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Abstract

A covariance matrix with a special pattern (e.g., sparsity or block structure) is essential

for conducting multivariate analysis on high-dimensional data. Recently, a block covari-

ance or correlation pattern has been observed in various biological and biomedical studies,

such as gene expression, proteomics, neuroimaging, exposome, and seed quality, among

others. Specifically, this pattern partitions the population covariance matrix into uniform

(i.e., equal variances and covariances) blocks. However, the unknown mathematical prop-

erties of matrices with this pattern limit the incorporation of this pre-determined covariance

information into research. To address this gap, we propose a block Hadamard product rep-

resentation that utilizes two lower-dimensional “coordinate” matrices and a pre-specific

vector. This representation enables the explicit expressions of the square or power, de-

terminant, inverse, eigendecomposition, canonical form, and the other matrix functions of

the original larger-dimensional matrix on the basis of these “coordinate” matrices. By uti-

lizing this representation, we construct null distributions of information test statistics for

the population mean(s) in both single and multiple sample cases, which are extensions of

Hotelling’s T 2 and T 2
0 , respectively.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Covariance matrices with specific structures or patterns have been extensively studied for their

crucial roles in theoretical and practical applications of multivariate analysis. Numerous exam-

ples of structured covariance matrices have been employed in multivariate analysis. Mauchly

(1940) proposed a spherical covariance matrix with identical positive variance parameters

along the diagonal and zero correlation parameters off the diagonal. Wilks (1946) extended the

sphericity structure to have equal non-zero values for the off-diagonal correlation parameters,

terming it the uniform (intraclass or complete symmetry) structure in the application to parallel

forms of a test in educational studies. Furthermore, Votaw (1948) expanded Wilks’ complete

symmetry structure by incorporating the interchangeability of mutually exclusive subsets of

variables, introducing two types of compound symmetry covariance structures, which were uti-

lized in medical experiments (Votaw et al., 1950). In addition to the spherical and intraclass

symmetric structures, Olkin and Press (1969) proposed another covariance structure known as

circular symmetry, which was applied in physical studies and time series analysis.

A number of technological breakthroughs have led to significantly large-dimensional vari-

ables in real-world practice, necessitating the consideration of more complex covariance struc-

tures to reduce dimensionality. Customarily, various covariance structures have been devel-

oped, including the bandability (Wu and Pourahmadi, 2003; Bickel and Levina, 2008a), the

sparsity (Karoui, 2008; Bickel and Levina, 2008b; Cai and Liu, 2011), and the combination

of sparsity and low-rank (Fan et al., 2008, 2011). Alternatively, to address the high dimen-

sionality problem, covariance matrices can be assumed to have a block structure, where the

number of unknown parameters is remarkably smaller than the original dimension. For in-

stance, Rogers and Young (1974) generalized Wilks’ intraclass structure to an arbitrary order

in an educational study, such that all diagonal blocks have the same intraclass form, as do all

off-diagonal blocks. Szatrowski (1976) studied covariance matrices with block compound sym-

metry structures, including type I and type II, and applied them to the analysis of educational

testing data (Szatrowski, 1982). Olkin (1972) introduced circular symmetry structures in blocks

and proposed a more general structure known as block circular symmetry for applications in

physics. Roy and Leiva (2011), Roy et al. (2015), Roy et al. (2016), and Žežula et al. (2018)

have extensively investigated a block structure referred to as blocked compound symmetry or
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equicorrelation (partition) (Leiva, 2007; Roy and Leiva, 2008), and applied it in brain imaging

and bone densitometry studies. In this paper, our focus is on a covariance or correlation matrix

with a particular block structure that is commonly observed in empirical applications.

We concentrate on investigating a specific block pattern called uniform-block (UB) struc-

ture, motivated by its numerous real-world applications (Chen et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2023),

Specifically, the UB structure is characterized by diagonal and off-diagonal elements within

each diagonal submatrix being equal to two constants and all elements within each off-diagonal

submatrix being equal to a constant. A partitioned matrix having a uniform-block structure is

denoted as a uniform-block matrix. The concept of UB structures is not completely new and

has been introduced by various researchers in different contexts. For instance, Geisser (1963)

referred to it as the uniform case of order m and derived an information test statistic for the

population mean vector, when the covariance matrix of a normal population has a UB structure

of order m = 1 or 2. Morrison (1972) extended Geisser’s information test statistic to a more

general order. Huang and Yang (2010) investigated the random sampling issues in the presence

of a UB structure in the correlation matrix. Cadima et al. (2010) referred to it as a k-group

block structure and studied the eigendecomposition of correlation matrices with a UB struc-

ture. Roustant and Deville (2017) named a correlation matrix with UB structure a parametric

block correlation matrix with p blocks, and provided necessary and sufficient conditions for its

positive definiteness. Roustant et al. (2020) investigated the Gaussian process regression prob-

lems using the name of generalized compound symmetry block covariance matrices for UB

matrices. Recently, Archakov and Hansen (2022) examined this structured matrix, referring to

it as a block matrix with block partition, and provided canonical forms for both symmetric and

nonsymmetric cases.

However, to the best of our knowledge, there have been limited comprehensive studies on

the algebraic properties of UB matrices, which restricts their applications in various fields, in-

cluding statistics, biometrics, economics, finance, and others. For example, Geisser (1963) was

the first to derive the null distributions of the information test statistics concerning the popula-

tion mean vector(s) for both single and multiple samples, given a covariance matrix with a 2 by

2 UB structure. Specifically, Geisser (1963) derived an analogous version of Hotelling’s (gen-

eralized) T 2-statistic regarding the population mean vector based on a single normal sample,

and an analogous version of Hotelling’s (generalized) T 2
0 -statistic, known also as the Hotelling-
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Lawley trace (Lawley, 1938; Hotelling, 1947, 1951), for testing the equality of population mean

vectors based on multiple normal samples. Under the null hypotheses, both of Geisser’s infor-

mation test statistics follow identical distributions as linear combinations of independent F -

variates. Although Geisser (1963) and Morrison (1972) also extended these results to a general

case with an arbitrary number of diagonal blocks, proofs were omitted.

In this study, we presented the algebraic properties of UB matrices through a novel block

Hadamard product representation. In essence, given a vector consisting of the block sizes,

a UB matrix can be uniquely determined by a diagonal matrix and a symmetric matrix of

much smaller dimensions. Moreover, these two lower-dimensional matrices (and the block-

size vector) can be viewed as the “coordinates” of a UB matrix since many important algebraic

calculations on UB matrices only depend on their “coordinate” matrices. As a result, this repre-

sentation greatly simplifies the algebraic operations, including the power computation, inverse

calculation, eigenvalues determination, and determinant evaluation of a UB matrix, by leverag-

ing its “coordinate” matrices. As an application in statistics, we revisited and rigorously estab-

lished the exact null distributions of Geisser’s information test statistics for a general number

of orders, including single and multiple sample cases.

We organize the remainder of this paper as follows. Section 2 presents the definitions

and properties of UB matrices. Section 3 and Section 4 demonstrate the exact null distri-

butions of Geisser’s information test statistics for one-sample and multiple-sample cases, re-

spectively. Lastly, we summarize our findings and provide remarks and discussions in Sec-

tion 5. Technical proofs are given in Appendix A. Throughout this paper, let > denote the

transpose of a vector or matrix. Let In, Jn ∈ Rn×n denote the identity matrix and all-one

matrix, respectively. Let 0n×m, 1n×m ∈ Rn×m denote the all-zero matrix and all-one ma-

trix, respectively. Let diag(·) and Bdiag(·) denote the diagonal matrix and the block-diagonal

matrix, respectively. Let tr(·) and det(·) denote the trace and determinant of a square ma-

trix, respectively. Let sum(·) denote the sum of all elements of a matrix. Let corr(Σ) =

diag−1/2 (σ11, . . . , σpp)×Σ× diag−1/2 (σ11, . . . , σpp) denote the correlation matrix of covari-

ance matrix Σ with diagonal elements σ11, . . . , σpp.
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2 UNIFORM-BLOCK STRUCTURE AND UNIFORM-BLOCK MATRIX

In this section, we begin by defining a uniform-block structure and matrix. Next, we intro-

duce a block Hadamard product representation for uniform-block matrices, which unveils their

algebraic properties.

Definition 1 (partition-size vector and partitioned matrix by a partition-size vector). Given a p

by p matrix N ∈ Rp×p and a positive integer K ∈ Z+ such that K < p, we define:

(1) a column vector p = (p1, . . . , pK)> ∈ ZK
+ is a partition-size vector, if pk > 1 for every

k and p = p1 + · · ·+ pK;

(2) the K by K partitioned matrix (Nkk′) of N is the partitioned matrix of N by p, if the

(k, k′)-th block Nkk′ has dimensions pk by pk′ for k, k′ = 1, . . . , K.

Definition 2 (uniform-block structure and matrix). Given a partition-size vector p = (p1, . . . , pK)>

and the K by K partitioned matrix (Nkk′) of a symmetric matrix N by p, we define:

(1) the structure of (Nkk′) is a uniform-block structure, if there exist real numbers akk and

bkk′ satisfying that the diagonal block Nkk = akkIpk + bkkJpk for every k = k′ and the off-

diagonal block Nkk′ = bkk′1pk×pk′ with bk′k = bkk′ for every k 6= k′;

(2) the partitioned matrix (Nkk′) is a uniform-block matrix, if it has the structure of uniform-

block. Furthermore, let N [A,B,p] = (Nkk′) denote this uniform-block matrix, where A =

diag (a11, . . . , aKK) is a K by K diagonal matrix and B = (bkk′) is a K by K symmetric

matrix with bk′k = bkk′ for every k 6= k′.

Remark (non-symmetric uniform-block structure and matrix). We impose the condition of

symmetry on a uniform-block structure or matrix, as defined in Definition 2, because we will be

considering covariance or correlation matrices with this structure. However, it is worth noting

that a non-symmetric uniform-block structure and matrix can also be defined by removing the

condition bk′k = bkk′ for every k 6= k′, i.e., allowing B to be an arbitrary K by K matrix.

Nonetheless, throughout this paper, unless explicitly stated otherwise, we refer to a uniform-

block structure or matrix as symmetric.

Following Definition 2, we introduce two important instances of UB matrices: the parti-

tioned matrices of an identity matrix Ip and an all-one matrix Jp are UB matrices, by a pre-

determined partition-size vector p = (p1, . . . , pK)>. For simplicity, we will use I [p] and J [p]
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instead of I [IK , 0K×K ,p] and J [0K×K , JK ,p] throughout the paper.

I [p] = I [IK , 0K×K ,p] = Ip =


Ip1 0p1×p2 . . . 0p1×pK

0p2×p1 Ip2 . . . 0p2×pK
...

... . . . ...

0pK×p1 0pK×p2 . . . IpK

 ,

J [p] = J [0K×K , JK ,p] = Jp =


Jp1 1p1×p2 . . . 1p1×pK

1p2×p1 Jp2 . . . 1p2×pK
...

... . . . ...

1pK×p1 1pK×p2 . . . JpK

 .

Using the notations I[p] and J[p], we propose the following novel block Hadamard product

representation of a UB matrix, which extremely simplifies the algebraic calculations involving

UB matrices.

Lemma 1 (block Hadamard product representation of a UB matrix). Given a pre-determined a

partition-size vector p = (p1, . . . , pK)>, suppose the K by K partitioned matrix (Nkk′) of a p

by p symmetric matrix N by p is a UB matrix N [A,B,p], where A = diag (a11, . . . , aKK) is a

diagonal matrix and B = (bkk′) is a symmetric matrix with bk′k = bkk′ for every k 6= k′. Then,

N [A,B,p] = A ◦ I [p] + B ◦ J [p] ,

holds uniquely for A and B, where ◦ denotes the block Hadamard product satisfying that A◦I [p]

is the block-diagonal matrix Bdiag (a11Ip1 , . . . , aKKIpK ) and B ◦ J [p] is the symmetric block

matrix
(
bkk′1pk×pk′

)
.

Remark (block Hadamard product representation). The matrix operator ◦ can be regarded as

a specialized form of block Hadamard product that is specifically tailored for block matrices,

as discussed in works (Horn et al., 1991; Günther and Klotz, 2012). We provide an illustration

of Lemma 1 in Fig. 1. A proof of Lemma 1 is available in Appendix A.1. From the proof, it

is evident that the block Hadamard product representation holds (except for uniqueness) when

pk = 1 for some k. Furthermore, the representation also holds for non-symmetric uniform-

block matrices.
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Figure 1: Illustration of the block Hadamard product representation of a UB matrix
Σ [A,B,p] = A ◦ I[p] + B ◦ J[p], where p = (2, 3)>, K = 2, p = 5, each square repre-
sents an element of Σ [A,B,p], different colors represent different values.

By Lemma 1, the block Hadamard product representation is crucial for a UB matrix, as it

provides an explicit expression involving the diagonal matrix A, the symmetric matrix B, and

the partitioned-size vector p. Therefore, we suggest utilizing the notation N [A,B,p] (instead

using the usual notation N (A,B,p)) in Definition 2 to emphasize the importance of this repre-

sentation. As demonstrated below, A, B, and p are sufficient and necessary for determining the

expressions for the power, inverse (if it exists), and eigenvalues of a UB matrix N [A,B,p].

Corollary 1 (algebraic properties of UB matrices). Given a common partition-size vector p =

(p1, . . . , pK)>, suppose N = N [A,B,p], N1 = N1 [A1,B1,p] and N2 = N2 [A2,B2,p] are UB

matrices with K by K diagonal matrices A = diag (a11, . . . , aKK), A1, A2, K by K symmetric

matrices B = (bkk′), B1, B2. Let ∆ = A + B× P ∈ RK×K with P = diag(p1, . . . , pK).

(1) (Addition/Subtraction) suppose N∗ = N1 ± N2, then the partitioned matrix of N∗ by p

is a UB matrix, denoted by N∗ [A∗,B∗,p], where A∗ = A1 ± A2 and B∗ = B1 ± B2;

(2) (Product) suppose N∗ = N1 × N2, in general, N∗ is not a UB matrix. But, if N1 and

N2 are commute, i.e., N1 × N2 = N2 × N1, then N∗ is a UB matrix, denoted by N∗ [A∗,B∗,p],

where A∗ = A1×A2 = A∗,> and B∗ = A1×B2 + B1×A2 + B1×P×B2 = B∗,>; in particular,

(2-1) (Square) suppose N∗ = N×N, then the partitioned matrix of N∗ by p is a UB matrix,

denoted by N∗ [A∗,B∗,p], where A∗ = A× A and B∗ = A× B + B× A + B× P× B;

(2-2) (Power) suppose N∗ = N × · · · × N = Nm with integer m ≥ 2, then the partitioned

matrix of N∗ by p is a UB matrix, denoted by N∗
[
A(m),B(m),p

]
, where A(1) = A, B(1) = B,

A(m′) = A(m′−1)×A and B(m′) = A(m′−1)×B+B(m′−1)×A+B(m′−1)×P×B form′ = 2, . . . ,m;
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(3) (Eigenvalues) N [A,B,p] has p real eigenvalues in total, those are akk with multiplicity

(pk − 1) for k = 1, . . . , K and the rest K eigenvalues are identical with those of ∆;

(4) (Determinant) N [A,B,p] has the determinant
(∏K

k=1 a
pk−1
kk

)
× det (∆);

(5) (Inverse) suppose N is invertible and N∗ = N−1, then the partitioned matrix of N∗ by p

is a UB matrix, denoted by N∗ [A∗,B∗,p], where A∗ = A−1 and B∗ = −∆−1 × B× A−1.

(6) (Canonical Form) let p̄0 = 0, p̄k =
∑k

k′=1 pk for k = 1, . . . , K (then p̄K = p), and

λj denote the j-th eigenvalue of N [A,B,p], where λ1 = · · · = λp̄1−1 = a11, λp̄1+1 = · · · =

λp̄2−1 = a22, . . ., λp̄K−1+1 = · · · = λp̄K−1 = aKK and the rest λp̄1 , λp̄2 , . . . , λp̄K are identical

with the eigenvalues of ∆ (in the decreasing order). Thus, there exists an p by p orthogonal

matrix Γ satisfying that Γ×N [A,B,p]×Γ> = diag (λ1, λ2, . . . , λp) and Γ can be constructed

by K Helmert submatrices and K row vectors as follows:

Γ =



H̃1 0(p1−1)×p2 . . . 0(p1−1)×pK

ξ1,111×p1 ξ1,211×p2 . . . ξ1,K11×pK
...

... . . . ...

0(pK−1)×p1 0(pK−1)×p2 . . . H̃K

ξK,111×p1 ξK,211×p2 . . . ξK,K11×pK


,

where H̃k ∈ R(pk−1)×pk is the submatrix of a standard Helmert matrix of order pk without

the first row (Lancaster, 1965) and ξk = (ξk,1, ξk,2, . . . , ξk,K)> ∈ RK×1 is the eigenvector

(normalized to the unit length) of ∆ corresponding to the eigenvalue λp̄k for every k.

Remark (sufficient and necessary condition for positive definiteness). Let P = diag(p1, . . . , pK).

We observe that the term ∆ = A + B× P plays a critical role in determining the eigenvalues,

determinant, and inverse of an invertible UB matrix N [A,B,p]. Although ∆ is not symmetric

in general, it has K real eigenvalues because ∆ =
(
AP−1 + B

)
P is similar to a real symmetric

matrix P1/2
(
AP−1 + B

)
P1/2, which has K real eigenvalues. Therefore, N [A,B,p] is positive

definite or invertible, if and only if A is positive definite (i.e., akk > 0 for every k) and ∆ has

K positive eigenvalues.

Remark (subspace). Consider the trace as an inner product, and let A denote the finite-

dimensional Hilbert space of p by p real symmetric matrices. A subspace B of A is said

to be a quadratic subspace of A , if B ∈ B implies that B2 ∈ B (Seely, 1971). By the square
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property in Corollary 1, the collection of all UB matrices having a common partition-size vec-

tor forms a quadratic subspace. Quadratic subspaces are useful in studying the completeness

of minimal sufficient statistics in a family of multivariate normal distributions (Seely, 1971,

1977; Zmyślony, 1980). For example, Szatrowski (1980) explored the relationship between

the quadratic subspace and the explicit representation of maximum likelihood estimators for

covariance matrices in a normal model. Roy et al. (2016) proved the optimal properties of the

unbiased estimator that they derived for estimating a blocked compound symmetry covariance

matrix.

Remark (algebraic properties for non-symmetric UB matrices). Most results in Corollary 1

also hold for non-symmetric uniform-block matrices. Specifically, the sum, difference, and

product of two non-symmetric UB matrices are still a non-symmetric UB matrix with the same

expressions of A∗ and B∗ as in Corollary 1. The determinant and inverse (if it exists) of a non-

symmetric UB matrix are also a non-symmetric UB matrix with the same expressions of A∗

and B∗. However, it is worth noting that although a non-symmetric UB matrix N [A,B,p] still

has p eigenvalues, i.e., akk with multiplicity (pk−1) for every k andK eigenvalues of ∆, some

of the K eigenvalues of ∆ may be complex. Subsequently, we may rearrange the K Helmert

submatrices in Γ below the remaining K row vectors, resulting in a block-diagonal canonical

form for a non-symmetric UB matrix (please see Theorem 1 in Archakov and Hansen (2022)).

If ∆ is diagonalizable, the canonical form will have a diagonal structure, and Γ remains the

same as in Corollary 1, where λp̄1 , . . . , λp̄K may be ordered in decreasing real parts.

The results in Corollary 1 highlight the advantages of using the block Hadamard product

representations of UB matrices. First, calculations on K by K matrices A and B can replace

calculations on a larger p by p matrix N, where K is typically much smaller than p, e.g., a

proteomics study has K = 7 and p = 107 and a brain imaging study has K = 5 and p = 227

(Yang et al., 2023). This reduction in matrix size can significantly improve computational

efficiency. Second, the results involving addition or subtraction of UB matrices with a common

partition-size vector, as well as operations such as taking the square (or power), computing

eigenvalues, determinant, and inverse (if it exists) of a UB matrix can be expressed in terms of

the “coordinates” A, B, and p. These results greatly facilitate the use of UB matrices in various

fields of applications. For example, Yang et al. (2023) proposed best unbiased covariance-
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and precision-matrix estimators when the number of diagonal blocks K is fixed, as well as a

modified hard-thresholding covariance matrix estimator when K grows with the sample size,

respectively.

Before proceeding to hypothesis testing problems in the next sections, we specify the rela-

tionships between a covariance matrix and its precision and correlation matrix.

Corollary 2 (covariance matrix with a UB structure). Given a partition-size vector p = (p1, . . . , pK)>,

suppose Σ = Σ [A,B,p] is a p by p positive definite covariance matrix with a uniform-block

structure, where A = diag (a11, . . . , aKK) and B = (bkk′) with bk′k = bkk′ for every k 6= k′.

Then, the partitioned matrix of Θ = Σ−1 by p is a UB matrix, denoted by Θ [AΘ,BΘ,p]; the

partitioned matrix of Ξ = corr (Σ) by p is a UB matrix, denoted by Ξ [AΞ,BΞ,p], where

AΘ = A−1

BΘ = −∆−1 × B× A−1

,

AΞ = C−1/2 × A× C−1/2

BΞ = C−1/2 × B× C−1/2

,

with ∆ = A + B× P, P = diag(p1, . . . , pK), C = diag(c11, . . . , cKK), and ckk = akk + bkk for

every k.

3 TESTING A SPECIFIC MEAN FOR ONE-SAMPLE

In the case where the number of diagonal blocks K = 1 or K = 2, Geisser (1963) proposed

an information test statistic for testing a specific mean vector based on a multivariate normal

sample, and derived its exact null distribution in closed form. The distribution of Geisser’s

information test statistic under null hypothesis is identical to the distribution of a sum of several

independent F -variates. However, for the general case K > 2, Geisser (1963) provided an

algorithm for calculating the information test statistic and explicitly formulated the exact null

distribution, but omitted the proofs. In this section, we present the exact null distribution of

the one-sample Geisser’s information test statistic using the notations of UB matrices: this

exact null distribution is equivalent to the distribution of a linear combination of mutually

independent F -variates, where the last variate is exactly the Hotelling’s T 2 statistic.

Specifically, given p-dimensional normal vectors X1, . . . ,Xn
i.i.d.∼ N (µ,Σ [A,B,p]), the
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null and alternative hypotheses are given by

H0 : µ = µ0 versus H1 : µ 6= µ0, (3.1)

where the covariance matrix is known to have a UB stricture, A = diag (a11, . . . , aKK) is an

unknown diagonal matrix, B = (bkk′) is an unknown symmetric matrix with bk′k = bkk′ for

every k 6= k′, p = (p1, . . . , pK)> is a known partition-size vector, and µ0 ∈ Rp is a pre-

determined vector. To guarantee positive definiteness of Σ [A,B,p], we assume A is positive

definite and ∆ = A + B× P has positive eigenvalues only, with P = diag (p1, . . . , pK).

Before deriving Geisser’s information test statistic for a specific mean vector, we introduce

the maximum likelihood estimator of Σ [A,B,p] based on a multivariate normal sample. Let

X̄ = n−1 (X1 + · · ·+Xn), S = (n − 1)−1
∑n

i=1(Xi − X̄)(Xi − X̄)>, and (Skk′) denote

the sample mean, the (unbiased) sample covariance matrix, and the partitioned matrix of S

by p, respectively. If the sample size is larger than the total number of unknown covariance

parameters, i.e., n > K + (K + 1)K/2, then we can obtain the best unbiased estimators of A

and B, denoted by Â = diag (â11, . . . , âKK) and B̂ =
(
b̂kk′
)

with b̂k′k = b̂kk′ for every k 6= k′,

respectively, where âkk and b̂kk′ are given by

âkk =
pk × tr (Skk)− sum (Skk)

pk × (pk − 1)
, b̂kk′ =


sum (Skk′)

pk × pk′
, k 6= k′

sum (Skk′)− tr (Skk′)

pk × (pk′ − 1)
, k = k′

(3.2)

for every k and every k, k′ respectively (see the details in Yang et al. (2023)). It is clear that the

maximum likelihood estimator âkk is exactly the average of the off-diagonal elements within

the (k, k)-th diagonal block of (Skk′); b̂kk is exactly the average of diagonal elements within the

(k, k)-th diagonal block minus âkk; and b̂kk′ is the average of all elements within the (k, k′)-th

off-diagonal block. By Corollary 2, the plug-in estimators of Σ [A,B,p] and Θ [AΘ,BΘ,p]

are Σ̂
[
Â, B̂,p

]
and Θ̂

[
ÂΘ, B̂Θ,p

]
, where Â and ∆̂ = Â + B̂× P are assumed to be positive

definite and have positive eigenvalues only, respectively, and ÂΘ and B̂Θ are given by ÂΘ =

Â
−1

and B̂Θ = −∆̂−1 × B̂× Â
−1

.

Theorem 1 (exact null distribution of Geisser’s one-sample information test statistic). Geisser’s
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one-sample test statistic for the hypotheses in (3.1) is given by

U = n×
(
X̄ − µ0

)> × Θ̂
[
ÂΘ, B̂Θ,p

]
×
(
X̄ − µ0

)
.

Under H0, it follows a distribution U that is identical with the distribution of

K∑
k=1

(pk − 1)F
(k)
(pk−1),(pk−1)(n−1) + T 2,

where T 2 = K(n− 1)(n−K)−1F
(K+1)
K,n−K is the Hotelling’s T 2-statistic and F (k)

df1,df2
are (K + 1)

mutually independent F -variates with degrees of freedom df1 and df2 for k = 1, . . . , K + 1.

Remark (information test statistic U ). Geisser’s information criterion was proposed by Geisser

(1963) to test the hypotheses in (3.1) using analysis of variance tables. In the distribution U ,

the last variate is precisely the Hotelling’s (generalized) T 2-statistic, which is most likely used

in multivariate inference (Anderson, 1992).

Remark (related distributions under H0). (1) As n → ∞, U asymptotically follows a chi-

square distribution χ2
p where p = p1 + · · ·+ pK (Geisser, 1963);

(2) Given a significance level α and an arbitrary vector a ∈ Rp, the 100(1− α)% simulta-

neous confidence interval for a measurable function a>µ has the form

a>X̄ +±
√
U(α)× a>Σ̂

[
Â, B̂,p

]
a/n,

where U(α) denotes the upper α-th percentile of the distribution U (Morrison, 1972);

(3) An approximate distribution of U is suggested as C1F(p,C2) by Morrison (1971), where

the scale coefficient C1 and the second degree of freedom C2 are determined by equating the

first two cumulants of C1F(p,C2) to those of U . The specific values of C1 and C2 for K = 2

can be found in Spjøtvoll (1972) and Young (1976). Furthermore, Dyer (1982) considered the

distribution of the sum of generalized F variates and Lee and Hu (1996) extended above result

to independent F -variates with arbitrary coefficients and degrees of freedom.

Remark (related distributions under H1). (1) The non-null distribution was analogous to the

null distribution U , except that one or more F -variates are non-central (Geisser, 1963);
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(2) An approximate non-null distribution of U can be represented as D1F(p,D2)(δ), where

the noncentrality parameter δ = n (µ− µ0)>Θ [AΘ,BΘ,p] (µ− µ0), and the scale coeffi-

cient D1 and the second degree of freedom D2 are determined by equating the first two cumu-

lants of D1F(p,D2)(δ) to the non-null distribution of U .

4 TESTING THE EQUALITY OF MEANS FOR MULTIPLE-SAMPLE

We consider a general M -sample mean test (M > 1), where the samples are drawn from M

normal distributions with meansµ(m) ∈ Rp, form = 1, . . . ,M , and an equal covariance matrix

with a UB structure Σ [A,B,p] ∈ Rp×p.

Specifically, suppose them-th sampleX(m)
1 , . . . ,X

(m)
nm has a size of nm, form = 1, 2, . . . ,M .

Thus, the grand sample size is denoted by n = n1 +· · ·+nM and we assume n > max{M,K+

(K+1)K/2}. Let X̄(m) = n−1
m

(
X

(m)
1 + · · ·+X(m)

nm

)
, X̄ = n−1

(
n1X̄

(1) + · · ·+ nMX̄
(M)
)
,

and S = (n−M)−1
∑M

m=1

∑nm

j=1

(
X

(m)
j − X̄(m)

)(
X

(m)
j − X̄(m)

)>
denote the m-th sample

mean, the grand sample mean, and the (pooled) unbiased estimator of the common covariance

matrix, respectively. The maximum likelihood estimators Â, B̂ can be obtained similarly to

those in (3.2), yielding the estimators ÂΘ, B̂Θ, and Θ̂
[
ÂΘ, B̂Θ,p

]
, respectively. Therefore,

the null and alternative hypotheses can be written as

H
(M)
0 : µ(1) = · · · = µ(M) versus H

(M)
1 : µ(m′) 6= µ(m) for some m′ . (4.1)

Theorem 2 (exact null distribution of Geisser’s multiple-sample information test statistic).

Geisser’s multiple-sample information test statistic for the hypotheses in (4.1) is given by

UM =
M∑

m=1

nm

(
X̄(m) − X̄

)>
Θ̂
[
ÂΘ, B̂Θ,p

] (
X̄(m) − X̄

)
.

Under H(M)
0 , it follows a distribution UM that is identical with the distribution of

K∑
k=1

(M − 1)(pk − 1)F
(k)
(M−1)(pk−1),(n−M)(pk−1) + T 2

0

where T 2
0 is the Hotelling’s T 2

0 -statistic, F (k)
df1,df2

are K mutually independent F -variates (and
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independent from T 2
0 ) with degrees of freedom df1 and df2 for k = 1, . . . , K.

Remark (information test statistic UM ). The Hotelling’s (generalized) T 2
0 -statistic, also known

as the Hotelling-Lawley trace, is commonly used to test the equality of multiple population

means, assuming these multiple normal populations have the same (arbitrary) population co-

variance matrices (Lawley, 1938; Hotelling, 1947, 1951). However, it is intractable to obtain

the exact null or non-null distribution of the Hotelling’s T 2
0 -statistic, and various approxima-

tions have been proposed in the literature (Ito, 1956, 1960; Pillai and Young, 1971; Siotani,

1971; McKeon, 1974).

5 DISCUSSION

In this paper, we concentrate on the algebraic properties of a specific type of block matrices,

where each block is uniform. We chose to parameterize the matrices in this way for two key

reasons. First, the uniform-block pattern has been popularly discovered in plenty of large-scale

biological data. Second, from a biological perspective, the variables that are clustered into the

same community may exhibit stochastic equivalence or comparable patterns, while variables

from different communities may have coherent connections at the community level. Compared

to the conventional diagonal or block-diagonal structure, the proposed uniform-block structure

offers more flexibility and is better suited for real data analysis, since the information contained

in the non-zero off-diagonal blocks can potentially provide valuable insights into the scientific

mechanisms.

In addition to defining a uniform-block structure, we have discovered a unique block Hadamard

product representation for a uniform-block matrix. This representation plays an important role

because it allows for the transformation of a large-scale uniform-block matrix into two lower-

dimensional matrices and an integer-valued vector. The block Hadamard product representation

simplifies the computations related to uniform-block matrices. With these algebraic properties,

the uniform-block matrices are applicable to various statistical problems. For example, covari-

ance estimation with the uniform-block structure (Yang et al., 2023), hypothesis testing for the

information test statistics, and the multivariate linear regression models (Yang et al., 2023).

In conclusion, a uniform-block matrix (or structure), its associated algebraic properties,

and the block Hadamard product representation have broad applications in a range of fields,
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including linear algebra, statistics, economics, and many others.

15



A APPENDIX

A.1 Proofs in Section 2

Proof of Lemma 1. The proof of the block Hadamard product representation is straightfor-

ward. To show the uniqueness, consider two equal UB matrices N1 [A1,B1,p] = (N1,kk′) and

N2 [A2,B2,p] = (N2,kk′) with a common pre-determined partition-size vector p = (p1, . . . , pK)>

satisfying that pk > 1 for every k and p = p1 + · · · + pK , where Ai = diag (ai,11, . . . , ai,KK)

is a diagonal matrix and Bi = (bi,kk′) is a symmetric matrix with bi,k′k = bi,kk′ for i = 1, 2.

By the equality, N1,kk′ = N2,kk′ for every k and k′. If k 6= k′, then b1,kk′1pk×pk′ = b2,kk′1pk×pk′

and therefore b1,kk′ = b2,kk′ . If k = k′, then a1,kkIpk + b1,kkJpk = a2,kkIpk + b2,kkJpk , equiv-

alently, [(a1,kk − a2,kk) + (b1,kk − b2,kk)] Ipk + (b1,kk − b2,kk) Jpk = 0pk×pk . Due to pk > 1,

off-diagonally, b1,kk = b2,kk; diagonally, a1,kk = a2,kk. Eventually, A1 = A2 and B1 = B2. �

Proof of Corollary 1. (1) holds and the proof is straightforward. (2), (2-1), and (2-2) hold

because of the following equalities

(A1 ◦ I [p])× (A2 ◦ I [p]) = (A1 × A2) ◦ I [p] , (B1 ◦ J [p])× (B2 ◦ J [p]) = (B1 × P× B2) ◦ J [p] ,

(B1 ◦ J [p])× (A2 ◦ I [p]) = (B1 × A2) ◦ J [p] , (A1 ◦ I [p])× (B2 ◦ J [p]) = (A1 × B2) ◦ J [p] ,

which are easy to verify since Ai and P are diagonal matrices for i = 1, 2 and Bi is a symmetric

matrix for i = 1, 2.

(3) and (4) are proved by using induction with respect to the number of diagonal blocks

K. Specifically, we assume that both (3) and (4) hold for the case of K and check whether

they hold for the case of K + 1. Let η = (η1, . . . , ηK)> ∈ RK , a, b ∈ R, q ∈ N and

q > 1. Denote A∗ = Bdiag (A, a) ∈ R(K+1)×(K+1), P∗ = Bdiag (P, q) ∈ R(K+1)×(K+1),

and B∗ =
(
B,η;η>, b

)
∈ R(K+1)×(K+1). We would like to obtain the eigenvalues of the (p+q)

by (p + q) UB matrix N∗ [A∗,B∗,p∗] with (K + 1) diagonal blocks, where p∗ =
(
p>, q

)>.

By definition, the eigenvalues of N∗ [A∗,B∗,p∗] are the solutions to the characteristic equation

det (N∗ [A∗,B∗,p∗]− λIp+q) = 0. Equivalently,

0 = det (N∗ [A∗,B∗,p∗]− λIp+q) = det

(A− λIK) ◦ I [p] + B ◦ J [p] (ηk1pk×q)

(ηk1q×pk) (a− λ) Iq + bJq

 ,
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where (ηk1pk×q) ∈ Rp×q and (bk1q×pk) ∈ Rq×p.

Without loss the generality, assume that ((a− λ) Iq + bJq) is invertible, or we can consider

ε > 0 satisfying that ((a− λ) Iq + bJq) + εIq is positive definite and let ε → 0+. Then, the

characteristic equation can be written as

0 = det [(a− λ) Iq + bJq] (A.1)

× det
{

[(A− λIK) ◦ I [p] + B ◦ J [p]]− (ηk1pk×q) [(a− λ) Iq + bJq]
−1 (ηk1q×pk)

}
. (A.2)

In other words, the eigenvalues of N∗ [A∗,B∗,p∗] consist of some eigenvalues of (aIq + bJq)

and some roots of the rational equation (A.2) = 0 (not a polynomial equation, i.e., not a char-

acteristic equation).

First, it is easy to observe that the eigenvalues of (aIq + bJq) are exactly a with multiplicity

(q−1) and (a+bq). We will discard (a+bq) because it is not the eigenvalue of N∗ [A∗,B∗,p∗].

Second, using the fact [(a− λ) Iq + bJq]
−1 = (a− λ)−1 Iq−b (a− λ)−1 (a− λ+ bq)−1 Jq, we

simplify (A.2) to (A.3) as below,

det

{
(A− λIK) ◦ I [p] +

(
B− q

a− λ+ bq
ηη>

)
◦ J [p]

}
, (A.3)

which is the determinant of a UB matrix with K diagonal blocks. Thus, use the induction as-

sumption and A = diag (a11, . . . , aKK), this determinant equals to the product of
∏K

k=1 (akk − λ)pk−1

and (A.4), which is

det

{
(A− λIK) +

(
B− q

a− λ+ bq
ηη>

)
P
}

= det

{
(∆− λIK)− q

a+ bq − λ
ηη>P

}
.

(A.4)

Thus, (A.2) = 0 yields the solutions consist of akk with multiplicity (pk − 1) for k = 1, . . . , K

and the roots of (A.4) = 0, which are the eigenvalues of ∆∗ = A∗ + B∗ × P∗. It is because,

∆∗ =

 A 0K×1

01×K a

+

 B η

η> b

×
 P 0K×1

01×K q

 =

 ∆ qη

η>P a+ bq

 .
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Assuming that (a+ bq − λ) is invertible, we obtain

0 = det (∆∗ − λIK+1)

= det (a+ bq − λ) det
{

(∆− λIK)− (qη) (a+ bq − λ)−1 (η>P
)}

= det (a+ bq − λ) det

{
(∆− λIK)− q

a+ bq − λ
ηη>P

}
.

Since (a+ bq) cannot be the eigenvalue of ∆∗, all eigenvalues of ∆∗ are the roots of the

rational equation (A.4) = 0. In summary, the eigenvalues of N∗ [A∗,B∗,p∗] consist of a with

multiplicity (q − 1), akk with multiplicity (pk − 1) for k = 1, . . . , K, and all eigenvalues of

∆∗ = A∗ + B∗ × P∗.

(5) Let A∗ = A−1 and B∗ = −∆−1×B×A−1, where the inverses exist by the assumption.

Thus, A∗ is a diagonal matrix and B∗ is a symmetric matrix. It is because both A and P are

diagonal matrices, so they are commute, and the following equalities are equivalent

B× P× A−1 × B = B× A−1 × P× B,

(A + B× P)× A−1 × B = B× A−1 × (A + P× B) ,

−A−1 × B× (A + P× B)−1 = − (A + B× P)−1 × B× A−1,

B∗,> = B∗.

Then, follow the analogous lines of arguments for the square formula,

A× A∗ = IK , A× B∗ + B× A∗ + B× P× B∗ = 0K×K ,

thus, (A ◦ I [p] + B ◦ J [p])× (A∗ ◦ I [p] + B∗ ◦ J [p]) = IK ◦ I [p] + 0K×K ◦ J [p] = Ip.

Finally, the proof of (6) is straightforward, noting that H̃kH̃>k = Ipk−1, H̃k1>1×pk = 0(pk−1)×1

for every k, and suppose λ is the common eigenvalue of ∆ and N [A,B,p], if ξ = (ξ1, . . . , ξK)>

is the corresponding eigenvector of ∆, then the corresponding eigenvector of N [A,B,p] is

(ξ111×p1 , . . . , ξK11×pK )>. �

A.2 Proofs in Section 3 and Section 4

Before proving the main theorems, we present two lemmas below.
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Lemma A.1 (Craig’s Theorem). Suppose X ∈ Rp is a normal vector with mean µ ∈ Rp

and positive definite covariance matrix Σ ∈ Rp×p. Let Y1,Y2 ∈ Rp×p be two real symmetric

matrices. Then, X>Y1X and X>Y2X are independently distributed if and only if Y1ΣY2 =

0p×p.

Proof of Lemma A.1. This result was originally proposed by Craig (1943). Please refer the

corrected proof and discussion in Ravishanker and Dey (2002, page 175, proof of Result 5.4.4),

Mathai and Provost (1992, page 209, proof of Theorem 5.2.1), Driscoll and Gundberg (1986)

and Ogawa and Olkin (2008). �

Lemma A.2. Suppose X ∈ Rp is a normal vector with mean µ ∈ Rp and positive definite

covariance matrix Σ ∈ Rp×p. Let Y ∈ Rp×p be a real symmetric matrix. Then,X>YX follows

a non-central chi-squared distribution with degree of freedom m and noncentrality parameter

δ = 1
2
µ>Yµ if and only if YΣ is idempotent with rank m.

Proof of Lemma A.2. Please refer the proof and discussion in Muirhead (2005, page 31, proof

of Theorem 1.4.5), Mathai and Provost (1992, page 199, proof of Theorem 5.1.3) and Zhang

(2018). �

Proof of Theorem 1. The proof can be divided into three steps. First, we need to decompose

U into a sum of several components. Second, we need to examine the independence of these

components. Third, we need to determine the distribution of each component.

Step 1: decomposition of U . The following equality demonstrates an elegant way to de-

compose U : (
Â× P

)−1

− ∆̂−1 × B̂× Â
−1

=
(

P× ∆̂
)−1

. (A.5)

Equality (A.5) holds if and only if P−1 × Â
−1
− ∆̂−1 × B̂ × Â

−1
= ∆̂−1 × P−1. First, right-

multiple Â on both sides of (A.5) and switch P−1 and Â on the right hand side since both Â and

P are diagonal matrices, yielding that (A.5) holds if and only if P−1−∆̂−1×B̂ = ∆̂−1×Â×P−1.

Then, right-multiple P on the both sides, (A.5) holds if and only if IK − ∆̂−1× B̂ = ∆̂−1× Â.

Next, left-multiple ∆̂ on the both sides, yielding that (A.5) holds if and only if ∆̂− B̂×P = Â,

which holds by the definition of ∆̂.
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Using (A.5) and substituting ÂΘ and B̂Θ, we have

Θ̂
[
ÂΘ, B̂Θ,p

]
= Â

−1
◦ I[p]−

(
Â× P

)−1

◦ J[p] +
(

P× ∆̂
)−1

◦ J[p].

Since both Â and P are diagonal matrices, Â
−1
◦ I[p]−

(
Â× P

)−1

◦ J[p] is a block diagonal

matrix Bdiag
(
â−1

11 Ip1 − â−1
11 p

−1
1 Jp1 , . . . , â

−1
KKIpK − â−1

KKp
−1
K JpK

)
.

Let Wk = Bdiag
(
0p1×p1 , . . . , â

−1
kk Ipk − â−1

kk p
−1
k Jpk , . . . , 0pK×pK

)
for every k, which is a UB

matrix, expressed by Wk = Wk [Ak,Bk,p] for every k, where both Ak = diag
(
0, . . . , â−1

kk , . . . , 0
)

and Bk = diag
(
0, . . . ,−âkkp−1

k , . . . , 0
)

have the non-zero values on the (k, k)-th elements.

Herein, U can be written as a sum of (K + 1) components:

U = n
(
X̄ − µ0

)>( K∑
k=1

Wk

)(
X̄ − µ0

)
+ n

(
X̄ − µ0

)> [(P× ∆̂
)−1

◦ J[p]

] (
X̄ − µ0

)
=

K∑
k=1

n
(
X̄ − µ0

)>Wk

(
X̄ − µ0

)
+ n

(
X̄ − µ0

)> [(P× ∆̂
)−1

◦ J[p]

] (
X̄ − µ0

)
≡ F1 + F2 + · · ·+ FK + FK+1,

where Fk denotes n
(
X̄ − µ0

)>Wk

(
X̄ − µ0

)
, for k = 1, . . . , K, and FK+1 denotes the last

term n
(
X̄ − µ0

)> [(P× ∆̂
)−1

◦ J[p]

] (
X̄ − µ0

)
. Next we will show these Fk are mutually

independent in Step 2 and each follows a F -distribution in Step 3.

Step 2: independence. Recall X̄ − µ0 follows N (µ− µ0, n
−1Σ [A,B,p]). To show

F1, . . . , FK+1 are mutually independent, by Lemma A.1, we need to check Wk×(n−1Σ [A,B,p])×

Wk′ = 0p×p for every k 6= k′ and Wk×(n−1Σ [A,B,p])×
[(

P× ∆̂
)−1

◦ J[p]

]
= 0p×p for ev-
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ery k. It is easy to check the former holds by using the representation of Wk = Wk [Ak,Bk,p]:

Wk ×Σ [A,B,p]×Wk′

= (Ak ◦ I[p] + Bk ◦ J[p])× (A ◦ I[p] + B ◦ J[p])× (Ak′ ◦ I[p] + Bk′ ◦ J[p])

= [(AkA) ◦ I[p] + (AkB + BkA + BkPB) ◦ J[p]]× (Ak′ ◦ I[p] + Bk′ ◦ J[p])

= (AkAAk′) ◦ I[p]

+ [(AkB + BkA + BkPB) Ak′ + AkABk′ + (AkB + BkA + BkPB) PBk′ ] ◦ J[p]

= 0K×K ◦ I[p] + 0K×K ◦ J[p]

= 0p×p.

To check the latter one holds,

Wk ×Σ [A,B,p]×
[(

P× ∆̂
)−1

◦ J[p]

]
= (Ak ◦ I[p] + Bk ◦ J[p])× (A ◦ I[p] + B ◦ J[p])×

[(
P× ∆̂

)−1

◦ J[p]

]
= [(AkA) ◦ I[p] + (AkB + BkA + BkPB) ◦ J[p]]×

[(
P∆̂
)−1

◦ J[p]

]
=

[
AkA

(
P∆̂
)−1

+ (AkB + BkA + BkPB) P
(

P∆̂
)−1
]
◦ J[p]

=

[
((Ak + BkP) A + (Ak + BkP) BP)

(
P∆̂
)−1
]
◦ J[p]

= 0K×K ◦ J[p]

= 0p×p,

using Ak + BkP = 0K×K .

Step 3: distribution. Now, we specify the distributions for F1, . . . , FK+1 respectively. Fur-

thermore, let X̄ =
(
X̄(1),>, . . . , X̄(K),>)> andµ0 =

(
µ

(1),>
0 , . . . ,µ

(K),>
0

)>
, where X̄(k),µ

(k)
0 ∈

Rpk for every k. Focus on the first K component, i.e., Fk for k = 1, . . . , K. Substituting the

block diagonal matrix Wk, we have

Fk = n
(
X̄ − µ0

)>Wk

(
X̄ − µ0

)
=
(
X̄(k) − µ(k)

0

)>( n

âkk
Ipk −

n

âkkpk
Jpk

)(
X̄(k) − µ(k)

0

)
.

Let Uk = n
(
X̄(k) − µ(k)

0

)>
[(1/akk)Ipk − 1/(akkpk)Jpk ]

(
X̄(k) − µ(k)

0

)
and Vk = (pk −
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1)(n− 1)(âkk/akk) for every k. Thus, Uk/Vk = Fk/((pk − 1)(n− 1)) for every k. Let Mk =

Ipk −Jpk/pk for every k. It is clear that M2
k = (Ipk − Jpk/pk)2 = Ipk + Jpk/pk−2Jpk/pk = Mk

therefore Mk is idempotent. We can observe that

tr (MkSkkMk) = tr (MkSkk) = tr
(
Skk − 1pk×11>pk×1Skk/pk

)
= tr (Skk)− tr

(
1>pk×1Skk1pk×1

)
/pk

= tr (Skk)− sum (Skk) /pk = (pk − 1)âkk.

Thus, by the fact that (n − 1)Skk ∼ Wishart (n− 1,Σkk), where Σkk is positive definite for

every k because
(
01×p1 , . . . ,α

>, . . . , 01×pK
)
Σ
(
01×p1 , . . . ,α

>, . . . , 01×pK
)>

= α>Σkkα > 0

for any α ∈ Rpk . So, (n− 1)Skk can be expressed as
∑n−1

j=1 Z
(k)
j Z

(k),>
j where Z(k)

1 , . . . ,Z
(k)
n−1

are mutually independently distributed as N (0pk×1,Σkk) for every k. We then observe that

akkVk = (n− 1)(pk − 1)âkk = tr (Mk [(n− 1)Skk] Mk) = tr

(
Mk

(
n−1∑
j=1

Z
(k)
j Z

(k),>
j

)
Mk

)

=
n−1∑
j=1

Z
(k),>
j MkZ

(k)
j .

On the one hand, X̄ and S are independent, so Uk and Vk for every k are mutually in-

dependent. On the other hand,
√
n
(
X̄(k) − µ(k)

0

)
∼ N

(
µ(k) − µ(k)

0 ,Σkk

)
. By Lemma A.2

and

(
1

akk
Ipk −

1

akkpk
Jpk

)
Σkk =

(
1

akk
Ipk −

1

akkpk
Jpk

)
(akkIpk + bkkJpk) = IpK − p−1

k Jpk ,

which is idempotent with rank (pk−1). Therefore, Uk follows a χ2(λk) distribution with degree

of freedom (pk − 1), and the noncentrality parameter is given by

δk =
1

2

(
µ(k) − µ(k)

0

)> (
a−1
kk Ipk − a−1

kk p
−1
k Jpk

) (
µ(k) − µ(k)

0

)
, k = 1, . . . , K.

Since Mk = Ipk − p−1
k Jpk is also idempotent with rank (pk − 1). Therefore, akkVk follows a

central χ2-distribution with degree of freedom (n− 1)(pk − 1). Furthermore,

Fk = (pk − 1)
Uk/(pk − 1)

Vk/((pk − 1)(n− 1))
∼ (pk − 1)F

(k)
(pk−1),(n−1)(pk−1)(δk), k = 1, . . . , K.
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For FK+1 = n
(
X̄ − µ0

)> [(P∆̂
)−1

◦ J[p]

] (
X̄ − µ0

)
, consider a transformation Y =

CX , where C = Bdiag (11×p1/p1, . . . , 11×pK/pK) ∈ RK×p. As X ∼ N (µ,Σ[A,B,p]),

Y ∼ N (µy,Σy), where

µy = Cµ =


11×p1µ

(1)/p1

...

11×pKµ
(K)/pK

 , Σy = C×Σ[A,B,p]× C> = A× P−1 + B.

Furthermore, let ν0 = C × µ0 =
(

11×p1µ
(1)
0 /p1, . . . , 11×pKµ

(K)
0 /pK

)>
. By noting that

(PC)> × Γ× (PC) = Γ ◦ J[p] for any Γ ∈ RK×K , then,

FK+1 = n
(
X̄ − µ0

)> [(P∆̂
)−1

◦ J[p]

] (
X̄ − µ0

)
= n

(
X̄ − µ0

)> [
(PC)>

(
P∆̂
)−1

(PC)

] (
X̄ − µ0

)
= n

(
X̄ − µ0

)> [C>P∆̂−1P−1PC
] (
X̄ − µ0

)
= n

(
Ȳ − ν0

)> (P∆̂−1
) (
Ȳ − ν0

)
= n

(
Ȳ − ν0

)> (
Σ̂−1

y

) (
Ȳ − ν0

)
,

where P∆̂−1 = P
(

ÂP−1P + B̂P
)−1

= P
[(

ÂP−1 + B̂
)

P
]−1

= PP−1
(

ÂP−1 + B̂
)−1

=

Σ̂−1
y . By the definition of the Hotelling’s T 2-statistic, FK+1 ∼ T 2 = K(n−1)

n−K F
(K+1)
K,n−K(δK+1),

where δK+1 = 1
2
n (µy − ν0)>Σ−1

y (µy − ν0).

Finally, by the mutual independence of F1, . . . , FK , FK+1, U is decomposed as a linear

combination of mutually independentF -variates, distributed as
∑K

k=1(pk−1)F
(k)
(pk−1),(n−1)(pk−1)(δk)+

K(n−1)
n−K F

(K+1)
K,n−K(δK+1). Under H0, δk = 0 for K = 1, . . . , K + 1. �

Proof of Theorem 2. We also divide the proof into three steps.

Step 1: decomposition ofUM . LetZ =
(
X̄(1),>, . . . , X̄(M),>)> denote a (pM)-dimensional

normal vector with mean µZ =
(
µ(1),>, . . . ,µ(M),>)> and covariance matrix ΣZ = N−1 ⊗

Σ [A,B,p], where N = diag (n1, . . . , nM) ∈ RM×M and ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product.
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Thus, there exits CZ =
[
N1/2 × (IM − n−1JM × N)

]
⊗ Ip ∈ R(pM)×(pM) such that

(√
n1

(
X̄(1) − X̄

)>
, . . . ,

√
nM

(
X̄(M) − X̄

)>)>
= CZ ×Z.

Therefore, UM can be rewritten as

UM = (CZ ×Z)>
{

IM ⊗ Θ̂
[
ÂΘ, B̂Θ,p

]}
(CZ ×Z) .

Using the same decomposition, Θ̂
[
ÂΘ, B̂Θ,p

]
= Â

−1
◦I[p]−

(
Â× P

)−1

◦J[p]+
(

P× ∆̂
)−1

◦

J[p], UM can be expressed by

UM = (CZ ×Z)>
[

IM ⊗

(
K∑
k=1

Wk

)]
(CZ ×Z) + (CZ ×Z)> (IM ⊗WK+1) (CZ ×Z)

=
K∑
k=1

(CZ ×Z)> (IM ⊗Wk) (CZ ×Z) + (CZ ×Z)> (IM ⊗WK+1) (CZ ×Z)

≡ F1 + · · ·+ FK + FK+1,

where Wk = Bdiag
(
0p1×p1 , . . . , â

−1
kk − â

−1
kk p

−1
k Jpk , . . . , 0pK×pK

)
= Wk [Ak,Bk,p] with Ak =

diag
(
0, . . . , â−1

kk , . . . , 0
)
∈ RK×K and Bk = diag

(
0, . . . ,−â−1

kk p
−1
k , . . . , 0

)
∈ RK×K having

the non-zero values on the (k, k)-th elements, and WK+1 =
(

P× ∆̂
)−1

◦ J[p]. Next, we need

to prove the mutual independence between F1, . . ., FK+1 and specific the distribution for each

of them.

Step 2: independence. By Lemma A.1, we need to check

[
C>Z(IM ⊗Wk)CZ

] (
N−1 ⊗ [A,B,p]

) [
C>Z(IM ⊗Wk′)CZ

]
= 0(pM)×(pM), k 6= k′, k, k′ = 1, . . . , K[

C>Z(IM ⊗Wk)CZ

] (
N−1 ⊗Σ[A,B,p]

) [
C>Z(IM ⊗WK+1)CZ

]
= 0(pM)×(pM), k = 1, . . . , K.

Let M = N1/2×(IM − n−1JM × N). Given k 6= k′ and CZ = M⊗Ip and the fact (A⊗B)> =

A> ⊗B>, we can observe that

C>Z(IM ⊗Wk)CZ =
(
M>IMM

)
⊗ (IpWkIp) =

(
M>M

)
⊗Wk,

C>Z(IM ⊗Wk′)CZ =
(
M>M

)
⊗Wk′ .

24



On the one hand, we can calculate the following result:

[
C>Z(IM ⊗Wk)CZ

] (
N−1 ⊗Σ[A,B,p]

) [
C>Z(IM ⊗Wk′)CZ

]
=
[(

M>M
)

N−1
(
M>M

)]
⊗ [WkΣ [A,B,p] Wk′ ] .

Noting that Wk = Wk [Ak,Bk,p] and Wk′ = Wk′ [Ak′ ,Bk′ ,p], we have the result Wk ×

Σ [A,B,p]×Wk′ = 0p×p. Therefore,
[
C>Z(IM ⊗Wk)CZ

] (
N−1 ⊗Σ[A,B,p]

) [
C>Z(IM ⊗Wk′)CZ

]
=

0(pM)×(pM). On the other hand, we can calculate that

[
C>Z(IM ⊗Wk)CZ

] (
N−1 ⊗Σ[A,B,p]

) [
C>Z(IM ⊗WK+1)CZ

]
=
[(

M>M
)

N−1
(
M>M

)]
⊗ [WkΣ [A,B,p] WK+1]

= 0(pM)×(pM)

using the result WkΣ [A,B,p] WK+1 = 0p×p.

Step 3: distribution. By definition, for k = 1, . . . , K

Fk = Z> ×
[
C>Z(IM ⊗Wk)CZ

]
×Z = Z>

[(
M>M

)
⊗Wk

]
Z,

Let W̃k = Bdiag
(
0p1×p1 , a

−1
kk Ipk − a−1

kk p
−1
k Jpk , . . . , 0pK×pk

)
have non-zero values on the (k, k)-

th element for every k. Let Uk = Z>
(

(M>M)⊗ W̃k

)
Z and Vk = (n−M)(pk− 1)âkk/akk,

and therefore, Uk/Vk = Fk/ [(n−M)(pk − 1)] for k = 1, . . . , K.

Since S is independent from X̄(1), . . . , X̄(M), then S is independent from Z, and therefore

Uk and Vk are independent for every k. By Lemma A.2 and Z ∼ N
(
µZ ,N−1 ⊗Σ[A,B,p]

)
,

we obtain that

[(
M>M

)
⊗ W̃k

] [
N−1 ⊗Σ [A,B,p]

]
=
(
M>MN−1

)
⊗
(

W̃k ×Σ[A,B,p]
)
,

whose square equals
(
M>MN−1

)2⊗
(

W̃k ×Σ[A,B,p]
)2

=
(
M>MN−1

)
⊗
(

W̃k ×Σ[A,B,p]
)
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since

M>MN−1 =

(
N1/2

(
IM −

1

n
JMN

))>
×
(

N1/2

(
IM −

1

n
JMN

))
× N−1

=

(
IM −

1

n
NJM

)
× N

1
2 × N

1
2 ×

(
IM −

1

n
JMN

)
× N−1

=

(
N− 1

n
NJMN

)
×
(

N−1 − 1

n
JM

)
= IM −

1

n
NJM −

1

n
NJM +

1

n2
NJMNJM

= IM − n−1NJM ,

and using JMNJM = nJM . It is clear that IM − n−1NJM is an idempotent matrix since its

square equals IM + n−2NJMNJM − 2n−1NJM = IM − n−1NJM . Also, the result shows that

W̃k ×Σ[A,B,p] is an idempotent matrix.

Therefore, Uk follows a noncentral χ2-distribution with the noncentrality parameter δk =

1
2
µ>Z

[(
M>M

)
⊗ W̃k

]
µZ and a degree of freedom rank

((
M>M

)
⊗ W̃k

)
= ranke

(
M>M

)
×

rank
(

W̃k

)
= (M − 1)(pk − 1) by using the fact that rank (A⊗B) = rank(A)rank(B).

Given akkVk = (n −M)(pk − 1)âkk, the result that (pk − 1)âkk = tr (MkSkkMkk), and

the fact that (n − M)Skk ∼ Wishart(n − M,Σkk), we obtain that akkVk follows a central

χ2-distribution with a degree of freedom (n−M)(pk − 1). Therefore, for k = 1, . . . , K,

Fk = (n−M)(pk − 1)
Uk

Vk

= (n−M)(pk − 1)
χ2

(M−1)(pk−1)(δk)

χ2
(n−M)(pk−1)

=
χ2

(M−1)(pk−1)(δk)/[(M − 1)(pk − 1)]

χ2
(n−M)(pk−1)/[(n−M)(pk − 1)]

(n−M)(pk − 1)× (M − 1)(pk − 1)

(n−M)(pk − 1)

= (M − 1)(pk − 1)F
(k)
(M−1)(pk−1),(n−M)(pk−1)(δk).

Let CY = Bdiag (11×p1/p1, . . . , 11×pK/pK), let ν(m) = CY µ
(m), and let Y (m)

j = CYX
(m)
j for

every j andm with mean ν(m) = CY ×µ(m) and ΣY = CY ×Σ[A,B,p]×C>Y = AP−1 +B =

(A + BP)P−1 = ∆P−1 = (P∆−1)
−1. Thus, Ȳ (m) = CY X̄

(m) for every m and Ȳ = CY X̄ .
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Finally, FK+1 can be expressed by

FK+1 =
M∑

m=1

nm

(
X̄(m) − X̄

)>WK+1

(
X̄(m) − X̄

)
=

M∑
m=1

nm

(
X̄(m) − X̄

)> [C>Y P∆̂−1P−1PCY

] (
X̄(m) − X̄

)
=

M∑
m=1

nm

(
Ȳ (m) − Ȳ

)> (P∆̂−1
) (
Ȳ (m) − Ȳ

)
= tr

[(
Σ̂Y

)−1
M∑

m=1

nm

(
Ȳ (m) − Ȳ

) (
Ȳ (m) − Ȳ

)>]
,

which is the Hotelling’s T 2
0 -statistic. �
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