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Abstract

We develop some graph-based tests for spherical symmetry of a multivariate distribution using a
method based on data augmentation. These tests are constructed using a new notion of signs and
ranks that are computed along a path obtained by optimizing an objective function based on pairwise
dissimilarities among the observations in the augmented data set. The resulting tests based on these
signs and ranks have the exact distribution-free property, and irrespective of the dimension of the data,
the null distributions of the test statistics remain the same. These tests can be conveniently used for
high-dimensional data, even when the dimension is much larger than the sample size. Under appropriate
regularity conditions, we prove the consistency of these tests in high dimensional asymptotic regime,
where the dimension grows to infinity while the sample size may or may not grow with the dimension.
We also propose a generalization of our methods to take care of the situations, where the center of
symmetry is not specified by the null hypothesis. Several simulated data sets and a real data set are
analyzed to demonstrate the utility of the proposed tests.

Keywords: Data augmentation; Distribution-free property; High-dimensional asymptotics; Linear rank
statistics; Runs test; Sign test.

1 Introduction

A d-dimensional (d > 1) random vector X is said to follow a spherically symmetric distribution (about the

origin) if X and HX have the same distribution (i.e., X
D
= HX) for all d× d orthogonal matrix H (see Fang

et al., 1990). It is an important class of distributions in statistics. Motivated by the spherical symmetry
or elliptic symmetry (i.e., spherical symmetry after standardization) of the underlying distributions, several
statistical methods have been developed. Robust measures of location and scale (see, e.g., Van Aelst and
Rousseeuw, 2009), tests for multivariate location (see, e.g., Randles, 1989; Chaudhuri and Sengupta, 1993),
Stein estimation (see, e.g., Fourdrinier et al., 2018), classification (see, e.g., Ghosh and Chaudhuri, 2005; Li
et al., 2012) and clustering (see, e.g., Jörnsten, 2004) are some examples of its widespread applications. So,
testing the sphericity of the underlying distribution is an important statistical problem, and several methods
have been proposed for it. Smith (1977) developed a test for bivariate data that uses the L2 distance between
the empirical distribution function and the theoretical distribution function under spherical symmetry.
Baringhaus (1991) derived an alternative formulation of this test and generalized it for multivariate data.
Henze et al. (2014) proposed a test based on the fact that if X follows a spherically symmetric distribution,
the characteristic function φX(t) remains constant over all t lying on the surface of a sphere with the center
at the origin. Albisetti et al. (2020) proposed a Kolmogorov-Smirnov-type test using 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. Koltchinskii and Li
(1998) proposed a test using 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. These tests have consistency in the classical asymptotic regime, i.e., for any
fixed alternative, the powers of these tests converge to unity as the sample size diverges to infinity. However,
they become computationally prohibitive even for moderately high-dimensional data.
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Fang et al. (1993) constructed a necessary test that computes the Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney statistic for
several pairs of orthogonal projection directions and considers the minimum over all such projection pairs as
the test statistic. Diks and Tong (1999) proposed a Monte Carlo test based on the difference between the
density of the data generating distribution and its rotations averaged over all possible orthogonal matrices
computed using Haar measure. Liang et al. (2008) proposed some tests based on the fact that under spherical
symmetry, X/∥X∥ is uniformly distributed on Sd−1, the surface of the unit sphere in Rd, but they did not
consider the independence between and ∥X∥ and X/∥X∥, which is another important property of a spherical
distribution. So, this test often fails to differentiate between spherically symmetric and angular symmetric
distributions. Recently, Huang and Sen (2023) proposed tests for different notions of symmetry including
spherical symmetry using optimal transport, but these tests often have poor performance in high dimension.

Some tests are also available for high-dimensional data. Assuming ellipticity of the underlying distribution,
Zou et al. (2014) and Feng and Liu (2017) proposed some tests of sphericity based on the multivariate sign
function. Ding (2020) also assumed elliptic symmetry of the underlying distribution and proposed a test
based on the ratio of traces of different powers of the sample covariance matrix. The authors showed the
consistency of their test against a fairly general class of alternatives, even when the dimension grows with
the sample size at an appropriate rate. However, a study on their behavior for non-elliptic distributions is
missing from the literature. Moreover, nothing is known about their behavior in the high-dimension, low-
sample-size (HDLSS) asymptotic regime, where the sample size is assumed to be fixed while the dimension
grows to infinity. Recently, Banerjee and Ghosh (2024) proposed a test of spherical symmetry based on data
augmentation, which is applicable to high dimensional data. But that test does not have the distribution-
free property. Use of the resampling method for calibration makes it computationally demanding. Also, its
behavior in the HDLSS asymptotic regime has not been studied.

To overcome these limitations, in this article, we propose some graph-based tests constructed using a new
notion of signs and ranks. Our tests are distribution-free, and the null distributions of the tests statistics
remain the same in all dimensions. The main contributions of this article are summarized as follows:

• In Section 2, we provide a characterization of spherical symmetry of a distribution in terms of pairwise
distances between the original and simulated random variables. We observe that the difference in
pairwise distances mainly comes from differences in inner products. Motivated by this finding, we
introduce a new notion of signs and ranks computed along a covering path obtained by minimizing a
suitable function of these inner products. These signs and ranks have the same null distributions in all
dimensions. We also investigate their behavior for non-spherical distributions (Theorem 2.1). Using
these signs and ranks, we construct some exact distribution-free tests of spherical symmetry.

• In Section 3, we study the high dimensional behavior of our tests. We first investigate their behavior
in the HDLSS asymptotic regime, where the dimension is assumed to grow to infinity while the sample
size remains fixed. We show that in this setup, under the usual assumptions on moments and weak
dependence (see, e.g., Jung and Marron, 2009), any test of spherical symmetry based on inner products
has a fundamental problem (see Theorem 3.1). We establish the consistency of our tests against a
suitable class of alternatives that includes spiked covariance models (see Theorem 3.2 and Corollary
1). We also investigate the performance of our tests in situations where the sample size grows with the
dimension and derived some relaxed conditions for consistency of our tests (see Theorem 3.3 and 3.4).

• We know that in the case of a spherical distribution, all diagonal elements of the scatter matrix are
equal and all off-diagonal elements are zero. In Section 4, we observe that our proposed tests have
excellent performance for alternatives having significant correlations among the variances. But when
they are uncorrelated and difference is mainly in the scales of the variables, their performance may
not be satisfactory. To take of care of this problem, we use a new objective function to construct
the path and compute the signs and ranks along it. The resulting tests can detect changes in scales
(see Theorem 4.1) but usually yields poor performance if the signal against the null hypothesis mainly
comes from the off-diagonal elements. So, we propose to combine the two approaches to develop some
modified tests that perform well in both situations (see Theorem 4.2).

• In Section 5, we analyze some simulated data sets and a real data set on ‘Earthquakes’ to compare
the empirical performance of our tests against state-of-the-art methods. We observe that our modified
tests significantly outperforms its competitors for a wide variety of alternatives.
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• In Section 6, we propose a generalization of our method to test for spherical symmetry when the null
hypothesis does not specify the center of of the distribution. Centering the observations based on an
empirical estimate often leads to an inflated Type I error if the dimension is much larger than the
sample size. As a remedy, we propose a generalization based on a key lemma (Lemma 6.1). The
resulting tests control the Type I error at the desired level and also retains the desirable theoretical
properties under a fairly general assumption.

Section 7 contains some concluding remarks and ends with a discussion on some possible directions for
future research. All proofs and some auxiliary theoretical results are given in the Appendix.

2 Sign test and runs test for spherical symmetry

As we have mentioned before, a random vector X is said to follow a spherically symmetric distribution if its

distribution remains invariant over all orthogonal transformations (i,e,, X
D
= HX for any orthogonal matrix

H). The following lemma provides an alternative characterization of spherical symmetry.

Lemma 2.1. A d-dimensional random vector X has a spherically symmetric distribution if and only if X

and ∥X∥U has the same distribution (i.e., X
D
= ∥X∥U), where U is independent of X and it is uniformly

distributed over Sd−1, the surface of the d-dimensional unit sphere.

We refer the reader to page 31 of Fang et al. (1990) for a proof of this lemma. In this article, we refer to the
random vector X ′ = ∥X∥U , (where U ∼ Unif(Sd−1) and independent of X) as the spherically symmetric
variant of X. Motivated by the distributional equality of X and X ′ under the null hypothesis of spherical
symmetry, Banerjee and Ghosh (2024) provided a connection between a test for spherical symmetry and
a energy statistic based two-sample test for distributional equality. In this context, we have the following
result, which is a direct analog of Theorem 2 of Maa et al. (1996).

Lemma 2.2. Let X1,X2 be two independent realizations of X ∼ P , and X ′
1,X

′
2 be their spherically

symmetric variants. Assume that P is absolutely continuous with square integrable density function p(.).
Then for any function h(·, ·) that satisfies (a) h(x,y) = 0 if and only if x = y, (b) h(x+a,y+a) = h(x,y)
for all a ∈ Rd and (c) the class of sets St = {x|h(0,x) ≤ t} regularly shrinks towards 0 as t ↓ 0, we have

h(X1,X2)
D
= h(X1,X

′
2)

D
= h(X ′

1,X
′
2) if and only if P is spherically symmetric.

We refer the reader to Chapter 7 of Wheeden and Zygmund (1977) for regularly shrinking sets and their
consequences in the Lebesgue point theorem. In the literature, h(x,y) is popularly chosen as the ℓ2 distance
between x and y. Hence we have

∥X1 −X2∥
D
= ∥X1 −X ′

2∥
D
= ∥X ′

1 −X ′
2∥ if and only if P is spherically symmetric. (2.1)

The left column in Figure 1 gives the density estimates of the logarithm of these three types of Euclidean
distances when 50 observations are generated from the d-dimensional normal distribution (with d = 10 and
d = 100) having mean 0 and covariance matrix Σ, which has all diagonal entries 1 and all off-diagonal entries
(d − 1)/d (here we take the log transformation of the distances to avoid the restriction on their supports).
The difference between these three distributions is evident from this figure. Note that since ∥X1∥ = ∥X′

1∥
and ∥X2∥ = ∥X′

2∥, the difference between ∥X1 −X2∥, ∥X1 −X ′
2∥ and ∥X

′
1 −X ′

2∥ mainly comes from the
inner products X⊤

1 X2, X
⊤
1 X

′
2 and X ′⊤

1 X ′
2. However, under the assumption on P in Lemma 2.2, we have

E[X⊤
1 X2] = E[X⊤

1 X
′
2] = E[X ′⊤

1 X ′
2] = 0. But, Lemma B.2 (see Appendix B) shows that as d increases, the

asymptotic order of E(X⊤
1 X2)

2 turns out to be higher than those of E(X⊤
1 X

′
2)

2 and E(X ′
1
⊤
X ′

2)
2. Figure

1 also supports that(see the right column in Figure 1). Clearly, this difference becomes more prominent if
we look at the densities of the logarithm of squares of corresponding inner products. The right column in

Figure 1 shows that (X⊤
1 X2)

2 is stochastically larger (X⊤
1 X

′
2)

2 and (X ′
1
⊤
X ′

2)
2, and the difference is more

significant in the case of d = 100. This phenomenon gives us the motivation to construct tests based on the
squares of the inner products, which are described in the following subsections.
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(a) log(Euclidean distance) for d = 10 (b) log(squared inner-product) for d = 10

(c) log(Euclidean distance) for d = 100 (d) log(squared inner-product) for d = 100

Figure 1: Densities of the logarithm of ∥X1 −X2∥ (black), ∥X1 −X ′
2∥ (blue) and ∥X ′

1 −X ′
2∥ (red) and

those of the logarithm of (X⊤
1 X2)

2 (black), (X⊤
1 X

′
2)

2 (blue) and (X ′⊤
1 X ′

2)
2 (red) when 50 observations

are generated from d-dimensional normal distribution with mean 0 and covariance matrix Σ = ((σij)) with
σij = 1 for i = j and σij = (d− 1)/d for i ̸= j.

2.1 String signs and string ranks

Suppose that X1,X2, . . . ,Xn
iid∼ P, and X ′

i = ∥Xi∥U i is the spherically symmetric variant of Xi (i =
1, 2, . . . , n) as defined before. Define Zi = Xi and Zn+i = X ′

i for i = 1, 2, . . . , n. To test whether P
is spherically symmetric, we consider an edge weighted undirected complete graph K2n on the 2n vertices
Z1,Z2, . . . ,Z2n, where θ(Zi,Zj) = exp{−( 1dZ

⊤
i Zj)

2} is the weight (cost) associated with the edge joining
Zi and Zj (1 ≤ i < j ≤ 2n). We consider a path of length n − 1 that traverses through either Xi or X ′

i

for each i = 1, 2, . . . , n, and we call it a covering path. Clearly, there are 2nn! many covering paths. But
for every path, there exists another path in the reverse order. If we consider them as the same path, the
number of distinct covering paths turns out to be 2n−1n!. When the observations come from a continuous
distributions, each of these 2n−1n! paths have different costs (the cost of a path is defined as the sum of
costs of its edges) with probability one. Among these paths, we choose the one with the minimum cost and
it is called the shortest covering path P (see Biswas et al., 2015, for the use of shortest covering path in the
context of one-sample location problem). Note that finding this path is equivalent to finding

(S,Π) = argmin
s∈{0,1}n

π∈Sn

[
n−1∑
i=1

θ(Y sπi
,πi ,Y sπi+1

,πi+1)

]
, (2.2)

where Sn is the set of all permutations of {1, 2, . . . , n} and for any s = (s1, s2, . . . , sn), Y si,i = siXi + (1−
si)X

′
i (i.e., Y i = Xi if si = 1 and Y i = X ′

i if si = 0) for all i = 1, 2, . . . , n. Here Π gives us the arrangement
of observation numbers along P. This leads to a new notion of ranks. The position of Xi (or X ′

i) along
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P is called the rank of Xi, and it is denoted by Ri (i = 1, 2, . . . , n). One can notice that Π−1, the inverse
permutation of Π, gives the rank vector R = (R1, R2, . . . , Rn). Similarly, S can be viewed as a sign vector
(instead of 1 and −1, each of its elements takes the values 1 and 0), where Si gives the information whether
Xi or X

′
i lies on the path P. Since these signs and ranks are computed along the shortest covering path P,

which can be viewed as a string joining n observations or their spherical analogs, we shall refer to them as
string signs and string ranks, respectively. Note that they satisfy the following properties.

Theorem 2.1. LetX1,X2, . . . ,Xn be independent realizations of a random vectorX following a continuous
distribution P. Also, define S and R as the vector of string signs and string ranks of {X1,X2, . . . ,Xn}.
Then, we have the following results.

(a) If P is spherically symmetric, S ∼ Unif({0, 1}n), R ∼ Unif(Sn) and they are independent.

(b) If P is not spherically symmetric, R ∼ Unif(Sn) and for any given R or Π = (π1, π2, . . . , πn), we have
the following weak dependence structure of S.

Sπ1
| Sπ2

, · · · , Sπn

D
= Sπ1

| Sπ2
,

Sπn
| Sπ1

, · · · , Sπn−1

D
= Sπn

| Sπn−1
,

Sπi
| Sπ1

, · · · , Sπi−1
, Sπi+1

, · · · , Sπn

D
= Sπi

| Sπi−1
, Sπi+1

for i = 2, . . . , n− 1.

2.2 Tests based on sting signs and string ranks

From part (a) of Theorem 2.1, it is clear that under the null hypothesis of spherical symmetry, the distribution
of (S, R) matches with the joint null distribution of univariate signs and runs used in one-sample testing
problem (e.g., sign test or signed rank test). So, any test statistic computed based on these string signs and
sting ranks has the distribution-free property and its null distribution matches with that of the corresponding
univariate statistic based on usual signs and ranks. For instance, one can consider a test based on the sign
statistic TS =

∑n
i=1 Si or the runs statistic TR = 1+

∑n−1
i=1 I{Sπi

̸= Sπi+1
}, where δ denotes the the indicator

function. Note that the values of TS and TR remain the same if the path P is traversed in the reverse order.
For any linear rank statistic of the form TLR =

∑n
i=1 Sia(Ri) =

∑n
i=1 Sπia(i), we have this property if the

score function a(·) satisfies a(i) = a(n − i + 1) for all i = 1, 2, . . . , n (note that taking a(i) = 1 ∀i, we get
TS). In the case of signed rank test, we have a(i) = i, which does not satisfy this property. So, we do not
recommend using this test.

Part (b) of Theorem 2.1 gives us some idea about the behavior of S and R under the alternative
hypothesis (i.e., when P is not spherical). From Figure 1 and also from Lemma B.2 (see Appendix B), it is

Figure 2: Distribution of TS and TR over 100 simulations for d = 10 (black bar) and d = 100 (grey bar) in
the example involving normal distribution considered in Figure 1.
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quite transparent that when P is not spherical, the total cost of any covering path will be small if most of
the edges are of the form (Xi,Xj). So, P is supposed to contain more Xis than X ′

is. As a result, the most
of the elements of the sign vector S turn out to be 1 and that leads to a higher value of TS and a lower
value of TR. So, we can reject the null hypothesis accordingly, where the cut-offs can be obtained from the
statistical tables available for the corresponding univarite nonparametric tests. To demonstrate this let us
recall the example involving 50 observations from 10-dimensional and 100-dimensional normal distributions.
In each case, we repeated the experiment 1000 times. Figure 2 shows the bar diagram of the observed values
TS and TR in these 1000 cases. We can see that in all these cases, TS took higher values than the cut-off
(31) for the sign test at 5% level. Similarly, TR turned out to be smaller than the corresponding cut-off (20)
in all cases. Interestingly, both for sign and runs tests, the evidence was stronger for d = 100.

2.3 Algorithm for finding the shortest covering path

For finding the shortest covering path, one needs to consider 2n−1n! distinct covering paths and choose the one
with the minimum cost. So, unless the sample size is small, finding the shortest covering path P by complete
enumeration becomes computationally infeasible. In fact, the optimization problem in (2.2) is equivalent to
the well known traveling salesman’s problem, which is NP-hard (see Garey and Johnson, 1979). However,
following Biswas et al. (2015), we can use a heuristic method based on Prim’s algorithm (Prim, 1957) for
finding P. Consider the undirected complete graph K2n with the cost matrix Θ = (θ(Zi,Zj))1≤i,j≤2n where
Zi = Xi and Zn+i = X ′

i for i = 1, 2, . . . , n as defined before. First we select the pair (i, j) (i ̸= j and
|i − j| ̸= n) such that θ(Zi,Zj) is minimum among the cost associated with such edges. We consider the
edge (Zi,Zj) as a path P of length 1 with E = {i, j} as the two end points. We define the sets A0 = {i, j}
and A1 = {k : k ̸= ℓ and |k − ℓ| ≠ n for any ℓ ∈ A0}. At the next step, we find q ∈ A1 and r ∈ E such that
θ(Zq,Zr) = min k∈A1,ℓ∈E θ(Zk,Zℓ). We join the edge (Zq,Zr) to P to get a path P ← P ∪ (Zq,Zr) of
length 2. The sets of visited nodes A0 and the end points E of the path P are updated as A0 ← A0 ∪ {q}
and E ←

(
E ∪ {q}

)
\ {r}. The set A1 is updated accordingly. We use this method repeatedly until we get

|A0| = n and |A1| = 0. The path P of length n−1 thus obtained is considered as the shortest covering path.
Clearly, P contains either Xi or its spherically symmetric variant X ′

i for every i = 1, 2, . . . , n.
We use a toy example with 5 bivariate observations to demonstrate this algorithm. Figure 3(a) shows these

5 observations (blue dots) and their spherically symmetric variants (red dots). First, we join Z3 = X3 and
Z2 = X2, the pair having the minimum cost (note that we do not consider the pairs (Zi = Xi,Z5+i = X ′

i)
for i = 1, 2, . . . , 5) and consequently remove their spherical variants Z8 = X ′

3 and Z7 = X ′
2 from future

considerations. So, we have A0 = {2, 3}, A1 = {1, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10} and E = {3, 2}. At the next step, we join
Z4 = X4 and Z3 = X3. This leads to A0 = {2, 3, 4}, A1 = {1, 5, 6, 10} and E = {4, 2} (see 3(b)). Next, we
join Z5 = X5 and Z4 = X4 to get A0 = {2, 3, 4, 5}, A1 = {1, 6} and E = {5, 2} (see 3(c)). Finally, Z2 = X2

and Z6 = X ′
1 are joined (see 3(d)). As a result, we getX5−X4−X3−X2−X ′

1 (orX
′
1−X2−X3−X4−X5)

as the shortest covering path P. So, we have string signs S1 = 0, S2 = S3 = S4 = S5 = 1 and string ranks
R1 = 5, R2 = 4, R3 = 3, R4 = 2, R5 = 1 (or R1 = 1, R2 = 2, R3 = 3, R4 = 4, R5 = 5 if traversed in the
reverse order). Therefore, the sign statistic (number of blue dots on P) TS turns out to be 4 and the runs
statistic (the number of runs in the sequence red and blue dots) TR turns out to be 2.

Clearly, this is a heuristic algorithm and it may lead to a sub-optimal solution of (2.2) in some cases.
However, it is clear that under H0, S and R have the same distribution irrespective of whether they are
computed along the actual shortest covering path P or along the shortest covering path computed using
the algorithm (call it P0). This is because of the exchangeability of X1,X2, . . . ,Xn and their symmetric
variants. But, in some cases, the values of TS and TR may differ if they are computed along these two
paths. To investigate this, we generate 5 observations from a d-variate normal distribution with mean at
the center and covariance matrix being diag(d, 1, 1, . . . , 1). In this case it is possible to find the actual P by
complete enumeration. We compute TS and TR along the paths P and P0 and calculate the corresponding
differences. For each value of d (3, 30, 300, 3000), the experiment is repeated 100 times, and the distributions
of the differences are given by bar plots in Figure 4. We observe that both for TS and TR, with increasing
dimensions the difference concentrates around zero. So, in moderate and higher dimensions, the test statistic
computed along P matches with that computed using P0 in almost all cases. We have seen that in high
dimensions, the actual shortest covering path P is supposed to contain all Xis. In almost all cases P0

also leads to a similar path, but the arrangements of the Xis along these two paths differ in some cases.
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(a) Step 1 (b) Step 2

(c) Step 3 (d) Step 4

Figure 3: Algorithm for constructing the shortest covering path based on X1, . . . ,X5
i.i.d.∼ N (0, 0, 1, 1, 0.5)

and their spherically symmetric variants X ′
1, . . . ,X

′
5 when Θ is used as the cost matrix.

Therefore, though our heuristic algorithm leads to a sub-optimal solution in terms of the cost of the path,
in most of the cases, P0 and actual P lead to the same values of the test statistics. This justifies the use of
our heuristic algorithm for finding the shortest covering path and computing the test statistics, especially
for moderate or large dimensional data.

(a) Difference of Sign Statistic (b) Difference of Runs Statistic

Figure 4: The barplot of the difference between (a) the sign statistic and (b) the runs statistic
constructed based on P and P0, when X1, . . . ,X5 are generated independently from N (0, D) where
D = diag(d, 1, 1, . . . , 1) for d = 3 (black), 30 (dark gray), 300 (gray), and 3000 (light gray).
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2.4 Inner products vs. cosine similarities

Since, ∥Xi∥ = ∥X ′
i∥ for all i = 1, 2, . . . , n, instead of using the cost based on squared inner products

(X⊤
i Xj)

2, (X⊤
i X

′
j)

2 and (X⊤
i Xj)

2, one may be tempted to use a cost based on squared cosine similarities

C2
ij =

(
X⊤

i Xj

∥Xi∥∥Xj∥

)2
, C2

ij′ =
(

X⊤
i X′

j

∥Xi∥∥X′
j∥

)2
and C2

i′j′ =
(

X′
i⊤X′

j

∥X′
i∥∥X′

j∥

)2
(1 ≤ i, j ≤ n). If the underlying

distribution is spherically symmetric, these scaled versions of inner products Cij , Cij′ and Ci′j′ have the

same distribution as U1
⊤U2, where U1 and U2 are independent and identically distributed as uniform

random vectors on Sd−1. But, they have the same property for a class of angular symmetric distribution

(i.e., X/∥X∥ D
= −X/∥X∥) that are not spherically symmetric. In such cases, the resulting test fails to

reject the null hypothesis.
To demonstrate this, we consider a simple example involving an angular symmetric distribution. We

generate 200 independent observations on a bivariate random vector X = RU where U = (U1, U2) is
uniformly distributed on the perimeter of the unit circle (i.e., (U1, U2) = (cos(θ), sin(θ)), where θ ∼ U(0, 2π))
andR = R1I{U1U2 > 0}+I{U1U2 ≤ 0}, forR1 being uniformly distributed over the interval [1, 5] independent
of U . Using these observations, we computed TS and TR based on squared inner products and those based on
squared cosine similarities. The boxplots in Figure 5 show the distribution of these sign and runs statistics
based on 1000 repetitions of the experiment. Note that here R and U are not independent. So, the
distribution of X is not spherically symmetric. But the sign and runs statistics based on the squared cosine
similarities could not figure it out. The distributions of these statistics were same as their corresponding null
distributions. But for our proposed cost function, the sign statistic had higher values and the runs statistics
had lower values leading to the rejection of the null hypothesis in most of the cases. This example clearly
shows that any test based on Xi/∥Xi∥ (i = 1, 2, . . . , n) fails to detect deviation from spherical symmetry
if Xi/∥Xi∥ ∼ Unif(Sd−1) . It only tests whether the distribution of X/∥X∥ is uniform, but does not test
for the independence between ∥X∥and X/∥X∥. The tests proposed by Zou et al. (2014) and Feng and Liu
(2017) have a similar problem. This may be reason why these authors proposed their tests assuming elliptic
symmetry of the underlying distribution.

(a) Sign statistic (b) Runs statistic

Figure 5: Boxplot of Sign and Runs statistics (based on 100 replications) when 200 observations are generated
from angular symmetric distribution. The solid line indicates the expectation of the test statistic under
spherical symmetry.

3 High dimensional behavior of the proposed tests

Let D = {X1,X2, . . . ,Xn} be a data set consisting of n independent observations form a d-dimensional
distribution P. We have already seen that if P is spherical, any function of the vectors of string signs S and
string ranks R has the exact distribution-free property (see Theorem 2.1). In particular, we consider the
runs statistic TR and the sign statistic TS . The later one can be viewed as a linear rank statistic of the form
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TLR =
∑n

i=1 Sπia(i), where the score function a(·) is given by a(i) = 1 or for all i = 1, 2, . . . , n. From part
(a) of Theorem 2.1, it is transparent that for any given score function a(·), the finite sample null distribution
and the of TLR is same as the null distribution of the corresponding univariate linear rank statistic. So, its
large sample distribution also matches with that of its univariate analog.

From the description of our tests, it is clear that they can be conveniently used for high-dimensional data
even when the dimension is much larger than the sample size. In the next two sub-sections, we study the
asymptotic behavior of these tests when the dimension grows to infinity while sample size either remains fixed
or grows with the dimension. These two asymptotic regimes will be referred to as the high-dimension low
sample size (HDLSS) and the high-dimension, high sample size (HDHSS) asymptotic regimes, respectively.

3.1 Behavior of the proposed tests for HDLSS data

Following the seminal work by Hall et al. (2005), investigation of the behavior of different statistical methods
in HDLSS asymptotic regime has gained considerable interest. Hall et al. (2005) showed that under certain
regularity conditions on moments and weak dependence of the measurement variables, observations from a
high dimensional distribution tend to lie on the vertices of a regular simplex when the dimension diverges to
infinity. Ahn et al. (2007); Jung and Marron (2009); Yata and Aoshima (2012) also provided another set of
conditions based on the covariance matrix for a similar geometry of high dimensional data. This geometric
feature of the data cloud is used extensively to study the behavior of several one and two sample tests (see,
e.g., Liu and Modarres, 2011; Biswas et al., 2014, 2015; Ghosh and Biswas, 2016; Wei et al., 2016; Tsukada,
2019; Kim et al., 2020; Banerjee and Ghosh, 2025) nonparametric classifiers (see, e.g., Chan and Hall, 2009;
Dutta and Ghosh, 2016; Pal et al., 2016; Roy et al., 2022) and clustering methods (see,e.g. Ahn et al., 2012;
Sarkar and Ghosh, 2020). But, the HDLSS behavior of the tests of spherical symmetry is somewhat missing
from the literature. There is a fundamental difficulty in this context. Before discussing it, let us recall the
following theorem by Jung and Marron (2009).

Theorem 3.1. Let X1,X2 be two independent copies of X ∼ P, a d-dimensional distribution with the
following properties.

(A1) E(X) = 0

(A2) Let Σ = UΛU⊤ be the spectral decomposition of Σ = Var(X), where Λ = diag(λ1, λ2, . . . , λd) is the
diagonal matrix containing the eigenvalues λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ · · · ≥ λd of Σ, and U = [u1,u2, . . . ,ud]
is the orthogonal matrix whose columns are the corresponding eigenvectors. The coordinates of
Z = Λ−1/2U⊤X have uniformly bounded fourth moments and the ρ-mixing property under some
permutation.

Also assume that

ϵ =

∑d
i=1 λ

2
i

(
∑d

i=1 λi)2
→ 0 as d→∞.

Then c−1
d SD

P→ In as d→∞ where SD = (X⊤
i Xj)1≤i,j≤n, In is the n×n identity matrix and cd =

∑d
i=1 λi.

The condition ϵ→ 0 as d→∞ is also known as the sphericity condition. As a consequence of Theorem 3.1,
under the given conditions c−1

d ∥X1∥2 and c−1
d (X⊤

1 X2) converges in probability to one and zero, respectively.
So, the data cloud from P behaves like as if they are coming from a spherical distribution. Therefore, any
test of spherical symmetry based on pairwise distances or inner products has asymptotic power close the
nominal level α in high-dimensions. Hence, for good performance of a test of spherical symmetry in HDLSS
situations, one needs to operate outside this sphericity condition. The following theorem gives us a direction
in the context.

Theorem 3.2. Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be n independent copies of X, which follows a d-dimensional non-
spherical distribution P. Also assume that as d diverges to infinity

P

[
d(X⊤

1 X2)
2

∥X1∥2∥X2∥2
> M

]
→ 1 for all M > 0. (3.1)

Then S, the vector string signs, converges to 1n = (1, 1, . . . , 1) in probability as d diverges to infinity.
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Since
{

d(X⊤
1 X′

2)
2

∥X1∥2∥X′
2∥2

}
d≥1

and
{

d(X′
1
⊤X′

2)
2

∥X′
1∥2∥X′

2∥2

}
d≥1

are two tight sequences of random variables (see the proof

of Theorem 3.2), condition (3.1) ensures that θ(X1,X2) becomes smaller than θ(X1,X
′
2) and θ(X ′

1,X
′
2)

with probability tending to 1 as d grows to infinity. One can show that condition (3.1) holds for the spiked
covariance model considered in Jung and Marron (2009). So, as a corollary, we have the following result.

Corollary 1. Let X1,X2 be two independent random variables from a d-dimensional distribution P
satisfying (A1) and (A2) mentioned in Theorem 3.1. Also assume that

(a) λ1/d
α → c1 for some α ≥ 1 and c1 > 0,

(b)
∑d

i=2 λ
2
i /(
∑d

i=2 λi)
2 → 0 as d→∞ and

∑d
i=2 λi = O(d).

Then S converges to 1n = (1, 1, . . . , 1) in probability as d diverges to infinity.

As a consequence of Theorem 3.2, for any given sequence of scores {a(i)}1≤i≤n, TLR =
∑n

i=1 Sπia(i)
converges to

∑n
i=1 a(i) in probability as d diverges to infinity. So, if these scores {a(i)}1≤i≤n are non-

negative, which is usually the case, TLR takes its largest value with probability tending to 1 as d diverges to
infinity. In the case of the sign statistics TS , we have a(i) = 1 for all i = 1, 2, . . . , n. Therefore, P (TS = n)→ 1
as d → ∞. Now, under H0, we have P (TS ≥ n) = 1/2n. So, for any fixed level α (0 < α < 1), unless the
sample size is very small (i.e. 2n < 1/α), the power of the proposed sign test converges to 1 as the dimension
increases. Similarly, under the condition of Theorem 3.2, the runs statistic TR converges to 1 in probability.
Now, under H0, we have P (TR ≤ 1) = 1/2n−1. So, if 2n−1 > 1/α, we have the consistency of the proposed
runs test of level α in the HDLSS asymptotic regime.

Now, we consider three simple examples involving normal distributions to study the empirical performance
of the proposed tests in high dimensions, when the nominal levels of the tests are taken as 0.05.

Example 3.1. Observations are generated from a d-variate normal distribution with mean 0 and variance
covariance matrix Σ = ((σij)), where σij is 1 if i = j and 0.6 if i ̸= j.

Example 3.2. Here we consider a d-variate normal distribution with mean 0 and a diagonal variance
covariance matrix Σ = ((σij)), where σii = 1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ [d/2] and σii = 2 for i ≥ [d/2] + 1.

Example 3.3. Here also, we deal with a d-variate normal distribution with mean 0 and a diagonal variance
covariance matrix. The matrix has the first diagonal element d and rest equal to 1.

For each example, we consider 10 different choices of d (d = 2i for i = 1, 2, . . . , 10) but a fixed value of
n (n = 50). Each experiment is repeated 500 times, and the empirical power of a test is computed as the
proportion of times it rejects H0. The results are reported in Figure 6.
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Figure 6: Observed power of the Sign test ( ) and Runs test ( ) when 50 observations are generated from
the d-variate normal distributions (with d = 2i, i = 1, 2, . . . , 10) considered in Examples 3.1-3.3.

One can check the normal distributions in Examples 3.1 and 3.3 satisfy conditions (a) and (b) of Corollary
1. So, as expected, in these two cases, the powers of the sign and runs tests sharply raised to 1. But
in Example 3.2, we had a diametrically opposite picture, where both sign and runs tests failed to have
satisfactory performance. Note that in this example, the sphericity condition (see Theorem 3.1) is satisfied,
and this should be the reason behind the poor performance of these tests.
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3.2 Behavior of the proposed tests in the HDHSS asymptotic regime

In thus section, we investigate the behavior of the proposed tests for high dimensional data sets having
large number of observations. This type of data sets commonly arises in the field of biology, ecology, and
medical sciences. Here we study the asymptotic behavior of the tests when the dimension and the sample
size grow simultaneously, but their divergence rates of are arbitrary. Since the null distributions of TLR (or
TS in particular) and TR do not depend on the dimension of the data, their limiting null distributions in
the HDHSS regime remains the same as they are in the classical asymptotic regime. The asymptotic null
distribution of the linear rank statistic TLR is given by the following theorem.

Theorem 3.3. Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be independent realizations of a d-dimensional random vector X ∼
P. Assume that P is spherically symmetric and the sequence of scores {a(i)}1≤i≤n satisfies the following
conditions

n∑
i=1

a2(i)→∞ and max
1≤i≤n

a2(i)∑n
i=1 a

2(i)
→ 0 as n→∞. (3.2)

Then, as n and d both grow to infinity, we have

TLR − 1
2

∑n
i=1 a(i)√∑n

i=1 a
2(i)

D→ N
(
0,

1

4

)
.

In particular we have n−1/2(TS − n/2)
D→ N (0, 0.25). Theorem 3.3 holds even when d is fixed and

n diverges to infinity. So, irrespective of the value of d, when the sample size is large, this test can be
calibrated using the quantiles of the normal distribution. Now, we investigate the asymptotic behavior of
TLR for non-spherical distribution. In this context, we have the following result.

Theorem 3.4. Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be n independent copies of a d-dimensional random vector X ∼ P.
Assume that the sequence of scores {a(i)}1≤i≤n satisfies condition (3.2) and as n→∞,∑n−1

i=1 a(i)a(i+ 1)∑n
i=1 a

2(i)
→ C, (3.3)

for some C > 0. If P is a non-spherical distribution, then there exist finite constants σ11 and σ12. such that

lim sup
n,d→∞

Var

[
TLR − E[TLR]√∑n

i=1 a
2(i)

]
= σ11 + 2Cσ12.

Remark 1. For any fixed dimension, one can derive the large sample distribution of TLR against a sequence of
contiguous alternatives (see Chapter 12 Lehmann and Romano, 2021, for contiguous alternatives) and prove
its Pitman efficiency (see Theorem B.1 in Appendix). This is in sharp contrast to the results in Bhattacharya
(2019), where the author proved that in multivariate setup, most of the graph based distribution-free two
sample tests turn out to be inefficient in the classical asymptotic regime.

Now note that for the sign statistic TS =
∑n

i=1 Si, we have [TS − E(TS)]/
√
n = Op(1) both under the

null and alternative hypothesis. Hence, we have the probability convergence of |TS − E(TS)|/n to 0. One
can also show that∣∣∣ 1

n
E(TS)− P

[
θ(Y S1,1,X2) + θ(X2,Y S3,3) ≤ θ(Y π1,1,X

′
2) + θ(X ′

2,Y S3,3)
] ∣∣∣→ 0 as n, d→∞,

where Y i = SiXi + (1− Si)X
′
i for i = 1, 2, 3 (see Lemma B.3 for the proof). Let us define

pS = lim inf
d→∞

P
[
θ(Y S1,1,X2) + θ(X2,Y S3,3) ≤ θ(Y π1,1,X

′
2) + θ(X ′

2,Y S3,3)
]

as the limiting value of the probability of inclusion of any Xi (i = 1, 2, . . . , n) (or the probability of non-
inclusion of X ′

i) in the shortest covering path P. Under H0, because of the exchangeability of Xi and X ′
i,
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this probability turns out to be 0.5. However, in view of Theorem 3.2 and Lemma B.2, under H1, we expect
θ(X1,X2) to be stochastically smaller than θ(X1,X

′
2) and θ(X ′

1,X
′
2). So, pS is expected to be higher than

0.5. Since we reject H0 for higher values of TS , under the condition pS > 0.5, the consistency of this sign
test follows from Theorem 3.4.

In the HDHSS setup, the limiting null distribution of the runs statistic TR remains the same as in the
classical asymptotic regime. It is given by the following theorem.

Theorem 3.5. Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be n independent realizations of a d-dimensional random vector X ∼ P.
If P is spherically symmetric, as n, d→∞, we have

TR − (n+ 1)/2√
n

D→ N
(
0,

1

4

)
This asymptotic null distribution of TR ramins the same even for any fixed d as n grows to infinity. So,

when the sample size is large, whatever be the dimension of the data, this runs test can be calibrated using
the quatiles of a Gaussian distribution, and for any fixed nominal level α, the cut-off remains the same for
all values of d. Now, one may be curious to know about the asymptotic behavior of TR for non-spherical
distributions when n and d both diverges to infinity. This is specified in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.6. Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be n independent copies of a d-dimensional random vector X ∼ P. If
P is non-spherical, there exists a positive constant σ2 such that

lim sup
n,d→∞

Var

[
TR − E[TR]√

n

]
= σ2.

Also, if the condition (3.1) is satisfied, TR converges in probability to one as d diverges to infinity.

From, Theorem 3.6, we have the probability convergence of |TR − E(TR)|/n to 0 as n, d→∞. We know
that under H0, the limiting value of E(TR)/n and hence that of TR/n is 0.5 (follows from Theorem 3.5).
But, as we have seen before, under the alternative most of the string signs are expected to be one, and as a
result, pR = lim supn,d→∞ E(TR/n) is expected to be small. Since we reject H0 for small values of TR, when
pr < 0.5, the runs test turns out to be consistent in the HDHSS regime.

2 4 6 8 10
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

log2(d)

P
ow

er
E
st
im

a
te
s

Example 3.1

2 4 6 8 10
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

log2(d)

P
ow

er
E
st
im

a
te
s

Example 3.2

2 4 6 8 10
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

log2(d)

P
ow

er
E
st
im

at
es

Example 3.3

Figure 7: Observed power of the Sign test ( ) and Runs test ( ) when n = d+20 observations are generated
from the d-variate normal distributions (with d = 2i, i = 1, 2, . . . , 10) considered in Examples 3.1-3.3.

We study the performance of sign and runs tests in Examples 3.1-3.3 for 10 values of d (i.e., d = 2i for
i = 1, 2, . . . , 10) as in Section 3.1, but this time instead of considering a fixed value of n, we take n = d+ 20
so that it also grows with the dimension. Each example is repeated to compute the empirical powers of the
tests as before. In this three examples, we have pS larger than 0.5 (1, 0.577 and 1, respectively) and pR
smaller than 0.5 (0, 0.422 and 0, respectively). So, as expected, in all there cases, the sign and the runs tests
performed well for large values of n and d. In Examples 3.1 and 3.3, powers of these tests raised sharply as
before. But unlike what happened in the HDLSS set up, powers of these tests increased to 1 in Example 3.2
as well. Since we get more information as the sample size size increases, such results are quite expected.

12



4 Further modifications of the proposed tests

Due to the sphericity condition in the HDLSS setup, our proposed sign and runs tests failed to have
satisfactory performance in Example 3.2 even though the diagonal elements of the covariance matrix were
different. This motivated us to look for further modifications of these tests. Note that the computation of
TS and TR and the performance of the resulting tests depend on the construction of the shortest covering
path using Θ as the cost matrix. One can notice that the ordering of θ(X1,X2), θ(X1,X

′
2) and θ(X ′

1,X
′
2)

depends on that of (X⊤
1 X2)

2, (X⊤
1 X

′
2)

2 and (X ′
1
⊤
X ′

2)
2. Now, we can break (X⊤

1 X2)
2 into two parts

containing square terms and cross-product terms as

(X⊤
1 X2)

2 =

d∑
i=1

X2
1iX

2
2i +

∑
1≤i ̸=j≤d

X1iX2iX1jX2j .

If X1 and X2 are d-variate i.i.d. random variables with mean 0 and dispersion matrix Σ = ((σij)),

expectations of these two parts are ad =
∑d

i=1 σ
2
ii and cd =

∑d
i=1

∑d
j(̸=i)=1 σ

2
ij , respectively. However, for

(X⊤
1 X

′
2)

2 (and also for (X ′
1
⊤
X ′

2)
2), these two expected values are bd = (

∑d
i=1 σii)

2/d and 0, respectively

(see Lemma B.2). So, the differences turn out to be vd = ad − bd =
∑d

i=1[σii − ( 1d
∑d

i=1 σii)]
2 and cd,

respectively. While the first one measures the variation among the diagonal elements of Σ, the second one
tells us how different the off-diagonal elements of Σ are from 0. In Example 3.1, where we get signal from
the second part (i.e. cd > 0), the proposed tests worked well. However, in Example 3.2, we have no signal
from the second part. So, the difference in cross-products serves as a noise and its order is higher (OP (d

2))
than the order of the signal obtained from the difference in square terms (i.e., vd = O(d)). Therefore, the
proposed test could not have satisfactory performance. In Example 3.3 also, the difference in cross-products
serves as a noise of order OP (d

2), but unlike Example 3.2, here the signal vd is of the order O(d2). So, the
power of the sign and runs tests increased with the dimension. However, from the above discussion, it is clear
that if there is no signal from the off-diagonal part (i.e. cd = 0), our tests can perform better if we can get
rid of this noise term involving cross-products. One possible option is to ignore the cross-product terms and
construct the shortest covering path based on a different cost function. We can consider an edge-weighted
complete graph K2n on 2n vertices’ Z1,Z2, . . . ,Z2n as before but use θ̃(Zi,Zj) = exp{− 1

d

∑d
q=1 Z

2
iqZ

2
jq}

as the cost of the edge joining Zi and Zj (1 ≤ i < j ≤ 2n). Using this cost function, we can construct the
shortest covering path as before and define the sign and rank vectors along that path as in Section 2. So,

we look for new sign and rank vectors S̃ and R̃ = Π̃
−1

, where

(S̃, Π̃) = argmin
s∈{0,1}n

π∈Sn

[ n−1∑
i=1

θ̃(Y sπi
,πi

,Y sπi+1
,πi+1

)
]
. (4.1)

It is easy to check that the null distribution of (S̃.R̃) matches with that of (S,R) (see part (a) of Theorem

4.1). In fact Theorem 2.1 holds for S̃ = (S̃1, S̃2, . . . , S̃n), R̃ = (R̃1, R̃2, . . . , R̃n) and Π̃ = (π̃1, π̃2, . . . , π̃n).

So, the null distributions of the corresponding sign statistic T̃S =
∑n

i=1 S̃i (or any linear rank statistic

T̃LR =
∑n

i=1 S̃ia(R̃i) =
∑n

i=1 S̃π̃i
a(i)) and runs statistic T̃R = 1 +

∑n−1
i=1 I(S̃π̃i

̸= S̃π̃i+1
) match with the

corresponding univariate statistics, and the cut-offs can be obtained as before from the statistical tables
available for the univariate sign (or linear rank) and runs tests.

Figure 8 shows the performance of the sign and runs tests based on T̃S and T̃R in Examples 3.1-3.3. In
Example 3.3, where the signal comes from the diagonal part, they performed better than our previous sign
and runs tests. They performed well also in Example 3.2, where the previous sign and runs tests did not
have satisfactory performance. However, in Example 3.1, where we do have no signals from the diagonal
part, this new sign and runs tests had poor performance.

This high-dimensional behavior of the tests based of T̃S and T̃R can be further explained by part (b) of
Theorem 4.1. But for that we need the following technical assumption.

(A3) Let X1,X2 be two independent copies of X ∼ P and X ′
1,X

′
2 be their spherically symmetric variants.

There exists an α > 0 such that for W = d−α
∑d

i=1(X1)
2
j (X2)

2
j , d−α

∑d
i=1(X1)

2
j (X

′
2)

2
j and

d−α
∑d

i=1(X
′
1)

2
j (X

′
2)

2
j ,
∣∣W − E[W ]

∣∣ P→ 0 as d→∞, and at least one of the limit is non-zero.
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Figure 8: Observed power of the tests based on T̃S ( ) and T̃R ( ) when 50 observations are generated from
the d-variate normal distributions (with d = 2i for i = 1, 2, . . . , 10) considered in Examples 3.1-3.3.

Similar assumptions were also considered by Hall et al. (2005); Jung and Marron (2009); Yata and Aoshima
(2012); Sarkar and Ghosh (2020); Banerjee and Ghosh (2025); Dutta et al. (2016) for studying high dimensional
behaviour of different statistical methods. This assumption is satisfied in Examples 3.2 and 3.3 for α = 1
and 2, respectively. Under this assumption we have the following result.

Theorem 4.1. Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be n independent realizations X following a d-dimensional continuous
distribution P. Then, we have the following results.

(a) If P is spherically symmetric, S̃ ∼ Unif({0, 1}n), R̃ ∼ Unif(Sn), and they are independent.

(b) Let Σ denote the covariance matrix of X and D = diag(Σ). Suppose that P is not spherically
symmetric and it satisfies Assumption (A3). If

lim inf
d→∞

{
1

dα
Tr(D2)− 1

d1+α

(
Tr(D)

)2}
> 0, (4.2)

then the sign vector S̃ converges to 1n = (1, 1, . . . , 1) in probability as d diverges to infinity.

Note that using Jensen’s inequality we have d Tr(D2) ≥ (Tr(D))2, or 1
dαTr(D

2) − 1
d1+α

(
Tr(D)

)2
≥ 0,

where the equality holds if and only if all diagonal elements of D are equal. So, the condition (4.2) holds
when the variance among the diagonal elements of D remains bounded away from 0 as the dimension grows
to infinity. This condition is satisfied in Examples 3.2 and 3.3 but not in Example 3.1. This explains the
difference in the performance of the tests based on T̃S and T̃R in these three examples.

Therefore, in the HDLSS setup, while the tests based on TS and TR may fail to detect weak signals in
the diagonal part (for instance, in Example 3.2, where all diagonal elements of the covariance matrix are

not same but the sphericity condition holds), those based on T̃S and T̃R cannot detect signals present in the
off-diagonal part (for instance in Example 3.1, where we have non-zero off-diagonals elements). To overcome
these limitations, one can think of combining the strengths of these two types of tests. For instance, we
can use TM

S = max{TS , T̃S} and TM
R = min{TR, T̃R} as the test statistics to boost the performance of the

sign and runs tests for a larger class of alternatives. Naturally, we reject the null hypothesis of spherical
symmetry for large values of the modified sign statistic TM

S or small values of the modified runs statistic
TM
R . The cut-offs can be computed using the an appropriate resampling method, but to keep our tests

simple and computationally efficient, here we use Bonferroni’s method for calibration. Note that under the
null hypothesis, TS and T̃S (respectively, TR and T̃R) are identically distributed. So, the cut-off for TM

S

(respectively, TM
R ) can be easily obtained from statistical tables and packages. One can use tests based on

TS
S = TS + T̃S and TS

R = TR + T̃R as well, but in those cases, Bonferroni’s method cannot be used, and
the user needs to go for the resampling algorithm for calibration. So, these tests become computationally
expensive and we do not consider them in this article.

Figure 9 shows the performance of the modified sign and runs tests in Examples 3.1-3.3. In all three
examples, they had excellent performance. So, it seems reasonable to use TM

S or TM
R as the test statistic.

The following theorem establishes the consistency of the resulting tests in the HDLSS asymptotic regime.
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Figure 9: Observed power of the Modified sign test ( ) and the Modified runs test ( ) when 50 observations
are generated from the d-variate normal distributions (with d = 2i for i = 1, 2, . . . , 10) in Examples 3.1-3.3.

Theorem 4.2. Let X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be n independent realizations of X, which follows a d-dimensional
distribution P which is not spherically symmetric. LetΣ be the covariance matrix ofX. DefineD = diag(Σ).
Also assume that one of the following conditions.

(a) for all M > 0, P
[

d(X⊤
1 X2)

2

∥X1∥2∥X2∥2 > M
]
→ 1 as d diverges to infinity,

(b) Assumption (A3) holds and lim infd→∞

{
1
dαTr(D

2)− 1
d1+α

(
Tr(D)

)2}
> 0.

Then TM
S converges in probability to its maximum value n and TM

R converges in probability to its minimum
value 1 as d diverges to infinity.

Remark 2. Under H0, we have P (TM
S ≥ n) ≤ P (TS = n) + P (T̃S = n) = 1/2n−1. So, for a any fixed level

α (0 < α < 1), if n exceeds − log2(α)+1, the power of the modified sign test converges to 1 as the dimension

increases. Under H0, we also have P (TM
R ≤ 1) ≤ P (TR = 1) + P (T̃R = 1) = 1/2n−2. So, for the consistency

of the modified runs test in the HDLSS asymptotic regime, we need n > − log2(α) + 2.

From our discussion in this section, it is clear that if the covariance matrix of the underlying distribution
differs from a scalar multiple of the identity matrix, our modified sign and runs tests may work well in
the HDLSS regime. Now, one may be curious to know what happens if the underlying distribution is not
spherically symmetric but the covariance matrix is a scalar multiple of the identity matrix, for instance if the
coordinate variables are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) but the distribution is not spherical.
To investigate it, we consider two simple examples.

Example 4.1. Here we deal with a uniform distribution on the d-dimensional hypercube [−1, 1]d.

Example 4.2. We generate observations onX = (X1, . . . , Xd), where the coordinate variables are independent
and identically distributed as Laplace (0, 1) variates.

For each of these examples, we consider a sample of size 50 and use six different value of d (d = 2i for
i = 1, . . . , 6). Each experiment is carried out 100 times to compute the empirical powers of different tests
and they are reported in Figure 10.

The sign test and the runs test discussed in the previous section have very poor performance in these
examples. In Example 4.1, the modified sign test also failed but the modified runs test had an excellent
performance. However, in Example 4.2, the modified sign test performed well. The power of the modified
runs test also increased with the dimension though the rate of increment was relatively slower. This result
shows that the modification helped to improve the performance of the tests substantially in some cases.

To understand the reason behind this behavior of modified sign and runs tests, we look at the distributions
of θ̃(Xi,Xj), θ̃(Xi,X

′
j) and θ̃(X ′

i,X
′
j)s, which are shown in Figure 11 for d = 1000. From our previous

discussions at the beginning of this section, one can show that under Assumption (A3), all of them converge
to the same value as d increases. But Figure 11 shows us an interesting phenomenon. Note that the left
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Figure 10: Power of the sign test ( ), runs test, ( ), modified sign test ( ), and modified runs test ( ) in
Examples 4.1 and 4.2 for n = 50 and d = 2i for i = 1, . . . , 6.

tails of these distributions play an important role in our methods as the shortest covering path construction
algorithm starts the pair of observations corresponding to the smallest value of θ̃ and then the other pairs
are joined subsequently. Figure 11 shows that in Example 4.1, we are likely to start with a pair of the form
(X ′

i,X
′
j), and subsequently join more observations from the set {X ′

1,X
′
2, . . . ,X

′
n}. As a result, both the

runs statistic and the sign statistic take smaller values. So, the runs test based on T̃R and hence the modified
runs test work well, but the sign test that rejects H0 for larger values of T̃S performs poorly, and so does
the modified sign test. But we observed an opposite picture in Example 4.2. Here the shortest covering
path is likely to start with a pair of the form (Xi,Xj), and we are expected to have a dominance of the

original observations on the path. So, the sign test based on T̃S and hence the modified sign test performed
well. The power of the modified runs test also showed an increasing trend but its performance was relatively
inferior compared to the modified sign test.

(a) Example 4.1 (b) Example 4.2

Figure 11: The density estimates of θ̃(., .) when X1, . . . ,Xn are generated independently as described in
Examples 4.1 and 4.2.

However, powers of all these tests show increasing trends when the sample size also increases with the
dimension (see Figure 12). In both examples, modified sign and runs tests had much better performance
than what we observed in Figure 10. We also observed the same for the sign and runs tests based on TS

and TR. We have already studied the HDHSS behavior of these two tests in Section 3. Now, we briefly
investigate the HDHSS behavior of our modified tests.

Note that the null distributions of the test based on T̃S and T̃R are identical to those based on TS and
TR, respectively. Theorem 3.3 and Theorem 3.5 give the asymptotic null distributions of TS and TR when
the dimension and the sample size both tend to infinity (these results hold even when the dimension is fixed
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Figure 12: Power of the sign test ( ), runs test, ( ), modified sign test ( ), and modified runs test ( ) in
Examples 4.1 and 4.2 for n = d2 + 20 and d = 2i for i = 1, . . . , 5.

and the sample size diverges to infinity). One can show that T̃S and T̃R have the same asymptotic behavior.
However, studying the asymptotic behavior of the modified tests turns out to be a bit complicated due to the
dependence between these two sign statistics and that between two runs statistics. The following theorem
summarizes the asymptotic null behavior of the modified test statistics.

Theorem 4.3. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be independent realizations of a d-dimensional random vector X ∼ P.
Assume that P is spherically symmetric, then, we have the following results:

(a) Assume that σ2
s = limd→∞ P[S1 = 1; S̃1 = 1] exists. Then, n and d both grow to infinity, we have

max{TS , T̃S} − n
2√

n

D→ max{Z1, Z2}.

where (Z1, Z2) follows a bivariate normal distribution with mean at the origin, equal variance 1
4 and

covariance
(
σ2
s − 1

4

)
.

(b) Assume that σ2
r = limd→∞ Cov

(
I{Sπ1 ̸= Sπ2}, I{S̃π̃1

̸= S̃π̃2
}
)
exists. Then, n and d both grow to

infinity, we have

min{TR, T̃R} − n+1
2√

n

D→ min{Z ′
1, Z

′
2}

(Z ′
1, Z

′
2) also follows a bivariate normal distribution with same marginals as (Z1, Z2), but its covariance

is
(
σ2
r − 1

4

)
.

While the cut-off for the tests based on TS or T̃S (note that they have the same cut-off) can be computed
easily, finding the cut-off for the modified sign test is difficult to obtain from this asymptotic null distribution
unless one finds a consistent estimator for the covariance. So, here also, we use the Bonferroni’s method for
implementing the modified sign test. The same strategy is used for the modified runs test as well. From
the above discussion it is quite clear that if the test based on TS (respectively, TR) or that based on T̃S

(respectively, T̃R), at least one of them is consistent, the modified sign test (respectively, the modified runs
test) turns out to be consistent in the HDHSS set up. This result is stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.4. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be independent copies of a d-dimensional random vector X ∼ P. If P is
not spherically symmetric, we have the following results as n and d both diverge to infinity.

(a) If max
{
lim inf
n,d→∞

E[TS/n], lim inf
n,d→∞

E[T̃S/n]
}
> 0.5 the power of the modified sign test converges to 1.

(b) If min
{
lim sup
n,d→∞

E[TR], lim sup
n,d→∞

E[T̃R/n]
}
< 0.5, the power of the modified runs test converges 1.

17



5 Analysis of simulated and real data sets

In this section, we analyze some high-dimensional simulated and real data sets to compare the empirical
performance of our proposed tests with the test based on optimal transport Huang and Sen (2023), and
that based on density functions Diks and Tong (1999). These two tests are consistent in the classical
asymptotic regime under general alternatives, computationally efficient and can be conveniently used even
when the dimension is larger than the sample size. They will be referred to as the OT test and the DT
test, respectively. Henceforth by sign and runs tests, we shall refer to the tests proposed in Section 2 and
the modified versions considered in Section 4 will be referred to as the modified sign and modified runs
tests, respectively. Throughout this section, all test are considered to have the nominal level α = 0.05.
Note that the OT test is distribution free under H0. However, following the suggestion of the authors, we
use the asymptotic distribution of the test statistic for calibration. For the DT test, we use a resampling
algorithm as proposed in that article, where the cut-off is computed based on 500 independent random
iterations of the resampling algorithm. For the DT test, we also introduce the bandwidth (0.25)2σ̂2

0 (where
σ̂2
0 = 1

n(n−1)

∑
1≤i<j≤n ∥Xi−Xj∥2) in the test statistic for scale adjustment in higher dimensions. Without

that adjustment, it performs poorly for high dimensional data. Each experiment is repeated 1000 times to
compute the power of the tests by the proportion of times they reject H0. The R codes of all these tests are
available in the supplementary material.

First we consider some examples (see Examples 5.1-5.6) involving high dimension, low sample size data.
In each of these examples, we generate samples of size 50 and carry out our experiment for 10 different
choices d (d = 2i for i = 1, 2, . . . , 10) as before. In Examples 5.1 and 5.2, we deal with elliptic distributions
with equi-correlated structure. Example 5.1 is same as Example 3.1, and in Example 5.2, we replace the
normal distribution by Cauchy distribution. Descriptions of these two examples are given below.

Example 5.1. We consider a d-variate normal distribution with the location at the origin and the scatter
matrix Σ = 0.4Id + 0.6Jd, where Id is the d× d identity matrix and Jd is the d× d matrix with all entries
equal to one.

Example 5.2. Observations are generated from a d-variate Cauchy distribution with the same location and
scatter matrix as in Example 5.1.
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Figure 13: Power of the sign test ( ), the runs test ( ), the modified sign test ( ), the modified runs test
( ), the OT test (▲) and the DT test (■) in Examples 5.1 and 5.2. The dashed line indicates the nominal
level α = 0.05.

Figure 13 shows that in these two examples, the OT test had much lower power than all other tests
considered here. The rest of the tests had comparable performance in Example 5.1. They also had satisfactory
performance in Example 5.2. However, in this example, our proposed tests performed better than the DT
test in higher dimensions.

Next we consider two examples, where all off-diagonal elements of the dispersion matrix are 0, but the
diagonal elements are not equal. Example 5.3 is similar to Example 3.3 but here we have a weaker signal
against spherical symmetry. Example 5.4 is same as Example 3.2, where the sign and runs tests had power
close to the nominal level, but their modified versions had much better performance. Brief descriptions of
these two examples are given below.
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Example 5.3. We consider a d-dimensional normal distribution with the mean vector 0d = (0, 0, . . . , 0) and
the diagonal covariance matrix Σ = diag(d0.3, 1, 1, . . . , 1).

Example 5.4. Here also, we consider a d-dimensional normal distribution with the mean vector 0d and a
diagonal covariance matrix Σ, which has the first [d/2] diagonal elements equal to 1 and the rest equal to 2.
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Figure 14: Power of the sign test ( ), the runs test ( ), the modified sign test ( ), the modified runs test
( ), the OT test (▲) and the DT test (■) in Examples 5.3 and 5.4. The dashed line indicates the nominal
level α = 0.05.

In these examples, the DT test and the OT test had poor performance (see Figure 14). The sign and the
runs test also performed poorly, but their modified versions worked well, especially in Example 5.4. This
superiority of the modified tests was quite expected in view of our discussion in Section 4.

Now consider two examples, where the covariance matrix of the underlying distribution is a constant
multiple of identity matrix, but the distribution is not spherical. Recall that we consider two such examples
(see Examples 4.1 and 4.2) in Section 4. Here we revisit them as Examples 5.5 and 5.6, respectively.

Example 5.5. We consider a d-dimensional distribution with i.i.d. Unif(−1, 1) coordinates.

Example 5.6. Observations are generated from a d-dimensional distribution, where the coordinate variables
are i.i.d. with p.d.f. f(x) = 1

2 exp{−|x|}.

In Figure 15, we observed that in Example 5.5 while modified runs test had excellent performance, all
other competing tests had powers close to the nominal level. In 5.6, the modified sign test had the best
performance followed by the modified runs tests. But all other tests performed poorly. The reasons for such
performance of the modified tests has already been discussed in Section 4.
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Figure 15: Power of the sign test ( ), the runs test ( ), the modified sign test ( ), the modified runs test
( ), the OT test (▲) and the DT test (■) in Examples 5.5 and 5.6. The dashed line indicates the nominal
level α = 0.05.
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Figure 16: Power of the sign test ( ), the runs test ( ), the modified sign test ( ), the modified runs test
( ), the OT test (▲) and the DT test (■) as a function of the dimension d when we generate n = d2 + 20
many observations from Examples 5.3 -5.6. The dashed line indicates the nominal level α = 0.05.

In Examples 5.3-5.6, though the sign and runs tests had powers close to the nominal level in high
dimensions, they can have better performance if the sample size also increases with the dimension at a
suitable rate. To demonstrate this, we revisit these four examples but this time we consider the sample size
n = d2 + 20 that increases with the dimension d. The results are reported in Figure 16. Unlike before,
except for the OT test, powers of all tests showed increasing trends as the dimension increases. In Examples
5.3 and 5.4, though the modified tests had a clear edge, all these tests had satisfactory performance in high
dimensions. In Example 5.5, the modified runs test outperformed all other tests as before. The DT test had
the second best performance, while the sign and runs tests performed better than the modified sign test.
However, in Example 5.6 the modified sign test had the best performance followed by the modified runs test.
In this example, the sign and runs tests higher powers than the DT test in high dimensions.

5.1 Analysis of ‘Earthquake’ data

For further evaluation of the performance of our tests, we analyze the ‘Earthquakes’ data available at the
Time Series Machine Learning website (https://www.timeseries- classification.com/dataset.php). Data were
collected from Northern California Earthquake Data Center, which were donated by Prof. Anthony Bagnall.
Here each datum is the hourly average of readings on the Richter scale during 1967 and 2003. The single
time series was then transformed into multi-dimensional objects by segmenting the time series by intervals
of 512 hours. Any reading over 5 on the Richter scale is defined as a major event. However, such events are
often followed by aftershocks. Hence, a segment of the time series is considered to be a positive case if there
is a major event in that segment that is not preceded by another major event for at least 512 hours. Any
reading below 4 that is preceded by at least 20 non-zero readings in the previous 512 hours is considered
as a negative case. After this initial processing, this dataset has 512 hourly readings on 368 negative cases
and 93 positive cases. We consider these two groups containing (a) Positive cases and (b) Negative cases
separately and test whether their underlying distributions are spherically symmetric.

However, if we use the full data set for testing, any test will either accept or reject the null hypothesis.
Based on that single experiment, it is difficult to compare among different test procedures. Therefore, to
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compare our tests with the other methods, we adopt a sub-sampling approach, where we take a random
sub-sample containing p (0 < p < 1) proportion of observations and apply the tests on that the sub-sample.
For each of the 5 values of p (0.2, 0.4, 0.6,0.8 amd 0.95), this experiment is carried out 1000 times to compute
the power of the tests by the proportion of times they reject H0. The results are reported in Figure 17.
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Figure 17: Powers of the sign test ( ), the runs test ( ), the modified sign test ( ), the modified runs test
( ), the OT test (▲) and the DT test (■) based on varying proportions of observations (p) from the positive
and the negative cases in the ‘Earthquakes’ dataset. The dashed line indicates the nominal level α = 0.05.

We observed an interesting phenomenon in this dataset. For the group containing Positive Cases, only our
modified tests, and the DT test are able to detect the deviation from spherical asymmetry. In this example,
the modified sign test outperformed all other tests, while the powers of the DT test and the modified runs
test slowly increased with p. For the group of Negative Cases, powers of all tests steadily increased with
p. Here also, the modified sign test significantly outperformed its all other competitors. The modified runs
test (based on TS and TR) had the second best performance closely followed by he DT test. The OT test
exhibited satisfactory performance. However our sign test and runs test had relatively low powers.

The above result indicates that the distribution of the Negative Cases deviates more from spherical
symmetry compared to the distribution of the Positive Cases. This is confirmed by Figure 18, which shows
the plots of the coordinate-wise sample mean and sample variance for the two groups. For the Positive
Cases, the sample mean is more or less stationary about zero, but for the Negative Cases, the sample mean
as well as sample variance have a sharp drop at the right end. This sharp drop can be a potential reason

Figure 18: Coordinate-wise mean and variance of the feature vectors in the ‘Earthquakes’ data set divided
into two groups of positive and negative cases.
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behind the high powers of the tests in Figure 17 (b). However, this sharp drop in the mean and variance
of the data could be a subjective bias at the data curation step. Therefore, to eliminate such possible bias,
we truncate the feature vectors (both for Positive and Negative cases) by removing 32 features from the end
and carry out our experiment with the first 480 coordinates (which corresponds to 20 days hourly readings
on the Richter scale). Powers of different tests are computed based on 1000 random sub-samples as before.
Our findings are reported in Figure 19.
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Figure 19: Power of the sign test ( ), the runs test ( ), the modified sign test ( ), the modified runs test
( ), the OT test (▲) and the DT test (■) based on varying proportions of observations (p) from the positive
and the negative cases in the truncated ‘Earthquakes’ dataset. The dashed line indicates the nominal level
α = 0.05.

Here also, the modified sign test significantly outperformed its competitors both for Positive and Negative
cases. For the Positive cases, unlike before, the power of the DT test did not show any increasing pattern.
Here, only the modified sign and runs tests had powers increasing with p. For the Negative Cases, the
OT test had very poor performance. Our sign and runs tests (based on TS and TR) also failed to achieve
satisfactory performance. However, the other tests showed a similar pattern as observed in Figure 17 (b).

6 Tests of spherical symmetry about an unknown center

So far, we have considered the null hypothesis that specifies the center of symmetry of the underlying
distribution. Without loss of generality, the origin was taken as the specified center. However, if null
hypothesis does not specify the center, it calls for a test of spherical symmetry about an unknown center
µ. In such cases, one can think of estimating the center from the data and test for the spherical symmetry
about that estimated center µ̂. For instance, we can use the sample mean as µ̂, subtract it from the original
observations for centering, and then apply our tests on the centered data. Of course, one can also use other
robust estimates of µ like the MCD estimate (see, e.g., Rousseeuw and Driessen, 1999) or the MVE estimate
(see, e.g., Van Aelst and Rousseeuw, 2009) for this purpose. Depth based estimates like the spatial median
(see, e.g. Chaudhuri, 1996; Koltchinskii and Li, 1998) can be used as well. This method of centering works
well when the sample size is large compared to the dimension of the data. But, in high-dimensional problem,
it may lead to an inflated type I error, especially when the dimension exceeds the sample size. This is
illustrated using the following example.

Example 6.1. We generate n observations from a d-variate normal distribution with mean 1d and variance
covariance matrix Id,where 1d denotes the d-dimensional vector (1, 1, . . . , 1) with elements equal to 1.

To evaluate the effect of centering on different tests, we use the spatial median as µ̂ and apply the tests
on the centered data. Instead of sample mean, we choose the spatial median because of its better robustness
properties. First we look at the Type I errors of different tests as functions of the sample size when the
dimension is kept fixed at 20 (see In Figure 20 (a)). In this case, Type I errors of all tests become close to
the nominal level α = 0.05 as the sample size increases. With the increasing sample size, since µ̂ becomes
close to µ, such a phenomenon is quite expected. Next we look at their Type I errors when the sample size
is kept fixed at 50, and the dimension varies (see Figure 20 (b)). In higher dimension, the Type I error rates
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Figure 20: Type I errors of the sign test ( ), the runs test ( ), the modified sign test ( ), the modified runs
test ( ), the OT test (▲) and the DT test (■) in Example 6.1 when (a) the sample size increases while the
dimension is kept fixed at 20 and (b) when the dimension increases while the sample size is kept fixed at 50.
The dashed line indicates the nominal level α = 0.05.

of our tests became higher than the nominal level. On the other hand, DT and OT tests had Type I errors
converging to 0 as the dimension increases. Note that if the dimension is higher compared to the sample
size, µ̂ may be very different from the actual center µ, and this leads to the loss of the exchangeability
property of the observed data points and their spherically symmetric variants (i.e., the difference between
the distributions of X − µ̂ and ∥X − µ̂∥U increases with the dimension), which increases the Type I error
of our tests. To take care of this problem, we can use an idea based on sample splitting, which is motivated
by the result stated below.

Lemma 6.1. Suppose that X1 and X2 are two independent copies of X ∼ P, which is symmetric about µ.
Then P is spherically symmetric about µ if and only if the distribution of X1−X2 is spherically symmetric
about the origin.

Therefore, if the location µ is unknown and the sample size n is even (discard one observation, if
needed), we can use our tests on the transformed data {Z1,Z2, . . . ,Zn/2}, where Zi = Xi − Xn/2+i

for i = 1, 2, . . . , n/2. The resulting tests will have the exact distribution-free property and their asymptotic
properties can be established using arguments similar to those in Section 3 and 4. Therefore, to avoid
repetition, we omit those discussions here. To demonstrate the empirical performance of the resulting
method, we consider the following example.

Example 6.2. We generate 50 observations from a d-variate normal distribution with mean 1d and variance
covariance matrix 0.7Id + 0.3Jd.
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(a) Centered Data
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(b) Spample Splitting

Figure 21: Powers of the sign test ( ), the runs test ( ), the modified sign test ( ), the modified runs test
( ), the OT test (▲) and the DT test (■) in Example 6.2 when (a) the samples are centered using the
spatial median and (b) when we use differences of the observations based on sample splitting. The dashed
line indicates the nominal level α = 0.05.
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We compute the power of the tests (a) when the observations are centered using the spatial median and
(b) when the above idea based sample splitting is used. The results are given Figure 21. For the centered
data, our tests have higher powers than OT and DT tests. We have seen that when we use centering based
on the spatial median, the DT test becomes conservative in high dimension, while our tests have a tendency
to have inflated Type I error. This may be one of the reasons for the significant difference in their powers.
The OT test had a very poor performance, it had almost zero power in all dimensions. This may also be
due to the conservativeness of this test as observed in Figure 20. When we adopt the sample splitting idea
and use the tests on the differences of the observations, the power of our tests became slightly lower than
what we observed before, but still they had an edge over the DT test. Surprisingly, this method helped the
OT test to gain some power. Though its performance was inferior to other competitors, unlike before, we
observed an increasing tend in its power as the dimension increases.

7 Concluding Remarks

In this article, we proposed some distribution-free methods for testing spherical symmetry of a multivariate
distribution, which can be conveniently used for high-dimensional data even when the dimension is larger
than the sample size. Under appropriate regularity conditions, we proved the consistency of these tests in
the HDLSS and HDHSS asymptotic regimes and demonstrated their utility using several simulated and real
data sets. They outperformed the state-of-the-art methods in a wide variety of high-dimensional examples.

Recall that our tests were constructed using signs and ranks computed along the shortest covering path
on the augmented dataset. Instead of shortest covering path, one can consider other graph based methods
as well. For instance, one can consider a tree with n − 1 edges that has the minimum cost and covers
either a data point or its spherically symmetric counterpart. Though there are algorithms for constructing
the minimum spanning tree, finding such a tree that covers n out of 2n vertices (each representing one
observation in the augmented data set) turns out to be an NP-complete problem. A heuristic method based
on Prim’s algorithm (Prim, 1957) can be used there as well, and after constructing the tree, sign statistic
can be defined in the same way. This sign statistic will also have the distribution free property and its null
distribution will match with that of the univariate sign statistic. The runs statistic can be computed using
the idea of Friedman and Rafsky (1979), but unfortunately the resulting test won’t be distribution-free in two
or higher dimensions. Similarly, one can also construct a test based on nearest neighbor type coincidences
(see, e.g., Henze, 1988; Schilling, 1986), but that won’t be distribution-free as well, and one needs to use an
resampling algorithm for calibration, which will increase the computing cost.

For constructing our modified sign and runs tests, here we have used Bonferroni’s method for size
correction. Instead, one can also use the methods available for controlling the false discovery rate based
on p-values (Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995; Benjamini and Yekutieli, 2001) or e-values (Wang and Ramdas,
2022). However, these methods did not make any visible difference in the performance of our proposed tests.

Since the main focus of this article is on high dimensional test for spherical symmetry, we did not pay
much attention to the usual large sample behavior of the proposed tests in the classical asymptotic regime.
However, from our discussion, it is clear that the asymptotic null distributions of the linear rank statistic
and the runs statistic are same as given by Theorem 3.3 and 3.5. Large sample consistency of the resulting
tests can be proved as well. Theorem B.1 the Appendix also establishes the Pitman efficiency of the linear
rank test, but such a result for the runs test is yet to derived.

Another interesting problem would be the construction of a test for elliptic symmetry of a high dimensional
probability distribution. If the sample size is large compared to dimension of the data, we can estimate the
location and scatter of the underlying distribution for standardization and apply the tests of spherical
symmetry on the standardized data. But this idea does not work when the dimension is larger compared to
the sample size. One needs to come up with an alternative method to take care of this issue.
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Hájek, J., ˇ Sidák, Z. e., and Sen, P. K. (1999). Theory of Rank Tests. Probability and Mathematical
Statistics. Academic Press, Inc., San Diego, CA.

Hall, P., Marron, J. S., and Neeman, A. (2005). Geometric representation of high dimension, low sample
size data. J. R. Stat. Soc. Ser. B Stat. Methodol., 67(3):427–444.

Henze, N. (1988). A multivariate two-sample test based on the number of nearest neighbor type coincidences.
Ann. Statist., 16(2):772–783.

Henze, N., Hlávka, Z., and Meintanis, S. G. (2014). Testing for spherical symmetry via the empirical
characteristic function. Statistics, 48(6):1282–1296.

Huang, Z. and Sen, B. (2023). Multivariate symmetry: Distribution-free testing via optimal transport. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2305.01839.

Jörnsten, R. (2004). Clustering and classification based on the L1 data depth. J. Multivariate Anal.,
90(1):67–89.

Jung, S. and Marron, J. S. (2009). PCA consistency in high dimension, low sample size context. Ann.
Statist., 37(6B):4104–4130.

Kim, I., Balakrishnan, S., and Wasserman, L. (2020). Robust multivariate nonparametric tests via projection
averaging. Ann. Statist., 48(6):3417–3441.

Koltchinskii, V. I. and Li, L. (1998). Testing for spherical symmetry of a multivariate distribution. J.
Multivariate Anal., 65(2):228–244.

Lehmann, E. L. and Romano, J. P. (2021). Testing Statistical Hypotheses. Springer Texts in Statistics.
Springer, Cham.

Li, J., Cuesta-Albertos, J. A., and Liu, R. Y. (2012). DD-classifier: Nonparametric classification procedure
based on DD-plot. J. Amer. Statist. Assoc., 107(498):737–753.

Liang, J., Fang, K.-T., and Hickernell, F. J. (2008). Some necessary uniform tests for spherical symmetry.
Ann. Inst. Statist. Math., 60(3):679–696.

Liu, Z. and Modarres, R. (2011). A triangle test for equality of distribution functions in high dimensions.
J. Nonparametr. Stat., 23(3):605–615.
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A Appendix A: Proofs

A.1 Proofs of the results stated in Section 2

Proof of Lemma 2.2. It is easy to see that if P is spherically symmetric (X1,X
′
1)

D
= (X ′

1,X1). Therefore,

for any measurable function h(., .), h(X1,X2)
D
= h(X1,X

′
2)

D
= h(X ′

1,X
′
2) holds trivially. To prove the only

if part, first note that

P[h(X1,X2) ≤ t] =

∫
{h(x,y)≤t}

p(x)p(y)dxdy =

∫
{h(x−y,0)≤t}

p(x)p(y)dxdy =

∫
{h(v,0)≤t}

[∫
p(y + v)p(y)dy

]
dv.

By the square integrability of p (≥ 0) we can say that

u(v) :=

∫
p(y + v)p(y)dy

[
≤
(∫

p2(y + v)dy
)1/2(∫

p2(y)dy
)1/2

=

∫
p2(y)dy <∞

]
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is locally integrable on Rd (i.e., integrable on all compact subsets of Rd). Hence, by Theorem 7.15 from
Wheeden and Zygmund (1977), we conclude that almost every point in Rd is a Lebesgue point of u(·). Also,
by our assumption (c) and Theorem 7.16 from Wheeden and Zygmund (1977), we obtain

lim
t↓0

∫
{h(v,0)≤t} |u(v)− u(0)|dv∫

{h(v,0)≤t} dv
= 0,

or in other words

lim
t↓0

P[h(X1,X2) ≤ t]∫
{h(v,0)≤t} dv

= lim
t↓0

∫
{h(v,0)≤t} u(v)dv∫

{h(v,0)≤t} dv
= u(0) =

∫
p2(y)dy.

Now, the random variable X ′
1 has the density p′(x) =

∫
p(H⊤x)dν(H) where ν is the Haar measure on the

set of all d× d orthogonal matrices (see Lemma A.2 Banerjee and Ghosh, 2024). One can show that if p is
square integrable, so is p′. Therefore, using the same argument, we can show that

lim
t↓0

P[h(X1,X
′
2) ≤ t]∫

{h(v,0)≤t} dv
=

∫
p(y)p′(y)dy and lim

t↓0

P[h(X ′
1,X

′
2) ≤ t]∫

{h(v,0)≤t} dv
=

∫
p′2(y)dy.

However, under the assumption h(X1,X2)
D
= h(X1,X

′
2)

D
= h(X ′

1,X
′
2) we must have

P[h(X ′
1,X

′
2) ≤ t] = P[h(X ′

1,X
′
2) ≤ t] = P[h(X ′

1,X
′
2) ≤ t] ∀t ∈ R.

So, combining our results we get∫
p2(y)dy =

∫
p′2(y)dy =

∫
p(y)p′(y)dy. (A.1)

By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, the equality in (A.1) holds if and only if p = p′ almost surely, i.e., P is
spherically symmetric.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Let us define T (s,π) :=
∑n−1

i=1 θ(Y sπi
,πi

,Y sπi+1
,πi+1

), for s = (s1, s2, . . . , sn) ∈
{0, 1}n and π ∈ Sn. Let (S,Π) be as defined in (2.2). Then, for any s0 ∈ {0, 1}n and π0 ∈ Sn we have

P[S = s0;Π = π0] = P [T (s0,π0) ≤ T (s,π) ∀s ∈ {0, 1}n and π ∈ Sn] . (A.2)

When P is spherically symmetric, we have (Xi,X
′
i)

D
= (X ′

i,Xi) for every i = 1, 2, . . . , n. So, the random
variables {T (s,π)}s∈{0,1}n;π∈Sn

are exchangeable. Hence, the probability on the right side of (A.2) does
not depend on s0 and π0. Therefore, using the identity

∑
s0∈{0,1}n

∑
π0∈Sn

P[[S = s0;Π = π0] = 1, we get

P[S = s0;Π = π0] = 2−n(n!)−1.

This implies S ∼ Unif({0, 1}n), Π ∼ Unif(Sn) and they are mutually independent. Since R is the inverse
permutation of Π, we also have R ∼Unif(Sn) and it is independent of S. This proves part (a) of the theorem.

If P is not spherically symmetric, (Xi,X
′
i) and (X ′

i,Xi) are not distributionally equal for any i =
1, 2, . . . , n, but {(Xi,X

′
i)}1≤i≤n forms a sequence of i.i.d. random vectors. So, for any π0 ∈ Sn we have

P[Π = π0] =
∑

s0∈{0,1}n

P[S = s0;Π = π0] =
∑

s0∈{0,1}n

P[Π = π0 | S = s0] P[S = s0].

For any given s0 ∈ {0, 1}n the random variables {T (s0,π)}π∈Sn are exchangeable. Hence, P[Π = π0|S = s0]
is constant for every π0 ∈ Sn. Using the relation

∑
π0∈Sn

P[Π = π0|S = s0] = 1 for any s0 ∈ {0, 1}n, we
get P[Π = π0|S = s0] = (n!)−1 and therefore P[Π = π0] = (n!)−1. Here also, by the same argument as
above, we have R ∼ Unif(Sn). Now, given Π = (π1, . . . , πn) and the augmented data {(Xi,X

′
i)}1≤i≤n we

have the following relation.

I{Sπ1
= 1} = I

{
θ(Xπ1

,Y Sπ2
,π2

) ≤ θ(X ′
π1
,Y Sπ2

,π2
)
}
.
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This follows from the fact that the total cost of the path starting with Xπ1 and that starting with X ′
π1

differ only in the first term. Using similar arguments, we also get

I{Sπk
= 1} = I

{
θ(Y Sπ(k−1)

,π(k−1)
,Xπk

) + θ(Xπk
,Y Sπ(k+1)

,π(k+1)
)

≤ θ(Y Sπ(k−1)
,π(k−1)

,X ′
πk
) + θ(X ′

πk
,Y Sπ(k+1)

,π(k+1)
)
}
for k = 2, . . . , n− 1 and

I{Sπn = 1} = I
{
θ(Y Sπn−1

,πn−1 ,Xπn) ≤ θ(Y Sπn−1
,πn−1 ,X

′
πn

)
}
.

Now, taking conditional expectation given Π, we have

P∗[Sπ1
= 1] = P∗[θ(Xπ1

,Y Sπ2 ,π2
) ≤ θ(X ′

π1
,Y Sπ2 ,π2

)
]
,

P∗[Sπk
= 1] = P∗[θ(Y Sπ(k−1)

,π(k−1)
,Xπk

) + θ(Xπk
,Y Sπ(k+1)

,π(k+1)
)

≤ θ(Y Sπ(k−1)
,π(k−1)

,X ′
πk
) + θ(X ′

πk
,Y Sπ(k+1)

,π(k+1)
)
]
for k = 2, . . . , n− 1 and

P∗[Sπn = 1] = P∗[θ(Y Sπn−1
,πn−1 ,Xπn) ≤ θ(Y Sπn−1

,πn−1 ,X
′
πn

)
]
.

where P∗ denotes the conditional distribution given Π. This establishes the weak dependence structure of
the string signs. This completes the proof of part (b) of the theorem.

A.2 Proofs of the results stated in Section 3

Proof of Theorem 3.1. For the proof of this theorem, we refer the reader to Theorem 1 in Jung and
Marron (2009).

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Let X ′
1 = ∥X1∥U1 and X ′

2 = ∥X2∥U2 be the spherically symmetric variants of
X1 and X2, respectively. Here U1,U2 are i.i.d. Unif(Sd−1) independent of X1 and X2. Then, we have

P
[
θ(X1,X2) < θ(X1,X

′
2)
]
= P

[
(X⊤

1 X2)
2 > (X⊤

1 X
′
2)

2
]
= P

[
(X⊤

1 X2)
2 > ∥X2∥2(X⊤

1 U2)
2
]
.

By spherical symmetry of U2, for any a ∈ Rd, we have (a⊤U2)
D
= ∥a∥U21, where U21 is the first coordinate

of U2. Therefore, conditioned on X1 and X2 we have,

P
[
θ(X1,X2) < θ(X1,X

′
2)
∣∣∣X1,X2

]
= P

[
(X⊤

1 X2)
2 > ∥X2∥2∥X1∥2U2

21

∣∣∣X1X2

]
.

Now, taking expectations with respect to X1 and X2, we get

P
[
θ(X1,X2) < θ(X1,X

′
2)
]
= P

[
(X⊤

1 X2)
2

∥X2∥2∥X1∥2
> U2

21

]
.

From the elementary theory of sampling distributions we know that U2
21 follows a Beta( 12 ,

d−1
2 ) distribution

over the interval [0, 1] (see, e.g. Liang et al., 2008). So, we have E[U2
21] =

1
d and Var[U2

21] =
2

d(d+2) . Therefore,

{dU2
21}d≥1 is a tight sequence of random variables. Hence, for all M > 0, if we have

P

[
d(X⊤

1 X2)
2

∥X1∥2∥X2∥2
> M

]
→ 1,

we can say that P
[

d(X⊤
1 X2)

2

∥X−1∥2∥X2∥2 > dU2
21

]
= P

[
θ(X1,X2) < θ(X1,X

′
2)
]
converges to one as d diverges

to infinity. Similarly, we can also show that under the given condition, P
[
θ(X1,X2) < θ(X ′

1,X2)
]
and

P
[
θ(X1,X2) < θ(X ′

1,X
′
2)
]
also converge to one as d diverges to infinity. Now, for any π ∈ Sn, define

Ei =
{
θ(Xπi

,Xπi+1
) = min

{
θ(Xπi

,Xπi+1
), θ(Xπi

,X ′
πi+1

), θ(X ′
πi
,Xπi+1

), θ(X ′
πi
,X ′

πi+1
)
}

for i = 1, . . . , n−1. Clearly, P(Ei | Π = π)→ 1 for all i = 1, . . . , n−1 as d→∞. Now, let S be the solution
of (2.2) and define 1n as the identity sequence that has all elements equal to 1. Note that for any π ∈ Sn,

{S = 1n} ⊇ E1 ∩ E2 ∩ . . . ∩ En−1 and hence P(S = 1n | Π = π)→ 1 as n→∞.

Now, the result follows by a simple application of the Dominated Convergence Theorem.
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Proof of Corollary 1. Here Zi (i = 1, 2) can be viewed as a standardized version of Xi, and we have
Var(Zi) = Id, the d× d identity matrix. Now,

(X⊤
1 X2) = Z⊤

1 ΛdZ2 =

d∑
i=1

λiZ1,iZ2,i and (X⊤
1 X1) = Z⊤

1 ΛZ1 =

d∑
i=1

λiZ
2
1,i.

Note that

Var

[∑d
i=2 λiZ1,iZ2,i∑d

i=2 λi

]
=

1(∑d
i=2 λi

)2
 d∑

i=2

λ2
iVar

[
Z1,iZ2,i

]
+

∑
2≤i ̸=j≤d

λiλjCov
(
Z1,iZ2,i, Z1,jZ2,j

) .

Since Cov
(
Z1,iZ2,i, Z1,jZ2,j

)
= E [Z1,iZ2,iZ1,jZ2,j ] =

[
E
[
Z1,iZ1,j

]]2
= 0. for all i ̸= j (i, j ≥ 2), we have

Var

[∑d
i=2 λiZ1,iZ2,i∑d

i=2 λi

]
=

1(∑d
i=2 λi

)2 d∑
i=2

λ2
iVar

[
Z1,iZ2,i

]
=

∑d
i=2 λ

2
i(∑d

i=2 λi

)2 ,
So, using assumption (b) of the corollary, as d diverges to infinity, we get

d∑
i=2

λiZ1,iZ2,i = oP

( d∑
i=2

λi

)
and hence (X⊤

1 X2) = λ1Z1,1Z2,1 + oP

( d∑
i=2

λi

)
.

Also, note that under the ρ-mixing condition in (A2) and assumption (b) of the corollary,

Var

[∑d
i=2 λiZ

2
1,i∑d

i=2 λi

]
=

1(∑d
i=2 λi

)2
 d∑

i=2

λ2
iVar

[
Z2
1,i

]
+

∑
2≤i̸=j≤d

λiλjCov
(
Z2
1,i, Z

2
1,j

)→ 0

as d→∞ (follows from Theorem 1 from Jung and Marron (2009)). So, under these assumptions, we get

(X⊤
1 X1) = λ1,dZ

2
1,1 +

d∑
i=2

λi + oP

( d∑
i=2

λi

)
.
(
note thatE

[ d∑
i=2

Z2
1,i

]
=

d∑
i=2

λi

)
Now if α > 1, using assumptions (a) and (b), as d diverges to infinity, we get

(X⊤
1 X2)

2

∥X1∥2∥X2∥2
=

(X⊤
1 X2)

2/d2α

∥X1∥2/dα∥X2∥2/dα
→ c21(Z1,1Z2,1)

2

c1Z2
1,1c1Z

2
2,1

= 1.

For α = 1, as d diverges to infinity, for any ϵ > 0, we have

P
[∣∣∣X⊤

1 X2

d
− c1Z1,1Z2,1

∣∣∣ > ϵ
]
→ 0 and P

[∣∣∣X⊤
1 X1

d
− c1Z

2
1,1 −

∑d
i=2 λi

d

∣∣∣ > ϵ
]
→ 0.

Since
∑d

i=2 λi = O(d), c2 = lim supd→∞
∑d

i=2 λi/d. is non-negative and finite, and for large d, we have

P

(
(X⊤

1 X2)
2

∥X1∥2∥X2∥2
> t

)
≥ P

(
c21Z

2
1,1Z

2
2,1

(c1Z2
1,1 + c2)(c1Z2

2,1 + c2)
> t

)
for all t ≥ 0.

Note that on the right side we have a random variable which takes positive values with probability one. This
implies both for α = 1 and α > 1, as d diverges to infinity, we have

P
[ d(X⊤

1 X2)
2

∥X1∥2∥X2∥2
> M

]
→ 1 for any M > 0.

Hence, under the given assumptions, the result follows from Theorem 3.2.
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Proof of Theorem 3.3. Let S and R be the sign and rank vectors, and Π be the vector of anti-ranks
(inverse permutation of R) as defined in Section 2. Then, by Theorem 2.1, S ∼ Unif({0, 1}n) and Π ∼
Unif(Sn) irrespective of the dimension d. Now, to find the distribution of the linear rank statistic TLR =∑n

i=1 Sπi
a(i), first note that {a(i)(Sπi

− 1
2 )}}1≤i≤n;n≥1 forms a triangular array of independent random

variables whose distribution does not depend on the dimension of the data. Also, we have

ζ2n :=

n∑
i=1

Var
[
a(i)(Sπi

− 1/2)
]
=

n∑
i=1

a2(i)Var(Sπi
) =

1

4

[ n∑
i=1

a2(i)
]

(since Var[Sπi
] = 1/4 ∀i = 1(1)n).

Since the sequence of scores {a(i)} that satisfies (3.3), as n and d both diverge to infinity, we have

1

ζ3n

n∑
i=1

|a(i)|3E
[∣∣∣Sπi − 1/2

∣∣∣3] ≤ ∑n
i=1 |a(i)|3(∑n
i=1 a

2(i)
)3/2 ≤ max

1≤i≤n

|a(i)|(∑n
i=1 a

2(i)
)1/2 → 0, (A.3)

So, the triangular array {a(i)(Sπi
− 1/2)}}1≤i≤n;n≥1 satisfies the Lyapunov’s condition. Hence, an

application of the Lyapunov’s Central Limit Theorem (CLT) leads to our desired result.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. Let S, R and Π be as defined in Section 2. Then, the lvariance of the linear rank
statistic TLR =

∑n
i=1 Sπia(i) is given by

Var [TLR] =

n∑
i=1

a2(i)Var(Sπi
) +

∑
1≤i̸=j≤n

a(i)a(j)Cov(Sπi
, Sπj

).

From Theorem 2.1, we have Cov(Sπi
, Sπj

) = 0 for all |i− j| > 1 irrespective of the dimension d. Therefore,

Var[TLR] =

n∑
i=1

a2(i)Var(Sπi) +
∑

|i−j|=1

a(i)a(j)Cov(Sπi , Sπj ).

Now, the uniformity of Π (see Theorem 2.1) suggests that Var(Sπi
) is constant for all i = 1, 2, . . . , n and

Cov(Sπi , Sπj ) is constant for all i, j with |i− j| = 1. Let us call them σ
(d)
11 and σ

(d)
12 , respectively. Note that

σ
(d)
11 and σ

(d)
12 are bounded and

∑
|i−j|=1 a(i)a(j) = 2

∑n−1
i=1 a(i)a(i + 1). Therefore, as n and d diverges to

infinity, for a sequence of scores {a(i)}1≤i≤n satisfying (3.3), we have

lim sup
n,d→∞

Var

[
T − E[T ]√∑n

i=1 a
2(i)

]
= lim sup

n,d→∞

[∑n
i=1 a

2(i)σ
(d)
11∑n

i=1 a
2(i)

+ 2

∑n−1
i=1 a(i)a(i+ 1)∑n

i=1 a
2(i)

σ
(d)
12

]
→ σ11 + 2Cσ12,

where σ11 = lim supd→∞ σ
(d)
11 ≤ 1 and σ12 = lim supd→∞ σ

(d)
12 ≤ 1 are finite constants. This gives us our

desired result.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. Let S, R and Π be vectors of string signs, string ranks and anti-ranks as defined
in Section 2. Recall that the runs statistic is given by

TR = 1 +

n−1∑
i=1

I{Sπi
̸= Sπi+1

}.

When P is spherically symmetric, S ∼ Unif({0, 1}n), Π ∼ Unif(Sn) and they are independent (see Theorem

2.1). Let us define the filtration F (d)
n,t = C(Sπ1

, . . . , Sπt
) for all 1 ≤ t ≤ n and F (d)

n,0 and let be the trivial

σ-field. Note that the sequence {V (d)
n,i }0≤i≤n,n,d≥1, with V

(d)
n,0 = 0 and V

(d)
n,t =

∑t
i=1 I{Sπi ̸= Sπi+1}− t

2 for all

1 ≤ t ≤ n, forms a triangular array of martingales adapted to the sequence of filtration (F (d)
n,t )1≤t≤n;n,d≥1.

So, we can use the martingale central limit theorem (CLT) (see Brown, 1971) to derive the limiting null
distribution of TR.

First, let us look at the triangular array of martingale difference

Y
(d)
n,i = V

(d)
n,i − V

(d)
n,i−1 = I{Sπi

̸= Sπi+1
} − 1/2, i = 1, 2, . . . , n.
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One can see that
(
σ
(d)
n,i

)2
= E[

(
Y

(d)
n,i

)2|F (d)
n,i ] = 1/4 for all i = 1, 2, . . . , n. Therefore,

(
ζ
(d)
n

)2
=
∑n

i=1

(
σ
(d)
n,i

)2
=

n/4 is a deterministic sequence of real numbers. Also, using |Y (d)
n,i | ≤ 1/2, for any ϵ > 0 we get

1(
ζ
(d)
n

)2 n∑
j=1

E
[(
Y

(d)
n,j

)2
I[|Y (d)

n,j | ≥ ϵζ(d)n ]
]
≤ 1

n

n∑
j=1

E
[
I
[
|Y (d)

n,j | ≥ ϵ
n

4

]]
= P

[
|Y (d)

n,1 | ≥ ϵ
n

4

]
→ 0

as n and d diverges to infinity. So, applying the martingale CLT (Theorem 1 from Brown, 1971), we get

V
(d)
n

ζ
(d)
n

D→ N (0, 1) or equivalently
V

(d)
n√
n

D→ N
(
0,

1

4

)
, as n, d→∞.

Since TR = 1 + Vn−1 +
n−1
2 = Vn−1 +

n+1
2 , we have n−1/2(TR − n+1

2 )
D→ N

(
0, 1

4

)
as n, d→∞.

Proof of Theorem 3.6. When P is not spherically symmetric, for TR = 1+
∑n−1

i=1 I[Sπi
̸= Sπi+1

], we have

Var

[
TR − E[TR]√

n

]
=

1

n

n−1∑
i=1

Var
[
I{Sπi

̸= Sπi+1
}
]
+

∑
1≤i ̸=j≤n−1

Cov
(
I{Sπi

̸= Sπi+1
}, I{Sπj

̸= Sπj+1
}
) .

Now by Theorem 2.1, Cov
(
I{Sπi ̸= Sπi+1}, I{Sπj ̸= Sπj+1}

)
= 0 for all |i− j| > 2.. So, as n, d→∞,

lim sup
n,d→∞

Var

[
TR − E[TR]√

n

]

= lim sup
n,d→∞

1

n

n−1∑
i=1

Var
[
I{Sπi

̸= Sπi+1
}
]
+

∑
|i−j|≤2

Cov
(
I{Sπi

̸= Sπi+1
}, I{Sπj

̸= Sπj+1
}
)→ σ2,

where σ2 = lim sup
d→∞

[
Var
[
I{Sπ1

̸= Sπ2
}
]
+Cov

(
I{Sπ1

̸= Sπ2
}, I{Sπ2

̸= Sπ3
}
)
+Cov

(
I{Sπ1

̸= Sπ2
}, I{Sπ3

̸=

Sπ4}
)]

which is a non-negative finite constant. This gives us our desired result.

A.3 Proofs of the results stated in Sections 4 and 6

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Part (a) of the theorem can be proved using arguments identical to the proof of
Theorem 2.1. Therefore, to avoid repetition, we omit it and give a detailed proof of part (b) only. Note that

E

 1

dα

d∑
j=1

(X1)
2
j (X2)

2
j

 =
1

dα
Tr(D2) and

E

 1

dα

d∑
j=1

(X1)
2
j (X

′
2)

2
j

 = E

 1

dα
∥X2∥2

d∑
j=1

(X1)
2
j (U2)

2
j

 =
1

dα
E
[
∥X2∥2

]
E

 d∑
j=1

(X1)
2
j (U2)

2
j


=

1

dα
Tr(D)

1
d

d∑
j=1

E(X1)
2
j

 =
1

d1+α

(
Tr(D)

)2
.

Similarly one can also show that E
[

1
dα

∑d
j=1(X

′
1)

2
j (X

′
2)

2
j

]
= 1

d1+α

(
Tr(D)

)2
. Now, by Assumption (A3),∣∣∣ 1

dα

∑d
j=1(X1)

2
j (X2)

2
j − 1

dαTr(D
2)
∣∣∣ , ∣∣∣ 1

dα

∑d
j=1(X1)

2
j (X

′
2)

2
j − 1

d1+α

(
Tr(D)

)2∣∣∣ and
∣∣∣ 1
dα

∑d
j=1(X

′
1)

2
j (X

′
2)

2
j

− 1
d1+α

(
Tr(D)

)2∣∣∣ converges to 0 in probability as d diverges to infinity. Therefore, if Assumption (A3)

holds and

lim inf
d→∞

{
1

dα
Tr(D2)− 1

d1+α

(
Tr(D)

)2}
> 0,
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we have P
[
θ̃(X1,X2) < θ̃(X1,X

′
2)
]
→ 1 as d → ∞. Similarly, P

[
θ̃(X1,X2) < θ̃(X ′

1,X2)
]
→ 1 and

P
[
θ̃(X1,X2) < θ̃(X ′

1,X
′
2)
]
→ 1 as d diverges to infinity. Now, the result can be proved using the same

argument as used in the proof of Theorem 3.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. First note that the tests statistics TS and T̃S take values in {0, 1, . . . , n} and

TR, T̃R take values in {1, 2, . . . , n}. Now, if condition (a) holds, then by Theorem 3.2 we get TS
P→ n as

d→∞, and by Theorem 3.5, we get TR
P→ 1 as d→∞. Whereas, if condition (b) holds, then by Theorem

4.1 (b) we get T̃S → n and T̃R → 1 in probability as d diverges to infinity. So, if either of conditions (a) or

(b) holds, then TM
S = max{TS , T̃S}

P→ n and TM
R = min{TR, T̃R}

P→ 1 as d→∞.

Proof of Theorem 4.3. Let S and Π be as defined in (2.2) and S̃ and Π̃ be as defined in (4.1). Under
spherical symmetry of P it is easy to see that the elements of the sequence {(Si, S̃i)}1≤i≤n are mutually

independent. However, for each i = 1, . . . , n, Si and S̃i may be dependent.
Now, to find the joint limiting distribution of (TS , T̃S) =

∑n
i=1(Si, S̃i), we first find the joint distribution

of 1√
n

∑n
i=1

(
t1(Si − 1

2 ) + t2(S̃i − 1
2 )
)
for t1, t2 ∈ R. Note, {W (d)

i :=
(
t1(Si − 1

2 ) + t2(S̃i − 1
2 )
)
}1≤i≤n forms a

triangular array of row wise i.i.d. bounded random variables where E[W (d)
1 ] = 0 and

Var[W
(d)
1 ] = t21Var[S1] + t22Var[S̃1] + 2 t1 t2 Cov(S1, S̃1) =

t21
4
+

t22
4
+ 2 t1 t2 Cov(S1, S̃1).

We know that for a row wise i.i.d. triangular array of bounded random variables the Lyapunov’s condition
holds trivially. Therefore, by Lyapunov’s CLT, we get

1√
n

n∑
i=1

W
(d)
i

D→ N(0, σ2),

as n and d diverge to infinity, where σ2 = limd→∞ Var[W
(d)
1 ] =

t21
4 +

t22
4 + 2 t1 t2 (σ2

s − 1
4 ). Since, this

distributional convergence holds irrespective of t1, t2 ∈ R, using Cramer-Wold device, we get

1√
n

{
(TS , T̃S)−

(n
2
,
n

2

)}
=

1√
n

n∑
i=1

{(
Si, S̃i

)
−
(1
2
,
1

2

)}
D→ N(0,ΣS),

where the diagonal elements of ΣS are 1
4 and the off-diagonal element is

(
σ2
s − 1

4

)
. Now applying continuous

mapping theorem we get,

1√
n

{
max(TS , T̃S)−

n

2

}
D→ max{Z1, Z2},

where (Z1, Z2) ∼ N(0,ΣS). This completes part (a) of the theorem.
For finding the joint limiting distribution of (TR, T̃R) note that when P is a spherically symmetric,

{M (d)
n,i : t1

(
I{Sπ(i) ̸= Sπ(i+1)}− 1

2

)
+ t2

(
I{S̃π̃(i) ̸= S̃π̃(i+1)}− 1

2

)
}1≤i≤n forms a triangular array of martingale

differences with respect to the filtration {F (d)
n,t = C({Sπ(i), S̃π̃(i)}1≤i≤t)}1≤t≤n,n≥1,d≥1. Here, for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n,

σ2
n,i = E

[(
M

(d)
n,i

)2|Fn,i

]
=

t21
4
+

t22
4
+ 2 t1t2 Cov

(
I{Sπ(i) ̸= Sπ(i+1)}I{S̃π̃(i) ̸= S̃π̃(i+1)}

)
=

t21
4
+

t22
4
+ 2 t1t2 Cov

(
I{Sπ(1) ̸= Sπ(2)}, I{S̃π̃(1) ̸= S̃π̃(2)}

)
(by Theorem 2.1 and 4.1)

Now using the same arguments as in Theorem 3.5 and applying martingale CLT, we get∑n
i=1 M

(d)
n,i − n+1

2√
n

D→ N(0, σ2)
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as n and d diverges to infinity, where σ2 =
t21
4 +

t22
4 +2t1t2

(
σ2
r − 1

4

)
. Therefore, applying Cramer-Wold device

and continuous mapping theorem, we get

1√
n

{
min(TR, T̃R)−

n+ 1

2

}
D→ min{Z1, Z2},

where (Z1, Z2) ∼ N(0,ΣR) with ΣR having diagonal elements as 1
4 and off-diagonal element

(
σ2
r − 1

4

)
. This

completes part (b) of the theorem.

Proof of Theorem 4.4. If the underlying distribution is spherically symmetric, as n and d diverge to

infinity, TM
S /n = max{TS , T̃S}/n

P→ 1/2 and TM
R /n = min{TR, T̃R}/n

P→ 1/2 (follows from Theorem 4.3).
So, for these modified tests, all cut-offs also converge to 0.5. Now, from Theorems 3.4 and 3.6, we have

|TS − E(TS)|/n
P→ 0 and |TR − E(TR)|/n

P→ 0 as n, d diverge to infinity. Following the same idea, one can

prove this property for T̃S and T̃R as well.
(a) Therefore, when lim infn,d→∞ E[TS/n] > 0.5 or lim infn,d→∞ E[T̃S/n] > 0.5, TM

S takes value bigger
than 0.5 with probability converging to one. This implies that the power of the modified sign test based on
TM
S converges to one as n and d diverge to infinity.
(b) Similarly, as d and n grows to infinity, we have the consistency of modified runs test based on TM

R

when lim supn,d→∞ E[TR/n] < 0.5 or lim supn,d→∞ E[T̃R/n] < 0.5.

Proof of Lemma 6.1. Since X1,X2 are symmetric about µ, the characteristic function of X1 is of the
form ϕ(t) = exp{i⟨t,µ⟩}g(t), where g(.) is some real-valued function with g(t) = g(−t) for all t. Note that if
X1,X2 are spherically symmetric about µ, then it is trivial to show that X1−X2 is spherically symmetric
about zero. Therefore, we only prove the if part.

If X1 −X2 is spherically symmetric about zero, then its characteristic function is of the form f(∥t∥)
where f(.) is some real-valued function. Also, note that

ϕX1−X2
(t) = ϕX1

(t)ϕ−X2
(t) = ϕX1

(t)ϕX1
(−t) = g2(t).

Hence, f(.) is non-negative and g2(t) = f(∥t∥) ∀t ∈ Rd. Therefore, ϕX1(t) = exp{i⟨t,µ⟩}h(∥t∥), where
|h(∥t∥)| = f1/2(∥t∥). This gives us the desired result.

B Appendix B: Some additional mathematical details

B.1 Some auxiliary results are their proofs

Lemma B.1. If X1 and X2 are two independent realizations of a d-dimensional random vector X ∼ P. and

X ′
1 = ∥X1∥U1,X

′
2 = ∥X2∥U2 (where U1,U2

i.i.d.∼ Unif(Sd−1)) are their respective spherically symmetric

variants, then ⟨X1,X
′
2⟩

D
= ⟨X ′

1,X
′
2⟩.

Proof. We shall prove this result using the fact that for any a ∈ Rd, a⊤U i
D
= ∥a∥Ui,1 (i = 1, 2), where Ui,1

is the first component of U i. Now, note that for any t ∈ R

E[exp{it⟨X1,X
′
2⟩}] = E[exp{it∥X2∥⟨X1,U2⟩}] = E[exp{it∥X2∥∥X1∥U2,1}] and

E[exp{it⟨X ′
1,X

′
2⟩}] = E[exp{it∥X1∥∥X2∥⟨U1,U2⟩}] = E[exp{it∥X1∥∥X2∥U2,1}].

The equality of these two characteristic functions proves the result.

Lemma B.2. Let X1,X2 be independent copies of X ∼ P, which has mean zero and variance covariance
matrix Σ. Let X ′

1 and X ′
2 be the spherically symmetric variants of X1 and X2, respectively. Then,

E
{
1

d
(X⊤

1 X2)
2

}
=

1

d
Tr(Σ2) and E

{
1

d
(X⊤

1 X
′
2)

2

}
= E

{
1

d
(X ′⊤

1 X ′
2)

2

}
=

(
1

d
Tr(Σ)

)2

.
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Proof. Note that (X⊤
1 X2)

2 = Tr(X2X
⊤
2 X1X

⊤
1 ), and hence we have

E
{
1

d
(X⊤

1 X
⊤
2 )

2

}
= E

{
1

d
Tr(X2X

⊤
2 X1X

⊤
1 )

}
=

1

d
Tr
(
E{X2X

⊤
2 }E{X1X

⊤
1 }
)
=

1

d
Tr(Σ2).

Now, note that (X⊤
1 X

′
2)

2 = ∥X2∥2(X⊤
1 U2)

2 = ∥X2∥2Tr(U2U
⊤
2 X1X

⊤
1 ) where U2 ∼ Unif(Sd−1)

independent of X1 and X2. It is also important to note that E{U2U
⊤
2 } = 1

dId, where Id is the d × d

identity matrix, and E{∥X2∥2} =
∑d

i=1 E{X2
2i} = Tr(Σ). Then, taking expectations, we get

E
{
1

d
(X⊤

1 X
′
2)

2

}
= E∥X2∥2E

{
1

d
Tr(U2U

⊤
2 X1X

⊤
1 )

}
= Tr(Σ)

1

d
Tr
(
E{U2U

⊤
2 }E{X1X

⊤
1 }
)

= Tr(Σ)
1

d
Tr(

1

d
IdΣ) =

(
1

d
Tr(Σ)

)2

.

Now, the proof follows from the fact that X⊤
1 X

′
2

D
= X′

1
⊤
X ′

2. (see Lemma B.1).

Lemma B.3. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be independent copies of X ∼ P and X ′
1, . . . ,X

′
n be their respective

spherically symmetric variants. For s ∈ {0, 1}n define Y s,i = siXi + (1 − si)X
′
i for each i = 1, . . . , n.

Then, for the sign statistic TS (defined in Section 2) based on X1, . . . ,Xn, we have∣∣∣ 1
n
E(TS)− P

[
θ(Y S1,1,X2) + θ(X2,Y S3,3) ≤ θ(Y S1,1,X

′
2) + θ(X ′

2,Y S3,3)
] ∣∣∣→ 0 as n, d→∞,

where S1, S3 are i.i.d. Unif({0, 1}).
Proof. Recall the vectors of string signs S = (S1, . . . , Sn), string ranks R = (R1, . . . , Rn) and anti-ranks
Π = (π1, . . . , πn) as defined in Section 2. Now,

E
[
TS

n

]
= E

[
1

n

n∑
i=1

Si

]
= E

[
1

n

n∑
i=1

Sπi

]
=

1

n

(
P[Sπ1

= 1] +

n−1∑
i=2

P[Sπi
= 1] + P[πn = 1]

)
(B.1)

From the proof of Theorem 2.1 we have,

P[Sπ1 = 1 | S−π1 ] = P
[
θ(Xπ1 ,Y Sπ2

,π2) ≤ θ(X ′
π1
,Y Sπ2

,π2)
∣∣Sπ2

]
,

P[Sπk
= 1 | S−πk

] = P
[
θ(Y Sπk−1

,πk−1
,Xπk

) + θ(Xπk
,Y Sπk+1

,πk+1
)

≤ θ(Y Sπk−1
,πk−1

,X ′
πk
) + θ(X ′

πk
,Y Sπk+1

,πk+1
)
∣∣Sπk−1

, Sπk+1

]
,

P[Sπn = 1 | S−πn ] = P
[
θ(Y Sπn−1

,πn−1 ,Xπn) ≤ θ(Y Sπn−1
,πn−1 ,X

′
πn

)
∣∣Sπn−1 ].

Note that the distribution of Π does not depend on the distribution P and it follows Unif(Sn). Therefore,

P[Sπ1
= 1] = E [P[Sπ1

= 1 | S−π1
]]

= E
[
P[θ(Xπ1

,Y Sπ2
,π2

) ≤ θ(X ′
π1
,Y Sπ2

,π2
) | Sπ2

]
]

=
[
P[Sπ2

= 1] P[θ(Xπ1
,Y 1,π2

) ≤ θ(X ′
π1
,Y 1,π2

)] + P[Sπ2
= 0] P[θ(Xπ1

,Y 0,π2
) ≤ θ(X ′

π1
,Y 0,π2

)]
]

= P[S2 = 1] P[θ(X1,Y 1,2) ≤ θ(X ′
1,Y 1,2)] + P[S2 = 0] P[θ(X1,Y 0,2) ≤ θ(X ′

1,Y 0,2)]

= P[θ(X1,Y S2,2) ≤ θ(X ′
1,Y S2,2)]

Similarly, we can also show that

P[Sπk
= 1] = P

[
θ(Y S1,1),X2) + θ(X2,Y S3,3) ≤ θ(Y S1,1,X

′
2) + θ(X ′

2,Y S3,3)
]
, for k = 2, . . . , n− 1

P[Sn = 1] = P
[
θ(Y Sn−1,n−1,Xn) ≤ θ(Y Sn−1,n−1,X

′
n)]. (B.2)

Therefore, combining (B.1) and (B.2) we get,∣∣∣E [TS

n

]
− P

[
θ(Y S1,1,X2) + θ(X2,Y S3,3) ≤ θ(Y S1,1,X

′
2) + θ(X ′

2,Y S3,3)
]∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣ 1
n

(
P[Sπ1

= 1] + P[Sπn
= 1]

)∣∣∣→ 0,

as n and d diverge to infinity simultaneously. This completes the proof.
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B.2 Pitman efficiency of the linear rank statistic

We know that the linear rank tests for univariate data are Pitman efficient (see Hájek et al., 1999). So, one
may wonder whether the linear rank tests defined in Section 3 have the same property. In the following
theorem, we address this issue for finite dimensional data.

Theorem B.1. Let P be a spherically symmetric distribution and Q be a non-spherical distribution, which
are mutually absolutely continuous and have densities p(.) and q(.) such that

∫
|q(x)/p(x)− 1|3 p(x)dx is

finite. For any δ > 0, consider the contamination model

Fn =

(
1− δ√

n

)
P +

δ√
n
Q,

as a local asymptotically normal contiguous alternative (see Proposition 3.1 Banerjee and Ghosh, 2024). Let
X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be n independent realizations of X ∼ Fn and X ′

i = ∥Xi∥U i for i = 1, 2, . . . , n, where
U1,U2, . . . ,Un are independent Unif(Sd−1) random variables. Consider a sequence of uniformly bounded
scores {a(i)}1≤i≤n with the following properties

1

n

n∑
i=1

a2(i)→ σ2 (σ2 > 0),
1

n

n∑
i=1

a(i)→ τ and max
1≤i≤n

a2(i)∑n
i=1 a

2(i)
→ 0 as n→∞. (B.3)

Then, as n→∞ we have
TLR − 1

2

∑n
i=1 a(i)√∑n

i=1 a
2(i)

D→ N
(
δ
τ

σ

(
p− 1

2

)
,
1

4

)
,

where p = P
[
θ(X1,V ) + θ(V ,X2) < θ(X1,V

′) + θ(V ′,X2)
]
for X1,X2

i.i.d.∼ P, V ∼ Q and V ′ is a
spherically symmetric variant of V .

Proof of Theorem B.1. By Proposition 3.1 in Banerjee and Ghosh (2024) we have

log

{ n∏
i=1

(
1 +

δ√
n

{q(Xi)

p(Xi)
− 1
})}

=
δ√
n

n∑
i=1

{
q(Xi)

p(Xi)
− 1

}
− δ2

2
E
{
q(X1)

p(X1)
− 1

}2

+ oP (1).

Note that by Jensen’s inequality, the finiteness of
∫
|q(u)/p(u) − 1|2p(u)du follows from the finiteness of∫

|q(u)/p(u)− 1|3p(u)du. Now, let us look at the triangular array{
Wni = t1

a(i)(Sπi − 1
2 )√∑n

i=1 a
2(i)

+ t2
δ√
n

{
q(Xπi)

p(Xπi)
− 1

}}
1≤i≤n,n≥1

.

Under H0, this is an array of i.i.d. random variables with finite third moments. Now under the assumptions
1
n

∑n
i=1 a

2(i)→ σ2 and 1
n

∑n
i=1 a(i)→ τ , we have
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4
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)
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}

=
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4
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2 E
{
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δ

n
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σ
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}}

+ o(1)

=
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4
+ t22δ

2 E
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+ o(1). (B.4)
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Now note that I
{
Sπ2

= 1
}
= I
{
θ(Y Sπ1

,π1
,Xπ2

) + θ(Xπ2
,Y Sπ3

,π3
) ≤ θ(Y Sπ1

,π1
,X ′

π2
) + θ(X ′

π2
,Y Sπ3

,π3
)
}

where Y S,i = SXi + (1− S)X ′
i (i = π1, π2, π3). Clearly, E[Sπ2

] = 1/2 under spherical symmetry and

E
{
Sπ2

{q(Xπ2
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p(Xπ2
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, Sπ3
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= P
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θ(Y Sπ1

,π1
,V ) + θ(V ,Y Sπ3
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,π3
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∣∣∣Sπ1

, Sπ3
, π1, π3

]
,

where V ∼ Q and V ′ = ∥X∥U where U ∼ Unif(Sd−1) independent of V . Here Y S,i are as defined above.
Now, under H0, Sπ1

, Sπ3
are i.i.d. Unif({0, 1}) and π1, π3 are simple random samples without replacement

from {1, 2, . . . , n} independent of S. So, taking expectations with respect to Sπ1
, Sπ3

and π1, π3 we get

E
{
Sπ2

{q(Xπ2
)

p(Xπ2)

}}
=
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]
= p, (as n→∞). (B.5)

However, since X1 and X2 are spherically symmetric under H0, the probabilities in the right hand side of
(B.5) are all equal. Hence, the last equality follows. Therefore, under H0,

s2n →
t21
4
+ t22δ

2 E
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− 1

}2

+ 2t1t2δ
τ

σ

(
p− 1

2

)
as n→∞.

Also, note that

1
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1
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E
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n
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− 1
})∣∣∣3] ,

(B.6)

where the last inequality follows using |a+ b|p ≤ 2p−1(|a|p + |b|p) with p = 3. The first term in (B.6) goes to

zero using (A.3). The second term in (B.6) is of order O(n−1/2) by assumption
∫ ∣∣q(x)/p(x)− 1

∣∣3dx <∞.

Therefore, using Lyapunov’s CLT we also have
∑n

i=1 Wni
D→ N(0, σ2), where σ2 =

t21
4 +t22δ

2 E
{

q(X1)
p(X1)

− 1
}2

+

2t1t2δ
τ
σ

(
p− 1

2

)
. Now applying Cramer-Wold device we can conclude(∑n

i=1 a(i)(Sπi
− 1

2 )√∑n
i=1 a

2(i)
,

δ√
n
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{q(Xi)

p(Xi)
− 1
})

D→ N (0,Σ),

where Σ is a 2×2 matrix with diagonal entries 1/4 and δ2 E
{

q(X1)
p(X1)

− 1
}2

, and off-diagonal entry δ τ
σ

(
p− 1

2

)
,

respectively. Now using Le Cam’s third lemma (see Van der Vaart, 1998) we get∑n
i=1 a(i)(Sπi

− 1
2 )√∑n

i=1 a
2(i)

D→ N
(
δ
τ

σ

(
p− 1

2

)
,
1

4

)
as n diverges to infinity. This gives us our desired result.

Theorem B.1 establishes that for a sequence of contiguous alternatives of the form {Fn : n ≥ 1} for
which with p ̸= 0.5, the limiting distribution of the linear rank test introduced in Section 2 is a non-centered
normal distribution. Therefore, if the score functions satisfy assumption B.3 and p ̸= 0.5, the corresponding
tests are Pitman efficient. Several distributions satisfy this assumption (see Section 5).
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