arXiv:2304.04519v6 [stat.ME] 11 May 2024

On new omnibus tests of uniformity on the hypersphere

Alberto Fernandez-de-Marcos! and Eduardo Garcia-Portugués'?

Abstract

Two new omnibus tests of uniformity for data on the hypersphere are proposed. The new test
statistics exploit closed-form expressions for orthogonal polynomials, feature tuning parameters,
and are related to a “smooth maximum” function and the Poisson kernel. We obtain exact
moments of the test statistics under uniformity and rotationally symmetric alternatives, and
give their null asymptotic distributions. We consider approximate oracle tuning parameters
that maximize the power of the tests against known generic alternatives and provide tests that
estimate oracle parameters through cross-validated procedures while maintaining the significance
level. Numerical experiments explore the effectiveness of null asymptotic distributions and the
accuracy of inexpensive approximations of exact null distributions. A simulation study compares
the powers of the new tests with other tests of the Sobolev class, showing the benefits of the
former. The proposed tests are applied to the study of the (seemingly uniform) nursing times of
wild polar bears.
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1 Introduction

Directional statistics deals with data for which magnitude is not of interest, but the direction is.
This kind of data is supported on the unit hypersphere S7 := {x € RI*! : ||x|| = x'x = 1}, ¢ > 1.
Classical instances of “circular data” on the unit circle S' are given by wind direction and animal
direction movements, yet less obvious appearances, such as the direction of cracks in medical hip
prostheses (Mann et al., 2003), are possible. Examples of “spherical data” commonly appear in
astronomy. Higher-dimensional directional data arise in text mining (Banerjee et al., 2005) or in
genetics (Eisen et al., 1998). Suitable statistical methods have been developed for the analysis of
directional data; see the books by Mardia and Jupp (1999) and Ley and Verdebout (2017), and
Pewsey and Garcia-Portugués (2021) for a review of recent advances.

Arguably, one of the most fundamental analyses one can perform on an independent and identi-
cally distributed (iid) sample Xy, ..., X, following a common absolutely continuous distribution P
on SY, with ¢ > 1, is testing

Ho : P = Unif(S?) vs. H; : P # Unif(S9),

with Unif(S?) denoting the uniform distribution on S?. Testing uniformity on S? is also the basis for
further inference, such as testing spherical symmetry of distributions on R%, d > 1 (e.g., Cai et al.,
2013) or testing rotational symmetry about a direction pu € S? (e.g., Garcia-Portugués et al., 2020).
It is a widely studied problem and still with relevance today. An incomplete list of recent works
include the geometric mean tests of Pycke (2007, 2010), projection-based tests (Cuesta-Albertos
et al., 2009; Garcia-Portugués et al., 2023), and high-dimensional tests (e.g., Cai and Jiang, 2012;
Cai et al., 2013).

Uniformity tests on S? are diverse and have different characteristics. The most classical is the

Rayleigh (1919) test, which rejects H for large values of the statistic R,, := (¢+1)/n szzl XIX;.
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It is designed to show power under unimodal alternatives, but is “blind” to centro-symmetric al-
ternatives. Bingham (1974) test detects such symmetric alternatives using second-order moments.
However, it is not consistent against all the alternatives (i.e., it is “non-omnibus”). These two tests
belong to the general class of Sobolev tests pioneered by Beran (1968, 1969), Giné (1975), and Pren-
tice (1978), which provides a general framework for more tests that can be designed to be omnibus
against any alternative. Some newly introduced tests belong to the class of projected-ecdf tests
(Garcia-Portugués et al., 2023), which extends several S'-only tests and introduces a hyperspherical
version of the Anderson-Darling test. The Poisson kernel-based test introduced in Pycke (2010)
was built to be powerful against multimodal distributions, but only defined in S!. It depends on a
parameter that must be pre-specified heuristically based on the number of modes of the alternative,
typically unknown in practice.

The aim of this paper is to provide two new omnibus tests of uniformity on S? induced by
tuning parameter-dependent kernels related to two hyperspherical distributions and an automated
procedure to approximately maximize its power. We propose the smooth mazimum test statistic,
induced by the von Mises—Fisher distribution, and a test statistic based on the Poisson kernel
that is related to the spherical Cauchy distribution (Kato and McCullagh, 2020). For the smooth
maximum statistic, we show its equivalence to the “LogSumExp” smooth maximum function, and
to Rayleigh and Cai et al. (2013)’s tests for limit cases of its parameter. On the other hand, the
Poisson kernel statistic extends Pycke (2010) circular-only tests to the hypersphere, and we show
its connection to the Rayleigh test. Next, we derive the exact moments of the test statistics under
the uniform and rotationally symmetric alternatives in terms of orthogonal polynomials. The latter
are needed to benchmark our tests and study the sensitivity of their parameters under this wide
set of alternatives. After obtaining the asymptotic null distribution, we find approximated oracle
tuning parameters (being oracle because the underlying distribution is already known) through
the maximization of a score intimately related to the power against each particular distribution.
As these oracle parameters cannot be determined without knowing the alternative distribution,
we provide a cross-validated testing methodology using p-value aggregation through the harmonic
mean p-value (Wilson, 2019) that estimates the oracle parameter under an unknown distribution,
while maintaining the significance level. We investigate with numerical experiments the precision
of the null asymptotic distribution and of an approximation of the null distribution based on a
gamma match to the first two exact moments. Simulations demonstrate the competitiveness of
the automated parameter-tuning cross-validation tests compared to other uniformity tests under
rotationally symmetric alternatives and their superiority under multimodal mixture distributions.
A data application tests the uniformity of starting times when wild polar bears nurse their cubs.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the new uniformity test statis-
tics. The exact moments under the null and rotationally symmetric alternatives, along with the
asymptotic null distribution, are obtained in Section 3. Section 4 provides approximate oracle pa-
rameters against known alternatives. In Section 5, an automated testing procedure based on K-fold
cross-validation is introduced. Several simulation studies are given in Section 6: the precision of
asymptotic p-values and a fast gamma-match approximation, the effect of K on K-fold tests, and a
comparison with other uniformity tests. A data application using the new tests is provided in Section
7. Proofs and additional numerical results can be found in the Supplementary Materials (SM).

2 Test statistics

2.1 Common framework

We denote by w, := 2@ 1/2/T'((¢ +1)/2) the area of S?. The notations o, and v, are used for the
Lebesgue and uniform measures on S9, respectively, such that o4(S?) = w, and v,4(S?) = 1.

Our new test statistics belong to the “Sobolev class” of tests (Beran, 1968, 1969; Giné, 1975).
Operationally, the tests belonging to the Sobolev class are based on U-statistics with kernels ¢ that



(i) depend on the shortest pairwise angles of the sample 6;; := cos™}(X/X;) (hence are rotation-
invariant) and (4) admit a basis expansion in terms of specific orthogonal polynomials. Precisely,
Sobolev test statistics have the form

nq {wk,q} Z ¢ zg

,j=1
Y pey 2w 1 T (cos B), qg=1,

Y() = § st (g—1)/2 (1)
> pe1 (1 +2k/(q — 1))wy,Cy (cos®), ¢q>2,

where {C(q v/ 2} o and {Tk} o represent Gegenbauer and Chebyshev polynomials, respectively.
For ¢ > 2, Gegenbauer polynomials form an orthogonal basis on L2([—1,1]), our notation for the

space of square-integrable real functions on [—1,1] with respect to the weight z — (1 — 22)%/2-1,
q > 1, that is induced by the projected uniform distribution on S?. The orthogonality condition
reads

/ C(q /2, (q D2)(1 - 2292 dg = Ok, 6Ck,q

for k,¢ > 0, where dy, ¢ represents the Kronecker delta, and

—2
Wy 2k 2k+q—1 _(q-1)/2
= 1 d dgg i = ————C 1). 2
Ck,q g1 ( + q— 1) kq»  Ck,q q—1 k (1) (2)

Chebyshev polynomials, expressible as Ty (cos ) = cos(k@) for 6 € [0, 7], form an orthonormal basis
on L}([-1,1]) with normalizing constants ¢, = (1 + 0 0)7/2. Chebyshev polynomials can be
regarded as the limit of Gegenbauer polynomials for ¢ = 1, since

lim —Ck( )= %Tk(x) for k> 1. (3)

a—0t «

The following definition sets the structure of the two test statistics introduced in the paper, with
1y presented in Sections 2.2 and 2.3.

Definition 1 (Test statistics). Given an iid sample Xy,...,X,, on S, ¢ > 1, and £ = 1,2, the
smooth maximum (¢ =1) and Poisson kernel (¢ = 2) test statistics T,, ¢ are

Iy =2 Z De(ij),

1<i<j<n
where Pg(0) = 1hg(0) — Eayy[1he(012)]. Equivalently,

205 wulby) — (0= DBy [ur(012)] (4)

1<z<]<n

Remark 1. The specification of 1y implies that g, [1he(012)] = By [1he(012) | X1] = 0 (i.e., under
Ho, the statistic is centered and the kernel vy is degenerate) and makes T, ¢ non-diverging under H.

2.2 Smooth maximum

Our first statistic, T}, 1(k), uses the kernel

P1(0; k) :=exp (k(cos@ — 1)), k>0



that is related to the von Mises—Fisher probability density function (pdf), see Section B.1 in the
SM. Large values of T}, (k) indicate clustering of the sample, and therefore the test based on T, ;
rejects Hg for large values. The term —& in the exponent of 1 serves to numerically stabilize the
evaluation for large x’s.

For the sake of notational simplicity, we will omit the dependence of T}, 1 (k) on its parameter x
unless it is strictly necessary. The same consideration holds for other test statistics.

The statistic T;, 1 generated by this kernel is also related to the “smooth maximum” given by a
generalization of the LogSumExp (LSE) of the sample {X/X;}1<icj<n:

1
LSE,{<{X;XJ'}1§Z'<]‘§”) = E log ( Z exXp (HX;XJ) >

1<i<j<n

B %log (nexp (k) (T + C)) 7

; (5)

with C = (n — 1)Ey,[1(012)]. If K = 1, then LSE, is the standard LSE commonly used in
machine learning. Since LSE,({X}X;}i<i<j<n) is a monotone transformation of 75,1 by t —
xLlog(nexp (k) (t + C)/2), the two statistics yield the same test. Additionally, since the LSE
is a smooth approximation of the maximum, it happens that lim,_ . LSE.({X}X;}<icj<n) =
maxj<j<j<n X;X]

From a different perspective, T, 1 can be exactly expressed as

1 x 2y ) = 24 L X
Klog( Z exp (—k[|X; X]H))— 2+ log< Z exp(2leXj)>7

K
1<i<j<n 1<i<j<n

which points to T;,; featuring the somehow “opposite” averaging of distances to Pycke (2007)’s
geometric mean of the chordal distances:

2= e e (Y lou(IX - X)),

1<i<j<n
The parameter x determines the behavior of the smooth maximum test and raises some inter-
esting connections to other tests (Table 1).

Proposition 1 (Connections of the smooth maximum test). The smooth maximum test that rejects
for large values of Ty, 1 is equivalent to:

(i) The Rayleigh test based on the statistic R, = (q+ 1)/n> 20",  XiX;, when k — 0.

(ii) Cai et al. (2018)’s mazimum test based on the statistic Cy, := maxi<;<j<n X, X;, when kK — 0o.

2.3 Poisson kernel

Pycke (2010, Equation 11) proposed a test on S! based on the Poisson kernel. An extension to SY
of this kernel is possible through
1—p?
0;p) = :
v2(05p) (1 —2pcos® + p2)lat1)/2
Note that 19 is similar to Kato and McCullagh (2020)’s spherical Cauchy distribution on S?, although
it differs in the power of the denominator (see Section B.1 in the SM for an alternative Cauchy
distribution). A possible numerical stabilization of the kernel is (1 — p)@+1) /(1 — p?)apa(6; p).
The test based on T, 2 also rejects Hg for large values of T}, o, which indicate sample cluster-
ing, and is controlled by the parameter p which leads to the following connection with other tests

(Table 1).

0<p<l

Proposition 2 (Connections of the Poisson kernel test). The Poisson kernel test that rejects for
large values of T, 2 is equivalent to the Rayleigh test when p — 0.



k—0 Rayleigh (1919)
Smooth maximum T, 1(k) | x>0 —
K — 00 Cai et al. (2013)

p—0 Rayleigh (1919)
Poisson kernel T;, 2(p) p€(0,1) | Pycke (2010) if g =1
p—1 —

Table 1: Extensions and connections of the tests based on T, ¢, £ = 1,2.

3 Theoretical properties

We denote by {by q(1¢)}72, the Gegenbauer coefficients of 1), such that

V(0) = {Zzo—o b1 (¢e) Tk (cos 0), g=1, .

3% o bg ()L P (cos 0), g >2

almost everywhere for 6 € [0, 7]. The Gegenbauer coefficients correspond bijectively to the {wy 4 ¢}72
coefficients that connect T,, o with its Sobolev form (1):

(7)

27 kg (90, g=1,
wk,‘]ae - -1
(1+2k/(q— 1)) brg(be), q=>2.

The Gegenbauer coefficients in the following proposition are key for the results in Sections 3.1
and 3.2.

Proposition 3. Let ¢ > 1 and k > 0. The Gegenbauer coefficients of the kernels vy, £ = 1,2, are:

(2 = 6r0) e " Ii(k), q=1,
i brg(v1) = § (2/m) V0 ((q = 1)/2)(k + (g = 1)/2)
x e "Iy (g-1)/2(K), q=>2.
(2 = dk0)p", q=1,

(2k+q—-1)/(g—1)p", q>2,

where Ty, is the modified Bessel function of the first kind and kth order.

1. bk,q(¢2) = {

3.1 Asymptotic properties

Once the Gegenbauer coefficients are known, the first two moments of 7}, , under Hg can be obtained
directly.

Proposition 4 (Expectation and variance under Hp). Let ¢ > 1 and ¢ = 1,2. Then By [1pe(612)] =
bo q(¢) and

2(n—1
Ego[Tne] =0, Vary, [Ty ] = 2n—1)

(Bo.g(¥7) = b (¥0)) - (8)
A useful property of the smooth maximum kernel is that by (12 (k)) = bo 4(¥1(2k)), which gives
an analytical expression for its variance. Numerical integration must be performed to compute

bo,q (13 (p)).

Since 1)y is a degenerate kernel, the asymptotic distribution of T}, ; is a centered infinite weighted
sum of independent chi-squared random variables.



Theorem 1 (Null asymptotic distribution). Let ¢ > 1 and £ = 1,2. Then, under Ho and as n — oo,
né”*T E:U%gxxmq %e(0), 9)

with {de,q}iil being a sequence of independent random variables such that Yy, . ~ X(Qikq and <
denoting equality in distribution. 7

Corollary 1 (Omnibusness). The tests that, respectively, reject Ho for large values of Ty, 1(k), k > 0,
and T, 2(p), p > 0, are consistent against all alternatives with square-integrable pdf on S9.
3.2 Moments under rotationally symmetric alternatives

Rotationally symmetric distributions are expressible in terms of Gegenbauer expansions. As a con-
sequence, they offer a wide set of specifications for 71 where the performance of our statistics can be
precisely benchmarked in Section 4. For that purpose, knowledge of the moments of T}, ; is required.

Let f1 be a rotationally symmetric pdf under H;: fi(x) = g(x'p), with x, u € S, where we
assume that g € Lg([fl, 1]). Then, g can be expressed for almost every t € [—1,1] as

Zko%lﬂi) q=1,
g(t) = q 1)/2
> o kg C (1), q=>2.

Proposition 5 (Expectation under rotationally symmetric alternatives). Let

oo (1+ 6,0)?/4, q=1,
kg -= _
T2k (g =) P (g - D/, g =2,
where (a)g :=a-(a+1)---(a+k —1) is the Pochhammer symbol. Then,
o0
Ey, [Tn,f] = Wg(n —1) Z Tk,q bk,q(@bﬁ) e%,q' (10)
k=1
Proposition 6 (Variance under rotationally symmetric alternatives). Let
Choy oo 1= (1_‘_619170) (1+5k2,0)/27 qg=1,
T Wt (L4 2k /(g - D)) (4 2k /(g - 1), g2 2,
and Ty,q and t, ko ks:q be defined as in Proposition 5 and Lemma 1 in the SM, respectively. Then,

2(n—1)

Vary, [T = (2(n = 2)n10 + n2,0) 5 (11)

where M1 = o p — Bg and My = o p — 5? with

o0
2
Qe = Wy Z Chikaoq bkhq(djf) bkz,q(d’ﬁ) €k1,q Cha,q Chs,q Lhr ko kasqs
k1,k2,k3=0
(o]
2 2y 2 2 2
Qop =wp Y Thqbrq(W]) €f g Br=wy Y Thqbrq(te) i,
k=0 k=0

Remark 2. As might be expected, both (10) and (11) diverge as n — oo due to the standardization
of Ty e in (4). Since 1)y is a degenerate kernel under Hy, 10 = 0 and both expectation and variance
converge.



4 Approximate oracle parameters

The statistic T, ¢(A) depends on the parameter A (k or p for £ = 1,2), and so does its behavior
under different distributions of the sample. Therefore, the selection of A to ensure a powerful test is
crucial in practice. Although finding the asymptotic power of the test under a certain alternative H;
would yield an exact theoretical response, those expressions are not obtainable in general. Hence,
as Gregory (1977), we consider the score

E?—h [Tn,f()‘)]
VarHO [ng(/\)]

qn 0, H1 <)‘) =

as an approximate indicator of the power of T;, /() against H;.

This score is based on the idea that the power of a test based on T;, ¢()), the tail probability
Py, [Te(X) > cane(N)] with cqpn () being the exact-n upper a-quantile of 75, ,(\) under Ho,
is greater the further apart its distributions under Hy and H; are. A fairly simple approach to
quantifying that distance is through the difference of expectations Eqy, [T}, ¢(N)] — Eyy[The(N)] =
Eqy, [T¢(N)], scaled by the standard deviation of T}, ;(\) under Hg. Then,

Ay += ArgIAX gn g3, (A) (12)

gives an approximation to the oracle parameter that maximizes the power of the test based on 7T}, ¢(\)
against H; within a (discrete) grid of parameters A. We use A = {0.01,0.1,0.2,...,5,5.2,...,10,11,
.,20,25,...,50} for £ =1and A ={a/50:a=1,...,49} for £ = 2.

The theoretical value :\Hl can be found only when the distribution under #; is known. Obviously,
this is unrealistic in practice; in Section 5 an estimation approach for 5\7.[1 is proposed.

The analysis of the precision of 5\7-{1 as an approximate oracle parameter in several simulation
scenarios can be found in the SM. The results demonstrate that these oracle parameters accurately
approximate the actual oracle parameter: the median power differences are just 0.15% and 0.03%
for T;,.1 and T, 2, respectively. Among the six different simulation scenarios, there are four well-
known distributions on S?: (a) the von Mises—Fisher (vMF) distribution, (b) a Cauchy-like (Ca)
distribution, (¢) the Watson (Wa) distribution, and (d) the Small Circle (SC) distribution, which
are rotationally symmetric. Consequently, the results obtained in Section 3.2 are used to compute
dne, (A). In addition, two multimodal mixtures, which are centro-symmetric about the origin, are
built from (e) the vMF distribution (mixture denoted MvMF') and (f) the Cauchy-like distribution
(denoted MCa). All distributions depend on a concentration parameter kgey > 0. For a formal
definition of distributions (a)—(f) see Section B.1 in the SM.

5 Tuning parameter selection: K-fold tests

A plug-in estimator of (12) is X = argmaxyea T e(N)/v/Vary, [T, «(N)]. However, on the one
hand, the test statistic Tn,g(X) does not converge to the asymptotic null distribution in Theorem 1.
Ignoring this fact leads to a liberal test when using the asymptotic distribution (9), as using X in
ng(;\\) implies maximizing the discrepancy with respect to Hg. On the other hand, sound Monte
Carlo approaches for T, g(/):) are expensive, as they require refitting .

An effective solution to the above problem is to split the sample & = {Xy,...,X,} into two
disjoint subsamples S and Ss, then estimate )\7.[1 using &1, obtaining )\(Sl) and then apply the test
on the remaining part So. We denote the statistic computed through this two-step procedure by

Tisy (A (S1), S2). (13)

Clearly, conditionally on & and due to the iid assumption, (13) has the asymptotic null distribution
of Theorem 1 featuring A\(S1) instead of A inside the weights {wr 4;}5>,. As shown below, the

7



A-dependent asymptotic a-critical levels of T), ;(\) given by Theorem 1 can be readily used in
the testing procedure based on (13), and the resulting Type I error asymptotically respects the
significance level a.

Proposition 7. Let S = S1USs be a disjoint partition of the sample such that |Sa| — 0o asn — oo,

/)\\(51) = arg maxyep T|31|74()\)/\/Var9{0 [Tis,1,6(N\)], and A is a discrete set of tuning parameters.
Consider X — co(X) such that limy, oo Py, [T5,0(X) < ca(N)] = a. Then,

Tim Py [Tis, e (N(S1), 82) < ca(M(S1))] =

The assumption of finiteness in A honors the empirical application of the test procedure, where
finite grids are considered for A (see below (12)). Initial investigations showed that the power of
the tests derived from the two-subsample split approach was far from the optimal power attained
with the oracle parameters in Section 4 (see SM for further details). Thus, a K-fold cross-validated
approach is advocated: perform K tests that exclude one out of K partitions, each test performed
with an estimate of 5\H1 obtained from the excluded partition, and combine their outcomes afterward.
The rationale is to devote most of the data strength to testing and reduce the dependence on the
specific partition compared to a single-partition test. Due to Proposition 7, each of the K tests
respects the nominal level asymptotically.

Fisher (1925)’s method is arguably the simplest for combining multiple test p-values. However,
it relies on the assumption that the tests are independent, which is not fulfilled in our setting, and
in our experiments yielded a Type I error above the significance level. Recently, the Harmonic Mean
P-value (HMP), a method that tests whether no p-value is significant in a set of p-values, has been
proposed in Wilson (2019). This method is more robust to dependence between p-values, while
controlling the family-wise error rate, and builds an agglomerating test through the HMP. It has
been empirically shown (Wilson, 2019) to be more powerful than other methods, such as Benjamini
and Hochberg (1995)’s false discovery rate correction. Therefore, the proposed test uses HMP to
combine the K tests into a single p-value.

The following definition describes the proposed testing procedure.

Definition 2 (K-fold test based on T}, ¢). Given an iid sample S = {Xy,...,X,,}, the K-fold test
for Ho based on T, g, ng), proceeds as follows:

i. Split S into K (disjoint) subsamples S1,...,Sk of (roughly) equal sizes.

ii. (K-fold testing) For k=1,...,K:

(a) Compute X(Sk) = arg maxycp T\sk|,z()\)/\/Val"Ho[T\sk\,z()\)]; the estimate of Ay, using
Sk

(b) Use the remaining K — 1 subsamples to perform the test based on Tn_‘ng(X(Sk),S\Sk)
and obtain its (Monte Carlo or asymptotic) p-value py,.

iii. (p-value aggregation)

(a) Compute p := [Ziil(ka)_l]_l, the harmonic mean of {Kpy 1.
(b) Compute the asymptotically-exact HMP (Wilson, 2019),

o)
Pp = frandau(z;log K + 0.874, 7/2) dz,
1/p

where fLandau (25 1, 0) = (w0) 7t [T exp{—t(x — p) /o — (2/m)tlogt} sin(2t) dt is the Lan-
dau pdf, and set it as the p-value of the test.



If Monte Carlo p-values are computed in Step 2(b), the potential null p-values must be replaced
by 1/M to allow for the computation of the harmonic mean in Step 3(a).

We highlight that our K-fold test is applicable to other goodness-of-fit tests depending on a
tuning parameter A, as long as the null asymptotic distribution is known to apply Step # in Definition
2. Other testing procedures with automatic selection of A are possible; see the review in Tenreiro
(2019) and his bootstrap-based approach in his Equations (10) and (12). Our K-fold approach has
the appeal of avoiding costly bootstrap resampling and a recalculation of the critical value. Using the
O(n?)-statistic T, ¢(\), the K-fold test involves O(K{|A|(n/K)?+ (n(K —1)/K)?}) computations.

6 Simulation studies

6.1 Computation of asymptotic p-values

The asymptotic distribution (9) is usable in practice. In particular, the exact method developed by
Imhof (1961) allows computing asymptotic p-values by evaluating the truncated-series tail probabil-
ity function:

Ktr

z+— P Zwk,q,g de’q >x+ 72&(0) . (14)
k=1

We performed numerical experiments to measure the convergence speed of the Ki,-truncated
series in the probability (14) by comparing it to the probabilities for Kp.x = 10* terms. Table
2 demonstrates that K = 50 ensures a negligible uniform error for T, ,, ¢ = 1,2. This uniform
error is the maximum error that is committed on a grid for x formed by the asymptotic quantiles
0.01,...,0.99 and for ¢ =1,...,5,10. When p = 1, we noticed that the asymptotic distribution of
Ty,2 is hard to approximate with a limited K, since k +— by 4(1)2) in Proposition 3 slowly decreases
in this limiting case. Therefore, throughout our empirical studies, we use Ky, = 50 for the truncation
n (14) that is fed to Imhof’s method.

Ktr " P

01 1 5 30 60 0.25 0.5 0.75
10 0 2-107% 4.1071 2.1072 2.107! [3.-107° 7-100%* 2.10°!
50 0 0 0 5-10714 3.10713 | 0 2107 1.1077
100 [0 O 0 0 0 0 0 4.10712
1000 [0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0

Table 2: Uniform errors of the tail probability (14) with K, terms, relative to considering Kpa.x = 10%.

Another numerical experiment evaluates the convergence speed of (9). The rows labeled “Asymp”
in Table 3 show the rejection proportions for the significance level o« = 0.05 when the asymptotic
critical values are used in the test decision, approximated by 10° Monte Carlo replicates for ¢ €
{1,2,3,5}, n € {10,50,200}, x € {0.1,1,5}, and p € {0.25,0.5,0.75}. In addition, the rejected
frequencies that lie within the 95% confidence interval around « are highlighted. Although dependent
on parameters £ and p, the convergence starts to manifest itself consistently when n > 50. For
n = 50,200, the proportions not included in the 95% confidence interval are quite close to it.
Empirical rejection proportions for @ = 0.01,0.1 can be found in the SM.

6.2 Fast approximation of p-values

Imhof (1961)’s method, as well as Monte Carlo simulations, can be time consuming. Several methods
have been proposed to approximate the asymptotic distribution (9), see Bodenham and Adams
(2016) for a review.



g n Type k=01 k=1 K=25 Time p=0.25 p=05 p=0.75 Time
Asymp. 0.0460  0.0459  0.0428 2 x 10° 0.0457 0.0445 0.0430 4 x 10*

10 Gamma 0.0511  0.0519 0.0504 4 x 10! 0.0532 0.0532 0.0517 3 x 102

MC 0.0500 0.0504 0.0514 3x10° 0.0507 0.0508 0.0511 2 x 108

Asymp. 0.0500 0.0482  0.0483 2 x10° 0.0494 0.0478 0.0489 4 x 10%

1 50 Gamma 0.0500 0.0499 0.0514 4 x10' 0.0510 0.0506 0.0514 2 x 102
MC 0.0510 0.0506 0.0502 2x10° 0.0506 0.0497 0.0502 2 x 107

Asymp. 0.0493 0.0488 0.0499 2 x 10° 0.0492 0.0496 0.0494 4 x 107

200 Gamma 0.0496 0.0502 0.0500 5 x 10! 0.0523  0.0512 0.0523 2 x 102

MC 0.0504 0.0504 0.0505 1x10% 0.0505 0.0504 0.0507 2x 108

Asymp. 0.0446  0.0438  0.0451 4 x 104 0.0445 0.0443 0.0515 2 x 10*

10 Gamma 0.0516  0.0528  0.0538 6 x 10! 0.0540 0.0551 0.0607 6 x 102

MC 0.0509 0.0510 0.0509 2x10° 0.0513 0.0512 0.0495 2 x 10

Asymp. 0.0490 0.0491 0.0478 4 x10* 0.0490 0.0494 0.0494 2 x 107

2 50 Gamma 0.0507  0.0515  0.0522 6 x 10! 0.0529 0.0542 0.0547 6 x 102
MC 0.0524  0.0517  0.0527 1 x 107 0.0517 0.0522 0.0530 2 x 107

Asymp. 0.0493 0.0498 0.0513 4 x 10* 0.0500 0.0496 0.0509 2 x 107

200 Gamma 0.0502  0.0529  0.0524 5 x 10! 0.0540 0.0536 0.0535 6 x 102

MC 0.0502 0.0510 0.0521 1x10® 0.0509 0.0516  0.0512 2 x 108

Asymp. 0.0436  0.0439  0.0467 3 x 104 0.0443 0.0468 0.0635 2 x 10*

10 Gamma 0.0509  0.0528  0.0561 5 x 10! 0.0554 0.0576 0.0738 7 x 102

MC 0.0505 0.0498 0.0503 2x10° 0.0498 0.0504 0.0511 2 x 10

Asymp. 0.0479  0.0485  0.0483 3 x 10% 0.0479  0.0494 0.0549 2 x 10*

3 50 Gamma 0.0506  0.0527 0.0539 6 x 10! 0.0538 0.0549 0.0586 7 x 102
MC 0.0520  0.0524  0.0517 1 x 107 0.0528 0.0519  0.0511 2 x 107

Asymp. 0.0499 0.0496 0.0504 3 x10* 0.0500 0.0511 0.0514 2 x 10%

200 Gamma 0.0510  0.0527  0.0531 5 x 10! 0.0553 0.0548 0.0545 7 x 102

MC 0.0503 0.0503 0.0502 1x10®% 0.0504 0.0504 0.0508 2 x 108

Asymp. 0.0426  0.0421 0.0501 2 x 104 0.0452 0.0549 0.0375 2 x 10*

10 Gamma 0.0503  0.0546  0.0603 5 x 10! 0.0577 0.0664 0.0383 7 x 102

MC 0.0507 0.0507 0.0508 2x10° 0.0504 0.0510 0.0494 2 x 10

Asymp. 0.0488 0.0491 0.0499 2 x 10* 0.0491 0.0522 0.0667 2 x 10%

5 50 Gamma 0.0505  0.0540 0.0569 6 x 10! 0.0572 0.0575 0.0692 7 x 102
MC 0.0495 0.0501 0.0506 1x10” 0.0500 0.0511 0.0513 2 x 107

Asymp. 0.0483 0.0512 0.0501 2 x 107 0.0481 0.0522 0.0568 2 x 10%

200 Gamma 0.0509  0.0547  0.0562 4 x 10! 0.0559 0.0562 0.0584 7 x 102

MC 0.0512 0.0508 0.0505 1x10®% 0.0505 0.0505 0.0495 2 x 108

Table 3: Empirical rejection proportion for significance level o = 0.05 of T, 1 (k) and T, 2(p) computed with
M = 10° Monte Carlo samples using each approximation method: asymptotic distribution computed by
Imhof’s method, our gamma-match approximation, and Monte Carlo (M = 10°). Boldface denotes that the
empirical rejection proportion lies within the 95% confidence interval (0.0486,0.0513). In addition, execution
times (in microseconds) for the three approximation methods are shown. The median of 10? evaluations is

averaged for the three x and p values.
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Due to the rapid convergence of the null distribution to the asymptotic one, we propose a method
to approximate exact-n tail probabilities, which is shown to be faster than Imhof’s exact method
while maintaining accuracy, or even yielding a better approximation for small sample sizes n < 50.
Our approximation consists in matching the first two exact moments of 7, , under Hy to a gamma
distribution. To that end, we use the V-statistic form of T}, o, V;, 0 = Tn,ﬁ—lﬁg(O), since Eqyy [T}, 0] = 0.
Matching the first exact two moments of V,, ¢ to those of I'(kg, fp), we get the gamma parameters

- Pe(0) = bog(e) - 2(n— 1) bog(F) — b3 4 ()
fo= g M= T U 0) — bag ()

that give the gamma match to the null distribution of T, .

The performance of the gamma-match approximation is studied empirically in the same setting
described in Section 6.1. The rows labeled “Gamma” in Table 3 present the rejection proportions
for the significance level & = 0.05 when the critical values are approximated by the gamma-match
critical values in the test decision, for ¢ € {1,2,3,5}, n € {10,50,200}, « € {0.1,1,5}, and p €
{0.25,0.5,0.75}. Table 3 allows us to compare our approximation with the asymptotic distribution
and the Monte Carlo (M = 10°) approximation (rows labeled “MC”). The accuracy differs between
T,,1 and T}, o and for different dimensions ¢. In the circular case (¢ = 1), the gamma match presents
lower errors than the asymptotic distribution for n € {10,50}, and similar results in n = 200. In
the spherical case (¢ = 2), the gamma match improves the asymptotic distribution when n = 10.
For higher dimensions, the asymptotic approximation seems to work better for moderate sample
sizes. As expected, the Monte Carlo (M = 10°) approximation achieves higher accuracy than our
gamma-match approximation in general, and than the asymptotic distribution for small sample sizes.

However, the main advantage of the gamma match lies in the speed of computation, in particular
for applications or simulations that do not need remarkable precision, such as estimating the statis-
tics’ power under different distributions. Table 3 shows the median execution time of the asymptotic
distribution via Imhof’s method with K, = 50, our gamma-match approximation, and the Monte
Carlo (M = 10°) approximation. On average, compared to Imhof’s method, the gamma match is
3-4 orders of magnitude faster for 7}, 1, and 2 orders of magnitude faster for 7;, ». With respect to
Monte Carlo, it is 5-7 orders of magnitude faster for 73, 1, and 4-6 orders of magnitude faster for
T), 2, depending on the sample size.

6.3 Effect of K in K-fold tests

To quantify the dependence of the K-fold test according to the number of partitions K, an empirical
study on the power of these tests is presented in Figure 1 for K € {2,4,10,20}. Each K-test is
performed (using gamma-match a-critical values) on 10% Monte Carlo replicates of size n = 100 for
distributions (a)—(f) depending on Kqey. The results show that the larger the number of partitions
K, the higher the power achieved, although for large K > 10 the power curve increases at a
lower rate. Table 4, which contains the rejection proportion under uniformity (using asymptotic
and gamma-match a-critical values), shows that K does not appear to significantly influence the
empirical Type I error, since using asymptotic a-critical values, the rejection frequency is maintained
at the significance level «. Notice that using the gamma-match approximation slightly changes the
rejection proportion in certain dimensions, but, in general, it remains within the 95% confidence
intervals. For these reasons, in practice, we regard K = 10 as a sensible choice to run the test,
bearing also in mind that a larger K risks exhausting the sample.

6.4 Comparison with other tests

We compare through simulations the empirical performance of the tests proposed by comparin

their empirical powers with Sobolev tests of uniformity on S?. The 10-fold tests Tn’ll0 ) and Tn7120

are compared to the following tests: Rayleigh (R,,), Bingham (B,), Projected Anderson-Darling
(PAD), and Giné’s F,, (Giné, 1975; Prentice, 1978).
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Figure 1: Empirical rejection frequency of the K-fold tests (Definition 2) Tfﬁ) (left panel) and ng) (right
panel) at significance level a = 0.05 for alternative distributions (a)—(f) with concentration Kgey. The number
of partitions, K, is indicated in the legend. M = 103 samples of size n = 100 were drawn from the alternative

distribution. Dotted curves indicate the power of the oracle test based on T, mg(S\Hl).
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Figure 2: Empirical rejection frequency of different tests of uniformity at significance level a = 0.05 for
varying concentrations rgey. From top to bottom, rows represent the alternative distributions (a)—(f). From
left to right, columns stand for ¢ = 1,2,3,5. 10-fold tests TS{J ) and TT(LEO ), Rayleigh, Bingham, PAD, and

Giné’s F), tests are compared.
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7,

g=1 ¢=2 ¢=3 q¢=5| ¢q=1 q=2 ¢=3 q=5

Asymptotic a-critical values

2 0.047 0.052 0.057 0.061 0.047 0.052 0.045 0.039
4 0.042 0.049 0.055 0.061 0.051 0.059 0.067 0.028
10 0.043 0.040 0.048 0.082 | 0.046 0.064 0.063 0.020
20 0.041 0.038 0.044 0.060 | 0.043 0.064 0.058 0.018
Gamma-match a-critical values
2 0.056 0.047 0.054 0.063 | 0.048 0.066 0.057 0.047
4 0.062 0.067  0.058 0.073 | 0.050 0.068 0.062 0.044
10 0.049 0.070  0.049 0.082 | 0.050 0.071  0.063 0.038
20 0.045 0.059 0.055 0.069 | 0.047 0.064 0.054 0.031

Table 4: Empirical rejection frequency of the K-fold tests T, 7(1 1) and T( ) at significance level o = 0.05 under
Ho, for different values of K. M = 103 samples of size n = 100 were drawn from the uniform distribution.
Critical values were computed using the asymptotic distribution and the gamma-match approximation. Bold-
face denotes that the empirical rejection proportion lies within the 95% confidence interval (0.036,0.064).

For each q € {1,2,3,5}, M = 103 independent random samples of size n = 100 were generated
from each of the (a)—(d) distributions with concentration parameters k4ey € {k/10: k=1,...,30}
and from (e)—(f) with kgev € {k/2: k =1,...,30}. The compared tests reject Hy based on exact-n
critical values approximated by M = 10° Monte Carlo replicates at the significance level o = 0.05.
The a-critical values of our tests based on T}, ; were computed using the gamma-match (Section 6.2)
to improve its speed.

The empirical rejection frequencies at a = 0.05 are presented in Figure 2. The following conclu-
sions are drawn from the study:

(i) The 10-tests T( 0 and T( 2) perform very similarly in all alternatlves and dimensions q. How-
ever, there is a COHSlstent advantage in terms of power for T

(7) Unimodal alternatives (a) and (b) are well detected by T, ( 1) and Tf(l 2) In addition, the power
difference relative to the Rayleigh test is minimal, desplte being the optimal one in (a).

(ii1) The axial alternative (c), where Bingham is optimal, is harder to detect by our tests, although
they are more powerful than PAD and Giné’s F;,, especially in g > 1.

(iv) In the non-unimodal and non-axial distribution (d), TT(Lll0 ) and T( 2) perform similarly to PAD
and Giné’s F,.

(v) In the mixtures (e) and (f) distributions, TSIO ) and T7(17120 ) outperform all the competing tests
by a large difference.

According to the previous conclusions, we regard the 10-fold tests T(lo) and T 2) as competing
tests to other tests of uniformity due to their omnibussness, good performance against unimodal
alternatives, relative robustness against non-unimodal alternatives, and outstanding power against
multimodal mixtures.

7 Nursing times of wild polar bears

A long-term study of the behavior of wild polar bears was conducted between 1973 and 1999, when
wild polar bears were observed during spring and summer in the Canadian Arctic (Stirling et al.,
2022). The data collected have been used to analyze different aspects of the life of adult and young
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polar bears in their habitat, such as hunting and feeding (Stirling, 1974; Stirling and Latour, 1978)
or breeding behavior (Stirling et al., 2016).

The data records also collect the nursing behavior of female adults with their cubs. The relevant
variable consists of 227 individual observations of the times at which the adult was nursing her cubs
from the years 1973 to 1999: 69 observed during spring and 158 in summer (Figure 3).

Some interesting behavioral questions are whether females nurse continuously throughout the
day and night, without any distinguishable peak period of nursing activity, and whether the nursing
behavior is consistent between seasons. These questions can be addressed by testing the uniformity
of the start nursing times around the 24-hour clock, translated to the unit circle S', both for the
whole dataset, and for spring and summer separately.

Figure 3: Starting times of nursing periods observed on wild polar bears of the Canadian Arctic during
spring (left) and summer (right) of the time span 1975-1999.

Table 5 shows that uniformity is not rejected at the significance level a = 0.05 for the tests
based on T;, 1, neither with specific values of £ nor with the 10-fold test, for any of the periods. The
same happens with classical uniformity tests, except for the Bingham test, which rejects uniformity
in spring. However, with tests based on T}, 2, the 10-fold test rejects uniformity during spring,
summer, and the whole field season. This could be a sign of the power of the K-fold test T,
against multimodal alternatives, which other tests find hard to differentiate from uniformity. The
rejection of this latter test is built on the assumption of an iid sample; due to the presence of ties in
the analyzed data a further analysis should involve a test for discrete data.

Season n

Tna(k) (10) Th2(p) (10)
01 1 10 | Tt 025 05 o075| w2 |fin Ba PAD Fn

Spring 69 | 045 0.25 0.10]0.32|0.14 014 0.11]3-107*|0.48 0.03 0.37 0.17

Summer | 158 | 0.63 0.74 0.94 | 0.93 | 0.89 0.89 0.92 | 1.10~* | 0.63 0.69 0.97 0.82
Field | 227 | 0.97 0.96 0.96 | 0.96 | 0.97 0.97 0.93 | 1-10~* | 0.96 0.57 1.00 0.95

Table 5: p-values of several uniformity tests applied to the starting times of nursing periods observed in wild
polar bears. The p-values are obtained from the T;, ; tests for specific parameters, the 10-fold tests TSL? ),
and other available tests of uniformity. The p-values were obtained through Monte Carlo (M = 10%).

Supplementary materials

Supplementary Materials (SM) contain the proofs of the paper and further numerical results.
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Supplementary materials for “On new omnibus tests of uniformity
on the hypersphere”

Alberto Fernandez-de-Marcos' and Eduardo Garcia-Portugués'?

Abstract

These supplementary materials contain two sections. Section A provides the proofs of the
results of the paper, which are based on two lemmas. Section B contains further numerical
results omitted from the main text.

Keywords: Directional statistics; Poisson kernel; Sobolev tests; Smooth maximum.

A  Proofs

Proof of Proposition 1. Proof of (i). We apply the transformation t — (g+1)(k~1¢t+1) to T,, 1. Since
it is monotonic, the tests based on T, 1 and based on any statistic resulting from this transformation
are equivalent.

First, we address the case ¢ > 2. Using I’'Hopital’s rule and 0(27"Z,(z))/0z = 271, 41(2),

: e’
ilg%(q +1) </{Tn,1 + 1>

2 . (g—
=(q¢+1) (1 + - Y XiX;—A(n,q) lim » (@ 1)/21(q+1)/2(/‘6)>7 (15)

1<i<j<n

where A(n,q) = 2=3/2(n — 1)I'((¢ — 1)/2)(¢ — 1). Using Z,(2) = (2/2)"/T(v + 1) when z — 0
(DLMF, 2020, Equation 10.25.2),

lim f~(171)/2
K—0

Tignya(r) = lim n~ 02 (/20 D/2/0((g +3)/2) = 0,
which makes (15) equal to R,,.

Second, we prove the circular case (¢ = 1) analogously, where we use that Zp(0) = 1 and
7Z,(0) =0, v > 0. Then,

" 2
2 (S e1) =2(142 T XX (-0l 7o) ) = .

rk—0 K n —t Kk—0
1<i<j<n

Proof of (ii). The proposition holds due to the monotonic relation (5) between 75, 1 and the LSE
function, and the fact that

Jom LB ((XiXhaicien) =, e XX

'Department of Statistics, Carlos ITI University of Madrid (Spain).
2Corresponding author. e-mail: edgarcia@est-econ.uc3m.es.
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Proof of Proposition 2. We apply the transformation ¢ — p~! (¢ — 1 +1/2(0)) to T}, 2. Then,

Th2 — 14 12(0) ~ lim 2 Z 31/12(9@‘]‘) O1p2(0)

lim
p—0 P p—0Mn 1<izj<n 8p 8,0
2
= (q+1)<n > X;Xj+1> = R,.
1<i<j<n
Since the transformation is monotonic, the two tests are equivalent. ]

Proof of Proposition 3. The coefficients of 11 for ¢ > 2 follow from the second equation in Magnus
et al. (1966, page 227):

(¢=1)/2 oy 0
o= (2) T DS - a0 16)
k=0

Now, taking the limit ¢ — 1 in (16) produces

ehT — é;n% { (q - 1)F(éq - 1)/2) 2(2]{3 +q— 1)I(Qk+q—1)/2(/€)(q N 1)—101(;1)/2(‘%)}
k=0

o0

(2 — 5k,0)Ik(/§>Tk (ac)
k=0

after invoking (3) and using I'(s) = (s + 0(82))_1 as s — 0%,

The coefficients for 1y follow by combining several generating equations for the Chebyshev and
Gegenbauer polynomials. Equation 18.12.7 in DLMF (2020), together with twice Equation 18.12.5
minus Equation 18.12.4, gives

1—p? {zmz—(sko) PFTu(z),  q=1,

(14 p2 — 2p2) THD2 | 002 2Ll ph D2 (), g > 2,

O]

Proof of Proposition 4. To derive the expectation of T, s, consider the tangent-normal change of
variables x = zy + (1 — 22)1/2By ¢, with z := x'y € [-1,1], £ € ST!, and By a (¢ + 1) x ¢ matrix
with orthonormal columns to y (see Lemma 2 in Garcia-Portugués et al. (2013)). It then follows
that

Engo [(012)] = /S [ eleos™ 6y ) vy )

1
-1 /S , /S - / Ye(cos™H(z))(1 — 22)¥* LAz do,_1 (&) dy,(y)
_ Wq 1 / 1/]2 cos— ( m2)q/271 dx
- qu W (17)

Plugging this expression into (4) gives Eg, [T, ¢]. Recall that the kernel of the U-statistic is centered

under Ho: ¢ = ¢ — bo,q(ve)-
The variance of a U-statistic is (see, e.g., Serfling, 1980, Lemma A, page 183):

2(n—1)

Var[T), ¢] = [2(n — 2)n10 + n2.4] (18)
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where 71 ¢ := Var[E[(y(612) | X1]] and 12, := Var[thg(612)]. Under Ho, n1,e = 0 due to the degeneracy
of the kernel, and thus

2(n—1)

Varyo [Tn,e] = (bO,q (¢?) - bg,q (1/15))

O]

Proof of Theorem 1. The proof follows from Giné (1975) and Prentice (1978). We use the combined
key result from these two references, stated in Theorem 3.1 in Garcia-Portugués et al. (2023), which
establishes that

” o0
Sna({wrg}) 2 Y wigYa,, (19)
k=1

for a Sobolev test statistic (1). Due to the connection (7) and (4),

1 < 2
Sng({whge}) = — > [be(6i) — bog) = - > We(8i5) — nbog + 1 (0).
i,j=1 1<i<j<n

Then, because of Proposition 4 and 1,(0) = ,(0) — Ez, [t0¢(612)],

Sna({whq,e}) = T + (n = 1)Eagy [e(812)] — nbog + ¢(0) = T e + 10(0)
and (9) follows from (19). Note that (9) is also expressible as
Ho >
Tn,@ ~ Z Wk, q.0 (de,q - dk,q)a
k=1

since from (6) evaluated at 6 = 0 and expressed in terms of (2), we obtain

> i gedig = %e(0) = bog(ve) = 0 (0).
k=1

O

Proof of Corollary 1. Since by 4(1¢) > 0for k>1,¢>1,£>0,0 < p <1, and £ = 1,2, the proof
follows from Giné (1975) and Prentice (1978); see, e.g., Theorem 3.1 in Garcia-Portugués et al.
(2023). O

Proof of Proposition 5. For the sake of simplicity, we denote by ; = by, 4(1¢). Following the Gegen-
bauer expansion of g, we can write, for almost every x € S9,

Fulx) = {ZZ"O er,1 Tk (X' 1), q=1, (20)

S en OV (), ¢ > 2.

First, we derive the expectation of 1, under H; for ¢ > 2:

Eag, [e(012)] = / ecos™ (x'y)) £1(x) fi(y) dog(x) doy(y)

Se JS4e

- / [/ Z brq Clgqil)/z(X/Y) Z €m,q Cla=D/2(x' ) dog(x)
St 178 k=0 -

=0
x f1(y) dog(y)
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- > b’“’”/ “’q[ [ Gy RO ) vy ()
k,m=0 a

x fi(y) dog(y). (21)

Applying Lemma 1 results in

q - 1) (¢ ;!1%7 (22)

where we used that c,gq*”/ (1) = (¢ — 1)4/k! (Table 18.6.1 in DLMF (2020)).
The case ¢ = 1 is proved following the same arguments, but using Chebyshev polynomials and
the circular version of Lemma 1 twice:

[e9]

w2 > w2
Eqy, [the(012)] = Zl (14 0k0)* b eh s Te(1) = Zl (1+ 0k,0)* b1 €71 (23)
k=0 k=0

Since fi is a pdf, considering a tangent-normal change of variables gives

1
: fi(x)dog(x) = wq_l/ g(x)(1 — 3:2)(1/2*1 do = wg—1¢0,1€0,4
a —1

and thus ep 4 = 1/w, due to (2). Then, to derive the expectation of the statistic, we substitute (17),
(22), and (23) into (4), resulting in

Eg,y [Tn] = (n— 1) (Eqyy [the(612)] — Eayy [t0e(012)])

wi (n—1)/437572, braej g, q=1,
_9 B

WA~ 1) brged, (1 + %> COVE g3

Using the coefficients 7 , defined in Proposition 5 concludes the proof. O
Proof of Proposition 6. The variance of a U-statistic is given by (18), where
e = Vary, [Ba, [he(612) | X4]]
= Eg, [Erg, [e(012) | Xa]?] — Egey [1e(612)]?

2
=11y — ﬂu

and similarly ng ¢ = Vary, [¢e(612)] = age — 53,«4' The terms «; ¢ and §;¢ can be derived through
the Gegenbauer coefficients of v, denoted by by, 4, and the expansion of f; in (20).
Applying Lemma 1, we first determine the following conditional expectation:

Eq, [Ye(012) | X4q] = .. Ye(x'X1) f1(x) dog(x)

(W1/2) 5o (14 0g0) by ern Ti(Xp), qg=1,
71 o
Wq D peo bk.g €hg (1 + q%kl) C,gq 1)/2(X’1u), q>2.
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Consider the tangent-normal change of variables x = xp + (1 — :62)1/2B”£ and the expansion
(20) for fi. Then, for g > 2,

= EHJ(EHl [e(612) | X1])?]

2k \ 2k \
=w bky o Oko o €k 0 €k <1+ ) <1+
7 z e —

T ket ko=
x o/ 2<x’u> CUVR () f1(x) dog (x)

y = 2% \ 2%ky \
=Wy Z bki1,q Oka,q €k1,g €harg Chsg | 1 + 1 1+ 1
k1,k2,k3=0 q

/s/ (@) G VP @) OV () (1 - )P oy (€) da
q

2k‘1 -1 2]{2 -
_wqwq 1 Z bqubkﬂequek”ekm 1+q—1 1+

-1
k1,k2,k3= q

X Ly ko kasqo

where tg, i, ks;q refers to the triple product of Gegenbauer polynomials defined in Lemma 2 below.
Now,

B1,e = Eayy [Egyy [the(612) | X4]]
2k

0 -1
=% D DhaChacng <”_1) [l 6 ) €l 2 ) ey )
k,m=0

> 2% \ 7%
= ws Z bk7q 6%7(1 <1 + q_1> Clgq 1)/2(1)
k=0

For ¢ =1, £ € S = {—1,1} in the tangent-normal change of variables, hence

a1 = B, [(Eay, [Ye(612) | X1])?)
2 oo
w
=5 D (U 0k,.0) (14 0k0) Dby 1 Bhy 1 €8s 1 €kt €k 1 s kit
k1,k2,k3=0

where tg, i, k51 is defined in Lemma 2, and

’—‘M

o0
B, = Z (1+ 0k0) o bk,l ez,l'

k=0

Finally, as ¢ follows from (22) (¢ > 2) and (23) (¢ = 1),

(Wi/4) Yoo (L4 6k0)? bra (V7) €} 3 q=1,
2

ag e = By, [7 (612)] = o 9
1 B ERobka@) e, (14 25) " ), g2,

while B2 = Egq, [1h¢(612)] is analogous. O
Proof of Proposition 7. We have that

Tim Py, [Tis,16(A(S1), S2) < ca(A(S1)))

= lim

fs,(x)dxdFs A
n—00 //{(X’A)E(SQ)SQXA:TS2|,4(X,)\)§CQ()\)} 2( ) )\(31)( )
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= lim

Fon(x) dx| APy o  (A)
n—=00 JA [/{XE(SQ)SQ1T|82|,z(x7/\)§ca(/\)} 2 A(S1)

= lim | Py, [Tis, e (V) < ca(N)] dFyq,) (M),

n—oo A
where s, B8 the cdf of the random variable X(Sl).
Since A is a finite set {A1,..., Ay} by assumption, interchangeability of the limit and integral is
trivial:

i Py [Tis, o (\(81), S2) < ca(A(S1))

= lim Py [Tis, .0(A) < calA)IP3cs,) ()
j=1

=a+t Z lim {Pa,[Tis, | 0(A)) < ca(A))] = a}pgs,) (A), (24)
7j=1

where ps g ) is the probability mass function of S1) and limy, s Pao[Tis,,0(N) < ca(N)] =
a for all A € A From these arguments, lim, oo [P3[Tis,0(Aj) < ca(Aj)] — O‘|p3(sl)(>‘j) <

limy, o0 [Pay [Ts,1,6(Aj) < cal(Nj)] — @l = 0, hence the limit in (24) is zero. O

Remark 3. IfAisa compact or continuous set, it seems necessary from the proof to control the null
asymptotic distribution of A(S1). This can be done by an application of the argmaz theorem (van der
Vaart and Wellner, 1996, Section 3.2.1), which would require establishing the weak convergence of
the degenerate U-process X — T, 1(X) (see Arcones and Giné, 1993, Section 5).

Lemma 1 below is a minor extension of Lemma B.7 in Garcia-Portugués et al. (2023, page 23
of the supplement) that benefits the paper completeness. It covers the cases k = 0 and m = 0, as
needed in the proof of Propositions 5 and 6.

Lemma 1 (Double products of Gegenbauer and Chebyshev polynomials). Let u,v € S, ¢ > 1.
Then, for k,m >0 and q > 2,

1+5k0

/Sl T (v ) T (7' V) dvr () = Ty (u'v) 8 ms

/S IR () I (1) dug () = (1 L

1
q- 1) G (W) B

Proof of Lemma 1. The case k,m > 1 corresponds to Lemma B.7 in Garcia-Portugués et al. (2023,

page 23 of the supplement). For k = 0, since Tp = 1 and C’éq_l)/ 2 = 1, the orthogonality of the
polynomials (when m # 0) or the integration with respect to the uniform measure v, (when m = 0)
proves the result. O

The final lemma allows the computation of triple products of Gegenbauer and Chebyshev poly-
nomials involved in the proof of Proposition 6.

Lemma 2 (Triple products of Gegenbauer and Chebyshev polynomials). Let ks > ko > k1 > 0.
Then, for q > 2,

bk ko kssg = / Ch q 1)/2 IEZ 1)/2(x)0,£‘;_1)/2(x)(1 — x2)q/2—1 dx

if si is odd or k3 > ki + ko,

{ ey +ka—k3) /2,1 k2 (g—1)/2 Cha,qy U Sk 15 even and k3 < k1 + ko,
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where sy, 1= Z?:1 k; and

a L ki+ko+AX—20 (k1 +ko—20 F(A—Fﬁ)B(A—i—k‘l—ﬂ,)\—i—kQ—@
CRR2 A 0y + ko + A= )\ kg — 0 T\BOA+ k1 + ks — €, \)

In addition,

1
ey o st == / T ()T (@) Ty () (1 — 22) 77 da
-1

B 0, ifkg#kg:l:kl,
1+6k1 Ock3 1, if k3 = kQ + kl.

Proof of Lemma 2. If ki + ko < ks, the (k1 + k2)th order polynomial x C,g?_l)/Q(:c)Clgz_l)/Q(x)

can be expressed in terms of {C,iqﬁl)/z}zlz—gb, and therefore is orthogonal to C’,iqﬁl)/Z. Precisely, the

linearization formula for the product of Gegenbauer polynomials (DLMF, 2020, Equation 18.18.22)
gives, for ko > k1 > 0 and A > 0,

min(kq,k2)

A A A
CP@ON @) = Y ank s Cin,ae(®),
=0

with the positive coefficients

G = (k1 + ko + A = 20) (k1 + k2 — 208 (N)e(N) k(N ko —0(2A) by 4 kp—0
T (kA ke A= 08k — O k2 = O (N ky4ka—(20) ky+ka—20
kit hatA—20 [k +ky — 20\ DA+ OB+ ky — £ A+ by — 0)
f!(kl—i-kg—i-)\—ﬁ)( ko — ¢ > TANBA+ k1 +ky— 2, N)

Taking A = (¢ — 1)/2 and k3 > ko > k1 > 0 gives

~1)/2 1)/2 1)/2
G ey Z Ot bon(a-1)/2C g b2t (@):
Hence, it is clear that the integral is null unless ¢ equals (k1 + ko — k3)/2:

/ CLOD/2(3) D2 () D2 () (1 — 22)21 dg

ko

1
/2, \12 _
—a(k1+k2k3)/2,k1,k2,(q1)/2/1 [C,EZ 2 (2 )] (1 -2  da

O(ky+ko—ks)/2,k1,k2,(q—1)/2 Ck3,q-

Analogous derivations are possible for Chebyshev polynomials. From Equation 18.18.21 in DLMF
(2020), for ]CQ > k?l > O,

T, ()T, () = 5 (T3 () + Ty 1 (1)

and, consequently,

1

_ 1+

[ T @11 @81 (2)(1— 2%) 2 A = Gy et
-1
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B Additional numerical experiments

B.1 Simulation scenarios

To perform the search for the optimal value 5\H1 motivated in Section 4, gy ¢, (A\) must be deter-
mined for each alternative distribution. Vary, [T}, ¢(\)] does not depend on the alternative and is
given in (8). However, Eqy, [T}, ¢(X)] does not have a general analytic expression for any #;. Rota-
tionally symmetric alternatives allow us to directly compute gy ¢, (A), since Eqy, [T}, ¢(N)] is readily
available in (10).

We consider rotationally symmetric distributions on S? with pdfs

c
X ¢, Kdevsf f(X/o, //V'dev)a (25)
Wqg—1
where 0 € S7 is a location parameter, which is set without loss of generality to 8 = (0,...,0,1)’,
Kdev > 0 is a concentration parameter, f : [-1,1] x RT — R satisfies f(¢;0) = 1, and cq_if =

f_ll(l — 12)4/2=1 f(t; ) dt is a normalizing constant. Note wy = 2 when ¢ = 1. We consider:
(a) The von Mises—Fisher (vMF) distribution, with f(¢; k) = exp(kt).

(b) A Cauchy-like (Ca) distribution, with f(t;x) = (1 — p(k)?)/(1 — 2p(r)t + p(k)?)@TD/2 where
p(k) = (26+1) =4k +1)/(2k).

(¢) The Watson (Wa) distribution, with f(¢; k) = exp(rt?).

(d) The Small Circle (SC) distribution with f(¢; k,v) = exp(—#(t — v)?) and v = 0.25 being the
projection along @ that controls the modal strip.

In addition, we also consider mixtures consisting of 2(¢+1) equally-weighted specific distributions
with common kqey and pdfs of the form

2(q+1)

Q,Hdcvaf Z f X/e,r; Kldev)a r = “{/21 ; (26)

wa

with location parameters determined by the rth canonical vector e,.. These mixtures are centro-
symmetric about the origin. The distributions used to build the mixtures are:

(e) The vMF distribution (mixture denoted MvMF).
(f) The Cauchy-like distribution (denoted MCa).

For these mixtures Eq, [T}, ¢()\)] has no analytic expression available. It is approximated by a Monte
Carlo simulation with 10* replicates.

Details on how to simulate the above distributions are given in Garcia-Portugués et al. (2023,
Section 4). The alternative (b) was simulated using the inversion method.

B.2 Precision of approximate oracle parameters

To measure the precision of the oracle parameters in terms of power, we compute the difference
between the empirical power attained with 5\7.[1 and the power obtained with the oracle parameter
estimated using Monte Carlo, Aj, , for the alternatives described in Section B.1. In particular, alter-
native distributions (a)—(d) with kgey € {0.5,1,1.5,2} and mixtures (e)—(f) with kgev € {6,9,12,15}
were investigated.

In order to find the oracle parameter 5‘%17 we consider the grids A introduced in Section 4. The
only sample size studied was n = 100, since n only affects gy 3, (\) through a constant factor,
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Figure 4: From top to bottom, rows correspond to rotationally symmetric alternatives (a)—(d) and mixture
alternatives (e)—(f). Left/right columns in each block stand for ¢ = 1,2. Left block: curves k — gy, 1,2, (k)
and Ry, (vertical lines), under alternatives with varying kqev (acts in (25)—(26)). Right block: empirical
smoothed power curves k — Py, [Th1(k) > can1(k)] of the T, 1(k)-tests at significance level ov = 0.05,
obtained from M = 103 samples from the alternative with rgev, and fi;‘_[l (vertical lines). The color palettes
between the equal-dimension plots in the left and right blocks are shared. The sample sizes are n = 100.
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27

Analogous description as F

Figure 5



thus keeping 5\7.[1 unchanged for any n. Figures 4 and 5 (left block) show the curves A — gy, ¢.2, ()
suggesting that :\Hl is unique in the alternatives explored.

To estimate the actual oracle parameters, M = 10% Monte Carlo replicates were drawn from the
scenarios described. For each replicate, a test based on T}, ¢(\) at the significance level o = 0.05 was
performed using the M = 10* Monte Carlo a-critical values. Then, the empirical power points were
smoothed using local constant kernel regression. The right block of Figures 4 and 5 presents the
empirical power curve A — Py, [T, /(A) > cqn ()], which demonstrates that gy ¢, (\) captures
the behavior of the empirical power of T}, ;-based tests.

Table 6 shows the difference between the empirical power obtained with A3, and 5\’;-[1. The
median power difference for T, ; and T}, 2 is 0.15% and 0.03%, respectively, which supports the
adequacy of the oracle parameter 5\Hl obtained with ¢y, ¢, (A). Additionally, Table 7 shows the
oracle parameters /iy, and py, , and the Monte Carlo estimated oracle parameters 3, and p3,, found
for alternative distributions (a)—(f) for different concentration values kgey. The results indicate that
5\H1 is not significantly influenced by kgey-

. Ky Iz
Alternative Kgev L 1
05 1.1 1.3 2.6 0.3 1.4 0.8 0.6 0.1
1 0.0 0.1 0.3 1.6 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.1
(@) vME = g 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
05 05 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.1 0.0
(b) Ca 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
05 06 0.4 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.1
(¢) Wa 1 1.6 2.1 1.2 0.8 0.5 0.4 0.0 0.1
15 0.2 1.2 0.8 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.5
2 0.0 0.3 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.8 1.1
05 35 1.7 1.9 0.7 11 0.9 0.4 0.1
1 0.5 0.6 1.3 1.0 0.0 1.4 1.4 0.0
d)SC 15 o0 0.7 2.5 2.5 0.1 0.1 1.1 0.6
2 0.0 0.2 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.9 1.5
6 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.2
9 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9
(e) MyME ) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1
15 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 0.0 11 0.3 0.4 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.7
9 1.1 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.2
(f) MCa 9 0.7 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.0
15 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table 6: Power difference (%) between empirical oracle x5, and pj, parameters and oracle &y, and pz,
parameters for T, 1 and T;, o, respectively, for alternatives (a)—(f) with kqev acting in (25)—(26).
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’%Hl (K;-[l) ﬁHl (p;-ll)

Alternative Kqey
d g=1 q=2 q=3 q=5 [¢= q=2 q=3 q=5

05  01(0.4) 0.01(0.1) 001(0.2) 001 (0.1) | 0.02(0.10) 0.02 (0.06) 0.02 (0.08) 0.02 (0.04)

N 0.2(0.01) 02(0.8) 02(0.5) 0.1(0.5) | 0.06(0.02) 0.04(0.18) 0.02(0.02) 0.02 (0.12)

(a) v 15 05(0.01) 05 (0.01) 02(0.01) 0.2(L1) |0.12(0.02) 0.08(0.02) 0.06(0.02) 0.04 (0.08)
2 0.7 (0.01) 0.7 (0.01) 0.5(0.01) 0.5 (0.01) | 0.18 (0.02) 0.14 (0.02) 0.08 (0.02) 0.06 (0.02)

05  02(0.01) 05 (D) 0.5 (0.3) 0 5(3.1) | 0.08(0.02) 0.08 (0.06) 0.06 (0.08) 0.08 (0.02)

Mo 1 0.6(28) 08(0.01) 0.9(0.01) 1.2(0.01) | 0.14 (0.58) 0.16 (0.02) 0.14 (0.02) 0.14 (0.02)
B)Ca 15 1014 10(001) 1.2 (41) 1.7 (0.01) | 0.20 (0.02) 0.20 (0.02) 0.20 (0.02) 0.20 (0.02)
2 1.0 (0.01) 1.5 (0.01) 1.7 (0.01) 2.2 (0.01) | 0.24 (0.28) 0.26 (0.02) 0.24 (0.02) 0.24 (0.02)

05 68(82) 56 (49) 54(49) 54(82) |0.70(0.72) 0.60 (0.50) 0.54 (0.68) 0.46 (0.28)

©wa | 6.8 (7.6) 58(80) 54(74) 54(7.2) |0.70 (0.78) 0.60 (0.62) 0.54 (0.56) 0.46 (0.50)
W95 70(76) 58(62) 5.6(4.8)  54(7.6) | 0.70 (0.68) 0.60 (0.58) 0.54 (0.52) 0.46 (0.56)
2 72(78) 6.0 (47) 56 (42) 56 (5.6) | 0.72 (0.58) 0.60 (0.54) 0.54 (0.58) 0.46 (0.42)

05 34(45) 26 (38 23(28) 17(28) | 052 (058 0.38(0.48) 0.30 (0.40) 0.20 (0.14)

nse L 38 (42) 28(34) 23(29) 1.7(20) | 0.54(0.54) 0.40 (0.52) 0.30 (0.40) 0.20 (0.20)
(d) 15 44(8.2) 31(33) 24(3.1) 1.7(2.1) | 058 (0.44) 0.42 (0.50) 0.32 (0.34) 0.18 (0.20)
2 50 (1.4)  33(27) 25(3.6) 17(L7) |0.62(0.30) 0.44(0.56) 0.32(0.40) 0.20 (0.24)

6 30 (20) 20 (19) 16 (17) 14 (16) | 0.90 (0.90) 0.78 (0.80) 0.70 (0.74) 0.64 (0.58)

(e) MoMF * 30 (40) 20 (14)  17(16) 14 (13) | 0.84 (0.84) 0.80 (0.80) 0.72 (0.72) 0.66 (0.64)
OV 9 30017 20 (9) 17 (18) 15 (12) | 0.86 (0.90) 0.80 (0.74) 0.76 (0.66) 0.62 (0.64)
15 30 (8) 20 (6) 18 (7) 15 (10) | 0.86 (0.76) 0.80 (0.68) 0.74 (0.62) 0.68 (0.62)

6 30 (30) 20 (17) 18 (19) 16 (14) | 0.84 (0.83) 0.80 (0.80) 0.72 (0.72) 0.68 (0.64)

N 30 (35)  25(20) 20 (20) 18 (14) | 0.88 (0.88) 0.80 (0.80) 0.76 (0.72) 0.68 (0.66)

(N MCa 5y g5 (40)  25(20)  20(15) 19 (13) | 0.86 (0.88) 0.80 (0.80) 0.76 (0.74) 0.68 (0.66)
15 35(30)  25(30)  20(19) 20 (18) | 0.88 (0.88) 0.80 (0.80) 0.76 (0.74) 0.72 (0.62)

Table 7: Oracle &3, and py;, (and Monte Carlo estimated oracle xj, and pj, ) parameters for 7, ; and
T, 2, respectively, for alternatives (a)—(f) with Kqey-

B.3 Asymptotic null distribution and gamma match accuracies

Tables 8 and 9 contain extended simulation results for the investigation of null tail probabilities
computation for a = 0.01 and o = 0.10, using the asymptotic null distribution computed by Imhof’s
method, the gamma-match proposed in Section 6.2, and the Monte Carlo (M = 10%) approximation.
The simulation setting is the same as described in Section 6.1.

B.4 Further experiments on the estimation of )y,

As introduced in Section 5, a first attempt to develop a test based on T}, ¢ is to use the two-subsample
split approach. The following definition formalizes this procedure.

Definition 3 (Single-partition test of uniformity based on T}, ¢). Given an id sample S = {Xy,...,X,},
the p - 100%-test based on T, of Ho at significance level o proceeds as follows:

i. Split S into two (disjoint) subsamples Si and Sy of size |Si| = (1 — p)n and |S2| = pn,
respectively.

ii. Compute N(Sy) = arg maxyea T‘31|7g(/\)/\/VarH0 [Tis,1,6(\)], the estimate of M, using Si.
iit. Use the subsample Sp to perform the test based on ﬂ32|7£(3\\(81)782) at significance level o

A power investigation of these tests is presented in Figure 6 where the 80%, 75%, and 50%-
tests are performed (using gamma-match a-critical values) on 10 Monte Carlo replicates of size
n = 100 for distributions (a)—(f) depending on Kgey. As the curves suggest, the loss of information
invested in estimating 5\?{1 reduces the power of the test with respect to the optimal one, especially
in multimodal distributions.
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q n Type k=0.1 k=1 k=5 p=0.25 p=05 p=0.75

Asymp. 0.0067 0.0076 0.0087 0.0073 0.0082 0.0097

10 Gamma 0.0093 0.0110 0.0124 0.0116 0.0131 0.0149
MC 0.0104 0.0105 0.0107 0.0105 0.0107  0.0106

Asymp. 0.0099 0.0091 0.0098 0.0096 0.0092 0.0100

1 50 Gamma 0.0101 0.0114 0.0113 0.0119 0.0126 0.0135
MC 0.0102 0.0101 0.0099 0.0101 0.0104 0.0106

Asymp. 0.0102 0.0096 0.0097 0.0101 0.0099 0.0099

200 Gamma 0.0103 0.0119 0.0118 0.0120 0.0122 0.0127
MC 0.0101 0.0100 0.0097 0.0100 0.0097  0.0097

Asymp. 0.0067 0.0078 0.0101 0.0076 0.0100 0.0154

10 Gamma 0.0091 0.0120 0.0154 0.0130 0.0158 0.0234
MC 0.0101 0.0102 0.0100 0.0103 0.0103 0.0097

Asymp. 0.0089 0.0094 0.0096 0.0094  0.0099 0.0111

2 50 Gamma 0.0100 0.0126 0.0134 0.0140 0.0146 0.0152
MC 0.0104 0.0105 0.0108 0.0106 0.0110 0.0106

Asymp. 0.0098 0.0097 0.0099 0.0099 0.0103 0.0102

200 Gamma 0.0101 0.0126 0.0125 0.0132 0.0145 0.0138
MC 0.0107 0.0109 0.0106 0.0111 0.0111 0.0106

Asymp. 0.0063 0.0077 0.0119 0.0079 0.0114 0.0274

10 Gamma 0.0088 0.0125 0.0180 0.0143 0.0199 0.0346
MC 0.0103 0.0104 0.0104 0.0102 0.0106 0.0098

Asymp. 0.0090 0.0092 0.0101 0.0094 0.0103 0.0144

3 50 Gamma 0.0099 0.0133 0.0149 0.0143 0.0158 0.0181
MC 0.0103 0.0102 0.0099 0.0099 0.0101 0.0106

Asymp. 0.0098 0.0097 0.0101 0.0099 0.0100 0.0116

200 Gamma 0.0106 0.0133 0.0143 0.0150 0.0153 0.0139
MC 0.0098 0.0099 0.0107 0.0101 0.0102 0.0097

Asymp. 0.0063 0.0075 0.0133 0.0087 0.0173 0.0238

10 Gamma 0.0093 0.0128 0.0215 0.0168 0.0274 0.0250
MC 0.0105 0.0104 0.0104 0.0106 0.0104 0.0095

Asymp. 0.0094 0.0095 0.0105 0.0095 0.0120 0.0304

5 50 Gamma 0.0099 0.0137 0.0157 0.0158 0.0177 0.0315
MC 0.0100 0.0102 0.0102 0.0104 0.0097 0.0107

Asymp. 0.0097 0.0094 0.0105 0.0102 0.0105 0.0156

200 Gamma 0.0101 0.0132 0.0147 0.0155 0.0153 0.0172
MC 0.0106 0.0106 0.0101 0.0106 0.0106 0.0104

Table 8: Empirical rejection proportion for significance level a = 0.01 of T, 1 (k) and T}, 2(p) computed with
M = 10° Monte Carlo samples using each approximation method: asymptotic distribution computed by
Imhof’s method, our gamma-match approximation, and Monte Carlo (M = 10°) approximation. Boldface
denotes that the empirical rejection proportion lies within the 95% confidence interval (0.0092,0.0108).

30



q n Type k=0.1 k=1 k=5 p=0.25 p=05 p=0.75

Asymp. 0.0960 0.0959 0.0903 0.0941 0.0925 0.0893

10 Gamma 0.1041 0.1000 0.0957 0.0983 0.0968 0.0979
MC 0.1007 0.1013 0.1013 0.1017 0.1016 0.1021

Asymp. 0.0995 0.0993 0.0981 0.0991 0.0985 0.0979

1 50 Gamma 0.0998 0.0988 0.0969 0.0955 0.0970 0.0989
MC 0.1013 0.1007 0.1006 0.1010 0.1010 0.1010

Asymp. 0.1005 0.1006 0.0993 0.1013 0.1006 0.0991

200 Gamma 0.0999 0.0978  0.0984 0.0972 0.0968 0.0990
MC 0.0989 0.1003 0.1015 0.1001 0.1012 0.1015

Asymp. 0.0961 0.0957 0.0891 0.0931 0.0907 0.0909

10 Gamma 0.1030 0.1003 0.0969 0.0980 0.0987 0.1022
MC 0.1006 0.1013 0.1025 0.1016 0.1022 0.0991

Asymp. 0.0990 0.0990 0.1004 0.0984 0.0978 0.1000

2 50 Gamma 0.0991 0.0972  0.0988 0.0982 0.0990 0.1019
MC 0.1015 0.1015 0.1022 0.1016 0.1031 0.1027

Asymp. 0.1005 0.0985 0.0995 0.0995 0.0982 0.0993

200 Gamma 0.0987 0.1005 0.0995 0.0967  0.1001 0.1006
MC 0.0999 0.1010 0.1027  0.1005 0.1019 0.1023

Asymp. 0.0943 0.0937 0.0895 0.0914 0.0911 0.0973

10 Gamma 0.1020 0.1004 0.0973 0.0989 0.1000 0.1041
MC 0.1005 0.1006 0.1003 0.1014 0.1001 0.1000

Asymp. 0.0983 0.0996 0.0984 0.0970 0.0984 0.1001

3 50 Gamma 0.0992 0.0996 0.1004 0.1002 0.1007 0.1018
MC 0.1029 0.1025 0.1039 0.1032 0.1035 0.1017

Asymp. 0.0997 0.0983 0.1006 0.0994  0.0994 0.1018

200 Gamma 0.1000 0.0965 0.0974 0.0983 0.0997 0.1027
MC 0.0996 0.0995 0.1002 0.1002 0.1004 0.1002

Asymp. 0.0930 0.0917 0.0921 0.0911 0.0943 0.0489

10 Gamma 0.1028 0.1014 0.1037 0.1016 0.1039 0.0509
MC 0.1002 0.1009 0.1011 0.1012 0.1008 0.0994

Asymp. 0.0976 0.0977 0.0982 0.0970 0.0998 0.1004

5 50 Gamma 0.1027 0.1004 0.1043 0.0988 0.1036 0.1023
MC 0.0985 0.0988 0.1004 0.0989 0.1007  0.0999

Asymp. 0.0995 0.1003 0.0980 0.0995 0.1002 0.1042

200 Gamma 0.0997 0.1001 0.1018 0.1008 0.1019 0.1047
MC 0.1016 0.1020  0.0998 0.1002 0.0983 0.1004

Table 9: Empirical rejection proportion for significance level a = 0.10 of T, 1 (k) and T}, 2(p) computed with
M = 10° Monte Carlo samples using each approximation method: asymptotic distribution computed by
Imhof’s method, our gamma-match approximation, and Monte Carlo (M = 10°) approximation. Boldface
denotes that the empirical rejection proportion lies within the 95% confidence interval (0.0984,0.1015).
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Figure 6: Empirical rejection frequency of the p%-test based on T, 1 (left panel) and T, » (right panel)
at significance level o = 0.05 for alternative distributions (a)—(f) with concentration kgey. Proportion p is
indicated in the legend. M = 103 samples of size n = 100 were drawn from the alternative distribution.
Dotted curves indicate the power of the oracle test based on T}, ¢(Ay;, ).
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