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Summary

The two-sample test is a fundamental problem in statistics with a wide range of
applications. In the realm of high-dimensional data, nonparametric methods have
gained prominence due to their flexibility and minimal distributional assumptions.
However, many existing methods tend to be more effective when the two distributions
differ primarily in their first and/or second moments. In many real-world scenarios,
distributional differences may arise in higher-order moments, rendering traditional
methods less powerful. To address this limitation, we propose a novel framework
to aggregate information from multiple moments to build a test statistic. Each mo-
ment is regarded as one view of the data and contributes to the detection of some
specific type of discrepancy, thus allowing the test statistic to capture more com-
plex distributional differences. The novel multi-view aggregated two-sample test
(MATES) leverages a graph-based approach, where the test statistic is constructed
from the weighted similarity graphs of the pooled sample. Under mild conditions
on the multi-view weighted similarity graphs, we establish theoretical properties of
MATES, including a distribution-free limiting distribution under the null hypothe-
sis, which enables straightforward type-I error control. Extensive simulation studies
demonstrate that MATES effectively distinguishes subtle differences between distri-
butions. We further validate the method on the S&P100 data, showcasing its power
in detecting complex distributional variations.

Keywords: graph-based method; kernel/distance-based method; moments; high-dimensional
and non-Euclidean data.
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1 Introduction

The two-sample test is a classical statistical problem with broad applicability across many

fields, including genomics, finance, and biomedical research. Its objective is to determine

whether two samples originate from the same underlying distribution. Formally speaking,

for two independent samples X1, . . . ,Xm
i.i.d∼ FX and Y1, . . . ,Yn

i.i.d∼ FY, one would like to

test H0 : FX = FY against H1 : FX ̸= FY.

For univariate data, a variety of classical parametric tests are available to assess differ-

ences between distributions in specific aspects. For example, Hotelling T 2 test (Hotelling,

1931) and Welch’s t-test (Welch, 1947) are commonly used to detect mean differences,

while Bartlett’s test (Bartlett, 1937) and Levene’s test (Levene, 1960) focus on testing

variance differences. Nonparametric methods, which avoid strict parametric assumptions,

are particularly useful for testing general distributional differences. Examples include the

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (Kolmogorov, 1933), the Cramér-von Mises test (Cramér, 1928),

and the Anderson-Darling test (Anderson and Darling, 1952), which leverage empirical

distribution functions, and rank-based tests like the Mann-Whitney U test (Mann and

Whitney, 1947) and the Brunner-Munzel test (Brunner and Munzel, 2000).

In high-dimensional data analysis, parametric methods often face limitations due to the

curse of dimensionality. As a result, many nonparametric tests are developed to address

this issue. For instance, tests for detecting differences in high-dimensional means include

Chen and Qin (2010); Cai et al. (2014); Xu et al. (2016); Zhang et al. (2020); Zhang and

Wang (2021); Jiang et al. (2024). Similarly, Chen et al. (2010); Li and Chen (2012); Cai

et al. (2013); Li and Qin (2014); Srivastava et al. (2014); Chang et al. (2017) developed

methods for assessing differences in high-dimensional covariances.

Beyond mean and covariance comparisons, recent decades have seen a wide range of

methods aiming at detecting broader distributional differences in high-dimensional settings.

These include classification-based tests (Lopez-Paz and Oquab, 2016; Kirchler et al., 2020;

Kim et al., 2021; Hediger et al., 2022), distance-based tests (Székely and Rizzo, 2013;

Biswas and Ghosh, 2014; Li, 2018), kernel-based tests (Gretton et al., 2008, 2009, 2012a;
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Song and Chen, 2023), graph-based tests (Friedman and Rafsky, 1979; Schilling, 1986;

Henze, 1988; Rosenbaum, 2005; Chen and Zhang, 2013; Chen and Friedman, 2017; Bai and

Chu, 2023), and rank-based tests (Baumgartner et al., 1998; Hettmansperger et al., 1998;

Pan et al., 2018; Deb and Sen, 2023; Zhou and Chen, 2023). More recently, several efforts

were made to improve distance and kernel-based methods, including Shekhar et al. (2022);

Schrab et al. (2023); Makigusa (2024) that generalized the maximum mean discrepancy

(MMD)-based test, and Zhu and Shao (2021); Chakraborty and Zhang (2021); Yan and

Zhang (2023); Chatterjee and Bhattacharya (2024) that extended and further unified the

MMD and energy distance-based tests, and Liu et al. (2020) that utilized deep learning

techniques to learn the optimal kernel for the kernel-based two-sample tests.

While these methods have demonstrated strong performance in many applications, they

are generally more effective for detecting mean and covariance differences between two sam-

ples in the high-dimensional settings, and less sensitive to variations in the higher-order mo-

ments. To illustrate this, consider two samples Xi = (Xi1, . . . , Xid) and Yi = (Yi1, . . . , Yid),

where Xij
i.i.d∼ t15 and Yij

i.i.d∼ N(0, 15/13), j = 1, . . . , d, with m = n = 50 and d = 200. The

two distributions have the same mean and covariance, but the first distribution has heavier

tails than the second. To assess the performance of existing methods, we evaluate 12 com-

monly used or recently proposed two-sample tests: Rosenbaum’s cross-matching test (CM,

Rosenbaum (2005)), the generalized edge count test (GET, Chen and Friedman (2017)),

the ball divergence-based test (BD, Pan et al. (2018)), the kernel-based test with general-

ized energy distance (GED, Chakraborty and Zhang (2021)), the random forest-based test

(RF, Hediger et al. (2022)), the multivariate rank-based test using measure transportation

(MT, Deb and Sen (2023)), the generalized kernel tests (GPK, Song and Chen (2023)),

the rank in similarity graph edge-count test (RISE, Zhou and Chen (2023)), and the MMD

test and its variants, including the kernel-based MMD test (MMD, Gretton et al. (2012a)),

the permutation-free MMD test (xMMD, Shekhar et al. (2022)), the aggregated MMD test

(aMMD, Schrab et al. (2023)), and the Mahalanobis aggregated MMD test with multi-

ple kernels (mMMD, Chatterjee and Bhattacharya (2024)). Using a significance level of
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α = 0.05 and 1000 repetitions, Table 1 shows the empirical power of these methods. Most

tests exhibit power close to the significance level, highlighting their limited ability to detect

differences when the two distributions differ primarily in higher-order moments. Extensive

numerical experiments in Section 3 further confirm the issue under various scenarios.

Table 1: Empirical power of 12 two-sample tests on the example data with α = 0.05.

Method CM GET BD GED RF MT GPK RISE MMD xMMD aMMD mMMD
Power 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.01

This phenomenon may stem from the concentration of Euclidean distance in high-

dimensional settings (Hall et al., 2005). Specifically, for high-dimensional points X,Y ∈

R
d, suppose that limd→∞E∥X − EX∥22/d = σ2

1, limd→∞ E∥Y − EY∥22/d = σ2
2, and

limd→∞ ∥EX − EY∥22/d = υ2. Then, as d → ∞, the pairwise distances within and be-

tween samples, scaled by 1/
√
d, converge to

√
2σ1,

√
2σ2, and

√
σ2
1 + σ2

2 + υ2, respectively.

When σ1 = σ2 and υ = 0, the within- and between-sample distances become nearly indis-

tinguishable, causing many tests utilizing Euclidean distance to struggle in differentiating

the samples. We provide more insights into this phenomenon in the discussion of Theorem 2

later.

Higher-order moments, inherently, carry crucial information in many real-world scenar-

ios, especially when the first two moments of the distributions are similar. For instance, in

finance, stock returns rarely follow a normal distribution, and investors often favor positive

skewness and avoid high kurtosis (Scott and Horvath, 1980; De Clerk and Savel’ev, 2022).

Extensions to the traditional Markowitz portfolio theory, which focuses on mean and vari-

ance only (Markowitz, 1952), have thus been developed to incorporate higher moments

(Kraus and Litzenberger, 1976; Lassance and Vrins, 2021; Khashanah et al., 2022). De-

spite the importance of higher-order moments, most existing two-sample tests do not fully

leverage them. This underscores the need for tests that utilize information from multiple

perspectives and are capable of detecting differences in higher moments.

To this end, Chakraborty and Zhang (2021) introduced the generalized energy distance

test (GED), which achieves the best performance among the methods in Table 1. Their
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study showed that in high-dimensional settings, tests relying on the standard Euclidean

energy distance are limited to detecting differences in mean and covariance trace. Therefore,

they proposed a modified energy distance metric to capture higher-order differences that

standard metrics miss. However, as illustrated in our example, even GED shows limited

power of 0.09. This result indicates that simply replacing the Euclidean distance by other

metrics may not be sufficient and efficient to detect higher-moment discrepancies, thus

emphasizing the necessity for further advancements in two-sample testing methods to more

effectively identify complex distributional variations.

As a result, we develop a more flexible and comprehensive framework for testing two-

sample differences that can incorporate multiple moment information as a special case. In

fact, each moment can be regarded as some specific characteristic of the data, which is

termed a view. Considering a single view of the data may miss some subtle yet impor-

tant information from the two samples, such as higher-order moments. In this paper, we

propose a new graph-based multi-view aggregated two-sample test (MATES) for mod-

ern data. Here, the multiple views in MATES refer to various aspects of the differences

between the two samples, which are summarized by varied choices of distance measures,

similarity graphs, and edge weights. We construct the test statistic by aggregating infor-

mation from these views, enabling MATES to capture complex distributional differences

that traditional methods may overlook. In our example in Table 1, MATES achieves the

power of 0.91, demonstrating its effectiveness. As will be shown in Section 3, under various

dimension and distribution settings, MATES is also robust and outperforms other compet-

ing methods. Under mild conditions on the multi-view weighted similarity graphs, we show

that MATES possesses a distribution-free limiting distribution under the null hypothesis,

enabling straightforward control of type-I error.

The MATES method also performs well in real data applications, where the difference

between two samples may be more obvious in their higher-order moments instead of only in

mean or variance. In the S&P100 dataset analyzed in Section 5, we observe that the release

of ChatGPT had an impact on the stock returns of large-cap companies, a change reflected
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in the higher-order moments that signal potential rare events. This effect aligned with the

notable rise in stock prices for Nvidia and other “Magnificent 7” companies starting in

January 2023.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the details of the

new test, and Section 3 demonstrates the superior performance of the proposed test in

distinguishing subtle distributional differences compared to existing alternatives. Section 4

provides the theoretical properties of the test. We apply the proposed method to the

S&P100 data in Section 5 and conclude the paper with a discussion in Section 6. The

proofs of the theorems and other supporting information are deferred to the Supplement

Material.

2 Method

We now introduce the general formulation of our proposed test statistic, which utilizes

similarity graphs constructed from the pooled sample. Let Z = (Z1, . . . ,ZN) represent

the pooled sample, where N = m + n, with Zi = Xi for i = 1, . . . ,m and Zm+j =

Yj for j = 1, . . . , n. Our method captures multiple views of the data, organized across

three levels: similarity measures, similarity graphs, and edge weights. These views provide

complementary perspectives on the data, enabling the detection of complex distributional

differences that traditional methods may miss.

Similarity Measures. Selecting an appropriate similarity or dissimilarity measure is

essential as it enables each view to capture distinct aspects of the sample distributions,

thereby enhancing the test’s ability to detect subtle differences. Let D(s) = [D
(s)
ij ]

N
i,j=1 ∈

R
N×N represent the dissimilarity matrix for the sth view of the pooled sample. Different

similarity or distance measures can be used to capture various distributional characteristics.

For example, in the sth view for Euclidean data, we may use the Manhattan distance

based on the sth moment for multivariate data, D
(s)
ij =

∑d
r=1 |Zs

ir−Zs
jr|, or the ℓs-distance,

D
(s)
ij = (

∑d
r=1 |Zir − Zjr|s)1/s. With this choice, each view is thus tailored to capture
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specific moment-based differences between samples. We also discuss the construction of

dissimilarity matrices for non-Euclidean data in Remark 1.

Similarity Graphs. While distance-based methods provide an intuitive approach to

capturing differences between samples, they are often sensitive to outliers and may require

certain moment conditions for theoretical validity. In contrast, graph-based methods offer

robustness to outliers and heavy-tailed distributions (Friedman and Rafsky, 1979; Schilling,

1986; Rosenbaum, 2005; Chen and Zhang, 2013; Chen and Friedman, 2017). To leverage

this robustness, we propose constructing similarity graphs, denoted as G(s) = [G
(s)
ij ]

N
i,j=1,

based on the dissimilarity matrix D(s).

Common similarity graphs include the k-nearest neighbor graph (k-NNG), the k-minimum

spanning tree (k-MST, Friedman and Rafsky (1979)), the k-minimum distance non-bipartite

pairing (k-MDP, Rosenbaum (2005)), and the recently proposed robust k-nearest neighbor

graph (rk-NNG, Zhu and Chen (2023)). For example, in the k-NNG, G
(s)
ij = 1 if observation

j is among the k nearest neighbors of observation i based on the dissimilarities in D(s), and

G
(s)
ij = 0 otherwise.

Edge Weights. To capture more detailed relationships between observations, the

similarity graph G(s) can use various edge weights instead of binary connection status only

(i.e., 0 for unconnected and 1 for connected). Hence, we propose to use the weighted graph

denoted by W(s) = [W
(s)
ij ]Ni,j=1, where each element W

(s)
ij depends on the chosen weighting

scheme. Some examples of weighting schemes include:

• Similarity weights: W
(s)
ij = (M (s) − D

(s)
ij )I(G

(s)
ij ̸= 0), where M (s) = maxi,j D

(s)
ij and

I(·) is the indicator function;

• Dissimilarity-induced kernel weights: W
(s)
ij = exp(−D

(s)
ij /σ

(s))I(G(s)
ij ̸= 0), where σ(s)

is a bandwidth parameter;

• Graph-induced rank weights (Zhou and Chen, 2023): for the k-NNG, W
(s)
ij = (k −

l + 1)I(G(s)
ij ̸= 0) if the observation j corresponds to the lth nearest neighbor of i for

some 1 ≤ l ≤ k, and W
(s)
ij = 0 otherwise.
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After we obtain the multi-view weighted graphs, the proposed method aggregates infor-

mation from all views based on the following quantities for each view s = 1, . . . , S, where

S is the total number of views:

U (s)
x =

m∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

W
(s)
ij and U (s)

y =
N∑

i=m+1

N∑
j=m+1

W
(s)
ij .

The proposed test statistic is defined as TS = vT
SΣ

−1
S vS, where

vS = (U (1)
x − µ(1)

x , U (1)
y − µ(1)

y , . . . , U (S)
x − µ(S)

x , U (S)
y − µ(S)

y )T,

with µ
(s)
x = E(U

(s)
x ), µ

(s)
y = E(U

(s)
y ), and ΣS = Cov(vS). We use E, Var, and Cov to

denote the expectation, variance, and covariance under the permutation null distribution,

respectively. The closed-form expressions for the means and covariance matrix are presented

in Theorem 1 in Section 4. The Mahalanobis-type test statistic is designed to include

deviations of any view in either direction from their expectations under the permutation

null, so that a larger test statistic indicates more distributional differences.

Our framework is highly flexible, allowing each view to use different combinations of

dissimilarity metrics, graph types, and weighting schemes. For instance, we can apply the

same dissimilarity metric for all views but vary the graph structure (e.g., using k-NNG

versus k-MST) or modify the hyperparameters, such as the graph size k. Alternatively, we

can keep the distance metric and graph structure consistent across views while varying the

weighting schemes. Our theoretical analysis in Section 4 accommodates these variations

as long as the weight matrices W(s) satisfy mild conditions. We do not aim to provide

a comprehensive list of view configurations, nor do we prescribe an optimal combination

of views. Instead, the proposed test framework allows for adaptable choices that can be

customized based on domain knowledge or specific needs of the analysis. The exploration

of these configurations and their optimal selection is left as a subject for future work.

Remark 1. Although we present the proposed test in the context of high-dimensional Eu-

clidean data and define the views based on the moments of the data, the proposed test is

also useful for non-Euclidean data. We give three examples. For distributional data, we
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can use different orders of Wasserstein distance as the dissimilarity measures for different

views. For image data, the Euclidean distance may be used to measure the pixel-wise differ-

ence, while the cosine similarity may be used to measure the angle between the pixel vectors;

for colored images, the difference may also be based on each channel of the red-green-blue

(RGB) color space. For network data, the cosine similarity and the Euclidean distance of

their adjacency matrices can be used as two views to measure the difference between the

networks.

Remark 2. The recent work of Chatterjee and Bhattacharya (2024) proposed the mMMD

method to boost the power of kernel-based tests by combining maximum mean discrepancy

estimates over multiple kernels using their Mahalanobis distances. While mMMD strength-

ens traditional single-kernel methods through considering multiple choices of bandwidths,

our framework, MATES, takes a fundamentally different perspective by allowing the use of

various similarity measures that directly target unique distributional characteristics. For

example, MATES can incorporate the Manhattan distance on higher-order moments, mak-

ing it particularly effective when the distributions differ in these moments. This flexibility

enables MATES to achieve significantly higher power than existing methods across diverse

scenarios, as demonstrated in Section 3. On the contrary, mMMD is motivated by the

limitations of the median heuristic (Gretton et al., 2012b; Ramdas et al., 2015), and it

aggregates multiple kernels with both small and large bandwidths. As shown in Table 1 and

later in Section 3, even with multiple choices of bandwidths, the mMMD test lacks power

when the two samples differ primarily in their high-order moments.

Moreover, the limiting distribution of mMMD under the null hypothesis depends on

the unknown underlying distributions. Consequently, mMMD requires a bootstrap or per-

mutation approach to obtain the p-value. In contrast, our test statistic is asymptotically

distribution-free (Theorem 4), enabling straightforward and efficient p-value computation.
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3 Performance Analysis

In this section, we conduct numerical experiments to evaluate the performance of the pro-

posed method. In the experiments, we choose S = 4 views, with the sth view constructed

using the Manhattan distance based on the sth moment, as detailed in Section 2. This

choice strikes a balance between capturing diverse aspects of the data and ensuring com-

putational efficiency, as statistical practitioners are often interested in mean, variance,

skewness, and kurtosis, while focus less on moments of the the fifth order or higher. The

k-NNG with k = ⌊N0.8⌋ is used for the similarity graph, where ⌊x⌋ denotes the largest

integer not greater than x. We use this choice of k as it leads to good power performance

in general. A detailed discussion about the choice of k is presented in Supplementary S.1.1.

The graph is weighted by the dissimilarity-induced kernel with the bandwidth chosen to

be the median of the pairwise dissimilarities of the pooled sample. This median heuristic

is commonly used for various methods (see, for example, Gretton et al., 2012a; Song and

Chen, 2023; Yan and Zhang, 2023) and has been shown to yield stable results. In our nu-

merical analysis, we focus on the k-NNG, while additional results for k-MST and rk-NNG

are provided in Supplementary S.1.2.

Comparisons of type-I error and empirical power are made with the 12 methods men-

tioned in Section 1, namely CM, GET, BD, GED, RF, MT, GPK, RISE, MMD, xMMD,

aMMD, and mMMD. All methods are implemented with their default choices of tuning

parameters. We use the asymptotic distribution of TS to obtain the p-value for MATES,

which will be given in Theorem 4.

We generate X = (X1, . . . , Xd) and Y = (Y1, . . . , Yd) ∈ Rd with d ∈ {200, 500, 1000},

and the sample size is m = 50 and n = 50 or 100. The significance level is set to α = 0.05,

and the number of replications is 1000. To show MATES can control the type-I error

well with the distribution-free limiting distribution, we include several scenarios (a to e)

with various types of distributions. Scenarios for the alternative hypothesis include four

settings that target different types of distributions (I to IV), and another setting (V) for the

same distribution but with different parameters. Various types of signals in distributional
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differences (i to iv) are also considered to give a comprehensive comparison. We set the

parameters of the distributions to make the tests have moderate power to be comparable.

These settings are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2: Simulation settings.

Hypothesis Setting Explanation

Null

(a) Normal distributions
(b) Gaussian mixture distributions
(c) Generalized normal distributions
(d) t-distributions
(e) Gamma distributions

Alternative

(I) Normal versus t distributions
(II) Normal versus Gaussian mixture distributions
(III) Normal versus generalized normal distributions
(IV) Log-normal versus gamma distributions
(V) t-distributions with different parameters
(i) Full difference: Distributional differences in all dimensions
(ii) Partial difference: Distributional differences in one third of the dimensions
(iii) Correlated difference: Dimensions are correlated
(iv) Directional difference: Strength of the difference varies across dimensions

The data generation scheme for the null hypotheses is as follows:

(a) Normal distributions: X,Y ∼ N(0d, Id);

(b) Gaussian mixture distributions: X andY are independently generated from a mixture

of N(0.51d, Id) and N(−0.51d, Id) with equal probability;

(c) Generalized normal distributions: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj and Yj are independently

generated from a generalized normal distribution, which has the density function

f(x) =
β

2αΓ(1/β)
exp

(
−
(
|x− µ|

α

)β
)
,

with parameter µ = 0, α = 1, and β = 3;

(d) t-distributions: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj, Yj ∼ t15 independently;

(e) Gamma distributions: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj and Yj are independently generated from

a gamma distribution with shape 2 and rate 2.
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Table 3 shows the empirical sizes of all methods for m = n = 50. It can be seen that

MATES can control the type-I error well under various settings, which shows the validity

of the asymptotic approximation even for relatively small sample sizes. Results presented

in Supplementary S.1.3 show a similar pattern for MATES with other combinations of

sample sizes, similarity graphs, and distance metrics. Other methods also have sizes near

the nominal level α, except for the mMMD test that is relatively conservative under high

dimensional cases.

Table 3: Empirical size (in percent) with α = 0.05 and m = n = 50.

d MATES CM GET BD GED RF MT GPK RISE MMD xMMD aMMD mMMD

Setting (a)
200 5.3 3.4 5.7 5.4 5.8 6.1 5.5 5.9 5.7 5.7 5.3 5.6 2.1
500 5.3 3.1 4.0 5.8 4.9 4.5 4.5 4.8 3.4 3.9 5.0 3.8 1.7
1000 5.0 3.4 3.7 5.4 5.4 4.8 5.2 4.3 3.7 4.4 4.4 4.8 1.4

Setting (b)
200 5.5 3.5 3.5 3.9 4.6 6.4 4.3 4.0 3.4 4.7 6.6 3.8 1.7
500 4.5 3.4 3.8 4.6 4.4 5.2 5.6 4.4 3.7 5.2 6.5 5.5 0.9
1000 6.5 3.3 5.7 5.1 5.6 4.5 5.1 4.7 5.4 4.4 4.6 4.6 1.7

Setting (c)
200 5.2 2.9 5.7 4.4 5.0 5.4 4.1 4.6 5.5 6.2 4.8 5.5 2.2
500 5.9 4.0 5.1 5.8 6.1 5.7 4.7 4.9 3.9 5.1 5.3 5.8 1.2
1000 5.1 4.5 4.9 4.8 4.2 5.7 4.8 4.0 5.3 4.2 5.6 4.1 1.2

Setting (d)
200 6.0 3.8 4.1 5.4 4.4 5.8 4.8 4.8 4.6 4.6 4.9 5.5 1.0
500 5.2 3.5 4.6 4.2 5.2 6.2 5.1 4.0 4.1 5.1 6.5 5.2 2.2
1000 6.6 3.0 5.0 4.3 4.5 4.8 4.2 3.8 4.2 5.0 5.8 4.9 2.0

Setting (e)
200 5.7 3.8 4.8 4.3 5.8 5.1 5.9 3.5 4.1 5.6 5.7 4.3 1.8
500 4.5 4.8 3.7 4.9 4.7 5.9 5.2 4.7 3.9 5.9 6.0 5.7 1.3
1000 4.9 4.0 4.0 5.8 5.3 6.4 5.6 3.6 4.4 4.2 5.9 4.4 1.5

The data generation scheme for the alternative hypotheses is as follows:

(I) Normal versus t:

(i) Full difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj ∼ t15 (d = 200), Xj ∼ t25 (d = 500),

or Xj ∼ t35 (d = 1000), and Yj is normally-distributed with the same mean

and variance as Xj. This is the setting that we considered for the motivating

example in Table 1.
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(ii) Partial difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj ∼ t5 (d = 200), Xj ∼ t7.5 (d = 500),

or Xj ∼ t10 (d = 1000). For j = 1, . . . , ⌈d/3⌉, Yj is normally-distributed with

the same mean and variance as Xj, and for the remaining j, Yj has the same

distribution as Xj;

(iii) Correlated difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj ∼ t15 (d = 200), Xj ∼ t25 (d = 500),

or Xj ∼ t35 (d = 1000), Y ′
j is normally-distributed with the same mean and

variance as Xj, and Y = Σ1/2Y′ with Σij = 0.1|i−j|;

(iv) Directional difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj ∼ tdfj with dfj ∼ Unif(5, 40) (d =

200), dfj ∼ Unif(8, 60) (d = 500), or dfj ∼ Unif(15, 80) (d = 1000), and Yj is

normally-distributed with the same mean and variance as Xj.

(II) Normal versus Gaussian mixture:

(i) Full difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj is from a mixture of two normal distributions

with equal probability of means µX and −µX and variance 1, where µX = 0.78

(d = 200), µX = 0.65 (d = 500), or µX = 0.6 (d = 1000), and Yj is normally-

distributed with the same mean and variance as Xj;

(ii) Partial difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj is from a mixture of two normal dis-

tributions with equal probability of means µX and −µX and variance 1, where

µX = 1.15 (d = 200), µX = 0.95 (d = 500), or µX = 0.85 (d = 1000), for

j = 1, . . . , ⌈d/3⌉, Yj is normally-distributed with the same mean and variance

as Xj, and for the remaining j, Yj is iid distributed as Xj;

(iii) Correlated difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj is from a mixture of two normal

distributions with equal probability of means µX and −µX and variance 1, where

µX = 0.8 (d = 200), µX = 0.66 (d = 500), or µX = 0.6 (d = 1000), Y ′
j is

normally-distributed with the same mean and variance as Xj, and Y = Σ1/2Y′

with Σij = 0.1|i−j|;

(iv) Directional difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj is from a mixture of two normal

distributions with equal probability of means µX and −µX and variance 1, where
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µX ∼ Unif(0, 1.18) (d = 200), µX ∼ Unif(0, 1.0) (d = 500), or µX ∼ Unif(0, 0.9)

(d = 1000), and Yj is normally-distributed with the same mean and variance as

Xj.

(III) Normal versus generalized normal:

(i) Full difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj is from a generalized normal distribution

with parameter µ = 0, α = 1, and β of 2.4 (d = 200), 2.2 (d = 500), or 2.15

(d = 1000), and Yj is normally-distributed with the same mean and variance as

Xj;

(ii) Partial difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj is from a generalized normal distribution

with parameter µ = 0, α = 1, and β of 3.2 (d = 200), 2.7 (d = 500), or 2.5

(d = 1000). For j = 1, . . . , ⌈d/3⌉, Yj is normally-distributed with the same mean

and variance as Xj, and for the remaining j, Yj has the same distribution as Xj;

(iii) Correlated difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj is from a generalized normal distri-

bution with parameter µ = 0, α = 1, and β of 2.4 (d = 200), 2.2 (d = 500), or

2.15 (d = 1000), Y ′
j is normally-distributed with the same mean and variance as

Xj, and Y = Σ1/2Y′ with Σij = 0.1|i−j|;

(iv) Directional difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj is from a generalized normal dis-

tribution with parameter µ = 0, α = 1, and β from Unif(2, 2.9) (d = 200),

Unif(2, 2.5) (d = 500), or Unif(2, 2.3) (d = 1000), and Yj is normally-distributed

with the same mean and variance as Xj.

(IV) Lognormal versus gamma:

(i) Full difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj is lognormally-distributed with µ = 0 and

σ = 0.24 (d = 200), σ = 0.19 (d = 500), or σ = 0.14 (d = 1000), and Yj is

gamma-distributed with the same mean and variance as Xj;

(ii) Partial difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj is lognormally-distributed with µ = 0

and σ = 0.5 (d = 200), σ = 0.42 (d = 500), or σ = 0.3 (d = 1000). For
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j = 1, . . . , ⌈d/3⌉, Yj is gamma-distributed with the same mean and variance as

Xj, and for the remaining j, Yj has the same distribution as Xj;

(iii) Correlated difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj is lognormally-distributed with µ = 0

and σ = 0.3 (d = 200), σ = 0.23 (d = 500), or σ = 0.19 (d = 1000), Y ′
j is

gamma-distributed with the same mean and variance as Xj, and Y = Σ1/2Y′

with Σij = 0.005|i−j|;

(iv) Directional difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Xj is lognormally-distributed with

µ = 0 and σ from Unif(0.01, 0.45) (d = 200), Unif(0.01, 0.32) (d = 500), or

Unif(0.01, 0.22) (d = 1000), and Yj is gamma-distributed with the same mean

and variance as Xj.

(V) t distributions: for j = 1, . . . , d, X ′
j ∼ t5 and Xj is obtained by standardizing X ′

j to

have mean 0 and variance 1, and

(i) Full difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Y ′
j ∼ tdfj with dfj = 6.8 (d = 200), dfj = 6.2

(d = 500), or dfj = 5.8 (d = 1000), and Yj is obtained by standardizing Y ′
j to

have mean 0 and variance 1;

(ii) Partial difference: for j = 1, . . . , ⌈d/3⌉, Y ′
j ∼ tdfj with dfj = 100 (d = 200),

dfj = 13 (d = 500), or dfj = 9 (d = 1000), and for the remaining j, Y ′
j ∼ t5, and

Yj is obtained by standardizing Y ′
j to have mean 0 and variance 1;

(iii) Correlated difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Y ′
j ∼ tdfj with dfj = 6.8 (d = 200), dfj =

6.1 (d = 500), or dfj = 5.8 (d = 1000), and Y = Σ1/2Y′′ with Σij = 0.1|i−j|,

where Y′′ is obtained by standardizing Y ′
j to have mean 0 and variance 1;

(iv) Directional difference: for j = 1, . . . , d, Y ′
j ∼ tdfj with dfj ∼ Unif(5, 9) (d = 200),

dfj ∼ Unif(5, 7.4) (d = 500), or dfj ∼ Unif(5, 6.7) (d = 1000), and Yj is obtained

by standardizing Y ′
j to have mean 0 and variance 1.

The empirical power of all methods for m = n = 50 is presented in Tables 4 to 7.

Results for m = 50 and n = 100 show similar trends, and are presented in Supplementary

15



S.1.4. We highlight the highest power for each setting in boldface.

The proposed method outperforms the other methods in all the settings considered, and

it has stable performances across different dimensions and difference patterns. Tests such

as BD, GPK, MMD, and xMMD have power lower than 0.1 in most settings, indicating

that their reliance on the common choice of Euclidean distance metric fails to detect differ-

ences in higher moments in the distributions. The GED test has relatively high power in

some settings. For example, for (ii)(I)(II)(IV)(V), (iii)(IV)(V), and (iv)(IV), the GED test

has moderate power (from 0.2 to 0.5), and performs better than the other tests. However,

in general, the power of GED decreases when the dimension increases, which supposedly

should provide more information for distinguishing distributional differences; in contrast,

the proposed method has comparable power and exhibits stability with higher dimensions.

Tests like GET, RISE, and aMMD are only slightly powerful under some alternative hy-

pothesis, and show a decreasing trend as the dimension increases, which is similar to GED.

We also observe that more complicated methods such as the random forest cannot

capture differences in the overall distribution as well. Specifically, the results of RF show

that the random forest-based method still has relatively low power in most settings. It

has slightly higher power in (ii), the “partial” difference pattern, with distribution types

(I)(IV)(V), but similar to the GED method, the higher the dimension is, the less powerful it

becomes. On the other hand, existing deep learning-based two-sample testing methods are

not directly applicable to the current setting. For example, Kirchler et al. (2020) requires

a pre-trained deep learning model, which is not readily available for the type of data we

considered in the simulation.

4 Theoretical Properties

In this section, we first give the closed-form expression for various quantities used to con-

struct the test statistic, and specify the conditions for the test statistic to be well-defined.

We then show that TS is asymptotically distribution-free under the null hypothesis, which
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Table 4: Empirical power (in percent) with α = 0.05 and m = n = 50 under the difference
pattern (i) full difference.

d MATES CM GET BD GED RF MT GPK RISE MMD xMMD aMMD mMMD

Setting (I)
200 90.9 4.5 6.3 5.2 9.3 6.6 5.5 4.1 6.1 4.6 5.5 5.5 1.3
500 85.2 3.9 4.4 5.6 7.1 6.1 4.5 4.8 4.5 6.2 6.0 6.1 1.3
1000 85.8 3.3 4.7 5.5 6.8 6.6 5.7 4.8 4.3 5.2 6.3 5.7 0.9

Setting (II)
200 81.2 3.4 5.2 3.6 9.8 5.7 5.2 4.1 5.2 5.5 5.2 6.0 2.1
500 71.3 2.9 5.2 5.6 8.0 5.4 5.4 4.5 4.1 4.9 6.3 6.1 1.5
1000 82.4 2.9 5.3 5.4 7.0 4.8 5.3 4.8 5.7 4.5 5.4 5.1 1.6

Setting (III)
200 89.5 2.6 4.7 4.6 10.4 6.8 5.5 3.9 5.1 4.4 5.7 5.3 1.8
500 82.5 3.0 5.4 4.5 8.9 7.1 4.5 4.1 6.3 5.8 5.7 5.7 2.0
1000 82.7 3.2 4.8 5.2 5.4 5.7 5.5 4.1 4.4 4.6 6.3 4.1 1.2

Setting (IV)
200 74.3 4.6 6.0 6.0 14.0 7.6 5.4 4.6 6.2 4.6 5.9 6.6 1.2
500 89.9 3.8 5.6 6.6 12.6 7.5 3.9 6.0 5.7 5.1 5.1 6.8 1.5
1000 84.7 3.8 4.9 4.8 10.3 6.9 3.9 4.8 5.1 5.0 6.1 6.1 2.4

Setting (V)
200 77.9 5.1 10.0 6.2 13.4 7.5 5.0 4.3 9.6 5.4 6.4 7.4 1.3
500 88.3 4.2 7.6 5.1 11.7 5.7 4.5 4.3 8.6 4.6 5.1 6.4 0.9
1000 87.8 3.9 6.1 4.3 9.8 5.2 4.5 3.5 6.4 5.5 6.9 6.5 0.9

Table 5: Empirical power (in percent) with α = 0.05 and m = n = 50 under the difference
pattern (ii) partial difference.

d MATES CM GET BD GED RF MT GPK RISE MMD xMMD aMMD mMMD

Setting (I)
200 80.3 2.9 7.4 4.8 43.4 14.3 4.3 3.4 7.4 5.4 6.2 12.6 0.7
500 78.4 3.3 5.9 5.4 19.0 9.7 5.5 4.2 6.1 4.5 5.5 7.7 1.2
1000 84.4 2.9 5.0 3.8 16.2 7.3 4.9 3.4 4.6 4.1 5.0 7.0 1.3

Setting (II)
200 83.7 3.3 4.4 3.9 20.6 9.3 4.9 4.1 4.2 5.2 5.5 7.2 1.4
500 79.0 5.0 4.2 5.1 12.6 5.5 4.3 2.9 4.0 4.3 5.1 4.9 0.7
1000 82.2 4.7 5.5 4.9 9.8 5.6 4.6 4.6 5.2 4.5 5.0 6.3 1.1

Setting (III)
200 83.3 2.8 4.6 4.1 15.2 8.4 4.5 4.0 4.4 5.4 4.9 6.4 1.9
500 82.2 3.7 5.4 5.1 11.6 7.3 4.4 4.3 5.1 4.6 6.8 6.2 1.4
1000 89.8 4.5 5.5 5.7 9.6 6.6 5.1 4.8 5.0 4.7 6.5 4.9 1.6

Setting (IV)
200 61.3 4.1 5.7 6.5 29.6 16.1 5.6 5.2 6.5 5.0 5.6 10.7 1.9
500 81.3 3.0 4.7 4.5 27.3 12.1 5.9 4.9 4.2 4.5 5.2 9.0 1.3
1000 72.3 4.7 4.7 5.9 17.7 8.9 4.6 5.0 4.8 5.3 5.9 8.4 0.9

Setting (V)
200 78.9 4.3 7.6 5.6 38.3 13.6 5.3 4.9 6.5 4.8 6.3 11.0 1.8
500 80.7 4.1 5.2 5.2 26.4 10.1 5.4 3.5 5.3 4.7 5.0 9.0 1.1
1000 82.3 3.4 5.0 3.9 22.9 8.9 3.5 3.9 5.4 4.5 5.6 8.5 1.0
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Table 6: Empirical power (in percent) with α = 0.05 and m = n = 50 under the difference
pattern (iii) correlated difference.

d MATES CM GET BD GED RF MT GPK RISE MMD xMMD aMMD mMMD

Setting (I)
200 90.8 4.9 5.6 4.6 9.2 7.3 5.4 3.6 5.3 4.5 5.7 5.9 1.6
500 86.0 5.1 4.9 6.0 7.5 6.1 5.1 4.8 4.9 6.2 6.3 6.3 1.6
1000 85.8 4.5 3.8 5.3 7.2 5.9 5.2 4.8 4.4 5.6 6.1 5.8 0.9

Setting (II)
200 90.0 4.5 5.3 3.7 10.2 7.1 4.2 4.1 6.0 6.0 4.9 6.9 2.0
500 75.1 4.2 5.4 5.3 8.3 7.0 5.5 4.6 4.9 5.3 6.0 6.1 1.4
1000 81.6 4.0 5.5 5.6 6.8 6.6 5.7 4.9 4.7 4.9 5.3 5.0 1.5

Setting (III)
200 91.6 3.2 5.3 5.0 10.9 7.0 6.0 4.4 5.3 4.2 5.7 5.3 1.7
500 74.2 1.9 6.4 4.9 7.7 6.8 4.4 4.3 7.1 5.5 5.4 6.0 2.1
1000 81.5 4.1 4.0 5.0 6.4 5.9 5.0 4.1 4.8 4.8 6.3 4.5 1.2

Setting (IV)
200 90.6 4.4 7.6 7.1 30.2 11.2 9.6 4.7 6.5 6.1 7.2 13.7 0.7
500 88.1 5.2 5.5 5.6 32.5 11.7 19.7 5.3 5.7 6.6 6.5 14.7 1.3
1000 82.2 4.4 6.2 5.8 43.2 14.2 31.4 7.7 5.9 10.4 10.7 24.4 2.5

Setting (V)
200 80.5 4.3 9.8 6.3 15.7 8.4 4.0 4.6 9.2 5.6 5.9 7.4 1.4
500 87.6 3.6 6.7 6.2 10.4 6.7 5.0 4.5 7.4 4.3 6.4 6.0 1.3
1000 90.5 4.6 4.6 3.8 10.6 5.7 4.8 3.4 5.7 6.0 6.8 6.3 1.0

Table 7: Empirical power (in percent) with α = 0.05 and m = n = 50 under the difference
pattern (iv) directional difference.

d MATES CM GET BD GED RF MT GPK RISE MMD xMMD aMMD mMMD

Setting (I)
200 87.9 3.7 7.4 6.1 12.3 7.2 4.6 5.2 6.6 5.6 6.3 7.0 1.8
500 85.5 3.3 6.0 5.1 7.9 5.9 5.3 4.5 6.3 5.5 5.4 5.9 1.9
1000 80.9 4.2 4.0 4.5 6.2 6.6 5.5 3.3 4.5 4.9 4.7 5.1 1.7

Setting (II)
200 84.3 3.6 5.5 4.0 11.6 7.1 4.5 5.3 4.7 6.4 5.3 6.8 2.1
500 79.0 3.6 5.3 5.8 8.4 5.7 3.8 4.5 4.8 5.0 5.5 4.9 1.2
1000 81.8 4.6 5.3 6.0 7.7 6.3 3.8 5.0 4.6 4.9 5.6 4.9 1.3

Setting (III)
200 87.8 4.3 5.1 4.8 14.3 6.6 5.6 3.9 5.0 4.9 5.8 6.7 1.5
500 85.4 3.4 4.7 5.0 9.5 5.7 5.1 4.6 4.8 4.7 5.6 4.8 1.1
1000 76.5 2.9 4.8 5.0 7.5 6.3 5.1 5.3 4.5 5.8 6.6 7.3 1.4

Setting (IV)
200 82.5 4.1 12.5 7.2 18.2 10.2 6.5 4.8 11.5 4.9 5.4 10.8 1.3
500 82.5 3.5 6.3 6.0 13.4 8.0 4.6 4.4 6.2 5.7 6.0 7.5 1.2
1000 70.4 2.4 5.7 4.6 10.6 7.0 4.2 3.6 5.6 4.7 5.7 6.2 1.5

Setting (V)
200 76.9 4.3 9.2 5.8 12.8 8.0 5.2 3.6 9.4 4.8 6.5 7.0 1.2
500 82.2 3.8 9.3 5.8 12.4 7.6 6.8 4.1 8.2 5.0 6.4 7.2 1.3
1000 86.6 3.9 5.3 4.8 9.6 7.4 5.5 3.1 4.7 4.7 5.8 5.3 1.5
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enables an analytic approximation of the p-value and straightforward type-I error control.

To give the closed-form expression of the mean and variance of the test statistic under

the permutation null distribution, we define the following quantities for s, s′ = 1, . . . , S:

W
(s)
1 =

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

W
(s)
ij , W

(s,s′)
2 =

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

W
(s)
ij W

(s′)
ij , W

(s,s′)
3 =

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

N∑
r=1

W
(s)
ij W

(s′)
ir ,

W̃
(s,s′)
2 = W

(s,s′)
2 − W

(s)
1 W

(s′)
1

N(N − 1)
, and W̃

(s,s′)
3 = W

(s,s′)
3 − W

(s)
1 W

(s′)
1

N
.

We assume that W(s) is symmetric; if it is not, we can replace it with 1
2

(
W(s) + (W(s))T

)
.

This symmetrization does not affect the values of U
(s)
x and U

(s)
y , but it simplifies the calcu-

lations of their expectations and covariances.

Theorem 1. Under the permutation null distribution, we have

µ(s)
x =

m(m− 1)

N(N − 1)
W

(s)
1 , µ(s)

y =
n(n− 1)

N(N − 1)
W

(s)
1 ,

and the elements of the covariance matrix ΣS are given by

Cov(U (s)
x , U (s′)

x ) = C(m− 1)
(
(n− 1)W̃

(s,s′)
2 + 2(m− 2)W̃

(s,s′)
3

)
,

Cov(U (s)
y , U (s′)

y ) = C(n− 1)
(
(m− 1)W̃

(s,s′)
2 + 2(n− 2)W̃

(s,s′)
3

)
,

and

Cov(U (s)
x , U (s′)

y ) = C(m− 1)(n− 1)
(
W̃

(s,s′)
2 − 2W̃

(s,s′)
3

)
,

with C = 2mn
N(N−1)(N−2)(N−3)

, for s, s′ = 1, . . . , S.

The proof of Theorem 1 is provided in Supplementary S.2.1. We next establish the

necessary and sufficient conditions for the test statistic TS to be well-defined. The key

idea is to decompose TS into two orthogonal components and identify the conditions un-

der which their corresponding covariances are invertible. We first define vw = (U
(1)
w −

E(U
(1)
w ), . . . , U

(S)
w −E(U (S)

w ))T and vdiff = (U
(1)
diff −E(U (1)

diff), . . . , U
(S)
diff −E(U (S)

diff ))
T, where

U (s)
w =

n− 1

N − 2
U (s)
x +

m− 1

N − 2
U (s)
y , and U

(s)
diff = U (s)

x − U (s)
y .
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Theorem 2. When TS is well-defined, we have

TS = vT

wΣ
−1
w vw + vT

diffΣ
−1
diffvdiff , and Cov(vw,vdiff) = 0,

where Σw = Cov(vw), Σdiff = Cov(vdiff), with the (s, s′)th element of Σw and Σdiff given

by

(Σw)ss′ =
2mn(m− 1)(n− 1)

N(N − 1)(N − 2)(N − 3)

(
W̃

(s,s′)
2 − 2

N − 2
W̃

(s,s′)
3

)
,

and

(Σdiff)ss′ =
4mn

N(N − 1)
W̃

(s,s′)
3 .

The proof of Theorem 2 is given in Supplementary S.2.2. As a special case, when

S = 1, TS reduces to TS = (Z
(1)
w )2 + (Z

(1)
diff)

2, where Z
(1)
w =

(
U

(1)
w − E(U (1)

w )
)
/

√
Var(U

(1)
w )

and Z
(1)
diff =

(
U

(1)
diff−E(U

(1)
diff)
)
/

√
Var(U

(1)
diff), and Cov(Z

(1)
w , Z

(1)
diff) = 0. Similar decompositions

for the Mahalanobis-type test statistics can also be found in Chu and Chen (2019); Song

and Chen (2023); Zhou and Chen (2023).

Remark 3. With this decomposition, we offer another perspective of why some previous

works that typically rely on the ℓ2 distance would have limited power under specific alter-

native scenarios, as illustrated in Section 3. As discussed in these works, two primary

cases can arise under the alternative hypothesis: (i) both U
(1)
x and U

(1)
y exceed their null

expectations, which is common under location alternatives. In this case,
√
2max{σ1, σ2} <√

σ2
1 + σ2

2 + υ2 (refer to their definitions following Table 1), and Z
(1)
w will be large; (ii) one

statistic exceeds its expectation under null, and the other falls below, which is common with

scale alternatives. In this case,
√
2max{σ1, σ2} >

√
σ2
1 + σ2

2 + υ2, and |Z(1)
diff | will be large.

However, when the two distributions differ primarily in higher-order moments, neither of

these two cases would occur, thus leading to low power for these ℓ2-based methods. However,

we also note here that simply changing the distance metric is insufficient, as the GED test

can still lack power as indicated in Section 3.

According to Theorem 2, for TS to be well-defined, we must have det(Σw) > 0 and

det(Σdiff) > 0. Below, we establish the necessary and sufficient conditions for the covariance
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matrices Σw and Σdiff to be positive-definite. Define

W
(s)
i· =

N∑
j=1

W
(s)
ij , W̃

(s)
i· = W

(s)
i· − W

(s)
1

N
, W(s)

v = (W̃
(s)
1· , . . . , W̃

(s)
N · )

T, and

Ŵ(s) = [Ŵ
(s)
ij ]Ni,j=1 with Ŵ

(s)
ij = W

(s)
ij − W

(s)
1

N(N − 1)
−

W̃
(s)
i· + W̃

(s)
j·

N − 2
for i ̸= j and Ŵ

(s)
ii = 0.

Theorem 3. When N ≥ max{3, S}, the covariance matrix Σw is positive-definite if and

only if the S matrices Ŵ(1), . . ., Ŵ(S) are linearly independent, and the covariance matrix

Σdiff is positive-definite if and only if the S vectors W
(1)
v , . . ., W

(S)
v are linearly independent.

The test statistic TS is well-defined if and only if both Σw and Σdiff are positive-definite.

The proof of Theorem 3 is given in Supplementary S.2.3. The conditions for posi-

tive definiteness of Σw and Σdiff have an intuitive interpretation: each view must provide

unique information not captured by the others. If some Ŵ(s) is a linear combination

of other Ŵ(s′)’s (or similarly for W
(s)
v vectors), the sth view is redundant and thus the

covariance matrix will become singular. In practice, checking these linear independence

conditions is straightforward. If the weighted similarity graphs for different views convey

unique information, these conditions are typically satisfied. Otherwise, removing redundant

views that contribute to covariance matrix singularity is advisable. Additionally, from the

proof of Theorem 3, we find that Cov(U
(s)
w ) ∝ ∥Ŵ(s)∥2F and Cov(U

(s)
diff) ∝ ∥W(s)

v ∥2. Thus,

Cov(U
(s)
w ) = 0 if Ŵ

(s)
ij = 0 for all i and j, and Cov(U

(s)
diff) = 0 when all W

(s)
i· , i = 1, . . . , N

values are equal.

Before presenting the main theorem, we introduce some additional notation. Let aN ≾

bN denote that aN ≤ CbN for some constant C for all sufficiently large N , aN/bN → 0 if

limN→∞ aN/bN = 0, aN = O(bN) if aN ≾ bN and bN ≾ aN .

Theorem 4. Let W(s) be the weighted graph of the sth view. When m,n → ∞ with

m/(m+ n) → p ∈ (0, 1), assume the following conditions:

(1)
∑N

i=1

(∑N
j=1W

(s)2
ij

)2
≾ W

(s,s)2
2 /N for each s;

(2)
∑N

i=1

∣∣W̃ (s)
i·
∣∣3/W̃ (s,s)3/2

3 → 0 for each s;
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(3) maxi W
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i· /

√
W

(s,s)
2 → 0 for each s;
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i ̸=j WilWjl
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(5)
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i=1
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j=1
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r ̸=i,j

∑
l ̸=i,j WjiWirWjlWrl → 0;

where Wij =
∑S

s=1 b
(s)
0 W

(s)
ij with b

(s)
0 = O(1/

√
W

(s,s)
2 ). The exact definition of b

(s)
0 is pre-

sented in Supplementary S.2.4. We then have TS → χ2
2S in distribution if all the conditions

are satisfied.

The proof of Theorem 4 is provided in Supplementary S.2.4. Conditions (1) to (3)

represent standard assumptions for graph-based two-sample tests when a single view is

employed; see Zhou and Chen (2023) and Zhu and Chen (2024) for details. Conditions (4)

and (5), which generalize the corresponding conditions of single-view versions, are required

due to potential interactions between different views. Basically, these conditions require

that there are not too many hubs (i.e., nodes with a large degree) in the graph.

As demonstrated in the following lemma, further simplifications can be achieved for

common graph choices.

Lemma 1. Suppose we use the k-NNG or k-MST with k = O(Nβ) and β < 1. If the

graph is weighted by distance/kernel with weight of order O(1) or by graph-induced rank,

then the conditions in Theorem 4 can be guaranteed by the following sufficient conditions

if the maximum degree of the S graphs is bounded by Ck:

(1’) maxi
∣∣W̃ (s)

i·
∣∣/√W̃

(s,s)
3 = O(N−γ) with γ > β/2, for each s;

(2’) Nsq = o(N2β+2), where Nsq denotes the number of squares in the aggregated graph

W = [Wij]
N
i,j=1.

Since W̃
(s,s)
3 =

∑N
i=1 W̃

(s)2
i· , Condition (1’) requires that there is no dominating vertex

i such that W̃
(s)2
i· ≈ W̃

(s,s)
3 . As a special case, if all W̃

(s)
i· ’s are of the same order, then

γ = 1/2, and Condition (1’) is satisfied automatically. On the other hand, for an S-

view aggregated graph with N vertices and O(SNk) edges, there are at most O(S2N2k2)
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squares. (2’) requires the absence of this extreme case. The proof of Lemma 1 is provided

in Supplementary S.2.5.

5 Analysis of S&P100 Data

When analyzing historical stock returns, investors typically focus on specific time periods

to identify patterns, assess risks, and uncover investment opportunities. While a positive

mean excess return, or “alpha”, is desirable in portfolio management, it is usually difficult

to achieve in efficient markets as prices quickly adjust to market news, leaving little room

for arbitrage. On the other hand, variance is typically well-controlled through diversifica-

tion, which helps minimize idiosyncratic risks. However, returns may exhibit differences

in higher-order moments, such as skewness and kurtosis. Skewness reflects the asymmetry

of the return distribution, offering insights into potential risks and rewards beyond mean

and variance. Kurtosis, which measures the tailedness or peakedness of the distribution,

indicates the likelihood of extreme gains and losses. A higher kurtosis suggests a greater

chance of extreme events, while a low value is typical with more stable stocks. As a re-

sult, investors often favor positive skewness and avoid high kurtosis. Understanding these

higher-order differences is crucial for measuring extreme risks and tail dependencies, based

on which investors can have a comprehensive understanding of the potential return and

make more informed decisions.

In this section, we use an example to illustrate the importance of incorporating multiple

views for detecting differences in stock trends, using the daily closing prices of companies

in the S&P100 obtained from Yahoo Finance1 collected before and after the release of

ChatGPT on November 30, 20222. Studies have shown that large language models (LLMs)

like ChatGPT are able to capture subtle sentiment from news headlines and other textual

data, outperforming traditional methods in predicting stock returns (Chen et al., 2023;

Wang et al., 2024; Lefort et al., 2024). The stock return patterns may change after Chat-

1Open Price Stocks - All S&P100 trends
2Introducing ChatGPT
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GPT’s release as its capabilities in analyzing and predicting stock movements may reshape

investor behaviors and market dynamics. In the meantime, the increasing accessibility of

technologies such as LLMs may shift investors’ focus towards the related industries, es-

pecially those sectors connected to AI advancements and data-driven analysis, which may

have the potential to cause fluctuations in stock prices. For our analysis, the daily returns

were collected over a period from October 11, 2022, to January 19, 2023, covering 50 days

before and after the release. Stocks with prolonged missing values were removed, resulting

in a dataset with d = 82 dimensions, and group sizes of m = 34 and n = 32 for the two

comparison groups.

For the proposed MATES method, we use the same configuration as in the simulation

studies to construct the test statistic. We compare our method with all the comparison

methods in the simulation. The p-values of these tests (except for aMMD) are presented

in Table 8, with those smaller than 0.05 highlighted in bold. For this significance level,

the aMMD test uses a threshold of 0.017 to adjust for multiple comparisons, and with the

calculated minimum p-value of 0.049 > 0.017, it fails to reject the null hypothesis. From the

result, only the proposed method, BD, and GPK, can detect the pattern difference before

and after the ChatGPT release at a significance level of 0.05. However, the proposed

method is the only one that rejects the null hypothesis at a significance level of 0.01. This

indicates that the proposed method may be more powerful than the other methods in this

comparison.

Table 8: The p-values of the tests for the S&P100 stock return.

MATES CM GET BD GED RF MT GPK RISE MMD xMMD mMMD

<0.001 0.786 0.071 0.025 0.148 0.208 0.065 0.039 0.08 0.213 0.304 0.637

To further explore the underlying patterns and confirm our conclusion, we make the

scatter plot of observed statistics (U
(s)
w , U

(s)
diff) for s = 1, 2, 3, 4 in Figure 1. The red dots
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s = 3 , p−value:  0.145 s = 4 , p−value:  0.004

s = 1 , p−value:  0.875 s = 2 , p−value:  0.235

0 0

0 0

0

0

0

0

Type Observed Outside 5% Inside 95%

Figure 1: Scatterplots of observed and permuted (U
(s)
w , U

(s)
diff) with 1000 permutations for

the S&P100 data.

correspond to the observed test statistic, while the gray and blue dots represent 1000

permuted samples. The p-values associated with each view are obtained in the following

way. First, the single-view test statistic based on the sth moment can be represented by

T ′
s = uT

sΣ
−1
u us, where us = (U

(s)
x − µ

(s)
x , U

(s)
y − µ

(s)
y )T for s = 1, 2, 3, 4 and Σu = Cov(us).

By Theorem 4, each T ′
s converges in distribution to χ2

2 under the permutation null, so the

p-values are obtained from the tail probability of a χ2
2 distribution.

From the figure we can see that when considering only lower moments, i.e. the first

three views, the observed data point is indistinguishable from the permutation samples.

When considering the difference in the fourth moment (via the fourth view), the p-value

becomes 0.004 and we reject the null at the 0.05 significant level. This indicates that the

distribution differences are inherited in the higher moments for the S&P 100 data. In fact,

MATES provides a p-value of less than 0.001, indicating even stronger evidence against the

null hypothesis when aggregating available information from all four moments.
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6 Discussion

We introduce a novel graph-based test statistic that aggregates information from multiple

views, with each view summarizing a distinct characteristic of the two-sample data. The

general framework can accommodate a variety of similarity measures, similarity graphs, and

edge weights, in the construction of test. It enables the combination of popular two-sample

test methods such as graph-, kernel-, distance-, and rank-based methods that use similarity

graphs, kernel values, pairwise distance, and ranks, respectively, to define individual views,

which are subsequently combined to produce a more powerful test statistic.

This approach addresses the limitations of existing methods in detecting higher-order

distributional differences, and offers robust and stable performance across various dimen-

sions and distributional scenarios. The theoretical analysis establishes a distribution-free

limiting distribution under the null hypothesis, thereby eliminating the computational bur-

den associated with resampling methods like permutation or bootstrap.

There are several directions that can extend the utility and applicability of the proposed

methodology. In our numerical studies and real data applications, we focus on the first to

fourth moments of the data to construct multiple views. While it may seem advantageous to

include as many moments as possible to enhance the power of the test, doing so can increase

the computational complexity without substantial gains. A direction for future work is the

development of data-adaptive procedures to select a parsimonious set of views that can be

equally powerful. Additionally, extending the framework to consider a continuum of views

may be of more interest for some settings where continuous shifts in distributions are more

informative.

The concept of view aggregation underlying MATES can be generalized to other sta-

tistical tasks as well. For example, a natural extension of this framework is change-point

detection, where the goal is to identify shifts in distribution over time. By aggregating

information from multiple views across temporal windows, the framework could detect

subtle changes in dynamic systems. Similarly, integrating the view aggregation concept

into classification or clustering could leverage distributional differences to enhance model
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performance.
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