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1. Introduction

Let x = (x,, -, x,) be a p dimensional random vector,
h
1) PE) = Pyller] Sk fnl Sk = [0 (27 feE ) o,
and

1
12) PE) =Pife, St m, S0 = [0 BT R ) dr,

where b = (hy," -, h,) and £ = (£y, -+ ,{,) are constant vectors, h; 2 0,
i=1,--,p,and £ = (0;;) is a positive definite matrix. We call a density (with
respect to Lebesgue measure) of the form

(1.3) |Z|7 12 fxZ ™ '),
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242 SIXTH BERKELEY SYMFOSIUM

where (& r?7!f(r?)dr < oo, elliptically contoured; it has also been called
a spherical distribution by Lord [19], since the transformation y = zX~!/2
yields a density which is uniform on spheres, or equivalently, since the distri-
bution has spherical symmetry in the Euclidean geometry defined by the distance
p(x,y) = [(x — y)Z (= — y)']*/*. The normal distribution is clearly a special
case and other examples are given below.

Inequalities for P(Z) and P*(Z) have been obtained in a series of papers, and
with a number of variants. However, in almost all instances the results are
based on the normal distribution. The first inequality of which we know for
P*(Z) is due to Slepian [28].

TueoreM 1.1. If f(z) = (2m) P2 e %% Z = (o), and T = (y;;), with 6;; <
vijand 0 = vy, then P¥(Z) < PH(T).

Slepian’s elegant proof is based on a property of the normal distribution

dp _10%  d9 _ O .
aO'ii - 2 5.’12‘2’ aa - axiaxj’ ¢ ]9

ij

(1.4)

where @(x, Z) = |Z|7"/? exp {—3(@Z " 'x’)}. Because the proof depends so
heavily on (1.4), it is not easily adaptable to the more general class of elliptically
contoured distributions. An alternative geometrical proof for the normal distri-
bution is given by Chartres [2]. However, normality really does not play an
essential role, and his proof can be modified to apply to elliptically contoured
distributions. A general proof using a reflection-inclusion argument is given in
Section 5. As a by product in the study of dependence, Lehmann [18] obtains
the inequality P*(X) = P™*(I) for the bivariate normal distribution with ¢,, =
6,, =1,and 6,, 2 0.

Inequalities for P(X) perhaps originate with special results of Dunnett and
Sobel [7] and of Dunn [5], in which it is shown that P(X) = P(I) for special
forms of T (with g;; = 1) or for special values of p. The most general result for
the normal distribution obtained by Sidak [25], [26] is that P(Z,) is a mono-
tone increasing function of 4,0 < A < 1, where

b) )
(1.5) m=(‘1 l”) Taip—1lxp—1
ALy 032

This he proved by using a conditional argument together with an inequality of
Anderson [1] on the integral of a unimodal symmetric distribution. Jogdeo [13]
provides a simpler proef of the same result by combining property (1.4) and the
same inequality of Anderson. Scott [23] provides an alternative proof for the
special case P(X) = P(I) using a conditional argument. (His proof contains a
flaw which is discussed in Section 3.1.)

When the distribution is normal, Chover [3] uses a geometric argument to
prove both the one sided and two sided inequalities. His proof is of interest
since it treats both cases simultaneously, although the result is not completely
general because the covariance matrices must satisfy certain conditions.
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Our main result is an extension of Sidak’s result to general elliptically con-
toured densities (Section 2). We give a stronger version dealing with a convex
symmetric set, which permits several extensions (Section 3). In Section 3.1 we
show how previous results for the normal distribution are interrelated. Com-
plementary inequalities and reversals are given in Sections 3.2 and 3.3. As a
consequence of our main theorem, an inequality for the probability of a convex
symmetric set when one covariance dominates another is given in Section 3.4.
Counterexamples in Section 3.5 show that certain assumptions cannot be
weakened.

One motivation for seeking bounds for P; stems from the study of simul-
taneous confidence bounds. Inequalities for Studentized variates have been
obtained by Dunnett and Sobel [7], Halperin [11], Khatri [15], and Sidék [26],
[27]. Section 4 provides some extensions of these results.

Property (1.4) for p = 2 apparently is an old result. A proof for general p
was provided by Plackett [21]. The class of elliptically contoured distributions
has been studied in some detail by Kelker [14], who obtains a number of charac-
terizations. In Section 6 we discuss several characterizations, and incidentally
give a direct and simple proof that (1.4) also characterizes the multivariate
normal distribution. This property was independently obtained by another
method by Patil and Boswell [20].

2. Main theorem

In this section we prove our main two sided inequality for elliptically con-
toured distributions.
THEOREM 2.1. Let

@.1) 5 = (211 2:12>
a1 Oy
be a p X p positive definite matrix with Z,;: (p — 1) x (p — 1), and let x =
(@4, ", x,) be a random vector with density function |Z,|™'*f(xZ; 'a’), where
Ty AZg,
2.2) >:=( , 0<i<l.
A AZy1 0y
If C is a convex symmetric set in RP~ ', then P,{(x,, ", x,_1) € C, |x,| < h}is

nondecreasing in A.

The proof depends heavily on an extension of Anderson’s [1] inequality for
the integral of a symmetric unimodal function. Anderson proves that if C is a
convex set, symmetric about the origin, and if f(x) = 0 is a real valued function
satisfying f(x) = f(—=z), {x:f(x) = v} = K, is convex for every u, and
fc flz) dx < oo, then for any y,

(2.3) ul) = [ flz + ky) de

is nonincreasing in k for 0 < k < 1.
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This result is strengthened by Sherman [24] as follows. Let f(x) be a real
valued function on R?™%, and || f{l, = max {||f||1, || fllo}- Let € be the closed
(with respect to ||-||,) convex cone generated by indicator functions of convex
symmetric sets in RF ~! Sherman proves that fe¥ ge¥ implies fxge G,
where (f*g)(x) = jf(oc — t)g(t) dt. Since h{kx) is nonincreasing in k, 0 <
k < o0, for h € €, Anderson’s result follows.

REMARK 2.1. It is noted in Gnedenko and Kolmogorov ([10], p. 255), that
the convolution of two univariate unimodal distributions need not be unimodal.
However, the convolution of two univariate symmetric unimodal distributions
is unimodal (Wintner [31]). Sherman’s result is a multivariate generalization of
Wintner’s theorem.

Proor oF THEOREM 2.1. Since C can be expressed as the decreasing inter-
section of convex symmetric polyhedrons, it suffices to consider the case where
C is such a polyhedron. Furthermore, the matrix X, has a representation in
which

(2.4) T, =MM, I, =620, ,0,Ap)M; p 2 0.

This, in effect, is the usual transformation to canonical correlations Because
the transformation (x, -+, x,_1) > (x;, ", xp_l)M 1Ly ™ XL /0'1/2 leaves
the hypotheses of the theorem unchanged, we can assume that

I N
(2.5) >:A=<A 1), A=1(0,-,04).

Also, X, = T,T;, where

1 0
(2.6) T, = <A a- /12)1/2)

Let x = yT4, so that y has density f(yy'). Partition y as

(2.7) Yy = @, Yp-1, yp);
then
2.8) Bf(xy, - e C, |z,| £ h}

“P{(?/,?/p 1)60|lyp l+(1—121/2 |<h}
= E[P{(%,9,-1)€C, l'l?/p—l + (1 — A2 ?/,,I h”ly”}]

Alternatively, we can write the conditional probability in terms of indicator
functions: for ||y|| fixed, define

(2.9) &) = fsxc(y', Yp-1) Xi-nm[Ap—1 + (1 — A2y T du(y)

where 8 is the surface of the sphere with radius » = ||y||, and p is the uniform
surface measure on S.
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Let f™ be the approximate identity on R" given by

1 2
(2.10) f (@) = (2me)™"? exp {_ 2 "f" }
If o, = xc*fP™ Y, then ¢, €%, ¢, is infinitely differentiable, bounded, has
bounded derivatives, and as €] 0, ¢,(x) > xc(z), unless x € C. Similarly,
define

(2.11) Y, = Xi—n,n *fél),
and let

@12) &) = [0 hpo WelAgpor + (1 - 49)12y,) duty).

By the bounded convergence theorem, &, (1) = £(1) as & — 0. (Note that
p(0C) = 0, since C is polyhedral.)

We now assert that £,(1) is nondecreasing in 4, and hence (1) is nondecreasing
in A, thereby completing the proof. To prove this assertion make an orthogonal
transformation

o A -y
(213) ?/ - I% (yp—l’ yp) g (u7 ’U) = (yp—l’ yp) ((1 _ 12)1/2 __11 ’
so that
(2.14) &) = [ 0o, 2+ (1 = 2720, () duig, u, v)

With the notation D, f(z) = 0f(24, ', 2,)/0%, we obtain

dé.(4 : _ .
(215) flj(, ) = LDp—l(pe(y’ .'l/p-l)(“ - A.?J(l - '12) 1/2)4/5(“) dﬂ(?/, u, ’l))

= [ Dp-10:6, 4p- (51 — 49)712)
VolAyo-1 + (1 — 22)%y,) du(y).

Note that y,(dy, -, + (1 — 4%)'/%y,)isan even functionof yand D,_,¢,(%, ¥,-1)
is an odd function of y. We now invoke the divergence theorem as follows.
Suppose x = (xy, -, x,), B = {||z| £ 7}, and g(x) is an odd function. Then
(under appropriate regularity conditions)

m dx.

(2.16) f z;g(x) du(x) = f 5
s B 0%;
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Applying this to (2.15), we obtain
dg(4)
2.17

= fB Dp—l(pe(y.a yp—l)wé[}'yp—l + (1 - 12)1/2%] dy dyp—l dyp
= [ Dprouli, du + (1 = 29 0]y(w) dy du do

1
= ! y _ 12412 .
f_l Ve(u) {fllﬁlli‘w!él—.ﬂ D,_0.[4, Au + (1 — A%)V2v] dy dv} du

= J‘_ll Wl(u) s(u) du.

We now show that d&,(A)/dA = 0 by showing that for each fixed u, ¥ (u)s(x) = 0,
which completes the proof.

As a consequence of Wintner’s result [31] y,(«) is nonincreasing in |u|.
Hence,

(2.18) Yiw) 20ifu <0, ‘() £0ifu = 0.

Next, let w = (1 — A%)!/2p, s0 that

1 . .
(2.19) s(u) = WL D,_10.(y, w + Au) dy dw,
where Q = {(y, w): |§||* + w*/(1 — A*) £ 1 — u?}. Note that Q is a convex
symmetric set. From the Anderson-Sherman result, yo* ¢, € €; therefore,

(2.20) fﬂ 0.(5, w + ku) dy dw

is nonincreasing in k, 0 < k, so that us(z) < 0. But » and y;(u) also have
opposite signs, and hence, () and s(z) have the same sign. Q.E.D.

REMARK 2.2. This theorem is evidently an extension of the theorem by Sidak
mentioned earlier. We have found the theorem to be very rich in implications.
Just why that is cannot be said in a word, but numerous illustrations will occur
throughout the paper.

A more geometric, and less algebraic, expression of the theorem may be
helpful. Let C* be a cylinder, that is, the Cartesian product of a p — 1 dimen-
sional symmetric convex set C and a one dimensional linear subspace orthogonal
to it. Consider a vector v confined to a fixed circle with center at the origin and
passing through the axis of C*, and consider a slab S, of thickness 2k with its
plane of symmetry passing through the origin and orthogonal to v. As the angle
between v and the axis of C* increases from 0 to 7/2, the probability of the inter-
section between C* and S, is nondecreasing. That is precisely equivalent to
Theorem 2.1. Rather evidently, none of its content would be lost if the spherically
symmetric measure were taken to be the uniform measure on the surface of the
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unit sphere. If the reader will try to visualize the geometric form of the theorem
for that distribution and for p = 3, he will see that it is plausible though not
obvious.

In the bivariate case there is a very elementary geometrical proof. Un-
fortunately, it is not clear how to extend it to higher dimensions; but because
the proof is so suggestive we give it for the simplest case Ps{|x,| < &, |x,| S &} 2
Py, {|x1| £ &, |z,| < &}, where

(1 »p (1 Ap <
(2.21) 2—(p 1), 24—<lp l)’ 01

Although the proof can be extended to the general bivariate case, where &, # h,,
the essential ideas are exhibited here.

Making the two transformations (x,, x,) = [y;, ¥1p + y2(1 — p*)'/?] and
(®1,23) = (1, ¥12p + y2(1 — A2p*)*/?), we wish to show that | f(y] + y3) dy,dy,
taken over the set {|y,| < &; |y1p + y2(1 — p*)*/?| < h} is larger than or equal
to the same integral taken over the set {|y, | < &; |y;4p + y,(1 — A%p?)V/?| < A}.
We can assume without loss of generality that p = 0, for if p < 0, we can
replace (x,, ;) by (xy, —x;). Draw a circle with center at the origin with radius
h, draw the tangent lines |y,| = A, |y1p + y2(1 — pH)'?| = &, |y1dp +
y2(1 — A%2p*)"/?| = h, and draw a circle through the point a as in Figure 1.

1A

1.

p
E
bt
A yl)\p + yzv‘l-)\zp =
\ yptyl-p?=n
\\/
S 0

-

FIGURE 1
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Because the tangent lines are equidistant from the origin we have by circular
symmetry that P{4 UB} = P{Bu C u D}. Consequently, there is at least as
much probability content in the parallelogram (pgrs) as in the parallelogram
(abcd), which completes the proof. In higher dimensions this geometric argument
would require consideration of many different cases, and this aspect becomes
extremely complicated.

3. Related results and extensions

In this section we discuss the interrelations among results in this area (Section
3.1); a number of complementary and reversal inequalities are given in Section
3.2 and Section 3.3. The comparison of integrals from elliptically contoured
distributions with covariance matrices £, and £, when X, — X, is positive semi-
definite is provided in Section 3.4. Some counterexamples are given in Section 3.5.

3.1. Some extensions and the normal case. TFirst notice that Theorem 2.1
has the following immediate corollary (X is a fixed positive definite matrix).

CoroLLaRY 3.1. Ifx = (x4, -, x,) is a random vector with density function
|21|'1/2f(x2; x'), where A = (A, "+, 4,), Z; = (O'ij(l))’ 0i(A) = 0, 0;(4) =
Aidjoj, 0 # §, 1 S 4 S p, then

(3'1) P/h ..... lp{|x1| g h17 T, |.’L'p| é kp}

is nondecreasing in each A;, 0 < A; £ 1. In particular, P(£) = P(D,), where
D, = diag(ayy, ", 6,p)

The inequality P(X) = P(D,) was proved by Dunn [5], [6] for the bivariate
and trivariate normal distributions, and for general p when X has the special
structure £ = D, + o'a, with D, = diag(z,, -, 7,) and & = (2, ", a,). In
the case of a normal distribution, Corollary 3.1 was proved by Sidak [26 ] and
by Jogdeo [13]. Both proofs make use of Anderson’s theorem [1]—Sidak uses
a conditional argument and Jogdeo uses the differential identity (1.4) to obtain
a short proof. A close examination of Jogdeo’s argument shows in fact that in
the case of the normal distribution, Anderson’s theorem and Theorem 2.1 are
equivalent. More precisely, the following two assertions concerning a symmetric
set C = RP~! are equivalent.

AssgrTION 3.1. For each a = (a;, " ,a,_,) and each p — 1 X p — 1
positive definite matrix ¥,
(3.2) u(k) = fCI‘I’I'”2 exp {—3(y — ka)¥ 'y — ka)'} dy, - - dy, -,

is a nonincreasing function of k, 0 < k.
ASSERTION 3.2. For each p x p positive definite matric T and each 6 > 0,

3
(3.3) v(d) = J U |Z,]7 "2 exp {— 3z ;! '} dax, "-dxp_l] dx,
-é [

is @ nondecreasing function of A, 0 < A = 1, where X, is defined in Theorem 2.1.
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The equivalence of these assertions is based on the identity (1.4):

PSP
_6~Ca(p
ré  p—1 a(p(x Z)d

(3.4) v'(3)

(x, 2;)dx, - - dx

p

o

= --d
J=sJci=1 ® aa;p T i
o f p—1 62(p(x E,\)
= Lt Zal gy e
J-sJc i; Tir 0x;0x,, i e
Pt 0 z
- Z M .. dxp—l’

l

where z* = (xq, - {, ). By completing the square with ¥ = Z,, —
'12 z12 221/6 b= O' 2 exp{—l‘sz/app} a = 6221/6“77 (xh“'vxp—l)’
we obtain

(3.5) v'(4)

pp?

p—1 p—1
= 2bj Y a,.,,ix [|'¥P| 2 exp {— 3@ — da)¥™ (& — Aa)] [] dz;
Ci=1 i 1

—2bo,, i
o

p—1
I\Ij|—1/2 exp {—-%—(x — ka)q’_l(-’i: - ka)l} l—[ dx}
c k=2

J
1

= —2bam,u( ).

Thus, v'(A) = 0 if and only if «'(1) < 0.

In Theorem 2.1 the vector x is partitioned into two parts of dimensionp — 1
and 1, respectively. This suggests the conjecture: ifx = (&, £) is a random vector
(with & of dimension p and & of dimension q) having density |[Z| /2 f(x ™! '),
and if C; < R? and C, < R? are convex symmetric sets, then

(3.6) Pz{xecl,xe 02} Pz{xe Cl,xeoz}
where

Zy Zn) < (211 0 )
3.7 = , Y = .
G- <221 %22 0 I,

For the multivariate normal distribution—in which case the right side of (3.6)
is simply Py, {# € C;}Py,,{a € C,}—Scott [23] used a conditioning argument
in an ostensible proof of a simple case of (3.6). This argument was adopted by
Das Gupta [4] and Khatri [16] in attempts to prove (3.6) in the general
(normal) case. (Khatri’s conclusion is reported and applied by Jensen [12],
Corollary 1, p. 145.) Unfortunately, the conditioning argument contains a flaw.
Implicit use is made of the “fact” that the conditional distribution of y ~ N(0, I),
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given that y lies in an arbitrary subspace containing certain coordinate axes, is
again multivariate normal. However, this is not the case; the condition that y
lies in an arbitrary subspace containing certain axes is a condition on angles,
and such conditional distributions are not normal. For example, if (x, y) ~
N, (0, I) has modified “polar’ coordinates (R, ®) where —o0 < R < 00 and
©® €[0, m), then the conditional distribution of R given @ is not normally distrib-
uted, but has a ‘“double y2 distribution. Thus (3.6) remains unsolved even
for normally distributed variates.

Certain special cases of (3.6) can be obtained when X has a particular
structure. Let

Xy XD
. X(A) = ,
(3.8) (4) (Dlzu D,
where D, = diag(4,, -, 4,), D, = diag(ty, ', 1,), and let x = (&, &), where

% is p dimensional and # is ¢ dimensional. If « has a density function
|Z(A)|~Y2f(xZ(A)~'2’) and C is a convex, symmetric set in R?, then as a con-
sequence of Theorem 2.1

(3'9) Pz(z){f& € C’ I‘,Lzll é hl> T |x:q| é kq}

is nondecreasing in each 4;,,0 £ 4, < 1.

For the normal distribution Khatri [15] shows that (3.6) holds when Z,, =
Cov (%, Z) has rank 1. Actually, Khatri’s proof can be extended to the case where
the mean of x is not zero (but is restricted).

THEOREM 3.1. Let x = (z, &) have the multivariate normal distribution

Ty Xy
(310) Np+q[(ﬂ1, #2)’ (221 222 ’

where rank (£,,) = 1. Suppose there exists a scalar n such that n,Z,; — Hii,
and n2Z,, — Wy, are positive semidefinite and n*Z,, = i p,. Then (3.6) holds
for any two convex symmetric sets C; = RP and C, < R“

ProoF. Let a = p,/n, B = pp/n (if n = 0 choose any «, f such that &’f =
¥,,) and choose the random variable z so that (x,2,2) has a (p + ¢ + 1)
variate normal distribution with mean (y,, u,, #) and covariance matrix

T, o«f o
(3.11) S=|pa Z,, B
o B 1

(The covariance matrix £ is positive semidefinite by the hypotheses of the
theorem.) The conditional distribution of (£, &) given z is

Zy — o 0

so that
(3.13) P{ie Cy,de C,|z} = Plae C|z}P{Ee C,|z}.
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It follows from Anderson’s theorem that both factors on the right of (3.13) are
decreasing functions of |z|. Hence, they are similarly ordered, so integration of
(8.13) with respect to z yields (3.6). @.E.D.

In the bivariate case (p = ¢ = 1) the hypotheses of Theorem 3.1 can be stated
in simpler form, as follows. Let x = (&, #) have the bivariate normal distribution

1
(3‘14) N2|:(I‘ll’ #2)’ (p f)], P # 07
where 0 < p < py/u, £ 1/porl/p < u,/p, < p <0.Thenforky, > 0,4k, > 0,
(3.15) P{|2| £ hy, || < ko) 2 P{|d| < hy}P{|&| < By}

REMARK 3.1. Theorem 3.1 appears to be the first such inequality for the case
of nonzero means.

The right side of (3.6) suggests a comparison in the general elliptically con-
toured case between

(3.16) Ps{i e Cy,d € Cy} and Py, {d € C,} Py, {F € Cy}.

Of course, when the distribution is normal these two expressions are equal.
However, we see that in general no inequality exists even in the simple bivariate
case. To see this, consider the difference

(3.17) PI{.’i/‘ECI,x'.G 02} - PI{.’/@GCI}PI{.’E'E 02}.

When p = g = 1, consider the following figures. In Figure 2, put unit mass

¢y / <
c 0 ¢ b( 0 2(:1 }
\ /

~\b b v
a a
FIGURE 2 FIGURE 3

uniformly on the circle and let the arc lengths a, b, c represent the mass so that
2a + 4b + 2¢ = 1. Then
3.18)  P{lxy| S ¢y} =2(a + 2b),  P{|x,| £ 2} = 2(c + 2b),

P{|x1| =S¢y, |x2| < ¢y} = 4b,
from which we find that the difference (3.17) is negative. In Figure 3 put mass 3
at the origin and mass 3 uniformly on the circle. Then
(3.19) P{|xy| £ ¢y} =1 + 24, P{lx,| < ¢c2} = 3 + 20,

P{|x1| S e, |x2| Se)=1%
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For a and b sufficiently small, the difference (3.17) is positive. Although
densities do not exist in these two examples, they may be approximated by distri-
butions having densities.

The inequalities discussed thus far involve a Cartesian product of symmetric
convex sets. We now drop the assumption of Cartesian product, and consider
possible inequalities between Pg{x € C} and P,{x € C}, where R is a correlation
matrix and C is a symmetric convex set in R?. Even in a simple case where
C = {x:Za? < k*} and x ~ N(0,I) there is no such inequality. Indeed
Ex(Zx}) = E;(Zx?) = p, so that we cannot have the same ordering between
Pr{Zx? < h*} and P{Zx? < h?} for all h, unless R = I. When p = 2 and
p = 1, the comparison is one between a random variable having a y2 distri-
bution and a random variable having a 2y? distribution.

If R, and R, are correlation matrices, the difference R, — R, is never positive
semidefinite. However, if £, and X, are covariance matrices, then X, — Z,
may be positive definite. When this happens, we do obtain certain inequalities.
(See-Section 3.4.)

3.2. Complementary inequalities. When x has an elliptically contoured dis-
tribution the monotonicity property of

(320) PE;,{(xh”'axp—l)eCalxpl é cp}’

as given in Theorem 2.1 can be used to obtain a monotonicity property for
(321) le{(xl"” »xp—1)¢07 |xp| g Cp}'

To see this note that

(3.22) P{AB} — P{A}P{B} = P{A°B‘} — P{A°}P{B‘},

where A° is the complement of A. Furthermore, if x = (2, ) has a density
|Z|~Y2f(xZ~'x’), then 2 has a density |Z,,|”"/*g(@Z[,'4’), (see Section 6).
Consequently, if

p >
(3.23) z =( oA “),
2.221 O'm, /
and
(3.24) A ==x:(xy, " ,x,,)€C},B = {x,:|z,| £ c,},

then P{4} and P{B} are independent of 4, from which we obtain that P{4B}
and P{A°B‘} have the same monotonicity properties.

Turning to the normal case, (3.22) implies that if x = (x,, x,) has a bivariate
normal distribution N(0, X), then

(325)  Prf|zy| 2 ¢y, |xa| 2 €5} 2 P, f{|a| 2 €1} P {|22| Z s}

The extension to more than two dimensions is in general false (notwithstanding
the similar appearance of Corollary 3.1), as noted by Sidak [27]. However, when
x ~ N(0, 2) with ¥ = Dt + o'a, D, = dia’g(rl’ T Tp)9 o= (0tg, """, ap),
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Khatri [15] shows that
(3.26) Pe{lxy| 2 cq, -0 |y 2 ¢p) 2 ]‘[ P, {|lz| 2 ¢

Also by (3.22), if Z, is of rank 1, then for C;, C, convex and symmetric,
(3.27) Pe{a ¢ Ci, 3¢ Cr} = Py, {2 ¢ C,}Ps,,{a ¢ C,}.

3.3. Reversal inequalities. By a reversal inequality we mean a bound in the
opposite direction. In the general elliptically contoured case, reversal inequalities
cannot be obtained. However, if the density has an additional monotonicity
property, a reversal inequality can be found for the inequality P(X) = P(D,)
(as in Corollary 3.1).

THEOREM 3.2. Let x be a p dimensional random vector with density function
|R|~2f(xR ™ 'x’), where R is a correlation matriz. If f is monotone decreasing
on [0, ©©), then

(3.28)  Prilry ¢ x| S ¢} £ P;{lel S ml S }

where v,% = det R(k)/det R(k—l)? and R(k) = (rij), 1 é 7/,] g k.
Proor. Let R = TT', where T is a lower triangular matrix and y = 7"~ %
Then y has a density f(yy') and
é ciyi = 17“' 9p})

p—1
(3.30) j I1 dyaj f@E+ -+ yl)dy,,
Q) H

1

(329) Pullm| S cii=1,--,p} = Pz{

i
> LY
i=1

which we may write as

where Q(¥) = {# = (Y1, ", Yp-1): |Z821 iy S ei=1,-+-,p — 1}isin-
dependent of y,, and where H = {|t,,,y, + - + t,,9,| < ¢,}. If f is mono-
tone nonincreasing, then as a consequence of Wintner’s theorem [31]

(331) ff "+y§)dy,,§f f@i + -+ yp) dy,.
ftppyplScp
By a repetitive argument,

p
> b

j=1

(3.32) P,{

<¢,i=1,- ,p} S P{|tays| Scii=1,---,p}.

The argument is completed by noting that det Ry, = IT% t%, so that ¢ =
det R,/det Ry _,). @.E.D.

3.4. Comparisons when one covariance matrix dominates another. The fol-
lowing result was first proved by Anderson ([1], Corollary 3) in the multivariate
normal case.



254 SIXTH BERKELEY SYMPOSIUM

THEOREM 3.3.  Let the random vector y have a density ||~ 2g(yT"~'y/). If C
18 a convex, symmetric set and 'y — Ty is positive semidefinite, then

(3.33) Pr_r{yeC} 2 Pr_r,{ye C}.
For a general elliptically contoured distribution, Theorem 3.3 follows from

Theorem 2.1 and

THEOREM 3.4. Consider the two statements concerning a Lebesgue set
CcRrF !

(a) For the p dimensional random wvector x = (&, x,) with density
B[Rz 1),

(3.34) Py{zeC,|x,| £ b} 2 Ps{i e C, |x,| < A},
where
T, = =, 0
35 T =1 T2y oy (o1 , Sip—1 —1.
(3.35) (Z“ oy 0 Gp 11-p Xp

(b) For the (p — 1) dimensional random vector y with density ||~ '2g(yI"~'y’),
(3.33) holds.

If the set C is such that (a) holds for all f, all positive definite matrices X, and
all sufficiently small h, then C is such that (b) holds for all g, T’y and I, with
I', — T positive semidefinite.

Proor. Let g, I and T, be given with [§ r?~2g(r?) dr < co. There exists
a smooth function y with compact support such that

(3.36) Lw rP=2g(r?) — y(r?)| dr

can be made arbitrarily small, so that
(3.37) fll"l'”zlg(yl"“‘y’) — 7T "y)| dy

can be made arbitrarily small simultaneously for all I'. Thus, it suffices to
assume that g is smooth with compact support. Since I', — T, is positive semi-
definite, it may be written as the sum of positive semidefinite matrices of rank 1.
Consequently, we may assume that I', = I} + o'a, where & = (a,, -+, a,_y),
and proceed inductively. Let

(T, &
(3.38) z_<a 1),

and choose ¢ > 0 such that ¢|Z|™!/?g(xX~'a’) is a density in R?. That is, let
x = (2, z,) have density ¢|Z| ?g(xZ~'z'). By (a), with f = cg,

(3.39) Py{2eC,|x,| < b} 2 Ps{deC,|x,| < R}

Note that the marginal distribution of x,, is the same under Z and Z, (see Section
6) and that P{|x,| < h} > 0. Dividing both sides of (3.39) by P{|x,| < A} and



ELLIPTICALLY CONTOURED DISTRIBUTIONS 255
letting # — 0, we obtain
(3.40) Py{a e C|z, = 0} 2 Ps{d € C|z, = 0}.

But the conditional density of # given x, = 0 under X(Z) is || /3g (&I 'a')
[|,|~Y2g(@T; '4’)]. Hence

(3.41) fc Ty |~ *2g @Iy %) die 2 fc ||~ 129 (@T 5 4) da,

which. proves (3.33). Q.E.D.

An alternative proof of Theorem 3.4 in a more general context is given by
Fefferman, Jodeit and Perlman [9].

If the set C in Theorem 3.3 is an ellipsoid centered at the origin, the result
can be proved by a direct inclusion argument. There exists a nonsingular matrix
W and a diagonal matrix D = diag(d,, **,d,_), with 0 <d; £ 1, i =
1, ,p — l,suchthat T, = WD™'W', T, = WW' If we let the random vector
2z have density g(zz’), then (3.33) becomes

(3.42) P {ze K} =2 P,{ze DK},

where K = W™1C is again an ellipsoid centered at the origin. Since the distri-
bution of z is invariant under orthogonal transformations L, in order to prove
(3.39) it suffices to produce an L such that

(3.43) LDK c K.

Now K = {x:2Qx' < a}and DK = {x:zD”'QD ™ '2’ < «}, for some positive
definite @ and & > 0. The inclusion (3.43) holds if for some orthogonal L,

(3.44) x(LD™'QD™'L' — Q)x’' = 0.
Let A;(4) denote the jth largest characteristic root of the matrix 4. From
(345) (@) = 4(DD™'QD™'D) £ 4,(D)A4(D7'QD™Y) £ A4D7'QDTY),

it follows that there exists an orthogonal matrix L such that LD™'QD" 'L —
is positive semidefinite, which proves (3.43).

REMARK 3.2. This inclusion argument fails in three or more dimensions if C
is an arbitrary convex symmetric set.

As an immediate consequence of Theorem 3.3 for the case of an ellipsoid C,
note that if y has density |T'|"*/2g(yT"~'y'), if § is a random positive definite
matrix independent of y, and if I’ — T is positive semidefinite, then for any
k>0

(3.46) Pror {yS™'y Sk} 2 Pror,{yS™ 'y S k}.

This result is of particular interest when y has a multivariate normal distribution
and S has a Wishart distribution, since the statistic S ™'y’ is proportional to
the T statistic.

3.5. Some counterexamples. The following counterexamples show that the
results already given do not remain valid if ¢ is taken to be the union of two
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convex symmetric sets (such a C is not convex but is star shaped with respect to
the origin). This holds even in the normal case.

In two dimensions, choose 0 < a and define C, = {y,: |y,| £ a}, C, =
{y2: |92l £ a}, 0 = €,V 05. Lety = (y1, 92) ~ N(0, I'(d)) with

1 1
3.47 = ,
oo - L)
Then ford > 0
(3.48) Proyiy € C} < Pryyiy e C},

so that the conclusion of Theorem 3.3 is no longer valid.
By Theorem 3.4 it then follows that when (x,, x,, ;) has a trivariate normal
distribution with mean zero, it can happen that

(3.49) P{(xy, z;) € C, |x3] < b} < P{(x,, x,) € C}P{|xs| < A},

so that the conclusion of Theorem 2.1 is no longer valid. Finally, from the
equivalence of Assertions 3.1 and 3.2 in Section 3.1, it follows that the conclusion
of Anderson’s theorem is not necessarily valid even for a normal distribution
if C is the union of two convex symmetric sets.

4. Statistical applications

The study of simultaneous confidence regions has prompted the development
of inequalities for sample variances and for Studentized variates. We now
present a number of inequalities which are obtained from our previous results.

Several results are consequences of the following theorem. Let =% = (o(¥),

1 < k £ n, be positive definite, 44, = (AP, -+, AP), 0 2 AP <1, and 4 =
(}'(1), . A-(n)) Deﬁne
4.1) 0, =(0%(4w)),
where 6{(44y) = o, 6 (Ag)) = AP AP, i # j, (see Corollary 3. 1)

TueorREM 4.1. If the columns of the p X n matric X = (xy, -+, x,) are
independently distributed, where the kth column has the density function
(4.2) |20l ™ 2fule (Z5,) 7).
and t > 0, then

n
(4.3) P,L{ Y |zl S ai=1,, }
a=1

is nondecreasing in each A, 0 < AP < 1.

Proor. By conditioning on x,, - - -, x,, we can express (4.3) as

(4.4) EM,,,,l(”)[le{u,l| <a - Z ||’ ¢ =1, ,p'xz’-..,x"}].

a=2
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By Corollary 3.1, this is nondecreasing in each A{, - - - , A}"). The argument may
be repeated for the remaining Ay,. Q.E.D.

Of particular interest is the case ¢ = 2, for then (4.3) becomes
(4.5) P sy <a;,i=1,-,p},

where (s;;) = 8 = XX'. If in addition, fi(z) = (2n)"?2e"*% T® = I, and
Agy = (Ay, -, 4,) for each k, then S has the Wishart distribution W,(n, X)
with E(S/n) = . As a consequence of Theorem 4.1, we obtain

CoroLLARY 4.1. IfS ~ W,(n, X), then

(46) PZ{’gll a, ’ l_[ o‘., Sii =

Also, by a conditional argument similar to the proof of Theorem 4.1, but
utilizing the inequality (3. 26) rather than Corollary 3.1, we obtain
CoroLLARY 4.2. IfS ~ W,(n,X)and £ = D, + o'a, then

4.7) Ps{sy; 2 a4, -, n P, {s: = a;}.

Again by a similar conditional argument, but now utilizing Theorem 3.3, we
have
CoroLLARY 4.3. If 8 ~ W,(n, Z) and £, — X, is positive semidefinite, then

(48) sz{sll éa’l?'”v pp= p} P}: {811 <a1’ “’spp— p}

Perhaps the most important result in terms of applications is the following.

THEOREM 4.2. Let the p dimensional random vector y have a density function
|T| =12 f(yT"~'y'); let the columns of X be independently and identically distributed
with density N,(0,X), and let S = XX'. If L = D, + d'a = (0;;) and T = (y;)
then

49) Pyl Skisy,i=1--,p} 2 Pz:vy Da{yl S kisy, i =1, ,p},
where D, = diag (yyy, """, Vpp)s Dy = diag (0,4, ", 0pp)-

Proor. For fixed S, we have from Corollary 3.1 that
(410) Pl',:(yiz é kisii’ i= la e ,plS} g PDy,E{yiz é kisii:i = lv e ,plS},

and hence (4.10) holds unconditionally. Now condition on y, and by Corollary
4.2,

2
Yi . Yi .
(4.11) PDy):{su_kl z—1""’p|y}gPDy,Da{8ii;Eﬂ':1"“’p|y}

so that (4.11) holds unconditionally. @ .E.D.
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This result was proved for the bivariate normal case when p = 2 by Halperin
[11], and for general p by Sidak [27] when y is normal. As in Theorem 4.1,
Theorem 4.2 can be extended to the case where the columns of X are not identi-
cally distributed.

Lastly, suppose the columns of the p x » matrix X = (x}, -, z,) are indepen-
dently and identically distributed, each with density function |Z,|™2f(zZ} '),
(see Corollary 3.1 for notation). Let

(*.12) X=<)§), X=@, a4, F=@

P Zpn)-

pl’.'.’ on

THEOREM 4.3. Consider the regions {X € C,} and {% € C,}. If C, and C,
are sets in R?~ V" and R", respectively, which are convex and symmetric in each
column of X and &, respectively, when the remaining columns are held fixed, then

(4.13) P,.,...1,{XeC deCy}
is monotone nondecreasing in each 2;,0 < A; £ 1.

Proor. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 4.1. By conditioning on
Zy,* ", x,, we can express (4.13) as

(4.14) E[Pllg"'-;-p{(x.l’ ey, x‘n) € Cl’ (xpl, ctty, xpn) € 02|x2, M ,xn}].

For fixed x,, - -, z,, X € C; becomes &, € C] = C1(&,, " -, &,), where C] is
a set in R?~! which, by hypothesis, is convex and symmetric; similarly, 2 € C,
becomes |x,;| < h(x,s, ", ,,). By Theorem 2.1, the conditional prob-

ability is monotone nondecreasing in 4;, and hence, maintains this property
unconditionally. The result follows by repeating the argument with respect to
other subscripts. @ .E.D.

REMARK 4.1. The proof is valid for a more general formulation of the
theorem in which the columns of X are not identically distributed.

Also note that by specializing C; to Zi_, |x,|' < a;,4 = 1, - -, p, we obtain
Theorem 4.1 for ¢t = 1.

As a consequence of Theorem 4.3, we have

COROLLARY 4.4. If 8 ~ W,(nZ) and A{(Syy) Z - 2 4,-1(81,) are the
ordered characteristic roots of S,,, where Sy; = (8;;),1 £ 4,j S p — 1, then

(415) PE{Z li(Sll) é kl’ spp é kz}
1

1A

2 Pz”{z Ai(811) kl}Pap,{'gpp < ky}.
1
Jorm=12 - ,p—1 »
Proor. The proof depends on the following characterization of the roots
(von Neumann [30]): if V:n x = is positive semidefinite, then
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m

(4.16) mgxtr uvu' =Y V), m=1, - n,
1

where % is the set of m X n, row orthogonal matrices, m < n.
To complete the proof, we need only show that the set

(4.17) C, = {X: max tr UXX'U" £ k,}
u

is a convex symmetric set in each column of X. To see this, note that
n
(4.18) max tr UXX'U' = max[tr Ui2,U + ) tr Uaé}aéjU’:l,
L] U 2

which for fixed #,, - - - , 2, is a convex, symmetric function of #,. Hence, C, is
a convex, symmetric set in #,, and, by permutation of subscripts, in each z;.
Similarly, C, = {&: £, 2%, < k,} is convex and symmetric in each x,, when
the remaining components are held fixed. Q.E.D.

5. The one sided inequality for P* ()

In this section, we present a proof based on a reflection-inclusion argument
to provide a generalization of Slepian’s theorem to elliptically contoured distri-
butions. Chartres’ proof [2], although stated for the normal distribution, can
be modified to treat the general case. In fact, a slightly stronger inequality is
obtained this way. Recall that if x = (2, * - - , «,) has density |Z| /2 f(zZ ™ 'a')
and if the {/,} are given real numbers, we define

(5.1) P*(Z) = Py{x; £ 41,0 7,2, S 4}

THEOREM 5.1. For any two positive definite (symmetric) p X p matrices
T = (y;;) and £ = (0;j) such that y;; = 03,1 Si < p,andy; 2 65,1 S i <j=p,
(5.2) PHI) = P*(2).

Strict inequality holds in (5.2) if y;; > oy; for at least one pair i < j and the
support of f is unbounded, that is, P{||x| < k} < 1 for all k > 0.
The proof is based on a fundamental geometric lemma:

LemMMA 5.1. Letz = (21, ", 2,) have density f(22'), and letay, - -+, a,, b be
a set of (1 x p) vectors such that a,a) = bb' and a,a] < ba; for2 i< r. If
E = {z|zay £, , 20, £ 1,},
(5.3) F = {z|za) £ ¢},

G = {zlzb' < 443,

then P[ze EnF] £ P[z € E n G]. Strict inequality holds if a,a; < baj for at
least one j 2 2 and the support of f is unbounded.

Proor. (The reader is urged to consider the case p = r = 2 in order to
picture the underlying geometry.) Clearly, we may assume a, # b. Writing P[H]
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for P[z € H], we have
(5.4) P[ENG] — PIEnF] =P[EnFnG] — PLIEnFnG].

Since the distribution of z is orthogonally invariant, it suffices to produce an
orthogonal transformation 7': R? — RP such that

(5.5) TEANFAG) < (EnFnQ).

Let T be a reflection through the (p — 1) dimensional subspace {z|(a, — b)z' = 0},
that is,

(5.6) T:z-»zT=z—2(“z')u—z(I—2ﬂ)
(wu') Uy

where u = a; — b. Note that if & and B lie on the same side of {z|uz’ = ()}
that is, (ua’) (2f’) = 0, then

(uat’) (up’)

uu’

(5.7) (@T)p = aff — 2 < ap.

Also note that T is self-adjoint, that is, for any a and §

(5.8) (@T)B' = a(BTY.
Furthermore,

o _ 2(a; — b} _
(5.9) T —b = (a, b)[l (@y — b)(a; — b)'] =

where we use the fact that a,a; = bb'. Since T2 = I, we have bT = a,.
To deduce (5.5) suppose z€ ENF N G, so that za; < £}, j 2 2, za} £ £,
2b’ > £,. Therefore, uz’ < 0, and by hypothesis ua; < 0,j = 2, so by (5.7)

(6.10) (2T)a; £ 20} £ ¢}
hence, 21" € E. Also 2T € F*, since by (5.8) and (5.9)
(5.11) (2T)ay = z(aT) = zb" > ¢;.

Similarly, 27 € G, so 2T € (E N F* n G), proving (5.5). The statement concerning
strict inequality follows from the fact that

(5.12) ENFNG) — TENFNG)

is a nonempty unbounded polyhedral wedge (consider the case p = r = 2).
Q.E.D.

ProoF or THEOREM 5.1. First we show that the problem can be reduced to
the case where 0, < y;, and 6;; = y;; if (i,5) # (1, 2). The set M of p x p
positive definite (symmetric) matrices A = (J;;) having fixed diagonal elements
8i = 05,1 <4 < p, is an open convex subset of RP?~1'2 (with coordinates
{6;;:1 <i<j < p}) Since Te M and T € M, the closed line segment (in
RP0- 172 between X and T lies totally inside M, and hence, is bounded away
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from the boundary of M. Therefore, since g;; < y;; for 1 £ 4 < j < p, there
exists a polygonal path IT with vertices

(5.13) A® =3 AD ... A@-D AWM T

such that IT < M and foreachk = 1, -+, a, 61 < 6% with strict inequality
holding for exactly one pair i < j (depending on k). Proceeding stepwise, it
thus suffices to treat the case where  and I' differ in exactly one position, say
013 < V12, (and its symmetric counterpart 6,7 < y,1).

Now write £ = A4’ and I' = BB’, where 4 and B are nonsingular p X p
matrices, and partition

a, b,

a; ay b, b,
5.14 A= = , B = = ,
614 : <A2> : (Bz)

0 6,

with 4, and B,: (p — 1) X p. By the assumption of the preceding paragraph
A,A, = B,B), so there exists a p X p orthogonal matrix L such that B, =
A,L;hence, b; = a;L for j = 2. Furthermore, by assumption, a,a’, < b;b, and
a,a; = b,bj for j # 2. These facts are now used to obtain (5.2).

Let z be a random vector with density f(zz'), so that

PY(Z) = P{za) £ ¢y, -+, 20, £ 4,},
PHT) = P{zby < ¢y, -+, 2b, £ 4,}.
However, the distribution of z is the same as that of zL, so

P (T) = P{zLby £ ¢,,2Lby < ¢, -, 2Lb), < £,}

= P{zLby £ {),zay £ {5, ,z2a, < {,}.

(5.15)

(5.16)

The proof is completed by applying Lemma 5.1 withb = b;L' and r = p. Q.E.D
REMARK 5.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 5.1, x and —xz have the
same distribution, so also

(517)  Pylwy 24y, x, 24 S Prlay 2 40,0z, 2 4,)

When o;; = y;; for (i,j) # (1, 2) and 6, < 7,,, a modification of Chartres’
argument [2] extends Theorem 5.1 as follows:

(5.18)  Py(x, éflax2§/27(x37”',xp)EF)
< Pl‘(xl =< flaxZ < /29 (3, ,xp)eF),
where F is any measurable set in R? =2, To see this, write 2 = (1, x,), 2P =

(x3’ ttty xp)’ /“) = _(/l’ /2) a'nd

x z _
(6.19) T = (211 212) T2 =%y — 2:1?.}:221221
21 22
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where =, is 2 x 2. Setting / = F(x?) = /D = 2PT;1%,, .
(5.20) Pg{a) £ /W 2P € F}

= J‘ J fxZ 72y dx
F Jixth s

— f(w(l)z;ll.zw(l)' +x(2)22—21x(2)')dw(1) dx(Z).
F fw) < Z(x (2}

Now, fix ® and note that T, = Z,,. T, = Z,,. Setting k = 2PL;}2?,
to establish (5.18) it suffices to show that for each 7,

(5.21) f( e F D + k) dutd

I\

f flP TR e + k) dw'®,
fwih <4

The proof of (5.21) is accomplished by setting X,,., = A4":2x 2, T',, =
BB': 2 x 2 and arguing as in the proof of Theorem 5.1 for the case of p = 2.
This argument shows that to prove Theorem 5.1, it suffices to establish the
result for the case p = 2.

6. Some characterizations for elliptically contoured distributions

The family of elliptically contoured distributions has been considered in great
detail by Kelker [14]. If x has a density #(x) given by

(6.1) L) = |Z|7 2 f@Z ),
and we partition x = (2, &) and

z z
== (5 )
conformably, then
(6.3) L) =Ty, P gEEa).
where

64) g = f|222.1|_”2f(u + X3 &)da = ff(u + 27) da,

and Z,,., = Z,, — £,,Z;{'Z,,. This follows by noting that

(6.5) T = AT 4 (F — 2T @ — 2 E,).

The characterization proved by Kelker is that if, for any marginal distribution,

fand g are equal up to a constant, then x has a normal distribution. A similar
characterization holds for conditional distributions.
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It is easily verified that if x has finite second moments then Ex = 0, Ex'x = cX.
Also, if y = x4, where A: p x k is of rank k, then

(6.6) L(y) = |A'ZA|"Pg(y(A'ZA) " y).

We now obtain another characterization, namely, that the only elliptically
contoured family, with finite second moments, which is closed under con-
volution is the normal distribution. More precisely:

TuEorREM 6.1. Letx = (xy, "+, x,) and y = (y1, ", ¥,) be independently
distributed, and z = x + y. If the components of x and y have finite second
moments, £ (x) = |A,|" V2 f(xA; 'x'), L(y) = |4, 7 f(yA; YY), and L (z) =
|45| 712 f (245 '2'), then f(u) = exp { —3mu}, where m is a positive constant.

Proor. Note that z0' = x0' + y6’ for all 6. From (6.6),

0! 2 0/ 2
L) = a“9<(xaz) ) Lyo) = B“g<(y ) >

ﬁz
L0 = v“g<(zf;)2>,

where a? = 04,0, B> = 04,0, y* = 04,0. However, from the equality of
second moments, y* = a®> + B2 Letting ¢(t) = E(exp itx), it follows that
@(yt) = @(at)p(ft). But this is a characterizing property of the normal distri-
bution due to Polya [22]. Hence x6' is normal for all 0, so that = is normal.
QE.D.

REMARK 6.1.  The result of Polya [22] was also obtained by Vincze [29] and
generalized to an infinite product by Laha, Lukacs, and Rényi [17]. Its most
general version is given by Eaton [8] for the multivariate case, which also pro-
vides a proof of Theorem 6.1 as follows. Let

(6.8) & =a7'’Ty,  §=yd;'’T,, Z=243"7

(6.7)

where 4'/2 is any square root of 4, and Iy, I, are orthogonal matrices chosen
so that [;4}?45 Y% = §;,j = 1,2, are positive definite (symmetric). Conse-
quently, Z(2) = L(&S, + §S,), with 82 + S} = I, from which the conclusion
follows from Eaton ([8], Theorem 2).

It was noted previously in (1.4) that if « is normally distributed with density
¢(BEx = 0, Ex'x = %), then 0*¢/dx,dx; = (1 — $6,)0¢/d0; ;. This result for
p = 2 appears to be an old one; for general p Plackett [21] gives a proof using
characteristic functions. The following provides both an alternative proof and
a characterization of the normal distribution, namely, that the normal distri-
bution is the only elliptically contoured distribution for which the differential
equality holds.

THEOREM 6.2. Let ¢g(x) = |Z|7 V2 f(xZ ™ '2'), then

9 _ O
0o,  Ox,0x;

(6.9) (1 — 30y),

foralli,j =1, -, p,if and only if f(u) = c exp {—}u}.
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Proor. Notethat (dZ7!) = —Z 1(dZ)Z 7},

o o x|
6.10 _— 1oy = — -1, -1 7170 ij
( ) 3o, (X~ 'z 3o, (tr 7 'x'x), |Z| dory Y.

where £~ = (¢”). A direct calculation then yields
do
do;;

(6.11) 02
0x;0x;

where f' = df(u)/du|,=,s-1,,. Consequently, property (6.9) becomes, after
simplification,

(6.12) TTHF+2f) + 27 ETN(f + 2f) = 0.

If f(u) = cexp { —Fu}, then it is immediate that f' + 2f = Oandf’ + 2f" = 0,
so that (6.12) holds.

If (6.12) holds, then because f, f', f” are functions of X~ '2’, we can choose
two vectors x for which X ~ !z’ is constant. Since the first term in (6.12) remains
fixed, the second term must be zero, from which it follows that f + 2f" = 0.
Hence f(u) = c exp { —3u}, where the constant ¢ is determined so that f is a
density. Q@ .E.D.

—2|Z| "B e — 2[R,

2|2|—1/22—1fr + 4|2|_1/2(2_1(E’1‘2_1)f",
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