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Abstract

This paper develops a novel methodology for testing the goodness-of-fit of sparse paramet-
ric regression models based on projected empirical processes and p-value combination, where the
covariate dimension may substantially exceed the sample size. In such ultra-high dimensional set-
tings, traditional empirical process-based tests often fail due to the curse of dimensionality or their
reliance on the asymptotic linearity and normality of parameter estimators—properties that may
not hold under ultra-high dimensional scenarios. To overcome these challenges, we first extend the
classic martingale transformation to ultra-high dimensional settings under mild conditions and con-
struct a Cramér-von Mises type test based on a martingale-transformed, projected residual-marked
empirical process for any projection on the unit sphere. The martingale transformation renders
this projected test asymptotically distribution-free and enables us to derive its limiting distribution
using only standard convergence rates of parameter estimators. While the projected test is con-
sistent for almost all projections on the unit sphere under mild conditions, it may still suffer from
power loss for specific projections. Therefore, we further employ powerful p-value combination pro-
cedures, such as the Cauchy combination, to aggregate p-values across multiple projections, thereby
enhancing overall robustness. Furthermore, recognizing that empirical process-based tests excel at
detecting low-frequency signals while local smoothing tests are generally superior for high-frequency
alternatives, we propose a novel hybrid test that aggregates both approaches using Cauchy com-
bination. The resulting hybrid test is powerful against both low-frequency and high-frequency
alternatives. Detailed simulation studies and two real-data analyses are conducted to illustrate the
effectiveness of our methodology in ultra-high dimensional settings.
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1 Introduction

This research is motivated by the problem of testing the goodness-of-fit of ultra-high dimensional
regression models, where the dimension of covariates may substantially exceed the sample size. Con-
sider the regression model:

Y=m(X)+e, (1.1)

where Y € R is the response, X is the p-dimensional covariate vector, m(-) = E(Y|X = -) is the
unknown regression function, and ¢ is the error term satisfying E(¢|X) = 0. Our objective is to test
whether the mean function m(-) belongs to some parametric class of functions M = {m(-,8) : B €
© C RY} in ultra-high dimensional settings.

There is an extensive literature on goodness-of-fit testing for regression models in low dimensional
settings when the dimension p is considered to be fixed and smaller than the sample size n. One
primary methodology for model checking, known as local smoothing tests, is based on nonparametric
estimation of conditional moment restrictions E[e(fp)|X]| for some Sy € O, where ¢(fy) = Y —
m(X, Bp). Examples include Hardle and Mammen! (1993), Zheng| (1996)), [Dette| (1999), |[Fan and Huang
(2001), [Horowitz and Spokoiny (2001), Koul and Ni| (2004)), Van Keilegom et al.| (2008), |[Lavergne
and Patileal (2008, 2012), |Guo et al. (2016)). These tests are usually asymptotically distribution-free
and are particularly sensitive to high-frequency alternative models (Horowitz and Spokoiny, 2001]).
However, due to their reliance on nonparametric estimation, they usually suffer severely from the curse
of dimensionality. The other main type of test for model checking constructs test statistics based on
empirical processes, which circumvents the nonparametric estimation of conditional moment restriction
E[e(5o)| X]. See, for instance, Bierens| (1982)), [Stute, (1997), Bierens (1990), |Stute, Gonzalez Manteiga,
and Presedo Quindimil (1998), Stute and Zhu (2002), Zhu (2003), Escanciano (2006b), Stute et al.
(2008)), Escanciano et al. (2018), |Cuesta-Albertos et al. (2019)), Lu and Zheng (2020), |Escanciano
(2024). These empirical process-based tests are usually powerful against low-frequency alternative
models and can detect local alternatives at the parametric rate n~/2, which is the optimal detection
rate in hypothesis testing.

However, empirical process-based tests typically require the asymptotic linearity or normality of
parameter estimators to derive their limiting null distributions. To illustrate this, we consider the
seminal paper by Stute| (1997)). That paper showed that many goodness-of-fit tests for regressions are
based on the empirical process Sy, (t) = n~1/2 py ei(B)I(X; < t), where &;(8) = Y; — m(X;, 3) with
/3 being a consistent estimator of 3 and {(X;,Y:)}" is an i.i.d. sample with the same distribution as
(X,Y). Under some regularity conditions and fixed dimensional settings, Stute| (1997) showed that
under the null hypothesis,

Su(t) = Sp(t) + v/n(B — Bo) "M (1) + 0p(1), (1.2)

uniformly in ¢, where M(t) = E[m'(X, Bo)I(X < t)] and S9(t) = n~ /23" | &:(Bo)[(X; < t) with
gi(Bo) = Yi — m(X;, Bo). It is readily seen that the asymptotically linear expansion or normality of
V(B — By) are required to derive the limiting null distribution of S, (¢). However, this asymptotic
property for the estimated parameter B in high dimensional settings, such as Lasso, post-Lasso, or
their variants, may no longer hold. Consequently, empirical process-based tests that incorporate these
estimation methodologies, without further transformation for the corresponding empirical processes,

typically cannot be directly extended to ultra-high dimensional settings where the covariate dimension



p significantly surpasses the sample size n. Another critical issue is that most existing empirical
process-based tests suffer from the curse of dimensionality because of data sparsity in high dimensional
spaces; see Escanciano| (2006b)) and Tan et al. (2025) for more details on this issue. More recently,
Shah and Buhlmann (2018) and |Jankova et al. (2020) proposed two goodness-of-fit tests based on
residual prediction and generalized residual prediction for high dimensional linear and generalized
linear models, respectively, where the covariate dimension p can be much larger than the sample size
n. However, Shah and Bithlmann (2018) considered a goodness-of-fit test for regression models with
fixed design, which is different from the present paper. [Jankova et al.| (2020) proposed a generalized
residual prediction (GRP) test based on projected residuals w' R, where R and w are the estimated
residual vector and projection on the unit sphere, respectively. Note that the GRP test only considers
a specific aspect of the model misspecification; it may fail to capture all potential departures from the
null hypothesis and loses power against certain alternatives in high dimensional settings.

The purpose of this paper is to develop a new goodness-of-fit test for regression models which can be
applied in ultra-high dimensional scenarios and simultaneously mitigate the curse of dimensionality.
Recall that empirical process-based tests typically require asymptotic linearity or normality of the
parameter estimator 5 to derive their limiting distributions. Since this assumption for B in ultra-
high dimensional settings may not hold, corresponding empirical process-based tests may not be
applied to these settings either. Interestingly, we find that the classic martingale transformation
(Stute et al., [1998) for model checking may be used to address this problem. This method can be
traced back to Khmaladze (1981) for deriving a goodness-of-fit test of the cumulative distribution
function; see also [Koul and Stute (1999), |[Bai and Ng| (2001)), Koenker and Xiao| (2002), Bai (2003]),
Khmaladze and Koul (2004, [2009)), Delgado and Stute| (2008), Tan and Zhul (2019), |Lu and Zheng
(2020), and [Tan et al.| (2025)), among many others. A martingale transformation, say T for instance,
is a linear operator such that the resulting test based on the martingale-transformed empirical process
can be asymptotically distribution-free. More specifically, it eliminates the shift function, such as
M(t) in the decomposition of S, (t), by setting TM(t) = 0, and simultaneously ensures that the
transformed process T'S0(¢) admits the same asymptotic properties as SO (t). This implies that T'S9(¢)
and consequently T’ Sn(t) will be asymptotically distribution-free, with a limit of a Brownian motion
in transformed time. Note that the martingale transformation eliminates the function M(t), and
thus the shift term /n(3 — o) "M (t) in S, () would also vanish. Consequently, the martingale-
transformed empirical process would not involve the estimated parameter B and then can be applicable
for ultra-high dimensional model checking. However, the classic martingale transformation introduced
by Stute et al| (1998)) for model checking was designed for univariate covariates. [Khmaladze and
Koul| (2004)) and Delgado and Stute (2008) further extended the univariate martingale transformation
to multivariate cases in fixed dimensional scenarios. Nevertheless, both of these methods involved
multiple integrals with respect to p-dimensional covariates (Lu and Zheng), 2020)), which makes them
difficult to be extended to ultra-high dimensional scenarios. To our knowledge, whether the martingale
transformation can be applied in the settings where the covariate dimension p may substantially exceed
the sample size remains an open problem in the literature.

In this paper, inspired by the dimension-reduction test proposed by [Stute and Zhu| (2002)), we
successfully extended the classic martingale transformation to ultra-high dimensional settings under
mind conditions. Building on this extension, we propose a novel methodology for testing the goodness-
of-fit of sparse regression models, where the covariate dimension p may substantially exceed the sample
size n. Our methodology includes two steps.



First, we use the martingale-transformed projected residual-marked empirical process to construct
the test statistic for any given projection on the unit sphere in RP. We establish the limiting null
distributions of the martingale-transformed process and its corresponding projected test statistic under
mild conditions, even when the dimension p grows exponentially with the sample size n. Under the
alternative hypothesis, this projected test is consistent for almost all projections on the unit sphere with
asymptotic power 1. By projecting the high dimensional covariates X to a one-dimensional space, the
projected test can detect local alternatives departing from the null at the parametric rate n~1/2 while
significantly mitigating the curse of dimensionality. Moreover, the proposed martingale transformation
involves only a univariate integral, making it easy to compute in practice, even when the dimension p
is much larger than the sample size n. Theoretically, since the martingale transformation eliminates
the shift term arising from parameter estimation, the projected test not only becomes asymptotically
distribution-free but also requires only the standard convergence rate, rather than the asymptotic
linearity or normality, of parameter estimators to derive the asymptotic properties under both the
null and alternative hypotheses.

Second, we employ standard combination methods to combine the projected test statistics from
different projections to form our final test. Note that although the projected tests can be consistent
for almost all projections on the unit sphere, they may still lose power for some unsuitably chosen
projections. Therefore, to avoid possible power loss for certain projections, we adopt the Cauchy
combination method (Liu and Xie, 2020)) to aggregate the corresponding p-values of the projected
tests from different projections to enhance power. It is worth mentioning that empirical process-based
tests are typically more sensitive than local smoothing tests for low-frequency alternative models,
while local smoothing tests are generally more powerful for high-frequency or oscillating models (Fan
and Li, |2000; [Horowitz and Spokoiny, |2001). In practice, since the underlying forms of regression
models are typically unknown, it is desirable to have a testing procedure that can be powerful for
both high-frequency and low-frequency alternative models. To this end, we further propose a novel
hybrid test that aggregates the combined empirical process-based test with the local smoothing test
proposed by [Tan et al. (2025) via the Cauchy combination method. Since the Cauchy combination
is primarily influenced by the smallest p-values, the hybrid test inherits the advantages of empirical
process-based tests and local smoothing tests. Simulation studies also show that the hybrid test is
powerful for both high-frequency and low-frequency alternatives.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 develops the projected residual-
marked empirical process and establishes its limiting null distribution. In Section 3, we extend the
classic martingale transformation to ultra-high dimensional settings and construct the projected test
based on the martingale-transformed projected residual-marked empirical process. The limiting null
distributions of the martingale transformation and the corresponding test statistic are also established
in this Section. Section 4 presents the power analysis for the martingale transformation and the
projected test statistic. In Section 5, we construct the combined projected tests and discuss the choice
of projections for practical use. Section 6 presents simulation studies and two real data analyses to
assess the finite sample performance of our tests. Section 7 contains concluding remarks and topics
for future study. All proofs for the theoretical results are deferred to the Supplementary Material.



2 Projected residual-marked empirical process

In this paper, we focus on testing the goodness-of-fit of generalized linear models (GLMs), when the
covariate dimension p may significantly exceed the sample size n. Our method can also be extended
to test the adequacy of more generalized models, such as quasi-GLMs, parametric multiple index
models, etc. Recall that under the GLM settings, we have E(Y|X = z) = u(BJ X) and var(Y|X =

z) = V(u(By z)) for some unknown parameter fy = (/B(()l),...,ﬁép ))—r € RP and some inverse link
function p(-). To illustrate our method, we restrict ourselves to testing the misspecification of the
conditional mean function m(z) = E(Y|X = z). Consequently, the null and alternative hypotheses
become

Hy:P{m(X) = u(ﬁJX)} =1, for some By € O,
Hy :P{m(X) # ,u(BTX)} >0, forany €O,

where O is a compact set in RP. In high dimensional settings with p > n, as shown by |Jankova et al.
(2020), if the design matrix X = (X1,...,X,,)" is of full rank, there always exists a solution 3y € RP
of the system of linear equations m(X;) = u(By X;) for i = 1,...,n. This implies that GLMs can
never be misspecified in practice without any model structural assumption when p > n. A commonly
used assumption in high dimensional scenarios is the sparsity of regression models. It is readily seen
that the problem of model checking for sparse GLMs is reasonable when p > n. Therefore, we consider
sparse regression models under both the null and alternative hypotheses throughout this paper.

We introduce some notations that will be used below. For a vector 8 € R?, let 3U) denote the j-th
entry of 8 and let [|B; = (327, 180|914 for g € ZF and ||B]jo be the number of non-zero entries of
B. Let I C {1,2,...,p} and let B; denote the vector containing only the entries of 8 whose indices
are in I. For a matrix M € R™*P_let M be the matrix only with the columns of M whose indices are
in I and let My be the columns of M with the indices in the complement of I. Let S C {1,...,p}
be the active set that contains the indices of the covariates X = (X(l), . ,X(p))T truly related to the
response Y. Under the null Hy, the true regression parameter [y is sparse, and the active set becomes

S=1{j:8y #0}.

Our methodology for testing the goodness-of-fit of ultra-high dimensional regression models de-
pends on the following result.

Proposition 2.1. (i) Let W € R and X € RP be random variables. It follows that

EW|X]=0as <= E[Wla'X]=0a.s. foral aec8
EWl|a"X]=0as <= E[WI(a'X <t)]=0 forall t €R,

where SP~1 = {a € RP : ||a|2 = 1}.

(ii) Suppose that E|W|? < oo, E|| X5 < oo, and 332 (E||X||5)~Y* = co. If we write A = {a €
RP : E[W|a' X] =0 a.s.}, then

P{EW|X]=0} =1 <= A has positive Lebesgue measure.
Moreover, if we write Ay = {a € SP™1: E[W|a" X] =0 a.s.}, then
P{EW|X]=0}=1 <= L(A)=1,



P{E[W|X]£0} >0 <= L(A)=0,

where L denotes the uniform probability measure on the unit sphere SP~1.

Proposition 2.1 (i) has been established in Lemma 2.1 of Zhu and Li| (1998), Lemma 1 of |[Escanciano
(2006al), or Lemma 2.1 of Lavergne and Patilea (2008). Patilea et al. (2016) and |Cuesta-Albertos et al.
(2019) derived similar results to the first part of Proposition [2.1{ii) in the setting of functional data.
The condition 272, (E|| X||5)~'/* = 0o in Proposition ii) is called the Carleman’s condition, which
can be satisfied if the random vector X has a finite moment generating function around the neighbor-
hood of zero; see |Cuesta-Albertos et al.|(2007) for more details. A detailed proof of Proposition is
provided in the Supplementary Material.

We write £(8) = Y — u(BTX). Since the null hypothesis Hy is tantamount to P{E[e(8)|X] =
0} = 1 for some [y € O, it follows from Proposition that Hy holds if and only if £{a € SP7! :
Ele(Bo)la’X] =0 a.s.} = 1 for some By € ©. Therefore, to test the null hypothesis Hy, we may first
choose a projection o € SP~! and then test the projected null hypothesis

HY :P{E[e(fo)|a"X] =0} =1, for some Gy € O.

The principle behind this testing methodology is as follows. Under the null Hy, the projected null
H§ also holds. Under the alternative Hi, we have P{E[e(8)|X] # 0} > 0 for all § € © and then
L{a € 8771 : E[e(f)|a’X] = 0 a.s.} = 0. This implies that, under the alternative H;, the projected
null hypothesis H§ fails for £-a.s. projections on SP~1. Consequently, the null Hy is £-a.s. equivalent
to HS : P{E[e(Bo)|a’ X] = 0} = 1 for some 3y € ©. We then construct the test statistics according
to the projected null hypothesis H'.

For any given projection o € SP~!, it follows from Proposition (i) that HS is equivalent to
Ele(Bo)I(a"X <t)]=0 VteR, for some fy € O. (2.1)

Let {(X;,Y;)}?_, be an ii.d. sample with the same distribution as (X,Y’) and let 3 be an estimator
of By under the GLM setting, such as a penalized estimator or its variants. Motivated by (2.1]), we
propose a projected residual-marked empirical process as

R = \/15 S ei(BIaTX <), (2.2)
=1

where €;(3) = Y; — n(BT X;).

The projected residual-marked empirical process Rﬁ(t) depends on the chosen projection a. How-
ever, selecting appropriate projections is a non-trivial task. An unsuitably chosen projection can
lead to a significant loss of power under alternative hypotheses, especially in ultra-high dimensional
settings. Section 5 provides a detailed discussion on the selection of projections to ensure that our
proposed tests can achieve good power.

2.1 Limiting null distribution of R?(t)

To derive the asymptotic properties of Rﬁ(t) under Hy in ultra-high dimensional settings, we
introduce some notions and regularity conditions. A random variable W € R is called sub-Weibull of



order 7 > 0, if
Wiy, :=inf{n >0: E¢-([W]/n) <1} < oo,

where ¢ (z) = exp(z”) — 1 for x > 0. Since ||W{y, = inf{n > 0 : Eexp(|W|"/n7) < 2}, it follows
from the Markov inequality that if W' is sub-Weibull of order 7, then P(|W| > t) < 2exp(—t"/|[W|[}, )
for all £ > 0. It is readily seen that sub-Gaussian and sub-exponential random variables are special
cases of sub-Weibull distributions of 7 = 2 and 7 = 1, respectively. Note that the mean of a sub-
Weibull random variable is not required to be zero. More detailed results on sub-Weibull distributions
are elaborated in |Vladimirova et al.| (2020) and Kuchibhotla and Chakrabortty (2022). We further
define § = {j : B9 # 0}, 5 = |5, and s = |S|. The notation C' in the following denotes a constant
independent of n, which may be different for each appearance.

(A1) Under Hy, the estimator § satisfies |3 — Bolla = Op(1/ 2252 and [|3 — fo[l1 = Op(y/ £202),

(A2) The random variables (o), t/(B3q X), and u”(84 X) are sub-Weibull of order 7 = 2 with
max{||e(Bo) lpss 114" (Bg X))l 17 (Bg X) s} < C < 0o. The covariates X € RP are centered and
a' X is sub-Weibull of order 7 = 2 with ||a" Xy, < C < oo for all a € SP~L.

(A3) The link function y(-) admits third derivatives, and max{|u" (8" z)|, | (B x)|} < F(z) for
all 8 € © C RP with F(X) being sub-weibull of order 7 > 1/3 and ||F/(X)|y, < C < occ.

Condition (A1) is satisfied by many commonly used penalized estimators under mild conditions,
such as the GLM Lasso estimator, the GLM SCAD estimator, or their variants, when the underlying
GLMs are correctly specified (the null hypothesis), see Bihlmann and Van De Geer| (2011)) for instance.
The sub-weibull assumption of order 2 (sub-Gaussian) in (A2) is typically imposed in the literature
of high dimensional data analysis (Wainwright, 2019). It is used to bound the tail probability of the
remainder process in the decomposition of Rg(t), when the dimension p may exceed the sample size n.
Condition (A3) is satisfied by many GLMs that are used in practice, such as Gaussian linear models,
logistic regression models, and probit regression models. It is also used to control the convergence
rate of the remainder of the process R%(t). The sub-Weibull order 7 > 1/3 of F(X) is a technical
condition which can be weakened if we impose a more restrictive condition on the divergence rate of
p in Theorem [2.1] below.

Theorem 2.1. Suppose that Conditions (A1)-(A8) hold. If s?>log® (pV n) = o(n), then under H,
uniformly int € R,

; 1 ¢ T A T
RY(t) = 7 ;5,;(50)[(04 X; <t)—Vn(B - Bo) " M(t) + 0,(1)
= Ry (t) 4 op(1), (2.3)
where pV n = max{p,n}, €:(Bo) = Y; — u(Bg X;), and M(t) = E[X /(B X)I(aT X < t)].
Note that the asymptotic linearity or normality may not hold for some penalized estimators B,
such as Lasso, post-Lasso, and their variants, making it challenging to establish the limiting null dis-
tribution of R%(t) for these estimators in high dimensional scenarios. Consequently, the conventional

Cramér-von Mises functional or the Kolmogorov-Smirnov functional of R% (t) cannot be directly ap-
plied to construct goodness-of-fit tests for regression models. To overcome this difficulty, we extend



the classic method of martingale transformation to ultra-high dimensional settings under mild con-
ditions. Since the martingale transformation would make the shift term M(¢) in . ) to vanish, we
can derive the limiting null distribution of the resulting martingale- transformed process, even in the
absence of the asymptotic linear expansion of ﬁo — Bo. It is also worth noting that |Cuesta-Albertos
et al. (2019)) used projected empirical processes to test the goodness of fit of functional linear models.
However, their test statistic is based on the projected residual-marked empirical process without mar-
tingale transformation, and consequently it still requires the asymptotic linear expansion of parameter
estimators to derive its limiting distribution.

3 Martingale transformation in ultra-high dimensional settings

In this section, we construct the martingale transformation for the projected residual-marked em-
pirical process R (t), which can be applied in settings where the covariate dimension p may significantly
exceed the sample size n. It follows from Theorem that under Hy,

Ry (8) = R (t) = V(B = o) " M (1) + 0,(1),

where R%(t) = n= V23" 6;(Bo)(aTX; < t) and M(t) = E[X1/ (8] X)I(aTX < t)]. Straightfor-
ward calculations show that under Hy,
cov(Ryo(s), Rpo(t)) = ¥y (s AD), (3.1)

where 1%(t) = E[e2(Bo)I (o' X < t)] = f 02 (u)dFy(u) and 02 (u) = E[g%(8)|a’ X = u]. Note that
for any given projection a, the function class {I(a'z < t):t € R} is a VC class with a VC-index 2.
It is readily seen that the empirical process R% () is asymptotically tight and the convergence of the
finite-dimensional distributions of R%(t) can be proved by standard arguments. This yields

oo(t) — B(¥(t)), in distribution

in the Skorohod space D[—o0, 0o], where (t) is the pointwise limit of ¥ (t) and B(t) is the standard
Brownian motion.

The purpose of martingale transformation is to eliminate M(t) in the shift term of R%(t) and
simultaneously transform R{,(¢) to an innovation process that admits the same limiting null distri-

bution as R{j(t). The principle of martingale transformation is as follows. Let A%(t) = 5 wo‘((t)) be the

Radon-Nikodym derivative of M (t) with respect to ¥2(t). Recall that M (t) = E[X /(B3] X)I(aT X <
t)] = ffoo 7o (u)Fy(du), where ro(u) = E[X ' (8] X)|a" X = u]. Tt follows that A%(t) = ro(t)/c2(t).

We then define a matrix as

00 e Tall)TqlU T
= [ ararwTago = [T ),

Assuming I'“(t) is nonsingular for any ¢t € R, the martingale transformation is defined as

Tf / A%(u)TT%u / A% (v)df (v)dpS(u), (3.2)



where f(t) is either a bounded variation function or a stochastic process such that the integral in ((3.2])
is well defined. It may also be a vector of functions sometimes. Note that I'(¢) = [ A%(u)dM (u) "

and M(t) = ffoo A(u)d@(u), it is readily seen that

M@ = M@ - / " A ) T () / A% (0)dM (0) T dye (u) = 0.

—0o0 u

This implies that the martingale transformation 7" eliminates the shift term M (¢) in the decomposition
of Ry (t). Also note that T is a linear operator, it follows that T R%, (t) = TR%,(%).

We further investigate the asymptotic properties of T R%,(¢) under the null hypothesis. Recalling
that R%(t) = n~ 23" ei(Bo)I(a’ X; < t), it follows that

TRyo(t) = Ryo(t) — \}ﬁzaz-(ﬁo) / A%(u) T (w) T A% (@ X)) I (" X; > u)dy (u).
i=1 -

This implies that TR%,(t) is a centered cusum process with the covariance function
cov(T'Rro(s), T Ryo(t)) = cov(Ryo(s), Brg(t)) = ¥ (s A). (3-3)

Therefore, the transformed process T'R%(t) has the same covariance structure as RO (t) under Hy.
The assertion is justified in the Supplementary Material. Similar to the arguments for proving
Theorem 1.2 of |Stute et al.| (1998]), we can derive the asymptotic tightness and the finite-dimensional
convergence of TR%(t). Consequently,

TR (t) =TRn,(t) — B(y(t)), in distribution

in the Skorohod space D[—00,0c0). Furthermore, under mild conditions, we can show that TR (t) —
TR, (t) = op(1) uniformly in ¢t. Altogether we obtain that the martingale-transformed process TR (t),
after the time transformation z = (), converges in distribution to the standard Brownian motion
B(t).

For practical application, the martingale transformation 7" needs to be estimated by its empirical
analog. For this, recall that

A%(t) = and To(t) =E (T‘I(O‘TX)“(O‘TX)TI(JX > t)> :

o2(aTX) -

where 7,(t) = E[Xi/ (B X)|aTX = t] and 02(t) = E[e%(Bo)|a’ X = t]. Since we do not make
any assumption for the quantities 74 (t) and ¢2(¢) other than smoothness, they should be estimated
in a nonparametric way. In low dimensional settings, standard nonparametric estimators such as
the Nadaraya—Watson estimator may be suitable for this purpose. However, we note that r,(t) =
E[X/(Bg X)|a" X = t] € R? is a p-dimensional function. When the dimension p significantly exceeds
the sample size n, nonparametric estimations for r,(¢) would bring enormous theoretical difficulties
in deriving the asymptotic properties of the corresponding estimated martingale transformation. To
address this difficulty, inspired by |Stute and Zhu (2002), we proposed a novel variant of martingale
transformation under mild conditions.



(A4) The covariates X satisfy the linear conditional mean assumption, i.e., E[X|BT X] = DBT X
for a non-random matrix D € RP*2, where B = (a, fy) € RP*2. Furthermore, the (i, j)-entry D;; of

D satisfies |D;j| < C < oo forall 1 <i<pandje{l,2}.
The linear conditional mean assumption (A4) is satisfied if the distribution of the covariates X

is elliptically symmetric, such as normal distributions. In high dimensional settings, as Hall and Li
(1993) demonstrated, if the original covariate dimension p is large, then E[X|BT X] is approximately

linear in X.

Under Condition (A4), we have
M(t) = E{E[X|B" X)u/(By X)I(a"X <t)} = DE[B" X/ (B X)I(a" X <1)].

We write Mo(t) = E[BT X /(8] X)I(a' X < t)], it follows that
t t
M(t) = DMy(t) = D </ ugla(u)dFa(u),/
where g10(v) = E[i/ (B X)|aT X = u] and gaa(u) = E[By X1/ (B X)|a" X = u]. Consequently, the
residual marked empirical process R%(t) in 1’ can be restated as
Ry (8) = Ry (t) — v/n(B — Bo) "D Mo(t) + op(1).
To eliminate the shift term /n(8 — Bo) T DMy(t), we respectively define the new A%(¢) and T'(t) as

(tgm(t) gmu))T
o2(t)  o2(1)

T
92a (u)dFa (u)> s

o o aj\j(](t) o
A= Fga) —

ug1a(u)92a(u)> dype (u).

and
92a (U)2

o 0 ’LL2 u 2
Fa(t) :/t Aa(u)Aa(u)wag(u) :/t O—él(u) (Ugla?’ll;;EQi(;ﬁ)a

It is important to note that these new A%(¢) and I'“(¢) only involve univariate function gi4(t), g2a(t),
and o2 (t). We then estimate these quantities by one-dimensional Nadaraya—Watson estimators:

(B Kn(t — o' X))

n
G2t = sl o X
Zi:l Kp(t—a'X;)
() = S (BTX)KR(t—a’ X;)
“ Z?:l Kh(t - OlTXi) ’

Yoy BT X (BT X)) Kp(t — o X;)
Z?:l Kn(t - aTXi) ’

gQa(t)
where £;(3) = Y; — M(BTX:Z) and Kp(-) = h~1K(-/h) with univariate kernel function K(-) and band-
width h. The estimators A%(t) and I'¢(t) for A%(¢t) and I'*(¢) respectively are
tgla(t) §2a(t) ! r 3 A T 1.7,
( )t B = [ Avwdse d), (3.4
t

40 =Gt 52
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where 9% (u) = =t 2" e2(6)I(a” X; < u). Consequently, we obtain the empirical analogue T}, of
the martingale transformation 7":

T, R ( / A%(w) T (u / A% (0)dR (v)dp2 (u), (3.5)

where R2(t) = n~ 23" ei(B)I(a” X; < t) is given by (2.2).

3.1 Limiting null distribution of T}, R%(t)

To derive the asymptotic properties of the martingale-transformed process Tn]%%(t) in ultra-high
dimensional settings, we impose some additional regularity conditions.

(A5) The kernel function K (-) satisfies (i) K(-) is continuous on R and has a continuous derivative
on its support [—1,1]; (ii) K(z) = K(—z) and K (-) is of bounded variation; (iii) f_ll K(u)du =1 and
f}luiK(u)duzo fori=1,...,k—1.

(A6) We write 02 (t) = 02(t) fa(t), Wia(t) = g1a(t) fo(t), and woq (t) = goa(t) fa(t). The functions
o2 (), wia(t), and wa,(t) admit derivatives up to the k — 1 order in t. Let wgg(t) = dz%‘j(ﬂ,
wég(t) = dz%ﬁm and (07,)(t) = M for i = 1,2,...,k — 1. The functions wg ), wé’; Y,
and (07,)*~D(t) satisfy the Lipschitz cond1t1on.

WVt +u) -0V @) < L, Vuel,

<
WDt +u) —wd V@) < L, Yuel,
(02 )*F D (t +u) — (07)* VW) < Llul, Yuel,

for some neighborhood U of zero. Moreover, we assume that sup,cg | fo(t)] < C' < oo and infyeg 07, (¢) >
C >0 for all a« € SP71L.

(A7) The bandwidth h satisfies \/nh?* = o(1) and log* n = o(nh?*) as n — cc.

(A8) The matrix I'*(t) satisfies infi<y, |det(T*(¢))| > 0 for any to € R and o € SP~!, where
det(I'"*(t)) denotes the determinant of the matrix I'*(¢).

Conditions (A5)-(A7) are usually used in the literature of high-order nonparametric estimation; see,
for instance, Chapters 2 and 4 of Rao| (1983) and |Zhu and Fang] (1996). Condition (A8) is necessary
for the uniform boundedness of ||[T'®(¢)~!||o from infinity.

The next result establishes the asymptotic property of the martingale transformed process T nR% (t)
under Hy. Its proof is provided in the Supplementary Material.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that Conditions (A1)-(A8) hold and the matriz I'*(t) is nonsingular for all
teR. If s*log* (p V n) = o(n) and log® p = o(n) as n — oo, then under Hy,

TR (t) — B((t)), in distribution

in the Skorohod space D[—00,00).
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It is worth mentioning that the martingale transformation can have a more appealing structure
when the null hypothesis is a Gaussian linear model. We also require the linear conditional mean
assumption of the covariates X.

(A4") The covariates X satisfy the linear conditional mean assumption, i.e., E[X|a' X] = a' X Dy
for some non-random vector Dy € RP with \Déj)\ <C<ooforl<j<np.

Recalling that ¢/(t) = 1 under Gaussian linear models, it follows from (A4’) and (2.3)) that

M) =E[XI(a"X <t)] = E{E[X|a"X]I(a"X <t)} = E[a' XI(a' X < t)]Dy.

[0}
linear models, it follows that the quantities A%(¢) and I'*(¢) can be restated as

_OMy(t) t
Coove(t) o

where 2(t) = ffoo o2 (u)dF,(u) = 0?F,(t). Consequently, the martingale transformation 7' can also
be applied in this much simplified scenario. Note that under Gaussian linear models, we avoid the
nonparametric estimations for o2 (u) = E[g2(Bo)|a’ X = u], gia(u) = E[W/ (8] X)|a" X = u] and
g2a(u) = E[B) Xp/(Bg X)|a" X = u] when constructing the estimated martingale transformation.
Therefore, the resulting martingale transformation can have a much simpler structure when testing
ultra-high dimensional Gaussian linear models.

We write My(t) = Ela" XI(aTX <t)] = ffoo udF,(u). Since 02 (t) = o2 is a constant under Gaussian

(1) and 1) = [ APavi) = 5 [ aldvo)

t

3.2 Projected test statistics based on T}, R%(t)

According to Proposition [2.I] and Theorem we can construct the test for Hy based on any
functional of 7, nR;‘{(t) such that the resulting test is asymptotically distribution-free. Specifically, we
employ the Cramér-von Mises functional of the martingale-transformed process T nf%ﬁ (t) to construct
the test statistic. We define the (informal) test statistic as:

to R

cont?, = [ TR0 )
’ —o

where ¢2(t) = n~! Yo e2(B)I(a" X; <t). By Theorem and the Extended Continuous Mapping

Theorem (van der Vaart and Wellner, [1996, Theorem 1.11.1), we have under Hy,

to
CUMEW—)/ B2(1(t))dy(t) in distribution,

where B(t) is a standard Brownian motion. Since B(ty)(tg))/+/%(to) = B(t) in distribution, it follows
that , X
0
/ B2 (y(t)du(t) = 1/12(t0)/ B%(t)dt, in distribution.
oo 0

Therefore, our final test statistic based on a given projection « is

1 to N
TORM, = oy | mwraio. (3.6)
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where ¢2(tg) = n~ 'S [V — (BT Xi)2I(a” X; < t) is an empirical analog of 9(tg). Applying
Theorem [3.1] and the Extended Continuous Mapping Theorem again, we readily obtain the limiting
null distribution of TCvM?2 , in ultra-high dimensional settings.

n,o

Corollary 3.1. Assume the conditions of Theorem[3.1 Then, under Hy,

1
TC’UM,%,OC —>/ B%(t)dt in distribution. (3.7)
0

Corollary implies that the projected test TCUM,%@ based on the martingale-transformed process
Tnﬁg(t) is asymptotically distribution-free, and consequently its critical values can be tabulated.

In homoscedastic cases, such as Gaussian linear models, we have o2 (t) = ¢, which is independent

of t. Recall that o2 (t) = E[e?(Bo)|a’ X = t] and ¢%(t) = E[aQ(ﬁo)IA(aTX <t)]= 02F,(t). Therefore,
P2(t) can be estimated by 62Fy(t), where 62 = n=t S | [V — u(B' X;)]? and F,(t) is the empirical
distribution of {aT X; :4 = 1,...,n}. Consequently, the test statistic TCUM?W becomes

1 to R .
TCvM? , = ———— / T RE(1)[PdF,(t).
T 52 (to)? ml (t)] (t)

For tg, we adopt the 99% quantile of E, for practical applications, as suggested by [Stute et al.| (1998])
and |Stute and Zhu| (2002).

4 Power analysis

In this section, we investigate the asymptotic properties of the martingale-transformed process
T, RS (t) and the projected test T C’UMEW under various alternative hypotheses. Consider the following

C

alternative hypotheses converging to the null hypothesis Hy at the rate v, = n™¢:
Hin i m(x) = BY|X = ) = p(8] 2) + 3L (),

where ¢ € [0,1/2], and L(+) is a non-constant function with P{L(X) = 0} < 1. Here, ¢ = 0 corresponds
to the global alternative hypothesis and ¢ > 0 corresponds to local alternative hypotheses. We also
assume the sparsity for the regression function m(-).

To derive the asymptotic properties of Tnf%f{(t) under various alternative hypotheses in ultra-high
dimensional settings, we impose some additional conditions. Let G2(t) = E[e2(Bo)|a™ X = 1], 1a(t) =
Bl (Bg X)la™ X = t], gza(t) = E[3] X' (3 X)la™ X = t], and laa(t) = E[L(X)*|a" X =],

(A9) (i) Under the global alternative Hj, there exists a parameter fy = (B(()l), cee ~ép))-r € O such

that
3 — 3 s, /1o A 5 slo
18~ Bolli = Op(31/ =>F) - amd Hﬁo—ﬁoIbZOp(\/?),

where § = S| and S = {j : Béj) # 0}. (ii) Under the local alternative Hi,, with ¢ € (0,1/2], we have
Bo — Bo = rnM* + 0,(ry,) with Méc =0 and ||MF¥|3 = O(1), and
1

3 - [lo = 5 _ /o
150 = Bollr = Op(S\/?Jr Y\/51) and |Gy — Bolla = Op(S\/?+%),
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where §; = [Sy], 5 =15, and Sy = SU S with § = {5 : 8 # 0}.

(A10) The random variables 8(@0), 1 (By X), and (B4 X) are sub-Weibull of order 7 = 2 with
max{[|e(80) s, 11/ (B X )|l |1 (Bg X)llypp} < C < 00. The random variable L(X) is sub-Weibull of
order 7 > 2/3 with || L(X)]|y, < C < oo.

(A11) We write 63, (t) = G2(t) fa(t), W1a(t) = J1a(t) fal(t), and Wan (t) = Goa(t) fa(t). The functions

) =
53, (), Wia(t), and 1beq(t) admit k& — 1 order derivative in ¢ and let (67,)@(t) = dzgjﬁ , wg(t) =

%, and u?é?é(t) = dL“() for i =1,2,...,k — 1. The functions (62,)*1(t),w k 1)( t), wé’;_l)(t),
and [y, (t) satisfy the L1psch1tz condition

Dt +u) — w0 < Ll Yuel,
rw2 Dit+u) —wih V()] < Liul Yuel,
1(62,)* D (t +u) — (63)* V()] < Llu Yuel,
[l (t +u) falt +u) = ba(t)falt)] < Llul Yuel,

for some neighborhood U of zero. Moreover, we assume that infieg 6%, (t) > C > 0 for all a € SP~L.

(A12) Let T(t) = [ A%(u)A*(u) T dyp (u), where 9% (v) = Ele(fo)*I(a’X < v)] and A%(t) =
. T .
(tggl(g), i_?gg;) . The matrix T'*(t) satisfies infy<s, |det(T*(t))] > C > 0 for any ty € R, where
det(I'*(t)) denotes the determinant of the matrix T (t).

We show in the Supplementary Material that the GLM lasso estimator satisfies Condition (A9)
under both the local and global alternative hypotheses (the misspecified models). It is also worth
noting that Bithlmann and van de Geer (2015) showed that under misspecified linear models, the
support S of By satisfies S C S if the covariates X follow a Gaussian distribution with positive
definite covariance matrix. Under the misspecified generalized linear model with fixed dimension p,
Lu et al| (2012) proved that S = S if the true underlying model is also a generalized linear model
with a misspecified link function and the linear conditional mean assumption is satisfied for X, that

E(BTX\BJX) = bﬂJX +a for all 8 € RP and a,b € R. Both of these results provide evidence for
Condition (A9). Conditions (A10) and (A1l) are similar to (A2) and (A3) in Section 3, which are
used to control the convergence rate of the remainders of 7; Ra( ) under the alternative hypotheses.
Condition (A12) is needed to ensure the uniform boundedness of ||T'%(¢)~!||2 away from infinity.

The next theorem establishes the asymptotic properties of Tn}?ﬁ (t) under various alternative hy-
potheses. Its proof is provided in the Supplementary Material. We write G*(t) = E[e(fo)l (qTX <),
S¢(t) = E[L(X)I(aT X < )], TGO‘( ) = Got) — [T A%(u) T ()~ [ A%(v)dG* (v)de (u), and
TSR(t) = S7(t) = [ A%(w) T (u) ™! [ A% (v dSa( )dip (u).

Theorem 4.1. Suppose that Conditions (A2)-(A12) holds.
(1) Under Hy, if T%(t) is non-singular for all t € R, and §%log* (p vV n) = o(n) as n — oo, then
n~ V2T, RY(t) — Ly(t), in probability,

where Ly (t) is the pointwise limit of TG(t).
(2) Under Hy, withr, =n"% and a € (0,1/2), if T%(t) is non-singular for allt € R, 7,57 log? (p V n) =
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o(1), log® p = o(n), and \/n? = o(h), then
(nr2)"Y2T, RO (t) — La(t), in probability,
where Lo(t) is the pointwise limit of T'S¢(t).
(3) Under Hy, with r, = n~Y2, if T%(t) is non-singular for all t € R, 32log? (pV n) = o(v/n), and
log® p = o(n), then o
TR (t) — B((t)) + La(t), in distribution,
in the Skorohod space D[—o0,00), where B(3)(t)) is given in Theorem [3.1]

The following asymptotic result for the projected test statistic TCng’a is a consequence of Theo-
rem and the Extended Contirluous Mapping Theorem (van der Vaart and Wellner}, 1996, Theorem
1.11.1). We write ¥2(t) = E[e2(Bo)I(a' X <t)] = E[7%(a' X)I(a' X < 1)].

Corollary 4.1. Suppose that Conditions (A2)-(A12) holds.
(1) Under Hy, if T%(t) is non-singular for all t € R, and §%log* (p vV n) = o(n) as n — oo, then

1 1 [P .
—TCvM?, — — / |L1(t)|?dap(t) in probability,

n ’ P(to) J—oo
where ¥(t) and Ly (t) are the pointwise limits of 1% (t) and TG(t), respectively.
(2) Under Hy, withr, =n~° and ¢ € (0,1/2), if T*(t) is non-singular for allt € R, 7,52 log? (p V n) =
0(1), log® p = o(n), and \/n~? = o(h), then

1 I

WTCUM2 — M/Oo |Lo(t)|?dap(t)  in probability,

where ¢(t) and La(t) are the pointwise limits of 15 and T'S¢(t), respectively.
(3) Under Hy, with r, = n~Y2, if T%(t) is non-singular for all t € R, 32log? (pV n) = o(v/n), and
log® p = o(n), then

1
TCoM} , — / |B(t) + La(p " (th(t0)))/ /¥ (to) |2dt, in distribution,
0
where B(t) is a standard Brownian motion..

Corollary implies that if Li(t) and Lo(t) are non-zero functions, then the projected test
TCvM? , is consistent under the global alternative hypothesis and can detect the local alternatives

n,x
—-1/2

distinct from the null at the parametric rate n , even when the covariate dimension p grows expo-

nentially with the sample size n.

5 The test statistics for practical use

5.1 Combined projected test statistics

Note that a sequence of test statistics can be constructed based on various projections. According
to Proposition and Corollary if the limit function Lj(t) is non-zero, then the projected test
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TCvM; , is consistent under H for almost all projections v € SP~! with respect to the uniform mea-
sure L. However, the test may still suffer from a substantial power loss for some inappropriate choice
of projection, particularly in ultra-high dimensional settings. Another potential problem is that the
value of the projected test statistic TCUM,QW may vary across distinct projections, potentially leading
to unstable power performance when relying on a single projection. To address these limitations, we
propose to combine various projected test statistics TCUM%Q to form a final test statistic, thereby
enhancing the overall statistical power.

A variety of methods are available in the literature for combining test statistics or their corre-
sponding p-values, such as the classic Fisher’s combination method ([Fisher,|1925) and the more recent
Cauchy combination method (Liu and Xie| [2020). For a set of chosen projections {a; € SP~1,i =
1,...,k1}, the asymptotic p-value of the projected test TCvM; . is given by pro, = 1—W(TCvM; ),
where ¥(-) denotes the cumulative distribution function of the random variable fol B2(t)dt. Similar to
the arguments for Theorem [3.1] and by applying the Continuous Mapping Theorem, we have, under
HDa

(Prays-- -+ Pray,) — (P15, Pky),  in distribution, (5.1)

where {p; : i =1,...,k;} are uniform random variables on (0,1). Note that these p-values p1,...,pg,
may be mutually dependent. Consequently, the classic Fisher’s combination method cannot be applied
here as it requires the independence between the p-values. In contrast, the Cauchy combination method
is robust to dependence of the p-values; see Liu and Xie (2020) for more details on this issue. We
therefore employ it to combine the p-values to form our final test statistic. The Cauchy combination-
based test statistic is given by

k1

k1

1 1

TCuvME = g w; tan{(§ — Pla,)T} = g witan{[‘I/(TC'vMiai) - i]w}, (5.2)
=1 i=1

where w; are non-negative weights satisfying Zf’;l w; = 1. In this paper, we simply use the equal
weights, i.e., w; = 1/ky for i = 1,..., k1, which performs very well in our simulation studies. By ([5.1)
and applying the Continuous Mapping Theorem again, we have, under Hy,

k1
1
TCoME — Z w; tan{(§ —pi)7}, in distribution.
=1

Let P, = f;l w; tan{(% —pi)r}. If p1,...,pg, are i.i.d. uniform random variables on (0, 1), then it is
readily seen that P, follows a standard Cauchy distribution, Cauchy(0,1). Furthermore, even when
the p-values py, ..., px, are mutually dependent, Liu and Xie| (2020) demonstrated that lim;_, o P(Py, >
t)/P(Po > t) = 1 under the null hypothesis, where Py denotes a standard Cauchy random variable.
This implies that even when there exist dependencies between the p-values, the tail probability of
P, can be approximated by that of the standard Cauchy distribution. Consequently, the asymptotic
critical values of the Cauchy combination-based test T° CUM% can also be approximated by quantiles
of the standard Cauchy distribution.

In model checking, it is well known that empirical process-based tests, such as T’ CUMia, are more
sensitive to low-frequency alternative models, while local smoothing tests are usually more sensitive
and powerful against high-frequency alternative models. In practice, however, researchers usually do

not know in advance which kind of models the underlying regression model comes from if no prior
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information is available. Therefore, it is important to propose a test statistic that can be sensitive
to both low-frequency and high-frequency alternatives. Note that the Cauchy combination is most
determined by the smallest p-values (Liu and Xie, 2020); thus, a natural idea is to employ this
combination method to combine empirical process-based tests and local smoothing tests to achieve
this goal. Recently, [Tan et al.| (2025) proposed a new local smoothing test for ultra-high dimensional
regression models via projections, which also performs very well against high-frequency alternative
models. Their test statistic based on a given projection « is
A 5 aTXifaTXj )

Zlgz‘;ﬁjgn ei(B)e; (B)K( h

PLSpq = ——
A A a' X;—« X]'
(2 1cipjen 2 BB K2 (X722

where K(-) is a univariate kernel function and h is the bandwidth. According to Corollary 3.1 of
Tan et al. (2025]), for any given projection o, PLS,, , converges in distribution to a standard normal
distribution under Hy. Let poo, = 1 — ®(PLSy q,) be the asymptotic p-value of PLS, ,, for i =
1,..., ko, where ®(-) denotes the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal distribution.
We then propose a hybrid test statistic based on the Cauchy combination method as

kl k2
. 1 1
Hybride = Z w; tan{(§ — Plra;)T} + Zvj tan{(§ — P2a,)7}, (5.4)
i=1 j=1

where the weights w; and v; satisfy Zf;l w; + Zfil v; = 1. The asymptotic critical values of Hybridc
can also be determined by the quantiles of the standard Cauchy distribution.

Remark 1. The combined tests TCUM%« and Hybridc are both asymptotically distribution-free, and
thus we do not need to resort to the resampling methods such as the wild bootstrap to approximate
the limiting null distribution. Therefore, these tests are easy to implement in practice, particularly in
ultra-high dimensional settings. Under the global alternative Hi and mild conditions, it follows from
C'orollary and Theorem 3.3 of Tan et al.| (2025]) that the asymptotic p-values Pio, and paq, converge
to zero for almost all projections o; € SP~L. Consequently, the combined test statistics TCUM% and
Hybridc diverge to infinity for almost all projections as the sample size n — oo. |Liu and Xie (2020)
theoretically demonstrated that the Cauchy combination of p-values is robust to dependent p-values
and is most influenced by the smallest p-values. Therefore, even if the test statistics TCUMT%,%, or
PLS,, o, based on a single projection c;; may not be consistent, the combined test statistics TCUM% and
Hybrido can still exhibit robust power performance under the alternative hypothesis. We also note that
our empirical process-based test TC’vMia 1§ more sensitive to low-frequency alternatives and the local
smoothing test PLS,, o is more powerful against high-frequency models. Since the Cauchy combination
of p-values is primarily determined by the smallest p-values, the hybrid test Hybridc is expected to be
powerful for both low-frequency and high-frequency alternative models. Simulation studies in Section
6 validate these theoretical assertions.

5.2 The choice of projections

In practice, the power of the combined tests TC’vMé and Hybridc would be heavily influenced by
the choice of projections in ultra-high dimensional scenarios. To illustrate this, we consider the problem
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of testing the goodness-of-fit of Gaussian linear models. Assume without loss of generality that the
data are standardized, so we have E(X) =0 and E(Y) = 0. According to Corollary the projected
test TCUMT%?OC can have power under the alternative hypothesis for a given projection a € SP~! only
if Ele (Bo)I(aT X < t)] # 0 for some t € R, where £(fo) =Y — 4 X. Consider an extreme case where

e(By) is mean independent of o' X for a certain projection v € SP1, i.e., Ele(B)|a’ X] = El(Bo)].
This can be achieved if X ~ N(0, I), € is independent of X, and ag = 0, Where S is the true active set.
Indeed, if X ~ N(0,1,), it follows from Biithlmann and van de Geer (2015) that the support S of 3o
satisfies S C S. Note that e(8y) = m(X)+e— g X = m(Xs) +e—BisXs and a' X = al. Xge, where
S¢ denotes the complement of S. This implies that E(,Bo) is independent of o' X and consequently

Ele(Bo)|a’ X] = E[e(fo)]. Recalling that F(X) =0 and E(Y) = 0, it follows that E[e(5g)|a’X] =0,
and thus E[e(8)I(a" X < t)] = 0. This means that the projected test TCvM? , may have no power
under the alternative hypothesis in such scenarios. Therefore, to ensure good power, we should choose
projections such that o' X has high correlation with the error term 5(50). To this end, we propose
a data-driven procedure to select the projections to ensure the proposed tests TCUM% and Hybrido
have good power under the alternatives.

Recall that 6(50) =m(X) — pu( ~0T X) + €, and we assume sparsity for the regression models under
both the null and alternative hypotheses. Motivated by this, we assume without loss of generality that
the error term £(fy) admits a multiple-index model structure, that is, £(Bo) = g(9,0] X,...,0] X,¢),
where U € R, and the projections 01,...,04 € SP~! are latent parameters. If there were no d1mens1on
reduction structure in this model, then we would have d = p and HZ = ¢;, where ¢; € SP~! with 1
in the ¢-th component and 0 otherwise. However, this case is unlikely to occur given the sparsity
assumed under both the null and alternative hypotheses. It is evident that the projected variables
9~TX 0 X are highly correlated with the error 5(50) Furthermore, the projected predictor ég X
with 90 = ﬁo /|| Bol| may also exhibit high correlation with the error (Stute and Zhu, [2002). Conse-
quently, a natural idea is to construct the Cauchy combination-based test statistics based on these
latent projections 0o, 01, ...,0,.

However, all these latent projections are unknown and must be estimated in practice. If the full
sample were used to estimate the latent projections, dependencies would be introduced between the
estimated projections and the test statistics, thereby complicating the derivation of the asymptotic
distribution. To address this issue, we randomly split the data into two parts, D1 and Ds, of equal
size. Here, we assume without loss of generality that the sample size n is even. We use the first
part of the data, Dj, to estimate the projections 6y, 01, ..., 0,, and subsequently construct the test
statistic based on the second part, Ds. Let 0(1) 0(1) e 0( ) be the estimators of 6y, 01, ..., 0, using

d)
D1, respectively. The resulting Cauchy comblnatlon test statlstlc is defined as:

4

TCvME = sz tan{(f fp(e)(l)) T}, (5.5)
=0

where Z 0 w; =1, and ﬁi?(l) = 1—\I/(TCUM2(§()1)) is computed using D, and the estimated projection
i .0

6.

The test TCUM% in (5.5)) uses only half of the data to construct the test statistic, which may
lead to power loss under the alternative hypothesis. To address this problem, we adopt the cross-
fitting strategy to enhance power. Specifically, we swap the roles of the two subsamples, Do is used
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to estimate the latent projections, while D; is employed to construct the test statistic. The resulting
cross-fitting test statistic is given by

Fe) Fo)
TCoME, = Z w; tan{ A(l) )T+ ij tan{(f - p( A)(Q)) 1 (5.6)
7=0
qa > §ie) ¢ (1) _ 2(1)
where > ;"o wi + > _qw; = 1, {9 0 are estimated using Dg, and p 10 = 1—¥(TCv M A(2>)

5(2)

computed using D; and the projection 9j
is given by

. Similarly, the resulting cross—ﬁttlng hybrid test statlstic

d® 4@
Hybridep = sz tan{ = —p 1) )T+ Zw] tan{ = —pw<2 )T}

4 42

+ ZU’ tan{ A(Qe)(l) T+ Zv] tan{ ——Dp 0<2)) T}, (5.7)

l()z+z szl ]5(2) -1 —

(PLS( )(1)) is computed using Dy and the projection 0( ) from D1, and p( ) =1 <I>(PLS(12<2)) is

where the weights w;, w;,v;,v; satisfy Z@ 0 w; + Zd“ wj + 3
computed using D; and the projection 91( ) from Ds.

6 Numerical studies

6.1 Simulations

In this section, we conduct simulation studies to assess the finite sample performance of the pro-
posed tests TC’UM%, T CUM%F, and Hybridor when the covariate dimension p may substantially
exceed the sample size n. Since our tests rely on the parameter estimation, an inaccurate estimate of
the parameters may affect the finite sample performance of the tests. We therefore employ the post-
Lasso estimator of 8y to construct the test statistics. The post-Lasso method applies least squares
to the model selected by the Lasso estimator. According to [Belloni and Chernozhukov| (2013), the
post-Lasso estimator performs at least as well as Lasso in terms of the rate of convergence and has
the additional advantage of a smaller bias. This implies that the post-Lasso estimator Bo satisfies
Condition (A1) and the resulting tests are asymptotically distribution-free. We also conduct simula-
tion studies for our tests using the Lasso estimator. These unreported results show that although our
proposed tests control the empirical size in the setting of testing Gaussian linear models, they fail to
maintain the significant level for testing logistic regression models. This may suggest that, in high
dimensional scenarios, the finite sample performance of goodness-of-fit tests for regression models is
also affected by the parameter estimation methodology.

To compute the tests TC’UM%, TC’UM%F, and Hybridop, we randomly split the data into two
parts, D; and Ds, and then construct the test statistics according to (5.5), (5.6)), and (5.7).
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accurately estimate the latent projections 0~0, 0~1, . ,éd, we utilize the Distance Correlation Sure Inde-
pendence Screening (Li et al| [2012) to select the first % top-ranked variables, and then apply the

sparse sufficient dimension reduction technique LassoSIR (Lin et al., 2019) to construct the estimated

projections 951) and GA?) for ¢ = 0,1,...,d. Furthermore, since the proposed tests involve nonpara-
metric estimation, we compute them using the Epanechnikov kernel K (z) = (3/4)(1 — 22)I(|z| < 1)
and choose the bandwidth by cross validation automatically.

We compare our tests with the RP, test of [Shah and Biithlmann| (2018]), the GRP,, test of \Jankova
et al. (2020), and the local smoothing test Tﬁsher proposed by Tan et al.|(2025]). The latter is based on
combining the projected tests PLS,, o, from different projections. For the specific forms of these tests,
we refer the reader to the respective papers for details. In the following simulations, the parameter
a = 0 corresponds to the null hypothesis, and a # 0 corresponds to the alternative hypothesis. The
simulation results are based on the average of 1000 replications with a nominal level of 7 = 0.05. The
simulation results of the RP, test are computed using the R package RPtests, and those for GRP,
are computed by running the code available on the website https://github.com/jankova/GRPtests)
provided by |Jankova et al. (2020). We compute the test TFC;Sher using the Epanechnikov kernel K (x) =
(3/4)(1 — 22)I(|z| < 1) and the bandwidth h = n=/? as suggested in [Tan et al.| (2025). Furthermore,
despite all the following null models having zero intercepts, we estimate them as unknown parameters
in the simulation studies.

In the first simulation study, we consider the case of testing Gaussian linear models, where the
covariate dimension p may be much larger than the sample size n.

Study 1. Generate data from the following models:

Hi Y = BJX+01a(B) X)? +¢;
Hiy:Y = BOTX + acos(O.GWBOTX) + &
Hiz3:Y = B X+ aexp(0.256] X)+¢;

where 8y = (1,1,1,1,1,0,...,0)" and 81 = (1,...,1,0,...,0) with p; = 10. The covariates X € R?
~——
p1
is N(0,%) independent of the standard Gaussian error e, where ¥ = I, or ¥ = (pl"=7l),., with
p=0.4 and p = 0.8. Here, H1; and Hi3 are low-frequency models and His is a high-frequency model

under the alternative hypothesis. We consider the sample size n = 300 with the covariate dimension
p € {50,100, 300, 600, 900, 1200}.

The simulation results are presented in Tables 1-3. We observe that all tests control the significant
level very well in all cases of sample sizes and dimensions. The GRP, test of |Jankova et al. (2020])
is slightly conservative with smaller empirical sizes. For low-frequency models Hi; and His, our tests
TCUM%, TCUM(%F, and Hybridop generally exhibit higher power than the other three competing
tests across all settings. For the high-frequency model Hio, the tests RP,, GRP,, TC’UM%, and
TCUM% r exhibit almost no power, even in the low dimensional setting (p = 50). In contrast, the
local smoothing test Tgsher and our test Hybridor have substantially higher power than the other
four. This result is inline with the traditional findings in low dimensional model checking that local
smoothing tests typically are more sensitive to high-frequency models and empirical process-based
tests are more powerful for low-frequency models. Interestingly, our hybrid test Hybridop inherits
the merits of both local smoothing tests and empirical process-based tests, as it maintains high power
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for both low-frequency and high-frequency alternatives.

Table 1: Empirical sizes and powers of the tests T’ CUM%, TCUM(% I Tgsher, Hybridop, RP,, and
GRP, for Hy; in Study 1.

a n=300 n=300 n=300 n=300 n=300 n=300
p=50 p=100 p=300 p=600 p=900 p=1200
TCvMZ, S=1, 0.0 0.052 0.040 0.042 0.051 0.046 0.047
0.5 0.664 0.581 0.401 0.357 0.334 0.279
1.0 0.991 0.953 0.831 0.716 0.628 0.608
TCoMZp, E =1, 0.0 0.047 0.035 0.035 0.056 0.048 0.049
0.5 0.847 0.731 0.547 0.474 0.432 0.396
1.0 1.000 0.995 0.929 0.875 0.791 0.773
TS ers S=1Ip 0.0 0.021 0.034 0.026 0.036 0.026 0.034
0.5 0.195 0.143 0.111 0.104 0.084 0.073
1.0 0.917 0.791 0.534 0.419 0.343 0.300
Hybridop, & =1, 0.0 0.057 0.050 0.058 0.065 0.054 0.063
0.5 0.772 0.679 0.478 0.405 0.362 0.336
1.0 0.999 0.993 0.917 0.828 0.744 0.730
RP,, =1, 0.0 0.038 0.039 0.034 0.024 0.028 0.041
0.5 0.094 0.086 0.058 0.054 0.064 0.057
1.0 0.176 0.149 0.144 0.127 0.110 0.114
GRP,, £ =1, 0.0 0.034 0.020 0.018 0.017 0.014 0.012
0.5 0.085 0.049 0.025 0.019 0.018 0.025
_ 1.0 0.291 0.182 0.079 0.054 0.040 0.055
TCvM%, S = (0.41=T) 0.0 0.039 0.051 0.045 0.044 0.030 0.037
0.5 0.994 0.984 0.903 0.857 0.821 0.808
1.0 1.000 1.000 0.982 0.951 0.924 0.904
TCoMZ ., ¥ = (0.4"71),.p 0.0 0.043 0.048 0.046 0.046 0.037 0.037
0.5 0.999 1.000 0.981 0.959 0.947 0.937
1.0 1.000 1.000 0.997 0.990 0.982 0.981
TS pers == (0417710 0.0 0.025 0.029 0.031 0.026 0.033 0.034
0.5 0.896 0.779 0.627 0.574 0.529 0.487
1.0 1.000 1.000 0.985 0.918 0.887 0.874
Hybridcr, © = (0.491),p 0.0 0.055 0.058 0.057 0.053 0.047 0.050
0.5 0.999 1.000 0.975 0.950 0.929 0.908
1.0 1.000 1.000 0.996 0.983 0.980 0.978
RPy, © = (0.41771),, 0.0 0.029 0.037 0.035 0.037 0.039 0.042
0.5 0.470 0.391 0.340 0.314 0.327 0.318
1.0 0.601 0.534 0.481 0.436 0.445 0.485
GRP,, ¥ = (0.417771),5, 0.0 0.026 0.031 0.030 0.025 0.019 0.019
0.5 0.785 0.604 0.280 0.162 0.139 0.121
- 1.0 0.998 0.981 0.700 0.582 0.542 0.475
TCuMZ, ¥ = (0.81=71),,, 0.0 0.047 0.050 0.039 0.030 0.048 0.047
0.5 1.000 1.000 0.998 0.997 0.988 0.977
1.0 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.994 0.990 0.976
TCoMZp, = (0.81"71),up 0.0 0.040 0.046 0.037 0.035 0.056 0.049
0.5 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.999 1.000
1.0 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.999 0.999 0.997
TS e == (08771, 0.0 0.028 0.028 0.025 0.032 0.041 0.038
0.5 1.000 1.000 0.997 0.989 0.970 0.968
1.0 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.998 0.992 0.984
Hybridor, T = (0.8/"791),p 0.0 0.050 0.055 0.040 0.055 0.068 0.069
0.5 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.998 0.998
1.0 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.999 0.999 0.998
RP,, ¥ = (0.8/"=1l),,, 0.0 0.039 0.029 0.039 0.032 0.035 0.034
0.5 0.746 0.654 0.578 0.574 0.582 0.541
1.0 0.741 0.653 0.603 0.561 0.547 0.552
GRP,, ¥ = (0.8/"=7l),5, 0.0 0.043 0.041 0.027 0.024 0.025 0.037
0.5 1.000 1.000 0.987 0.969 0.961 0.950
1.0 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.997 0.995 0.999

Next, we investigate the finite sample performance of our proposed tests for the goodness-of-fit of
logistic regression models.
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Table 2: Empirical sizes and powers of the tests TCUM%, TCUM%F, TFCisher, Hybridop, RP, and
GRP, for Hyo in Study 1.

a 1=300 n=300 n=300 n=300 n=300 n=300
p=50 p=100 p=300 p=600 p=900 p=1200
TCvMZ, S =1, 0.0 0.033 0.045 0.052 0.042 0.048 0.031
0.5 0.055 0.052 0.039 0.033 0.046 0.061
1.0 0.046 0.059 0.035 0.044 0.043 0.035
TCoMEp, £ =1Ip 0.0 0.048 0.049 0.042 0.045 0.046 0.038
0.5 0.054 0.055 0.043 0.048 0.032 0.051
1.0 0.052 0.052 0.037 0.051 0.048 0.043
TS e S=1Ip 0.0 0.020 0.017 0.031 0.036 0.037 0.037
0.5 0.320 0.216 0.085 0.074 0.053 0.053
1.0 0.838 0.650 0.227 0.124 0.091 0.095
Hybridcp, S =1Ip 0.0 0.050 0.055 0.050 0.059 0.059 0.050
0.5 0.274 0.182 0.096 0.075 0.052 0.059
1.0 0.689 0.413 0.178 0.116 0.083 0.085
RP,, S =1, 0.0 0.036 0.030 0.039 0.040 0.038 0.032
0.5 0.045 0.037 0.032 0.042 0.029 0.040
1.0 0.033 0.058 0.032 0.049 0.042 0.036
GRP,, S =1, 0.0 0.037 0.033 0.018 0.010 0.016 0.012
0.5 0.040 0.034 0.027 0.019 0.014 0.015
. 1.0 0.069 0.066 0.045 0.027 0.032 0.027
TCvMZ, S = (0.47-7T),., 0.0 0.048 0.052 0.041 0.037 0.041 0.058
0.5 0.042 0.043 0.039 0.038 0.049 0.057
1.0 0.052 0.046 0.037 0.037 0.039 0.043
TCvMZ,, = (041731), 0.0 0.044 0.053 0.047 0.038 0.044 0.040
0.5 0.037 0.043 0.043 0.042 0.037 0.057
1.0 0.052 0.055 0.044 0.042 0.035 0.043
TS e = (0417770 0.0 0.031 0.027 0.030 0.031 0.037 0.037
0.5 0.350 0.279 0.155 0.142 0.114 0.106
1.0 0.924 0.837 0.567 0.404 0.308 0.258
Hybridcp, © = (0.4, 0.0 0.054 0.060 0.058 0.059 0.058 0.068
0.5 0.289 0.197 0.123 0.121 0.094 0.094
1.0 0.753 0.563 0.315 0.210 0.160 0.153
RP,, ¥ = (0.4173l),, 0.0 0.036 0.039 0.033 0.041 0.042 0.041
0.5 0.040 0.051 0.019 0.039 0.041 0.045
1.0 0.035 0.037 0.037 0.041 0.048 0.041
GRP,, © = (0417715 0.0 0.033 0.034 0.021 0.030 0.022 0.016
0.5 0.043 0.053 0.032 0.018 0.025 0.021
. 1.0 0.075 0.056 0.062 0.036 0.027 0.038
TCvMZ, ¥ = (0.8T=71),, 0.0 0.032 0.047 0.049 0.038 0.043 0.045
0.5 0.042 0.053 0.042 0.048 0.059 0.052
1.0 0.051 0.048 0.039 0.040 0.045 0.034
TCvMZp, ¥ = (0.8F73),5p 0.0 0.036 0.046 0.040 0.041 0.054 0.045
0.5 0.037 0.046 0.046 0.049 0.042 0.041
1.0 0.047 0.044 0.031 0.052 0.049 0.032
TS pers == (0817910 0.0 0.024 0.033 0.032 0.034 0.028 0.040
0.5 0.307 0.247 0.246 0.178 0.150 0.169
1.0 0.911 0.872 0.773 0.693 0.633 0.581
Hybridcp, ¥ = (0.8, 0.0 0.054 0.056 0.066 0.057 0.051 0.069
0.5 0.332 0.267 0.216 0.153 0.135 0.123
1.0 0.881 0.767 0.536 0.399 0.403 0.306
RPn, ¥ = (0.873),p 0.0 0.035 0.052 0.051 0.049 0.046 0.035
0.5 0.050 0.029 0.038 0.042 0.037 0.032
1.0 0.055 0.034 0.036 0.044 0.040 0.033
GRP,, & = (08177, 0.0 0.038 0.032 0.032 0.034 0.027 0.035
0.5 0.065 0.039 0.047 0.038 0.037 0.043
1.0 0.074 0.068 0.061 0.064 0.059 0.057

Study 2. The data are generated from the logistic regression model according to

Y|X ~ Bernoulli{u(By X + ag(X))},
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Table 3: Empirical sizes and powers of the tests TCUM%, TCUM%F, TFCisher, Hybridop, RP, and
GRP, for Hy3 in Study 1.

a n=300 n=300 n=300 n=300 n=300 n=300
p=50 p=100 p=300 p=600 p=900 p=1200
TCuMZ, = =1, 0.0 0.047 0.043 0.046 0.043 0.038 0.040
0.5 0.312 0.211 0.135 0.150 0.115 0.104
1.0 0.776 0.668 0.401 0.310 0.267 0.243
TCoMEp, £ =1Ip 0.0 0.061 0.037 0.045 0.039 0.037 0.045
0.5 0.397 0.294 0.189 0.177 0.132 0.120
1.0 0.920 0.834 0.545 0.417 0.387 0.310
TS hers S=1Ip 0.0 0.025 0.021 0.025 0.022 0.025 0.031
0.5 0.056 0.038 0.037 0.038 0.026 0.029
1.0 0.189 0.095 0.061 0.063 0.051 0.050
Hybridcp, $ = I 0.0 0.055 0.051 0.061 0.044 0.044 0.052
0.5 0.334 0.226 0.164 0.136 0.111 0.110
1.0 0.892 0.778 0.483 0.365 0.332 0.258
RP,, £ =1, 0.0 0.043 0.044 0.033 0.044 0.034 0.048
0.5 0.054 0.045 0.061 0.046 0.042 0.050
1.0 0.072 0.061 0.069 0.058 0.065 0.053
GRP,, S =1, 0.0 0.026 0.048 0.019 0.010 0.008 0.014
0.5 0.065 0.056 0.022 0.024 0.016 0.018
. 1.0 0.108 0.097 0.040 0.040 0.028 0.029
TCvMZ, = = (0.477T),5, 0.0 0.037 0.043 0.052 0.045 0.043 0.042
0.5 0.943 0.866 0.741 0.647 0.613 0.574
1.0 0.998 0.996 0.943 0.869 0.798 0.803
TCvMZ,, = (041731), 0.0 0.038 0.040 0.045 0.038 0.041 0.047
0.5 0.990 0.976 0.895 0.820 0.790 0.758
1.0 1.000 1.000 0.992 0.974 0.946 0.945
TG ey == (041771, 0.0 0.031 0.026 0.028 0.033 0.030 0.037
0.5 0.437 0.306 0.187 0.143 0.129 0.138
1.0 0.954 0.831 0.586 0.409 0.350 0.305
Hybridep, S = (0.47-31),,, 0.0 0.044 0.060 0.061 0.057 0.056 0.056
0.5 0.981 0.959 0.855 0.781 0.735 0.716
1.0 1.000 1.000 0.986 0.960 0.924 0.918
RP,, = (0.41=3l), ., 0.0 0.037 0.039 0.037 0.042 0.041 0.033
0.5 0.226 0.214 0.160 0.166 0.159 0.179
1.0 0.284 0.237 0.214 0.203 0.236 0.228
GRPy, ¥ = (0.41"=7l),,, 0.0 0.030 0.030 0.015 0.021 0.020 0.021
0.5 0.642 0.462 0.211 0.155 0.134 0.129
. 1.0 0.933 0.800 0.430 0.312 0.320 0.269
TCvMZ, S = (0.87T),p 0.0 0.041 0.035 0.042 0.039 0.040 0.037
0.5 1.000 0.999 0.989 0.964 0.954 0.941
1.0 1.000 0.999 0.987 0.954 0.934 0.921
TCvMZp, ¥ = (0.8F73),5p 0.0 0.048 0.048 0.044 0.044 0.040 0.034
0.5 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.999 0.991 0.996
1.0 1.000 1.000 0.998 0.997 0.990 0.986
TS pers == (0817910 0.0 0.036 0.024 0.034 0.032 0.034 0.042
0.5 1.000 1.000 0.991 0.969 0.928 0.887
1.0 1.000 1.000 0.998 0.983 0.962 0.935
Hybrider, © = (0.8, 0.0 0.053 0.052 0.047 0.053 0.066 0.057
0.5 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.998 0.990 0.990
1.0 1.000 1.000 0.998 0.998 0.988 0.978
RP,, ¥ = (0.81"=71),5, 0.0 0.043 0.042 0.048 0.032 0.038 0.036
0.5 0.663 0.622 0.513 0.506 0.521 0.482
1.0 0.687 0.603 0.557 0.523 0.525 0.531
GRP,, © = (0.8"=71),p 0.0 0.053 0.037 0.032 0.024 0.029 0.032
0.5 1.000 1.000 0.993 0.985 0.974 0.975
1.0 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.998 0.996 0.989

where (1(z) = 1/(1 4 exp(—%)). We consider two different cases for the misspecified g(X):

Hy - g(X) = 0.2(8) X)?,
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Hyy: g(X) = XWx®@ 4 x@xG) 4 xC x® 4 x®)x06)

where the parameter 5y = (1,1,1,1,1,0,... ,0)T and the covariates X are the same as in study 1, and
the sample size n = 600 with the covariate dimension p € {50, 100, 300, 600, 900, 1200}.

Since the RP, test proposed by |Shah and Buthlmann| (2018) cannot be applied in testing GLMs, we
only compare our tests with the tests GRP, and T, Fcisher developed by [Tan et al. (2025) and Jankové
et al. (2020), respectively. The simulation results are provided in Tables 4-5. It can be seen that
our tests TC’UM%, TCUM%F, Hybridcr, and the local smoothing test Tﬁsher control the empirical
size in most cases. The tests T CUM% and TCUM%F are generally conservative, exhibiting smaller
empirical sizes in large dimensional settings. The test TFC;sher becomes liberal with large empirical sizes
in settings with high correlation (p = 0.8) and large dimension (p = 1200). However, the empirical
size of GRP, is far from the significant level when the covariate correlation p = 0.4 or p = 0.8. For
the empirical power, our tests TCUM(% r and Hybridop typically have higher power than the other
competitors. Moreover, the empirical powers of all tests increase as the correlation of the covariates
X grows.

6.2 Real data examples

In this subsection, we evaluate the proposed tests using two real datasets: the Communities and
Crime data and the Acute Myeloid Leukemia (AML) data (Bottomly et al., [2022]). The Communi-
ties and Crime dataset, available from the UCI Machine Learning Repository (https://archive.ics.
uci.edu/dataset/183/communities+and+crime), contains 1994 observations with one response vari-
able, the per capita violent crime rate, and 99 predictors describing demographic and law-enforcement
characteristics. Let Y denote the per capita violent crime rate and X = (X W X (99))T rep-
resent the predictor vector. We first evaluate the adequacy of a sparse linear regression model,
Y = ao+ 3y X +¢, for this dataset using our tests. The choices for the kernel function and bandwidth
are the same as those in the simulation studies. The p-values of TC’UM%, T C’vM(Qj r» and Hybridcp are
approximately 0.0037, 0.0053, and 0.0001, respectively. These results strongly reject the null hypoth-
esis, indicating that the linear relationship between Y and X is not adequate for fitting this dataset.
Figure |1| presents a scatter plot of the response variable Y versus BOT X, where Bo is a post-Lasso
estimator from the linear model. This plot also suggests that a linear relationship between Y and
X may not be plausible. Furthermore, it suggests the potential existence of a quadratic relationship
between Y and ﬂg X.

To identify a more appropriate relationship between Y and X, we expand the model by incorpo-
rating the quadratic and interaction terms of covariates, leading to the following quadratic polynomial
model ,

Y =ag+B) X + Z Biij)X(i)X(j)—i-a. (6.1)

ij=1
When applying our tests to this quadratic polynomial model, the resulting p-values of the tests
TCUM%, TC’UM%F, and Hybridop are 0.4759, 0.6510, and 0.5989, respectively. These results fail
to reject the null hypothesis, implying that the polynomial regression model (6.1) may be plausible
to fit this dataset. To further visualize this fit, we present a scatter plot of the residuals from the
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Table 4: Empirical sizes and powers of the tests TCUM%, TCUM%F, TFC;Sher, Hybridop, and GRP,
for Hop in Study 2.

a n=600 n=600 n=600 n=600 n=600 n=0600
p=50 p=100 p=300 p=600 p=900 p=1200
TCvMZ, £ =1, 0.0 0.068 0.065 0.033 0.013 0.029 0.027
0.5 0.296 0.209 0.084 0.043 0.038 0.036
1.0 0.800 0.630 0.338 0.226 0.156 0.155
TCoMEp, £ =1Ip 0.0 0.087 0.065 0.016 0.011 0.009 0.011
0.5 0.348 0.264 0.085 0.045 0.024 0.019
1.0 0.944 0.816 0.493 0.266 0.165 0.153
TS e S=1Ip 0.0 0.028 0.028 0.026 0.032 0.040 0.049
0.5 0.084 0.077 0.032 0.034 0.034 0.045
1.0 0.681 0.489 0.203 0.101 0.068 0.058
Hybridcp, =1 0.0 0.080 0.053 0.041 0.024 0.028 0.028
0.5 0.278 0.236 0.088 0.066 0.041 0.033
1.0 0.924 0.787 0.445 0.257 0.169 0.144
GRP,, S =1, 0.0 0.084 0.065 0.030 0.030 0.018 0.020
0.5 0.068 0.048 0.034 0.027 0.027 0.023
_ 1.0 0.077 0.042 0.029 0.025 0.024 0.024
TCvMZ, ¥ = (0.41=71),, 0.0 0.093 0.076 0.042 0.023 0.011 0.011
0.5 0.566 0.444 0.259 0.161 0.102 0.085
1.0 0.960 0.902 0.711 0.537 0.449 0.408
TCvME,, ¥ = (0.41731),p 0.0 0.088 0.050 0.033 0.006 0.008 0.005
0.5 0.673 0.562 0.313 0.174 0.102 0.075
1.0 1.000 0.992 0.950 0.776 0.677 0.581
TS pers == (0417710 0.0 0.027 0.023 0.033 0.030 0.056 0.076
0.5 0.215 0.224 0.146 0.090 0.076 0.090
1.0 0.996 0.961 0.810 0.682 0.588 0.519
Hybridcp, © = (0417791, 0.0 0.087 0.054 0.049 0.038 0.037 0.034
0.5 0.620 0.503 0.298 0.187 0.112 0.101
1.0 0.999 0.991 0.948 0.809 0.714 0.630
GRPy, ¥ = (0.41=3l),,,, 0.0 0.225 0.168 0.114 0.105 0.095 0.078
0.5 0.151 0.103 0.057 0.036 0.036 0.038
_ 1.0 0.776 0.478 0.167 0.104 0.077 0.072
TCvMZ, % = (0.811),,p 0.0 0.088 0.073 0.051 0.037 0.031 0.028
0.5 0.924 0.923 0.833 0.757 0.644 0.591
1.0 0.980 0.965 0.860 0.771 0.724 0.664
TCoMZ ., © = (0.81"71),p 0.0 0.088 0.055 0.031 0.018 0.012 0.008
0.5 0.991 0.981 0.950 0.877 0.776 0.702
1.0 1.000 1.000 0.988 0.971 0.946 0.914
(G ohors 5 = (0.8, 0.0 0.034 0.031 0.026 0.058 0.079 0.130
0.5 0.935 0.921 0.874 0.872 0.823 0.757
1.0 1.000 0.998 0.954 0.910 0.879 0.854
Hybridcp, © = (0.81"771),5p 0.0 0.081 0.058 0.035 0.048 0.049 0.063
0.5 0.991 0.983 0.958 0.912 0.858 0.801
1.0 1.000 0.999 0.988 0.971 0.957 0.933
GRP,, © = (081177, 0.0 0.410 0.393 0.357 0.322 0.310 0.305
0.5 0.830 0.769 0.606 0.461 0.366 0.305
1.0 1.000 1.000 0.964 0.970 0.938 0.893

quadratic polynomial model versus the fitted values Y in Figure 2l The absence of an obvious trend
between the residuals and the fitted values further supports the adequacy of this model.

Next, we apply our proposed tests to the AML dataset, which was obtained from cBioPortal
(https://www.cbioportal.org/study/summary?id=aml_ohsu_2022). This dataset consists of RNA-
Seq expression profiles on 444 patients, who are classified by the ELN2017 criteria into high-risk (319)
and non-high-risk (125) groups. The expression data contains 22834 genes, yielding a ultra-high
dimensional setting for evaluation. We then evaluate the adequacy of a sparse linear logistic regression
model for the AML classification task and apply our tests to check whether the functional form of
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Figure 2: The scatter plot of the residuals from the quadratic polynomial model versus the fitted
values Y.
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Table 5: Empirical sizes and powers of the tests TCUM%, TCUM%F, Tﬁsher, Hybridop, and GRP,
for Hos in Study 2.

a n=600 n=600 n=600 n=600 n=600 n=0600
p=50 p=100 p=300 p=600 p=900 p=1200
TCvMZ, £ =1, 0.0 0.090 0.073 0.026 0.023 0.019 0.016
0.5 0.169 0.129 0.064 0.045 0.031 0.025
1.0 0.433 0.357 0.141 0.087 0.079 0.070
TCoMEp, £ =1Ip 0.0 0.093 0.066 0.011 0.017 0.005 0.007
0.5 0.182 0.121 0.048 0.031 0.021 0.011
1.0 0.536 0.425 0.155 0.094 0.074 0.063
TS e S=1Ip 0.0 0.022 0.027 0.033 0.046 0.033 0.043
0.5 0.039 0.046 0.031 0.043 0.045 0.042
1.0 0.241 0.195 0.064 0.046 0.043 0.041
Hybridcp, =1 0.0 0.082 0.054 0.033 0.043 0.026 0.028
0.5 0.162 0.121 0.057 0.037 0.049 0.023
1.0 0.489 0.367 0.153 0.103 0.095 0.066
GRP,, S =1, 0.0 0.076 0.065 0.035 0.029 0.025 0.020
0.5 0.130 0.078 0.033 0.036 0.020 0.022
_ 1.0 0.235 0.094 0.037 0.031 0.027 0.019
TCvMZ, ¥ = (0.41=71),, 0.0 0.092 0.076 0.038 0.019 0.019 0.015
0.5 0.451 0.351 0.185 0.100 0.081 0.082
1.0 0.902 0.810 0.570 0.439 0.334 0.334
TCvMZE, ¥ = (0.4173l), 0.0 0.088 0.046 0.020 0.009 0.010 0.003
0.5 0.506 0.416 0.193 0.102 0.072 0.055
1.0 0.989 0.965 0.858 0.705 0.574 0.488
TS pers == (0417710 0.0 0.023 0.027 0.034 0.049 0.061 0.090
0.5 0.154 0.136 0.090 0.067 0.079 0.063
1.0 0.906 0.835 0.627 0.487 0.384 0.327
Hybridcp, © = (041771, 0.0 0.071 0.051 0.036 0.041 0.038 0.028
0.5 0.491 0.376 0.183 0.114 0.098 0.069
1.0 0.985 0.953 0.866 0.710 0.585 0.531
GRPy, ¥ = (0.41=3l),,,, 0.0 0.195 0.173 0.110 0.072 0.098 0.078
0.5 0.280 0.181 0.107 0.075 0.065 0.048
_ 1.0 0.944 0.790 0.336 0.191 0.152 0.109
TCvMZ, ¥ = (0.87=71), 0.0 0.115 0.098 0.054 0.056 0.029 0.022
0.5 0.778 0.699 0.582 0.475 0.386 0.344
1.0 0.985 0.969 0.908 0.791 0.720 0.694
TCoMZ ., © = (0.81"71),p 0.0 0.089 0.077 0.028 0.024 0.012 0.007
0.5 0.906 0.833 0.703 0.581 0.455 0.398
1.0 1.000 1.000 0.996 0.982 0.935 0.912
(G ohors 5 = (0.8, 0.0 0.020 0.029 0.035 0.047 0.093 0.119
0.5 0.525 0.519 0.479 0.505 0.423 0.391
1.0 1.000 0.999 0.975 0.937 0.906 0.886
Hybridcp, © = (0.81"771),5p 0.0 0.082 0.068 0.034 0.037 0.061 0.063
0.5 0.891 0.824 0.699 0.632 0.521 0.479
1.0 1.000 1.000 0.994 0.983 0.958 0.946
GRP,, © = (081177, 0.0 0.409 0.392 0.368 0.357 0.345 0.323
0.5 0.566 0.499 0.341 0.282 0.228 0.195
1.0 1.000 1.000 0.962 0.996 0.981 0.944

the conditional expectation, E[Y|X] = %, is plausible. The p-values of the tests TCvMZ,

TC’UM% > and Hybridor are approximately 0.9877, 0.9961, and 0.9921, respectively. The universally
high p-values lead us to fail to reject the null hypothesis, suggesting that the sparse linear logistic
regression model is adequate for this dataset. We further calculate the model predictive accuracy of
the linear logistic regression model using 20 repetitions of 5-fold cross-validation. The resulting average
predictive accuracy and Area Under the ROC Curve (AUROC) are 0.8514 and 0.9292, respectively.
These metrics provide additional confirmation of the adequacy of the linear logistic regression model
for this dataset.
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7 Discussion

In this paper, we propose a two-step methodology for testing the goodness-of-fit of sparse para-
metric regression models, when the covariate dimension p may significantly exceed the sample size
n. In the first step, we construct the Cramér-von Mises type test based on the martingale transfor-
mation of projected residual marked empirical processes. Under the null hypothesis, our projected
tests are asymptotically distribution-free. Under the alternative hypothesis and mild conditions, the
projected tests are consistent with asymptotic power 1 for almost all projections on the unit sphere
and can detect local alternatives departing from the null at the parametric rate of O(n_l/ 2). In the
second step, we employ the Cauchy combination method and data splitting to combine the projected
tests to form our final tests, thereby enhancing power. Moreover, since empirical process-based tests
are generally more sensitive to low-frequency alternatives and local smoothing tests are more pow-
erful for high-frequency alternatives, we further propose a hybrid test that combines our empirical
process-based tests and the local smoothing test proposed by Tan et al. (2025). Simulation results
show that the hybrid test performs very well for both low-frequency and high-frequency alternative
models. It is important to note that our methodology requires data splitting for the construction
of the test statistics, which introduces variability in the values of the test statistics. An interesting
question is whether the data splitting strategy can be completely avoided. Such alternative methods,
without data splitting, would be particularly useful for model checking where there exist dependency
between observations. We also note that model checking for the conditional mean function is a special
case of testing conditional moment restrictions. It is of interest to extend our method to test general
conditional moment restrictions in ultra-high dimensional settings.
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