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Abstract

Knowing the error distribution is important in many multivariate time series
applications. To alleviate the risk of error distribution mis-specification, testing
methodologies are needed to detect whether the chosen error distribution is correct.
However, the majority of the existing tests only deal with the multivariate normal
distribution for some special multivariate time series models, and they thus can not
be used to testing for the often observed heavy-tailed and skewed error distributions
in applications. In this paper, we construct a new consistent test for general mul-
tivariate time series models, based on the kernelized Stein discrepancy. To account
for the estimation uncertainty and unobserved initial values, a bootstrap method is
provided to calculate the critical values. Our new test is easy-to-implement for a
large scope of multivariate error distributions, and its importance is illustrated by
simulated and real data.
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1 Introduction

Consider a multivariate stationary time series {Y;} with Y; = (Yy, ..., Yg) T € R?, and

Y; admits the following specification
Y, = M(Ii—1;00) + Cl/z(ft—l; 00)7:, (1.1)

where I, = {Y},Y;_1,...} is the information set up to time ¢, 6y € R? is the true yet un-
known model parameter, n, € R? is a sequence of independent and identically distributed
(i.i.d.) errors with zero mean and identity covariance matrix I, M(+;6y) € R? is a known
measurable vector function indexed by 6y, and C(+;6y) € R?*? is a known measurable
symmetric and positive definite matrix function indexed by 6y. Let F; := o(I;) be a
sigma-field generated by I,. Conditional on F;_1, M(I;_1;6y) and C(I;_1;6y) in (L) are
the conditional mean vector and conditional covariance matrix of Y;, respectively. The
general specification in (L)) covers many often used multivariate models including, for ex-
ample, the vector autoregressive and moving-average (VARMA) model, the multivariate
generalized autoregressive conditional heteroskedasticity (MGARCH) model, and their
variants and combinations. For surveys on the multivariate time series models, we refer
to Liitkepohl (2005), Bauwens et al. (2006), Tsay (2013), and Francq and Zakoian (2019).
For model (L.1]), ; is assumed to have certain continuous probability density function
(p.d.f.) po(x) in a myriad of applications, which include the validity of capital asset pricing
model (Berk, 1997), the optimal forecasts (Christoffersen and Diebold, 1997), the density
forecasts (Diebold et al., 1998), the interval forecasts (Zhu and Li, 2015), the option
pricing (Zhu and Ling, 2015), and the Value-at-Risk and Expected Shortfall calculations
(Taylor, 2019). However, the true p.d.f. of n,, denoted by p(z), is generally unknown
in practice, and the empirical researchers could make wrong conclusions if their assumed
p.d.f. pg is different from p. Motivated by this, it is important to testing for the following

hypotheses
Hy : p=po versus Hy : p # po. (1.2)

Our considered hypotheses in (I.2) are designed for the unobserved model error 7;, which
nests the observed data (i.e., 7, = Y;) as a special case. In this paper, we mainly focus on
the testing for unobserved 7;, and the testing methodologies for univariate/multivariate
observed time series can be found in Lobato and Velasco (2004), Bai and Ng (2005),
Mecklin and Mundfrom (2004), Székely and Rizzo (2005), and the references therein.



Since 7, is unobserved, one need use the model residual 7; to form valid tests for the
hypotheses in (LZ). When Y, is univariate (i.e., d = 1), a number of different testing
methods were proposed in the literature. Bontemps and Meddahi (2005) considered the
robust moment tests for normality of 7, by using the Hermite polynomials, and their idea
was further extended in Bontemps and Meddahi (2012) to examine the general distribu-
tion of 7;. Although these robust moment tests are easy-to-implement with a chi-square
limiting null distribution, they are inconsistent as only a finite number of moments of
n; are considered for the testing purpose. To construct consistent tests, other strategies
have been adopted. For the general model as in (IL1]), Bai (2003) developed Kolmogorov—
Smirnov (KS) and Cramér—von Mises (CvM) tests by measuring the distance between the
empirical distribution of 7; and the cumulative distribution of 7;. For the GARCH model,
Horvath and Zitikis (2006) gave a smooth-type test by measuring the distance between
the kernel density estimator of p and the assumed density py in L,-norm with 1 < v < oo,
and Klar et al. (2012) constructed an integrated test by measuring the distance between
the empirical characteristic function of 7; and the characteristic function of py. For the
ARMA-GARCH model, Koul and Ling (2006) studied a weighted KS test based on a
vector of certain weighted residual empirical processes.

When Y; is multivariate (i.e., d > 1) and both M(-;6y) and C(-;6y) are constants,
most of earlier efforts were made to detect the normality of 7,. See, for example, Mardia
(1974), Henze and Zirkler (1990), Doornik and Hansen (2008), and references therein.
When Y, is multivariate but either M(+;6y) or C(-;6,) is non-constant, only few testing
methods were provided for the MGARCH model. For instance, Bai and Chen (2008)
applied a similar idea as Bai (2003) to propose consistent KS tests for detecting the
multivariate normal and ¢, distributions of 7;. Their tests are asymptotically distribution-
free, however, they are not fully consistent and require the explicit form of the conditional
cumulative distribution function of Yj; (conditional on (Y3, ..., Y;—1.)), which is neither
available for other multivariate distributions, nor easily computable for the dimension
d > 2. Francq et al. (2017) developed KS and CvM tests to examine whether 7, has
the elliptic distribution by extending the idea of Henze et al. (2014). These KS and
CvM tests are not asymptotically distribution-free, and their application scope could be
narrowed down when detecting the exact distribution of 7 is needed. Henze et al. (2019)

constructed consistent tests for the normality of 7, by using the identity

R,(v)M,(v) — 1 =0 for each v € R, (1.3)



where R, (v) is the real part of ¢, (v), ¢, (v) is the characteristic function of 7, and M, (v) is
the moment generating function of 7,. Since the identity above only holds for multivariate
normal distributions, their idea can not be extended to testing for other distributions.
In economic and financial applications, many heavy-tailed or skewed error distributions
could outperform the multivariate normal or ¢, distribution (see, e.g., Haas et al. (2004),
Bauwens and Laurent (2005), De Luca et al. (2006), and references therein). Hence, it is
necessary to construct a valid test for detecting the general multivariate distribution of
n: in model (IL)).

This paper is motivated to propose a new consistent test for Hy based on the kernelized
Stein discrepancy (KSD) in Liu et al. (2016). The KSD measures the distance between
the (Stein) score functions of p and py under the norm induced by a kernel function.
For the observed data 7, Liu et al. (2016) constructed a test statistic for Hy, and
established its asymptotics. However, when 7, is replaced by 7);, we find that their results
are not applicable any more due to the estimation effect in 7;. To handle the estimation
effect, our new KSD-based test is constructed based on a subsample of 7;. Under certain
conditions, we show that our test has no estimation effect, and establish its asymptotics
under Hy and H;. Although the estimation effect is negligible in theory, it may still exist
in finite samples especially when the sample size is small. To overcome this difficulty,
we introduce a simple parametric bootstrap method to calculate the critical values of our
test. Simulations show that our test performs well in the examined cases, even when no or
few effective data {7;} are discarded by our subsampling technique. A real data analysis
is further given to demonstrate the usefulness of our test.

The remaining paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the KSD-based test
statistic. Section 3 studies the asymptotics of the KSD-based test statistic and provides
a parametric bootstrap method to calculate the critical values. Simulation results are
reported in Section 4, and a real example is offered in Section 5. Concluding remarks are

given in Section 6. Proofs are deferred into Appendices.

2 KSD-based test statistic

2.1 Preliminaries on the KSD

In this paper, we construct a new test for hypotheses in (I.2) based on the kernelized
Stein discrepancy (KSD) in Liu et al. (2016). Let p(z) be the true p.d.f. of n; in (LT
with the support X C R To introduce the KSD, we first need define the (Stein) score
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function of p and the Stein class of p.

DEFINIOTION 2.1. The (Stein) score function of p is defined as

Vop(x)
plr)

DEFINIOTION 2.2. A function f(z) : X — R is in the Stein class of p if f is continuous

sp(x) = Vo logp(z) =

differential and satisfies

| Vu(t@p@)dz =0, (2.1)
TEN
When X = R? by using integration by parts, the condition (Z.1]) holds if

lim f(x)p(z) =0,

[[]| =00

which holds, for example, if p(z) is bounded and limj;|—o f(2) = 0.

Next, let k(z,2') be an integrally strictly positive definite kernel function, that is,

/ / g(x)k(x, 2")g(2")dxdz' > 0
zeX Ja'eX

for any function g(z) satisfying 0 < ||g||3 < co. With the kernel function k, we are ready
to give the definition of KSD between the distributions of p and py.

DEFINIOTION 2.3. The KSD S(p, po) is defined as

S(p,po) = En o p [5po,p(77)Tk(77a 77,)5130713(77/)] ) (2.2)

where 0p, ,(7) = $p,(2) — sp(2) is the score difference between py and p, and n, 1" are i.i.d.

from p.

Clearly, the KSD S(p, po) measures the difference between the (Stein) score functions
of p and py under a norm induced by the kernel function k. If p and py are continuous

with [|pd,, »ll3 < 0o, Liu et al. (2016) showed that S(p, py) > 0 and
S(p, po) = 0 if and only if p = py. (2.3)

In view of the result (2.3]), we can detect the null hypothesis Hy in (I.2) by examining
whether S(p, pg) is significantly different from zero. However, a direct testing implemen-
tation based on (2.2) is infeasible, since the score difference d,, , is unknown. To overcome

this difficulty, we need an additional condition on the kernel function k.

5



DEFINIOTION 2.4. The kernel function k(z, 2') is in the Stein class of p if k(x, 2’) has
continuous second order partial derivatives, and both k(z,-) and k(-,x) are in the Stein

class of p for any fixed x.

When the kernel function k is in the Stein class of p, Liu et al. (2016) found that the
KSD in (22) becomes

S(paPO) = En,n’Np [u(?% 77/)}> (2-4)

where

w(@, ') = spy () Tk (, 2)spy (') + 8py (2) T Virk(, ') + Vok(a, 2") sy (')
+trace(Vyk(x, x')).

Now, the formula of S(p,py) in (24]) is tractable for the testing purpose, since it only
depends on the score function s,, and the kernel function k, both of which are known

under H,.

2.2 The KSD-based test statistic

To form our test statistic, a sample counterpart of S(p, pg) in ([2.4)), based on the model
residuals, is needed. Let 6 = (0y,...,6,)" € © C R? be the unknown parameter of model
(L1, where © is compact parametric space. Assume that 6y is an interior point of ©,

and denote
9(Yy, Li—150) = C7Y2(1,_1;0) (Y, — M(I,-1;6)). (2.5)

By (23), the model residual in (1) can be computed as
ﬁt = g(naft—l;é\n)a (26)

where ft, containing possible given initial values, is the truncated information set at time
t, and 6, is an estimator of 6. With model residuals {m:}7—,, the KSD-based test statistic
S as the estimator of S(p, po) in (2.4]) is given by

§= 2 S i) (27)

=0 U\ M5, .
Un) (no — 1) _ L J
n—no+1<i<j<n

where ng = [Kon!™¢] for some Kj,e > 0. Clearly, S is a U-statistic with kernel func-

tion u(7;,7;), and the calculation of S only requires the computation of s,,, V. k(z, ),



Vuk(z,2'), and V, »k(z,2"), which does not raise any computational burden even for a

large dimension d. For the kernel function k, the often used one is the Gaussian kernel

1
k(z, ') :exp(— Tﬂ]|x—x'||2>, (2.8)

where o > 0 is a fixed constant; in this case, we have

" e

Vek(x, 2') = k(x, 2') PO Vok(z,2') = k(z,2)
U, (o, a) = k(x,x) (Id B (x — ') (z — 2') ) .

o2 o2

Y

o2

For the score function s,,, we show how to calculate it for some well-known distributions.

EXAMPLE 2.1. Let Ng(ut, ) be the multivariate normal distribution in R?, where
p € R? is the location vector, and ¥ € R¥? is the scale matrix. When pg is N4(0,1,), we

have s,,(z) = —z.

EXAMPLE 2.2. Let Ty(u, ¥; v) be the multivariate ¢, distribution in R¢, where u € R¢
is the location vector, ¥ € R is the scale matrix, and v > 2 is the degrees of freedom.
When py is Ty(0, =214 v) (denoted by Ty(v)) with mean zero and covariance matrix Iy,

we have
(v+d)x
v—2+4+zTx
EXAMPLE 2.3. Let SNy(&,9, ) be the multivariate skew-normal distribution in R?
(Arellano-Valle and Azzalini, 2008), where £ € R? is the location vector, 2 € R¥? is the

Spo (:L’) ==

scale matrix, and o € R? is the shape vector. To make sure that SNy (&, Q, o) has mean
zero and covariance matrix Iy, we can choose the skewness vector v = (71, ...,74)" € R?

and then set

~\ -1
Q) o
=S, O=lte, om0 (2.9
1-67(Q)7'6
where ¥, = diag{c,.1, ..., 0.a}, e = (Ha1y ooos flod) s QO=x.027! and § = \/g - [, wWith
) \1/2 c: 2v; \1/3
025 = (1= ;) : G = <4 _Jﬂ) :

) :uZ,jziv
\1+¢

Under the settings in (2.9), we denote SNy (€, 2, ) as SNy(y). When pg is SN4(y) with

mean zero and covariance matrix I;, we have

$a'S.(r - §))
("X, (r =€)

SPO(I) = _Q_l(x - 5) + X.a,
where ¢ and ® denote the N(0, 1) density and distribution functions, respectively.
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Unlike Liu et al. (2016), our test statistic S does not use the entire data {7;}7_,. This
is because we have to sacrifice some part of {7;}7_, to deal with the effect of estimation
uncertainty caused by replacing 6y via 0, and the effect of unobserved initial values re-
sulting from substituting I; by ft With the assist of bootstrap scheme, our numerical
studies in Section 4 show that S can have good a size and power performance even when
no or few data {7}, are discarded. Hence, it suggests that S can be used with ng = n

or ng ~ n in practice, and the subsampling technique seems only theoretically relevant.

3 Asymptotic theory

3.1 Technical assumptions

Denote
gt(e) = g(Y;hIt—ﬂ 9)» jq\t(e) = Q(YQ, ft—l? 9)» and ﬁt(e) = :q\t(e) - gt(e),

where ¢g(Y;, I;—1;6) is defined in (25). In this subsection, we give some technical assump-

tions to study the asymptotics of S.
ASSUMPTION 3.1. Y] is strictly stationary and ergodic.
ASSUMPTION 3.2. E ||| < cc.

ASSUMPTION 3.3. The function g;(0) satisfies that
2
() £(sup Vo0l ) < oo
9co

2
(i) E(sup [Va0,0:0)] ) < oo,
€0
for any 7,5 € {1,...,p}.

ASSUMPTION 3.4. The estimator 6, satisfies that /n(6, — 6p) = O,(1).

ASSUMPTION 3.5. The function R,(f) satisfies that

> (sw |70 ) <o
t=1

ASSUMPTION 3.6. The distributions p and p, satisfy that

(i) both p and py are continuous with ||p5po,p||§ < o0;

(ii) [ f(z1) = f(@2)|| < K ||z1 — 22|, where f(x) is one of 5,,(7), V4, 8p,(2) and Vg, 4,55, (1),
for any 7,5 € {1,...,d}, and K > 0 is a given constant.



ASSUMPTION 3.7. The kernel function k(x,z’) satisfies that
(i) k(x,2’) is in the Stein class of p;

(ii) k(z,2") and its partial derivatives up to fourth order are all uniformly bounded.

A few remarks are in order related to the aforementioned assumptions. Assumptions
are regular in many time series applications. Assumption poses some mo-
ment conditions on the derivatives of g,(6) for the purpose of proof, and Assumption [3.4]
holds for most estimators such as the least squares estimator (LSE) for VARMA mod-
els and the quasi-maximum likelihood estimator (QMLE) for VARMA-GARCH models.
Sufficient conditions to validate Assumptions can be found in Liitkepohl (2005)
for VARMA models, Comte and Lieberman (2003), Hafner and Preminger (2009), and
Francq and Zakolan (2012) for MGARCH models, and Ling and McAleer (2003) for
VARMA-MGARCH models. Assumption is a condition on the approximation error
by replacing the information set I; by ft, and it is used to show that the unobserved initial
values have the negligible effect on the asymptotic theory. See also Hong and Lee (2005)
and Escanciano (2006) for the similar conditions.

Assumption requires both p and py to have certain smooth conditions. The con-
dition ||pdp, »|l3 < oo is sufficient to prove the equivalence result (2.3). As argued in Liu
et al. (2016), this condition is mild. For example, it holds when p is the density func-
tion of multivariate normal and ¢, distributions or p has an exponentially decayed tail,
but it may not hold when p has a heavy tail. Note that the exclusion of heavy-tailed p
is also implied by Assumption 3.2 Assumption B.7)(i) ensures the validity of (2.4]), and
Assumption B.7(ii) poses some boundedness conditions on k and its derivatives. It is easy
to check that Gaussian kernel in (2.8)) satisfies Assumption 3.7 for any smooth density p
supported on ® = R?. Hence, we follow Liu et al. (2016) to use the Gaussian kernel in

this paper.

3.2 Asymptotics of S

According to Theorem 3.7 in Liu et al. (2016), the kernel function u(x, ) is positive

definite, and then by Mercer’s theorem, u(z, z’) admits the expansion
u(@,2') =Y Anlon(2)ln(2), (3.1)
m=1

where {l,,(-)} and {\,,} are the orthonormal eigenfunctions and eigenvalues of u(z,’).

We are ready to give the limiting null distribution of S.
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THEOREM 3.1. Suppose Assumptions[3.143.7 hold and € > 1/2. Then, under Hy,

n6S % xo 1= Z)xm(an —1) asn — o,

m=1

where (Z,)m>1 are i.i.d. standard normal random variables.

Our limiting null distribution in Theorem [3.1]is the same as the one in Theorem 4.1 of
Liu et al. (2016), since the effects of estimation uncertainty and unobserved initial values
are asymptotically negligible by using the sub-sample technique with ¢ > 1/2. When
e < 1/2, how to establish the limiting null distribution of S is unclear at this stage, and
we leave this topic for future study.

Although the effects of estimation uncertainty and unobserved initial values are asymp-
totically negligible in theory, they may exist in finite samples especially when n is small.
To redeem this drawback, we propose a simple parametric bootstrap method in Subsec-
tion 3.3 below to calculate the critical values of nog. Owing to the use of bootstrap, our
simulation studies will show that S has a good finite-sample performance even for very
small value of ¢, indicating that the condition € > 1/2 should not be an obstacle for
applications.

Next, the behavior of S under H, is given in the following theorem.

THEOREM 3.2. Suppose Assumptions [3.1H3.7 hold. Then, under Hy, for any fized
constant ¢ > 0,
lim P(neS > ¢) = 1.

n—o0
Let ¢, be the critical value of nog at the level . Then, the preceding theorem implies
that under Hy, the power function A, := P(nog > ¢,) converges to 1 as n — oo, and
hence S can detect H; consistently.
To end this subsection, we discuss how the choice of o in (2.8]) affects the value of A,,.

By (A15) in Appendix A.2, we can show that under Hy, for large n,

Ao~ P(Vo(S9 = S(p, po) + V(B — 80)" /25D + gS(p, o) > —=).
n A/ 1o
To further calculate A,,, we assume ngy =~ n (as recommended for practical use) and

(VS —S(p.p0)), VB —80)7) % N(0,2s)

as n — 00, where Yg 4 € RUFDVX(@+D) ig the asymptotic covariance matrix. Then, by (B.2)

(3.2)

it is straightforward to see

V/1S(p, po)

Anzl—q)(—
K

) for large n, (3.3)
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where k = /(1,5])Xs0(1,5)7, and s, is the limit of S1) by the law of large numbers
for U-statistics. From (B3]), we know that o should be chosen such that S(p,py)/k is
maximized. However, this implementation can not be accomplished in an easy way, since
an explicit form of k is not available. Therefore, it seems hard to choose o optimally. In

practice, we can follow Liu et al. (2016) to choose ¢ as the median of residual distance:
o =median{x;;,1 <i < j <n}, (3.4)

where y;; = ||7; — %;]|>. Our simulation studies in Section 4 below show that S has a good

finite-sample performance based on this choice of o.

3.3 The computation of critical values

When 7, is observed (i.e., n, = Y;), Liu et al. (2016) applied a Wild bootstrap method
to calculate critical values for their test. However, when 7, is unobserved as in our
settings, their bootstrap scheme may not work, since it does not account for the effects of
estimation uncertainty and unobserved initial values, which can affect our critical value ¢,
in the finite sample. In this paper, we apply the following parametric bootstrap method
to calculate c,:

Step 1. Draw bootstrap i.i.d. errors n; ~ py and calculate the bootstrap data sample
Yy = ML 0,) + CYU B

where [ | is the bootstrap counterpart of I, .

Step 2. Calculate the bootstrap estimator 5; and the bootstrap residuals
7/7\: = g(Y;t*>I:—1; ;)’
where E*_l is the bootstrap counterpart of T,_1.
Step 3. Compute the bootstrap test statistic nog*, based on the bootstrap residuals.
Step 4. Repeat steps 1-3 m times to get {nog’(kl), s nog’{m)}, whose empirical o upper
quantile is taken as the critical value c,.

The validity of ¢, under Hy and H; can be justified by using the similar arguments as

for Theorems B.1] and [3.2] respectively, and hence we omit the details.

4 Simulations

In this section, we carry out simulation experiments to assess the performance of our

KSD-based test S in finite samples. For the purpose of comparison, some widely-used
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tests (see Appendix A.3 for their definitions and asymptotics) are also considered. The
data generating processes (DGPs) considered below cover the dimension d = 2 and 5. In
all simulations, we take the sample size n = 100 or 500, choose the number of repetitions
J = 10,000, and set the significance level a = 1%, 5%, or 10%. For S, we use the Gaussian
kernel in (2.8)) with o taken as in (8.4]), and choose ny = n such that no data {7}, are
discarded. To reduce the computational burden in simulations, we follow Francq et al.
(2017) to adopt the Warp-Speed method of Giacomini et al. (2013) for evaluating the
bootstrap scheme proposed in Subsection 3.3. With the Warp-Speed method, rather than
computing critical value ¢, for each repetition sample, only one resample is generated for
each repetition sample and the resampling test statistic S* is computed for that sample.
Then the critical value ¢, is computed from the empirical distribution determined by the

resampling repetitions {ga) Ey

4.1 Case 1: Constant mean and constant covariance models

We consider the DGP given by a constant mean and constant covariance model
Y, = M + C"?p,, (4.1)

where M and C' are constant mean and constant covariance of Y;, respectively, and they

N e (105
v=(0) =5 %)

are chosen as

for d = 2, and
0 1 0.5 025 0.125 0.0625
0 0.5 1 05 025 0.125
M=|o0o]|,c”?=] 025 05 1 05 025
0 0.125 025 05 1 0.5
0 0.0625 0.125 0.25 0.5 1

for d = 5. In model (@), the distribution of 7; (i.e., the true distribution p) is Ny(0, 1),
Ta(5), SNy(v), or STy(5,&), where the first three distributions are given in Examples
2IH23] and the fourth distribution STy(v, &) is the multivariate skew-t distribution in
Bauwens and Laurent (2005) with mean zero, covariance matrix I;, v > 2 being the
degrees of freedom, and € = (&, ...,&;)" € R? being the asymmetry vector to control the
skewness. In the sequel, we set

~ [ (0,-0.6)" for d = 2, - (1,1.3)" for d = 2,
~ 1 (0,02,-0.2,0,-0.1)" ford=5, > | (1.1,1.2,1.3,1.4,1.5)7 ford = 5.
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Table 1: Size and power (x100) of all tests in Case 1 for d = 2

po(z) n

Test

p(z)

Nd(0> Id)

Tu(5)

SNg(7)

STd(5> g)

1%

5%

10%

1%

5%

10%

1%

5%

10%

1%

5%

10%

Ny (0,1;) 100

’/H:M,l
'EM,z
Tpu
Tuz
'EBc,l
'EBC,z
/’I\FBC,?,
Taim

0.6

0.7

14

1.5

0.5

9.3
12.0
11.8
0.8

5.5
4.6
3.2
5.5
5.4
15.5
21.8
19.6
5.7

11.5
9.5
6.9

10.0

11.0

22.7

29.4

274

11.2

61.0
93.3
80.6
70.9
48.1
49.7
01.8
53.2
56.1

75.9
65.5
87.3
82.5
66.1
64.2
66.8
66.5
68.4

84.1
72.0
90.6
87.2
75.7
71.5
73.2
74.9
77.4

16.8
25.7
9.1
24.3
9.9
0.2
0.2
0.2
4.5

34.5
47.0
13.1
42.5
26.5
1.4
24
1.9
12.4

46.3
61.1
17.0
53.3
38.7
3.3
4.8
5.6
20.1

80.7
67.4
93.4
84.7
73.1
70.3
72.5
73.1
75.0

88.9
81.9
96.0
91.5
84.9
79.4
82.0
84.5
86.2

95.2
89.3
98.8
96.6
92.1
88.2
89.3
90.7
92.8

500

’/IFM,l
T2
Tpu
Tuz
’/IFBC,l
'EBC,z
?30,3
Tam

1.3
1.2
14
1.2
0.9
8.8
13.2
12.6

5.3
5.6
4.0
4.0
4.9
14.6
23.5
214
4.8

9.6
10.1
8.3
9.5
9.2
23.1
31.7
28.9
9.5

100
78.4
100
99.9
99.7
88.3
91.2
91.7
100

100
86.1
100
100
100
93.5
94.1
96.0
100

100
89.6
100
100
100
97.6
98.2
99.2
100

91.9
99.0
23.4
98.7
71.6
0.3
0.6
2.0
13.8

98.2
99.9
36.2
99.8
87.4
2.7
4.5
8.1
30.4

99.1
100
43.9
99.9
92.7
10.2
16.4
18.1
41.7

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100

Tgcn
Tpoe
Tpcgs

9.4
0
0
0

25
0
0
0

0.5
8.5
13.5
11.7

4.9
14.2
23.7
21.9

9.4
20.1
30.6
28.6

2
0
2.3
1.8

26.6
0
4.1
2.3

48.8
4.6
5.3
3.7

4.4
2.9
3.6
4.4

20.6
9.6
11.2
11.3

33.6
18.8
17.7
18.9

500

Tpcn
Tpoe
Tpcs

99.5
0
0.1
0

100
0.4
1.1
0.8

0.4
7.8
13.1
12.2

4.6
14.5
23.6
204

10.5
22.7
31.5
30.2

99.4
0.5
14
14

100
4.3
6.7
7.1

100
12.1
16.8
18.5

90.6
77.3
79.1
80.7

100
96.3
96.9
98.5

100
100
100
100

100
500

SNa(7)

) )

14.9
95.9

32.5
99.3

45.1
99.9

73.6
100

87.7
100

91.9
100

0.9
0.5

5.0
3.9

10.2
8.4

94.6
100

98.0
100

98.7
100

For the null distribution py in (L2]), we take it to be Ny(0,L;), Tu(5), or SNy(y). When
po is Ng(0,14), we also consider Mardia’s skewness test (@M,l), Mardia’s kurtosis test
(@M,g), Doornik—Hansen test ('ﬁ‘DH), Henze—Zirkler test ('THZ), Bai—Chen tests (PTBCJ,
'ﬁI\‘BCQ, and 'ﬂl:‘qu), and Henze—Jiménez-Gamero—Meintanis test (TH Jm)- The first four
tests ﬁM,l, ﬁM,g, ﬁp u, and THZ are based on either the sample skewness or the sample

kurtosis or both. The tests @Bc,i, 1 = 1,2,3, are based on the empirical distribution of
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Table 2: Size and power (x100) of all tests in Case 1 for d =5
p(x)
Na(0,1q) T4(5) SNa(7) STy(5,€)
po(x) n  Test 1% 5% 10%| 1% 5% 10% | 1% 5% 10% | 1% 5% 10%

~

Ny4(0,14) 100 S 14 48 9.7 1979 99.5 99.9|17.0 385 52.3| 100 100 100

~

Tyn 1.1 47 841952 973 9841 3.2 109 16.7| 100 100 100
Tyo 05 27 85 (995 100 100 | 3.8 7.3 10.5| 100 100 100
Tpy 1.6 51 97 1908 956 97.3| 3.3 108 182|100 100 100

~

Tyz 08 48 11 |929 964 98 | 7.8 20.7 30.5| 100 100 100
Ty 14 52 1041943 98.7 99.3| 3.2 10.1 174|100 100 100

—~

500 S 1.5 50 9.3 | 100 100 100 {99.1 99.9 100 | 100 100 100

~

Ty 1.1 48 102|100 100 100 | 27.9 50.0 64.0| 100 100 100

~

Ty 04 44 84100 100 100 | 5.3 10.6 16.6 | 100 100 100

~

Tpy 1.3 51 97 |100 100 100 [19.5 381 50.8| 100 100 100

~

Tyz 1.0 50 82 |100 100 100 |72.1 89.3 93.6 | 100 100 100
Ty 14 52 89 | 100 100 100 | 9.0 229 33.8| 100 100 100

T,5) 100 S 42 158 381|13 49 98| 0 0.1 04 [268 50.3 64.9
500 S 87.3 100 100 | 1.0 47 10.2(75.3 100 100 | 100 100 100
SNg(y) 100 S 609 751 80.5|89.5 96.7 985| 1.0 42 87 992 99.8 99.9
500 S 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 | 1.1 4.9 9.7 | 100 100 100

the residuals, and the test TH s 1s based on the characteristic function of the residuals.
Note that except ﬁBC,i, all other tests work for d > 2. When pyg is T4(5) or SN4(7), none
of the competitive tests above is applicable, except that the tests ’]/I\‘BC,i can be used for
the case of T5(5).

Tables [1l and 2] report the size and power of all examined tests for d = 2 and d = 5,
respectively, where the size corresponds to the case of p = pg. In calculation of g, T BC.i»
and TH s, the residuals of model (A1) are computed by estimating M and C by the
sample mean and sample covariance of Y;, respectively. Note that since the tests TBC,@‘
are largely over-sized, we compute their size-adjusted power in the sequel. From Tables [II
and 2] our findings are as follows:

(1) Except for the tests iI\‘BC,Z-, all examined tests have an accurate size performance
at three levels.

(2) When pg is N4(0,1y), Shasa comparative power performance with any competitive
test to detect the alternative hypotheses that p are SNy(v) and STy(5, €). However, S has
the best power performance to detect the alternative hypothesis that p is SNy(v), and
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the tests T M2, T BC,i, and TH Ju have a much worse power performance in this case. The
advantage of S is more obvious for the case d = 5.

(3) When pq is Ty(5), S has the satisfactory power performance especially for n = 500,
while the tests T pe,i only exhibit the power to detect the alternative hypothesis that p is
STu(5,€)-

(4) When pg is SNy(7), S is powerful to detect each examined alternative hypothesis,
and its power to detect the heavy-tailed alternative distribution (e.g., T4(5) or STy(5,¢))
is higher than that to detect the light-tailed alternative distribution (e.g., N4(0,1y)).

Overall, our KSD-based test S exhibits the good size and power performance in all
examined cases. All skewness- or kurtosis-based tests for normality generally perform well,
except that T w2 lacks the power to detect the alternative distribution SN4(y). The tests
@BC,Z' have the over-sized problem in all examined cases, and their size-adjusted power
in general is not satisfactory especially for the null distribution 73(5). The test "/JI\‘H IM
for the normality performs as good as g, except that its power to detect the alternative
distribution SNy(7) is lower. Based on the aforementioned findings, it is reasonable to

recommend S for use due to its generality and desirable power performance.

4.2 Case 2: VAR models

We consider the DGP given by a VAR(3) model
Yi=M+ AY,_ 1 + AY, o+ AsY,_5 + CV2,, (4.2)
where M, C'/2 and 7, are chosen as in model (1)), and
0.3 0.65 —04 0.4 0.5 0.1
A= <—0.2 —0.4) A= <—O.6 0.4) y As= <0.1 0.5)

for d = 2, and

0.2 01 -02 O 0 0.25 0.05 0.1 0 0
0 -03 01 01 O -0.2 0.1 0.1 0 0
A = 0 0.05 015 0 01],A4=1]01 01 -02 0 01,
—-0.05 0 01 -02 0 0 0 0 01 0.1
005 -01 -01 0 03 0 0 0 02 03

—-0.3 0.05 0.1 0 0
—-02 02 0.1 0 0
As; =1 0.05 —-0.1 0.2 0 0
0 0 0 -015 -0.1
0 0 0 005 0.2
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for d = 5. As in Case 1, the null distribution py is N4(0,1;), Ta(5), or SNy(7v). For the
VAR(3) model in ([£.2), the skewness- or kurtosis-based tests considered in Case 1 are not

applicable any more. In this case, the tests 'ﬁI\‘Bc,i work when pg is Ny(0,1;) or Ty(5) for

d = 2, and the test q/fHJM works when pg is N4(0,1,) for d = 2 and 5.

Tables [3 and [ report the size and power of all examined tests for d = 2 and d = 5,

respectively, where the size corresponds to the case of p = py. In calculation of g, T BC.is

and Ty s, the residuals of model ([@2]) are computed by using the LSE to estimate the

unknown parameters. From Tables [3l and 4l our findings are similar as those in Case 1.

Table 3: Size and power (x100) of all tests in Case 2 for d = 2

p(z)
Na(0,14) Ta(5) SNa(v) STa(5,8)
po(x) n  Test 1% 5% 10%| 1% 5% 10%| 1% 5% 10%| 1% 5% 10%
Ny4(0,1;) 100 S 1.7 57 10.1|523 704 78.6|11.4 289 40.2|61.5 77.3 87.2
'/IFBCJ 7.3 12.6 18.7|143.6 56.8 64.2| O 0.7 2.1 (472 63.3 71.6
TBC,Z 11.8 19.5 26.146.2 574 68.2| 0 1.5 3.6 |50.2 62.9 77.5
TBc,g 11.4 20.7 25.046.9 59.0 69.3| O 1.2 3.8 [51.0 65.2 79.3
Ty 05 41 11.3|55.0 64.7 725| 3.9 125 20.5|58.3 71.8 84.9
500 S 06 44 95 ]99.9 100 100 [91.2 974 98.6 | 100 100 100
ﬁBC,l 85 13.2 19.0(85.2 90.4 984| 0.2 24 10.5| 100 100 100
'/E‘Bc,g 13.5 222 285(86.0 93.1 99.0| 0.6 4.1 15.7| 100 100 100
'/]ch,g 11.7 194 26.1|88.2 93.8 99.3| 1.8 &80 17.5| 100 100 100
Tgsjam 08 54 104|100 100 100 |13.0 29.9 41.5| 100 100 100
Ty(5) 100 /S\ 0.2 11.1 269 0.8 57 11.0| 1.6 23.7 459 | 3.7 16.6 26.1
:]TBC,I 0 02 02]94 157 23205 14 35|34 7.8 14.8
'/E‘Bc,g 0 0.3 04 ]124 240 335| 1.7 38 49|42 83 13.1
:]TBC,S 0 0.3 04 ]109 216 306| 1.1 24 3.7 |46 82 157
500 S 88.0 99.3 99.9| 0.7 4.8 9.9 |98.1 994 100 [84.4 95.1 99.7
Tpcap 0O 0 06 | 89 14.1 204 | 0.7 39 114|639 755 84.5
Tpc,e 0 04 14 |127 215 293| 1.5 58 16.2|65.3 74.1 859
TBC,S 0 04 12 |114 186 26.7| 1.4 6.5 17.5|66.0 78.2 89.3
SNy(y) 100 S 14.8 344 453|674 81.5 88.3| 1.0 6.1 9.9 |90.7 952 98.1
500 S 95.4 99.2 100 | 100 100 100 | 0.8 5.3 9.8 | 100 100 100
4.3 Case 3: CCC-GARCH models
We consider the DGP given by a CCC-GARCH(1, 1) model
1
}/;f = Ct2 Mty (43)
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Table 4: Size and power (x100) of all tests in Case 2 for d =5

p(x)

Na(0,1q) Ta(5) SNa(7) STy(€)
po(x) n  Test 1% 5% 10%| 1% 5% 10%| 1% 5% 10%| 1% 5% 10%
Ny4(0,1;) 100 R S 1.1 48 9.6 |89.4 96.7 99.1|12.1 29.7 42.1 984 100 100
Ty 06 47 103 .0 952 98.3| 3.7 11.8 18.9|97.7 99.7 100
500 R S 1.3 5.2 10.7| 100 100 100 |98.5 99.6 100 | 100 100 100
Ty 09 47 92 100 100 100 | 93 234 32.8| 100 100 100
Ta(5) 100 S 27 118 364 14 6.2 105| 0 0.2 0.6 |25.3 482 59.7
500 S 100 100 100 | 14 5.7 11.1|72.8 99.2 100 | 100 100 100
SNy(y) 100 S 58.4 73.8 78.8|84.7 914 953 | 0.7 4.5 10.4]95.8 98.5 99.7
500 S 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 | 0.9 5.8 10.3| 100 100 100

where 7, is chosen as in model (41]), and C; = diag{o14,...,04:} - R - diag{o14,..., 04}

with

2
Yiia

Here, the parameter matrices R, W, B, and I" are set to be

1
k= (0.5

for d = 2, and

0.5
1

for d = 5.

1
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5

0.3
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1

0.5
1
0.5
0.5
0.5

0.1
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.1

0.5
0.5
1
0.5
0.5

0.1
0.1

0.1
0.1

) v

0.5
0.5
0.5
1
0.5

0.1
0.1
0.25 0.1
0.15
0.1

0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1

0.1
0.1

) o=

0.3 0.1
0.1 0.2

)-r=(

0.2 0.01

0.1 0.3

)

0.1
0.1
,Ww=101],
0.1
0.1
0.2 0.01 001 0.1 0.01
01 0.3 0.01 0.01 0.01
,P=[001 01 01 001 01
01 01 0.1 0.15 0.01
0.01 0.01 0.01 01 0.2

As in Cases 1 and 2, the null distribution pgy is N4(0,14), Tu(5), or SNy(y). For the
CCC-GARCH model in (43), the competitive tests can only be chosen as in Case 2.
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Tables B and [@ report the size and power of all examined tests for d = 2 and d = 5,
respectively, where the size corresponds to the case of p = pg. In calculation of g, T BC.i»
and ‘TH s, the residuals of model (@3] are computed by using the QMLE to estimate
the unknown parameters. Clearly, our findings from Tables [l and [6] are similar to those

in Case 1.

Table 5: Size and power (x100) of all tests in Case 3 for d = 2
p(x)
Na(0,1q) Ta(5) SNa(v) STa(5,€)
po(x) n  Test 1% 5% 10% | 1% 5% 10% | 1% 5% 10% | 1% 5% 10%
Nq(0,17) 500 S 0.9 5.0 103|973 99.7 100 | 89.5 96.2 98.0 | 100 100 100

TBCJ 104 16.1 225|851 899 9.2 0 1.5 6.5 100 100 100
Tpeo 143 23.0 316|883 93.0 96.7| 0.7 3.2 13.1|100 100 100
Tpez 12.7 204 2831904 941 984 | 1.6 5.7 149|100 100 100

'f‘HJM 0.8 47 97 |87.7 914 96.2| 9.2 23.7 335|100 100 100

Tqa(5) 500 S 92.4 99.5 99.8| 0.7 5.5 109|97.5 99.2 100 |100 100 100
Tpca 0O 0 06|89 132 185| 06 34 10.1|100 100 100
Tpce 02 02 14 114 179 25.7| 1.3 5.2 144|100 100 100

:]TBC’g 02 03 17|96 171 249| 13 5.8 157|100 100 100
SNy(y) 500 S 93.5 974 99.4 100 100 100 | 1.2 5.5 10.6|100 100 100

Table 6: Size and power (x100) of all tests in Case 3 for d =5
p(z)
Na(0,14) Ty(5) SNa(7) STa(5,€)
po(z) n  Test 1% 5% 10% | 1% 5% 10% | 1% 5% 10% | 1% 5% 10%

Ny4(0,1;) 500 S 1.3 56 11.2 100 100 100 |96.8 98.3 99.7 | 100 100 100
']THJM 0.7 46 9.5 |100 100 100 | 85 22.8 30.6 |100 100 100

Tqa(5) 500 S 100 100 100 | 1.2 5.1 10.4|68.7 984 100 | 100 100 100
SNy(v) 500 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 | 1.3 4.8 10.5|100 100 100

w2)

4.4 Sensitivity analysis

In our previous simulation studies, we take ng = n and o as in (3.4) to compute our
KSD-based test S. In this subsection, we implement the sensitivity analysis on the choice
of ng or o for g, based on the DGP in (@) with p being N4(0,1;) and pg being N4(0, 1)
(for the size study) or Ty(5) (for the power study).
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First, we consider the cases that ng is taken with the subsample ratio ng/n = 0.8, 0.9,
0.95, and 1, while the value of ¢ is chosen as in (3.4]). Fig[ll plots the size and power of
S across the subsample ratio ng/n. From this figure, we can find that (1) S always has a
good size performance; (2) when n = 100, the power of S increases as the value of ng /n
(or mp) increases, and when n = 500, the power of S reaches one in all examined cases.
Therefore, as expected, we should recommend to use ng = n for g, although this choice

of ng is inconsistent to our theoretical setting.

0.12-
1.0- Besennann L TR Bemmmmaaan y R -
0.09 - 0.9
(6] D
N 0.06- =
2 0.7-
0.03 - 0.6 -
— | By —-—c\: 0.5-
080 085 090 095  1.00 0.80 0.85  0.90 0.95 1.00
No/n ng/n
1.00- =
0.100 -
0.075 -
0.95 -
8 2
® 0.050 - =
0.90 -
0.025 -
080 085 090 095 1.00 080 085 090 095  1.00
no/n No/n

Figure 1: The size and power of S across the subsample ratio ng/n for n = 100 (solid line)
and n = 500 (dotted line), where the significance level is 1% (circle points), 5% (diamond
points), and 10% (square points). Top panels: d = 2; Bottom panels: d = 5.

Second, we consider the cases that o is set to be 0.5, 0.7, ..., 3.1, while the value of ng
is taken as n. Figl plots the size and power of S across o. From this figure, we can find

that the size of S is always accurate for each examined o, and the power of Sforo > 1.1
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has only a marginal difference from that for the choice of o in ([3.4]). These findings imply

that S tends to have a stable size and power performance over the choice of o.

1.00 - mes
o
0.75 -
D
IS ) =
wn ~ - - 1 A - 8_
a-hA 0.50 -
0.03 -
0.25 -
L -0~
1 2 3 1 2 3
o (e)

0.100 -

0.075 -
D
IS =
“ 0.050 - 2
0.025 -

1 2 3 1 2 3
(e] (¢]

Figure 2: The size and power of S across the kernel parameter o for n = 100 (solid line)
and n = 500 (dotted line), where the significance level is 1% (circle points), 5% (diamond
points), and 10% (square points). Top panels: d = 2; Bottom panels: d = 5.

5 Application

In this section, we revisit a real example in Tsay (2005). This example considered a
three-dimensional financial time series, which consists of the daily log returns (in percent-
age) of the S&P 500 index, the stock price of Cisco Systems, and the stock price of Intel
Corporation from January 2, 1991 to December 31, 1999, with 2275 observations in total.
We denote this multivariate time series by Y; = (Y14, Yar, Y3;) ", and plot each entry of Y;
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in Figll Following Tsay (2005), Y; is fitted by a VAR(3)-CCC-GARCH(1, 1) model

Yi=M+AY, 1+ AY, o+ AsY, 3+ &,
&t = Ctl/znh (51>
Cy = diag{al,ta Ot U3,t} "R diag{Ul,n 02, U3,t}

with
2 2 2
014 €11 O1t1
2] _ 2 2
oy | = W+ B €41 | + r 0341
2 2 2
03¢ €311 03¢1

For model (5.0]), after dropping the insignificant parameters, we follow Tsay (2005) to first
estimate the VAR(3) model by using the LSE, and then estimate the CCC-GARCH(1,
1) model by using the QMLE, where the resulting estimators are given by

X! ~ 0 0 0
M= {0275, A= 0 0 0 [,
0.164 ~0.236 0 0.053
~ 0 0 0 _ [-0.054 0 0
Ay = (0282 0122 0, Ay={ 0 00},
0 0 0 0 00
~ 1 0518 0.489 {0,004
R=(0518 1 0478|, W=[0170],
0.489 0478 1 0.053
{0044 0 0 {0942 0 0.001
B=| 0 0058 0.001], I={ 0 0921 0
0.013 0  0.017 0.001 0 0978

Next, we use our KSD-based test S to check the distribution of 7. The null distribution
po(x) of interest is N3(0,13), T5(v), or SN3(7), where the degrees of freedom v is vy,
6, 7, 8, or 9, and the skewness vector v is yyp. Here, vy pp = 7.724 is the maximum
likelihood estimator (MLE) of v based on n, ~ T3(v), and vy g = (—0.181,—0.023,0)
is the MLE of v based on 1, ~ SN3(v). To calculate g, we choose ng = n and use the
Gaussian kernel &k in ([2.8) with ¢ taken as in ([3.4]). The p-value of S is computed based
on the parametric bootstrap in Subsection 3.3 with m = 1000.

Table [ reports the p-values of S for all chosen null distributions po(z). From this table,
we can find that S gives the strong evidence to reject the null distributions N3(0,13) and
SN3(vmre), and on the contrary, it can not reject the null distributions T3(vyre), T53(7),
Ty(8), and T5(9) at the significant level 5%. Since S has the largest p-value for the null
distribution 73(8), it is reasonable to conclude that 7, in model (5.1)) follows T5(8).
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(A) S&P 500 index
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Figure 3: The daily log returns (in percentage) of S&P 500 index, Cisco Systems, and
Intel Corporation.

Table 7: The p-values of S for different null distributions po(x)

po(z) | N3(0,13) Ts(varp) T3(6) T3(7) T3(8) T3(9) SNs(ymre)
p-value 0.000 0.148 0.025 0.067 0.152 0.062 0.000

6 Concluding remarks

This paper constructed a new KSD-based test to detect the error distribution in mul-
tivariate time series models with general specifications. The KSD-based test is easy-to-
implement as long as the (Stein) score function of the null distribution has an explicit
form. Hence, it allows the null distribution of interest to be not only multivariate nor-
mal, but also multivariate ¢,, skew-normal, and many others. Since most of the existing
tests only deal with the multivariate normal null distribution, the KSD-based test can
largely broaden the testing scope for practitioners. This progress driven by the KSD-
based test is important in view of the fact that the non-normal distributed errors are

often recommended in various economic and financial applications.
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Furthermore, our extensive simulation studies found that the KSD-based test not only
shows its generality advantage to deal with multivariate non-normal null distributions,
but also exhibits the comparative power with the existing tests to handle the multivariate
normal null distribution. Finally, we studied a 3-dimensional financial time series by a
VAR(3)-CCC-GARCH(1, 1) model, and the results of KSD-based test indicated that the

error of this model follows a 3-dimensional multivariate tg distribution.

Appendices

A.1 The expansion of S

To facilitate our proofs, we need a useful expansion of S. First, we give some notation

to present this expansion. Denote (, = HAn — 0y and

= (7, Vogi(6p)) € R x R4,
= (mi, Vogi(0), Vovec(Vggi(6)) € R x R x R4,

Gz’j(Q) = (9:(0)",9;(0)") " € R*™,

T c R2d><1 T c R2d><1,

Nij = (77;,77;) M = (@T@T)
Wij = W(nw) c R2d><1’ Hz‘j — H(nlg> c R2d><2d’

where

W(x,2') = (Vau(z, '), Vou(z, o)) € R (A1)

N __ Vw,wu(xv ZL’/) vr,m’u(xa ZL’/) 2dx2d
H(x’ * ) - (Vm7mfu($, :L’/) Vx/’x/u(flf, QU,) €R ' (AQ)

Second, we define three U-statistics S (for a = 0,1, 2) as follows:

2 a) (a
S9 = — Y RO (), (A.3)

no(no - 1) n—no+1<i<j<n

where

RO, 7Y = ulni,my), B, V) = (VoG (00)T) Wiy € R,

with by = (Vo,Gij(60) ") Hij (Vo,Gij(0h)).

With these notation, by Taylor’s expansion we have

1 . ~
=5 — i) T Hig (i — mig) + Rzy ; (A.4)

w(mi 1) = w(ni,n;) + @y — mij) Wij + 5

23



where HL = H(njj), njj lies between n;; and 7;;, and
L n
Ry = 5l = miy) " (H — Hig) (i = 1i)-

Furthermore, by Taylor’s expansion again we have
My — iy = R+ (VeGis(01)) G = R + RY + (VoG (60)) o, (A.5)

where 6 lies between 6, and én, and

RY = (Ri(0,)", R;(8,)")T, RY = (VeGii(07) — VeGij(60)) G-

By 271) and (A.4)—-(A.5), it follows that

~ 1 ~
S:$®+QS®+§QS®@+R, (A.6)

where the U-statistics S (for a = 0,1,2) are defined in (A3)), and the remainder term
R is defined by

R % > Ry (A.7)

no(no — 1) n—no+1<i<j<n
with R;; = RS) + Rg) and
R = (R + Ry + [S (R + RO + ] (VoG (00) )| Hi (R + RY)
From the expansion ([A.6), it is clear that the estimation effect has an impact on the
limiting distribution of S through the linear term ¢'S®, the quadratic term ¢ S®¢,, and

the remainder term ﬁ, and that the effect of unobserved initial values is involved in the

. B . (2
remainder term 2 via jo).

A.2 Proofs of Theorems

To prove Theorems B.IH3.2l we need two technical lemmas to handle the effects of

estimation uncertainty and unobserved initial values.

LEMMA A.1. Suppose Assumptions (3.1, [3.3{37), and[37(ii) hold. Then,
(i) noC,] SW = 0,(1), provided that € > 1/2;
(i1) noC,l S® ¢, = 0,(1), provided that £ > 0.

LEMMA A.2. Suppose Assumptions[3.143.7 hold. Then,
noR = 0p(1), provided that € > 0,
where R is defined in (A7).

24



Proof of Lemma [A.1l By Assumptions 3.1} B.3] and B7(ii) and the law of large
numbers for U-statistics, it is not hard to see that S = O,(1) and S® = O,(1). Since

Vné, = O,(1) by Assumption B4, it follows that no(,SW = O,(ne//n) = O,(1/n°"1/2)
and no(,! SP¢, = O,(ng/n) = O,(1/n%). Hence, the conclusions hold. O

Proof of Lemma [A.2] For simplicity, we only show that

Y RYV=o0) (A8)

Nog — 1 o
n—no+1<i<j<n

since the proof for Rg) is similar and even simpler. By (A.H]), we can rewrite jol-) as
b~ H) RS + SR (B — Hy)RY)

+ G (H] = Hy) o+ (R (H H,])RS’)

+ (B (H] — Hiy) (VoG (00)) G + [RFT(H — Hig) (VoG (60)) o
=) 8 e 8 el rélfj

Then, it follows that 2(ng —1)7' 3" i .cn R =30, AP where

2
1) _ Z 1)
ACL ng — 1 Ta,i]"

n—no+1<i<j<n
Let K > 0 be a generic constant whose value may change from place to place. Next,

we show that Agl) = 0,(1). To facilitate it, we claim

il + 1)2 +0,(1), (A.9)

<k (|

|2}
where 0, (1) holds uniformly in 7, j. With loss of generality, we prove ([(A.9) for V ,u(7], ﬁ;)—
V. zu(ni,m;), the first block entry of HZ.TJ- — H;;. Denote u(z,2’) = ui(z,2") + ug(x, 2') +
uz(z,2") + ug(x, 2'), where uy(x,2') = s, () "k(2, 2")8p (77), uz(z, 2") = 8py () Thwr (, 27,

ug(z, ') = ky(z,2') T sy (2'), and ua(z, 2') = trace(kye (z,2’)). Below, we first prove

_ 2
vaul(ﬁj,ﬁj) — Vi (ni,m)|| < K (HRZ(? gl + 1) + 0,(1). (A.10)
Rewrite
Vet (8,2) = Vol (0) K@ )N = 3 Vaals @b, 2)58 (27
1<r,s<d
= ) (Vx,x[s,(f;)(x)]k(x )5 (@) + Vo ulk(z, 2')]sl) (2)s') (2)
1<r,s<d
+ [V, kE(x, x’)][Vmsg{? (x)]Ts;f,? (o) + [Vmsg)) (2)][Vik(x, x’)]TsI()f)) (SL’/))
Y (T + T o) + T w,0) + T 0, ))
1<r,s<d
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Note that

17 = mll < 1 Re(B)]| + (160 = Oollsup [Vogu ()]
= [ Bi(8)]| + 0,(1), (A.11)
LF (@) < Kllzll + 1) for f = spo(2), Vasp, (€), Vi sy (), (A.12)

where 0,(1) in (A11]) holds uniformly in ¢ due to the fact that V|6, — 60| = O,(1) and

n~2 max; <<, supy | Vog:(0)|| = 0,(1) by Assumptions B3|(i) and B4, and (AI2) holds

by Assumption Therefore, by (A.II)-(A.12) and Assumption B.7, the adding and
subtracting arguments give us

| @l = 70 )

— ||V 55 OG!S R) = Pl 1) )53 ()

(L

A1)+ o,(1).

Similarly, the same result holds for ||Tb(r’ (@, ﬁj) Tb(r’s)(ni, n;)|| with b = 2, 3,4. Hence,
the result (A.I0) holds, and then we can show the same result for u(-, ) with b = 2,3, 4.
Therefore, it entails that the result ([A.9) holds.
Note that E ||nl|" < K(E|n|" + E|n||") < oo by Assumption B2, E||RZ||* <
K(BI|BZ|* + B{R?||"), and
lim Z E||R ||4 =0 for all j

n—00 )
n—nmo+1<i<n

by Assumption Hence, by ([(A.9) and Holder’s inequality, we can show

1 _ 2 _
(1) Z (2) (2
Elar = ng — 1 E [HRU <HR’7

n—no+1<i<j<n

Sl + 1)2] —o(1), (A.13)

implying that Agl) = 0,(1).
Furthermore, by Taylor’s expansion, Assumptions B.3H3.4] and a similar argument as

for (AL17]), it is straightforward to see
2

1
=on(7=)
where 0,(1) holds uniformly in 4,j. By (A.I4)) and the similar arguments as for (A.13),

we can show that A{) = 0p(1) for 2 < a < 6. Therefore, it follows that the result (A.S)
holds. This completes the proof. O

|59 < 1906 - woauen)]

~ (A.14)
0, — 0,

1<t<n

{2 max sup Vo egt(e)H] X
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Proof of Theorem 3.1l By (A.0) and Lemmas AIHA2 noS = neS© + 0,(1), and the
result follows by Theorem 4.1(2) in Liu et al. (2016). This completes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem [3.2] By (A.6) and Lemmas [A.1l(ii) and [A.2]
- - n
VoS = /g (8 = S(p. po) + V¢, [2SY + /aS(p, po) + 0p(1). (A-15)

Now, the conclusion holds since \/n_o(g — S(p,po)) = Op(1) by Theorem 4.1(1) in Liu et
al. (2016), \/n¢, = O,(1), SM = 0,(1), and S(p,py) > 0 under H;. This completes the
proof. O

A.3 Tests used in simulation studies

1. Mardia’s tests. Consider the null hypothesis that
Hy : Y, ~;;q multivariate normal Ny(u,Y). (A.16)

Mardia (1974) detected Hy in (A.I6]) by proposing the following two test statistics:

1 n n 1 n
e _ 2 :} : 3 2 _ Z 2
i=1

i=1 j=1

where m;; = (V; = Y) TSy (Y; = Y), and Y and Sy are the sample mean and variance of
{Y;}1-,, respectively. The tests "/JI\‘L v and Tg’ v make use of the multivariate extensions of
skewness and kurtosis measures in Mardia (1970), and they have the following limiting

null distributions
(n/6)Tyr1 Xaryasaye and Tars L N(d(d +2),8d(d+ 2)/n).

2. Doornik—Hansen test. Let s = mg/mg/2 and k = my/m?2 be the original sample
skewness and kurtosis, where m; = £ 3" | (Y; —Y)7. Next, transform s and k into z; and

29, respectively, where

1 |
2= dlog(y + /97 — 1) and 2 = VOa (- — 1+ f/%).

Yo

Here,

Y= S\/(w2 ~ D+ D(n+3) and ) = # with

12(7’L — 2) A /log(w2

)
, 3(n?+ 270 — T0)(n+ 1)(n + 3)
w?=-1+4+/2(—1) and § = (n—2)(n+5)n+7)(n+9)
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a=a+c-s*and y = 2l(k — 1 — s?) with
_ (n=2)(n+5)(n+T7)(n*+27n — 70)
6 —=3)n+1)(n2+15m —4)
_(n=7)(n+5)(n+T7)(n*+2n—5)
 6(n—=3)(n+1)(n2+15m—4)
(n+5)(n+ 7)(n® + 37n% + 11n — 313)
12(n — 3)(n + 1)(n? + 15n — 4)

l:

Based on z; and 2z, Doornik and Hansen (2008) proposed the test statistic T pH = 22425

to detect Hy in (A.I6), where the limiting null distribution of Tpy is 2.

3. Henze—Zirkler test. To detect Hy in (A.16]), Henze and Zirkler (1990) proposed
a test statistic given by
~ ] e — g2 i __ 8 D; d
Tyz = — ~Dij _ 2)~5 2457 )2
Hz nZZe 2 2(1+5)zze 0 (1426772,
i=1 j=1 1=1
_1
where = %[@} 1Dy = (Y = Y) TSy (Vi — Y;) is the squared Mahalanobis
distance between Y; and Y;, and D; = (Y; — Y) TS, (Y; — Y) is the squared distance of Y;
to the centroid.
Under H, in ([AI6), the limiting null distribution of Trz is log-normal with mean

prz and variance 0% ,, where

) d3> d(d +2)p*
prz =1—(1+26%)7%? (1 Tl 2((1 T 25)2)2) |

2dB"  3d(d+2)p
(1 +252)2 401 +252)4)

0%y =2(1 4+ 4874 1 2(1 4 28%) ¢ (1 -

_ 3dp*  d(d+2)p°8
—4w6d/2 <1+ b + ( +2)ﬁ>
20}5 2&)6

with ws = (14 3?)(1 + 35?%). Note that Henze and Zirkler (1990) suggested that this test

is proper for sample size n > 20.

4. Bai—Chen test. For model (I.I]), Bai and Chen (2008) tested the multivariate
normal and ¢, distributions for 7, by using the martingale transformation. Their testing
method requires the explicit formula of Py(Yi|Yis,.. v, ,,) for i = 1,...,d, where F is the
c.d.f. of n, under Hy in (L2). However, it is difficult to derive the explicit formula of
Po(Yie|Yae,...v,_,,) for d > 2, even when Fj is the c.d.f. of multivariate normal or ¢,. Below,
we only consider the case of d = 2 as in Bai and Chen (2008).

Partition

U%(It—ﬂe) 012(It—1;9)

I,_;0
M(I;—1;0) = {“1( o ] and O(fi-1;6) = o1 (li-130)  05(I1-1;0)

,Uz(ft—1§ 9)
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~

Denote fi;; = /M(ft—l; 0,), Oit = O’i(ft—l; 5 n), and O Oijt = Uzg(ft 1 9 ). Define

Y {sup Wya(r)] sup |WJ,2<r>|} ,
Tpe2 = sup |Wyi(r)| + sup [Wa(r)],
Tpes = sup [Wys(r)l,

where

~

W) = Tonr) — / arere | 1gk<7>dJn,k<f>] ds. k=123

with Cj(s f gr(r)gp (r)dr, gr(r) is the first derivative of gi(r), and

Tna(r) + Joo(r)

n N N 1 N
S (O < v) 1] for k=1,2, Joa(r) = %[ , " ]

']n,k(r) = %

The choices of Uy and gx(r) are given as follows:

e For testing bivariate normal distribution, we take

U.lt — (Ylt ,Ult) ’ [721& — & (Y2t: ﬁ2|1,t) ’
O1¢ 021t
gk(r) = (r, p(@7(r)), ¢(@~} (1)@~} (1) " for k= 1,2,3,

~ o~ ~  ~—2 ~ ~9 _ ~9 —9
where Jig1; = flos + 021,001, (Y1s — fi1¢) and Topnt = O3 — Ot talt :

e For testing bivariate ¢, distribution, we take

0 = O, (%) , On = Qv (
gi(r) = (r, g (Q, ' (1), @ (@, (r)Q;,  (r) T,

92(r) = (1, 4u1(Qp1 (1), w1 (Qu 11 (M) @y (1)
g5(r) = (r,0,(Q (1), 4,(Qy (M) Q5 (1), 4u1(Qui1 (1), w1 (Qr 11 (1) Qi (1)

Yor — /~L2|1,t)
\V @2002|1 ¢

where @, (z) (or ¢,(z)) is the c.d.f. (or p.d.f.) of standardized univariate ¢, distri-

bution, and
v—2 v—2+ (Y, — 1) %52

a1, = A9, =
v l/’ v l/—l—l

Note that @Baia 1 = 1,2,3, can be computed by using a similar numerical method as in
Appendix B of Bai (2003). Under Hy in (L2)), the limiting distributions of iI\‘BC,Z- can be

found in Corollary 3.2 of Bai and Chen (2008). Let cvpc; = (cvip.01, Cvi0.05, CVi0.1) be
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a vector containing the critical values of 'IAFBCJ- at levels 1%, 5% and 10%. By direction
simulations, we have that cupcy = (2.211,2.469,2.993), cupco = (3.443,3.792,4.504),
and cupes = (2.782,2.214, 1.940).

5. Henze—Jiménez-Gamero—Meintanis test. When py in (I2) is multivariate

normal, Henze et al. (2019) made use of the identity (I.3]) to propose a test statistic given

by
~ d/2 1 n SN2 1212 AT
THJM - \/ﬁ 1 — Z exp M COS n] "k -1 :
Yo (o 470 270

where vy > 0 is a fixed constant. As the simulation studies in Henze et al. (2019), we take
v = 1.5 and use a similar parametric bootstrap as ours in Subsection 3.3 to compute the

critical values of T g sas.
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