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1 Introduction

Let X be a (univariate) random variable with characteristic function (CF) @x(t) =
Elexp(itX)], t € R. Assuming that the moment generating function (MGF) M (t) =
Elexp(tX)] of X exists for each ¢t € R, [59] proved that the identity

(1.1)  ox(t)Mx(t)—1=0 foreachteR

characterizes the zero-mean Gaussian distribution. Notice that, by assuming the exis-
tence of the MGF in an interval around zero, the moments of any order are implicitly
supposed to exist. A further point is that a CF satisfying (II]) is necessarily real-
valued. Hence, the symmetry of the distribution of X around zero is also implicit in
(T1D), see [44], §3.1.

In the following we extend the characterization in (1) to non-centered random
variables and to random vectors of arbitrary dimension. We then construct a goodness-
of-fit test for multivariate normality based on a suitable weighted L2-statistic in which
both the CF and the MGF are estimated nonparametrically. Several variants of this
test criterion are also suggested. Furthermore, we work out the asymptotics of our
test statistics in the context of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random
vectors, thus obtaining a new test for multivariate normality, but also in the context
of GARCH-type dependence. The latter test provides a novel method for assessing the
celebrated question whether a Gaussian GARCH driven volatility process is adequate
for explaining the heavy tails that are often observed with financial time series.

The rest of the paper unfolds as follows. In Section2lwe prove the above-mentioned
extension of (LT)). On the basis of the resulting characterization, Section B] suggests
two new classes of affine invariant and easily computable statistics for testing for multi-
variate normality. Section [l shows that a 'certain limit statistic’ of one of these classes
is a linear combination of two well-known measures of multivariate skewness, while the
other is related to Mardia’s multivariate sample kurtosis. In Section [l we derive the
limit null distribution of the new test statistics in the i.i.d. setting. Section [f] addresses
the question of consistency of the new tests against general alternatives. Section [1]
considers this criterion in the context of multivariate GARCH models in order to test

for normality of innovations, and it provides the pertaining large sample theory. Sec-



tion 8 presents a Monte Carlo study that compares the new tests with competing ones.
The article concludes with discussions in Section [@ The majority of proofs has been
postponed to Section [T

Throughout the paper, the letter d stands for dimension, and both random and
nonrandom vectors are understood as column vectors; the transpose of a vector x
will be denoted by z"; all random elements are supposed to be defined on the same
probability space (2, A, P); for any matrix A = (ay;), we will use the norm defined by
[All = >k lax;l; if Ais a vector, [|A]| denotes the Euclidean norm. If A is a square
matrix, |[A|]2 stands for the spectral norm of A. The unit matrix of order d will be

denoted by I;. Finally, Re(z) = a is the real part of a complex number z = a + ib.

2 Characterizations of multinormality

Let X be a d-variate non-degenerate random vector with CF ¢x (t) = E[exp(it" X)] and
MGF Mx(t) = Elexp(t' X)] < oo, t € R%. We then have the following characterization.

Proposition 2.1 The identity
(2.1)  ox(t) Mx(t) — D% = 0 for each t € RY

holds true for some pu € RY if, and only if, X follows some normal distribution with

mean (.

ProoFr. The “if” part is trivial. To prove the converse implication, suppose that
1) holds. Fix a € R% and put ¥, = a" (X — u). We have ¢y, (1) = e7i@ # p(ta),
My, (t) = e~ # M (ta). Hence, 1) implies @y, (t) My, (t) —1 = 0 for each ¢ € R. In
view of ([ILT]), it follows that Y, has some zero-mean normal distribution. Moreover, the
variance of Y, is equal to a'Xa, where 3 denotes the covariance matrix of X. Hence,
a'X =Y, +a'p has a normal distribution with mean a'p and variance a' Xa. Since
a was arbitrary, a well-known characterization of the multivariate normal distribution
(see for instance [52], §8a.1-88a.2) yields the assertion. H

The following result will be used in the construction of the test statistics and in

order to prove consistency of one of our tests.



Corollary 2.2 Assume that EX =0 and put Rx(t) := Repx(t). Then
(2.2) Rx(t)Mx(t)—1 = 0 for eacht € R?
holds true if, and only if, X follows a zero-mean normal distribution.

PROOF. Since the “if” part is obviously true, suppose that (2.2)) holds. Replace ¢ with
—t to get

(2.3) Rx(t)Mx(t) =1 = Rx(—t) Mx(—t) for eacht € R%
However, Rx(t) = Rx(—t), and since, by (2.2), Rx(t) # 0, ([23)) yields
(2.4)  Mx(t) = Mx(—t) for each t € R%.

Noticing that My (—t) = M_x(t), (24) gives Mx = M_x which, by uniqueness of the
MGF, shows that the law of X is symmetric around zero, since X and —X have the

same distribution. Hence Ry = ¢x, and Proposition 211 completes the proof. W

3 New tests for multivariate normality

In this section, we assume that X, X,,..., X,,,... are i.i.d. copies of a d-dimensional
random vector X, the distribution of which is assumed to be absolutely continuous with
respect to d-dimensional Lebesgue measure. Writing Ny(u, X) for the d-dimensional
normal distribution with mean vector p and non-degenerate covariance matrix > and
N for the class of all non-degenerate d-variate normal distributions, a classical problem

is to test the null hypothesis
Hy : The law of X belongs to Ny,

against general alternatives. Since the class Ny is closed with respect to full rank affine
transformations, any genuine test statistic 7,, = T,,(X1, ..., X,,) based on X3,..., X,

should also be invariant with respect to such transformations, i.e., we should have

To(AX:+0b,..., AX, +b) = Tp(X1,...,Xp)



for each nonsingular d x d-matrix A and each b € RY, see [31] for an account on the
importance of affine invariance in connection with testing for multivariate normality.
Writing X,, = n~' 77| X for the sample mean and S, = n~' "7 (X; — X,)(X; —
X,,)" for the sample covariance matrix of X1, ..., X,, a necessary and sufficient condi-
tion for a test statistic 7,, to be affine invariant is that it is based on the Mahanalobis

angles and distances
(31) Y,V = (Xi—X,)' SN (X; - X,), i,j€{1,...,n},
where

V=S (X - X,),  j=1,....n,

are the so-called scaled residuals of Xy, ..., X, see [31]. Here, S '/? denotes the unique
symmetric square root of S,, which, due to the absolute continuity of the distribution
of X, exists with probability one if n > d + 1, see [16]. The latter condition is tacitly
assumed to hold in what follows.

Recall that in view of Corollary 2.2, we have Ry (t) Mx(t) —1 = 0 for each t € R?
if, and only if, the distribution of X is centered normal. Since the scaled residuals
Yo1,...,Y,, provide an empirical standardization of Xj,..., X, it seems tempting to

introduce the empirical cosine transform
1 n
3.2 = - Y, ; d
(3.2)  R,(t) nZCos (t"Y,;), teR?
7j=1
and the empirical moment generating function
1 n
3.3)  My(t) = — Y, ¢
( ) n(t) nZeXp (t Yn,]) ;o t eR )
7j=1
of Y, 1,...,Y,, and to base a test of H, on the weighted L?-statistic

(34) T, = / UZ(t) w,(t) dt,

where



(3.6)  wy(t) = exp (—7llt]*),
and v > 0 is some positive parameter. In principle, we could replace w, in (3.4]) with
a more general weight function satisfying some general conditions. The above special

choice, however, leads to a test criterion with certain extremely appealing features. To

this end, putting ij =Y, ; £ Y, i, routine calculations give the representation

d/2 Y2 — [V |12 y+HTy-
67 T, = ( {23 [ (H i =i, ")(%)
n 7,k,4,m=1 v v
||zcz||2 - || ||2> (Yﬁ%)
COS Ee—
2
2 Yo ill2 = || Yaill? Y,V
2 exp(n A= ,kn)cos v oL
= ! 2y

which is amenable to computational purposes. Being a function of Y, Yo, figuring in

([B.1)), the statistic T, , is affine invariant. Rejection of Hj is for large values of T, ,.
In view of the fact that T, ., contains a fourfold sum which implies O(n*) additions

to compute 7,, ,, we also studied another statistic, which is
(3.8) Tpn, = / U, (1) w(t) dt.
R4

A simple calculation shows that Tnﬁ takes the form

d/2 n 2 2 T
=~ ™ 1 Yo" = [Yorl Yo Yok
(39 T,, = <;) vn <n2 jgk:l exp ( ™ cos > -1

and hence is much faster to compute than 7, ,.

We close this section by noting that tests for normality based on the empirical
CF date back to [19]. For multivariate normality the first contribution is by [I1], with
later contributions by [4], [34], [33], [18], [51], [1], and [55]. For review material on
the empirical CF we refer to [58]. On the other hand, the approach based on the
empirical MGF is certainly less popular, and it appears to include only a few entries.
In the multivariate case we refer to the test of [13] for bivariate exponentiality testing,
the extension of [21] of the T3-plot of [27] for testing normality and to [48] for testing

skew-normality. In the univariate case we refer to [47] and [60], with the lacking theory
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of the latter test provided by [32]. Finally, for a recent general account of weighted

L?-statistics such as ours we refer to [5].

4 The case v — o0

In this section, we show that the statistic T,

ny, after a suitable scaling, approaches a

linear combination of two well-known measures of multivariate skewness as v — oo.

Likewise, T,, , is connected with a time-honored measure of multivariate kurtosis.

Theorem 4.1 We have

s+d/2 96Tny

lim 3 72 = 261765 + 3’51765,

=300 nmd/
where
1 — 3 ~ 1 «
ba=— > (VYor) s bra=— > VI Var [YaslP [IVasll
Ji:k=1 jk=1

are multivariate sample skewness in the sense of [40] and [{9], respectively.

PrROOF. From ([B.7) and
2 3 2

exp(y) = L+y+ T+ 400", cos(y) =1-Z+0(y)

as y — 0, the result follows by tedious but straightforward calculations, using the

relations Y77 1 Yy, ;= 0, 320 |Ya,ll? = nd, 327y Yoy + Yarll? = 204,
n 1 n
S Vg +Yrlt = 20 (g ST Yagllt + @ + 2d> ,
J,k=1 j=1

anﬁmn‘*ﬂ k= 82 Y, Yok) (Yo l1? + 4n%byg + 20%b 4
Ji:k=1 k=1



as well as (writing tr(D) for the trace of a square matrix D)

ST Y) IVl = Y e (VY Yo 1Yal?)
4.k=1 4.k=1

= ftr <Z Yn,kYnT,k Z Yn,anT,j 1Y ”2)
k=1 j=1
j=1
— 0 Yt (VYo lYas )
k=1

n
= Yy [[Y,)" m
j=1

Remark 4.2 Theorem [[.1] parallels Theorem 2.1 of [30], who showed that the BHEP
statistic for testing for multivariate normality, after suitable rescaling, approaches
2b1 4 + 331@ as a smoothing parameter (called [ in that paper) tends to 0. Since [
and v are related by 5 = ~~2, this corresponds to letting v tend to infinity.

Theorem 4.3 We have
, 167,
Fyh_{lgo /72+d/2 \/57.(.(1’72 = b2,d - d(d + 2)7

where
1 n
ba = =3 [Vl
n <
J=1

is multivariate sample kurtosis in the sense of [{6].

PRrROOF. From (B.9) we have

~ n 2
iz oo 1 Lo aalP = 1Yol (1Y ill® = 1Y)
\/nmd/? n? b 4ry 3272

(%)’
x [1— 2 O -1
(1- ) o6 )



. 2
as v — oo. Since Y. (Yol — Yo jll?) = 0 and >, (Y, Y0,)

follows by straightforward calculations. W

= n?%d, the result

Notice that d(d + 2) is the value of theoretical multivariate kurtosis in the sense of [46]
attained by any non-degenerate d-variate normal distribution. In this sense the limit

statistic of Theorem maybe termed “excess kurtosis”.

5 Asymptotic null distribution in the i.i.d. case

In this section we consider the case that X, X5, ... are i.i.d. d-dimensional random
vectors with some non-degenerate normal distribution. Notice that the process U,, given
in (3.5) is a random element of the separable Hilbert space L? := L*(R%, B4 w. (¢)dt)
of (equivalence classes of ) measurable functions f : R¢ — R that are square integrable
with respect to the finite measure on the o-field B¢ of Borel sets of RY given by the
weight function w., defined in ([B.0). The inner product and the resulting norm in L?
will be denoted by (f, g) = [pa f(t) g(t) wy(t) dt, || fllLz = \/{f, f), respectively.

With this notation, the test statistics 7}, and Tnﬁ given in (B4) and B3, re-

spectively, take the form
(5.1) Tay = Ul
and

(5.2) Ty = (Up,1).

" D e :
Writing ”—" for convergence in distribution of random vectors and stochastic pro-

cesses, the main result of this section is as follows.

Theorem 5.1 (Convergence of U, under Hy)

Suppose that X has some non-degenerate d-variate normal distribution, and that v > 1
in [38). Then there is a centered Gaussian random element W of L* having covariance
kernel

1
Cls,t) = '+ =

5 (eSTt + e_sTt> + 2 cos (sTt) —s't—4

sothatUngWasn%oo.



In view of (&Il and (5.2), Theorem Bl and the Continuous Mapping Theorem

immediately yield the following corollary.
Corollary 5.2 Under the assumptions of Theorem [2.1, we have
a) T SN W3, asn — oo,
b) T L5 N0,0?) asn — oo, with o? = Joi Ja C (5, 1)e US4 s .

Remark 5.3 Routine calculations show that o* in Corollary[52 (b) has the following
expression: o = 2n(y? — 0.25)"%2 + 279(72 + 0.25)7Y2 — 4gdy~d,

Remark 5.4 It is well-known that the distribution of |W||3, is that of 3372, A\;N7,

where A1, \a, . .. are the positive eigenvalues of the integral operator f — Af on L? asso-
ciated with the kernel C' given in Theorem[5 D), i.e., (Af)(t)= [C(s,t)f(s) exp(—~||t]|*)ds,
and Ny, No, ... are i.i.d. standard normal random variables. We did not succeed in ob-

taining explicit solutions of this equation. However, since
EIWIE = [ C(t.0) exp (—r147)
R
(see [53], p. 213), tedious but straighforward manipulations of integrals yield

3 . d/2 1 - d/2 d - d/2
ElWIZ, = = Z (44 = o
Wl =3 (7—1) i <7+1) ( " 27) (7)

o - \/j<1+<<w>>”Z 2V (o) (s (*57))

where |-] denotes the integer part of a given number.

6 Consistency
The next result shows that the test for multivariate normality based on 7, , is consistent
against general alternatives.

Theorem 6.1 Suppose X has some absolutely continuous distribution, and that Mx (t) =

Elexp(t" X)] < oo, t € RY. Then we have
1,
lim inf 272 > / (R ()M (£) — 1)? w, (£) dt
n—oo n R4

almost surely.
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PROOF. Because of affine invariance we may w.l.o.g. assume EX = 0 and EXX " = I,.

With A, ; given in ([I0.3)), notice that

__________

which, by Theorem 5.2. of [6], implies

(6.1) lim &, =0 P-as.

n—o0
Fix K > 0, and recall R, (t), M,(t), from 32), (B3), respectively. With Ry (t), MS(t)
given in (I0.2), (I04) yields

max | M, (t) — M:(t)| < max M,(t) (Kfn + %Kzfie[{f") .

ltI<K TltI<K
By (61)) and the strong law of large numbers in the Banach space of continuous func-
tions on {t € R? : [|t|| < K}, we have lim, . maxjy<x |M,(t) — Mg(t)| = 0 P-as.
Since max <k |Rn(t)— Ry (t)] < K&, @) implies lim,, o max <k |Ry(t)— R ()| =
0 P-a.s. In view of
Ry(t)Mn(t) =1 = (Bn(t) — Ry (8)) (Mn(t) — My (t)) + M, (8)(Ra(t) — Ry(2))
+ 1, (1) (M (t) = My (t) + Ry, (8) M, () — 1,

the strong law of large numbers in Banach spaces and Fatou’s lemma yield

n—00 n

lim inf 227 > / (Rac ()M (£) = 1)° (1) dt
{t:|It[<K}

almost surely. Since K is arbitrary, the assertion follows. W

In view of Corollary and Theorem [G.1] the test that rejects the null hypothesis
Hy for large values of T}, - is consistent against each alternative distribution the MGF
of which exists on R?. We conjecture that this test is consistent against any alternative
distribution. However, in view of the reasoning of [I2], the behavior of T}, , against

heavy-tailed alternatives is a non-trivial problem.

7 Testing for normality in GARCH models

Consider the multivariate GARCH (MGARCH) model
(71)  X;=%"(0);, j €,

11



where € © C R", is an v-dimensional vector of unknown parameters. The unob-
servable random errors €;, j € Z, also referred to as innovations, are i.i.d. copies of
a d-dimensional random vector £, which is assumed to have mean zero and unit co-
variance matrix. Moreover, ¥;(0) = X(X,_1, Xj_o,...:0) is a d x d symmetric and
positive definite matrix, which is the conditional variance matrix of X, given the past
information. On the basis of the observations X;, j = 1,...,n, driven by equation

(1), we wish to test the null hypothesis
Ho : The law of € is N4(0,1,).

Notice that Hy ¢ is equivalent to the hypothesis that, conditionally on {X;_1, X;_, ...},
the law of X is Ng(0,%;(#)), for some 6 € O. The difference with the i.i.d. setting
is that, on the one hand, the innovations in (7.I]) are already assumed to be centered
at zero. On the other hand however, the covariance matrix ¥;(#) of X, unlike the
i.i.d. case, here is allowed to be time-varying in a way that depends on the unknown
parameter 6 as well as on past observations.

For univariate GARCH models [39], [42], [26] and [14] suggested specification
tests for the innovation distribution. However, with the exception of [2], corresponding
tests are still scarce in the multivariate case. We now take some time to emphasize the
importance of testing the null hypothesis of normality in GARCH models. First, notice
that acceptance of the null hypothesis H ¢ implies the validity of the classical Gaussian
MGARCH model, which has been a benchmark for modelling certain economic and
financial quantities. Although even today the normal distribution is most commonly
used in applications, since the time of [45] and [20] there is empirical evidence that,
for example, the distribution of financial variables is heavy-tailed, even after filtering
the volatility clustering phenomenon produced by model (ZI). In order to capture
this empirical so-called stylized fact, several authors suggested alternative innovation
distributions, such as the (multivariate) Student-t distribution ([57], [2], and [15]),
the stable distribution ([8], [50], and [23]), and the Laplace distribution ([56], [9]).
In this connection, it is well-known that having erroneously accepted the normality
assumption for the GARCH-residuals resulting from the estimation of model (7)),
leads to incorrect inferential procedures, such as assessment of standard risk measures

like the value at risk (VaR); see for instance [54]. The preceding discussion provides
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the ground on the basis of which the null hypothesis Hy ¢ could be considered as highly
relevant, particularly in statistical modelling with a view towards financial applications.

Notice that although H ¢ is about the distribution of €, the innovations themselves
are unobservable in the context of model (Z.I]). Hence any decision regarding the null

hypothesis Hj ¢ should be based on residuals

(7.2)  &(0,) =%;2(0)X;, 5=1,.

J

Here, the matrix ij(~), apart from a suitable estimator §n that will be detailed later,
also depends on specific initial values {)?j, J < 0} of X, which, under certain condi-
tions, are asymptotically irrelevant. Let US be defined as U,, in (35) by replacing Y, ;
with € («9 ), j =1,...,n. The value of the test statistics 7, and fﬁfw are defined as
in 4) and (B3], respectively, with U,, changed for US.

In order to derive the asymptotic null distribution of US we will make the following
assumptions (A.1)—(A.6), which will be commented on at the end of this section for
specific instances of MGARCH models. In the sequel, C' > 0 and p, 0 < ¢ < 1, denote
generic constants, the values of which may vary across the text, and 6y stands for the

true value of 6.

(A.1) The estimator 0, satisfies \/ﬁ(gn —6y) = Op(1).

(A.2) supyeco 1/2

H < C, supgeo _1/2 )H <C as.
(A.3) supgeq [[3%(0) = =%(0)]| < Co.

(A4) E[X;0°

21/2(9)H§<oofo 0
(6o r some ¢ > 0.

(A.5) For each sequence 1, xs, ... of vectors of R%, the function 6 +— 2Y2(zy, zy,...;6)

admits continuous second-order derivatives.

(A.6) For some neighborhood V' (6y) of 6y, there exist p > 1, ¢ > 2 and r > 1 so that

13



2p 4+ 2rt=1and 4¢t +2r 1 =1, and

925 1/2(9)
E sup 2_1/2 < 00,
9cV(0) lgjl 06’k895
axi? () ||”
E sup 2_1/2 < 00,
9ev(O) Z 90,
E sup 2;/2(90)2;1/2(9)“ < o0.

0cV(©)
The next result gives the asymptotic null distribution of UY.

Theorem 7.1 (Convergence of US under Hy )

Let {X;} be a strictly stationary process satisfying ([L1)), with X; being measurable with
respect to the sigma-field generated by {e,,u < j}. Assume that (A.1)-(A.6) hold.
Then under the null hypothesis Hy ¢, there is a centered Gaussian random element Wg

of L* having covariance kernel
1
Cals,t) = '+ 3 (esTt + e_STt> +2cos (s't) —4
so that UY N Wea as n — oo.

From Theorem [T and the Continuous Mapping Theorem we have the following

corollary.

Corollary 7.2 Under the assumptions of Theorem[71], and for v > 1 in (3:4) we have
a) T —> [Well2. asn — oo,
b) wa 25 N(0,62) asn — oo, where 0% = Jua Joa Ca(s, t)e 1 UsIEHIU) gs gt

Remark 7.3 Notice that the covariance kernels in Theorems 5.1 and [7.1] only differ
by the term s't. This difference is due to the fact that for the MGARCH case the
innovations (and thus the data) are assumed to have zero mean. Hence, there is no
centering involved. Second, since [oq [za sTte W Usl*HIt®) gsdt = 0, it follows that o* =
o2, and thus fTV,W and fﬁfw both have the same asymptotic null distribution. Perhaps

the most surprising fact is that the limit null distribution of US does not depend on the
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estimation of the parameter 6, in contrast to the GARCH wversion of the normality test
of [33], studied in [39], [37] and [38] for the usual (linear) univariate GARCH model.
We underline that these observations refer to the asymptotic null distribution alone
and that for finite sample sizes, the null distribution of both Tr% and wa do depend

on the estimation of the parameter 6 as well as on the true value of this parameter.

Remark 7.4 [70], [{3]. [3] and [25], among others, have shown that mild regularity
conditions guarantee that the quasi mazimum likelihood estimator (QMLE), defined by

0, = arg max L,(0),
6o

£a0) = 5 00, Ti0) = X 0)X; +log[5,0)]

satisfies (A.1) for general MGARCH, or for particular specifications.

There are many MGARCH parametrizations for the matriz ¥;(0), see, e.g., [24).
One of the most widely used MGARCH models is the Constant Conditional Correlation
(CCC) model proposed by [7] and extended by [36]. That model decomposes the condi-
tional covariance matriz (7.1]) into conditional standard deviations and a conditional
correlation matriz, according to 3;(6p) = D;(6p)RoD;(60y). Here, D;(6y) and Ry are
d x d matrices, with Ry being a correlation matriz and D;(0y) is a diagonal matriz so

that 0;(0) = diag {D?(0) } with
p q
oi(0) =b+ > BXP + ) Thoju(6)
k=1 k=1

and X]@) = X; ® X;, where © denotes the Hadamard product, that is, the element by
element product. Moreover, b is a vector of dimension d and has positive elements,
while {By}_, and {Tx}}_, are d x d matrices with non-negative elements. Under

certain weak assumptions, the QMLE for the parameters in this model satisfies (A.1),

and (A.2)-(A.6) also hold (see [24)] and [22]).

Remark 7.5 Similar results for the consistency against alternatives to those stated in

the i.1.d case can be given now. To save space we omit them.
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Table 1: Critical points for (y/7)¥?T, .

d n o 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 20 25 3.0

2 20 0.05 7.95 5.62 3.94 271 0.80 0.31 0.15
0.10 4.38 2.94 2.08 153 0.46 0.19 0.10

50 0.05 12.62 7.19 4.82 374 1.06 043 0.21
0.10 6.39 4.06 2.81 2.00 0.62 0.26 0.13

100 0.05 14.37 8.11 5.22 360 1.04 044 0.22
0.10 6.97 4.31 298 215 0.67 0.29 0.14

3 20 0.05 22.711  13.73 920 6.75 1.84 0.70 0.33
0.10 13.37 8.44 5.80 429 1.22 048 0.23

50 0.05 50.43 2412 1441 9.17 236 0.93 045
0.10 23.51 1245 792 563 154 0.63 0.31

100 0.05 65.97 28.84 1620 9.81 235 0.95 0.46
0.10 28.58  15.06 9.07 6.02 1.61 0.66 0.33

5 20 0.05] 124.67 6348 37.98 2523 599 218 0.98
0.10 74.76 4177 26.13 1749 444 1.67 0.77

50 0.05| 670.14 22295 100.01 54.12 846 3.05 1.41
0.10 | 264.18 10549 50.71 29.23 5.72 2.17 1.03

100 0.05 | 1501.74 42877 157.74 73.21 9.13 3.22 1.48
0.10 | 514.14 170.50 71.73 36.88 5.98 2.27 1.09

8 Monte Carlo results

This section describes and summarizes the results of some simulation experiments. All

computations have been performed using programs written in the R language.

8.1 Numerical experiments for i.i.d. data

Upper quantiles of the null distribution of 7, , have been approximated by generating
10,000 samples from a law Ng4(0,1;). Table [l displays some critical values. Looking
at this table we see that the speed of convergence to the asymptotic null distribution

depends on the data dimension and the value of ~.
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A natural competitor of the test based on T, is the CF-based test studied in
[33] (HW-test), since this test is simple to compute as well as affine invariant and has
been shown to have good power performance vis—a-vis competitors. Since, according
to [35], the global power function of any nonparametric test is flat on balls of alterna-
tives except for alternatives coming from a finite-dimensional subspace, each test has
a high power only against a specific set of alternatives. So, we carried out an extensive
simulation study to compare their powers against a wide range of alternatives, with
the aim of detecting those for which the test based on 7, , is more powerful than the
HW-test. As expected from Theorem [£]] and Remark [£2] for large v and small g
both tests behave very closely. For non-heavy-tailed distributions, we observed that
the power of the proposed test is either similar or a bit less than that of the HW-test;
for heavy-tailed distributions, however, the new test outperforms the HW-test. This
observation can be appreciated by looking at Table 2l which displays the empirical
power calculated by generating 1,000 samples (in each case), for the significance level
a = 0.05, from the following heavy-tailed alternatives: (LA) the multivariate symmet-
ric Laplace distribution (J40]); (G Ny) the multivariate S-generalized distribution ([29]),
that coincides with the normal distribution for # = 2 and has heavy tails for 0 < 6 < 2;
(ASEjy) the f-stable and elliptically-contoured distribution; (7j) multivariate student-¢
with 6 degrees of freedom.

As shown in Corollary (.2 the test statistic Tnn is asymptotically normal with
zero mean under the null hypothesis. We carried out some simulations to assess the

normal approximation to the null distribution of T,... and observed that it requires

ST
very large values of n, which depend on the value of v and the data dimension. Table
exhibits the empirical power, for significance level o = 0.05, against some heavy-tailed
and light-tailed distributions. We write P11, for the Pearson type II distribution with
parameter a, and U(0,1)¢ for the uniform distribution on the d-dimensional cube. In
Table Bl the one-sided test that rejects Hy for large values of T, n~ 1s codified as “one”
while the two-sided test that rejects H, for large values of \ﬁw| is codified as “two”
with critical points calculated by simulation. Such results were calculated by generating

1,000 samples of size n = 100 in each case. For very heavy-tailed distributions, the

new test is clearly more powerful than the HW-test. In these cases, the one-sided
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Table 2: Percentage of rejection for nominal level o = 0.05 and n = 50.

Test based on T, - HW-test

ol B
1.3 14 15 20 25| 01 05 1.0

83.6 83.8 828 82.0 811|595 753 825
91.9 928 93.8 93.7 928 | 77.0 89.5 94.2
969 976 979 99.0 988 | 96.0 98.6 994
66.7 67.2 659 655 650|529 56.2 50.0
75.5 76.6 783 787 780|675 699 59.6
87.1 88.2 88.6 91.0 91.5 | 86.0 88.0 78.1
314 337 341 324 332|258 239 185
384 40.0 40.0 41.3 41.3 | 33.7 31.7 223
479 50.1 50.6 51.6 554 | 61.1 453 274
87.7 87.8 8.7 835 821 |59.6 745 87.5
91.3 926 93.1 921 914 | 72.0 886 959
92.2 934 94.7 96.5 96.3 | 86.4 95.2 97.9
51.8 522 494 46.9 453 29.0 359 49.3
56.2 585 60.7 59.0 56.3 | 38.9 485 66.6
50.1 534 55.1 61.5 ©59.9 | 46.1 55.7 66.5
75.6 758 755 754 758|685 69.2 60.9
82.6 82.6 83.0 832 836|792 785 682
89.0 89.1 89.4 90.6 90.7 | 88.1 86.0 74.0
56.1 56.1 55.5 56.2 56.3 | 50.3 488 39.5
63.2 63.7 644 64.1 63.6 | 57.5 5H5H 428
76.0 76.5 76.6 782 781|726 681 48.9

LA

Tho

GN;

GN1.5

ASE1,75

ASELS()

Gt W DN (O W N (Ot W N[Ot W N ot W N |t W Ot W N

test gives slightly better results than the two-sided one. For distribution with very
light tails, the one-sided test fails (same behaviour as the “quadratic” statistic), but
the two-sided test is more powerful than the HW-test. These numerical results are
in agreement with the statement of Theorem M.3] which asserts that Tnn is close to a

sample kurtosis measure.

8.2 Numerical experiments for GARCH models

Since usual practical applications of MGARCH models involve rather large sample
sizes, this subsection studies the finite sample size behavior of the test based on Tr?v
With this aim, we must first specify a form for ¥;(#). In our simulations we considered

a bivariate CCC-GARCH(1,1) model with

0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.1 1 r
, By = , I , R
0.1 0.1 0.2 0.01 0.3 ro1
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Table 3: Percentage of rejection for nominal level o = 0.05 and n = 100.

Test based on Tnﬁ HW-test

Y B
1.3 1.4 1.5 2.0 25| 01 05 1.0
Tho 2 |one 57.0 57.0 57.1 577 579|333 348 27.1
two  46.1  46.1  46.2 464  46.4
3lone 749 747 746 744 T4l | 447 474 389
two  64.7 647 648 655  65.3
5|one 929 927 928 927 928 | 684 694 544
two 88.0 88.3 883 87.9 878
ASEy195 | 2 | one 381 386 388 391 39.1|321 29.0 21.0
two 339 341 342 344 345
3 |one 458 46.1 46.3 46.6 46.5 | 39.9 359 24.3
two 415 41.6 41.6 419 41.8
5|one 561 56.0 55.8 562 56.2|50.2 426 27.9
two 524 524 523 521 518
U0,1)% | 2 | one 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00| 20 283 974
two  99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
3 | one 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00| 00 27.0 980
two 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
5 | one 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00| 00 224 958
two 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
PII, |2 one 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00| 30 1.7 116
two  47.8  48.0 482 481 486
3 | one 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00| 02 1.7 179
two 727 732 739 748 75.0
5 | one 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00| 00 27 326
two 939 945 948 953 956

for r = 0,0.3, and a trivariate bivariate CCC-GARCH(1,1) model with b = (0.1,0.1,0.1)’,

0.3 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.01 1 r r
Bi=10102 01|, I'=| o001 03 01 |,R=|r1r
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.01 0.01 0.1 ror 1

and r as before.

As shown in Corollary [[.2 the test statistic THG,Y is asymptotically normal with
zero mean under the null hypothesis. We have computed the actual level for the
one-sided test that rejects Hy ¢ if T nGﬁ/a > u;_, and for the two-sided test rejecting

Hy e when \ﬁ%/(ﬂ > Uj_q/2 by generating 5,000 samples from the above bivariate
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CCC-GARCH(1,1) model. The results are not reported in order to save space. We
nevertheless have the following observations: The quality of the normal approximation
strongly depends on the model parameter values, being conservative for r = 0.0 and a
bit liberal for » = 0.3. As in the i.i.d.-case, rather large sample sizes are required for
the normal approximation to work. In addition, the normal approximation gives actual
levels closer to the nominal ones for the two-sided test. Nevertheless, as discussed
before, there is empirical evidence that in typical applications the innovations have
heavy-tailed distributions, and we have learnt from the i.i.d. setting that in such a
case, the one-sided test is more powerful than the two-sided one. So, for moderate
sample sizes, we should resort to another null distribution approximation.

In view of the remarks at the end of Remark [[.3] and in contrast to the i.i.d.-case,
we cannot calculate critical points for each n by simulation since, in practice, the values
of the true parameters involved in the specification of the conditional covariance matrix
¥;(#) are unknown. So, to approximate the null distribution of this test statistic we

considered the following conditional resampling scheme, given the data X, ..., X,:

(i) Calculate gn = an(Xl, ..., X,), the residuals €1,...,&, and the test statistic

TG =T9(3,....5).

(ii) Generate vectorsey,. .., ey i.i.d. from a Ng(0,I4) distribution. Let X7 = Z;ﬂ(g)gj—,

j=1,...,n.

(iii) Calculate 5;; = @L(X 5.0, X7, the residuals €7, . . ., €5, and approximate the null

yno

distribution of ﬁﬁ/ by means of the conditional distribution, given the data, of

TG = TG (31, &%),

rn

In practice, the approximation in step (iii) is carried out by generating a large

number of bootstrap replications of the test statistic T,%, for b = 1,..., M, whose
empirical distribution function is used to estimate the null distribution of vav

In our simulation study, for the distribution of the innovations, we took e1,..., ¢,
i.i.d. from the distribution of € with € having a (/N) multivariate normal distribution,
in order to study the level of the resulting test; and to study the power we considered
the following heavy-tailed distributions: Ty and G N, (see §8.1), and the asymmetric

exponential power distribution (AEP), whereby (Z1,...,72y)", with Zy,..., Zg ii.d.

20



from a univariate AEP distribution (J61]) with parameters a@ = 0.4, p; = 1.182 and
p2 = 1.820; these settings gave useful results in practical applications for the errors in
GARCH type models. As in the previous subsection, we also calculated the HW-test
for several values of 8 with Y} replaced by &;.

The parameters in the CCC-GARCH models were estimated by QMLE using the
package ccgarch of the language R. Table [ reports the percentages of rejections for
nominal significance level @ = 0.05 and sample size n = 300, for r = 0 and r» = 0.3.
In order to reduce the computational burden we adopted the warp-speed method of
[28] for evaluating the above resampling scheme. With the warp-speed method, rather
than computing critical points for each Monte Carlo sample, one resample is generated
for each Monte Carlo sample, and the resampling test statistic is computed for that

sample. Then the resampling critical values for TV,LGV

are computed from the empirical
distribution determined by the resampling replications of T;?j; In our simulations we
took 10,000 Monte Carlo samples for the level and 2,000 for the power. Looking at
Table M we conclude that the proposed test in most cases outperforms the HW-test

by a wide margin.

9 Conclusion

We prove new characterizations of the multivariate normal distribution. Based on these
characterizations we suggest tests for normality with i.i.d. data as well as tests for
the null hypothesis of a classical Gaussian multivariate GARCH model. The new test
statistics are simple to implement and in limiting cases yield well-known moment-based
criteria of goodness-of-fit. Their asymptotic null distribution is studied and consistency
against fixed alternatives is proved. In a series of Monte Carlo experiments the new
tests are implemented either based on asymptotic theory or by means of resampling
schemes showing that the resulting power is often higher than competitors. For the
GARCH case in particular, a conditional resampling version of the procedure shows
good power performance against certain heavy-tailed alternatives to the multivariate

normal distribution.
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Table 4: Percentage of rejection for nominal level o = 0.05 and n = 300.

Test based on Tf,y HW-test
v g

d r 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 201 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5

N 2 00| 486 486 490 482 468|533 527 504 502 4.88
0.3 | 4.63 456 459 4.60 4.64 | 4.57 469 499 489 5.06

3 00| 38 377 37 381 388|468 468 501 498 5.03

03] 684 708 715 697 708|485 502 565 516 5.14

T 2 0.0 89.15 89.05 88.85 88.70 89.05 | 4.40 17.00 27.75 29.10 27.70
0.3 | 81.30 81.15 81.10 81.40 81.95 | 5.10 18.75 26.50 27.25 26.00

3 0019580 9590 95.80 95.80 96.05| 6.15 35.10 46.90 43.20 37.05

0.3 ]16.10 13.15 1290 13.25 15.35 | 9.10 37.05 45.85 43.75 37.25

GNigs 2 0.0 ] 48.70 48.60 49.00 48.85 48.60 | 5.50 7.20 11.20 13.00 13.5
0.3 | 48.15 47.80 47.30 47.20 46.25 | 4.75 7.40 12.10 13.80 14.25

3 0.01]59.10 59.80 59.35 59.20 58.00 | 4.10 7.55 11.65 12.15 12.85

0.3 | 54.55 54.00 54.25 54.45 53.80 | 435 815 11.85 12.70 11.95

AEP 2 0.0 | 84.25 83.90 83.60 83.55 8340 | 6.90 31.10 47.40 48.95 46.10
0.3 | 77.55 7750 7735 77.80 78.10 | 6.65 29.00 44.95 47.45 46.00

3 0.0 86.45 86.15 86.40 86.30 86.15 | 6.00 29.90 44.35 44.45  37.3

0.3 ] 14.00 11.85 12.25 12.25 13.15| 7.00 32.80 44.00 44.90 38.00

10 Appendix: Technical proofs

Subsection [I0.] sketches the proofs of theoretical results.

some auxiliary results used in the proofs of our main theorems.

10.1 Proofs

PROOF of Theorem 5.1l Because of affine invariance of T},, we assume without loss of

Subsection [10.2] contains

generality that EX; = 0 and E[X;X] | = I;. The main idea for showing convergence
of the process U, () = v/n(M,(-)R,(-) — 1) is as follows: Putting

Ay, (t) =

exp (—[[t]|2/2) Vi (M, (t) — exp ([[t]%/2) ),
Bu(t) = exp (|t*/2) va(Ra(t) — exp (—[It]%/2) ),
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where M,, and R, are given in (3.3]) and (B.2), respectively, the crucial observation,

obtained after straightforward computations, is the representation
1
(10.1) U,(t) = %An(t)Bn(t) + A, (t) + Bu(t), teR%

Hence, the program is to prove A, + B, . W in L2, Since the first term on the
right-hand side of (I0.J]) will turn out to be asymptotically negligible, Slutzky’s lemma
then gives the convergence U, 2w,

The main problem of dealing with A,, + B,, is that both A, and B, are sums
of functions of the scaled residuals Y, 1,...,Y, ,, and not of the ii.d. random vectors

Xq,...,X,. To make the reasoning transparent, put

ALty = exp (=[ltll*/2) V(M (8) — exp ([It]*/2) ),
By(t) = exp ([[tlI*/2) V(B (t) —exp (—[It]*/2) ),

where, in contrast to R, and M,
1 < 1 <
(10.2) R(1) = — dcos(tTX;),  M(t) = - > exp (t'X;), teR?
j=1 j=1

are based on Xi,...,X,. Notice that Ay + By = n~'/?Y" | Z; where Z;(t) =
e ItP/2 6t X5 — 1 4 elll/2 cos (t7X;) — 1,t € R™ Since E[Z;(t)] = 0, t € R?, and (due
toy > 1) E||Z1|7. = [z E[Z7(t)] w,(t)dt < oo, a Central Limit Theorem (CLT) in
Hilbert spaces (see e.g., [41]) shows that there is a centered Gaussian random element
We (say) of L?, so that A + B2 2y we.

The idea now is to approximate each of the differences A, (t) — A2 (¢) and B, (t) —
B (t) by sums of i.i.d. random variables. To this end, put

(103) An,j - YnJ’ - Xj - (S;l/2 - Id) Xj - S;1/27n’ j = 1, coe, N

A Taylor expansion gives

1
(10.4) et s — o™X = o™ <tTAn,j 5 (t7A,) e (@thTAn,j)) :

where |O,, ;| < 1. It follows that

(10.5) An(t) = AN(t) = exp (=[1t*/2) V/n (Ma(t) = MR(t)) = Vaa(t) + Vaa(t),
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where

|
(10.6) Voi(t) = exp (—[t]?/2) ﬁZet Nt A,

n

(10.7) Vialt) = exp (—|Jt[? /2 Z X (1T AL ) exp (Ot A y) -

By some tedious and delicate estimations, we have ||V, 2|7, = op(1) (see Proposition

103 in the Appendix), and Proposition [[04] yields

where op(1) refers to convergence in L?. Likewise, we have

B,(t) = Bo(t) = exp ([t?/2) Vi (Ru(t) = Ry (t)) = Woa(t) + Waa(t),
where

(10.8) Woi(t) = — exp (||t]*/2) Zsm tTX) A,

n

1
Waalt) = exp (I°/2) 5 7= Z i (7 0)"

and |V, ;| < 1. Since
t 1
W0l < exp (Je2/2) 18 Zn A

and n~'2 370 A2 = op(1) (see [B3], p. 9), it follows that [[W,alf> = op(1).
Moreover, Proposition gives

in D T (XX —Ta) t+ op(1).

Summarizing, we have A,(t) + B,(t) = n~ "2 3", Z;(t) + op(1), where
Z;(t) = exp (—|t]*/2) e X1 — 1 4 exp ([7/2) cos (" X;) — 1 —t" X;.

Since EZ;(t) = 0, t € RY, and, in view of the condition v > 1, E||Z1[|?, < oo, a Hilbert
space CLT (see [41]) yields A, + B, 25 W for a centered Gaussian element W of L2
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having covariance kernel C(s,t) = E[Z;(s)Z;(t)]. Using
E [cos (sTX) o X] = el cos (571)
[ TX el X} — gTteltl? 2
1
E [cos( TX) cos (tTX)] = 2 o~ (Il +[1#11%)/2 (esTt + e—sTt) ’

straightforward computations show that C(s,t) takes the form given in Theorem [E.1]
As a side-product of the derivations, we see that both A,, and B,, converge in distribu-
tion and thus are tight sequences in L?. Hence, the first term in (I0.I) is op(1), which
completes the proof of Theorem 5.1 M

Proor oF (B.3)): Putting L(,O) :=1,(0,0), we have
3.0, 10 (0)
E|W 3 = S19) + 519 - 410 - J, + 2K,
where J, = [o.|[t][?exp (=v[[t]|?) dt, K, = [o.cos(|[t]]*) exp (—7||t[|*) dt. Straightfor-
d—1
ward algebra gives J, = d j,(yz) (j,(yo)> , Where

o :/ t"™exp (—t*) dt, m =0,2.

— 00
Invoking
d 14 2 d
cos E O] =) (1)1 E Hsin 0, H cos by,
=1 q=0 1<1<j2...<j2q<d k=1 0#51,52+-2q
we obtain

= S0 () () (),

2q

where £{ = [

—00

0 _ T o_ L 7
J - _ J o _7
Y \/; Y 2/7

o [msin((1/2)tan- 1) o [Feos((1/2)tan"(1/2)
= v el e v

the result follows by simple algebra. W

o0

sin(?) exp (—yt2) dt, £\ = 75 cos(t?) exp (—vt*) dt. Since
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PROOF of Theorem [Tl Notice that US satisfies an equality similar to that in (0.
with A, and B, replaced with AY and BY, respectively, where

AS(e) = exp(—1/2) = Z [exp (£75,0)) — exp(l1]1%/2)]

1 < PN
BY(t) = exp([t2/2)—= > [cos (£75,@)) — exp(=I111*/2)]
To prove the result we will demonstrate that

AS(t)+ BS(t) = ﬁ > i1 [exp( i ) exp(t'e;) + exp(%) cos(t'e;)—2

(10.9)
+7r,(1),

with |7, |[r2 = op(1), and the result will follow from the CLT in Hilbert spaces. With
this aim, we first introduce some notation. Let ¢;(f) = 2]-_1/2(9))(]-. Notice that
5]-(90) =£&j. Let

where @L = (gnl, . ,@LU)T, 0o = (Oo1,...,00,) ", and A, ; = 5]-(5”) — W;. Then

Let A1 (0) = > Y29y 2-xY2(9) and = E[A:.(0)]. To show we prove that
j a0y, i H j

J

(a.1) exp(—[[t]|?/2) 7= 327y exp(tT W) = 2= 3770, Vi(t) + 7y (1), with

Vi) = exp(=[[t]*/2+ ¢ Tej) = Yt it v/n(Ouk = or)s Iranllee = oe(1),

(a.2) exp([[t]]*/2) 7z 207y cos(tTW;) = = 30011 Zj() + raa(t), with

Z;(t) = exp(|[tl]*/2) cos(tTej) + Yt putv/n(Bu — o), lrazllie = op(1),

k=1

(b.1) |73z = op(1), where r, 3(t) = e"'t”z/Q% Sy exp(tTW;) (exp(tTAn ;) — 1),

(b.2) ||7n.4lli2 = op(1), where r, 4(t) = e”t”z/zﬁ Sy cos(tTWy) (exp(tT A, ) — 1),
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(©1) lIrusllie = o (1), where rs(t) = e M2 2 570 [exp()(6.)) - exple; (Ba)]

(©2) lIrasliz = 02(1), where r(t) = olfI*/2 2 570 Jeos(E(8,) — cos(e, (6,))]

Proof of (a.1). Notice that 52- 36, (9)‘9 = —A;1(6p)e;. A Taylor expansion gives
- =06o

1 zn:exp(tTW-) _ L zn:exp(th-)

Vi 4= ’ Vi 4= ’

1 — _ - _ ~ _ Rn,l(t)
v j=1 k=1

with |Rn71| < n_l/szLlle,g, where

Bpya(t) = exp (IItH max | > A00) 1116 — 6ol max H@H) :
k=1

Ru1a(t) = Zexp(tTéj) (tTZAjk(eo)(énk—eOk)gj> .

k=1
We have
t
exp(— el H \/—Z o'e tTZAJk 0) (B — o )e; = t Z,ukf (Onr. —Oor)t
+Rn,1,3(t)7
where

Rn,1,3(t) = Z \/ﬁ(é\nk - 90k>Rn,1,3,k (t), n 1,3, k Z ij
k=1
Vislt) = exp(—2/2) exp( T, Ap(Ou)e, — T u

By noting that E[Vj;] = 0, E[(Vi;, Vir)] = 0, Vj # 7, Yk, and E[|V},?. < oo, it follows
that [|[Ry13kl2 = op(1), 1 <k <w, and thus ||R, 13|12 = op(1). Similar calculations
show || exp(—|[t]|?/2)Rn12/12 = Op(1). Let a > 0 so that 1/¢ < a < 1/2, where ¢ is
as in (A.6). Then

P (mjax H iA]k(eo)H > na> < nP (H iAjk(e(])H > ’n,a)
k=1 k=1
LB A
nra
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This convergence together with (A.1) and Proposition [0l imply

v R 1
max | 37 A (60) [ 18, — o)l max ;] = o (n—g(")) -
k=1

Therefore, Proposition gives || exp(—|[t]|?/2) Ry 1.1ll12 = Op(1). As a consequence,
| exp(—|It]|I?/2) Ruallr2 = op(1), and (a.1) follows.

Proof of (a.2). The proof is similar to that of (a.1), so we omit it.

Proof of (b.1). Observe that exp(t' A, ;) —1=t"A, exp(a, t' A, ;) for some a, ; €
(0,1), and

~

(@m — Ook) (0 — Ooi)

0:0n

v 02
Apj=>_ :
n,j = aekael 5] (9)

for some 6, between 6, and . Now (A.1) and (A.6) yield A, ;|| < Dj||5j||||§n — 0o

for large enough n, where ED]? < 00. The Cauchy—Schwarz inequality gives

Irns(t)] < 7’n,3,1(t)1/27"n,3,2(t)1/27

where
2 1 —
rosa(t) = e 12— "exp(tTW)),

1
V/nn?
Proceeding as in the proof of (a.1), it can be seen that r,, 3, = Op(1) (in L?) and that
Tns2 = op(1) (in L?), showing that r,, 3 = op(1) (in L?).

Proof of (b.2). The proof is similar to that of (b.1) and is thus omitted.
Proof of (c.1). Let A, = £(8,)—¢;(8,) = 5-3(8,) (21./2@) - i;ﬂ(e])) V20,0 X,

J J J

_1el2 ~ ~
ruaa2(t) = e 221 V/n(8,—60) ]! > D3l expINID; s 1 162—00l1)-
j=1

A Taylor expansion yields
(10.10) exp (tng(an)> — exp <tT5j((/9\n)) =t"A,jexp (tng(é\n) + an,jtTAnJ)
for some a, ; € (0,1). By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and (I0.I0),
1 ¢ PN ~
N Z [exp (tTej(ﬁn)) — exp (tTej(Hn)>]
j=1
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where

Roat) = exp(—l1]/2) = 3 exo (275,00

1 n
Ry o(t) = eXp(—||t||2/2)ﬁ > I A1 exp 2l An ).
j=1

Proceeding as in (a.l), we obtain ||R, 1]z = Op(1). We next show ||R,,2||12 = op(1),
which yields (c.1). To this end, put A, jx = ||An ;|| + [|Ank]|. From Proposition [10.2]

Ly A2
IRzl < D7 Al Al (o + KiALE) exp (7:,1) |
]7k:1

Taking into account that for any z,y € R and r > 0
(10.11) |z +y|" = cr(Jz]" + |y["),

where ¢, = 1if 0 <7 <1 and ¢, = 2"!, otherwise, we have

|Ruzl? < C ZHA 2 exp 2)| Al
n L \/— n,j fy_i_l

{ Z||Am||2exp(2”A””2)}{ > ol e (2”?1”)}.

We show that each expression within curly brackets is op(1). From (A.2) and (A.3),
(10.12) [[An ]l < CP X5

As a consequence, (A.4) implies

(10.13) A,; = 0 as.

as j — oo for each n, because the upper bound in (I0.12) does not depend on n (see
Exercise 7.2 in [24]. From (I0.13), it follows that for each M > 1 and each w € €2, there

2||An,j||2> < M for each n and each j, k > jo.

is an integer jo = jo(w, M) so that exp ( —H

Forn>npandr=2orr=d+25,

2
IZHAMH o (L23l) <7341,
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where
o No r 2||A"7]||2
Tl—ﬁlgggo [ An il exp <77+1 , = f § A"

Jj=no+1

Let 0 < o < 1/2, and put log™ (x) = max{0,log(z)}. Then

2||An,j||2 ||Anj||2
P (417 exp (L2220 ) o }jpnm4|mp sl e

¢/2 ¢ E||X|€ S0 pic
<C§:1% (1A )2 + Bl Angll€ _ (I S50
(log(n))<7? (log(n))<7?

which implies maxi<;<p, ||An;||” exp (%) = op(n®) and thus 77 = op(1). From

(A.4) and ([I0II), for any 0 < ¢ < min{l,<} , we have

n ¢/r n )
SO D D TWIE D SRS

j=no+1 j=no+1 Jj=no+1

Since > 7, . [[A,]|" has finite moment of order (/r, it is finite almost surely. Thus
Ty — 0 a.s. as n — oo, which completes the proof of (c.1).
Proof of (c.2). The proof is similar to that of (c.1) and is thus omitted. W

10.2 Some auxiliary results

Proposition 10.1 Let X, Xy, X5, ... be i...d. d-variate random vectors having the
normal distribution Ny(0, I;), and put F, := maxi<;<, || X;||. Then

lim P (4\/2logn (F, —a,) < t) = exp(—exp(—t)), t € R,

n—o0
where
(d—2)loglogn logI'(d/2)
2v/2logn V2Iogn

PROOF. Since || X||* has a y2-distribution and thus a Gamma distribution, the distri-

2logn +

bution of F? is in the maximum domain of attraction of the Gumbel law. From p. 156

of [I7] we therefore obtain 2(F? — d,,) 2, G, where
d
d, = 2 <logn + (5 — 1) loglogn — logF(d/Q))

30



and G has a Gumbel distribution. Using F? — d,, = (F,, — V/d,)(F,, + V/d,) together
with (F, + /d,)//d, 4 2 and Sluzky’s lemma, we have 4y/d,(F, — /d,) 2,7z
Upon noting that \/d,, = a, + o(1/y/2logn) as n — oo, the assertion follows. M

Proposition 10.2 Let k € NU {0} and o > 0. Then

o2
/ 1£]|* exp (—(1+7)||t]|2+204]|t||) dt < (K0+K1 ozd+k_1) exp (1 )
]Rd _'_/7

for some constants Ky, K1 that depend only on d, k and .

Proor. Using spherical coordinates, the integral equals

a? &0 « 2
oF eXp(l—i—*y) / rFrd=lexp (—(1+7) (T_—l—i-fy) ) dr,
0

where Cy is a constant that depends only on d. This last integral, in turn, is equal
to 20v27E [|N|*+471], where 0 = (2(1 4+ ~))~! and N has the normal distribution
N(u, 0?), where u = a/(1 + ). From this, the result follows readily. W

Proposition 10.3 We have ||[V,||3. = op(1), where V5 is given in (I07).
PROOF. Putting F), := maxi<;<, || X;||, ([03) gives

(10.14) |t A, ] < |1t A,

where

(10.15) Ay = (IS, = Talla B + 115, 2|2 [1Xa |-

On the other hand, we have (£TA, ;)2 < 2(t7 (S, "/? —1,)X;)2 +2(t7 S, /*X,,)?, which
implies 0 < V,,2(t) < V,,21(t) + Vi22(t), where

Vn,271(t) = e_”t”2/2 Z etTX tT 1/2 1 ) Xj)2 exp (("‘)thTAnJ’) y

LZ (SR e (Ot By).

_ ol

=1
Since |Va2llZ2 < 2|[Va2allfz 4 2||Vagoll?2, it suffices to prove that each of the last two
summands is op(1). To tackle V,, 51, notice that

_ 2 _
(7 (S22 = 1a) X;)" < 1P 155172 = Tall3 117
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and hence, invoking (I0.14),

1 = 7
Vio1(t) < I1S7Y2 — 1,12 ||t]|? e~ It17/2 X || X2 AR
) < 1572 — LI 7 32T e
Consequently,

Vazallfe < 157" Lall3 ~ ZHX I 11X ||2/ ] o T o ()21 gy,

2] 1
Now, using [t"(X; + X;)| < 2||t|| F,, and Proposition [0 with k = 4 and a = F,, + A,
it follows that

B 1 <& r
(10.17) |Viza e < Hsgl/l—ldng-n-;ﬁ-jg: X121 (Ko + K T4 exp ( )

i,j=1 L+

where I'), = F,, + A,,. From Proposition [I0.1, we obtain

(d—2)loglogn+0P< 1 )

F,=+/21 + -
e 2¢/2logn Vdiogn

In view of ||Sy /% = Iy|ls = Op(n=2) and || X,.|| = Op(n=Y/2), we see that A, figuring
in (I015) is of order Op((logn/n)'/?) and thus
(d —2)loglogn < 1 )
r,=+21 Op | —— ).
g™ ¥ 2y/2logn O Vdiogn
Hence, I'2 = 2logn + (d — 2) loglogn + Op(1) and therefore

2

- + » = log (¥ + log <(log n)(d_z)/(lﬂ)) + Op(1).

It follows that the rightmost factor figuring in (I0.I7T) is

F2
”):n”ﬂﬂ%mdwmw%ﬂ)

10.18
( ) exp (1 -
Since ||S_1/2 — 14|53 = Op(n™2), n™2 szzl 112 ||Xj||2 — 0s(1) and Ffj’?’  of order
Op((logn) /%) (ILIR) yields

||Vn,2,1Hiz = Op (n(l_’Y)/(1+“/)) - (log n)%"_%

and thus ||V, 21?2 = op(1), since v > 1.

To show that ||V, 2[]72 = op(1), where V,, 55 is given in (I0.I6), a similar reasoning
as above yields ||V, 22([22 = Op(n™1)- [ [[t]|1e” DI It (Fatda) 4t Hence, ||V, 2,2/
is of the same order as ||V, 2,1]|?», which completes the proof. M
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Proposition 10.4 We have
11 T T
Vaat) = —5 —=> ¢ (X;X] - t_—ZtX+OIP

where V,, 1 is given in (I08) and op(1) is with respect to L*.

PROOF. From the definition of A, ;, we have V,, 1(t) = V,11(t) = Vi12(t) = Vias(1),

where

Voaa(t) = eItz = ZetTXJtT U2 1) X,

Viralt) = etz L Zeﬂw 512 1) X,
_ —||t||2/2_ X, T3

Vn7173(t) = e \/ﬁz_:e it Xn

Since |t" (S{l/z — Id> Xl < IS = Lll2 | X ]| = ||£] Op(nY), it is readily seen
that ||Vi12[7. = op(1). Now,

Vors(t) = e P2 (Ao (t) f Z tT Xy + — Z trX;.

with M?2(t) given in (I0.2) and m(t) = exp(]|t]|*/2). Taking expectations and using
Fubini’s Theorem, it follows that Vi, 13(t) = n="/2 3" t7X; + 0p(1), where op(1) is

understood with respect to L. Finally, we use the relation
(10.19) v/n (S;Y* —1,) Z XieX{ —1a) + Op (n7'7?)

(see display (2.13) of [33]). Replacing v/n(Sn S I;) in the expression of V,, 1 1(¢) with
the right-hand side of (I0.I9), we obtain

Vora(t) = —= e P2 < ZetTX X]) \F Z d) t+ op(1).

Replacing n=' 37" exp(t" X;) X; with its expectation Efexp(t' X1)X1] = exp(]|t]|*/2)t
means adding a term that is op(1) in L? which, upon combining with the non-negligible

term of V,, 1 3, yields the assertion. H
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Proposition 10.5 We have

_11

Woa(t) = ZH (X; X, — 1) t+ os(1),

where W, is given in (IZ.8) and op(1) is with respect to L*.
PrOOF. We have W, 1(t) = =Wy 11(t) + Wi12(t) + Wi13(t), where

Wn,l,l(t) = lt” e —— ZSIH tTX tT (S;l/2 —Id) Xj,
Woia(t) = ellP/2 — Zsm (tTX;) 7 (V2 —14) X,

Wn,1,3(t) = e||t||2/2 % Z sin (tTXj) tTYn.

By complete analogy with the reasoning given in the proof of Proposition [[0.4] we
have ||[W;,, 12|72 = op(1), and it is readily seen that also ||, 157, = op(1). Finally, by
making use of (I0.T9) and proceeding as in the proof of Proposition 0.4 (notice that
E[sin(t" X1)X,] = exp(—|[t]|?/2)t), the assertion follows. W
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