X2
ijψ̂

2
i

}

= A1 + 2A2 + A3 − (A4,W + 2A4,WV + A4,V ),

where

A1 =

p∑
j=1

(W T
·j ψ̂)

2,

A2 =

p∑
j=1

(W T
·j ψ̂)(V

T
·j ψ̂),

A3 =

p∑
j=1

(V T
·j ψ̂)

2,

A4,W = −
p∑

j=1

n∑
i=1

(W 2
ijψ̂

2
i ),
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A4,WV = −
p∑

j=1

n∑
i=1

(WijVijψ̂
2
i ),

A4,V = −
p∑

j=1

n∑
i=1

(V 2
ijψ̂

2
i ).

Under Assumptions (A1)(A4), vp =
√

Var(Up) ≍
√
p.

For any index set I ⊂ {1, . . . , p} with |I| = d, let J = {1, . . . , p} \ I and consider the

decomposition

W·j =
∑
k∈I

γjkW·k +W
∗
·j, j ∈ J ,

where W ∗
·j is independent of {W·k}k∈I and

∑
j∈J γ

2
jk ≤ Cλ for all k ∈ I, with Cλ < ∞

depending only on (A3). Denote Qk =W
T
·k ψ̂ for k ∈ I.

For each component A1, A2, A3, A4,W , A4,WV , A4,V , we further decompose

Aℓ = A⊥
ℓ,I +Θℓ,I ,

where A⊥
ℓ,I depends only on {W ∗

·j}j∈J , V and ψ̂. We then define

A⊥
I := A⊥

1,I + 2A⊥
2,I + A⊥

3,I −
(
A⊥

4,W,I + 2A⊥
4,WV,I + A⊥

4,V,I
)
,

ΘI := Θ1,I + 2Θ2,I −
(
Θ4,W,I + 2Θ4,WV,I

)
,

so that Up = A⊥
I +ΘI.

Then there exist constants C > 0 and p0 ≥ 3 such that, with

ϵp :=
(log p)C
√
p

→ 0,

for every t ≥ 1 and all p ≥ p0,

sup
I:|I|=d

P
(
|ΘI | ≥ ϵpvp

)
≤ 1

pt
.

Proof. Fix an arbitrary index set I with |I| = d and denote its complement by J . All

constants below may depend on (Σz,Σx,Σxz), the correlation bound r0 < 1 in (A3), and

the density constants in (A1), but not on p or on the choice of I. Recall Qk := W⊤
·k ψ̂ for
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k ∈ I. We do not assume that I contains the maximizer of TMAX. Instead, since d is fixed,

we establish a uniform (in I) high-probability bound for maxk∈I |Qk| and
∑

k∈I Q
2
k.

Conditional on F = σ(Z, ε), ψ̂ is fixed by Lemma .1(i), and W·k is a centered Gaussian

vector (as a linear transform of the Gaussian design) with conditional covariance matrix

bounded in operator norm by a constant multiple of In under (A3). Hence, for each fixed k,

Qk | F is centered sub-Gaussian with Var(Qk | F) ≤ C ∥ψ̂∥2 ≍ Cn, (.11)

where we used ∥ψ̂∥2 =
∑n

i=1 ψ̂
2
i ≍ n since ψ̂i ∈ {−τ, 1− τ}.

Therefore, for any u > 0, by a conditional Gaussian tail bound and then taking expec-

tation,

sup
1≤k≤p

P
(
|Qk| ≥ u

√
n
)
≤ 2 exp(−cu2) (.12)

for some constant c > 0.

Now fix any t ≥ 1. Let up :=
√
(t+ d+ 2) log p. Using a union bound over all k ∈ I

and then over all I with |I| = d (note that the number of such sets is at most pd), we obtain

sup
I:|I|=d

P
(

max
k∈I

|Qk| ≥ up
√
n
)
≤ sup

I:|I|=d

∑
k∈I

P
(
|Qk| ≥ up

√
n
)

≤ d · 2 exp(−cu2p) ≤
1

pt+d
, (.13)

for all sufficiently large p. Consequently, with probability at least 1− p−(t+d) uniformly over

I, ∑
k∈I

Q2
k ≤ dmax

k∈I
Q2

k ≤ d u2p n ≍ n log p. (.14)

In what follows, we work on the high-probability event in (.14) when bounding terms

involving {Qk}k∈I , and all resulting bounds will be uniform over I with |I| = d. We now

prove each component separately.

1. Remainder from A1. For j ∈ J ,

W T
·j ψ̂ =W ∗T

·j ψ̂ +
∑
k∈I

γjkQk.
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Hence
(W T

·j ψ̂)
2 = (W ∗T

·j ψ̂)
2 +

(∑
k∈I

γjkQk

)2
+ 2(W ∗T

·j ψ̂)
(∑

k∈I

γjkQk

)
.

Define

A⊥
1,I :=

∑
j∈J

(W ∗T
·j ψ̂)

2,

and

Θdrift
1,I :=

∑
j∈J

(∑
k∈I

γjkQk

)2
, Θcross

1,I := 2
∑
j∈J

(W ∗T
·j ψ̂)

(∑
k∈I

γjkQk

)
.

The remaining part
∑

j∈I Q
2
j is also absorbed into the remainder. Thus

A1 = A⊥
1,I +Θ1,I , Θ1,I := Θdrift

1,I +Θcross
1,I +

∑
j∈I

Q2
j .

By CauchySchwarz inequality, we have

Θdrift
1,I =

∑
j∈J

(∑
k∈I

γjkQk

)2
≤
∑
j∈J

(∑
k∈I

γ2jk

)(∑
k∈I

Q2
k

)
=
(∑

k∈I

Q2
k

)(∑
k∈I

∑
j∈J

γ2jk

)
≤ dCλ

∑
k∈I

Q2
k.

where the last inequality uses the bound
∑

j∈J γ
2
jk ≤ Cλ for all k ∈ I.

Using
∑

k∈I Q
2
k = OP (log p), we obtain

Θdrift
1,I = OP (log p).

By standard Gaussian concentration inequalities for Qk, for any fixed t ≥ 1 there exists a

constant C1 > 0 such that

sup
I
P
(
|Θdrift

1,I | ≥ C1 log p
)
≤ 1

pt

for all p sufficiently large.

Define

Z∗
j :=W ∗T

·j ψ̂, Lj :=
∑
k∈I

γjkQk, j ∈ J .
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Conditional on F and {W·k}k∈I , the coefficients Lj are fixed and {Z∗
j }j∈J are centered

Gaussian variables with

Var(Z∗
j | F) ≤ C2∥ψ̂∥2 ≍ C2n

for some constant C2 > 0. Using the bounded eigenvalues of Σx|z and the correlation bound

in (A3), we further have ∑
j∈J

L2
j ≤ C3

∑
k∈I

Q2
k = OP (log p).

It follows that

Var
(
Θcross

1,I | F , {W·k}k∈I
)
≤ C4∥ψ̂∥2

∑
j∈J

L2
j = OP (n log p),

and therefore

Θcross
1,I = OP (

√
n log p).

By a Gaussian tail bound for linear forms, for every t ≥ 1 there exists C5 > 0 such that

sup
I
P
(
|Θcross

1,I | ≥ C5

√
n log p

)
≤ 1

pt

for all sufficiently large p.

Since d is fixed, ∑
j∈I

Q2
j = OP (log p),

and a union bound with the usual Gaussian tail yields, for some C6 > 0,

sup
I
P
(∑

j∈I

Q2
j ≥ C6 log p

)
≤ 1

pt

for all large p.

Combining the three bounds and using vp ≍
√
p, there exists a sufficiently large constant

C > 0 such that

C1 log p+ C5

√
n log p+ C6 log p ≤ ϵp

6
vp

for all sufficiently large p, which implies

sup
I
P
(
|Θ1,I | ≥ ϵp

6
vp

)
≤ 1

pt
.
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2. Remainder from A2. We have

A2 =

p∑
j=1

(W T
·j ψ̂)(V

T
·j ψ̂) =

∑
j∈J

(W T
·j ψ̂)(V

T
·j ψ̂) +

∑
j∈I

(W T
·j ψ̂)(V

T
·j ψ̂).

For j ∈ J ,

W T
·j ψ̂ =W ∗T

·j ψ̂ +
∑
k∈I

γjkQk,

so
(W T

·j ψ̂)(V
T
·j ψ̂) = (W ∗T

·j ψ̂)(V
T
·j ψ̂) +

(∑
k∈I

γjkQk

)
(V T

·j ψ̂).

Define

A⊥
2,I :=

∑
j∈J

(W ∗T
·j ψ̂)(V

T
·j ψ̂),

and

Θ2,I :=
∑
j∈J

(∑
k∈I

γjkQk

)
(V T

·j ψ̂) +
∑
j∈I

(W T
·j ψ̂)(V

T
·j ψ̂),

so that A2 = A⊥
2,I +Θ2,I .

Let

Gk :=
∑
j∈J

γjkV
T
·j ψ̂ + V T

·k ψ̂, k ∈ I.

Then Θ2,I can be written as

Θ2,I =
∑
k∈I

QkGk.

Conditional on F , the Gk are Gaussian with mean zero and variance

Var(Gk | F) ≤ C7∥ψ̂∥2 = O(n),

for some C7 > 0, using Assumption (A2) and the bounded eigenvalues of Σx|z in (A3). Thus

Gk = OP (
√
n) uniformly in k, I. Combining this with |Qk| = OP (

√
log p) gives

|Θ2,I | ≤
∑
k∈I

|Qk||Gk| = OP (
√
n log p).

Moreover, by a Gaussian tail bound and a union bound over k ∈ I, for any fixed t ≥ 1 there

exists a constant C8 > 0 such that

sup
I
P
(
|Θ2,I | ≥ C8

√
n log p

)
≤ 1

pt
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for all p sufficiently large. By taking C sufficiently large and using vp ≍ √
p and (A4) as

before, we then obtain

sup
I
P
(
|Θ2,I | ≥ ϵp

6
vp

)
≤ 1

pt
.

3. Remainder from A3 and A4,V . The components

S3 =

p∑
j=1

(V T
·j ψ̂)

2, S4,V =

p∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

V 2
ijψ̂

2
i

do not involve W . Therefore we simply set

S⊥
3,I := S3, Θ3,I := 0, S⊥

4,V,I := S4,V , Θ4,V,I := 0,

and they do not contribute to ΘI .

4. Remainder from A4,W and A4,WV . We focus on explicitly bounding the remainder

arising from the centering term involving W , as this contains the dependencies on the

extreme set I. Recall

A4,W = −
p∑

j=1

n∑
i=1

W 2
ijψ̂

2
i .

Decompose the sum over indices j into I and J . The sum over I consists of only d terms

(where d is fixed) and is trivially bounded by OP (n log p), which is negligible compared to

vp ≍
√
pn (assuming unscaled inputs) or vp ≍

√
p (if inputs are scaled). We focus on the sum

over J . For j ∈ J , substitute the decomposition Wij = W ∗
ij + δij, where δij :=

∑
k∈I γjkWik.

Then,

W 2
ij = (W ∗

ij)
2 + 2W ∗

ijδij + δ2ij.

Define the ideal component independent of I as

A⊥
4,W,I := −

∑
j∈J

n∑
i=1

(W ∗
ij)

2ψ̂2
i .

The remainder is Θ4,W,I := A4,W − A⊥
4,W,I = Θcross

4,W + Θdrift
4,W + RI , where RI collects the

negligible terms for j ∈ I. The dominant remainder terms are:

Θcross
4,W := −2

∑
j∈J

n∑
i=1

ψ̂2
iW

∗
ijδij, Θdrift

4,W := −
∑
j∈J

n∑
i=1

ψ̂2
i δ

2
ij.
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We bound these two terms separately.

(i) Bound for the Drift Term Θdrift
4,W . Note that |ψ̂i| ≤ max(τ, 1− τ) < 1. Thus,

|Θdrift
4,W | ≤

n∑
i=1

∑
j∈J

δ2ij =
n∑

i=1

∑
j∈J

(∑
k∈I

γjkWik

)2

.

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the uniform bound on correlations from Assumption

(A3) (
∑

j∈J γ
2
jk ≤ Cλ), we have

∑
j∈J

(∑
k∈I

γjkWik

)2

≤ d
∑
k∈I

W 2
ik

(∑
j∈J

γ2jk

)
≤ dCλ

∑
k∈I

W 2
ik.

Summing over i = 1, . . . , n yields

|Θdrift
4,W | ≤ dCλ

∑
k∈I

∥W·k∥2.

Recall that ∥W·k∥2 ∼ χ2
n (scaled by variance). Thus ∥W·k∥2 = OP (n). Consequently,

|Θdrift
4,W | = OP (n). Given Assumption (A4), p grows exponentially relative to n (specifically

log p ≪ n1/4 implies p is large, but usually in high-dimensional testing vp scales with √
p).

Regardless of the specific scaling of entries (whether Wij ≍ 1 or Wij ≍ n−1/2), the ratio

of the drift term (involving d columns) to the variance of the sum statistic (involving p

columns) vanishes. Specifically, since vp scales with the aggregate variance of p terms, we

have |Θdrift
4,W |/vp ≍ n/(n

√
p) = p−1/2 → 0. Standard χ2 tail bounds imply that for any t ≥ 1,

sup
I
P
(
|Θdrift

4,W | ≥ C9,a n
)
≤ 1

pt
,

which is sufficiently small compared to ϵpvp.

(ii) Bound for the Cross Term Θcross
4,W . We write

Θcross
4,W = −2

∑
j∈J

Z∗
j , where Z∗

j :=
n∑

i=1

(ψ̂2
i δij)W

∗
ij.

Conditional on F and I (and thus on WI and δij), the variables {W ∗
ij}j∈J ,i=1...n are inde-

pendent Gaussians with mean zero. Thus, conditional on WI , Θcross
4,W is a sum of independent

Gaussian variables with mean zero and conditional variance

σ2
cross := Var

(
Θcross

4,W

∣∣WI
)
= 4

∑
j∈J

n∑
i=1

(ψ̂2
i δij)

2 Var(W ∗
ij).
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Using ψ̂4
i ≤ 1, Var(W ∗

ij) ≤ Σjj ≤ C, and the bound for δ2ij derived above:

σ2
cross ≤ 4C

n∑
i=1

∑
j∈J

δ2ij ≤ 4C dCλ

∑
k∈I

∥W·k∥2 = OP (n).

This implies Θcross
4,W = OP (

√
n). Compared to vp ≍ n

√
p (unscaled) or √

p (scaled), this term

is negligible. Using the Gaussian tail bound P (|Z| > x) ≤ 2 exp(−x2/2σ2), we have

P
(
|Θcross

4,W | ≥ x
∣∣WI

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− x2

2C ′
∑

k∈I ∥W·k∥2

)
.

Taking x = C9,b

√
n log p and considering the event {

∑
∥W·k∥2 > Cn}, it follows that, for a

sufficiently large constant C9 > 0,

sup
I
P
(
|Θcross

4,W | ≥ C9

√
n log p

)
≤ 1

pt
.

Both bounds satisfy the requirement ≤ ϵpvp for large p.

(iii) Term A4,WV . The analysis for A4,WV = −
∑

j,iWijVijψ̂
2
i follows an identical logic.

Substituting Wij = W ∗
ij+δij, the remainder depends on terms like

∑
j∈J

∑
i ψ̂

2
i δijVij. Condi-

tioning on F and WI , Vij provides the independent Gaussian randomness. The variance of

this remainder is proportional to
∑

j,i δ
2
ij = OP (n), yielding a fluctuation of order OP (

√
n),

which is again negligible.

Combining these results, we establish

sup
I
P
(
|Θ4,W,I | ≥ ϵp

6
vp

)
≤ 1

pt
,

as required.

5. Combining all remainders. Recall

ΘI = Θ1,I + 2Θ2,I −
(
Θ4,W,I + 2Θ4,WV,I

)
.

From the bounds obtained in Steps 14, by a union bound there exists p0 ≥ 3 such that for

all p ≥ p0,

sup
I
P
(
|Θ1,I | ≥ ϵp

6
vp

)
∨sup

I
P
(
|Θ2,I | ≥ ϵp

6
vp

)
∨sup

I
P
(
|Θ4,W,I | ≥ ϵp

6
vp

)
∨sup

I
P
(
|Θ4,WV,I | ≥ ϵp

6
vp

)
≤ 1

pt
.
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Therefore, for all p sufficiently large,

sup
I
P
(
|ΘI | ≥ ϵpvp

)
≤ sup

I
P
(
|Θ1,I | ≥ ϵp

6
vp

)
+ 2 sup

I
P
(
|Θ2,I | ≥ ϵp

6
vp

)
+ sup

I
P
(
|Θ4,W,I | ≥ ϵp

6
vp

)
+ 2 sup

I
P
(
|Θ4,WV,I | ≥ ϵp

6
vp

)
≤ 1

pt
,

possibly after adjusting t. This completes the proof.

Lemma .3 (Local independence). Let d ≥ 1 be fixed and I ⊂ {1, . . . , p} be any index set

with |I| = d. Let yp be the threshold used in the definition of the max-type statistic and

define

BI :=
⋂
k∈I

{
S2
k,τ > yp

}
.

Up and vp are defined as before. Denote statistic

Ũp :=
Up − E(Up)

vp
.

Then, for any x ∈ R,

∣∣P (Ũp ≤ x | BI)− P (Ũp ≤ x)
∣∣ −→ 0, p→ ∞.

Equivalently,

P
(
{Ũp ≤ x} ∩ BI

)
− P (Ũp ≤ x)P (BI) −→ 0, p→ ∞,

for every fixed I with |I| = d.

Proof. Fix I ⊂ {1, . . . , p} with |I| = d and denote its complement by J . Lemma .2 provides

the decomposition

Up = S⊥
I +ΘI .

Taking expectations, we write

E(Up) = E
(
S⊥
I
)
+ E(ΘI),
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and hence

Up − E(Up) =
{
S⊥
I − E(S⊥

I )
}
+
{
ΘI − E(ΘI)

}
. (.15)

Define

Ũ⊥
p,I :=

S⊥
I − E(S⊥

I )

vp
, Θ̃I :=

ΘI − E(ΘI)

vp
,

so that

Ũp =
Up − E(Up)

vp
= Ũ⊥

p,I + Θ̃I . (.16)

Since E(S⊥
I ) and E(ΘI) are deterministic constants, subtracting them does not affect inde-

pendence. As the statement after Lemma .1, {W ∗
·j}j∈J is independent of {W·k}k∈I and V is

independent of W conditional on F = σ(Z, ε). Therefore Ũ⊥
p,I depends only on {W ∗

·j}j∈J ,

V and ψ̂, and is independent of {W·k}k∈I and hence of BI :

Ũ⊥
p,I ⊥ BI . (.17)

Lemma .2 also states that there exists a sequence ϵp → 0 such that, for any fixed t ≥ 1

and all sufficiently large p,

sup
I:|I|=d

P
(
|ΘI | ≥ ϵpvp

)
≤ 1

pt
.

Since E(ΘI) is of smaller order than vp under the same argument (it is bounded by the same

variance-based bounds applied to ΘI), we may absorb it into the same scale and obtain

sup
I:|I|=d

P
(
|Θ̃I | ≥ ϵp

)
≤ 1

pt
, (.18)

for all sufficiently large p. Thus Θ̃I
P−→ 0 uniformly in I.

Fix x ∈ R and ε > 0. From (.16),

{Ũp ≤ x} = {Ũ⊥
p,I + Θ̃I ≤ x} ⊂ {Ũ⊥

p,I ≤ x+ ε} ∪ {|Θ̃I | > ε},

and

{Ũ⊥
p,I ≤ x− ε} ⊂ {Ũp ≤ x} ∪ {|Θ̃I | > ε}.

Therefore

P (Ũp ≤ x,BI) = P (Ũ⊥
p,I + Θ̃I ≤ x,BI)
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≤ P (Ũ⊥
p,I ≤ x+ ε,BI) + P (|Θ̃I | > ε,BI)

≤ P (Ũ⊥
p,I ≤ x+ ε)P (BI) + P (|Θ̃I | > ε), (.19)

where (.17) is used in the last inequality. Similarly,

P (Ũp ≤ x,BI) ≥ P (Ũ⊥
p,I ≤ x− ε,BI)− P (|Θ̃I | > ε,BI)

≥ P (Ũ⊥
p,I ≤ x− ε)P (BI)− P (|Θ̃I | > ε). (.20)

The decomposition (.16) also implies

{Ũ⊥
p,I ≤ x+ ε} ⊂ {Ũp ≤ x+ 2ε} ∪ {|Θ̃I | > ε},

and

{Ũp ≤ x− 2ε} ⊂ {Ũ⊥
p,I ≤ x− ε} ∪ {|Θ̃I | > ε}.

Therefore

P (Ũ⊥
p,I ≤ x+ ε) ≤ P (Ũp ≤ x+ 2ε) + P (|Θ̃I | > ε), (.21)

P (Ũ⊥
p,I ≤ x− ε) ≥ P (Ũp ≤ x− 2ε)− P (|Θ̃I | > ε). (.22)

Substituting (.21) into (.19) and using (.18) gives

P (Ũp ≤ x,BI) ≤
[
P (Ũp ≤ x+ 2ε) + P (|Θ̃I | > ε)

]
P (BI) + P (|Θ̃I | > ε)

≤ P (Ũp ≤ x+ 2ε)P (BI) + 2P (|Θ̃I | > ε).
(.23)

Similarly, combining (.22) and (.20) yields

P (Ũp ≤ x,BI) ≥
[
P (Ũp ≤ x− 2ε)− P (|Θ̃I | > ε)

]
P (BI)− P (|Θ̃I | > ε)

≥ P (Ũp ≤ x− 2ε)P (BI)− 2P (|Θ̃I | > ε).
(.24)

Define

∆p(x; I) := P (Ũp ≤ x,BI)− P (Ũp ≤ x)P (BI).

Subtracting P (Ũp ≤ x)P (BI) from (.23) and (.24), we obtain

∆p(x; I) ≤ P (BI)
[
P (Ũp ≤ x+ 2ε)− P (Ũp ≤ x)

]
+ 2P (|Θ̃I | > ε),
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∆p(x; I) ≥ P (BI)
[
P (Ũp ≤ x− 2ε)− P (Ũp ≤ x)

]
− 2P (|Θ̃I | > ε),

and therefore

|∆p(x; I)| ≤ P (BI) max
{
P (Ũp ≤ x+ 2ε)− P (Ũp ≤ x),

P (Ũp ≤ x)− P (Ũp ≤ x− 2ε)
}

+ 2P (|Θ̃I | > ε).

(.25)

Under H0 and Assumptions (A1)(A4), Ũp converges in distribution to N(0, 1), thus

P (Ũp ≤ z) → Φ(z) for all z ∈ R, where Φ is the standard normal distribution function.

Taking lim supp→∞ in (.25) and using (.18), we obtain

lim sup
p→∞

|∆p(x; I)| ≤ P (BI)
[
Φ(x+ 2ε)− Φ(x− 2ε)

]
.

Since Φ is continuous and ε > 0 is arbitrary, letting ε ↓ 0 gives

lim sup
p→∞

|∆p(x; I)| = 0.

This proves that, for each fixed x ∈ R and each fixed I with |I| = d,

P
(
{Ũp ≤ x} ∩ BI

)
− P (Ũp ≤ x)P (BI) → 0,

and equivalently

P (Ũp ≤ x | BI)− P (Ũp ≤ x) → 0.

Proof of Theorem 2.1

Proof. Let

Hp(x) :=

{
Up − E(Up)

vp
≤ x

}
, vp =

√
Var(Up) ≍

√
p,

and

Lp(y) := {TMAX − 2 log p+ log{log p} > y} ,
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so that {TMAX − 2 log p + log{log p} ≤ y} = Lp(y)
c. Up to deterministic linear scaling,

(Up − E(Up))/vp coincides with the standardized TSUM in the theorem, so it suffices to show

P
(
Hp(x), Lp(y)

c
)
−→ Φ(x)G(y).

By the CLT for the sum-type statistic and the extreme-value limit for the max-type

statistic, under H0 we have

P (Hp(x)) −→ Φ(x), P
(
Lp(y)

c
)
−→ G(y),

for all x, y ∈ R. Therefore it is enough to prove that

P
(
Hp(x), Lp(y)

c
)
− P (Hp(x))P

(
Lp(y)

c
)
−→ 0,

i.e.

P
(
Hp(x), Lp(y)

c
)
= P (Hp(x))P

(
Lp(y)

c
)
+ o(1). (.26)

Since Lp(y)
c is the complement of Lp(y),

P
(
Hp(x), Lp(y)

c
)
= P

(
Hp(x)

)
− P

(
Hp(x), Lp(y)

)
.

Thus (.26) will follow once we show

P
(
Hp(x), Lp(y)

)
= P (Hp(x))P

(
Lp(y)

)
+ o(1). (.27)

Let yp be the threshold corresponding to y, so that

Lp(y) = {TMAX > yp} =

p⋃
j=1

Dj, Dj := {S2
j,τ > yp},

where Sj,τ are the standardized score statistics entering TMAX. For any integer d ≥ 1 and

any index set I ⊂ {1, . . . , p} with |I| = d, define

DI :=
⋂
k∈I

Dk.

By Lemma .3 (applied with Ũp and BI = DI , noting that Ũp equals (Up −EUp)/vp), for

each fixed d and any I with |I| = d,

P
(
Hp(x) ∩DI

)
= P

(
Hp(x)

)
P (DI) + o(1), p→ ∞,
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where the o(1) term is uniform over such I. For each d ≥ 1, define

ζ(p, d) :=
∑

1≤j1<···<jd≤p

{
P
(
Hp(x)Dj1 · · ·Djd

)
− P

(
Hp(x)

)
P
(
Dj1 · · ·Djd

)}
.

Then, for each fixed d,

ζ(p, d) −→ 0, p→ ∞.

Fix an integer k ≥ 1. Applying the inclusionexclusion principle, we have

P
(
Hp(x), Lp(y)

)
= P

(
Hp(x) ∩

p⋃
j=1

Dj

)
≤
∑

1≤j1≤p

P
(
Hp(x) ∩Dj1

)
−

∑
1≤j1<j2≤p

P
(
Hp(x) ∩Dj1Dj2

)
+ · · ·+ (−1)k−1

∑
1≤j1<···<jk≤p

P
(
Hp(x) ∩Dj1 · · ·Djk

)
+R+

p,k,

and

P
(
Hp(x), Lp(y)

)
≥
∑

1≤j1≤p

P
(
Hp(x) ∩Dj1

)
−

∑
1≤j1<j2≤p

P
(
Hp(x) ∩Dj1Dj2

)
+ · · ·+ (−1)k−1

∑
1≤j1<···<jk≤p

P
(
Hp(x) ∩Dj1 · · ·Djk

)
+R−

p,k,

where R+
p,k and R−

p,k are the remainder terms.

For each integer d ≥ 1, define

ζ(p, d) :=
∑

1≤j1<···<jd≤p

{
P
(
Hp(x) ∩Dj1 · · ·Djd

)
− P

(
Hp(x)

)
P
(
Dj1 · · ·Djd

)}
.

By Lemma .3, for each fixed d we have

ζ(p, d) −→ 0, p→ ∞.

Using this definition, the first k terms in the upper bound can be written as
k∑

d=1

(−1)d−1
∑

1≤j1<···<jd≤p

P
(
Hp(x) ∩Dj1 · · ·Djd

)
=

k∑
d=1

(−1)d−1
∑

1≤j1<···<jd≤p

{
P
(
Hp(x)

)
P
(
Dj1 · · ·Djd

)
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+
[
P
(
Hp(x) ∩Dj1 · · ·Djd

)
− P

(
Hp(x)

)
P
(
Dj1 · · ·Djd

)]}
= P

(
Hp(x)

)[ k∑
d=1

(−1)d−1
∑

1≤j1<···<jd≤p

P
(
Dj1 · · ·Djd

)]
+

k∑
d=1

(−1)d−1ζ(p, d).

Define

Ip,k :=
k∑

d=1

(−1)d−1
∑

1≤j1<···<jd≤p

P
(
Dj1 · · ·Djd

)
,

so that
k∑

d=1

(−1)d−1
∑

1≤j1<···<jd≤p

P
(
Hp(x) ∩Dj1 · · ·Djd

)
= P

(
Hp(x)

)
Ip,k +

k∑
d=1

(−1)d−1ζ(p, d).

On the other hand, applying inclusionexclusion to Lp(y) alone yields

P
(
Lp(y)

)
= Ip,k +R0

p,k,

where R0
p,k is the corresponding remainder term. Under Assumption (A3) and the extreme-

value limit for the max-type statistic, the usual Gaussian extreme-value argument implies

that, for each fixed k,

R0
p,k −→ 0, p→ ∞.

Substituting these into the upper and lower bounds, one obtains the factorization

P
(
Hp(x), Lp(y)

)
= P

(
Hp(x)

)
P
(
Lp(y)

)
+ o(1), p→ ∞,

which is the desired asymptotic independence.

Lemma .4. Let M = {j : βj,τ ̸= 0} and define

FM = σ(Z, ε,XM).

Assume that under both H0 and H1 we construct α̂τ as the τ -quantile regression estimator

from regressing Y on Z only, i.e.

α̂τ = arg minα∈Rq

n∑
i=1

ρτ (Yi −Z⊤
i α).
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Then under the local alternative,

Yi = Z
⊤
i ατ +X

⊤
i,MβM,τ + εi, i = 1, . . . , n,

the score vector Ψ = (ψ̂1, . . . , ψ̂n)
⊤ with ψ̂i = I(Yi −Z⊤

i α̂τ ≤ 0)− τ is FM-measurable.

Proof. By definition, α̂τ is a measurable function of (Z,Y) . Under the alternative, Y =

(Y1, . . . , Yn)
⊤ is a measurable function of (Z, ε,XM), hence of FM. Therefore α̂τ is FM-

measurable.

It follows that each residual ri := Yi − Z⊤
i α̂τ is FM-measurable, and so is ψ̂i = I(ri ≤

0)− τ . Thus Ψ is FM-measurable.

Lemma .5. Assume (A2). Let M ⊂ {1, . . . , p} be fixed and let Mc be its complement.

Conditional on FM = σ(Z, ε,XM), the rows {Xi,Mc}ni=1 are independent Gaussian vectors

with

Xi,Mc | FM ∼ N
(
µi,Mc , ΣMc|(z,M)

)
, i = 1, . . . , n,

where the conditional mean µi,Mc is a (random) function of (Zi,Xi,M) and the conditional

covariance ΣMc|(z,M) is deterministic (does not depend on i). Moreover, under (A3), the

eigenvalues of ΣMc|(z,M) are uniformly bounded.

Let PZ = Z(Z⊤Z)−1Z⊤ and P⊥
Z = In − PZ. Then conditional on FM,

WMc := P⊥
Z XMc

is Gaussian with mean P⊥
Z µMc and conditional covariance induced by ΣMc|(z,M).

Proof. Under (A2), for each i, the joint vector (Z̃⊤
i ,X

⊤
i,M,X⊤

i,Mc)⊤ is multivariate normal

with mean zero and a block covariance matrix determined by Σ. By the multivariate normal

conditioning formula, conditioning on (Z̃i,Xi,M) yields a Gaussian conditional distribution

for Xi,Mc with a linear conditional mean µi,Mc and conditional covariance ΣMc|(z,M) that

depends only on the population covariance blocks.

Independence across i in the i.i.d. sampling implies that conditional on {(Z̃i,Xi,M)}ni=1

(hence on FM), the rows {Xi,Mc}ni=1 remain independent.
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Uniform boundedness of eigenvalues of ΣMc|(z,M) follows from the bounded eigenvalues

of Σ in (A3) and the fact that a Schur complement of a uniformly well-conditioned covariance

matrix is also uniformly well-conditioned.

Finally, WMc = P⊥
Z XMc is a linear transformation of a Gaussian matrix, hence Gaussian

conditional on FM, with mean and covariance transformed accordingly.

Lemma .6. Assume (A1)–(A5) and denote M = {j : βj,τ ̸= 0} with m = |M| = o(p1/2).

Recall

Up =

p∑
j=1

{
(X⊤

·jΨ)2 −
n∑

i=1

X2
ijψ̂

2
i

}
, Ũp =

Up − E(Up)

vp
, vp =

√
Var(Up).

Define the signal-block and noise-block components

UM :=
∑
j∈M

{
(X⊤

·jΨ)2 −
n∑

i=1

X2
ijψ̂

2
i

}
, UMc :=

∑
j∈Mc

{
(X⊤

·jΨ)2 −
n∑

i=1

X2
ijψ̂

2
i

}
,

so that Up = UM + UMc. Then

UM − E(UM)

vp
= op(1),

E(UM)

vp
= o(1), (.28)

and consequently

Ũp =
UMc − E(UMc)

vp
+ op(1). (.29)

Proof. Throughout the proof, all o(·) and O(·) terms are as n, p → ∞. We use v2p =

Var(Up) ≍ p as established in the H0 analysis under (A1)–(A4). For any fixed j ∈ {1, . . . , p},

define

Gj := (X⊤
·jΨ)2 −

n∑
i=1

X2
ijψ̂

2
i =

∑
i ̸=ℓ

XijXℓjψ̂iψ̂ℓ.

Since ψ̂i ∈ {−τ, 1− τ}, we have |ψ̂i| ≤ 1 and thus

|Gj| ≤
∑
i ̸=ℓ

|XijXℓj|.

Under (A2)–(A3), Xij has uniformly bounded second and fourth moments, hence by standard

moment calculations

sup
1≤j≤p

Var(Gj) ≤ C (.30)
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for some constant C < ∞ that does not depend on n, p. By definition, UM =
∑

j∈MGj.

Therefore, by Cauchy–Schwarz,

Var(UM) = Var
(∑

j∈M

Gj

)
≤ m

∑
j∈M

Var(Gj) ≤ m2 sup
1≤j≤p

Var(Gj) ≤ Cm2,

where we used (.30). Consequently,

UM − E(UM)

vp
= Op

(√Var(UM)

vp

)
= Op

( m
√
p

)
= op(1),

because m = o(p1/2).

Write ψ̂i = ψi +∆i, where

ψi := I(εi ≤ 0)− τ, ∆i := ψ̂i − ψi.

Then

Gj =
∑
i ̸=ℓ

XijXℓjψiψℓ +
∑
i ̸=ℓ

XijXℓj

(
ψi∆ℓ +∆iψℓ +∆i∆ℓ

)
=: G

(0)
j +Rj.

Hence UM = U
(0)
M +RM with U

(0)
M :=

∑
j∈MG

(0)
j and RM :=

∑
j∈MRj.

Under the model and (A2), ε is independent of (Z,X) and E(ψi) = 0. Moreover, (Xij)
n
i=1

are i.i.d. across i with mean zero. Therefore, for each fixed j,

E
(
G

(0)
j

)
=
∑
i ̸=ℓ

E(XijXℓj)E(ψiψℓ) = 0,

and thus E(U (0)
M ) = 0.

It remains to control E(RM). Assumption (A5) provides precisely the needed small-order

control for the score perturbation ∆i = ψ̂i − ψi under the local alternative: the conditions

involving ς(Xi) and R̃i(t) imply that the aggregated contribution of terms of the form∑
j∈M

∑
i ̸=ℓ

XijXℓjψi∆ℓ,
∑
j∈M

∑
i ̸=ℓ

XijXℓj∆i∆ℓ

has expectation o(vp) (and in fact is op(vp)). Formally, by expanding E(RM) and applying

the bounds in (A5) together with Cauchy–Schwarz and bounded eigenvalues in (A3), we

obtain

E(RM) = o(vp). (.31)
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Hence E(UM) = E(U
(0)
M ) + E(RM) = o(vp).

Combining the fluctuation bound in Part 2 and the mean bound in Part 3 yields (.28),

and (.29) follows immediately from Up = UM + UMc .

Proof of Theorem 2.2. Fix x, y ∈ R. Let

Hp(x) :=
{
Ũp ≤ x

}
, Ũp :=

Up − E(Up)

vp
,

and

Lp(y) := {TMAX − 2 log p+ log log p > y} .

It suffices to show

P
(
Hp(x), Lp(y)

)
= P

(
Hp(x)

)
P
(
Lp(y)

)
+ o(1). (.32)

Let M = {j : βj,τ ̸= 0} with m = |M| = o(p1/2) and Mc = {1, . . . , p} \M. Define

ŨMc :=
UMc − E(UMc)

vp
.

By Lemma .6,

Ũp = ŨMc + op(1). (.33)

Hence

P
(
Hp(x), Lp(y)

)
= P

(
ŨMc ≤ x, Lp(y)

)
+ o(1), P

(
Hp(x)

)
= P

(
ŨMc ≤ x

)
+ o(1). (.34)

Therefore (.32) follows once we prove

P
(
ŨMc ≤ x, Lp(y)

)
= P

(
ŨMc ≤ x

)
P
(
Lp(y)

)
+ o(1). (.35)

Write Lp(y) =
⋃p

j=1Dj with Dj := {S2
j,τ > yp} and yp := 2 log p− log log p+ y. For any

integer d ≥ 1 and any I ⊂ {1, . . . , p} with |I| = d, define DI := ∩j∈IDj.

Let FM = σ(Z, ε,XM). By Lemma .4, Ψ is FM-measurable. Conditional on FM,

WMc = P⊥
Z XMc is Gaussian by Lemma .5, and under (A3) admits the same Gaussian linear
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decomposition as in (.10) for any fixed I with |I| = d. Thus the argument of Lemma .3

applies to ŨMc and yields, for each fixed d,

P
(
ŨMc ≤ x, DI

)
= P

(
ŨMc ≤ x

)
P (DI) + o(1), (.36)

uniformly over I with |I| = d.

Define, for each fixed d ≥ 1,

ζ(p, d) :=
∑

1≤j1<···<jd≤p

{
P
(
ŨMc ≤ x, Dj1 · · ·Djd

)
− P

(
ŨMc ≤ x

)
P
(
Dj1 · · ·Djd

)}
.

By (.36), ζ(p, d) → 0 for each fixed d.

Fix k ≥ 1. Applying the inclusion–exclusion principle to Lp(y) = ∪p
j=1Dj yields

P
(
ŨMc ≤ x, Lp(y)

)
=

k∑
d=1

(−1)d−1
∑

1≤j1<···<jd≤p

P
(
ŨMc ≤ x, Dj1 · · ·Djd

)
+R±

p,k, (.37)

with remainder R±
p,k. Using the definition of ζ(p, d), the truncated sum equals

k∑
d=1

(−1)d−1
∑

1≤j1<···<jd≤p

{
P
(
ŨMc ≤ x

)
P
(
Dj1 · · ·Djd

)}
+

k∑
d=1

(−1)d−1ζ(p, d)

= P
(
ŨMc ≤ x

)
Ip,k +

k∑
d=1

(−1)d−1ζ(p, d), (.38)

where

Ip,k :=
k∑

d=1

(−1)d−1
∑

1≤j1<···<jd≤p

P
(
Dj1 · · ·Djd

)
.

Similarly,

P
(
Lp(y)

)
= Ip,k +R0

p,k, (.39)

with remainder R0
p,k.

By the same extreme-value remainder control as in the proof of Theorem 2.1,

lim
k→∞

lim sup
p→∞

(
|R±

p,k|+ |R0
p,k|
)
= 0.

Combining (.37)–(.39) and sending p→ ∞ first (for fixed k) yields

P
(
ŨMc ≤ x, Lp(y)

)
= P

(
ŨMc ≤ x

)
P
(
Lp(y)

)
+ o(1),

which proves (.35). Finally, (.32) follows from (.34).
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Supplementary Results for Section 3

This section presents supplementary empirical power results for the lower and upper quan-

tiles, τ = 0.25 and τ = 0.75, across all experimental settings considered in Section 3. For

each data-generating distribution and each of Cases 1–3, we report power curves over varying

s across different (n, p) settings. These additional figures complement the main-text results

at τ = 0.50 by illustrating how the relative performance of the competing methods changes

in the tails of the conditional distribution.
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Figure 7: Empirical power as a function of s for Cases 1–3 across varying (n, p) settings

under Normal distribution (τ = 0.25; 2000 replications).
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Figure 8: Empirical power as a function of s for Cases 1–3 across varying (n, p) settings

under Laplace distribution (τ = 0.25; 2000 replications).
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Figure 9: Empirical power as a function of s for Cases 1–3 across varying (n, p) settings

under Logistic distribution (τ = 0.25; 2000 replications).
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Figure 10: Empirical power as a function of s for Cases 1–3 across varying (n, p) settings

under t2 distribution (τ = 0.25; 2000 replications).
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Figure 11: Empirical power as a function of s for Cases 1–3 across varying (n, p) settings

under Normal distribution (τ = 0.75; 2000 replications)..
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Figure 12: Empirical power as a function of s for Cases 1–3 across varying (n, p) settings

under Laplace distribution (τ = 0.75; 2000 replications).
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Figure 13: Empirical power as a function of s for Cases 1–3 across varying (n, p) settings

under Logistic distribution (τ = 0.75; 2000 replications).
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Figure 14: Empirical power as a function of s for Cases 1–3 across varying (n, p) settings

under t2 distribution (τ = 0.75; 2000 replications).
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