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SUMMARY
An empirical power comparison is made between wgtstbased on the empirical
characteristic function and some of the best periiog tests for normality. A simple
normality test based on the empirical characterfsinction calculated in a single point
is shown to outperform the more complicated EppePtest and the frequentist tests

included in the study in large samples.
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1. INTRODUCTION



Several goodness-of-fit tests based on the empaiaaacteristic function (ecf) are
available. Feuerverger and Mureika (1977) develatabt for symmetry and this was
extended by Epps and Pulley (1983) to test unit@narmality. Henze and Baringhaus
(1988) extended the Epps-Pulley test to test marithée normality and this is called the
BHEP test. A review paper with comments of procedurased on the ecf is the paper
by Meintanis (2016) and also the book by Ushak®99). The Epps-Pulley approach
is still the main approach for testing normalitytests based on the ecf and is based on
an integral over the weighted squared distancesdaet the ecf and the expected
characteristic function. A weakness of the tegihad the asymptotic null-distribution is
not very accurate and otherwise intractable andptioated in finite samples (Taufer

(2016), Swanepoel and Alisson (2016)).

In this work a test is proposed and asymptotiaithistional results derived using the
work by Murota and Takeuchi (1981). They derivddaation and scale invariant test
using studentized observations and showed thatgb®f a single value when
calculating the ecf is sufficient to get good réswith respect to power when testing
hypotheses. Csdég1986) derived a multivariate extension of thenagtptic results

derived by Murota and Takeuchi (1981).

A simulation study is conducted to compare the paf¢he proposed test against the
Epps-Pulley test and five of the most recognizendgess-of-fit tests for normality. The
proposed test with asymptotic properties similahtzse of the test of Murota and
Takeuchi (1981) performs reasonably in small saptpleexcellent in large samples

with respect to power. The test statistic is a $nmprmal test which will perform better



as the sample increases and it was found to doenihatmuch more complicated Epps-

Pulley test.

Murota and Takeuchi (1981) compared their testreja test based on the sample
kurtosis and conducted a small simulation studyios overview simulation studies
were conducted to investigate the performancest$ ter normality. One of the most
cited papers is the work by Yap and Sim (2011).they did not include a goodness-of-
fit test based on the empirical characteristic fiomc A paper which included a very
large selection of tests for normality is the wbgkRomao et al. (2013), but the test of

Murota and Takeuchi (1981) was not included in shigly.

The tests included are the Jarque—Bera, Shapirk;Wiliefors, Anderson-Darling
and D’Agostino and Pearson tests. The focus wilbi@nimodal symmetric

distributions and large sample sizes, that is sarsigkes larger than fifty.

Murota and Takeuchi (1981) proved that the squatlkeomodulus of the empirical
characteristic function converges weakly to a cex@aussian process where the
observations are standardized using affine invagatimators of location and scale and
they derived an expression for the asymptotic naealLetX,,...,X be an i.i.d. sample
of sizen, from a distributionF . The characteristic function B(€™) = ¢(t) and it is

estimated by the ecf

aO=13e", @



The studentized sample &, ...,Z,, whereZ, = (X, - i,)/ ,,, j =1,...n, with

i =X andd? = S?. Denote the ecf, based on the studentized data by

qu(t) =1/ n)Zeith . The statistic proposed to test normality is
=1

v,()=log(lz (1)/expt 1/2), )

where \/n_(vn(l)) ~ N(0,0.0431 asymptotically. Absolute value denotes the modulus

of a complex number if the argument is complex.

The expression is

L= la®)-aOF wet,

with ¢ (t) denoting the ecf of a standard norma(t) a weight function which is of

the same form as a normal density with mean zedlorariance the sample estimate of
the variance. Of the many variations using the@tést goodness-of-fit tests, this
expression attracted the most interest and isustti Meintanis (2016). Epps and
Pulley (1983) used this expression and derivedtafde normality using a weight
function which has the form of a standard normalsitg. They gave an exact
expression for the characteristic function of thenmal distribution. Henze (1990)
derived a large sample approximation for this &est used Pearson curves to
approximate the distribution. It is shown in theaslation study that the proposed test

with similar properties as that of Murota and Tai@(1981) and calculated in a single



point without using a weight outperforms the Eppdidy test in the cases considered

with respect to power.

2. MOTIVATION AND ASYMPTOTIC VARIANCE OF THE TEST
STATISTIC

A motivation will be given in terms of the cumulaggnerating function. The normal
distribution has the unique property that the cianugenerating function cannot be a
finite-order polynomial of degree larger than twad the normal distribution is the
only distribution for which all cumulants of ordarger than 3 are zero (Cramér (1946),

Lukacs, (1972)).

The motivation for the test will be shown by usthg moment generating function,
but experimentation showed that the use of theacianistic function rather than the

moment generating function gives much better resuiften used to test for normality.

Consider a random variablé with distribution F , meany and variances? . The

cumulant generating functiok . (t) of F can be written a& . (t) :Z/(rt’ /r!, where
r=1

K, is the r-th cumulant. The first two cumulants ate= E(X) = 4, k, =Var (X) =0”.

SinceK (1) is the logarithm of the moment generating functibie, moment generating

function can be written a®l  (t) = E(e”) =€“*® . It follows that

K (t) =log(E(e™))



> Kkt
r=1

(wt+at*12)+F at 1))
r=3
[t +o12)+ it ).
r=3
Let F, denote a normal distribution with a meanand variances®. M (t) denotes

the moment generating function of the normal disiion with cumulant generating

function K, (t) = ut +1 0°t?. The logarithm of the ratio of the moment genegti

functions of F and F is given by

log(M¢ (t)/M,, )) = log(expK. € )-K ()),

(G +20%7) + Y K /1] (it +30)
ks, (0 + 3 K IT1=K (D)
Ewt (3)

If Fis a normal distribution, the sum given in (1) 8@ ReplacingK ;- (t) —K (t) by

K . (it) =K  (it) it follows that

log(|log@ ())- log@, €)) )= log(K¢ it K, it )]

=Y Kap U2 1A+ 201,

r=0



which would be equal to zero when the distribuftois a normal distribution and this
expression can be used to test for normality. Mueotd Takeuchi (1981) used the fact

that the square root of the log of the modulushefdharacteristic function of a normal

distribution is linear in terms df, in other words(-log(|&, ) f ))'? is a linear function

of t.

An asymptotic variance aof (t) = Iog(@s t)/exp&t® /2) [can be found by using the

delta method and the results of Murota and Take{i&81). Letq}us(t) denote the ecf

calculated in the point using studentized normally distributed observatidrhey

showed that the process defined by

Z(t) =Vn(1@s ) F - expet?)) 4)

converges weakly to a zero mean Gaussian procedssaance

E(Z?(t)) =4expf 22 )(cosh@ ¥ %t* /- (5)

Note thatéhs(t) =e"'? and by applying the delta method it follows that

Var (| @ ) F)=Var (1gs ¢) D2 ks )11

thusVar (| @s ) )= Var (Igs ) F ) /(2 1Rs 1) 5.

By applying the delta method again it follows that



Var (v(t)) =Var (log(| @ ¢) /€2 |))
= (U |@s €) F Var (s €) 1)

Var (| gs ) B)/ 4(as ¢) 1

(Gosh(® - +t* /2)h. (6)

The statisticv, (t) converges weakly to a Gaussian distribution witamzero and

varianceVar (v, (t)) = (cosh¢* - +t* /2)h, where \/n_(vn(l))~ N(0,0.0431

asymptotically.

Var (v, (1)) = 0.0431h ,t = .. (7)

Reject normality if
lv,(1)/«0.0431h # |4.816;§|/n @rlz,_,- (8)

In the following figure the average of the log thedulus calculated in the point,
t =1, using standard normally distributed samplesyésious samples sizes is shown.
The solid line is where studentized observationsewsed and the dashed line where
the ecf is calculated using the original sampleatt be seen that there is a large bias in

small samples and the studentized ecf has lesstioeari



-0.488

-0.49 -

-0.492 -

-0.494 -

-0.496 -

average log of the modulus

-0.498 -

_0. 502 L L L 1 L L 1 L L
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000

Fig. 1. Plot of the average log of the modulushef écf for various sample sizes calculated using

M =5000 calculated using samples form a standard norrséilalition. The solid line is where
studentized observations are used and the dasteedding the original sample. Calculated in thepoi

t=1, and the expected value is -0.5.

In the following histogram 5000 simulated values of
v, (1) /(v0.0431h E 4.816$ﬁvn (- are shown, where the, (1)'s are calculated using

simulated samples of size=1000 from a standard normal distribution.
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Fig. 2. Histogram o= 5000simulated values o¥%, (1) / (0.0431h |, with n=1000.

Calculated using normally distributed samplesad#tndardized using estimated parameters.

In Figure 3 the variance of(1) is estimated for various sample sizes, based 68 10
estimated values af(1) for each sample size considered. The estimateancas is

plotted against the asymptotic variané (v,) =0.0431h.
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Fig. 3. Estimated variance &f and asymptotic variance for various values.dbashed line the

estimated variance. Estimated variance calculasedyul000 normally distributed samples, data

standardized using estimated parameters.

There are a few variations of the parameters useshwhoosing the weight function
for the Epps-Pulley test, but a version suggesyeddps and Pulley to be used as an

omnibus test is when choosing the weigh functio@nal density with mean zero and

variance the sample estimate of the variancejshatt) = (1/ 2572 Je* '@ |

L= 1la®)-a0)F wit
n’zzn:zn:exp{‘%(xj - X, ) 167 -2 n‘lznlexp{—%(xj -X )2 63

+1/~/3. )
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Henze (1990) derived a large sample approximador f=nl, and used Pearson
curves to approximate the distribution. A simulatgtudy was conducted to calculate
the1-a percentiles ofl,, a =0.05, based orm= 20000C simulated values of, . It

was found that even with this large sample thestilisvariation in the # decimal and

the first 3 decimals where used in the simulatioilys to estimate the power of the test.

Table 1. Simulated percentiles to test for normalging the Epps-Pulley test at the

5% level. Calculated fronm=20000C simulated samples of size

95 .
n mean | variance
per centile
50 0.370 0.1303 0.0148
100 0.373 0.1321 0.0150
250 0.375 0.133¢ 0.0151
500 0.377 0.133¢ 0.0152
750 0.377 0.1334 0.0151
1000 0.377 0.1336 0.0151

Tablel Simulated percentiles to test for normality udimg Epps-Pulley test at the

5% level. Calculated fronm=20000C simulated samples of size

Henze (1990) used the value 1 insteadipfand found for example fan =100, that

the .95 percentile is 0.376 which is approximately eqoad 373 found in this study.

They calculated the asymptotic expected valug cdis 0.13397 and variance 0.015236.
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3. SIMULATION STUDY

The paper of Yap and Sim (2011) is used as a gnel&d decide which tests to
include. The proposed test will be denoted by EGRT@ EP denotes the Epps-Pulley
test in the tables. The power of the test will bmpared against several tests for
normality:

. The Lilliefors test (LL), Lilliefors (1967) whicls a slight modification of the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for where parameters atieneged.

. The Jarque-Bera test (JB), Jarque and Bera (1@8&ye the skewness and
kurtosis is combined to form a test statistics.

. The Shapiro-Wilks test (SW), Shapiro and Wilk (1R6Ehis test makes use of
properties of order statistics and were later dgyed to be used for large samples too
by Royston (1992).

. The Anderson-Darling test (AD), Anderson and Daylin

. The D’Agostino and Pearson test (DP), D’Agostmal Pearson (1973). This

statistic combines the skewness and kurtosis tokctoe deviations from normality.

Samples are generated from a few symmetric unimsyaametric distributions with
sizesn=50,100, 250,500, 750,10t The proportion rejections are reported based on
m=5000 repetitions. The test are conducted at théeb®$ and for the ecf, the normal
approximation is used. Since the sample sizesaage,| non-normality with respect to
multi-modal and skewed distributions can easilyplo&ed up by using graphical

methods.
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The following symmetric distributions are considgreniform on the interval [0,1],
the logistic distribution with mean zero the stamdadistribution and the Laplace
distribution with mean zero and scale parameter ©he standard-distribution with 4,
10 and 15 degrees of freedom. Skewed distribuamaismultimodal distributions would
not be investigated, since in large samples sutipkes can be already excluded with

certainty as being not from a normal distributignidioking at the histograms.

All the tests performed for the ecf test were careld using the normal
approximation, but percentiles can also easilyilmellsited. Simulated estimates of the
Type | error forn =30,50,100, 250,500, 750,10, are given in Table 1 based on
m=5000 simulated samples. The simulated samples areathndrmally distributed

and studentized to calculate the Type | error.

Table 2 Simulated percentiles to test for normalttthe 5% level. Calculated from

m=5000 simulated samples of size each in the point=1.

Typel error

n ECFT EP LL JB SW AD DP

50 0.0406 0.047¢ 0.0544 0.0484 0.0478 0.0506 0.0568

100 0.0460 0.0508 0.0468 0.0524 0.0460 0.0496 Q.060

250 0.0470 0.053¢ 0.0574 0.0546 0.0454 0.0b26 Q.058

500 0.0470 0.0556 0.0526 0.0526  0.0442 0.0b46 0.051

750 0.0512 0.0SZT 0.0480 0.05P2 0.0432 0.0532 0.052
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1000 0.0478 0.0496 0.0486 0.04B2 0.0466 0.0456 00.05

In Table 2 the rejection rates, when testing ab#televel and symmetric distributions,

are shown for various sample sizes based on 1Q00fIss each time.

In table 1 the t-distribution where not all momeextsst is considered. The JB, DP and

ECFT tests performs best, and in large sampleE@f€T test performs the best.

Table 3. Simulated power of normality tests. Reéggcproportions when testing for
normality at the 5% level.

n ECFT EP LL JB SW AD DP

50 0.5474 0.4296 0.2892 0.5206 0.4504 0.4034 0.4p12

100 0.8062 0.6684 0.4742 0.7692 0.7002 0.6388 6.725

250 0.9892 0.9574 0.8394 0.9790 0.9636 0.9410 @.965
t(4)

500 1.0000 0.9998 0.9866 0.9996 0.9994 0.9992 @.999

750 1.0000 1.0000 0.9992 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 0.000

1000 1.0000 1.0000 0.9998 1.0000 1.00p0 1.0000 00.00

50 0.2078 0.1350 0.088¢ 0.2026 0.1558 0.1218 0.1B96

100 0.3238 0.1748 0.1034 0.3010 0.2142 0.1588 @.259

250 | 0.5692 0.3216] 01652 05296  0.41p6 02174  6.462
{(10)

500 0.8062 0.5298 0.2622 0.7544 0.63}/6 0.4676 @.693

750 0.9174 0.7138 0.4110 0.8816 0.79y0 0.6544 0.845

1000 0.9648 0.8296 0.5112 0.9432 0.88p2 0.7756  08.92

t(15) 50 0.1368 0.0952 0.071(¢ 0.1420 0.1080 0.0864 0.1860

100 0.2100 0.1156 0.073¢ 0.2066 0.1488 0.1024 Q.182

250 0.3462 0.1804 0.0918 0.3210 0.22%2 0.1524 0.2728
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500 | 05144 | 0.2540] 01297  0480D  0.3550  0.2190  0.4226
750 | 06608 | 0.3542] 0173 06132  0.46{0  0.3072  0.5482
1000| 0.7744 | 04724] 02208 07148 05888 04090  0.6646

Fig. 4. Plot of the three best performing testhwespect to power, testing for normality, data t-

distributed with 10 degrees of freedom. Solid lieef, test, dashed line JB test and dash-dot theeEtP

power - ECFT, JB, DP - t(10)
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Table 4. Simulated power of normality tests. Reéggcproportions when testing for

normality at the 5% level.

n ECFT EP LL JB SW AD DP
50 0.1330 0.4654 0.256( 0.0078 0.5748 0.5640 0.7P86
100 0.9496 0.9228 0.586( 0.7396 0.9844 0.9486 0.9p62
u(o,1)
250 1.0000 1.0000 0.9864 1.0000 1.0000 1.0900 1.0p00
500 1.0000 1.0000 0.9864 1.0000 1.0000 1.0900 1.0p00
50 0.6100 0.5356 0.438( 0.5572 0.5126 0.5430 0.5[130
100 0.8666 0.8148 0.702¢ 0.8008 0.7804 0.8476 0.7326
Laplace
250 0.9974 0.9958 0.9807 0.9876 0.9896 0.9964 0.9[756
500 1.0000 1.0000 1.000( 1.0000 1.0000 1.0900 1.0p00
50 0.2694 0.1798 0.118¢ 0.2598 0.1946 0.1612 0.2406
100 0.4334 0.2700 0.155( 0.3960 0.2990 0.2344 0.3472
250 0.7316 0.5122 0.283¢ 0.6744 0.5576 0.4630 0.6p24
Logistic
500 0.9344 0.7960 0.5164 0.8876 0.8264 0.7514 0.8494
750 0.9838 0.9318 0.708¢ 0.9702 0.9410 0.9112 0.9534
1000 0.9958 0.9756 0.824¢ 0.9902 0.9792 0.9614 0.9B46

It can be seen the ECFT outperforms the other v@gtsrespect to power in large

samples, especially when testing data from a legisstribution.

Samples were simulated from a mixture of two nordistributions, with a proportion

a from a standard normal and a proportlona from a normal with variance™. This

can also be considered as a contaminated distibufhe results are shown in Table 4.
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The proposed test yielded good results.

Table 5 Simulated power of normality tests. Rejection mpns when testing for

normality at the 5% level. Mixture of two normakttibutions (contaminated data).

(0,a) n ECFT EP LL JB Sw AD DP
50 0.3720 0.2384 0.1362 0.364 0.2746 0.2118 0.3B346
100 0.5838 0.3700 0.1884 0.551 0.4426 0.3244 0.4D76
250 0.8804 0.6776 0.369¢ 0.848 0.7640 0.6134 0.7P928
(2.0,0.2)
500 0.9838 0.9112 0.6342 0.974 0.9516 0.8784 0.9610
750 0.9992 0.9844 0.8258 0.999 0.9960 0.97156 0.9p78
1000 0.9998 0.9966 0.9132 0.999 0.9982 0.9934 0.9Pp94
50 0.1122 0.0964 0.0764 0.107| 0.0888 0.0946 0.1p00
100 0.1568 0.1114 0.0902 0.140 0.0922 0.1088 0.1164
250 0.2786 0.1922 0.1494 0.214 0.1494 0.1984 0.1j710
(0.5,0.2)
500 0.4580 0.3486 0.2532 0.339 0.2490 0.3562 0.2p76
750 0.5796 0.4766 0.3418 0.422 0.3464 0.4956 0.3486
1000| 0.7110 | 0.6284] 0.4668  0.542 0.4822  0.6352  0.4710
50 0.3012 0.2106 0.1382 0.265 0.1990 0.1982 0.2368
100 0.4822 0.3486 0.220(¢ 0.408 0.3198 0.3288 0.3416
250 0.8250 0.6972 0.4568 0.715 0.6316 0.6642 0.60172
(2.0,0.5)
500 0.9800 0.9484 0.7714 0.940 0.9168 0.9356 0.8P94
750 0.9984 0.9938 0.929( 0.992 0.9870 0.9914 0.9B36
1000 0.9998 0.9992 0.9782 0.997| 0.9970 0.9986 0.9p62

18



0.9+

0.8+

0.7

0.6+

0.5+

0.4+

0.3F

power - ECFT,JB,AD - mixture normal

0.2+

0.1

| | | | | | | | |
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000
n

Fig. 5. Plot of the three best performing testhwitspect to power, testing for normality, datatome
of normal distributions with two components. Mix@¢ub5N(0,1)+0.5N(0,4). Solid line, ecf test, dashed
line JB test and dash-dot the AD test.

4. CONCLUSIONS

The proposed test performs better with respecbweep in large samples than the other
tests for normality for the distributions considime the simulation study . In small
samples of say less thar=50, it was found that the test of D’Agostino and iRBea

(1973) was often either the best performing orelwsthe best performing test.
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In practice one would not test data from a skewsttidution for normality in large
samples. The simple normal test approximation péhform better, the larger the
sample is. The asymptotic normality and varianaperties, which is of a very simple
form, can be used in large samples. This test eaedommended as probably the test
of choice in terms of power and easy of applicatiolarge samples and shows that the
empirical characteristic function has the potertbabutperform the usual frequentist

methods.
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