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Abstract

We develop a test for spherical symmetry of a multivariate distribution P that works even when the
dimension of the data d is larger than the sample size n. We propose a non-negative measure ζ(P) such
that ζ(P) = 0 if and only if P is spherically symmetric. We construct a consistent estimator of ζ(P)
using the data augmentation method and investigate its large sample properties. The proposed test
based on this estimator is calibrated using a novel resampling algorithm. Our test controls the Type-I
error, and it is consistent against general alternatives. We also study its behaviour for a sequence of
alternatives (1 − δn)F + δnG, where ζ(G) = 0 but ζ(F ) > 0, and δn ∈ [0, 1]. When lim sup δn < 1,
for any G, the power of our test converges to unity as n increases. However, if lim sup δn = 1, the
asymptotic power of our test depends on limn(1− δn)

2. We establish this by proving the minimax rate
optimality of our test over a suitable class of alternatives and showing that it is Pitman efficient when
limn(1 − δn)

2 > 0. Moreover, our test is provably consistent for high-dimensional data even when d

is larger than n. Our numerical results amply demonstrate the superiority of the proposed test over
some state-of-the-art methods. Keywords: Consistency; Contiguous alternatives; Data augmentation;

Minimax rate optimality; Pitman efficiency; Spherical symmetry.

1 Introduction

An inherent property of nature is that it tends to exhibit some form of symmetry within itself. In the
nineteenth century, such symmetric patterns were approximated by the normal distribution (see, e.g.,
Lehmann, 2012, for a history of statistical methods). But with time, more general notions of symmetry
were introduced. One of the most popular notions is spherical symmetry or elliptic symmetry (i.e., spherical
symmetry after standardization) (see, e.g. Chmielewski, 1981; Fang et al., 1990; Fourdrinier et al., 2018).
A d-dimensional (d > 1) random vector X is said to follow a spherically symmetric distribution if X has

the same distribution as HX (i.e., X
D
= HX) for any d × d orthogonal matrix H. This is an important

class of distributions, and several statistical methods have been developed motivated by the sphericity or the
ellipticity of the underlying distribution (see, e.g., Randles, 1989; Chaudhuri and Sengupta, 1993; Jörnsten,
2004; Ghosh and Chaudhuri, 2005). Therefore, testing the sphericity of a distribution is an important
statistical problem, and we investigate it here based on a sample D = {X1,X2, . . . ,Xn} of n independent
realizations of the random vector X.

Fang et al. (1993) considered this problem and proposed an asymptotically distribution-free test for
spherical symmetry using the projection pursuit technique. They implemented the Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney
test for several pairs of projection directions and used the minimum over all such projection-pairs as the
test statistic. However, this is only a necessary test for sphericity and does not have consistency under
general alternatives. Koltchinskii and Li (1998) proposed a test based on the difference between the empirical
spatial rank function and the theoretical spatial rank function under spherical symmetry, where the unknown
components of these theoretical ranks were estimated from the data. The authors studied the large sample
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behaviour of the test statistic and proposed a bootstrap method for calibration. Smith (1977) proposed a
test statistic for bivariate data that uses the fact that if X is spherically symmetric then ‖X‖ and X/‖X‖
are independent and X/‖X‖ follows a uniform distribution over the perimeter of the unit circle in R

2.
Later, Baringhaus (1991) modified the test statistic and generalized the test to any arbitrary dimension.
However, this test involves a complex function of dimension d, which makes it difficult to study its high
dimensional behaviour. Diks and Tong (1999) proposed a Monte Carlo test for multivariate spherical
symmetry conditionally on minimal sufficient statistics, but the consistency of this test against general
alternatives is missing from the literature. Liang et al. (2008) proposed some necessary tests for spherical
symmetry by using the fact that under H0, the null hypothesis of spherical symmetry, X/‖X‖ is uniformly
distributed on the surface of the unit sphere in R

d, but they did not consider the independence between and
‖X‖ andX/‖X‖. Henze et al. (2014) proposed a test based on characteristic functions and calibrated the test
using a bootstrap algorithm. However, their test requires generation of uniform grid over the unit sphere,
which becomes computationally prohibitive even in moderately large dimensions. Albisetti et al. (2020)
proposed another test utilizing the fact that X is spherically symmetric if and only if E{u⊤X | v⊤X} = 0
for all u and v with u⊤v = 0. They constructed a Kolmogorov-Smirnov-type test statistic over suitable
choices of test functions and studied its theoretical properties. Recently, Huang and Sen (2023) proposed
tests for different notions of symmetry using optimal transport for multivariate data. They showed that
the Pittman efficiency of their test is never worse than the efficiency of Hotelling’s T 2 test for Gaussian
alternatives if the reference distribution in the optimal transport step is chosen to be Gaussian.

Most of these above tests are large-sample consistent for any fixed dimension d and applicable when the
dimension of the data d is small compared to the sample size n (i.e., d << n). However, the applicability
of these tests for high-dimensional data (i.e., when d is comparable to or larger than n) is not clear.
Zou et al. (2014) and Feng and Liu (2017) proposed tests of sphericity for high-dimensional data where the
test statistics were constructed using the multivariate sign function assuming ellipticity of the underlying
distribution. Ding (2020) proposed a test based on the ratio of traces of different powers of the sample
variance-covariance matrix and established its high dimensional consistency. However, these tests may fail
when the underlying distribution is not spherically symmetric but X/‖X‖ is uniformly distributed over the
surface of the unit sphere in R

d (e.g. angular symmetric) or the variance-covariance matrix is a constant
multiple of the identity matrix. This motivates us to construct a test of spherical symmetry which does
not have such limitations. The test we propose in this article, is applicable to high-dimensional data even
when d is significantly larger than n, and it has consistency for a certain class of nonparametric alternatives
including some shrinking alternatives. The organization of the manuscript is as follows.

In Section 2, we propose a new measure of spherical asymmetry ζ(P) by using the fact that X ∼ P
is spherically symmetric if and only if X and ‖X‖U are identically distributed, where ‖X‖ and U are
independent and U ∼ Unif (Sd−1), the uniform distribution on the surface of the d-dimensional unit sphere.
The measure ζ(P) is non-negative, and it takes the value zero if and only if P is spherically symmetric.
However, the measure involves some terms that are not estimable from the observed data D only. To
overcome this limitation, we propose a data augmentation approach to estimate ζ(P). We study the large
sample properties of this estimator and build a test based on it. In Section 3, we study the asymptotic
behaviour of the resulting test under mixture alternatives of the form (1−δn)F +δnG, where G is spherically
symmetric, but F is not spherical. For any fixed d, F and a sequence {δn} that remains bounded away
from 1, we prove that our test is consistent in the sense of the minimum power over the class of spherical
distributions G = {G : ζ(G) = 0}, i.e., for any G ∈ G, the power of our test converges to 1 as n increases. We
also establish that our test is minimax rate optimal over a certain class of alternatives and Pitman efficient
against contamination alternatives for which n(1− δn)

2 converges to a positive number. This in turn proves
the consistency of the test over a fairly general class of shrinking alternatives when d and n both diverge to
infinity. Extensive simulation studies are carried out in Section 4 to compare the performance of our test
with some state-of-the-art methods. All proofs and some auxiliary theoretical results are deferred to the
Appendix.
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2 The proposed methodology

We know that X is spherically symmetric if and only if X and HX have the same distribution for any
orthogonal matrix H. However, we can also characterize spherical symmetry using the following lemma.

Lemma 2.1. A d-dimensional random vector X is spherically symmetric if and only if X
D
= ‖X‖U where

U is uniformly distributed over the surface of the unit sphere Sd−1 and is independent of ‖X‖.

For proof of the above lemma, see p.31 in Fang et al. (1990). Using this characterization, we propose a
new measure of spherical asymmetry, which is applicable to general nonparametric distributions. Let ϕ1 be
the characteristic function of X ∼ P and ϕ2 be that of its sprherically symmetric variant ‖X‖U, where U ∼
Unif(Sd−1) and ‖X‖ are independent. We define

ζ(P) =

∫

∣

∣ϕ1(t)− ϕ2(t)
∣

∣

2 dd/2

(2π)d/2
e−d‖t‖2/2dt, (1)

where the integral is taken in the principal value sense. The following proposition proves that ζ(P) characterizes
spherical symmetry by showing ζ(P) ≥ 0, where the equality holds if and only if P is spherically symmetric.

Proposition 2.1. ζ(P) is non-negative and ζ(P) = 0 if and only if P is a spherically symmetric distribution.

Since, ζ(P) is the integration of |ϕ1(t) − ϕ2(t)|2 with respect to a Gaussian distribution in R
d, one can

also derive an alternative form for ζ(P) using the following lemma.

Lemma 2.2. For any two non-zero vectors X1,X2 ∈ R
d,

∫

exp
{

i〈t,X1 −X2〉
} dd/2

(2π)d/2
e−d‖t‖2/2dt = exp

{

− 1

2d
‖X1 −X2‖2

}

.

Using Lemma 2.2 we get the following alternative representation of ζ(P).

Theorem 2.1. If X1,X2 are independent copies of X ∼ P, then ζ(P) can be expressed as

ζ(P) = E
{

exp{− 1

2d
‖X1 −X2‖2}

}

+ E
{

exp{− 1

2d
‖X′

1 −X′
2‖2}

}

− 2E
{

exp{− 1

2d
‖X1 −X′

2‖2}
}

,

where X′
i = ‖Xi‖Ui for i = 1, 2, U1,U2 independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) as Unif (Sd−1),

which are independent of X1 and X2.

Remark 1. Theorem 2.1 shows that ζ(P) can be expressed as a function of the pairwise distance between
X1,X2 and their symmetric variants X′

1,X
′
2. Since, the pairwise distances are invariant under orthogonal

transformation, ζ(P) is also invariant under rotation. In particular, we have ζ(N(0,Σ)) = ζ(N(0,HΣHT ))
for any orthogonal matrix H. The exact expression of ζ(N(0,Σ)) for any positive-semidefinite variance-
covariance matrix Σ is interesting. Interested readers are referred to Section A.1 in the Appendix for a
detailed derivation.

Remark 2. ζ(P) can also be viewed as the energy distance (see,e.g. Székely and Rizzo, 2004) or the maximum
mean discrepancy (MMD) (see, e.g., Gretton et al., 2007) between the distributions of X and ‖X‖U. MMD
is used to quantify the distributional difference using embedding into a Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space
(RKHS). Here K(x,y) = exp{−‖x− y‖2/(2d)} is the kernel associated with that RKHS.

2.1 Estimation of ζ(P)

Let D = {X1,X2, . . . ,Xn} be a random sample of size n from a d-dimensional distribution P. Note that the
term E

{

exp{− 1
2d‖X1 −X2‖2}

}

in ζ(P) can be easily estimated by its empirical analog, but ζ(P) involves

two other terms E
{

exp{− 1
2d‖X′

1 −X′
2‖2}

}

and E
{

exp{− 1
2d‖X1 −X′

2‖2}
}

, which are not estimable from
D only. Therefore, we adopt a data augmentation approach. We generate U1,U2, . . . ,Un, a random
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sample of size n from Unif(Sd−1) and define X′
i = ‖Xi‖Ui for i = 1, 2, . . . , n. Using the augmented data

D′ = {(X1,X
′
1), (X2,X

′
2), . . . , (Xn,X

′
n)} we construct an unbiased estimator of ζ(P) given by

ζ̂n =

(

n

2

)−1 n
∑

i=1

n
∑

j=i+1

{

exp{− 1

2d
‖Xi −Xj‖2}+ exp{− 1

2d
‖X′

i −X′
j‖2} − 2 exp{− 1

2d
‖Xi −X′

j‖2}
}

.

Clearly ζ̂n can be viewed as a U -statistic with the symmetrized kernel function

g
(

(x1,x
′
1), (x2,x

′
2)
)

= K(x1,x2) +K(x′
1,x

′
2)−K(x1,x

′
2)−K(x2,x

′
1), (2)

where K(x,y) = exp{−‖x − y‖2/(2d)}. Here g is a bounded kernel, and using the bounded difference

inequality, we can establish the following bound for the deviation of ζ̂n from its population analog ζ(P).

Theorem 2.2. If X1,X2, . . . ,Xn are independent copies of a d-dimensional random vector X ∼ P, then

P

{

∣

∣ζ̂n − ζ(P)
∣

∣ > ǫ
}

≤ 2 exp{−nǫ
2

32
},

and this inequality holds irrespective of the dimension d.

Theorem 2.2 shows that ζ̂n is a strongly consistent estimator of ζ(P) and the exponential bound is free

from d. The large sample distribution of ζ̂n can be derived using the theory of U -statistics (see Lee, 1990).

The asymptotic null distribution of ζ̂n is given by the following theorem.

Theorem 2.3. (Asymptotic null distribution) Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be independent copies of the random
vector X, which follows a spherically symmetric distribution P. Define X′

i = ‖Xi‖Ui for i = 1, 2, . . . , n,
where U1,U2, . . . ,Un are i.i.d. Unif(Sd−1). Let λk (k = 1, 2, . . .) be the eigenvalue corresponding to the
eigenfunction ψk of the integral equation

E{g
(

(x,x′), (X,X′)
)

ψk

(

X,X′)} = λkψk(x,x
′),

where g is as in equation (2). Then as n goes to infinity, nζ̂n
D−→∑∞

k=1 λk(Z
2
i − 1), where {Zk : k ≥ 1} is

a sequence of i.i.d. standard normal variables.

In Theorem 2.3, the limiting null distribution of ζ̂n (after appropriate adjustment for location and scale)
turns out to be a weighted sum of independent chi-squares due to the first order degeneracy of g under H0.
However, under H1, g is a non-degenerate kernel. Therefore, the limiting distribution of ζ̂n (after appropriate
adjustment for location and scale) turns out to be Gaussian, which is asserted by the following theorem.

Theorem 2.4. (Asymptotic alternative distribution) Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be independent copies of a random
vector X, which follows a distribution P that is not spherically symmetric. Define X′

i = ‖Xi‖Ui where

U1,U2, . . . ,Un is an i.i.d. Unif(Sd−1). Then as n goes to infinity,
√
n
(

ζ̂n − ζ(P)
) D−→ N(0, 4σ2), where

σ2 = Var
{

E
{

g
(

(X1,X
′
1), (X2,X

′
2)
)

| (X1,X
′
1)
}

}

, and g is as defined in equation (2).

2.2 Test of Spherical Symmetry

Theorem 2.2 shows that ζ̂n is a strongly consistent estimator of ζ(P). Now, from Proposition 2.1, it is

clear that under H0 ζ̂n converges almost surely to zero, but under H1, it converges to a positive constant.
Therefore, the power of a test that rejects H0 for higher values of ζ̂n converges to unity as the sample size
increases. However, it is difficult to find the critical value based on the asymptotic null distribution of nζ̂n
(see Theorem 2.3) since it involves an ℓ2 sequence {λk}, which depends on the underlying distribution P.
So, we propose a novel resampling algorithm to compute the cut-off. The algorithm is given below.
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Resampling algorithm

(I) Given the augmented data D′ compute the test statistic ζ̂n.

(II) Let π = (π(1), π(2), . . . , π(n)) be an element in {0, 1}n. Define Yi = π(i)Xi + (1 − π(i))X′
i and

Y′
i = (1 − π(i))Xi + π(i)X′

i for i = 1, 2, . . . , n,. Use (Y1,Y
′
1), . . . , (Yn,Y

′
n) to compute ζ̂n(π), the

resampling analogue of ζ̂n.

(III) Repeat step (II) for all possible π to get the critical value for a level α (0 < α < 1) test as

c1−α = inf{t ∈ R :
1

2n

∑

π∈{0, 1}n

I[ζ̂n(π) ≤ t] ≥ 1− α}.

This resampling algorithm is motivated by the fact that under H0, the Xi and its spherically symmetric
variant X′

i (i = 1, 2, . . . , n) are exchangeable. Therefore, under H0, the random swap between Xi and X′
i

does not change the distribution of ζ̂n. We can reject H0 if ζ̂n is larger than c1−α. Note that the p-value of
this conditional test is given by

pn =
1

2n

∑

π∈{0, 1}n

I[ζ̂n(π) ≥ ζ̂n]. (3)

So, alternatively, we can reject H0 if pn < α. The following lemma shows that this resampling algorithm
gives a valid level α test.

Lemma 2.3. Let ζ̂n be the estimator of ζ(P) as defined in Section 2.2. If pn denotes the conditional p-value
as defined in (3), then under H0 : ζ(P) = 0 we have P{pn < α} ≤ α irrespective of n and d.

Interestingly, we can also control the threshold c1−α by a deterministic sequence that does not depend
on d and converges to zero with increasing sample size. This is asserted by the following theorem.

Lemma 2.4. If X1,X2, . . . ,Xn are independent copies of a d-dimensional random variable X ∼ P, then
for any α (0 < α < 1), the inequality c1−α ≤ 2(α(n− 1))−1 holds with probability one.

So, irrespective of the value of d, c1−α is of order OP (n
−1) and it converges to zero almost surely as

n diverges to infinity. For any fixed d, we can also show that for any distribution P, nζ̂n(π) converges in

distribution to a weighted sum of independent chi-squares as n diverges to infinity. Since, under H1, ζ̂n
converges to a positive number, the conditional p-value pn converges to zero as n increases. Hence, the
power of the resulting conditional test converges to one. This is formally stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.5. The power of the conditional test based on pn converges to one as n diverges to infinity.

Though the above resampling algorithm leads to a consistent level α test, it has a computational
complexity of the order O(n22n). So, it is not computationally feasible to implement even if the sample size
is moderately large. Therefore, in practice, we propose to generate π1, π2, . . . , πB uniformly from {0, 1}n
and compute the randomized p-value

pn,B =
1

(B + 1)

(

B
∑

i=1

I{ζ̂n(πi) ≥ ζ̂n}+ 1
)

.

We reject H0 if pn,B < α. The following theorem shows that pn,B closely approximates pn for large B and
thereby justifies the use pn,B for the practical implementation of the test.

Theorem 2.6. Given the augmented data D′, pn,B converges to pn almost surely as B diverges to infinity.
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3 Asymptotic properties of the test

In this section, we study some large sample properties of our test. First, we investigate the robustness of our
test against contamination alternatives. Next, we establish its minimax rate optimality against a suitable
class of nonparametric alternatives and prove its consistency even when the dimension of data increases
with the sample size. Finally, we show that our test is efficient in the Pittman sense under contiguous
contamination alternatives.

3.1 Robustness

Consider a distribution F , which is not spherically symmetric. Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be independent and
identically distributed random vectors from a contaminated distribution Fδ = (1 − δ)F + δG for some
0 < δ < 1. The following lemma shows the effect of this contamination on ζ(·) by providing a relation among
ζ(F ), ζ(G) and ζ(Fδ).

Lemma 3.1. For any δ (0 < δ < 1), we have ζ(Fδ) = (1− δ)2ζ(F ) + δ2ζ(G) + 2δ(1− δ)ζ′(G,F ), where

ζ′(G,F ) = E{K(X1,Y1)} + E{K(X′
1,Y

′
1)} − E{K(X1,Y

′
1)} − E{K(X′

1,Y1)}.

Here X1 ∼ G and Y1 ∼ F are independent, X′
1 = ‖X1‖U1, Y

′
1 = ‖Y1‖U2 for U1,U2 are i.i.d. Unif(Sd−1)

and K(x,y) = exp{− 1
2d‖x− y‖2}.

Note that if G is spherically symmetric, ζ(G) = 0 and ζ′(G,F ) = 0. Therefore, for any fixed δ, we
have ζ(Fδ) = (1 − δ)2ζ(F ). This shows that ζ(.) has bounded Gateaux derivative. The following theorem
also shows that for any δ ∈ (0, 1) and G spherically symmetric, the power of our test for the contaminated
alternative Fδ converges to one as the sample size increases.

Theorem 3.1. Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be independent copies of X ∼ Fδ = (1 − δ)F + δG, where 0 < δ < 1,
and ζ(F ) > 0. Then, the minimum power of the proposed test over the class of the spherical distributions

G, i.e., inf
G:ζ(G)=0

P{ζ̂n > c1−α}, converges to one as the sample size diverges to infinity.

This theorem shows that our test is asymptotically robust against outliers for any fixed proportion of
contamination. Since ζ(F1−δ) = δ2ζ(F ), it shows the convergence of the power of our test for F1−δ as
well. So, if a sample from a spherically symmetric distribution has a small proportion of contamination
by observations from a non-spherical distribution, our test can successfully detect the presence of those
contaminations when the sample size is large. The result in Theorem 3.1 holds even for a sequence {δn}
that remains bounded away from one. However, if that is not the case, the asymptotic power of the test will
depend on the rate of convergence of 1− δn and may yield non-trivial limits for certain choices of {δn}. This
is explored in the following subsection.

3.2 Minimax rate optimality and high-dimensional behaviour

Let us consider a testing problem involving a pair of hypotheses H0 : ζ(P) = 0 and H ′
1 : ζ(P) > ǫ(n) where

ǫ(n) is a positive number that depends on the sample size n. Let F(ǫ(n)) := {P | ζ(P) > ǫ(n)} be the class
of alternatives under H ′

1 and Tn(α) be the class of all level α test. The minimax type II error rate for this
problem is defined as

Rn

(

ǫ(n)
)

= inf
φ∈Tn(α)

sup
F∈F(ǫ(n))

PFn{φ = 0},

where PFn denotes the probability corresponding to the joint distribution of (X1,X2, . . . ,Xn), where the
Xis are independent copies of X ∼ F . Here we want to find an optimum choice of ǫ(n) (call it ǫ0(n)) such
that the following two conditions hold.

(a) For any 0 < β < 1 − α, there exists a constant c(α, β) > 0 such that for all 0 < c < c(α, β), we have
lim inf
n→∞

Rn(c ǫ0(n)) ≥ β.
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(b) There exists a level α test φ0 such that for any 0 < β < 1 − α, there exists C(α, β) > 0 for which
lim sup
n→∞

sup
F∈F(c ǫ0(n))

PFn{φ0 = 0} ≤ β for all c > C(α, β), or in other words, lim sup
n→∞

Rn(c ǫ0(n)) ≤ β for

all c > C(α, β).

This optimal rate ǫ0(n) is called the minimax rate of separation for the above problem, and the test φ0 is
called the minimax rate optimal test. Theorem 3.2 below shows that ǫ0(n) cannot be of smaller order than
O(n−1). So, for any 0 < β < 1−α and any φ ∈ Tn(α), we can always find a distribution F with ζ(F ) of the
order O(n−1) or smaller such that the type II error rate of the test φ, i.e., PFn{φ = 0} is more than β.

Theorem 3.2. For 0 < β < 1− α, there exists a constant c0(α, β) such that the minimax type II error rate
Rn(c/n) is lower bounded by β for all n and all 0 < c < c0(α, β).

Remark 3. In particular, consider the distribution Fδn = (1 − δn)F + δnG where ζ(G) = 0 and ζ(F ) > 0
(note that ζ(Fδn) = (1 − δn)

2ζ(F )). If δn is such that n(1 − δn)
2 → 0 as n → ∞ (i.e. ζ(Fδn) is of smaller

asymptotic order than O(n−1)), then the power of any level α test will fall below the nominal level α.

In the next theorem, we establish that in the case of ǫ0(n) = 1/n, our test based on ζ̂n satisfies the
condition (b) stated above. Therefore, these two theorems (Theorem 3.2 and 3.3) together show that the
minimax rate of separation is ǫ0(n) = n−1, and our proposed test has the minimax rate optimality for the
class of alternatives F(ǫ(n)).

Theorem 3.3. For 0 < β < 1 − α, there exists a constant C0(α, β) (that does not depend on d) such that

asymptotically the maximum type II error of the test based on ζ̂n over F(c/n) is uniformly bounded above by

β for all c > C0(α, β), i.e., lim sup
n→∞

sup
F∈F(cλ(n))

PFn(ζ̂n ≤ c1−α) ≤ β for all c > C0(α, β).

Remark 4. Consider the same example as in Remark 3. Since ζ(Fδn) = (1− δn)
2ζ(F ), from Theorem 3.3

it is clear that if n(1 − δn)
2 → ∞ as n → ∞ (i.e. ζ(Fδn) is of higher asymptotic order than O(n−1)), the

power of our proposed test converges to one.

Note that the constant C(α, β) in Theorem 3.3 does not depend on the dimension d. However, ζ(F )
may vary with the dimension. We know that under certain regularity conditions (see, e.g., Hall et al.,
2005; Ahn et al., 2007; Jung and Marron, 2009), as the dimension increases, pairwise distances among the
observations (after appropriate scaling) converge to a constant, and all observations tend to lie on the surface
of a sphere of increasing radius. So, in such situations, ζ(F ) converges to 0 as d increases. Therefore, one may
be curious to know how this test will perform if the dimension and the sample size increase simultaneously.
Theorem 3.3 answers this question. It shows that as long as nζ(F ) diverges to infinity, irrespective of whether
d is fixed or it increases with the sample size, the power of our test converges to one. This high-dimensional
consistency of our test is asserted by the following theorem.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose that X1,X2, . . . ,Xn are independent copies of X ∼ P(d), a d-dimensional distribution.
If d = d(n) grows with the sample size n in such a way that nζ(P(d)) diverges to infinity as n increases.
Then, the power of our test converges to one as n and d both diverge to infinity.

So, even if ζ(P(d)) converges to 0 as d increases with n, the power of our test converges to unity as long
as ζ(P(d)) converges at a slower rate than O(n−1). However, if the distance convergence does not hold and
we have lim infd→∞ ζ(P(d)) > 0, the power of our test converges to one even if the sample size increases
at a very slow rate. An example of such a distribution is given in Section 4 (see Example 4(a)). For such
examples, one can expect the test to have good performance even in the High Dimension Low Sample Size
(HDLSS) setup, where n is fixed (but suitably large) and d diverges to infinity. However, in the case of
distance concentration in the HDLSS set-up, where we have lim infd→∞ ζ(P(d)) = 0, we need to increase the
sample size suitably to get good performance. This is further explored in our simulation studies.

3.3 Pitmann Efficiency

Now, consider the alternative F1−βnn−1/2 = (1−βnn−1/2)G+(βnn
−1/2)F , but assume that βn is a sequence

of positive numbers converging to some β ∈ (0,∞). Let f and g be the densities corresponding to G and
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F , respectively. To study the asymptotic behaviour of our test for such an alternative, we first study the
asymptotic behaviour of nζ̂n and its resample analog nζ̂n(π). The following result shows that under suitable
assumption on F and G, the sequence of alternative asymmetric distributions F1−βnn−1/2 is contiguous and
locally asymptotically normal.

Proposition 3.1. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be independent copies of X ∼ G. Then, under the assumption that
∫ (

f(u)/g(u)− 1
)2
g(u)du <∞ as n grows to infinity, we have

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

log

{ n
∏

i=1

(

1 +
βn√
n

{f(Xi)

g(Xi)
− 1
})

}

− βn√
n

n
∑

i=1

{

f(Xi)

g(Xi)
− 1

}

+
β2
n

2
E

{

f(X1)

g(X1)
− 1

}2
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

P→ 0.

Now using Proposition 3.1 and Le Cam’s third lemma, we establish the local asymptotic behaviour of
nζ̂n in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.5. (Local limit distribution) Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be independent copies of X ∼ F1−βnn−1/2 and

X′
i = ‖Xi‖Ui where U1,U2, . . . ,Un are i.i.d. Unif(Sd−1). Also let λk be the eigenvalues with corresponding

eigenfunction ψk (k = 1, 2, . . .) of the integral equation E{g
(

(x1,x
′
1), (X1,X

′
1)
)

ψk

(

(X1,X
′
1)
)

} = λkψk

(

(x1,x
′
1)
)

,
where g is as in equation (2). Then, as n tends to infinity,

nζ̂n
D−→

∞
∑

k=1

λk

(

(

Zk + β EF {ψi(X1,X
′
1)}
)2 − 1

)

,

where Zi is a sequence of i.i.d. standard normal random variables.

Theorem 3.5 shows that for β > 0, the local limit distribution of nζ̂n is stochastically larger than its
limiting null distribution as in Theorem 2.3. The following theorem establishes that the local limiting
distribution of the permuted statistic nζ̂n(π) under the sequence of alternatives F1−βnn−1/2 is identical to

the asymptotic null distribution of nζ̂n.

Theorem 3.6. Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be independent copies of X ∼ Pn and ζ̂n(π) be the resampling analog of
our test statistic obtained using Algorithm (I)-(III) in Section 2.2. Then, under any fixed alternative (i.e.,
Pn = F for some asymmetric distribution F ) or a contiguous alternative (i.e., Pn = F1−βnn−1/2), as n grows

to infinity, nζ̂n(π)
D→∑∞

k=1 λk(Z
2
k − 1), where {Zk} is a sequence of i.i.d standard normal random variables

and {λk} is a square sumable sequence of real numbers.

Theorems 3.5 and 3.6 together show that under F1−βnn−1/2 , the power of our test converges to a non-
trivial limit, and as β starts increasing from zero, the power of our test gradually increases from α to one.
This establishes that our test is efficient in the Pitman sense. However, the exact expression of the limit is
not analytically tractable.

We now present a small simulation study where we generate n observations from F1−βnn−1/2 in R
10 where

G is the standard normal distribution and F is a normal distribution with mean zero and variance-covariance
matrix Σ = (0.5) I+0.5 11⊤, where I is the 10× 10 identity matrix, 1 is the 10-dimensional vector with all
elements equal to one. We consider three different sequences (a) βn = 5n−0.1, (b) βn = 5 and (c) βn = 5n0.1

and evaluate the performance of our test against these alternatives. The p-value of the test is approximated
using the randomized p-value with B = 500 and the power of the test is evaluated by the proportion of times

Sample Size γ = −0.1 γ = 0 γ = 0.1

50 0.145 0.361 0.789
100 0.147 0.375 0.932
250 0.108 0.373 0.991
500 0.104 0.376 0.999

Table 1: Results against F1−βnn−1/2 = (1 − βnn
−1/2)N(0, I) + βnn

−1/2N(0, 0.5I + 0.5J) when βn = 5nγ .
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the test rejects H0 in 1000 repetitions of each experiment. In Table 1 we see that for case (a), the power of
our test shows a decreasing trend with increasing sample size. For case (b), the power exhibits convergence
towards 0.37, which can be considered as the Pitman efficiency of our test when βn = 5. For case (c), we see
that the power of our test converges to one with increasing sample size. This behaviour of our test supports
our theoretical findings in this section.

4 Numerical studies

In this section, we investigate the empirical performance of our test. First, we study its finite sample level
properties and then compare its empirical power with the tests based on optimal transport (Huang and Sen,
2023), density functions (Diks and Tong, 1999) and projection pursuit technique (Fang et al., 1993). Henceforth,
we refer to these tests as the OT test, the DT test and the PP test respectively. Throughout this article,
all tests are considered to have 5% nominal level. The OT test is distribution-free and the PP test is
asymptotically distribution-free. Following the suggestion of the authors, for these two test we use the cut-
offs based on the asymptotic distributions of their test statistics. Our test and the DT test are calibrated
using the resampling method, where the cut-off is computed based on 500 iterations. Each experiment is
repeated 1000 times to estimate the power of a test by the proportion of times it rejects H0.

4.1 Analysis of simulated data sets

First, we investigate the level property of our test by generating random samples from some multivariate
spherically symmetric distributions. In particular, we consider the standard multivariate (a) Gaussian, (b)
Cauchy, and (c) t4 distributions for this purpose and call them Examples 1(a), 1(b) and 1(c), respectively.
In each case, we compute the powers for different sample sizes (n = 20, 40, 60) and dimensions (d = 2i, i =
1, 2, . . . , 10), and they are reported in Figure 1. This figure clearly shows that for all three distributions, our
test rejects H0 in nearly 5% cases. The other three competing tests also exhibit similar behaviour, but to
save space we do not report them here.

To compare the empirical powers of different tests, again we consider examples involving (a) Gaussian,
(b) Cauchy and (c) t4 distributions with the centre at the origin, but this time we consider the scatter matrix
of the form (1− ρ) Id+ ρ 1d1

⊤
d , where Id is the d× d identity matrix, 1d is the d-dimensional vector with all

elements equal to one and ρ ∈ (0, 1) (call them Examples 2(a), 2(b) and 2(c), respectively). Note that here
the distributions are elliptically symmetric. For each example, we consider d = 5 and carry out different tests
based on 100 observations. Powers of these tests are reported in Figure 2. As ρ increases from zero to one
(i.e., the distribution deviates more from sphericity) one would expect the power of a test to increase. But,
for OT and PP tests, these increments are negligible. In these examples, our test has the best performance
followed by the DT test.
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Example 1(a)
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Figure 1: The level of our test for observations generated from the standard (a) Gaussian, (b) Cauchy, and (c)
t4 distributions with sample size n = 20( ), n = 40 ( ) and n = 60 ( ) in dimensions d = 2i, i = 1, 2, . . . , 10.
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Figure 2: Results of our test ( ), OT test (�), DT test (⋆) and PP test (�) in Examples 2(a)-(c).
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Figure 3: Results of our test ( ), OT test (�), DT test (⋆) and PP test (�) for Example 3(a)-(d).

Next, we consider four examples (call them Examples 3(a)-(d)) involving symmetric but non-elliptic
distributions. In Examples 3(a) and 3(b), we deal with ℓp-symmetric distributions (see, e.g., Gupta and Song,
1997; Dutta et al., 2011) with p = ∞ and p = 1, respectively. In both cases, we generate observations on
X = RU, where U and R ∼ Unif(9, 10) are independent. In Example 3(a), we have U = Y/‖Y‖∞ where
Y = (Y1, . . . , Y5) is uniformly distributed over the 5-dimensional unit hypercube {y = (y1, y2. . . . , y5)

⊤ :
max{|y1|, |y2|, . . . , |y5|} ≤ 1}, while in Example 3(b), we haveU = Y/‖Y‖1 where Y1, . . . , Y5 are independent
standard Laplace variables. We carry out our experiment with different sample sizes, and the results are
reported in Figure 3. In these examples, OT and PP tests have powers close to the nominal level of 0.05. In
Example 3(b), the proposed test and the DT have comparable performance, but in Example 3(a), our test
significantly outperforms the DT test.

In Example 3(c), we consider an angular symmetric distribution, We generate observations on X =RU,
where U ∼ Unif(S4) but R and U are not independent. Here for any given U = u(= (u1, u2, . . . , u5)

⊤) the
conditional distribution of R is uniform on (0, θu), where θu = 10 I[u1u2 > 0] + 50 I[u1u2 ≤ 0;u3u4u5 >
0] + 100 I[u1u2 ≤ 0;u3u4u5 ≤ 0], and I[ · ] is the indicator function. In Example 3(d), observations are
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Figure 4: Results of our test ( ), OT test (�), DT test (⋆) and PP test (�) for Example 4(a)-(c).

generated from an equal mixture of four normal distributions with the same dispersion matrix I5 and mean
vectors 15,−15, β = (1,−1, 1,−1, 1)⊤ and −β, respectively. In Figure 3 we see that in these examples also,
our test outperforms its competitors. The DT test has the second-best performance but its power is much
lower compared to our proposed test.

Finally, we consider some high-dimensional examples. In Examples 4(a) and 4(b), we generate n = 20
observations from normal spiked covariance models (see. Johnstone, 2001) with mean zero and a diagonal
covariance matrix with entries (d, 1, 1, . . . , 1) and (d0.5, 1, 1, . . . , 1), respectively. We carry out our experiment
with different choices of d, and the results are reported in Figure 4. This figure shows that in Example 4(a)
the power curve of our test exhibits a sharp increasing trend with increasing dimensions, while the other
tests have non-satisfactory performances. But in Example 4(b), all tests including ours perform poorly. Note
that in Example 4(a) and 4(b), the measure of sphericity (see, e.g., John, 1972; Jung and Marron, 2009)
converges to 0 and 1, respectively, as d increases. So, in high dimension, the data cloud in Example 4(b)
is similar to that from a spherical distribution, whereas in Example 4(a), it has significant deviations from
sphericity. This explains the diametrically opposite behaviour of our test in these two examples. However,
Corollary 3.4 suggests that even in Example 4(b), our test can perform well if we allow the sample size
to increase with the dimensions at a suitable rate. That is what we observe in Example 4(c), where we
consider the same model as in Example 4(b), but increase the sample size with the dimension. Here, we
consider n = 20 + [d1.5], where [t] denotes the largest integer smaller than or equal to t. Figure 4 shows a
sharp increasing trend in the power curve of our test. But the other competing tests have poor performance
even in this set-up. This clearly indicates the superiority of our test over the OT, DT, and PP tests for
high-dimensional data.

4.2 Analysis of a benchmark dataset

For further evaluation of different tests we analyze the “MAGIC Gamma Telescope” data set available at the
UCI machine learning repository. This data set was generated by a Monte Carlo program called CORSIKA
described in Heck et al. (1998). It is used to simulate registration of high-energy gamma particles in a ground-
based atmospheric Cherenkov gamma telescope using imaging techniques. The observations are classified
based on the patterns in the images the particles generate, called the shower images. Based on these shower
images the particles are classified as “primary gamma” and “hadronic shower”. In our analysis, we first
divide the entire data set into two parts based on the class labels “primary gamma” and “hadronic shower”
and call them “MAGIC-1” and “MAGIC-2”, respectively. Here the observations are 10-dimensional (see
Heck et al., 1998, for details). While MAGIC-1 contains 12332 observations, there are 6688 observations in
MAGIC-2. When we use the full data sets (after centering by subtracting the corresponding spatial medians)
for testing, all four tests reject the null hypothesis of spherical symmetry in both cases. This gives us an
indication that the underlying distributions are non-spherical, and different can be compared based on their
powers. But, it is difficult to compare among different test procedures using a single experiment based on the
whole data set. Therefore, to compare the performances of different tests, we generate random sub-samples
from these two data sets and in each case, we repeat the procedure 1000 times. The power of a test is
computed by the proportion of times it rejects the null hypothesis. The results for different sub-sample sizes
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are reported in Figure 5.
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Figure 5: Results of our test ( ), OT test (�), DT test (⋆) and PP test (�) for THE Magic Gamma Telescope
data set.

Here we observe that in MAGIC-1 data set, our test significantly outperforms all other tests for all sample
sizes considered here. For MAGIC-2 data set, the OT and PP test has better performance for lower sample
size. But the power of our test increases sharply as the sample size increases, while those of other test
increase at a slower rate. Figure 5 clearly shows that our test outperforms its all competitors for sample
sizes higher than 55.

5 Discussion and Conclusion

In this article, we have proposed a new measure of spherical asymmetry and a consistent estimator of this
measure based on data augmentation. We have also constructed a test of spherical symmetry based on this
proposed estimator and studied its large sample behaviour when the dimension may or may not grow with the
sample size. Extensive simulation studies have been carried out to amply demonstrate the superiority of our
test over some state-of-the-art methods. In this article, we have constructed our test assuming the centre of
symmetry under H0 to be known (which is taken as 0 throughout this article). If it is not known, we can find

a suitable estimator θ̂0 for the centre and apply our test on the observations X1 − θ̂0, . . . ,Xn − θ̂0. We can
use any depth-based median like spacial median (see, e.g., Chaudhuri, 1996; Koltchinskii, 1997) or half-space
median (see, e.g., Tukey, 1975) for this purpose. One can also use other robust estimates like those based
on minimum covariance determinant (MCD) (see, e.g., Rousseeuw and Driessen, 1999) or minimum volume
ellipsoid (MVE) (see, e.g. Rousseeuw, 1985). Similarly, our test can be generalized for testing the ellipticity

of an underlying distribution. In that case, we can find a suitable estimator Σ̂0 of the scatter matrix, and

use our test on the transformed observations Σ̂
−1/2

0 (X1 − θ̂0), . . . , Σ̂
−1/2

0 (Xn − θ̂0). Again, MCD or MVE
estimates can be used. One can use Tyler’s shape matrix Tyler (1987) as well. As long as these estimators of
location and scatter are consistent, the large sample consistency of the test will be retained in arbitrary but
fixed dimensions. However, at this moment it is not clear whether the resulting test will remain consistent
when the dimension and the sample size increase simultaneously. We leave this for future research.

A Appendix

A.1 Expression of ζ(P) for Gaussian distributions

In this section, we present a closed-form expression for ζ(P) when P is a multivariate Gaussian distribution
with mean 0 and variance-covariance matrix Σ. But before that, we present some preliminary lemmas.

Lemma A.1. If X1 ∼ N(0,Σ1) and X2 ∼ N(0,Σ2) are independent d-dimensional random vectors,

E

{

exp
(

− 1

2d
‖X1 −X2‖2

)

}

=
∣

∣

∣

1

d
(Σ1 +Σ2) + Id

∣

∣

∣

−1/2

,
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where
∣

∣A
∣

∣ denotes the determinant of a matrix A, and Id is the d× d identity matrix.

Proof of Lemma A.1. Here N = X1 −X2 follows N(0,Σ1 +Σ2). So, we have

E

{

exp
(

− 1

2d
‖N‖2

)

}

=

∫

1

(2π)d/2
∣

∣

∣
Σ1 +Σ2

∣

∣

∣

1/2
exp

(

− 1

2d
‖u‖2 − 1

2
u⊤(Σ1 +Σ2)

−1u
)

du.

Note that the exponent on the right side is the same as that of the density of a normal distribution with

mean 0 and variance-covariance matrix
(

1
dId + (Σ1 +Σ2)

−1
)−1

. Therefore, we have

E

{

exp
(

− 1

2d
‖N‖2

)

}

=
1

∣

∣

∣
Σ1 +Σ2

∣

∣

∣

1/2∣
∣

∣

1
dId + (Σ1 +Σ2)−1

∣

∣

∣

1/2
=
∣

∣

∣

1

d
(Σ1 +Σ2) + Id

∣

∣

∣

−1/2

.

This completes the proof.

Lemma A.2. If X follows a d-variate distribution with density f , U ∼ Unif(Sd−1), and they are independent,
then ‖X‖U has the density

∫

f(H⊤u)π(H), where π is the Haar measure on the set of all d× d orthogonal
matrices.

Proof of Lemma A.2. Let µ be the probability measure corresponding to distribution Unif(Sd−1) and g
be a bounded continuous. Then, we have

E{g(‖X‖U)} =

∫ ∫

g(‖x‖u)f(x)dµ(u)dx =

∫ ∫

g(Hx)f(x)dπ(H)dx.

Since for any fixed x and u, there exists a unique orthogonal matrix H such that Hx = ‖x‖u, the second
equality follows by substitution. Now if we substitute Hx = v in the above integration we get

E{g(‖X‖U)} =

∫

g(v)
(

∫

f(H⊤v)dπ(H)
)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣H⊤∣
∣

∣

∣

∣
dv =

∫

g(v)
(

∫

f(H⊤v)dπ(H)
)

dv.

Since g is an arbitrary bounded and continuous function, the result follows.

Proposition A.1. If X follows a d-variate normal distribution with mean 0 and variance-covariance matrix
Σ, then

ζ(P) =
∣

∣

∣

2

d
Σ+Id

∣

∣

∣

−1/2

+

∫ ∫

∣

∣

∣

1

d
(H1ΣH⊤

1 +H2ΣH⊤
2 )+Id

∣

∣

∣

−1/2

dπ(H1)dπ(H2)−2

∫

∣

∣

∣

1

d
(Σ+HΣH⊤)+Id

∣

∣

∣

−1/2

dπ(H),

where π is the Haar measure on the set of all orthogonal matrices of order d× d.

Proof of Proposition A.1. Recall, that our measure can be written as (see Theorem 2.1)

ζ(P) = E
{

exp{− 1

2d
‖X1 −X2‖2}

}

+ E
{

exp{− 1

2d
‖X′

1 −X′
2‖2}

}

− 2E
{

exp{− 1

2d
‖X1 −X′

2‖2}
}

.

Let us look at the individual terms separately. The first term on the right side is the same as the term in
Lemma A.1 with X1 and X2 being i.i.d. Gaussian random variables with mean zero and variance-covariance
matrix Σ. Therefore,

E
{

exp{− 1

2d
‖X1 −X2‖2}

}

=
∣

∣

∣
Id +

2

d
Σ
∣

∣

∣

−1/2

.

Now note that the second term can be written as

E
{

exp{− 1

2d
‖X′

1 −X′
2‖2}

}

=

∫

exp{− 1

2d
‖x1 − x2‖2}

1

(2π)d
∣

∣

∣
Σ
∣

∣

∣

exp
{

− 1

2
x⊤
1 (H1ΣH⊤

1 )
−1x1 −

1

2
x⊤
2 (H2ΣH⊤

2 )
−1x2

}

dx1dx2dπ(H1)dπ(H2)

=

∫

∣

∣

∣
Σ
∣

∣

∣

−1∣
∣

∣
H1ΣH⊤

1

∣

∣

∣

1/2∣
∣

∣
H2ΣH⊤

2

∣

∣

∣

1/2
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1 +H2ΣH⊤

2
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+ Id
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∣

∣
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dπ(H1)dπ(H2) =

∫

∣

∣

∣

1

d

(

H1ΣH⊤
1 +H2ΣH⊤

2

)

+ Id

∣

∣

∣

−1/2

dπ(H1)dπ(H2).
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Similarly, one can also show that,

E
{

exp{− 1

2d
‖X1 −X′

2‖2}
}

=

∫

∣

∣

∣

1

d

(

HΣH⊤ +Σ
)

+ Id

∣

∣

∣

−1/2

dπ(H).

This completes the proof.

A.2 Proofs of the results stated in Section 2

Proof of Proposition 2.1. It is easy to see that if X is spherically distributed, then ϕ1 = ϕ2 and hence
ζ(P) = 0. So, let us prove the only if part. Recall that our measure has the alternate expression

ζ(P) =

∫

∣

∣ϕ1(t)− ϕ2(t)
∣

∣

2 dd/2

(2π)d/2
e−d‖t‖2/2dt.

The non-negativity of ζ(P) follows from the non-negativity of the integrand. Now ζ(P) = 0 implies ϕ1(t) =

ϕ2(t) over the set {t | e−d‖t‖2/2 > 0}, which is in fact the entire Euclidean space R
d. Therefore, ζ(P) = 0

implies X and ‖X‖U are identically distributed, i.e., X is spherically distributed.

Proof of Lemma 2.2. Note that
∫

exp
{

i〈T,X1 −X2〉
} dd/2

(2π)d/2
e−d‖T‖2/2dT = E

{

exp
{

i〈T,X1 −X2〉
}

}

, (4)

where T follows a d-variate Gaussian distribution with mean zero and variance-covariance matrix d−1Id.
The right side of equation (4) is the characteristic function of T evaluated at X1 −X2. Hence, we have the
desired result.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. First note that |ϕ1(t)−ϕ2(t)|2 =
(

ϕ1(t)−ϕ2(t)
)(

ϕ1(−t)−ϕ2(−t)
)

. So, expanding
the characteristic functions in terms of expectations, we get

|ϕ1(t)− ϕ2(t)|2 =E

{

exp
{

i〈t,X1 −X2〉
}

}

+ E

{

exp
{

i〈t,X′

1 −X
′

2〉
}

}

− E

{

exp
{

i〈t,X1 −X
′

2〉
}

}

− E

{

exp
{

i〈t,X′

1 −X2〉
}

}

. (5)

From Lemma 2.2, for any V1 and V2, we have
∫

E

{

exp
{

i〈t,V1 −V2〉
}

} dd/2

(2π)d/2
e−d‖t‖2/2dt = E

{

exp
{

− 1

2d
‖V1 −V2‖2

}

}

.

Applying this to all four terms in (5) (note that the last two terms are equal), we get the result.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. As introduced in Section 2.2 we can write our estimator as

ζ̂n =
2

n(n− 1)

∑

1≤i<j≤n

g
(

(Xi,X
′
i), (Xj ,X

′
j)
)

,

where

g
(

(x1,x2), (y1,y2)
)

= exp

{

− ‖x1 − y1‖2
2d

}

+ exp

{

− ‖x2 − y2‖2
2d

}

− exp

{

− ‖x1 − y2‖2
2d

}

− exp

{

− ‖x2 − y1‖2
2d

}

.

Now let ζ̂
(i)
n denote our estimator when the ith observation (Xi,X

′
i) is replaced by an independent copy

(Yi,Y
′
i) of the same. Note that

|ζ̂n − ζ̂(i)n | ≤ 2

n(n− 1)

{

i−1
∑

j=1

∣

∣

∣
g
(

(Xj ,X
′
j), (Xi,X

′
i)
)

− g
(

(Xj ,X
′
j), (Yi,Y

′
i)
)

∣

∣

∣

+

n
∑

j=i+1

∣

∣

∣
g
(

(Xi,X
′
i), (Xj ,X

′
j)
)

− g
(

(Yi,Y
′
i), (Xj ,X

′
j)
)

∣

∣

∣

}
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Since |g(·, ·)| ≤ 2, this implies |ζ̂n − ζ̂
(i)
n | ≤ 8(n−1)

n(n−1) ≤ 8
n . So, applying bounded difference inequality (see page

37 in Wainwright, 2019)

P{
∣

∣ζ̂n − ζ(P)
∣

∣ > ǫ} ≤ exp
{

− 2ǫ2
∑n

i=1
64
n2

}

= exp
{

− nǫ2

32

}

.

This completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 2.3. Note that our estimator ζ̂n is a U-statistic with the kernel

g

(

(x1,x2), (y1,y2)

)

= exp

{

− ‖x1 − y1‖2
2d

}

+ exp

{

− ‖x2 − y2‖2
2d

}

− exp

{

− ‖x1 − y2‖2
2d

}

− exp

{

− ‖x2 − y1‖2
2d

}

of degree 2. The first order Hoeffding projection of g(., .) is

g1
(

(x1,x2)
)

= E

{

K(x1,X1)
}

+ E

{

K(x2,X
′
1)
}

− E

{

K(x1,X
′
1)
}

− E

{

K(x2,X1)
}

(6)

where K(x,y) = exp{−‖x − y‖2/(2d)}, X1 ∼ P and X′
1 = ‖X1‖U1 for U1 ∼ Unif(Sd−1) independent

of X1. Under H0, X1 and X′
1 are identically distributed and hence g1

(

(x1,x2)
)

= 0. Therefore, using

Theorem 1 from Lee (1990) p.79, we get that nζ̂n converges in distribution to
∑∞

i=1 λi(Z
2
i − 1) where {Zi}

are independent standard normal random variables and {λi} are the eigenvalues of the integral equation
∫

g
(

(x1,x2), (y1,y2)
)

f
(

(y1,y2)
)

dF
(

(y1,y2)
)

= λf
(

(x1,x2)
)

,

where F is the joint distribution of (X1,X
′
1).

Proof of Theorem 2.4. Under H1, the function g1
(

(x1,x2)
)

defined in equation (6) is non-degenerate.

Therefore, using Theorem 1 from Lee (1990) p.76, we get the asymptotic normality of
√
n(ζ̂n − ζ(P)) with

the mean zero and the variance 4σ2
1 , where σ

2
1 = Var

(

g1
(

(X1,X
′
1)
))

.

Proof of Lemma 2.3. Define X′
1,X

′
2, . . . ,X

′
n as in Theorem 2.3. Under H0, (Xi,X

′
i) and (X′

i,Xi) are

identically distributed for each i = 1, 2, . . . , n. Therefore, the joint distribution of (ζ̂n, c1−α) is identical to

the joint distribution of (ζ̂n(π), c1−α), where π is an element of {0, 1}n. Let D′ = {(Xi,X
′
i) | i = 1, 2, . . . , n}

denote the augmented data. Then,

P{ζ̂n > c1−α} = P{ζ̂n(π) > c1−α} = E
{

P{ζ̂n(π) > c1−α | D′}
}

≤ α.

The last inequality follows from the definition of c1−α (given in the resampling algorithm in page 4).

Proof of Lemma 2.4. Here X1,X2, . . . ,Xn are independent copies of X ∼ P. Define X′
1,X

′
2, . . . ,X

′
n as in

Theorem 2.3, and D′ as in the proof of Lemma 2.3. Let π = (π(1), π(2), . . . , π(n)) be uniformly distributed
on the set {0, 1}n. For i = 1, 2, . . . , n, define Yi = π(i)Xi + (1 − π(i))X′

i and Y′
i = (1 − π(i))Xi + π(i)X′

i.
Since g

(

(Yi,Y
′
i), (Yi,Y

′
i)
)

≥ 0 for all i = 1, 2, . . . , n, we have

n(n− 1)ζ̂n(π) =
∑

1≤i6=j≤n

g
(

(Yi,Y
′
i), (Yj ,Y

′
j)
)

≤
∑

1≤i,j≤n

g
(

(Yi,Y
′
i), (Yj ,Y

′
j)
)

= n2ζ(Fn),

where Fn denotes the empirical probability distribution of (Y1,Y
′
1), (Y2,Y

′
2), . . . , (Yn,Y

′
n). Since, ζ(Fn) is

a non-negative random variable, using Markov inequality, for any ǫ > 0, we have

P
{

ζ̂n(π) > ǫ | D′} ≤ P
{

n2ζ(Fn) > n(n− 1)ǫ | D′} ≤ n2

n(n− 1)ǫ
E
{

ζ(Fn) | D′}.

Now, taking ǫ = n
(n−1)αE

{

ζ(Fn) | D′}, we get P
{

ζ̂n(π) > ǫ | D′} ≤ α. Therefore, from the definition of c1−α

(see page 4), we have

c1−α ≤ n

(n− 1)α
E
{

ζ(Fn) | D′}.
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Also, note that

E{ζ(Fn) | D′} =
n(n− 1)

n2
E

{

g
(

(Y1,Y
′
1), (Y2,Y

′
2)
)

| D′
}

+
1

n
E

{

g
(

(Y1,Y
′
1), (Y1,Y

′
1)
)

| D′
}

.

Now E

{

exp{−‖Y1 −Y2‖2
2d

} | D′
}

=
1

2n

∑

π∈{0,1}n

exp{−‖π(1)X1 + (1− π(1))X′
1 − π(2)X2 + (1− π(2))X′

2‖2
2d

} = δn (say).

Similarly one can also show that

E

{

exp{−‖Y′
1 −Y′

2‖2
2d

} | D′
}

= E

{

exp{−‖Y1 −Y′
2‖2

2d
} | D′

}

= E

{

exp{−‖Y′
1 −Y2‖2
2d

} | D′
}

= δn.

Hence, E
{

g
(

(Y1,Y
′
1), (Y2,Y

′
2)
)

| D′
}

= δn + δn − δn − δn = 0. Similarly one can also show that

E

{

g
(

(Y1,Y
′
1), (Y1,Y

′
1)
)

| D′
}

= 2
(

1− δn

)

≤ 2

Combining these, we get c1−α ≤ 2(α(n− 1))−1. This completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 2.5. Note that ζ̂n is a consistent estimator of ζ(P) (follows from Theorem 2.2), where
ζ(P) = 0 under H0 and positive under H1 (follows from Proposition 2.1). So, by Lemma 2.4 under H1, the

power of the test P(ζ̂n > c1−α) converges to one as n diverges to infinity.

Proof of Theorem 2.6. Let us define the distribution functions F (t) = 1
2n

{

∑

π∈{0,1}n I[ζ̂n(π) ≤ t]
}

and

FB(t) =
1
B

{

∑B
i=1 I[ζ̂n(πi) ≤ t]

}

conditioned on the augmented data D′. Then,

∣

∣pn − pn,B
∣

∣ =

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2n

{

∑

π∈{0,1}n

I[ζ̂n(π) ≥ ζ̂n]

}

− 1

B + 1

{ B
∑

i=1

I[ζ̂n(πi) ≥ ζ̂n] + 1

}∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2n

{

∑

π∈{0,1}n

I[ζ̂n(π) < ζ̂n]

}

− 1

B + 1

{ B
∑

i=1

I[ζ̂n(πi) < ζ̂n]

}∣

∣

∣

∣

=
∣

∣F (ζ̂n−)− B

B + 1
FB(ζ̂n−)

∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣

∣
F (ζ̂n−)− FB(ζ̂n−)

∣

∣

∣
+
∣

∣

∣

FB(ζ̂n−)

B + 1

∣

∣

∣
≤ sup

t∈R

∣

∣F (t)− FB(t)
∣

∣+
1

B + 1

Conditioned on D′, the Dvoretzky-Keifer-Wolfwitz inequality (Massart (1990)) gives us P{supt∈R
|F (t)−

FB(t)| > ǫ} ≤ 2e−2Bǫ2. Hence, conditioned on D′, as B grows to infinity the randomized p-value pn,B
converges almost surely to pn.

A.3 Proofs of the results stated in Section 3

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Recall that ζ(P) can be expressed as

ζ(P) = E{K(X1,X2)}+ E{K(X′
1,X

′
2)} − 2E{K(X1,X

′
2)},

where X1,X2 are independent copies of X∼P, X′
1 = ‖X1‖U1,X

′
2 = ‖X2‖U2 with U1,U2

iid∼ Unif(Sd−1)
independent of X1,X2, and K(x,y) = exp

{

− 1
2d‖x− y‖2

}

. Now if P = (1− δ)F + δG (0 < δ < 1), then

E{K(X1,X2)} =

∫

K(x1,x2)dP(x1)dP(x2)

= (1− δ)2
∫

K(x1,x2)dF (x1)dF (x2) + 2δ(1− δ)

∫

K(x1,x2)dG(x1)dF (x2) + δ2
∫

K(x1,x2)dG(x1)dG(x2).
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If µ denotes the uniform distribution on (Sd−1), then

E{K(X′
1,X

′
2)} =

∫

K(‖x1‖u1, ‖x2‖u2)dP(x1)dP(x2)dµ(u1)dµ(u2)

= (1− δ)2
∫

K(‖x1‖u1, ‖x2‖u2)dF (x1)dF (x2)dµ(u1)dµ(u2)

+ δ2
∫

K(‖x1‖u1, ‖x2‖u2)dG(x1)dG(x2)dµ(u1)dµ(u2)

+ 2δ(1− δ)

∫

K(‖x1‖u1, ‖x2‖u2)dG(x1)dF (x2)dµ(u1)dµ(u2)

and E{K(X1,X
′
2)} =

∫

K(x1, ‖x2‖u2)dP(x1)dP(x2)dµ(u2)

= (1− δ)2
∫

K(x1, ‖x2‖u2)dF (x1)dF (x2)dµ(u2) + δ(1− δ)

∫

K(x1, ‖x2‖u2)dG(x1)dF (x2)dµ(u2)

+ δ(1− δ)

∫

K(x1, ‖x2‖u2)dF (x1)dG(x2)dµ(u2) + δ2
∫

K(x1, ‖x2‖u2)dG(x1)dG(x2)dµ(u2).

Therefore, if P = (1− δ)F + δG, then,

ζ(P) = (1− δ)2ζ(F ) + δ2ζ(G) + 2δ(1− δ)ζ′(G,F )

where
ζ′(G,F ) = E{K(Y1,Y2)}+ E{K(Y′

1,Y
′
2)} − E{K(Y1,Y

′
2)} − E{K(Y′

1,Y2)}

where Y1 ∼ G and Y2 ∼ F are independent, Y′
1 = ‖Y1‖U1 and Y′

2 = ‖Y2‖U2 where U1,U2
iid∼Unif(Sd−1)

independent of Y1 and Y2. This completes the proof.

Lemma A.3. If X1,X2, . . . ,Xn are independent copies of X ∼ P, then

Var(ζ̂n) ≤
(

n

2

)−1

[4(n− 2)ζ(P) + 4] ,

Proof of Lemma A.3. Recall that ζ̂n is a U-statistics with the kernel

g
(

(x1,x
′
1), (x2,x

′
2)
)

= K(x1,x2) +K(x′
1,x

′
2)−K(x1,x

′
2)−K(x′

1,x2),

where K(x,y) = exp{− 1
2d‖x− y‖2}. Then, by the theory of U-statistics (see p.12 in Lee, 1990), we have

Var(ζ̂n) =

(

n

2

)−1 [(
2

1

)(

n− 2

1

)

Var
(

g1
(

X1,X
′
1

)

)

+

(

2

2

)(

n− 2

0

)

Var
(

g
(

(X1,X
′
1), (X2,X

′
2)
)

)

]

where,

g1(x1,x
′
1)

= E{exp(− 1

2d
‖x1 −X2‖2)} − E{exp(− 1

2d
‖x1 −X′

2‖2)}+ E{exp(− 1

2d
‖x′

1 −X′
2‖2)} − E{exp(− 1

2d
‖x′

1 −X2‖2)}.
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Since, |g(·, ·)| ≤ 2, Var
(

g
(

(X1,X
′
1), (X2,X

′
2)
)

)

is bounded by 4. Whereas to bound the first term note that

g1(x1,x
′
1) = E{

∫

exp(i〈t,x1 −X2〉)φ0(t)dt} − E{
∫

exp(i〈t,x1 −X′
2〉)φ0(t)dt}

− E{
∫

exp(i〈t,x′
1 −X2〉)φ0(t)dt} + E{

∫

exp(i〈t,x′
1 −X′

2〉)φ0(t)dt}
(where φ0(t) denotes the density of N(0, d−1Id))

=

∫

(

exp(i〈t,x1〉)− exp(i〈t,x′
1〉)
)(

E{exp(−i〈t,X2〉)} − E{exp(−i〈t,X′
2〉)}

)

φ0(t)dt

=

∫

(exp(i〈t, x1〉)− exp(i〈t,x′
1〉))(ϕ1(−t)− ϕ2(−t))φ0(t)dt

=

∫

(exp(i〈t,x1〉)− exp(i〈t,x′
1〉))(ϕ1(t) − ϕ2(t))φ0(t)dt.

Then using Cauchy-Schwartz inequality we have,

g21(x1,x
′
1) ≤

∫

| exp(i〈t,x1〉)− exp(i〈t,x′
1〉)|2φ0(t)dt ×

∫

|ϕ1(t) − ϕ2(t)|2φ0(t)dt ≤ 2ζ(P).

This gives us,

Var(ζ̂n) ≤
(

n

2

)−1

[4(n− 2)ζ(P) + 4] .

This completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Here X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be independent copies of X ∼ Fδ = (1 − δ)F + δG, where
ζ(G) = 0 and ζ(F ) = γ0 > 0. So, we have ζ(Fδ) = (1− δ)2γ0 (follows from Lemma 3.1) and

P{ζ̂n > c1−α} = 1− P{ζ̂n ≤ c1−α} ≥ 1− P{ζ̂n ≤ 2((n− 1)α)−1}.

Here, the last inequality follows from Lemma 2.4. Now, choose a large n so that 2((n − 1)α)−1 < ζ(Fδ).
Then we have

P{ζ̂n ≤ 2((n− 1)α)−1} = P{ζ̂n − ζ(Fδ) ≤ 2((n− 1)α)−1 − ζ(Fδ)}

≤ Var(ζ̂n)
(

ζ(Fδ)− 2((n− 1)α)−1
)2 (by Chebyshev’s inequality)

≤
(

n
2

)−1
[4(n− 2)ζ(Fδ) + 4]

(

ζ(Fδ)− 2((n− 1)α)−1
)2 (by Lemma A.3)

=

(

n
2

)−1 [
4(n− 2)(1− δ)2γ0 + 4

]

(

(1− δ)2γ0 − 2((n− 1)α)−1
)2 .

Note that the upper bound in the above inequality does not depend on G and hence,

inf
G:ζ(G)=0

P{ζ̂n > c1−α} ≥ 1−
(

n
2

)−1 [
4(n− 2)(1− δ)2γ0 + 4

]

(

(1 − δ)2γ0 − 2((n− 1)α)−1
)2 .

Now taking limit as n goes to infinity, inf
G:ζ(G)=0

P{ζ̂n > c1−α} goes to one. This completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. We prove this theorem using a standard application of the Neyman-Pearson
lemma. Let Q1 and Q2 be the joint distribution of the sample X1,X2, . . . ,Xn under the null and alternative
hypotheses respectively. Then we can lower bound the minimax risk Rn(ǫ) as follows

Rn(ǫ) ≥ 1− α− dTV (Q1, Q2) ≥ 1− α−
√

1

2
KL(Q1, Q2).
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The first inequality follows using the fact that for any unbiased test φ with PQ1
{φ = 1} ≤ α we have,

PQ1
{φ = 1}+ PQ2

{φ = 0} = 1− (PQ1
{φ = 0} − PQ2

{φ = 0}) ≥ 1− dTV (Q1, Q2)

where dTV denotes the total variation distance between Q1 and Q2. The second inequality follows from
Pinsker’s inequality (see. Tsybakov, 2009). Suppose G is a spherically symmetric distribution with density
g and F is a distribution with density f and ζ(F ) = γ0. Assume that

∫

(f(u)/g(u)− 1)2g(u)du = γ1 <∞.

Then setting Q1 =
∏n

i=1

(

(

1− δ√
n

)

G+ δ√
n
F
)

for some δ > 0 and Q2 = Gn, we have

KL(Q1, Q2) =

∫

log

n
∏

i=1

{

1 +
δ√
n

(f(ui)

g(ui)
− 1
)

} n
∏

i=1

d
(

(

1− δ√
n

)

G+
δ√
n
F
)

(ui)

= n

∫

log

{

1 +
δ√
n

(f(u1)

g(u1)
− 1
)

}

d
(

(

1− δ√
n

)

G+
δ√
n
F
)

(u1)

= n
(

1− δ√
n

)

∫

log

{

1 +
δ√
n

(f(u1)

g(u1)
− 1
)

}

g(u1)du1 + n
δ√
n

∫

log

{

1 +
δ√
n

(f(u1)

g(u1)
− 1
)

}

f(u1)du1

Using the inequality log(1 + y) ≤ y we get,

KL(Q1, Q2) ≤ n

[

δ√
n
(1− δ√

n
)

∫

(f(u)

g(u)
− 1
)

g(u)du+
δ2

n

∫

(f(u)

g(u)
− 1
)

f(u)du

]

= δ2
[
∫

f2(u)

g(u)
− 1

]

= δ2
∫
(

f(u)

g(u)
− 1

)2

g(u)du = δ2γ1.

Also by Lemma 3.1 we have,

ζ

(

(

(

1− δ√
n

)

G+
δ√
n
F
)

)

=
δ2

n
ζ(F ) =

δ2

n
γ0.

Now for any 0 < β < 1− α if we choose δ =
√

2/γ1(1− α− β) we get,

ζ

(

(

(

1− δ√
n

)

G+
δ√
n
F
)

)

=
1

n

(

2γ0(1− α− β)2

γ1

)

.

Now define, c(α, β) =
(

2γ0(1 − α − β)2
)

/γ1. Then,
(

(1 − δ√
n
)G + δ√

n
F
)

∈ F(cn−1) = {F | ζ(F ) > cn−1}
for all 0 < c < c(α, β). For this choice of alternative, we also have Rn(cn

−1) ≥ β for all 0 < c < c(α, β).
Since β and c(α, β) does not depend on n, this trivially satisfies the condition lim infn→∞Rn(cn

−1) ≥ β for
all 0 < c < c(α, β).

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Here we want to show that for every 0 < α < 1 and 0 < β < 1 − α there exists a
constant C(α, β) > 0 such that

lim sup
n→∞

sup
F∈F(cn−1)

PFn{ζ̂n ≤ c1−α} ≤ β

for all c > C(α, β). Now take any P ∈ F(cn−1) with c > 4/α (i.e. ζ(P) > 4/nα). Using the fact
c1−α ≤ 2((n− 1)α)−1 and Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

PFn{ζ̂n ≤ c1−α} ≤ PFn{ζ̂n ≤ 2((n− 1)α)−1} ≤ PFn{ζ(P)− ζ̂n ≥ ζ(P)− 2((n− 1)α)−1} ≤ Var
(

ζ̂n
)

(

ζ(P)− 2((n− 1)α)−1
)2 ,

which holds since ζ(P)− 2((n− 1)α)−1 > 4(nα)−1 − 2((n− 1)α)−1 = 2n−4
n(n−1)α > 0 for all n ≥ 2. Now,

Var
(

ζ̂n
)

(

ζ(P)− 2((n− 1)α)−1
)2 ≤

(

n
2

)−1
[4(n− 2)ζ(P) + 4]

(

ζ(P)− 2((n− 1)α)−1
)2 (follows from Lemma A.3) (7)
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which implies that

lim sup
n→∞

sup
F∈F(cn−1)

PFn{ζ̂n ≤ c1−α} ≤ 4c+ 4
(

c− 2/α
)2 .

It is easy to see that the upper bound is a monotonically decreasing function of c for c > 4/α and it converges
to 0 as c increases. Hence for any β < 1−α, there exists a r(α, β) such that the upper bound is smaller than
β whenever c > r(α, β). Now set C(α, β) = max{r(α, β), 4/α}. Then for any c > C(α, β) the maximum
type II error rate of our test is upper bounded by β. This completes the proof of this theorem.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. If the distribution P is such that nζ(P) diverges to infinity, then from the proof

of Theorem 3.3 (see equation (7)) we see that limP{ζ̂n ≤ c1−α} = 0. Hence, under the above condition, the
power of our test converges to one.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. It is easy to see that the likelihood ratio of F1− β√
n
= (1−βn/

√
n)G+βn/

√
nF

and G is
(

1 + βn√
n

(

f(u)/g(u) − 1
)

)

. Hence if X1,X2, . . . ,Xn are i.i.d. observations from G, then the

log-likelihood ratio is given by,

LN = log
{

n
∏

i=1

dF1− βn√
n

dG
(Xi)

}

=

n
∑

i=1

log
{dF1− βn√

n

dG
(Xi)

}

=

n
∑

i=1

log
(

1 +
βn√
n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)− 1
)

)

.

Using the fact that log(1 + y) = y − y2

2 + 1
2y

2h(y) where h(·) is continuous and lim
y→0

h(y) = 0, we get

LN =
n
∑

i=1

βn√
n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)−1
)

−
n
∑

i=1

β2
n

2n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)−1
)2
+

n
∑

i=1

β2
n

2n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)−1
)2
h
( βn√

n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)−1
)

)

.

Under assumption
∫

(f(u)/g(u)− 1)2g(u)du is finite and βn → β, as n grows to infinity, we have

n
∑

i=1

β2
n

n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)− 1
)2 a.s.→ β2

E

(

(

f(X1)/g(X1)− 1
)2
)

.

Hence we only need to show that

n
∑

i=1

β2
n

n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)− 1
)2
h
( βn√

n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)− 1
)

)

converges to zero in probability. Notice that

n
∑

i=1

β2
n

n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)−1
)2
h
( βn√

n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)−1
)

)

≤ max
1≤i≤n

|h
( βn√

n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)−1
)

)

|
n
∑

i=1

β2
n

n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)−1
)2
.

Therefore, it suffices to show that max1≤i≤N |h
(

βn√
n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi) − 1
)

)

| converges to zero in probability,

which follows if max1≤i≤N | βn√
n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)− 1
)

| converges to zero in probability (as limy→0 h(y) = 0 and
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it is continuous). Note that,

P

{

max
1≤i≤n

∣

∣

1√
n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)− 1
)∣

∣ > ǫ
}

≤
n
∑

i=1

P

{

∣

∣

1√
n

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)− 1
)∣

∣ > ǫ
}

= nP
{

∣

∣

1√
n

(

f(X1)/g(X1)− 1
)∣

∣ > ǫ
}

= nE
{

I
(∣

∣

1√
n

(

f(X1)/g(X1)− 1
)∣

∣ > ǫ
)

}

≤ nE
{

(

f(X1)/g(X1)− 1
)2

nǫ2
I
∣

∣

1√
n

(

f(X1)/g(X1)− 1
)
∣

∣ > ǫ
}

≤ 1

ǫ2
E

{

(

f(X1)/g(X1)− 1
)2
I
(
∣

∣

1√
n

(

f(X1)/g(X1)− 1
)
∣

∣ > ǫ
)

}

.

Since I
(
∣

∣

1√
n

(

f(X1)/g(X1)− 1
)
∣

∣ > ǫ
)

converges to zero in probability, the right-hand side converges to zero

by the Dominated Convergence Theorem. Hence, we have

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

log
{

n
∏

i=1

dF1−βn/
√
n

dG
(Xi)

}

− βn√
n

n
∑

i=1

(

f(Xi)/g(Xi)− 1
)

+
β2
n

2
E

{

f(X1)/g(X1)− 1
}2
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

→ 0,

in probability as n goes to infinity. This completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn
i.i.d.∼ G and U1,U2, . . . ,Un

i.i.d.∼ Unif(Sd−1) be independent
and ζ(G) = 0. For i = 1, 2, . . . , n, define, X′

i = ‖Xi‖Ui. To prove this theorem we only need to find the
limit distribution of

√
n
(

1
n

∑n
i=1 h(Xi,X

′
i)−E

{

h(X1,X
′
1)
})

for some square-integrable function h under the

contiguous alternative F1−β/
√
n =

(

1 − βn√
n

)

G + βn√
n
F , where ζ(F ) > 0 and βn → β as n → ∞. Using the

bivariate central limit theorem, we can say that as n diverges to infinity, the joint distribution of

√
n
( 1

n

n
∑

i=1

h(Xi,X
′
i)− E

{

h(X1,X
′
1)
})

and
βn√
n

n
∑

i=1

(f(Xi)

g(Xi)
− 1
)

− β2
n

2
E
{f(X1)

g(X1)
− 1
}2

converges to a bivariate normal distribution with

mean µ =

(

0

−β2

2 E
{ f(X1)

g(X1)
− 1
}2

)

and variance Σ =

(

Var
(

h(X1,X
′
1)
)

τ

τ −β2

2 E
{ f(X1)

g(X1)
− 1
}2

)

, where

τ = E

{

{

h(X1,X
′
1)− E{h(X1,X

′
1)}
}

β
{f(X1)

g(X1)
− 1
}

}

= β

∫

{

h(x, ‖x‖u)− E{h(X1,X
′
1)}
}(

f(x)− g(x)
)

dxdµ(u),

µ being the distribution Unif(Sd−1). Now using Le Cam’s third lemma (see. van der Vaart, 1998), as n
diverges to infinity, under F1−βn/

√
n, we have

√
n
( 1

n

n
∑

i=1

h(Xi,X
′
i)− E

{

h(X1,X
′
1)
}) D→ N

(

τ,Var
(

h(X1,X
′
1)
)

)

.

Now using similar arguments as in Theorem 1 in p.79 from Lee (1990) and contiguity arguments, we get

nζ̂n
D→

∞
∑

i=1

λi

(

(

Zi + β EF {fi(X1,X
′
1)}
)

)2

− 1

)

under F1−βn/
√
n, where {Zi} is a sequence of i.i.d. normal random variables. This completes the proof.
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Proof of Theorem 3.6. Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn
i.i.d.∼ G and U1,U2, . . . ,Un

i.i.d.∼ Unif(Sd−1) be independent
and X′

i = ‖Xi‖Ui for i = 1, 2, . . . , n. Also let π1, π2, . . . , πn be i.i.d random variables from the Bernoulli(0.5)

distribution. Then the resampled test statistic ζ̂n(π) can be written as,

1

n(n− 1)

∑

1≤i6=j≤n

g
(

(Yi,Y
′
i), (Yj ,Y

′
j)
)

,

where Yi = πiXi + (1− πi)X
′
i and Y′

i = (1− πi)Xi + πiX
′
i. Since, under any fixed alternative F , (Yi,Y

′
i)

is a sequence of i.i.d. random vectors, we can apply Theorem 1 from Lee (1990) p.79 to find the limiting

distribution of ζ̂n(π). Note that Yi
D
= Y′

i and hence g1(y,y
′) = E{g

(

(y,y′), (Y1,Y
′
1)
)

} = 0. Therefore,

ζ̂n(π) is a U-statistic with a first order degenerate kernel function and we get

nζ̂n(π)
D→

∞
∑

i=1

λi(Z
2
i − 1),

where {λi} is a square integrable sequence and {Zi} is a sequence of i.i.d. standard normal random variables.

Now suppose that X1,X2, . . . ,Xn
i.i.d.∼ F1−βnn−1/2 = (1 − β√

n
)G + β√

n
F where βn → β, ζ(G) = 0 and

ζ(F ) > 0. Then to find the limiting distribution of nζn(π) we need to find the joint limiting distribution of

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

ϕi

(

(Yi,Y
′
i)
)

and and
βn√
n

n
∑

i=1

(f(Xi)

g(Xi)
− 1
)

− β2
n

2
E
{f(X1)

g(X1)
− 1
}2

where {ϕi} are the solutions of the integral equation

∫

g((x1,x
′
1), (y1,y

′
1))ϕi((y1,y

′
1))dν

(

(y1,y
′
1)
)

= λϕi

(

(x1,x
′
1)
)

(8)

where ν is the joint distribution of (Y1,Y
′
1) when X1 ∼ G. By the bivariate central limit theorem, we can

see that the joint distribution of these two variables converges to a bivariate normal distribution with mean
and variance given by

µ =

(

0

−β2

2 E
{ f(X1)

g(X1)
− 1
}2

)

and Σ =

(

Var
(

ϕi(Y1,Y
′
1)
)

τ

τ −β2

2 E
{ f(X1)

g(X1)
− 1
}2

)

,where

τ = E

{

{

ϕi(Y1,Y
′
1)
}

β
{f(X1)

g(X1)
− 1
}

}

= β EF {ϕi(Y1,Y
′
1)} = β

{1

2
E{ϕi

(

(X1,X
′
1)
)

}+ 1

2
E{ϕi

(

(X′
1,X1)

)

}
}

.

Now note that g
(

(x1,x
′
1), (y1,y

′
1)
)

= −g
(

(x′
1,x1), (y1,y

′
1)
)

. Then using (8) we get ϕi

(

(x1,x
′
1)
)

= −ϕi

(

(x′
1,x1)

)

.
Using this we get τ = 0. So, using Le Cam’s third lemma (see. van der Vaart, 1998), as n diverges to infinity,
under F1−βn/

√
n, we have

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

ϕi

(

(Yi,Y
′
i)
) D→ N

(

0,Var
(

ϕi

(

(Y1,Y
′
1)
))

)

= N(0, 1).

Using similar arguments as in Theorem 1 in p.79 from Lee (1990) and contiguity arguments we get

nζ̂n(π)
D→

∞
∑

i=1

λi(Z
2
i − 1),

where {λi} is a square-integrable sequence and {Zi} is a sequence of i.i.d. standard normal random variables.
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