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Abstract

We propose Group Shapley, a metric that extends the classical individual-
level Shapley value framework to evaluate the importance of feature groups,
addressing the structured nature of predictors commonly found in business
and economic data. More importantly, we develop a significance testing
procedure based on a three-cumulant chi-square approximation and estab-
lish the asymptotic properties of the test statistics for Group Shapley val-
ues. Our approach can effectively handle challenging scenarios, including
sparse or skewed distributions and small sample sizes, outperforming alter-
native tests such as the Wald test. Simulations confirm that the proposed
test maintains robust empirical size and demonstrates enhanced power
under diverse conditions. To illustrate the method’s practical relevance
in advancing Explainable AI, we apply our framework to bond recovery
rate predictions using a global dataset (1996-2023) comprising 2,094 ob-
servations and 98 features, grouped into 16 subgroups and five broader
categories: bond characteristics, firm fundamentals, industry-specific fac-
tors, market-related variables, and macroeconomic indicators. Our results
identify the market-related variables group as the most influential. Fur-
thermore, Lorenz curves and Gini indices reveal that Group Shapley as-
signs feature importance more equitably compared to individual Shapley
values.

KEY WORDS: Group Shapley values; Recovery rates; Explainable Artificial
Intelligence; Significance testing.
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1 Introduction
Interpretability has become a cornerstone of modern machine learning (ML),
where understanding the rationale behind predictions is as important as achiev-
ing high predictive accuracy. The Shapley value, derived from cooperative
game theory, has emerged as a widely used metric in Explainable AI (XAI)
for quantifying the contribution of individual features to model outputs (see,
e.g., Strumbelj and Kononenko (2010, 2014); Datta et al. (2016)). However, as
feature spaces grow in size and complexity, individual-level Shapley values be-
come overly granular, limiting their interpretability and practical utility. This
challenge is particularly pronounced in high-dimensional datasets often encoun-
tered in credit risk management, healthcare, and economic policy analysis.

High-dimensional features in real-world datasets can often be grouped into
economically meaningful categories, such as firm characteristics or market-related
indicators. Grouping features aligns with domain-specific knowledge, enabling
more structured and interpretable insights. An important example is bond
recovery rate prediction in credit risk management. Unlike metrics such as
Exposure at Default (EAD) or Probability of Default (PD), which assess the
likelihood and magnitude of credit losses, recovery rates uniquely measure the
proportion of funds recoverable after default. Understanding the driven features
in predicting recovery rates is critical for risk assessment, portfolio optimization,
and pricing strategies, especially for distressed or lower-rated bonds.

Building on the pioneering work of Jullum et al. (2021), the Group Shapley
value extends the classical Shapley framework by treating predefined feature
groups as units of analysis, adhering to the same axioms of fairness, efficiency,
and symmetry. While the individual Shapley value is a special case of the Group
Shapley value (where each feature constitutes its own group), computing Group
Shapley values remains computationally intensive due to the combinatorial na-
ture of coalition formation (Strumbelj and Kononenko (2014)). Approximation
methods such as sampling-based methods Strumbelj and Kononenko (2014),
Kernel SHAP (Lundberg and Lee (2017a)) and Tree SHAP (Lundberg et al.
(2020)) have been developed to address these challenges, leveraging a weighted
linear regression or the hierarchical structure of decision trees.

Despite their utility, Shapley values — whether individual or grouped —
are point estimates and may lack statistical significance, especially in high-
dimensional settings with correlated features, skewed distributions, sparse data
or small sample size. Existing resampling approaches such as such as boot-
strap procedures (Moretti et al. (2008), Fryer et al. (2020), Huang and Huang
(2023)) and permutation testing (Roder et al. (2021), Janssen et al. (2022),
Hamilton and Papadopoulos (2023)) are computationally expensive and often
fail to maintain accurate test levels when features exhibit high correlations—
a frequent characteristic of high-dimensional economic and financial datasets
(Efron (1981)).

Parametric alternatives like Student’s t-test and its extensions also face lim-
itations under non-normal distributions (Katayama et al. (2013)), sparsity, or
clustering instead of continuous distributions (Lundberg and Lee (2017b), Ahad
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et al. (2011), Lipsitz et al. (1998)). For Group Shapley values, the Wald test,
based on Hotelling’s T2 framework, extends the t-test to multivariate settings.
Nevertheless, it is limited by the potential non-invertibility of the sample covari-
ance matrix, particularly when the number of feature groups exceeds the sample
size (Bai and Saranadasa (1996)). The CQ test (Chen and Qin (2010)) mitigates
this issue by relying on the trace of the covariance matrix. However, both the
Wald and CQ tests assume a Gaussian null distribution, an assumption that
is frequently violated in real-world datasets, further limiting their applicability
(Katayama et al. (2013), Aoshima and Yata (2018)).

Our study seeks to extend the classical individual-level Shapley value frame-
work to Group Shapley, enabling the evaluation of feature group importance
and addressing the structured nature of predictors commonly found in busi-
ness and economic data. To achieve this, we propose Tree Group SHAP, a
computationally efficient method that leverages decision tree structures to cal-
culate Group Shapley values. To address the statistical limitations of existing
methods, we develop a significance testing procedure based on a three-cumulant
chi-square approximation, demonstrating its robust performance across diverse
data conditions e.g. sparse or skewed distributions and small sample sizes.

In simulation studies, the proposed test statistic exhibits superior perfor-
mance across a wide range of scenarios, including normal, symmetric non-
normal, and skewed distributions. Under normal conditions, it outperforms
existing methods in 24 out of 27 configurations. When data deviate from normal-
ity, such as in cases of skewed or sparse distributions, the test maintains robust
empirical sizes and demonstrates consistently enhanced power, outperforming
all competing methods. Furthermore, this robustness extends to scenarios with
varying levels of feature correlation, highlighting the method’s versatility and
reliability across diverse data conditions.

Our framework is applied to bond recovery rate prediction using a global
dataset spanning 1996-2023. The dataset includes 2,094 observations and 98
features grouped into five categories: bond characteristics, firm fundamentals,
industry-specific factors, market-related variables, and macroeconomic indica-
tors. By identifying the market-related variables group as the most influential
predictor, our results highlight the practical relevance of Group Shapley values
for advancing Explainable AI in finance. Furthermore, Lorenz curves and Gini
indices reveal that Group Shapley assigns feature importance more equitably
compared to individual Shapley values.

Our work builds on existing methodologies while introducing several impor-
tant distinctions. 1) Extending the foundational Tree SHAP algorithm proposed
by Lundberg et al. (2020), we adapt this efficient framework to grouped features,
enabling the analysis of structured predictors often encountered in business and
economic datasets. This extension achieves computational gains compared to
prior methods such as the exact computation approach described in Jullum et al.
(2021), which can be computationally prohibitive for high-dimensional data. 2)
A central contribution of our study is the development of an asymptotic theory
and a significance testing procedure for Group Shapley values. By employing the
three-cumulant chi-square approximation method introduced in Zhang (2005),
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we approximate the null distribution of Group Shapley test statistics. This ap-
proach allows for robust testing under diverse scenarios, including cases with
skewed or sparse data and small sample sizes, and provides competitive perfor-
mance compared to alternative methods such as the Wald and CQ tests. While
these alternative tests rely on assumptions such as normality or the invertibility
of covariance matrices, our method is designed to handle common challenges
found in real-world data, such as feature correlation and non-normal distribu-
tions. 3)Previous studies, including Mora (2006), Jankowitsch et al. (2014a),
and Nazemi et al. (2018), have identified a wide range of variables affecting
recovery rates, encompassing bond characteristics, firm fundamentals, industry-
specific factors, market-related variables, and macroeconomic conditions. How-
ever, these studies typically examine feature importance at an individual level
and do not fully address the benefits of structured group analysis. Additionally,
work by Bellotti et al. (2021) compared machine learning models for recovery
rate prediction, highlighting the strong performance of ensemble methods such
as boosted trees and random forests. While these approaches excel in predic-
tion accuracy, they often lack a systematic way to interpret grouped feature
contributions.

In contrast, our framework combines computational efficiency and statistical
rigor, enabling the analysis of grouped predictors while ensuring reliable signifi-
cance testing. This approach provides insights into the contributions of feature
groups, complementing predictive accuracy with improved interpretability. By
focusing on both group-level importance and robust statistical evaluation, our
work addresses a gap in existing methodologies and provides a practical tool
for applications such as credit risk management and financial decision-making.
Although this study focuses on recovery rate prediction, the methodology is
generalizable and holds potential for broader application across domains where
understanding group-level feature contributions is critical for informed decision-
making, representing a meaningful advancement in Explainable AI.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 describes the
dataset and its characteristics. Section 3 presents the formulation of Group
Shapley values and details the proposed significance testing procedure. Sec-
tion 4 shows simulation studies that evaluate the effectiveness of our methods
across various data conditions. Section 5 demonstrates the application of our
framework to bond recovery rate prediction, providing practical insights and
results. Finally, Section 6 concludes with a discussion of the implications of
our findings and potential avenues for future research. Technical proofs and
supplementary details are included in the Appendix.

2 Data
We consider a dataset comprising 98 features and 2094 observations within the
period from 1996 to 2023, covering 576 firms and 1638 bonds globally. We have
derived the data from four distinct sources. Macro-economic and market related
features are obtained from FRED and Refinitiv; financial statement features of
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firms are sourced from Bloomberg (BBG); bond-level features, as well as firm-
level or market-level credit product features are provided by the Credit Research
Initiative (CRI) of the National University of Singapore.

Recovery rates are defined as the bond’s price seven days after the default
date:

Recovery Rate (RR) =
Recovered Amount

Face V alue of the Bond
, (1)

where the recovered amount may arise from mechanisms like asset liquidation or
debt restructuring. During this 7-day period, bond recovery rates can exceed one
under certain scenarios, such as the time value of money due to inflation, asset
appreciation, overcompensation in debt restructuring, or currency fluctuations.

Following this definition, the histogram of the observed recovery rates from
the UP5 dataset (1996-2023), covering 576 firms and 1,638 bonds globally, is
displayed in Figure 1. In the Figure, the y-axis represents the frequency of each
bar, whereas the x-axis the recovery rate.

Figure 1: Recovery rates of UP5 from 1996 to 2023, covering 576 firms and 1638
bonds globally

Figure 1 reveals a broad range of recovery rates. They are almost all dis-
tributed between 0 and 1 and occasionally exceed 1. Although recovery rates
tend to cluster around their mean value, they exhibit significant variability, with
a large standard deviation. This wide distribution highlights the limitations of
assuming a fixed recovery rate (such as 40%) in pricing models, which oversim-
plifies the complex and dynamic nature of actual recovery rates. Assuming a
fixed recovery rate lead to inaccurate risk assessments, flawed pricing strategies,
and miscalculated credit risk metrics.

To complement Figure 1, summary statistics are presented in Table 1.
Both Figure 1 and the standard deviation in Table 1, equal to about 0.33,

highlight a strong variability in the observed recovery rates. Additionally, with
a mean of 0.49 exceeding the median of 0.44, the distribution appears right-
skewed, and the maximum recovery rate exceeds 1, further illustrating the het-
erogeneity in recovery outcomes.
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Table 1: Summary statistics for recovery rates
S (sample size) Mean Std. Min 25% Median 75% Max

2094 0.4920 0.3293 0.0000 0.1889 0.4379 0.7966 1.1326

A model with 98 features is quite difficult to interpret. It has been docu-
mented that recovery rates are influenced by a wide range of factors Jankowitsch
et al. (2014b); Cochrane and Piazzesi (2005); Altman and Kishore (1996), from
bond characteristics, firm fundamentals, industry-specific conditions, market
dynamics, to macroeconomic indicators. To improve interpretability, we have
employed the domain knowledge from the literature on credit recovery, and ag-
gregated the 98 features into 16 subgroups and, further, into 5 broader groups
based on their economic relevance. The obtained groups, along with their the
associated meanings are listed in Table 2.

We remark that the classification in Table 2 derives from prior knowledge
and, as such, is similar to other classifications attempted in the literature. For
example, Altman and Kishore (1996) investigated recovery rates on defaulted
bonds and emphasized the importance of bond properties. Jankowitsch et al.
(2014b) identified key determinants of recovery rates in the U.S. corporate bond
market, highlighting the influence of bond characteristics, firm fundamentals,
and macroeconomic variables. Cochrane and Piazzesi (2005) analyzed the term
structure and the significance of yield spreads. These studies motivates the
groups "BondProperty", "YieldSpread", "FinancialStatement", and "MacroE-
conomy". Some studies focused on the relations between credit risk and recov-
ery rates, like Altman et al. (2005) and Bruche and González-Aguado (2010),
which leads to the groups "CompanyDTD","CompanyPD","MarketDTD" and
"MarketPD". For the various term structures, we follow the market convention
to split "CompanyPD" into short-run, median-run and long-run, represented
by "CompanyPD_S", "CompanyPD_M" and "CompanyPD_L" respectively.
Here, "short-run" denotes prediction horizons below 6 months (Gompers and
Lerner (1998)), while "long-run" denotes prediction horizons over 3 years (Pet-
tit and Venkatesh (1995)). Additionally, Das and Hanouna (2009) studied the
credit market and the equity market using data including stock prices, stock
volatilities and stock market indexes, which supports the groups "ShareProp-
erty" and "StockMarket". The group "DefaultEvent" originates from a report
by Moody’s, Cantor et al. (2008), which provided a comprehensive statistical re-
view of default and recovery rates of corporate bond issuers, categorizing default
events and their impact on recovery outcomes.

We now consider the explanatory features, which will be employed to build
a predictive model for the recovery rates. Figure 2 presents pie charts and his-
tograms illustrating some selected features, categorized as follows (from top to
bottom): (a) bond characteristics, (b) firm fundamentals, (c) industry-specific
factors, (d) market-related variables, and (e) macroeconomic conditions. These
visualizations emphasize a complex data structure, which integrates both cate-
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Table 2: 5 feature groups, 16 feature subgroups and the associated meanings

Group SubGroup Description

Bond BondProperty bond properties including coupon
rates, duration and seniority

Currency dummy variable for bond currency

Firm CompanyDTD companies’ DTD, 12-month
moving average of DTD and
DTD_sigma

CompanyPD_L long term (> 3yrs) companies’ PD

CompanyPD_M mediun term (7-36 mons) compa-
nies’ PD

CompanyPD_S short term companies’ PD (<
7mons)

DefaultEvent occurance of issuers’ default
events and the event type

Domicile dummy variable for domicile
countries

FinancialStatement items form financial statements
including ROA, current ratio,
debt to equity, liquidity ratio and
NI over TA

ShareProperty stocks’ performance including
marketcap, last price and idiosyn-
cratic risk

Industry Industry dummy varibles for industry clas-
sification from BBG

Market MarketDTD aggregated DTD

MarketPD aggregated PD, aggregation by
economies, by industries, or by
cross of economies and industries

StockMarket stock market performance includ-
ing SP500, SP500/its 1-year MA,
stock index return, median mar-
ketcap by economy and equity
market volatility

Economy MacroEconomy macro economic indexes

YieldSpread US bond yields spreads for differ-
ent maturities
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Figure 2: Some explanatory features of UP5, representing (from top to
down): (a)bond characteristics, (b)firm fundamentals, (c)industry-specific fac-
tors, (d)market related variables and (e)macroeconomic conditions respectively
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gorical and numerical features, with different unit of measurement, magnitudes
and distribution.

Figure 2 (a) describes bond characteristics which include coupon rates, dura-
tion in years, and seniority, represented by categorical data in pie charts. These
features capture diverse attributes such as varying bond durations and senior-
ity levels, indicating their potential role in recovery rates. Part (b) describes
firm Fundamentals, displaying numerical features such as PD (probability of
default), last price, and DTD (distance-to-default), which are highly skewed,
and have substantial variation in their ranges. Industry-specific factors in (c)
comprise categorical data on sectors, groups, and subgroups, emphasizing the
heterogeneity across industries. Market-related variables in (d) includes numer-
ical data, such as domicile- and exchange-based metrics, which exhibit clustered
distributions and overlapping interdependencies, further complicating the anal-
ysis. Part (e) illustrates macroeconomic conditions through numerical features
like 1-year HPI (housing returns), PPI growth, and consumer confidence indi-
cators, capturing the dynamic nature of macroeconomic influences on recovery
rates.

The presented features underline the complexity of the dataset which is
obviously greater when all features are considered. Many features exhibit po-
tential correlations, introducing interdependencies that increase the modeling
challenge. Additionally, the inclusion of multiple categorical features, such as
industry subgroups, creates high-dimensional categorical spaces that interact
with numerical variables in a non-linear manner. The heterogeneity and inter-
dependence among features requires advanced techniques to interpret their joint
contributions to recovery rates.

To exempolify these arguments, Figure 3 illustrates the relationships between
recovery rates and two features: 12-month PD aggregated by exchange and
sector (x-axis), and DTD (y-axis).

The surface plot in Figure 3 reveals a complex and non-linear relationships
between the features and the recovery rate, with no clear trends or linear pat-
terns evident. Such complexity further highlights the challenges in interpreting
these relationships directly and underscores the need for advanced techniques to
disentangle the intricate dependencies driving recovery rates. Furthermore, the
relationships between recovery rates and individual features are often too gran-
ular to provide actionable insights. Aggregating features into a smaller number
of groups with meaningful economic interpretations offers a more practical and
interpretable approach to understand the drivers of recovery rates.

3 Methodology

3.1 Group Shapley
Suppose that the available feature variables can be partitioned in K mutually
exclusive groups, with j = 1, . . . ,K. Then, for the group gj , we have the group
Shapley values ϕgj = (ϕgj1, ϕgj2, . . . , ϕgjS)

T , where S is the sample size.
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Figure 3: Recovery rates v.s. 12-month exchange-sector aggregated PD and
DTD

For a group of features G ⊆ F , where F represents the complete feature set,
the Group Shapley value quantifies the marginal contribution of G by consider-
ing its impact across all possible subsets M ⊆ F \G. The Group Shapley value
ϕG is computed as

ϕG =
∑

M⊆F\G

|M |! · (|F | − |M | − |G|)!
|F |!

·
[
v(M ∪G)− v(M)

]
, (2)

where v(M) denotes the prediction value when only features in M are included
in the model. |F | and |G| represent total number of features and number of
features in group G respectively, while |M |! means factorial of the size of subset
M .

Note that the above definition contains the individual Shapley values as a
special case. Specifically, when each group consists of a single feature (i.e.,
K = |F |), the Group Shapley values equivalent to the individual Shapley val-
ues. Thus, the framework seamlessly accommodates both grouped and indi-
vidual feature contributions. Importantly, in our framework, the Group Shap-
ley value is computed as a single univariate score for each feature group, re-
ducing the dimensionality of feature contributions from |F | (individual fea-
tures) to K (groups). To illustrate, suppose the j-th group contains jK fea-
tures. For each feature, the associated individual Shapley values are given by
ϕgjk

= (ϕgjk1
, ϕgjk2

, . . . , ϕgjkS
)T , where j = 1, . . . ,K and k = 1, . . . , jK . The
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group Shapley value ϕgj can then be regarded as a reduced representation of the
individual Shapley values (ϕgj1

, ϕgj2
, . . . , ϕgjjK

), summarizing the contributions
of these jK features within the group into a single, unified measure.

This dimensionality reduction not only enhances computational efficiency
but also simplifies the interpretation of feature importance at the group level.

3.2 Significance tests for Group Shapley Values
Recall the group Shapley values defined above. The significance testing problem
we are considering can be expressed either as

H0 : E(ϕgj ) = 0, (3)

testing the group Shapley values directly or as

H0 : E[(ϕgj1
, . . . ,ϕgjjK

)] = 0, (4)

testing all individual Shapley values of the group.
The identified limitations listed in Section 1 motivate the development of a

novel test statistics that is robust across diverse scenarios, regardless of whether
the data is normal or skewed, dense or sparse, and irrespective of the degree of
correlation among features. Such statistics should be capable of handling high-
dimensional data without relying on the invertibility of covariance matrices,
ensuring broad applicability in complex and heterogeneous datasets. To ensure
statistical rigor, the metric also need include a derivable asymptotic distribution
for reliable inference.

Our proposed test statistic for group SHAP is inspired by Fan et al. (2015)
and consists of two parts, defined as follows:

TGS = T0 + T1,

where T1 is the pivotal for the testing problem and T0 is a data-dependent
component aimed at power enhancement, especially for sparse data.

In previous studies, such as Fan et al. (2015) and Yu et al. (2024), the
classical Wald test has been employed as T1:

T1 = TWald =
Φ̄

T
Σ̂−1Φ̄√
S

(5)

where Φ̄ and Σ̂ are the usual sample mean and sample covariance, defined as

Φ̄ = S−1(

S∑
s=1

ϕg1s, . . . ,

S∑
s=1

ϕgKs)
T

and
Σ̂ = (S − 1)−1(Φ− JS×1Φ̄

(A)T

)T (Φ− JS×1Φ̄
(A)T

). (6)

11



Here, Jp×q denotes a p × q matrix of all ones. However, the associated sample
covariance matrices are often not invertible, when the sample size is smaller
than the dimension of features (Bai and Saranadasa (1996)). Noting that trace
provides a scalar measure of the total variability in the data, capturing the
aggregate variance across all dimensions, without requiring matrix inversion.
Therefore, we replace the inverse of the covariance with the trace:

T1 = ||Φ̄||2 − tr(Σ̂). (7)

To derive the null distribution of T1 in (7), let

Θ = Φ− µ (8)

denote the centralized group SHAP values, and let E(Θ) = 0 and Cov(Θ) = Σ.
With some simple algebra, we can express T1 as

T1 = T1,0 + 2S1 + tr{Σ2}, (9)

where
T1,0 = ∥Θ̄∥2 − tr(Σ̂), and S1 = (Θ̄)⊤{µ}, (10)

with Θ̄ the usual sample mean vectors of the centralized group SHAP values
for the dataset. T1,0 has the same distribution as that of T1 under the null
hypothesis, i.e. µ = 0.

Note also that T1,0 is a quadratic form of the two centralized group SHAP
values (8) with K1(T1,0) = E(T1,0) = 0, with

K2(T1,0) = Var(T1,0) = 2

{
tr(Σ2)

S(S − 1)

}
, (11)

and

K3(T1,0) = E(T 3
1,0) = 8

{
(S − 2)tr(Σ3)

S2(S − 1)2

}
. (12)

We employ the three-cumulant chi-square approximation method (Zhang
(2005)) to approximate the null distribution. The main idea is to match the
first three cumulants (means, variances, and third central moments) of R and
null statistic, where R is a random variable with approximation parameters
β0, β1 and d:

R = β0 + β1χ
2
d. (13)

The first three cumulants of R are given by

K1(R) = β0 + β1d,
K2(R) = 2β2

1d, and
K3(R) = 8β3

1d.

After matching the first three cumulants of T1,0 and R defined in (13), we
have that:

β0 = −2K2
2(T1,0)

K3(T1,0)
, β1 =

K3(T1,0)

4K2(T1,0)
, and d =

8K3
2(T1,0)

K2
3(T1,0)

. (14)
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To obtain the estimated approximation parameters β̂0, β̂1 and d̂, we need to
estimate K2(T1,0) and K3(T1,0) consistently from the data (See details in Sec-
tion 6).

Then, with the normalized version of T1,0, T̃1,0 = T1,0/

√ ̂K2(T1,0), the test

can be conducted using the approximate critical value cα = {χ2
d̂
(α) − d̂}/

√
2d̂

where χ2
d(α) denotes the upper 100α percentile of χ2

d, or the approximate p-value
Pr(χ2

d̂
≥ d̂+

√
2d̂T̃1,0).

Note that T0, based the extreme value theory, enhances the test power and
does not affect the asymptotic distribution under the null hypothesis, which can
be computed as follows:

T0 =
√
K

K∑
i=1

hi1{hi ≥ 9δ}, (15)

where hi = vmi/vvi, vmi = (Φ̄i)
2, vvi = σ2

ii and σ̂2
ii denotes the element in the

ith-row and ith-column of matrix Σ̂.

δ = log(log(S))2 log(K) (16)

is the pre-determined power enhanced cut-off value, which follows from the large
deviation theory, maxi

√
hi = OP (

√
log(K)).

To further study the asymptotic size and power of the test, we impose the
following condition:

C1. For any given dataset, we assume ϕs = µ+ Γzs, where ϕs = (ϕg1s, ϕg2s,
. . . , ϕgKs)

T ; s = 1, . . . , S; Γ is a K × p matrix for some p ≥ K such that
ΓΓ(A)T = Σ, and zs are i.i.d. p-vectors with E(zs) = 0 and Cov(zs) = Ip,
the p × p identity matrix. Furthermore, each zsj ; j = 1, . . . , p in zs =
(zs1, . . . , zsj , . . . , zsp)

T has finite 8-th moment, E(z4sj) = 3 + ∆ for some
constant ∆ and for any positive integers q and αℓ such that

∑q
ℓ=1 αℓ ≤ 8,

E(zα1

sℓ1
, · · · , zαq

sℓq
) = E(zα1

sℓ1
) · · · ,E(zαq

sℓq
) for any ℓ1 ̸= ℓ2 ̸= · · · ̸= ℓq

This condition, also imposed by Chen and Qin (2010), specifies a factor
model for high-dimensional data analysis. We can then proof the following
Theorem.

Theorem 1. Under the null hypothesis (4) and Condition C1, as S,K → ∞,

P (TGS ≥ cα) → α.

Remark 1. [Theorem 3.3 in Fan et al. (2015)] Consider two alternative spaces

Ts = {Φ : max
1≤i≤K

(Φ̄i)
2/σ2

ii > 9δ}

for the sparse alternative where δ is defined in (16), and

Td = {Φ : ∥Φ∥2 > CδK/S}
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for the dense alternative, where C is some constant such that C > 0.
Then, for any α ∈ (0, 1), as S,K → ∞,

inf
Φ∈Ts

P (T0 >
√
K|Φ) → 1, inf

Φ∈Td

P (T1 > cα|Φ) → 1

and hence
inf

Φ∈Ts∪Td

P (TGS > cα|Φ) → 1.

Remark 2. Compared to the tests that lack the power enhancement component,
such as those presented in Chen and Qin (2010) and Zhang et al. (2021), Re-
mark 1 justifies a substantial increment in power once T0 is incorporated. This
enhancement is evident as the region in which the test is effective expands Td to
Ts ∪ Td.

3.3 A tree algorithm to calculate group Shapley values
Motivated by the better performance of tree-based models and by the advan-
tages of the tree SHAP, our group SHAP values are developed from tree SHAP,
consistently with the predictions that can be obtained from an ensemble tree
model, such as XGBoost. The algorithm to compute Group Tree Shapley values
is given below.
Input:

• A dataset X with features divided into groups G = {g1, g2, . . . , gK}, where
each gj is a subset of features.

• A trained tree-based model with T decision trees.

• Individual SHAP values for all features (optional, for weighted splits).

Output:

• Group SHAP values ϕgj for each feature group gj ∈ G.

Procedure:

1. Initialization:

• Set ϕgj = 0 for all groups gj ∈ G.

• Extract tree structures t = 1, . . . , T from the trained model.

2. Iterate Over Trees:

• For each tree t in the model:

– Retrieve all nodes n ∈ N(t).

3. Node-Level Computation:

• For each node n in tree t:

14



– Compute the path probability Pt,n, defined as the proportion of
samples reaching node n.

– Compute ∆Cg,n for each group g, where:

∆Cg,n = (VLPL + VRPR)− Vparent.

– Here, VL, VR are the values at the left and right child nodes, PL,
PR are the proportions of samples reaching the left and right
child nodes, and Vparent is the value at the parent node before
the split.

4. Group Feature Splits:

• For nodes splitting on a group g, determine the split using a weighted
combination of the features in g:

Xg,split =
∑
f∈g

wfXf ,

where wf are weights based on individual SHAP values or pre-defined
criteria.

5. Aggregate Contributions:

• Update the group SHAP value for g:

ϕgj = ∆Cg,nPt,n.

6. Repeat for All Groups:

• Repeat steps 3–5 for all groups gj ∈ G.

7. Output Results:

• Return ϕgj for all groups gj ∈ G.

This algorithm leverages the hierarchical structure of decision trees to effi-
ciently compute group-level contributions. To determine the split point at node
n for each Xg we adopt a classical approach, following studies such as Murthy
et al. (1994), Geurts et al. (2006), and Menze et al. (2011), which employs a
weighted combination of variables. Here, weights are assigned to each variable
based on their individual SHAP values. The weighted sum of these variables is
treated as a single, composite feature to determine the split.

4 Simulation Study
In this section, we evaluate the significance and statistical power of TGS under
various dataset distributions, including normal, non-normal but symmetric, and
skewed scenarios, as defined below.
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Normal Model: zsj , j = 1, . . . ,K
i.i.d.∼ N (0, 1),

Symmetric Model: zsj = usj/
√
2, with usj , j = 1, . . . ,K

i.i.d.∼ t4,

Skewed Model: zsj = (usj − 1)/
√
2, with usj , j = 1, . . . ,K

i.i.d.∼ χ2
1,

with different sample sizes, dimensionalities, and correlation structures. The
performance of TGS is compared against several existing methods for the zero-
mean vector testing problem (4). Benchmarks include the widely used TWald

and TCQ (Chen and Qin (2010)).
To carry out this simulation, we maintain a nominal size α of 5% and perform

10,000 simulation iterations. The empirical size or power of each test is then
computed based on the fraction of rejections observed among these iterations.
Simulated samples are generated from the factor model in Condition C1, ϕs =
µ+Σ1/2zs, s = 1, ..., S; where zs = (zs1, . . . , zsK)⊤ are i.i.d. random variables
with E(zs) = 0 and Cov(zs) = IK . The K entries of zs are generated using the
three models aforementioned.

The covariance matrices Σ are determined by Σ = σ2[(1 − ρ)IK + ρJK ].
Here, JK represents the K ×K matrix of ones, where values of σ2 control the
variances of the generated samples, and ρ controls their correlations. We specify
σ2 = 4, and ρ = 0.2, 0.5 and 0.9 for nearly uncorrelated, moderately correlated
and highly correlated samples respectively. When µ = 0, samples are generated
under the null hypothesis in (4) for computing the empirical sizes of the tests
under consideration. To compare test powers, we µ from the following two sets
for the Ts and Td, the sparse and dense alternatives:

µs =

{
0.5 s ≤ ceil(K/S)

0 otherwise
(17)

and

µs =

{√
log(K)

S s ≤ ceil(
√
K)

0 otherwise
(18)

respectively, where ceil() means round up.
To evaluate a test’s overall performance in maintaining the nominal size,

we adopt the average relative error (ARE) metric, as computed by ARE =

100T−1
∑T

t=1 |α̂t − α|/α, where α̂t, t = 1, . . . , T represents the empirical sizes
across T simulation times. A smaller ARE value for a test implies better overall
performance in terms of size control.

Table 3 demonstrates the empirical sizes of these three tests under various
settings and provides several interesting findings. For the consistency in size-
control, TGS maintains empirical sizes close to the nominal level of 5% across
different models, sample sizes, and correlation structures. TCQ generally shows
higher empirical sizes compared to the nominal level, particularly noticeable in
high-dimensional settings (K = 500). TWald keeps a good performances in size-
control for lower dimensions scenarios while fails to produce valid results (NaN)
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Table 3: Empirical sizes (in %) of TWald, TCQ and TGS with nominal size of
5%.

Model K S
ρ = 0.2 ρ = 0.5 ρ = 0.8

TWald TCQ TGS TWald TCQ TGS TWald TCQ TGS

Normal

20
50 5.35 6.45 5.45 6.00 7.02 5.35 5.60 6.89 5.50
300 5.20 6.23 5.05 5.34 6.19 5.16 5.89 7.71 5.77
600 5.13 5.96 4.94 5.93 7.43 5.63 5.41 6.97 5.31

100
50 NaN 6.79 5.57 NaN 7.32 5.30 NaN 7.22 5.10
300 5.98 6.66 5.86 5.97 7.12 5.04 5.41 7.19 5.52
600 5.79 5.90 5.82 5.80 7.06 5.86 4.92 6.48 4.97

500
50 NaN 6.66 5.61 NaN 7.63 4.89 NaN 7.64 5.68
300 NaN 7.06 5.92 NaN 6.68 5.69 NaN 6.64 4.82
600 6.44 6.61 5.54 6.69 6.96 5.39 5.17 6.68 5.10

Symmetric

20
50 6.83 6.32 5.10 6.12 6.92 5.92 6.61 7.32 5.80
300 6.33 6.25 5.31 6.56 6.55 5.34 6.06 6.83 5.18
600 7.01 5.96 4.91 6.59 6.53 5.58 6.27 6.96 5.32

100
50 NaN 6.74 5.01 NaN 7.36 5.78 NaN 7.38 5.26
300 6.19 6.51 5.06 6.45 6.72 5.46 6.56 7.52 5.70
600 6.62 6.21 5.63 7.14 7.70 5.22 6.27 6.43 5.41

500
50 NaN 6.78 5.18 NaN 7.28 5.00 NaN 7.20 5.58
300 NaN 6.79 5.33 NaN 7.07 5.02 NaN 6.45 4.95
600 6.30 6.61 5.04 7.61 7.41 5.83 6.47 7.07 5.30

Skewed

20
50 7.06 6.05 5.32 7.06 7.18 5.18 7.16 7.78 5.42
300 7.29 6.17 5.54 6.64 6.70 5.47 7.26 7.39 5.07
600 6.89 6.27 5.13 7.34 6.80 5.22 6.95 6.66 4.80

100
50 NaN 7.09 5.58 NaN 7.15 5.08 NaN 7.24 5.11
300 6.28 6.54 5.27 6.89 7.14 5.89 7.71 7.31 5.45
600 6.57 6.91 5.82 7.70 6.91 5.82 7.35 6.58 5.56

500
50 NaN 7.27 5.45 NaN 7.68 5.38 NaN 7.04 5.82
300 NaN 6.98 5.60 NaN 7.35 5.09 NaN 7.23 5.57
600 7.21 6.77 5.40 7.53 6.79 5.46 7.32 6.69 5.43

ARE NaN 30.77 7.96 NaN 41.22 8.35 NaN 41.11 7.72
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Table 4: Empirical power (in %) of TWald, TCQ and TGS with ρ = 0.5 under
two alternatives.

Model K S
Ts Td

TWald TCQ TGS TWald TCQ TGS

Normal

20
50 39.77 40.07 60.74 81.19 81.55 82.92
300 46.47 46.86 61.09 89.92 88.26 90.80
600 56.10 58.96 69.34 99.25 99.60 98.22

100
50 NaN 43.27 63.31 NaN 84.77 85.06
300 52.25 50.31 68.44 93.50 94.50 92.86
600 64.08 60.21 72.40 96.75 96.91 98.26

500
50 NaN 47.69 76.73 NaN 85.44 86.08
300 NaN 52.03 75.07 NaN 89.77 90.14
600 64.30 65.94 82.32 90.76 92.90 94.24

Symmetric

20
50 43.47 45.38 72.06 81.66 82.53 82.86
300 50.12 60.30 76.01 86.32 86.35 86.97
600 61.18 67.47 79.01 94.32 95.00 96.48

100
50 NaN 56.74 84.28 NaN 87.30 88.53
300 63.07 70.95 83.00 89.51 89.05 89.60
600 74.76 77.86 87.14 93.49 94.82 94.86

500
50 NaN 61.11 87.84 NaN 88.23 88.68
300 NaN 72.33 87.32 NaN 92.31 91.74
600 76.83 77.41 83.99 94.73 94.70 94.95

Skewed

20
50 62.50 62.25 83.56 83.27 83.40 82.07
300 70.22 78.26 86.73 84.04 83.91 84.83
600 81.15 79.68 87.05 92.92 92.88 92.31

100
50 NaN 63.22 81.00 NaN 91.46 91.27
300 75.85 75.47 88.34 93.44 94.06 94.77
600 76.39 76.62 86.37 97.07 98.01 98.52

500
50 NaN 70.73 84.92 NaN 89.89 90.45
300 NaN 82.50 83.16 NaN 94.61 95.17
600 77.04 83.24 86.61 96.62 94.86 95.27
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for higher dimensions due to non-invertible covariance matrices, which limits the
usage of TWald especially for our real datasets. The ARE values also indicates
the superior performance of TGS in size-control, since TGS has significantly lower
ARE values compared to TCQ, particularly when the correlation is high ρ = 0.8.
Comparing the impact of correlations, it is seen that higher correlation tends to
increase the empirical sizes for all tests, but TGS remains closest to the nominal
level, demonstrating robustness. Overall, TGS demonstrates a robust ability to
maintain the nominal size across various scenarios, outperforming the existing
methods, especially in high-dimensional settings and under different correlation
structures. This indicates its potential as a reliable method for the problem (4).

Table 4 presents the empirical power (in %) of three tests, TWald, TCQ, and
TGS , for the two-sample equal mean vectors testing problem. The power is
evaluated under two alternatives, Ts, the sparse alternative give in (17), and Td,
the dense alternative given in (18), with a correlation coefficient ρ = 0.5.

From Table 4, all tests perform similarly well under the dense alternative
(Td), achieving high power across different models and sample configurations.
However, under the sparse alternative (Ts), TGS consistently outperforms TWald

and TCQ across all models and sample configurations, which indicates that TGS

is more sensitive in detecting differences when the signal is sparse. Overall, TGS

shows superior performance in scenarios with sparse signals and comparable
performance under dense alternatives, making it a preferred choice for such
testing problems.

5 Recovery Rate Prediction
In this Section we apply our proposed methodology to the described data. We
employ Gradient Boosting (XGBoost) to predict recovery rates, and to compute
group tree SHAP values according to the algorithm detailed in Section 3.3.
Subsequently, we apply the test statistic proposed in Section 3.2.

Figure 4 presents a dual visualization of the top 20 individual features ranked
by the absolute mean of their SHAP values. The left panel showcases a bar chart
representing the overall contribution of each feature to the model predictions,
with distinct colors indicating varying levels of statistical significance. This
highlights not only the magnitude of contributions but also their reliability.
The right panel provides a detailed distribution of SHAP values for each fea-
ture, illustrating how the magnitude and direction of feature values impact the
model’s output.

The left panel of Figure 4 shows that "dtd_median_exch", denoting the
DTD aggregated by exchanges, has the highest mean absolute SHAP values. It
is thus a key feature contribution to the model’s predictions. However, a closer
inspection of the right panel reveals that the SHAP values for "PD_2_pd" are
symmetrically distributed around 0, with high density near the center. This
distribution raises questions about its statistical significance, suggesting that
its large contribution magnitude might not reliably reflect its true importance.
This highlights the necessity of rigorous significance testing to ensure that high-
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Figure 4: SHAP values for the top 20 individual features, among the 98 available
ones.

contribution features are genuinely impactful.
It is not surprising to find that even with help of Shapley values, a model

with 98 features is quite difficult to interpret, highlighting the importance of
grouping.

Having simplified the significant 98 features into 16 subgroups and 5 groups,
as described in Table 2, we can have a more direct insights into the feature
contributions. Figure 5 displays the mean of the absolute Shapley (SHAP)
values for the 16 subgroups in the left and 5 groups in the right. Different
colors represent different significance levels.

Comparing the mean Group Shapley values in Figure 5 to the individual
Shapley values in Figure 4, note that while the latter provide detailed attribu-
tions for each feature, the high dimensionality and overlapping contributions
make their interpretation, and the individuation of an overall pattern, quite
challenging. For instance, interpreting the importance of "dtd_median_exch"
or "PD_1_domicile_sector" in isolation may obscure their collective influence
as related variables. In contrast, the group SHAP values in Figure 5 aggregate
related features (such as "Market_DTD" and "ShareProperty") into econom-
ically meaningful categories, simplifying the interpretation. This aggregated
view highlights the dominant impact of macro-level factors like "MarketDTD"
and "StockMarket," enabling clearer insights into the underlying drivers of the
model’s predictions.

In more detail, from Figure 5 note that the "Market_DTD" group, rep-
resenting aggregated DTD across diversified markets, contributes the most on
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Figure 5: Group SHAP values for 16 subgroups (top) and 5 groups (bottom)

the model’s predictions. This suggests that aggregated DTD is a crucial factor
for recovery rate. The second and third most important groups, are "Share-
Property" and "CompanyPD_M", indicating that they also play a vital role
in influencing the recovery rate. Groups like "Industry" and "domicile" have
the least impact, suggesting that broader industry categorizations and domi-
cile information are less relevant to the model’s predictions compared to more
specific financial and credit-related features. In the bottom panel, features are
aggregated into 5 broader groups (e.g., Firm, Market, Bond, Macroeconomy,
Industry), simplifying interpretation by reducing dimensionality. The Market
group is the most impactful, followed by Bond and Macro groups, while Firm
and Industry groups contribute minimally, which is consistent with results of 16
subgroup SHAP values.

Before drawing final conclusions, it is crucial to test the significance of the
results. To this end, we applied our proposed test in (4) to evaluate whether the
group Shapley values are statistically significant, with the results presented in
Figure 5. Notably, both (3) and (4) are applicable for assessing the significance
of group Shapley values within our framework. However, the reduced form
associated with test (3) increases variance, which can lead to an underestimation
of the significance level.

For instance, in the case of the "FinancialStatement" subgroup (among the
16 subgroups) and "Firm" (within the 5 broader groups), these would be deemed
"insignificant" if tested using (3). Upon closer examination of their respective
distributions in the right panel of Figure 5, both exhibit symmetric shapes with
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wide ranges, which contribute to their lower significance levels when evaluated
simply as a whole. This underscores the limitations of the reduced-form ap-
proach in (3) and highlights the necessity of the joint test (4), particularly for
robust analysis in high-dimensional datasets. Furthermore, it emphasizes the
importance of a statistically rigorous test to ensure accurate interpretations of
group-level Shapley contributions.

In the Figure, the significant groups are in bright colors while the less signifi-
cant groups in subdued colors. It is quite interesting to see that the magnitudes
do not always align with the significance level. For example, "CompanyPD_S"
ranks 8 among the 16 groups representation but poses a low statistical sig-
nificance, which may lead to overfitting or misinterpretation. The apparent
misalignment between the feature magnitude (expressed by the absolute SHAP
value) and its significance level underscores the need for rigorous statistical val-
idation. This prevents over-reliance on features that contribute heavily but lack
meaningful predictive power.

From the economic viewpoint, our analysis considering both SHAP magni-
tude and statistical significance reveals that market-related variables and bond
characteristics are pivotal to predicting recovery rates, followed by macroeco-
nomic conditions and firm fundamentals, which also show notable influence.
On the other hand, industry-specific factors are the least impactful in driving
recovery rate predictions.

We finally compare the individual and the group based Shapley values in
terms of two important statistical aspects: their concentration and their corre-
lation.

Concerning concentration, Figure 6 represents the the Lorenz curves with
Gini index for both Shapley, 16 subgroup and 5 group Shapley explanations,
after we normalise (divide by their sum) and order them from the lowest to the
highest normalised value.

Figure 6: Lorenz curves with Gini index for individual SHAP (left), 16 subgroup
SHAP (center) and 5 group SHAP (right)

The high Gini index of 0.701 in the left panel of Figure 6 demonstrates that
a few features dominate the contribution, potentially overshadowing less sig-
nificant features. This can make the interpretation of individual SHAP values
overwhelming and misleading in high-dimensional datasets. Aggregating fea-
tures into meaningful groups reduces inequality in contributions, as evidenced
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by the lower Gini index of 0.542 in the center and 0.383 in the right panel.
This highlights the effectiveness of grouping in simplifying the interpretation
and making the contributions more economically meaningful.

Concerning correlation, Figure 7 represents the correlation map among the
20 most important individual features in the left, 16 subgroups in the center,
and among the 5 group-based features in the right.

Figure 7: Absolute values of correlation maps for the top 20 individual SHAP
(left), 16 subgroup SHAP (center) and 5 group SHAP (right)

Figure 7 shows that the determinant for the individual SHAP is significantly
smaller (0.0038), indicating high multicollinearity among the individual features.
Grouping features significantly reduces multicollinearity, as evidenced by the
increase of the determinant from 0.0038 to 0.0574 for 16 subgroups and further
to 0.7522 for 5 groups. This enhances the stability of the model and reduces
the risk of overfitting caused by redundant features.

We conclude this section interpreting what obtained from our analysis to
identifying patterns in financial markets that serve as predictors for the evolu-
tion of recovery rates. Our findings highlight the critical role of market-related
variables and bond characteristics in shaping recovery outcomes, followed by
macroeconomic conditions. These findings emphasize the intricate interplay of
firm-specific and external economic factors in influencing recovery rates, while
the relatively lower importance of industry-specific variables reflects their lim-
ited predictive power in this context.

6 Concluding Remarks
The paper proposes a novel statistical test to assess the significance of group
Shapley values, thereby enhancing their usability. In comparison with individual
Shapley values, group Shapley values can improve both the statistical and the
subject matter interpretations of Shapley value explanations.

We illustrate the significance and power of our proposed test by means of
a simulation study. And we illustrate the importance of group Shapley values,
empowered by our test, in a real problem that concerns the prediction of bond
recovery rates. This is a difficult economic problem, for which several possible
explanations of the response variable coexist, and have been discussed in the
economic and financial literature. We show how group Shapley features can
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considerably improve the interpretation of the results,in economic terms; but
also their statistical properties, such as concentration and correlation.

From an economic viewpoint, the methods proposed in our study can be
employed to address several crucial questions, primarily focusing on how fea-
ture contributions to recovery rates vary across financial markets and the roles
financial development and regulatory environments play in these variations.

By leveraging Group Shapley values and significance testing, we provide a
robust mechanism to pinpoint economically meaningful feature groups, enhanc-
ing the interpretability and practical relevance of recovery rate predictions in
financial markets. This approach not only helps refine predictive models but also
offers actionable insights for risk assessment and management in the evolving
dynamics of recovery processes.

The implications of our work for policy and strategy are profound. Poli-
cymakers and financial institutions must consider regional economic structures
when designing financial strategies and interventions. Addressing disparities
in feature contributions can improve economic stability and competitiveness,
particularly in emerging markets. These insights emphasize the necessity for
tailored financial strategies and enhanced transparency in predictive modeling
to manage economic disparities and foster stable financial markets globally.

By integrating Explainable AI techniques like Group SHAP values with dis-
parity assessments, this study provides a nuanced understanding of regional
disparities in recovery rates. This approach can inform policies aimed at pro-
moting equitable credit practices, ultimately fostering economic growth, reduc-
ing financial risk, and ensuring efficient and just credit systems across different
regions.

More generally, the approach presented in this paper, based on group Shapley
values, and on the assessment of their statistical significance, can be employed
in all types of predictive problems, in economics and finance but also in all types
of machine learning applications. Future research shoud consider this type of
extension of our proposal.
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Appendix: Technical proofs

A.1 Lemmas and Proofs
To derive the asymptotic distribution of TGS , we introduce a useful technique
called "normal-reference" test. The normal-reference test functions in the fol-
lowing manner:

For the 2 datasets denoted by Θ with the corresponding test statistic T1,0(Θ),
we assume that these follow a normal distribution, represented as Θ. Then we
define the related test statistic T ∗

1,0(Θ
∗) as the "normal-reference test statistic",

and its distribution is called the "normal-reference distribution".

Lemma 1. Under Condition C2, we have

∥L(T̃1,0)− L(T̃ ∗
1,0)∥3 ≤ (2γ)3/2

31/4

( 1

S

)1/2

,

where γ is a constant such that 3 < γ < ∞, and ∥ · ∥3 denotes an order-3 norm
of a distribution proposed by Wang and Xu (2022).

Proof of Lemma 1. It is worth noting that Lemma 1 is largely equivalent
to the Theorem 1 in Wang et al. (2024), with the primary difference being in
Condition C1 in this study and Condition C2 in Wang et al. (2024), denoted by
C2. Therefore, to prove Lemma 1 requires demonstrating that Condition C2 will
will be satisfied automatically under Condition C1 and zero-mean assumption,
which is required in Wang et al. (2024).

C2. There is a universal constant 3 ≤ γ < ∞ such that for all p × K2 real
matrix B, we have E∥Bus∥4 ≤ γE2(∥Bus∥2) where 1 ≤ p ≤ K2, where
us = vec(ϕsϕ

T
s )−E(vec(ϕsϕ

T
s )) is a centralized induced sample and vec(·)

denotes the vectorization operator to stack the column vectors of a matrix
one by one.

Let B = (b1, . . . ,bp)
T : p×K2. We have ∥Bus∥2 =

∑p
ℓ=1(b

T
ℓ us)

2.
For ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , p}, we can further write bT

ℓ us = bT
ℓ [ϕs ⊗ ϕs − vec(Σ)] =

ϕT
s B

∗
ℓϕs − bT

ℓ vec(Σ), where ⊗ denotes the well-known Kronecker product and

B∗
ℓ =

 bℓ,1 · · · bℓ,K
... · · ·

...
bℓ,K2−K+1 · · · bℓ,K2


with bℓ,r, r ∈ {1, . . . ,K2} being the rth entry of bℓ, ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , p}.

Since ϕT
s B

∗
ℓϕs is a quadratic form, it can also be expressed as ϕT

s Gℓϕs

where Gℓ = (B∗
ℓ +B∗T

ℓ )/2 is a symmetric matrix. Under Condition C2 and the
zero-mean condition, we can express ϕs = Γzs. Then for ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , p}, we have
bT
ℓ us = zTs Γ

(A)TGℓΓzs−bT
ℓ vec(Σ) = zTs Vℓzs−tr(Vℓ), where Vℓ = Γ(A)TGℓΓ.

Under Condition C2, by Proposition A1 (iii) of Chen et al. (2010), we have

E(bT
ℓ us)

4 = E[zTs Vℓzs − tr(Vℓ)]
4 ≤ Cℓtr2(V2

ℓ ) < ∞, (1)
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where Cℓ is some positive constant. The above inequality (1) is also indepen-
dently obtained by (Himeno and Yamada, 2014, p. 4) under a similar condition.

Under Condition C2, by Proposition A1 (i) of Chen et al. (2010), we have
E(zTs Vℓzs)

2 = tr2(Vℓ)+ 2tr(V2
ℓ )+∆tr(VℓoVℓ), where ∆ is given in Condition

C2 and AoB = (aijbij) when A = (aij) and B = (bij). It follows that

E(bT
ℓ us)

2 = E(zTs Vℓzs)
2 − tr2(Vℓ) = 2tr(V2

ℓ ) + ∆tr(VℓoVℓ) ≥ tr(V2
ℓ ),

provided that ∆ ≥ −1. Therefore, we have

E(bT
ℓ us)

4 ≤ CℓE2(bT
ℓ us)

2. (2)

By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we have

E

[
q∑

ℓ=1

(bT
ℓ us)

2

]2

≤

[
q∑

ℓ=1

√
E(bT

ℓ us)4

]2

.

This, together with (2) implies that

E∥Bus∥4 = E
[ q∑
ℓ=1

(bT
ℓ us)

2
]2

≤

[
q∑

ℓ=1

√
E(bT

ℓ us)4

]2

≤

[
q∑

ℓ=1

√
CℓE(bT

ℓ us)
2

]2

≤ γE2∥Bus∥2,

where γ > maxqℓ=1 Cℓ such that 3 ≤ γ < ∞. The proof is complete.

Proof of Theorem 1. Lemma 1 establishes that the distance between the dis-
tribution of T̃1,0 and its normal-reference counterpart T̃ ∗

1,0 is on the order of
O{(1/S)1/2}. This finding implies that L(T̃1,0) and L(T̃ ∗

1,0) are asymptotically
equivalent. Therefore, Lemma 1 effectively provides a robust theoretical basis
for approximating L(T̃1,0) using its normal-reference distribution L(T̃ ∗

1,0).
Note that T ∗

1,0 = ∥Θ̄∗∥2 − tr(Σ̂) can be rewrited as

T ∗
1,0 =

2

S(S − 1)

∑
1≤si<sj≤S

θ∗T

si θ
∗
sj −

2

S2

S∑
si=1

S∑
sj=1

θ∗T

si θ
∗
sj , (3)

where θ∗
s is the normal-reference of the centralized version of ϕs, denoted by

θs = ϕs − µ.
From (3), T ∗

1,0 can be expressed as a quadratic form of normal random vari-
ables. Let χ2

v denote a central chi-squared distribution with v degrees of freedom
and d

= denote equality in distribution, then T ∗
1,0 has the same distribution as

that of a chi-squared-type mixture as follows:

T ∗
1,0

d
=

K∑
r=1

λrXr −

{∑K
r=1 λrXSr

S(S − 1)

}
, (4)

where λr, r ∈ {1, . . . ,K} are the unknown eigenvalues of Σ, and Xr
i.i.d.∼ χ2

1 and
XS,r

i.i.d.∼ χ2
S−1 are mutually independent.
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Then, by Theorem 1 (b) of Zhang (2005), T ∗
1,0 (4) will converge to R (13).

Since under the null hypothesis (4), as S,K → ∞, P (T0|H0) → 0 (Proposi-
tion 4.1 in Fan et al. (2015)). Therefore,

TGS = T0 + T1 → R.

A.2 Estimators
It requires consistent estimators of tr(Σ), tr(Σ2) and tr(Σ3) to obtain the esti-
mated ̂K2(T1,0) and ̂K3(T1,0). Recall the usual unbiased estimator of Σ is given
by Σ̂ (6). By Lemma S3. in Zhang et al. (2020), the estimator of tr(Σ2) is
given by ̂tr(Σ2) = (S− 1)2{(S− 2)(S+1)}−1{tr(Σ2)− tr2(Σ)/(S− 1)}. Based
on (11), the unbiased estimated K2(T1,0) can be formulated as

̂K2(T1,0) = 2

{ ̂tr(Σ2)

S(S − 1)

}
. (5)

By Lemma 1 of Zhang et al. (2022), the estimator of tr(Σ3) is given by

̂tr(Σ3) =(S − 1)4{(S2 + S − 6)(S2 − 2S − 3)}−1

{tr(Σ̂3)− 3(S − 1)−1tr(Σ̂)tr(Σ̂2) + 2(S − 1)−2tr3(Σ̂)}.

From (12), the unbiased estimator of K3(T1,0) can be computed by

̂K3(T1,0) = 8

{
(S − 2) ̂tr(Σ3)

S2(S − 1)2

}
. (6)

Following from (14), (5) and (6), it leads to

β̂0 = −2 ̂K2
2(T1,0)̂K3(T1,0)

, β̂1 =
̂K3(T1,0)

4 ̂K2(T1,0)
, and d̂ =

8 ̂K3
2(T1,0)̂K2
3(T1,0)

. (7)
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