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Abstract

Several goodness-of-fit test statistics have been proposed for a multinomial logit regression model; however,
the properties of the proposed tests were not adequately studied. This paper evaluates three different
goodness-of-fit tests using grouping strategies, proposed by Fagerland et al. (2008), Bull (1994), and Pigeon
and Heyse (1999). In addition, Pearson (1900)’s method is also examined as a reference. Simulation studies
were conducted to evaluate the four methods in terms of null distribution and power. A real data example

is presented to illustrate the methods.
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Table 2.1. Observed (Og;) and estimated (Ey;) frequencies using grouping strategy

e Y =0 Y =1 Y =c—1
B &= 71t 5 71t &5 71k
1 O10 E1o0 O11 E1 O1,c-1 E1c-1
2 O20 Eso O21 E2 e O2,c-1 Eoc 1
g OgO EgO Ogl Egl c Og,c—l Eg,c—l

= O 23 IARYe) &8t 7€ AR FADE T 1ES AEE o] &3 =S AvstaA} sty
o} 714 253} A=Fo]@k Hosmer®} Lemeshow (1980) 7} 120+t Wpylo g ZF 7iAf|of gt a35 B
Aol ozt oY MAES TFLE Fo] I IFEY EFHE B Aoty 1§53} A= B3 449
Zt5 F&E Table 2.1 YeRfdtt. T5H7E thEhel Aol 4% 7|F0] WmE 2A8HR] 32
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UERd 4 9tk
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e Aol 2 AMEHE wolt). o] BAF AA] AA FAE NS} 7Y T 4E o] §3 o]

w, olol Thak Al (2.4)9 Atk

ot HE ARE ne— 1) 2 AlAF BES v, 425 Y MESA YR S 4, 9
F9 AolAF BEE 2 WA e e ek

2.2.2. Fagerlando} Hosemer, BofinQ| @  ojz] 253} WL 5 Fagerland 5 (2008)°] A
Aot AL ol BB T F, YD fiy = 1 — Fuod o83t 15 AT Yol JdE
e 97}]‘4 IF°] Aok A AR 252 7P A2 7Y FE e n/gwEe] JHA diolH 7 23
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%5]'04 IFS U Rolth o)k 22 I3 T A (2.3)Y 5 RS, 7o) WSl ot
Sole x? AL A% ol §3 A (25)5 L& A% 2+ ek

=

I-J

Lo

g c—1 2

(OkJ — Ek])
C, = 2.5
o HZ i, (2.5)

=15=0

o] ZAFY ExE ZAHFOE AE (9 —2) x (c — 1)& ZE 7loAlg EXE wf2t Zo] 29
AFE Foto] =Sl o] AA BARS FEHST) olF A5 Ao gt 48 3¢ Hos-
mer®} Lemeshow (1980)2] ¥l vl AAHo] vlwd x| ks dES 7IX1 gloy, =3k 4



892 Mi Kyung Song, Inkyung Jung

ol AR = 25 ol tha o Eshe AFe] ke Aol A7IH A At (Hosmer2} Hjort, 2002;
Fagerland 5, 2008).
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F 24 AR gt TEAN e AF 2N AASHTE 91714 Hosmer$}t Lemeshow
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Table 3.1. Four settings for simulation of the null distribution

RES WF S7h 403 SRS St 19 A5
52 WE 57k delT SYASe] £7129) AP
433 WF 57} 5olm SYWLY £71 19 3
334 MF 57h 503 SYWL $7F 291 B9

3} v gto] AAE o9t} (Pigeond} Heyse, 1999). ©] BA = JA] 253} el o7 7]
o, & d7olAEs SHHSE o83t 2FS WrAk Stk

o B
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W= s g HE £ =41< go(z) = —1.1 — 0.35z,
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ga(z) =z,
g1(z) = =2.1—- 0.2z + z,
H — —
e a g ) BEF =40 (@)= 110350 2, 5.1)
g3(z) = —1.9 - 0.21z + z,
ga(z) =z + 2z
4 (31014 WF 57k 49 o) ABEE 22 Bask BE 57} 52 o AHEEE A g 23 ol
AL SR, oI5 B 4 Bt S51E AEAE B1A 317] oI,

= 7/

A IR WE G757 S 0 FARE 23 BhE A5 ANE MANL 224 5
95 el TAE FAGD 2 AFATE 12 2R IS B B £29 Fus
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$EE Ik} B B2EAE Lo A Ak A9 23
ATt (Hosmer2} Hjort, 2002; Fagerland 5, 2008). &= 3
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Table 3.2. Simulated per cent rejection rates at 5 per cent significant level and simulated mean values

EH S =100 FEE 5 =400
2 a8 =5 OE =10 i ag =5 a9E =10
c, ¢ 2 ¢, € J? c, ¢© J2 ¢, C I
z,z  300% 9%  13* 12¢  24* 28* 27*  1200%  9*  13* 12*  24* 28* 27*
U(—6,6)
gy 300 490 040 090 440 130 1.90 010 570 1.20 1.90 550 2.00 2.70
294.61 9.19 9.8 9.21 24.10 24.08 24.11 1197.26 9.18 9.18 9.20 24.13 24.13 24.15
g 270 T80 010 130 750 040 140 2100 890 020 110 910 020 280
255.90 8.63 7.19 9.38 21.16 19.03 24.63 1181.66 9.25 7.23 9.29 23.12 18.95 24.36
sy 2200 380 260 330 400 410 480 5840 900 3.90 530 820 650 7.0
335.56 10.70 9.93 10.07 29.40 28.85 28.97 1557.77 12.57 11.79 11.91 31.30 31.29 31.38
g 070 460 140 230 400 150 280 3700 530 290 380 6.60 430 650
225.72 9.61 7.18 9.04 23.06 18.83 23.93 1423.98 11.20 9.66 11.35 28.38 25.06 29.78
U(=1,1)
gy 030 560 100 150 430 130 1.90 0.00 440 1.40 1.60 540 1.40 2.30
297.66 9.61 9.39 9.39 24.58 24.46 24.46 1199.63 9.09 9.03 9.04 24.21 24.16 24.16
g 200 350 040 090 420 140 170 0.10 540 0.30 0.60 4.50 0.60 1.10
29411 9.23 9.9 9.50 24.04 23.69 24.45 1199.43 9.05 8.76 9.00 23.87 23.46 24.08
gy 9370 620 020 060 420 060 110 10000 500 0.60 130 490 150 250
387.08 12.75 12.06 12.08 32.52 31.60 31.62 1597.99 12.26 12.14 12.15 32.43 32.30 32.30
sagpq 5420 440 050 110 330 080 180 10000 460 020 150 440 040 100

374.71 12.30 12.12 12.47 31.10 31.18 32.04 1595.70 12.05 11.91 12.15 31.71 31.46 32.08
x 1 A-F%(degrees of freedom)

A ABE 3FE 7oz SYeSI v A4 23 dE o) 8ste] Uy 231 o5
5, U0, 1)lA defz B4 v ge i 223 o5 253 vlaste] S50 e 2
HE 74959 A9 A (3.2)9 7S B3 S5dse] e 2wt

y=4u>mo+m + w2+ 73,

y=3mo+m +me <u<m+m + w2+ T3,
y=2m0+m <u<m+ m + 72, (3.2)
y=1;m <u < mo+ 71,

Yy =3;u > mo +m + 72,
y=2;m0+m <u<m+ w1+ w2,
y=1;m <u < m+ i,

= 0;u < mo,
y =70 y = 0;u < mo.

7t 2ol thE 28 F7]+ 1003} 40022 Wro] JAysgint.

3.1.2. &2} | 7B A=l tistel 25 7k 59k 109 wl, 74 BARES] AFEEE LorE izt
ARt 2o @] A= Table 3.200 A|A= o] J=Hl, ol 7 ABolA FolF 5%l sldshe &
&5 veEhd grelth. Al slojs x? BAIRE 71E A7 A (Fagerland 5, 2008)1 A AlAek 24 H
Y] B F4E 5% E WS gk Ae B 5 Arh Z Aol o AT Bt 9
Al TR 2 APl S FAL AINE B2 oA Hojus e Btk

WE $7F 3013 S 7 19 ARl tisiA 1E R Cp FAF] A, 2 AF-A el
© S5 A5 ok SRS At soldel wet foeE 5%l vESekA o= AEA ®E
Heol v Ukt Fwe Beole AL W, Az AltE 2] FFUH mAR 23S
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Table 3.3. Three settings for simulation of power

=5 g A%

!

gj(z) = Bjo + Bjiz, 5 =1,2,3, Bj1:0.01,0.5,1.0
R A 3 Ak

gj(:l‘) = BjO + lem + B]'QIQ, j = 1,2,3, ﬂjg : 001,005,01,05
313 23 AL T A=k

gj(z) = Bjo + Bj1w1 + Bjaxe + Bjzzize, 7 =1,2,3, Bj3:0.2,0.6,1.0

Holn], WE S SYULY 57} Solut AFIAE B FSE AL BhEE Ak B
o BEH FAR AL L 5 Ageh o1 ATA} (Fagerland 5, 2008)e] w3} Hojdo] Ho)x
C,81 ASE W7 2o SYuRe] 5o Zol QoNE 2R AoE HEE o
o}.

rlm
-&
s
4
30,

o, ﬂHT«l A7} O ﬁlau Jﬂ& Ao} FAFSH 14—3: E 5 Atk FrolAlE 2
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J? BAFE ARE gle—1) =29 ARE (g— 1) X (c— 1) 2t FHoAlF 25 gEria K7 of

gt

B Ao X C BAZ J? BAZL 7|2 AAHYD Bxol & gkx] Ferhe
I 39 olfre Oy BAFT 2FS Fe Yol B

7ot 7“4 TAZY 717t AR5 AAse 71742 A AR AR T2

A gl Wl AHFE7F 2 ﬂovﬂl BExg mat ¢ BAZY J? %711%*94 e

7HA7] Wl ol 5%l Byl AjstA| ¢k 28 e 7 °

A ke BYels Beta Atk Ak e rhsAd el %OW—E &4% ojmgtct. Figure

3.18 o] S FE AR E 1000 RJAF 23} dolx&= ZF B4

MR 2 E YERAL Qlt} oluf, U(—1,1)0lA SHUSE gt A i 43S 283 29 =&

H RJAY ARE o8t HolA AFe AT A& A BAFES] BT A I

%
f'npﬂn
o N
o

2
)

I
of
l

N

I

2N 12
rr o 9

AL, AR R BE 2] $AR REE BT AT ¥ 5 Uk £ 2 4P met 241 23
oA C, BAZ] ARRESL 7120 AND BES FE FAS AL B 5 Ut

3.2.1. QO v RS P AYshs AQ% BY A2 NelsA) Zahe $AQW Y Ao|
o AolE B A ARE 44 FAYY F28 Aotk by o] AL AHoR vE
ARG 4ol tiste] 44 FABEC] olF Avht T BUSEAE Lok} BTk Table 3.3
B8PS WA 98] ARY A4S e 0%, 7 Aol ek G Ao BAs
+ Bge) A% Zol =2 Z7H41717] A3 G B AAAS ke vie] AP

ARGl o3 BA AP FEUSY WE £7h 49 92 B Ak T olfE ARLEY
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A8, 3% =5, FEF 400 A3, 25 = 10, 2ES 400

200
1
,7/4’L>

120 160
1 1
———F
120 160
1
1
Y
21

60
1
60

40

0 0 2 30 4 5 60 0 0 20 30 4 50 60
() Cy BAF (b) Cy FA%

60 120 160 200
1 L |

120 160 200
L 1 1

60

40

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 0 10 20 30 40 50 60
(c) C EAF (d) C =A%

160 200
L ]
1
|
160 200
1 1

120
L
120

60
L
1

40
40
1

(e) J2 SAF (F) J2 5AH

Figure 3.1. Histograms of simulated values and proposed null distributions for the three test statistics
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Table 3.4. Simulated power (%) at 5 per cent nominal level
E%%\——IOO EE 4 =400
< Ig =5 3% =10 2 I8 =5 I8 = 10
C, 4] J? C, 4] J? Cy 4] J? C, 4] J?

A31: U(—6,6)

0.0l 000 1430 3.20 460 930 3.0 510 0.00 17.20 3.00 4.60 12.00 3.50 5.40
0.5 0.00 14.60 99.70 99.80 10.20 97.70 98.60  0.00 15.60 100.00 100.00  10.70 100.00 100.00
1.0 0.00 15.40 100.00 100.00 10.30 100.00 100.00  0.00 14.00 100.00 100.00  10.30 100.00 100.00
A3 U(-1,1)

0.0 0.00 13.80 290 4.80 920 420 550 000 16.60 260 3.80 11.30 3.30 4.50
0.5 0.00 1520 6.60 9.40 800 540 6.80 0.00 13.40 29.60 35.30  10.80 20.00 23.60
1.0 0.00 13.30 24.30 30.60 9.30 16.80 20.10 0.00 13.30 94.90 96.50 10.20 86.10 88.50
A2: U(—6,6)

0.0 450 500 0.60 0.60 4.30 1.70 2.30 040 7.60 1.20 2.0 560 190 2.50
0.05 6.50 19.80 4.30 6.00 13.20 5.30 6.80 230 76.00 51.20 57.70  64.10 4540 49.40
0.1 3.60 61.50 36.60 43.20 4840 29.00 33.60  0.30 100.00 99.90 99.90  99.80 99.50 99.50
0.5 0.50 92.00 92.90 95.20 83.10 89.00 91.20  0.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
A2 U(—1,1)

0.0l 030 570 1.00 150 430 1.20 1.80 0.00 470 1.20 1.60 520 1.40 2.30
0.05 0.30 6.00 110 1.60 440 120 1.70 0.00 510 1.20 1.40 560 1.40 2.20
0.1 030 520 1.00 1.40 430 1.20 1.40 0.00 4.80 090 1.80 570 140 1.70
0.5 050 6.00 0.80 1.10 450 090 1.40 0.00 10.30 2.30 3.10  9.40 2.90 4.10
AF3: U(—6,6)

0.2 21.90 7.80 0.0 1.70 11.80 040 3.20 36.70 45.60 1.70 10.90 53.90 1.80 8.70
0.6 26.10 65.00 0.40 0.90 56.20 1.10 2.30 45.30 83.50 0.60 1.00 87.70 1.50 2.60
1.0 32.00 75.50 0.60 1.20 67.80 1.10 1.60 54.20 91.00 0.90 1.60 9420 1.70  2.60
83 U(—1,1)

02 180 450 060 140 3.20 1.00 200 0.10 480 050 080  3.60 1.00 1.50
0.6 1.90 420 0.60 100 430 180 3.10 0.30 7.90 0.30 0.90  6.30 0.80 1.40
1.0 230 650 0.60 1.10 450 0.80 240 0.30 9.80 040 110  9.90 0.60 1.10

248 A3} WF 574 59 A9l WS 491 o) B AFFL W) mpRolch. olul 2} el
AgE e A5RT F2 P AFASE AFRE B AYoIA ALET g} SAsiTh 2 Aol
Hste] BE 2715 1007} 40002 vhro] Adstglon, 100099 B2 Fao] Aojd FAD S
% WESE 5% BP0l AT gria 2E U $&2 AFHOR Frsech

3.2.2. 22t 7 Al A%l tid 499 247 FE Table 349 UETh. $4 FE} T2
A A1 2Y, Tole ¥ BAY 43S BE 09 A2 & 4 vk weh mYe) 44
Fure AYSHAL W, Foje \* BABS FEF Fol B3 AL PAE S grkn T 4 9
Tk Oy BAYS) B9E FaT B FAAST FAAL BE 27} S5 Aol Gl 1
23 FAe BEo Juglol AR HEE 27E Ukl gtk o] BARE AR 159 27
A8 A9o] ARl o ¥ AoE Holn, 42T AF AW BPo AL e ARHL B
Atk O, 7 AR FEAY AAAST Sl whek AAYo] FolE e & 4 vk B
ol 227k F A0l WS B RelA APl $3, 1F 7159 Aol WS 104 W, o £ 2
B Vel gleh F BAG FAAE Oof WS J20] B H ¥ AU 2 Ao w4
2] 4, slole ¢ FALS] A3k A9 Al vl £ ol A8 S slovk Ao
2 e 3492 AT O, $AY A9 5L Fu BEAAE RS AGST AAAS gl
S0l §AF 7S JeRT 9o, Be BEAAL HAAST S8 wel Ao BE 5
ke A B 4 sleh w2 2%l 102 Hel 69 52 W o e dshE Uenln et O, ) %
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Table 4.1. A real data of cerebral microbleeds
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Table 4.2. Goodness-of-fit test statistics and p-values of the three methods for cerebral microbleeds data

N 154 =5 d% 4 =10
ek A A SAT o P EAT 3 P
A3
1— 70 Cq 8.0070 0.5334 30.0163 0.1842
R ¢ 20.2159 0.0900 35.6647 0.1514
it J? 20.3004 0.0616 35.9211 0.1170
R ¢ 8.9748 0.7748 23.6928 0.6976
iz J? 9.1504 0.6900 24.0125 0.6296
R ¢ 11.8112 0.5432 25.6888 0.5901
i J2 11.8846 0.4550 25.8355 0.5277
)
1— 70 Cq 3.9651 0.9137 20.5611 0.6645
R ¢ 3.6689 0.9942 20.5611 0.8432
it J? 3.6769 0.9886 20.6353 0.8031
R c 3.6689 0.9942 20.5611 0.8432
iz J? 3.6769 0.9886 20.6353 0.8031
. ¢ 3.6689 0.9942 20.5611 0.8432
i J? 3.6769 0.9886 20.6353 0.8031
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