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Abstract

We investigate the likelihood ratio test for a large block-diagonal covariance matrix with an increasing number of
blocks under the null hypothesis. While so far the likelihood ratio statistic has only been studied for normal popu-
lations, we establish that its asymptotic behavior is invariant under a much larger class of distributions. This implies
robustness against model misspecification, which is common in high-dimensional regimes. Demonstrating the flexi-
bility of our approach, we additionally establish asymptotic normality of the log-likelihood ratio test statistic for the
equality of many large sample covariance matrices under model uncertainty. For this statistic, a subtle adjustment
to the centering term is needed compared to normal case. A simulation study and an analysis of a data set from
psychology emphasize the usefulness of our findings.
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1. Introduction

Over the last decades, the availability of high-dimensional data sets across diverse disciplines such as biostatistics,
wireless communications and finance has transformed statistical practice (see, e.g., [15, 30] and references therein).
Traditional multivariate analysis, as outlined in the text book [2, 40], is developed under the paradigm that the di-
mension is negligible compared to the sample size and breaks down seriously if this assumption is violated. Such
problems have spurred the development of new analysis tools, that work for dimensions of the same order as and even
larger than the sample size. The literature on these topics is so large, that we can only cite a few illustrative examples,
related to the present work: The works [7, 51] address whether a large covariance matrix admits a block-diagonal
structure. Tests for independence in various setting are discussed in [21, 36]. In the work [24], Hu et al. concentrate
on tests for the equality of high-dimensional mean vectors, while [22] take a broader perspective on high-dimensional
testing by investigating a class of U-statistics.

Turning closer to the scope of this work, the likelihood ratio method has received much attention in the literature
on high-dimensional statistical inference since the past decade. The starting point for the investigating of various
classical testing problems transferred to a high-dimensional setting can be seen in the work of [29] establishing CLTs
for the corresponding log-likelihood ratio tests, including the two main testing problems investigated in this work.
The authors of [28] tried to relax the assumptions on the parameters, while other authors extended these results in
various directions. For example, [27] proved a moderate deviation principle for these likelihood ratio tests. More
recent generalizations include the works of [14, 19, 44]. All of these works rely on normally distributed data, and the
asymptotic behavior of these test statistics under model misspecification has received little attention in the literature
on high-dimensional statistics so far. A few works investigating likelihood ratio tests in different settings under model
uncertainty include [25, 32, 33, 37, 48]. We add to this line of literature by dropping the restrictive distributional
assumption of normality. In particular, we find that the CLTs for the log-likelihood of two specific testing problems
remain still valid when only assuming moments of order (4 + δ) for some δ > 0. Besides the theoretical importance
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of our findings, these results ensure more robust statistical guarantees for practitioners, as the validity of the normal
assumption is not a priori clear for high-dimensional data sets.

Interestingly, our results reveal that the limiting null distribution of the log-likelihood for testing for a block-
diagonal structure does not depend on specific characteristics of the underlying data generating distribution, such
as the fourth moment. This observation is illustrated in Fig. 1 where we consider the problem of testing whether
the covariance matrix of a p-dimensional random vector admits a block-diagonal structure with q blocks. Here, we
display three histograms for the corresponding log-likelihood ratio test statistic under the null hypothesis based on
three different distributions for the samples. The components of all vectors are independent identically distributed
with respect to a standard normal distribution (left column), standardized t-distribution (middle column) and centered
exponential distribution (right column), respectively. Thus, the null hypothesis of a block-diagonal covariance matrix
is obviously satisfied (in this case, the covariance matrix equals the identity matrix). We observe that the histograms
look very similar. This testing problem will be examined in detail in Section 2 of this work.

Fig. 1: Histograms for the log-likelihood ratio test statistic (4) under the hypothesis (3) of a block diagonal structure of q = 30 blocks of equal
size 2 in a p = 60-dimensional random vector (sample size 100, simulation runs 10, 000). Left column: standard normally distributed data, middle
column: standardized t-distributed data with 15 degrees of freedom, right column: centered exponentially distributed data with parameter 1. The
gray curve indicates the density of the standard normal distribution.

Before concluding this introduction, we would like to discuss the main ideas for our proofs. Under the normal
assumption, the exact distribution of the test statistic is available under the null hypothesis, on which proofs of previous
works crucially depend on. Equipped with such a knowledge, the moment-generating of the log-likelihood test statistic
is investigated [see, e.g., 19, 29, 44] or a general central limit theorem is applied [see 14]. Obviously, we cannot hope
for an analogue exact representation without knowing the underlying distribution of the data.

In order to tackle the difficulties arising in the proof for non-normal populations, we derive a novel representa-
tion of the log-likelihood test statistic involving random quadratic forms without imposing restrictive distributional
assumptions. For this purpose, we perform a QR-decomposition for the (sub)data matrices. Such QR-decompositions
are useful in a broader context: The authors of [49] used this tool in order to derive the logarithmic law of the sample
covariance matrix for the case p/n → 1 near singularity, while [23] investigated the log-determinant of the sample
correlation matrix under infinite fourth moment. These papers were partially inspired by works of [5, 41], in which the
authors proved Girko’s logarithmic law for a general random matrix with independent entries and brought his “method
of perpendiculars” [see 17] to a mathematically rigorous level. Via our representation, we are in the position to decom-
pose the test statistic into three parts: we will prove that the dominating linear term satisfies a central limit theorem for
martingale difference schemes, while the quadratic term converges to constant and the remainders are asymptotically
negligible. Heuristically, this decomposition can be motivated by Taylor’s expansion log(1 + x) = x − x2/2 + O(x3),
though one needs more delicate arguments in order to justify this step mathematically correct.

This work is structured as follows. In Section 2, we present a CLT for the log-likelihood ratio test of a block-
diagonal covariance matrix under the null hypothesis. Here, the number of blocks may increase together with the
dimension of the data and sample size while we do not assume that the data is generated by a normal distribution. As
a corollary, the distribution of a test for a diagonal covariance matrix is derived. In Section 3, we apply our method
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to another classical likelihood ratio test and provide the asymptotic distribution of the log-likelihood ratio test on the
equality of many large covariance matrices. The main results of Section 2 and 3 are proven in Section 5. We illustrate
our findings with a simulation study, including a comparison to other criteria, and a real data analysis in Section 4.

2. Testing for a block-diagonal covariance matrix

In the main part of this work, we revisit a very prominent problem in high-dimensional data analysis, namely a
test for uncorrelation of sub-vectors of a multivariate distribution. For normally distributed data, this coincides with
a test for independence of these sub-vectors. To be precise, let y = Σ 1

2 x denote a p-dimensional random vector with
mean µ = 0 ∈ Rp and covariance matrix Σ ∈ Rp×p, where Σ

1
2 denotes the symmetric square root of Σ. We assume

that y is decomposed as

y =
(
y(1)⊤, . . . , y(q)⊤)⊤, (1)

where y(i) are vectors of dimension pi ∈ N, 1 ≤ i ≤ q, such that
∑q

i=1 pi = p for some integer q ≥ 2. Moreover, we
assume that the components of x are i.i.d. with respect to some centered and standardized distribution. Let

Σ =


Σ11 Σ12 . . . Σ1q

Σ21 Σ22 . . . Σ2q
...

...
. . .

...
Σq1 Σq2 . . . Σqq

 (2)

denote the corresponding decomposition of the covariance matrix, where Σi j := Cov(y(i), y( j)). The hypothesis of
uncorrelated sub-vectors is formulated as

H0 : Σi j = 0 for all i , j. (3)

Let x1, . . . , xn
i.i.d.
∼ x be a sample of independent identically distributed random variables according to x and denote

yk = Σ
1/2xk for 1 ≤ k ≤ n. Under the normal assumption x ∼ N(0, I), the likelihood ratio test is given by

Λn =
|Σ̂|n/2

q∏
i=1
|Σ̂ii|

n/2
= V

n
2

n , Σ̂ =
1
n

n∑
k=1

yky⊤k , (4)

where Σ̂ denotes the sample covariance matrix of y1, . . . , yn and and Σ̂i j denotes the block in the ith row and jth
column of the estimate Σ̂ corresponding to the decomposition (2).
The authors of [28, 29] derived a central limit theorem for the corresponding log-likelihood ratio test statistic assuming
that y ∼ N(µ,Σ) and that the number q of blocks is fixed. Several authors such as [14, 44] demonstrated that
such a CLT still holds true if the parameter q = qn is allowed to increase with sample size and dimension. All of
these works rely on normally distributed data. Dropping the normal assumption, the following theorem provides the
asymptotic distribution of logΛn under the null hypothesis of uncorrelation without assuming a normal distribution
for x1, . . . , xn ∼ x. The proof is deferred to Section 5.

Theorem 1. Let the components of x be i.i.d. centered random variables following a continuous distribution with
finite (4 + δ)th moment for some δ > 0. Assume that q = qn ≥ 2 is a possibly increasing integer, 2 ≤ p = pn < n with
0 < infn∈N min1≤i≤q(piq)/n ≤ supn∈N p/n < 1 and max1≤i≤q pi ≤ ηp for each n ∈ N and some fixed η ∈ (0, 1). Then, it
holds under the null hypothesis in (3) that

log Vn − µn

σn

D
→ N(0, 1),

where

µn =

q∑
i=1

(
n − pi −

1
2

)
log

(
1 −

pi

n

)
−

(
n − p −

1
2

)
log

(
1 −

p
n

)
, σ2

n = 2

 q∑
i=1

log
(
1 −

pi

n

)
− log

(
1 −

p
n

) .
3



Remark 1. (i) Choose α ∈ (0, 1). We propose to reject the null hypothesis whenever

log Vn ≤ σnuα + µn , (5)

where uα denotes the α-quantile of the standard normal distribution. Thus, we have by Theorem 1

lim
n→∞

PrH0

(
log Vn ≤ σnuα + µn

)
= Pr(N(0, 1) ≤ uα) = α,

which means that the test keeps asymptotically its nominal level α.
(ii) We would like to comment on the continuity assumption on the distribution of the random vector x, which is

needed in the proof of Theorem 1 in order to ensure formal correctness of the QR-decomposition. In general, one
could replace the entries of x by some random vector x following a continuous distribution without changing the
asymptotic distribution of log Vn. One choice for x could be a mixture of the original distribution and a uniform
distribution (see, e.g., Proposition 2.1 in [49] for the log-determinant of the sample covariance matrix). If qn = q
denotes a fixed integer, the continuity assumption is not necessary for proving Theorem 1. For an increasing
parameter qn, however, this would require a more restrictive regime for q = qn, since the log-likelihood test
statistics involves qn + 1 log-determinants of sample covariance matrices. We do not pursue in this direction
here.

As a noteworthy-by-product of Theorem 1, we are able to construct a test for a diagonal covariance matrix based
on the sample correlation matrix. For this purpose, we consider the special case of testing for a diagonal covariance
matrix which coincides with complete independence of the p components of x in the normal case. In this case, the
test in (3) is equivalent to

H0 : R = Ip, (6)

where R = diag(Σ)−
1
2Σ diag(Σ)−

1
2 denotes the population correlation matrix of y. Then, the statistic Vn defined in (4)

can be written as the determinant of the sample correlation matrix, that is,

Vn = |R̂|,

where R̂ = diag(Σ̂)−
1
2 Σ̂ diag(Σ̂)−

1
2 denotes the sample correlation matrix of y1, . . . , yn. Several authors investigated

tests for the hypothesis given in (6) in different frameworks (e.g., see [16, 23, 28, 29, 39, 43, 44]). We observe that
testing for (6) is a special case of testing for (3) by letting q = p and p1 = · · · = pq = 1. Then, Theorem 1 gives us the
following result.

Corollary 1. Let the components of x be i.i.d. centered random variables following a continuous distribution with
finite (4 + δ)th moment for some δ > 0. Assume that 2 ≤ p = pn < n and 0 < infn∈N p/n ≤ supn∈N p/n < 1. Then, it
holds under the null hypothesis in (6) that,

log |R| − µn

σn

D
→ N(0, 1),

where

µn = p
(
n −

3
2

)
log

(
1 −

1
n

)
−

(
n − p −

1
2

)
log

(
1 −

p
n

)
, σ2

n = 2
{

p log
(
1 −

1
n

)
− log

(
1 −

p
n

)}
.

Note that [43] investigated the log-determinant of the sample correlation matrix in a more general context. In
fact, they cover the case R , I, while Corollary 1 is formulated under the null hypothesis R = I. If we assume that
p/n→ γ ∈ (0, 1), then Corollary 1 yields a special version of their Theorem 2.1, since

µn = −

(
n − p −

1
2

)
log

(
1 −

p − 1
n

)
− (p − 1) +

p
n
+ o(1), σ2

n = −2
{

p
n
− log

(
1 −

p − 1
n

)}
+ o(1),

which coincides with mean and variance given in their Theorem 2.1 in the case R = I. In a follow-up work, [23]
showed that the CLT for the sample correlation matrix in the case R = I still holds true under infinite fourth moment.
Other authors were interested in the study of the spatial-sign covariance matrix, which includes the sample correlation
matrix as a special case. For example, [35, 52] proved CLTs for linear spectral statistics of this general class of random
matrices.
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3. Testing for equality of covariance matrices

We expect that our method for proving a CLT as given in Theorem 1 can be adapted to the investigation of other
classical likelihood ratio tests in a non-normal setting. In order to demonstrate this adaption, we consider in this
section the comparison of q centered distributions with covariance matrices Σ1, . . . ,Σq ∈ Rp×p and generic elements
y1 = Σ

1/2
1 x, . . . , yq = Σ

1/2
q x. We assume that for each group j a sample of size n j is available, j ∈ {1, . . . , q}. When

considering asymptotics, the dimension p and the number q of groups increase with the (sub)sample sizes. As before,
we assume that the components of x are i.i.d. with respect to some centered and standardized distribution.

An important assumption for multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) is that of equal covariances in the
different groups, which motivates our interest in testing the hypothesis

H0 : Σ1 = · · · = Σq. (7)

This problem has been considered by several authors in the context of high-dimensional inference (see [14, 19, 28, 29,
42, 46, 47] among others). In this section, we add to this line of literature and investigate the asymptotic distribution
of the likelihood ratio test based on samples of independent distributed observations y jk

i.i.d.
∼ y j, 1 ≤ k ≤ n j, 1 ≤ j ≤ q.

To be precise, let n =
∑q

j=1 n j be the total sample size, then the likelihood ratio test for the hypothesis (7) under the
normal assumption x ∼ N(0, I) is given by

Λn,2 =

q∏
j=1
|A j/n j|

1
2 n j

|A/n| 12 n
, (8)

where the p × p matrices A j and A are defined as

A j =

n j∑
k=1

y jky⊤jk , A =
q∑

j=1

A j.

In the case y j ∼ N(µ j,Σ j), 1 ≤ j ≤ q, [28, 29] proved asymptotic normality of the corresponding log-likelihood ratio
test statistic under the null hypothesis if the number q of groups is fixed. These results were generalized by [14, 19]
for the case of an increasing number q = qn of groups. All of these works dealt only with normally distributed data,
while the following result shows that a subtle adjustment to the centering term is necessary for non-normal data. In
the following theorem, we provide the limiting distribution of logΛn,2 under the null hypothesis without imposing a
normal assumption on y1, . . . , yq in a high-dimensional setting, where the number of groups is allowed to increase.

Theorem 2. Let the components of x be i.i.d. centered random variables following a continuous distribution with
finite (4 + δ)th moment for some δ > 0. Assume that q = qn ≥ 2 is a possibly increasing integer, n j = n j(n) > p = pn

for every n ∈ N and 0 < infn∈N p/n ≤ supn∈N max1≤ j≤q p/n j < 1. Then it holds under the null hypothesis (7)

2
(
logΛn,2 − µn

)
nσn

D
→ N(0, 1),

where

µn = n
(
n − p −

1
2

)
log

(
1 −

p
n

)
−

q∑
j=1

n j

(
n j − p −

1
2

)
log

(
1 −

p
n j

)
+
E[x4

11] − 3
2

p(1 − q),

σ2
n = log

(
1 −

p
n

)
−

q∑
j=1

(n j

n

)2
log

(
1 −

p
n j

)
. (9)

The proof is provided is Section 5. Similarly to Remark 1, an asymptotic level α test for the hypothesis (7) can be
constructed using Theorem 2. For the sake of brevity, we omit the details.
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Fig. 2: Rejection rates for the log-likelihood ratio test (5) for Scenario (i) (first row) and Scenario (ii) (second row) under (10) based on 2, 000
simulation runs. First column: standard normally distributed data, second column: standardized t-distributed data with 15 degrees of freedom, third
column: centered exponentially distributed data with parameter 1. The triangle indicates n = 100, p = 60, the square n = 120, p = 90 and the circle
n = 180, p = 120. The vertical grey line in each figure defines the nominal level α = 5%.

4. Finite-sample properties

In this section, we investigate the finite-sample properties of the test (5) under both the hypothesis and the alter-
native. Following [44], we consider the following alternative

Σ = (1 − δ)I + δ1, (10)

where 1 denotes the p × p matrix filled with ones and I denotes the p × p identity matrix. Here, the parameter δ ≥ 0
determines the “distance” to the null hypothesis (3) (note that the choice δ = 0 corresponds to the null hypothesis
(3)). In Fig. 2, we display the empirical rejection rates of the test (5) for different choices of δ, n, p, q, pi and
different distributions for the random vector x. All results are based on 2, 000 simulation runs and the components
of x are independent identically distributed with respect to a standard normal distribution (first column), standardized
t-distribution (second column) and centered exponential distribution (third column), respectively. The vertical gray
line in each figure defines the nominal level α = 5%. For the choice of the different groups, we consider the following
two scenarios:

(i) q = 3, p1 = p2 = p3 = p/3,
(ii) q = p/2, p1 = · · · = pq−1 = 1, pq = q + 1.

We observe a good approximation of the nominal level in all cases under consideration. Moreover, the power increases
reasonably as δ increases. It should be noted that the increase in power is a bit stronger for Scenario (ii) than for Sce-
nario (i). The finite-sample properties do not significantly differ for the three underlying data generating distributions,
as indicated by the asymptotic result provided in Theorem 1. Overall, the test admits a desirable performance for
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finite-sample sizes, both for a large number and relatively small number of groups as covered by Scenarios (i) and (ii),
and the accuracy improves for large sample size and dimension.

4.1. Comparison to other tests

In this section, we compare the test given in (5) to two trace criteria for the null hypothesis (3) of blockdiagonality.
Both procedures rely on the normal assumption for the data. In this case, substitution principles are widely available,
and the tests are based on the centered sample covariance matrix

Σ̂cen =
1
n

n∑
k=1

(
yk − y

) (
yk − y

)⊤
and its blocks Σcen

i j corresponding to the decomposition in (2), where

y =
1
n

n∑
k=1

yk

denotes the sample mean. On the one hand, we consider the tests proposed by [4, 26] who assume that q ≥ 2 is fixed.
On the other hand, we investigate a criterion proposed by [34] for q = 2 groups. To make a meaningful comparison,
we restrict our analysis to the case q = 2 with normally distributed data. In this case, the test statistics proposed by
[4, 26] both are equal to

Ln = tr
(
Σ̂cen

21 (Σ̂cen
11 )−1Σ̂cen

12 (Σ̂cen
22 )−1

)
,

which is shown to satisfy

T1 =
Ln − mn
√

v
D
→ N(0, 1)

under H0 given in (3) [see Theorem 3.2 in the work of 26]. Here, we set

mn =
p2rn2

rn1 + rn2
, v =

2h2r2
1r2

2

(r1 + r2)4 , h =
√

r1 + r2 − r1r2

and assume that rn1 = p2/p1 → r1 ∈ (0,∞) and rn2 = p2/(n − 1 − p1)→ r2 ∈ (0,∞), p2 < n.
Coming back to the test investigated by [34], we define

γ̂i j =
1

(n − 2)(n + 1)

{
tr

(
Σ̂cen

i j Σ̂
cen
ji

)
−

1
n − 1

tr(Σ̂cen
ii ) tr(Σ̂cen

j j )
}
, i, j ∈ {1, 2}.

If p→ ∞ as n→ ∞, the authors show that

T2 =

√
(n − 2)(n + 1)

2
γ̂12√
γ̂11γ̂22

D
→ N(0, 1)

under H0 in (3) assuming that

0 < lim
n→∞

trΣk < ∞, k ∈ {1, 2, 4}.

For a prescribed level α ∈ (0, 1), we reject H0 if T2 > u1−α (or T1 > u1−α when using the test based on T1). For
simplicity of presentation, we refer to the test decisions based upon the statistics T1 and T2 also by T1 and T2. We
expect the test T2 to admit a strong rejection rate under the alternative (10) since the core part γ̂12 of the statistic T2
compares the trace of the product of the two off-diagonal blocks to the product of traces of the two diagonal blocks.
This difference is expected to be large under the alternative (10). In Table 1, the empirical rejection rates of T1,T2
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and the log-likelihood ratio test LLRT (see (5)) under the null hypothesis (3) and the alternative (10) are displayed.
Additionally, we consider the alternative model

y(1) = (1 + δ)z(1), y(2) = z(2) + δz(1) (11)

(recall the notation in (1)), where z(i) ∼ Npi (0, I) are independent for i ∈ {1, 2}. Note that the choice δ = 0 in (11)
corresponds to the null hypothesis (3). This model has been considered in previous works [see, e.g., 44]. The corre-
sponding empirical rejection rates can be found in Table 2. In most cases, the nominal level α = 5% is approximated
well by all tests under the null hypothesis. Under the alternative (10), the test T2 outperforms T1 as well as the LLRT
in terms of empirical power. The LLRT still performs reasonably well under this alternative, while the performance
of T1 is not satisfying in most cases. Under model (11), we observe for all three tests a strong rejection rate under the
alternative with T2 leading the field.

In summary, we observe that T2 is slightly preferable in the cases under consideration, which is not surprising as
T2 is just tailored to the case of two groups with normally distributed data, while the user may apply the LLRT in a
broader context. However, even in this restrictive situation, the LLRT still forms a reliable criterion with a reasonable
rejection rate. We emphasize that the theoretical statistical guarantees for T1 and T2 rely on normally distributed
data and a fixed number q of groups, while the LLRT is shown to satisfy a CLT beyond the normal assumption for a
possibly increasing number of groups (Theorem 1).

4.2. The almost-singular case

Fig. 3: Rejection rates for the log-likelihood ratio test (5) for Scenario (i) (first row, defined at the beginning of Section 4) and Scenario (ii) (second
row) under (10) based on 2, 000 simulation runs. First column: standard normally distributed data, second column: standardized t-distributed data
with 15 degrees of freedom, third column: centered exponentially distributed data with parameter 1. The triangle indicates n = 100, p = 98, the
square n = 120, p = 118 and the circle n = 180, p = 178 for Scenario (i). For Scenario (ii), the corresponding parameters are n = 100, p = 99
(triangle), n = 120, p = 117 (square) and n = 180, p = 177 (circle), respectively. The vertical gray line in each figure defines the nominal level
α = 5%.
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Table 1: Empirical rejection rates of the tests T1,T2 and the LLRT under the null hypothesis (3) and the alternative (10) for different values of
n, p1, p2, q = 2, x ∼ N(0, I) and 2, 000 simulation runs.

δ = 0 δ = 0.15 δ = 0.3

(n, p, p1) T1 T2 LLRT T1 T2 LLRT T1 T2 LLRT

(150, 80, 70) 0.048 0.041 0.051 0.529 1.000 0.787 0.717 1.000 0.995

(150, 80, 40) 0.054 0.054 0.059 0.418 1.000 0.838 0.518 1.000 0.995

(150, 100, 80) 0.057 0.060 0.049 0.331 1.000 0.674 0.423 1.000 0.949

(200, 50, 25) 0.048 0.051 0.050 0.949 1.000 1.000 0.997 1.000 1.000

(200, 120, 60) 0.048 0.045 0.044 0.395 1.000 0.889 0.454 1.000 0.994

(200, 120, 90) 0.059 0.053 0.056 0.420 1.000 0.857 0.497 1.000 0.997

(250, 100, 75) 0.048 0.061 0.050 0.810 1.000 0.997 0.907 1.000 1.000

(250, 150, 100) 0.053 0.052 0.053 0.410 1.000 0.936 0.482 1.000 0.999

(250, 200, 100) 0.040 0.046 0.045 0.251 1.000 0.665 0.270 1.000 0.890

Table 2: Empirical rejection rates of the tests T1,T2 and the LLRT under the null hypothesis (3) and the alternative model (11) for different values
of n, p1, p2, q = 2, x ∼ N(0, I) and 2, 000 simulation runs.

δ = 0 δ = 0.1 δ = 0.2

(n, p, p1) T1 T2 LLRT T1 T2 LLRT T1 T2 LLRT

(150, 80, 70) 0.048 0.042 0.051 0.086 0.103 0.092 0.277 0.457 0.290

(150, 80, 40) 0.054 0.054 0.059 0.188 0.287 0.183 0.915 0.990 0.895

(150, 100, 80) 0.057 0.060 0.049 0.090 0.122 0.093 0.356 0.642 0.349

(200, 50, 25) 0.048 0.051 0.050 0.334 0.407 0.340 0.998 0.100 0.999

(200, 120, 60) 0.048 0.045 0.044 0.251 0.397 0.238 0.981 0.100 0.976

(200, 120, 90) 0.059 0.053 0.056 0.140 0.204 0.147 0.682 0.923 0.671

(250, 100, 75) 0.048 0.061 0.050 0.181 0.259 0.180 0.921 0.981 0.915

(250, 150, 100) 0.053 0.052 0.053 0.212 0.350 0.203 0.947 0.100 0.937

(250, 200, 100) 0.040 0.046 0.045 0.281 0.543 0.243 0.993 1.000 0.969
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In Theorem 1, we assume that the dimension-to-sample-size ratio p/n is uniformly bounded away from 1, which
ensures that the variance σ2

n remains bounded. In this subsection, we will demonstrate that the test proposed in
(5) can admit a desirable performance, especially under the null hypothesis (3), even if the variance explodes. For
this purpose, we consider Scenarios (i) and (ii) in cases where the dimension p is close to the sample size n. The two
scenarios determining the group structure are defined at the beginning of Section 4. In Fig. 3, we display the empirical
rejection rates of the test (5) for different choices of δ, n, p, q, pi and different distributions for the random vector x.
The nominal level α = 5% is approximated well under the null hypothesis (δ = 0) in all cases under consideration.
Comparing Fig. 3 to Fig. 2, the increase of the power curve is a little flatter if the dimension p is close to the sample
size n for Scenario (ii) and significantly flatter for Scenario (i). This indicates that a central limit theorem for the
log-likelihood test statistic under the null hypothesis might still hold true if p/n→ 1 as n→ ∞ but, unsurprisingly, at
the cost of a lower speed of convergence as the variance is no longer bounded. Under the alternative for Scenario (i),
the test does not yield a useful decision criterion. However, we still observe a reasonable behavior of the test under
H0 for both Scenarios (i) and (ii) as well as under the alternative for Scenario (ii).

4.3. Analysis of the 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire
To further illustrate the usefulness of our method, we analyze the 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF)

data set. The questionnaire goes back to [10, 11] and provides a comprehensive measure of normal-range personality
characteristics [see also 9]. The 16 proposed factors include warmth, reasoning, emotional stability, dominance, live-
liness, rule-consciousness, social boldness, sensitivity, vigilance, abstractedness, privateness, apprehension, openness
to change, self-reliance, perfectionism, tension. In psychology, there is a controversy about the appropriate number of
personality factors in connection with 16PF [e.g., see 12, 38]. Nowadays, most psychologists can agree on a number
of 5 factors, the so-called Big Five: openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, neuroticism [see, e.g.
6, 13, 18, 45]. Nevertheless, the 16PF is widely applied in various contexts where an in-depth personality analysis is
needed. For example, it can be used in order to construct effective self-development goals and career plans adjusted
to a worker’s individual strengths and limitations [see, among many others, 8, 31, 50]. The relevance of 16PF is
emphasized by the fact that it had been adapted to over 35 languages worldwide.

The data set ”PF16” under consideration (available at https://openpsychometrics.org/_rawdata/) in-
cludes the ratings of 49159 persons concerning 163 statements about their personality on the following scale of
accuracy: (1) disagree, (2) slightly disagree, (3) neither agree nor disagree, (4) slightly agree, (5) agree.

For the following analysis, we centered the data with the sample mean. Since we will perform the test only on
subsamples of size n << 49159, this will not cause a mean shift in the CLT given in Theorem 1 as discussed in detail
at the end of this subsection. The number of groups is q = 16 with sizes pi = 10 for i ∈ {1, . . . , 16} \ {2} and p2 = 13,
so that the total dimension indeed sums up to p = 163. In order to quantify how far the sample covariance matrix Σ̂
deviates from a block diagonal structure, we propose the following quantity

τ(Σ̂) =
||Σ̂ − Σ̂block||

||Σ̂||
≥ 0.

Here,

Σ̂block =



Σ̂11 0 0 . . . 0

0 Σ̂22 0 . . . 0
...

...
...
. . .

...

0 0 0 . . . Σ̂16,16


is the block-diagonal version of Σ̂ and || · || denotes an appropriate matrix norm. Note that τ(Σ̂) equals 0 if and only
if Σ̂ = Σ̂block and Σ̂ , 0. For the 1-norm or the Frobenius norm, we have τ(Σ̂) ∈ [0, 1] and τ(Σ̂) equals 1 if and only
if Σ̂ii = 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ 16. (0 denotes always a matrix of appropriate dimension filled with zeros.) In Table 3, we
display the values of τ(Σ̂) for different matrix norms. Since the values of τ(Σ̂) are not close to 0, assuming a block
diagonal structure seems not reasonable and the null hypothesis of blockdiagonality should be rejected. In order to
demonstrate the usefulness of our approach for high-dimensional data sets, we proceed with a data reduction. We
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Table 3: Values of τ(Σ̂) for different matrix norms.

Norm spectral Frobenius 1-norm

τ(Σ̂) 0.7962393 0.8005626 0.825113

interpret the answers to the questionnaire as i.i.d. observations from a random vector of dimension p = 163. Then we
choose a sample of persons of size n << 49159 uniformly at random and iterate this procedure. The test in (5) rejects
the null hypothesis (3) of blockdiagonality for p, q, pi as given above and all values of the size n of the subsample
under consideration (e.g., n ∈ {170, 200, 250}), that is, the empirical rejection rate equals 1. This means that the LLRT
detects the dependency between the 16 factors indicated by the values of τ(Σ̂).

Motivated by the Big Five, we choose five subgroups corresponding to the factors openness to change, perfec-
tionism, privateness, warmth and apprehension, and analyze the corresponding sample covariance matrix Σ̂sub. The
“measure” τ(Σ̂sub) for blockdiagonality of Σ̂sub can be defined similarly to τ(Σ̂) and is displayed in Table 4. The

Table 4: Values of τ(Σ̂sub) for different matrix norms.

Norm spectral Frobenius 1-norm

τ(Σ̂sub) 0.5270513 0.5003968 0.4909513

values of τ(Σ̂sub) displayed above differ significantly from 0 but less extremely than those of τ(Σ̂). Still, we ex-
pect that a reasonable test rejects the null hypothesis at a high rate when iterated over randomly chosen subsamples.
In the Table 5, the empirical rejection rate is displayed for the test given in (5) applied to 500 subsamples of size
n ∈ {51, 55, 60, 65, 70, 75} chosen at random and dimension p = 50, q = 5, pi = 10 for 1 ≤ i ≤ 5. The choice of the
subgroups is motivated by the Big Five, as explained above. Desirably, as the values of τ(Σ̂) and τ(Σ̂sub) are not close

Table 5: Empirical rejection rate for the test (5) applied to 500 subsamples of size n ∈ {51, 55, 60, 65, 70, 75} chosen at random and dimension
p = 50, q = 5, pi = 10 for 1 ≤ i ≤ 5.

n 51 55 60 65 70 75

rejection rate 0.774 0.92 0.976 0.992 0.966 1

to 0, we observe that the null hypothesis is rejected for an overwhelming number of cases under consideration. In this
section, we have seen that the LLRT does not only perform well for simulated data in various scenarios, but it can also
be used in order to detect dependent factors appearing in real data sets.

Moreover, our statistical analysis reflects the controversy in psychology about the appropriate number of factors
describing a human’s personality. It confirms that the factors given in 16PF are not independent, even when choosing
a smaller group of factors which can be associated with the Big Five. This observation sheds light on a fundamental
difference between these two approaches: Although personality traits are thought to be dependent, the Big Five in
contrast to 16PF are modelled as independent factors received through the factor analysis using orthogonal rotations,
which simplifies the statistical analysis and the psychological interpretation. This may explain why the Big Five
are very popular as a universal model in personality research, while the 16PF is widely applied in various everyday
scenarios, e.g., by mental health professionals and career coaches.

Concluding this data example, we would like to comment on two technical issues relating to Theorem 1. First,
the assumption that the data follows a continuous distribution is obviously violated. However, as the number q of
groups is relatively small in comparison to the considered sample sizes n, we can interpret q asymptotically as a
fixed (or negligible) quantity in comparison to n. Then, the continuity assumption in Theorem 1 is not necessary (see
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Remark 1). Second, the data are assumed to be centered, and in general, we expect a mean shift in Theorem 1 when
centering with the sample mean. In our application, we center with the full sample mean, while the statistical analysis
is restricted to subsamples of much smaller size n << 49159. Thus, the full sample mean can be interpreted as the
true population mean and does not cause a shift in the mean structure.

5. Proofs

In this section, we provide the proof of Theorem 1 and present the necessary auxiliary results. We conclude with
the proof of Theorem 2. In the following, we make use of the notation a ≲ b which means that a is less than or equal
to b up to a positive constant, that is, there exists some C > 0 independent of n ∈ N such that a ≤ Cb.

Proof of Theorem 1. Note that, under the null hypothesis (3), we have

Vn =
|Σ||Î|

q∏
i=1

(
|Σii||Îii|

) = |Î|
q∏

i=1
|Îii|

, (12)

where

Î =
1
n

XnX⊤n , Îii =
1
n

Xn,iX⊤n,i,Xn = (x1, . . . xn) = (b1, . . . ,bp)⊤,

Xn,i =(bp⋆i−1+1, . . . ,bp⋆i )⊤, p⋆i =
i∑

j=1

p j,

for 1 ≤ i ≤ q, where we set p⋆0 = 0. In order to establish a more handy representation for determinants of the sample
covariance matrix, we proceed with a QR decomposition of X⊤n and X⊤n,i as explained in detail in Section 2 of [49] and
get

Î =
1
n

p∏
i=1

b⊤i P(i − 1)bi, Îii =
1
n

p⋆i∏
j=p⋆i−1+1

b⊤j P(p⋆i−1 + 1; j − 1)b j, 1 ≤ i ≤ q,

where

P(p⋆i−1 + 1; j − 1) = I − Xn(p⋆i−1 + 1; j − 1)⊤
(
Xn(p⋆i−1 + 1; j − 1)Xn(p⋆i−1 + 1; j − 1)⊤

)−1
Xn(p⋆i−1 + 1; j − 1), (13)

and

P( j) =P(1; j),

denote the projection matrices on the orthogonal complements of span(bp⋆i−1+1, . . .b j−1) and span(b1, . . .b j), respec-
tively. Here, we denote

Xn(i; j) =(bi, . . . ,b j)⊤, 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ p

and P(0) = I = P(i; j) for j < i. This implies

log Vn =

p∑
i=1

log
(
b⊤i P(i − 1)bi

)
−

q∑
i=1

p⋆i∑
j=p⋆i−1+1

log
(
b⊤j P(p⋆i−1 + 1; j − 1)b j

)

=

p∑
i=p1+1

log
(
b⊤i P(i − 1)bi

)
−

q∑
i=2

p⋆i∑
j=p⋆i−1+1

log
(
b⊤j P(p⋆i−1 + 1; j − 1)b j

)
,
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where we used P(i − 1) = P(1; i − 1) for 1 ≤ i ≤ p1. In the following, we will make use of Stirling’s formula

log n! = n log n − n +
1
2

log(2πn) +
1

12n
+ O

(
n−3

)
, n→ ∞.

As a preparation, we note that

p∑
i=p1+1

log(n − i + 1) −
q∑

i=2

p⋆i∑
j=p⋆i−1+1

log(n − j + 1 + p⋆i−1) = log
(n − p1)!
(n − p)!

−

q∑
i=2

log
n!

(n − pi)!

=

q∑
i=2

(
n − pi +

1
2

)
log

(
1 −

pi

n

)
−

(
n − p +

1
2

)
log

(
1 −

p
n

)
−

q∑
i=2

(
1

12n
−

1
12(n − pi)

)
+ o(1)

=µn +
σ2

n

2
−

1
12

q∑
i=2

pi

n(n − pi)
+ o(1) = µn +

σ2
n

2
+ o(1), (14)

where we used the fact

min
1≤i≤q

(n − pi)→ ∞, (15)

which is a consequence of our assumptions. Defining for p1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ p, 2 ≤ j ≤ q

Xi =
b⊤i P(i − 1)bi − (n − i + 1)

n − i + 1
, X j,i =

b⊤i P(p⋆j−1 + 1; i − 1)bi − (n − i + 1 + p⋆j−1)

n − i + 1 + p⋆j−1
,

Yi = log(1 + Xi) −
Xi −

X2
i

2

 , Y j,i = log(1 + X j,i) −

X j,i −
X2

j,i

2

 ,
we decompose, using (14),

log Vn − µn =

p∑
i=p1+1

Xi −

q∑
j=2

p⋆j∑
i=p⋆j−1+1

X j,i −


p∑

i=p1+1

X2
i

2
−

q∑
j=2

p⋆j∑
i=p⋆j−1+1

X2
j,i

2
−
σ2

n

2

 +
p∑

i=p1+1

Yi −

q∑
j=2

p⋆j∑
i=p⋆j−1+1

Y j,i + oPr(1).

The assertion of Theorem 1 is then implied by Lemmas 1, 2 and 3.

Auxiliary results for the proof of Theorem 1
This section contains the auxiliary results needed for the proof of Theorem 1 and its proofs.

Lemma 1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, it holds

p∑
i=p1+1

Xi −
q∑

j=2

p⋆j∑
i=p⋆j−1+1

X j,i

σn

D
→ N(0, 1), n→ ∞.

Proof of Lemma 1. Let Fi = σ({b1, . . . ,bi}) denote the σ-field generated by b1, . . . ,bi for 1 ≤ i ≤ p. We write

p∑
j=p1+1

X j −

q∑
i=2

p⋆i∑
j=p⋆i−1+1

Xi, j =

q∑
i=2

p⋆i∑
j=p⋆i−1+1

(
X j − Xi, j

)
=

p∑
i=p1+1

Zi,

where

Zi =Xi − Xg(i),i, p1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ p,
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where g(i) = k if x(i) belongs to the kth group, that is, if pk−1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ pk. We observe that E [Zi|Fi−1] = 0 and that Zi

is measurable with respect to Fi for p1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ p. Thus, we conclude that (Zi)p1+1≤i≤p forms a martingale difference
scheme with respect to the filtration (Fi)p1+1≤i≤p scheme for every n ∈ N. We aim to apply a central limit theorem for
this dependency structure. In order to calculate the limiting variance, we write

Zi = b⊤i
(n − i + 1 + p⋆g(i)−1)P(i − 1) − (n − i + 1)P(p⋆g(i)−1 + 1; i − 1)

(n − i + 1)(n − i + 1 + p⋆g(i)−1)
bi

− tr

 (n − i + 1 + p⋆g(i)−1)P(i − 1) − (n − i + 1)P(p⋆g(i)−1 + 1; i − 1)

(n − i + 1)(n − i + 1 + p⋆g(i)−1)

 , p1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ p,

and use the fact

E
(
b⊤i Abi − tr A

)2
= 2 tr A2 + (ν4 − 3) tr

(
A⊙2

)
, 1 ≤ i ≤ p, (16)

for any non-random matrix symmetric A ∈ Rn×n, where ν4 = E[b4
11]. Here, ⊙ denotes the Hadamard product of

matrices (entry-wise multiplication) and we use the notation

A ⊙ A = A⊙2.

Consequently, we observe

E[Z2
i |Fi−1] =E[(Xi − Xg(i),i)2|Fi−1] = 2

 tr P(i − 1)2

(n − i + 1)2 +
tr P(p⋆g(i)−1 + 1; i − 1)2

(n − i + 1 + p⋆g(i)−1)2 − 2
tr

(
P(p⋆g(i)−1 + 1; i − 1)P(i − 1)

)
(n − i + 1 + p⋆g(i)−1)(n − i + 1)


+ (ν4 − 3)

( tr
(
P(i − 1)⊙2

)
(n − i + 1)2 +

tr
(
P(p⋆g(i)−1 + 1; i − 1)⊙2

)
(n − i + 1 + p⋆g(i)−1)2 − 2

tr
(
P(p⋆g(i)−1 + 1; i − 1) ⊙ P(i − 1)

)
(n − i + 1 + p⋆g(i)−1)(n − i + 1)

)
=σ2

n,1,i + (ν4 − 3)σ2
n,2,i,

where

σ2
n,1,i = 2

 1
n − i + 1

−
1

n − i + 1 + p⋆g(i)−1

 ,
σ2

n,2,i =
tr

(
P(i − 1)⊙2

)
(n − i + 1)2 +

tr
(
P(p⋆g(i)−1 + 1; i − 1)⊙2

)
(n − i + 1 + p⋆g(i)−1)2 − 2

tr
(
P(p⋆g(i)−1 + 1; i − 1) ⊙ P(i − 1)

)
(n − i + 1 + p⋆g(i)−1)(n − i + 1)

. (17)

Note that
∑p

i=p1+1 σ
2
n,2,i = oPr(1) by Lemma 5. For the term σ2

n,1,i, we used that P(i − 1)P(p⋆g(i)−1 + 1; i − 1) = P(i − 1).
Thus, we have for this term

p∑
i=p1+1

σ2
n,1,i =2

log(n − p1) − log(n − p) −
q∑

i=2

p⋆i∑
j=p⋆i−1+1

1
n − j + 1 + p⋆i−1

 + o(1)

=2
{

log(n − p1) − log(n − p) −
q∑

i=2

{
log(n) − log(n − p⋆i + p⋆i−1)

}
−

q∑
i=2

(
1
2n
−

1
2(n − pi)

) }
+ o(1)

=2

log
(
1 −

p1

n

)
− log

(
1 −

p
n

)
+

q∑
i=2

log
(
1 −

pi

n

)
+

1
2

q∑
i=2

pi

n(n − pi)

 + o(1)

=2

 q∑
i=1

log
(
1 −

pi

n

)
− log

(
1 −

p
n

) + o(1) = σ2
n + o(1), (18)
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where we used (15),
∑q

i=2 pi ≤ p and the expansion for the partial sums of the harmonic series

n∑
k=1

1
k
= log n + γ +

1
2n
+ O

(
n−2

)
, n→ ∞. (19)

Here, γ denotes the Euler-Mascheroni constant. Note that the term in (18) is bounded away from zero for all n ∈ N.
More precisely, we have applying inequality (33) of [44]

σ2
n ≥ 2

 q∑
i=1

log
(
1 −

pi

n

)
− log

(
1 −

p
n

) ≥ −2
(
log

(
1 −

p
n

)
+

p
n

)
(1 − η) > 0 (20)

uniformly over n ∈ N (recall that infn∈N p/n > 0 and max1≤i≤q pi ≤ ηp). These considerations imply

p∑
i=p1+1

E
Z2

i

σ2
n

∣∣∣∣Fi−1

 Pr
→ 1, n→ ∞. (21)

Let ε > 0. Then, using Lemma B.26 in [3] and recalling that E|x11|
4+δ < ∞, we get

p∑
i=p1+1

E[Z2
i I{|Zi| > ε}] ≤

1

ε
δ
2

p∑
i=p1+1

E[|Zi|
2+ δ2 ] ≲

p∑
i=p1+1

1

(n − i + 1)2+ δ2
E

∣∣∣b⊤i P(i − 1)bi − (n − i + 1)
∣∣∣2+ δ2

+

q∑
i=2

p⋆i∑
j=p⋆i−1+1

1(
n − j + 1 + p⋆i−1

)2+ δ2
E

∣∣∣b⊤j P(p⋆i−1 + 1; i − 1)b j − (n − j + 1 + p⋆i−1)
∣∣∣2+ δ2

≲
p∑

i=p1+1

1

(n − i + 1)1+ δ4
+

q∑
i=2

p⋆i∑
j=p⋆i−1+1

1(
n − j + 1 + p⋆i−1

)1+ δ4
= o(1), n→ ∞.

Using (20) and the fact that (σ2
n)n∈N is bounded, we see that (Zi/σn)p1+1≤i≤p satisfies the following Lindeberg condition

for all ε > 0:
p∑

i=p1+1

E
Z2

i

σ2
n

I{|Zi/σn| > ε}

 = o(1), n→ ∞. (22)

Since (21) and (22) hold true, we may apply a CLT for martingale difference schemes (e.g., see Corollary 3.1 in [20])
and the proof of Lemma 1 concludes.

Lemma 2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, it holds

p∑
i=p1+1

X2
i

2 −
q∑

j=2

p⋆j∑
i=p⋆j−1+1

X2
j,i

2 −
σ2

n
2

σn

Pr
→ 0, n→ ∞.

Proof of Lemma 2. Note that for each n ∈ N, both (Xi)p1+1≤i≤p and (Xg(i),i)p1+1≤i≤p form a martingale difference
scheme with respect to the filtration (Fi)p1+1≤i≤p defined previously. We obtain from the proof of Lemma 1

p∑
i=p1+1

E[X2
i |Fi−1] = σ̌2

n,1 + oPr(1), n→ ∞, (23)

and

q∑
i=2

E
[
X2

g(i),i

∣∣∣∣∣∣Fi−1

]
=

q∑
i=2

p⋆i∑
j=p⋆i−1+1

E[X2
i, j|Fi−1] = σ̌2

n,2 + oPr(1), n→ ∞, (24)
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where we define

σ̌2
n,1 = −2 log

(
1 −

p
n

)
+ (ν4 − 3)

p∑
i=p1+1

tr
(
P(i − 1)⊙2

)
(n − i + 1)2 ,

σ̌2
n,2 = −2

q∑
i=1

log
(
1 −

pi

n

)
+ (ν4 − 3)

p∑
i=p1+1

tr
(
P(p⋆g(i)−1 + 1; i − 1)⊙2

)
(n − i + 1 + p⋆g(i)−1)2 .

Recalling that 0 < infn∈N min1≤i≤q(piq)/n ≤ supn∈N p/n < 1 and using the inequality log(1 + x) ≤ x for x > −1, we
note that

0 < inf
n∈N
σ̌2

n,1 ≤ sup
n∈N
σ̌2

n,1 < ∞, 0 < inf
n∈N
σ̌2

n,2 ≤ sup
n∈N
σ̌2

n,2 < ∞. (25)

Taking a closer look at the proof of (22), we observe that both schemes satisfy the Lindeberg condition, that is, we
have for ε > 0

p∑
i=p1+1

E
 X2

i

σ̌2
n,1

I{|Xi/σ̌n,1| > ε}

 = o(1), (26)

p∑
i=p1+1

E
X2

g(i),i

σ̌2
n,2

I{|Xg(i),i/σ̌n,2| > ε}

 = o(1). (27)

By Theorem 2.23 in [20], we see that (23), (24), (26) and (27) imply that the conditional variance can be approximated
by the sum of squares, that is,

p∑
i=p1+1

X2
i − E[X2

i |Fi−1]

σ̌2
n,1

Pr
→ 0,

p∑
i=p1+1

X2
g(i),i − E

[
X2

g(i),i|Fi−1

]
σ̌2

n,2

Pr
→ 0, n→ ∞,

Combining these observations with (23), (24) and (25), we get

p∑
i=p1+1

X2
i − σ̌

2
n,1

Pr
→ 0,

p∑
i=p1+1

X2
g(i),i − σ̌

2
n,2

Pr
→ 0.

Using (20) and σ̌2
n,1 − σ̌

2
n,2 = σ

2
n + oPr(1) by Lemma 4, the proof of Lemma 2 concludes.

Lemma 3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, it holds

p∑
i=p1+1

Yi

σn

Pr
→ 0, (28)

q∑
j=2

p⋆j∑
i=p⋆j−1+1

Y j,i

σn

Pr
→ 0, (29)

as n→ ∞.

Proof of Lemma 3. In the following, we will show that the convergence in (28) holds true. Then, the assertion (29)
can be shown similarly.
Let 0 < ε < 1. Then, we estimate for 1 + p1 ≤ i ≤ p using Taylor’s expansion

E [|Yi|I{|Xi| ≤ 1 − ε}] ≲ E
[
|Xi|

3I{|Xi| ≤ 1 − ε}
]
≲ E|Xi|

2+ δ2 .
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We also have

E [|Yi|I{|Xi| > 1 − ε}] ≤ E
[
| log(1 + Xi)|I{|Xi| > 1 − ε}

]
+ E [|Xi|I{|Xi| > 1 − ε}] + E

[
X2

i I{|Xi| > 1 − ε}
]

≲E [|Xi|I{|Xi| > 1 − ε}] + E
[
X2

i I{|Xi| > 1 − ε}
]
≲ E|Xi|

2+ δ2 ,

where we used the inequality log(1 + x) ≤ x for all x > −1. These two estimates imply

p∑
i=p1+1

E|Yi| ≲
p∑

i=p1+1

E|Xi|
2+ δ2 = o(1), n→ ∞,

where we used Lemma B.26 in [3] as in the proof of (22). Thus, we obtain

p∑
i=p1+1

Yi
Pr
→ 0, n→ ∞,

which implies the assertion of Lemma 3 recalling infn∈N σ
2
n > 0.

Lemma 4. It holds, as n→ ∞,

p∑
i=p1+1

 tr
(
P(i − 1)⊙2

)
(n − i + 1)2 −

1
n

 Pr
→ 0, (30)

p∑
i=p1+1

 tr
(
P(p⋆g(i)−1 + 1; i − 1)⊙2

)
(n − i + 1 + p⋆g(i)−1)2 −

1
n

 Pr
→ 0, (31)

where the projection matrices are defined in (13).

Proof of Lemma 4. As a preparation, we will first show that for any sequence (in)n∈N such that 2 ≤ in ≤ pn for all
n ∈ N and the limit limn→∞ in/n ∈ [0, 1) exists, it holds

ain,n − bin,n
Pr
→ 0, n→ ∞, (32)

where we define for 2 ≤ i ≤ p

ai,n =
tr

(
P(i − 1)⊙2

)
n − i + 1

, bi,n =

(
1 −

i
n

)
, cn =

p∑
i=p1+1

ai,n − bi,n

n − i + 1
.

In the following, we denote the diagonal entries of P(in−1) by pii (1 ≤ i ≤ n). First, we consider the case limn→∞ in/n =
0. For this case, we note that

tr
(
P(in − 1)⊙2

)
n

=
1
n

n∑
i=1

(1 − pii)2 − 1 +
2
n

n∑
i=1

pii =
2(n − in + 1)

n
− 1 + oPr(1)

= 1 + oPr(1), n→ ∞,

where we used

1
n

n∑
i=1

E(1 − pii)2 ≤
1
n

n∑
i=1

E[1 − pii] =
1
n

tr(I − P) =
in − 1

n
= o(1), n→ ∞.

In this case, we conclude

ain,n − bin,n =
tr

(
P(in − 1)⊙2

)
n

− 1 + oPr(1) = oPr(1), n→ ∞.
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Now consider the case limn→∞ in/n = γ ∈ (0, 1). Then we have from Theorem 3.2 in [1]

1
n

n∑
i=1

(1 − pii − γ)2 Pr
→ 0, n→ ∞,

which implies

tr
(
P(in − 1)⊙2

)
n

=
1
n

n∑
i=1

(1 − pii − γ)2 − (1 − γ)2 +
2(1 − γ)

n

n∑
i=1

pii

=
2(1 − γ)(n − in + 1)

n
− (1 − γ)2 + oPr(1) = (1 − γ)2 + oPr(1), n→ ∞,

which implies that (32) holds also true in this case. We continue with a proof of (30) by showing that any subsequence
of (cn)n∈N admits a further subsequence converging in probability to 0. Let (cn j ) j∈N be an arbitrary subsequence of
(cn)n∈N. We choose

in j ∈ arg max
p1+1≤i≤p

(
ai,n j − bi,n j

)
.

Not that there exists a subsequence (in jk
)k∈N of (in j ) j∈N which admits a limit limk→∞ in jk

/k ∈ [0, 1) (that is, this subse-
quence satisfies the assumption for (32)). Then, it holds using (32)

cn jk
≲ max

p1+1≤i≤p

(
ai,n jk

− bi,n jk

)
= ain jk

,n jk
− bin jk

,n jk

Pr
→ 0, n→ ∞.

This implies the convergence cn
Pr
→ 0 of the whole sequence (cn)n∈N for n → ∞ and thus, the convergence in (35)

holds true. The second assertion (31) of Lemma 4 can be shown similarly.

Lemma 5. It holds
p∑

i=p1+1

σ2
n,2,i

Pr
→ 0, n→ ∞,

where the term σ2
n,2,i is defined in (17).

Proof of Lemma 5. Recalling the definition of σ2
n,2,i and using Lemma 4, it suffices to show

p∑
i=p1+1

(
tr Ai ⊙ Bi −

1
n

)
Pr
→ 0, n→ ∞,

where we denote

Ai =
P(i − 1)
n − i + 1

, Bi =
P(p⋆g(i)−1 + 1; i − 1)

n − i + 1 + p⋆g(i)−1
, p1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ p.

Note that tr Ai = tr Bi = 1 for all p1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ p. This gives

p∑
i=p1+1

(
tr Ai ⊙ Bi −

1
n

)
=

p∑
i=p1+1

tr
{(

Ai −
1
n

I
)
⊙

(
Bi −

1
n

I
)}
≤

p∑
i=p1+1

tr
(
Ai −

1
n

I
)⊙2

tr
(
Bi −

1
n

I
)⊙2


1
2

≤


p∑

i=p1+1

tr
(
Ai −

1
n

I
)⊙2 p∑

i=p1+1

tr
(
Bi −

1
n

I
)⊙2


1
2

=


p∑

i=p1+1

(
tr A⊙2

i −
1
n

) p∑
i=p1+1

(
tr B⊙2

i −
1
n

)
1
2

Pr
→ 0,

as n→ ∞, where we applied the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality twice and Lemma 4.
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Proof of Theorem 2. For proving Theorem 2, we need the following properties of the variance.

Lemma 6. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2, we have

0 < inf
n∈N
σ2

n ≤ sup
n∈N
σ2

n < ∞,

where σ2
n denotes the variance defined in (9).

Proof of Lemma 6. Define the functions

ξ(x) = −
(
log(1 − x) + x

)
, η(x) =

ξ(x)
x2 ,

where x ∈ (0, 1). Note that η is a monotone increasing function with η(x) ≥ 1/2. Using
∑q

j=1 n j = n and the definition
nmax = max1≤ j≤q n j, we obtain the estimate

n2σ2
n =

q∑
j=1

n2
jξ

(
p
n j

)
− n2ξ

( p
n

)
= p2


q∑

j=1

η

(
p
n j

)
− η

( p
n

)
≥ p2

{
qη

(
p

nmax

)
− η

(
p

nmax

)}
= p2(q − 1)η

(
p

nmax

)
.

Using infn∈N p/n > 0, we conclude infn∈N σ
2
n > 0. Moreover, from our assumption on the dimension-to-subsample-

size ratios p/n j, we obtain

sup
n∈N
σ2

n ≤ sup
n∈N

max
1≤ j≤q

(
− log

(
1 −

p
n j

))
< ∞.

This concludes the proof of Lemma 6.

Continuing with the proof of Theorem 2, we follow the same strategy as in the proof of Theorem 1 and concentrate
on discussing the main steps. Recalling the definition (8) of the likelihood ratio test statistic, we note that under the
null hypothesis (7)

2 logΛn,1 =

q∑
j=1

n j log |A j| − n log |A| + pn log n −
q∑

j=1

n j p log n j

=

q∑
j=1

n j log |n jÎ j| − n log |nÎ| + pn log n −
q∑

j=1

n j p log n j,

where Î is defined in the proof of Theorem 1 and

Î j =
1
n j

n j∑
k=1

x jkx⊤jk.

Applying the QR-procedure to the matrices Î and Î j (1 ≤ j ≤ q), we obtain for their determinants

|nÎ| =
p∏

i=1

b⊤i P(i − 1)bi, |n jÎ j| =

p∏
i=1

b⊤jiP( j; i − 1)b ji,

where

bi =
(
b⊤1i, . . . ,b

⊤
qi

)⊤
∈ Rn,b ji ∈ Rn j , 1 ≤ j ≤ q,
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and throughout this proof, P( j; i − 1) ∈ Rn j×n j denotes the projection matrix on the orthogonal complement of

span{b j1, . . . ,b j,i−1}

for 1 ≤ i ≤ p, 1 ≤ j ≤ q (note that we have a different definition than in the proof of Theorem 1). We set
P( j; 0) = I ∈ Rn j×n j . The remaining quantities are defined as in the proof of Theorem 1. With a slight abuse of
notation, we define for 1 ≤ i ≤ p, 1 ≤ j ≤ q

Xi =
b⊤i P(i − 1)bi − (n − i + 1)

n − i + 1
, X j,i =

b⊤jiP( j; i − 1)b ji − (n j − i + 1)

n j − i + 1
,

Yi = log(1 + Xi) −
Xi −

X2
i

2

 , Y j,i = log(1 + X j,i) −

X j,i −
X2

j,i

2

 .
Similarly to (14), we obtain using Stirling’s formula

p∑
i=1

q∑
j=1

n j log(n j − i + 1) − n
p∑

i=1

log(n − i + 1) + pn log n −
q∑

j=1

n j p log n j

=

q∑
j=1

n j log
(

n j!
(n j − p)!

)
− n log

(
n!

(n − p)!

)
+ pn log n −

q∑
j=1

n j p log n j

=n
(
n − p +

1
2

)
log

(
1 −

p
n

)
−

q∑
j=1

n j

(
n j − p +

1
2

)
log

(
1 −

p
n j

)
+

q∑
j=1

n j

12

(
1
n j
−

1
n j − p

)
+ o(n)

=n
(
n − p +

1
2

)
log

(
1 −

p
n

)
−

q∑
j=1

n j

(
n j − p +

1
2

)
log

(
1 −

p
n j

)
−

q∑
j=1

p
12(n j − p)

+ o(n)

=n
(
n − p +

1
2

)
log

(
1 −

p
n

)
−

q∑
j=1

n j

(
n j − p +

1
2

)
log

(
1 −

p
n j

)
+ o(n)

= µn + n log
(
1 −

p
n

)
−

q∑
j=1

n j log
(
1 −

p
n j

)
−

1
2

(ν4 − 3)p(1 − q) + o(n), n→ ∞. (33)

For (33), we used that under the assumptions of Theorem 2
q∑

j=1

p
12n(n j − p)

≲
q
n
≤

1
min j n j

= o(1), n→ ∞. (34)

Consequently, we may decompose

2
(
logΛn,1 − µn

)
=

q∑
j=1

p∑
i=1

n jX j,i − n
p∑

i=1

Xi −

 q∑
j=1

p∑
i=1

n j

X2
j,i

2
− n

p∑
i=1

X2
i

2
− τn

 + q∑
j=1

p∑
i=1

n jY j,i − n
p∑

i=1

Yi + o(n), n→ ∞,

where

τn =2

n log
(
1 −

p
n

)
−

q∑
j=1

n j log
(
1 −

p
n j

) + (ν4 − 3)p(q − 1).

Note that (Wi)1≤i≤p with

Wi =

q∑
j=1

n jX j,i − nXi, 1 ≤ i ≤ p,
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forms a martingale difference scheme with respect to the filtration (Ai)1≤i≤p, where the σ-fieldAi is generated by the
random variables b1, . . . ,bi for 1 ≤ i ≤ p. One can show that

q∑
j=1

p∑
i=1

n j
X2

j,i

2 − n
p∑

i=1

X2
i

2 − τn

nσn

Pr
→ 0, n→ ∞, (35)

and
q∑

j=1

p∑
i=1

n jY j,i − n
p∑

i=1
Yi

nσn

Pr
→ 0, n→ ∞. (36)

For the sake of brevity, we omit the proofs of (35) and (36) as they are very similar to the proofs of Lemma 2 and
Lemma 3. For (35), we additionally note that (similarly to Lemma 5)

n
p∑

i=1

tr P(i − 1)⊙2

(n − i + 1)2 −

q∑
j=1

n j

p∑
i=1

tr P( j; i − 1)⊙2

(n j − i + 1)2 =
np
n
−

q∑
j=1

n j p
n j
+ oPr(n) = p − qp + oPr(n) = p(1 − q) + oPr(n).

We continue with a proof of the asymptotic normality of the scheme (Wi/(nσn))1≤i≤p. To begin with, we show that

p∑
i=1

E
( Wi

nσn

)2 ∣∣∣∣∣∣Ai−1

 = 1 + oPr(1), n→ ∞. (37)

As a preparation for (37), note that

p∑
i=1

q∑
j=1

n jnE[XiX j,i|Ai−1] =
p∑

i=1

q∑
j=1

nn j


n⋆j∑

k=n⋆j−1+1

(ν4 − 3)
(P( j; i − 1))kk (P(i − 1))kk

(n − i + 1)(n j − i + 1)
+ 2

tr
(
P( j − 1)P̃( j; i − 1)

)
(n − i + 1)(n j − i + 1)


=

p∑
i=1

q∑
j=1

nn j

(ν4 − 3)
tr

(
P̃( j; i − 1) ⊙ P(i − 1)

)
(n − i + 1)(n j − i + 1)

+ 2
tr P̃( j; i − 1)

(n j − i + 1)(n − i + 1)


= (ν4 − 3)

p∑
i=1

q∑
j=1

nn j

tr
(
P̃( j; i − 1) ⊙ P(i − 1)

)
(n − i + 1)(n j − i + 1)

+

p∑
i=1

2n2

(n − i + 1)
,

where P̃( j; i − 1) denotes the (n × n) dimensional embedded matrix of P( j; i − 1) ∈ Rn j×n j , that is,

(
P̃( j; i − 1)

)
kl
=

(P( j; i − 1))kl , n⋆j−1 + 1 ≤ k, l ≤ n⋆j ,
0, else,

for 1 ≤ k, l ≤ n, 1 ≤ j ≤ q, 1 ≤ i ≤ p. In order to prove (37), we calculate
p∑

i=1

E
[
W2

i

∣∣∣Ai−1

]
=n2

p∑
i=1

E[X2
i |Ai−1] +

p∑
i=1

q∑
j=1

n2
jE[X2

j,i|Ai−1] − 2
p∑

i=1

q∑
j=1

n jnE[XiX j,i|Ai−1]

=2
q∑

j=1

p∑
i=1

n2
j

1
n j − i + 1

− 2n2
p∑

i=1

1
n − i + 1

+ σ̃2
n,2,

where we used the fact E[X j,iX j′,i|Ai−1] = 0 for different groups j, j′ ∈ {1, . . . , q}, j , j′ and (16) and we define

σ̃2
n,2 =(ν4 − 3)

{
n2

p∑
i=1

tr P(i − 1)⊙2

(n − i + 1)2 +

p∑
i=1

q∑
j=1

n2
j
tr P( j; i − 1)⊙2

(n j − i + 1)2 − 2
p∑

i=1

q∑
j=1

nn j

tr
(
P̃( j; i − 1) ⊙ P(i − 1)

)
(n − i + 1)(n j − i + 1)

}
.
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Note that σ̃2
n,2/n

2 = oPr(1) as n→ ∞ (similarly to Lemma 4 and Lemma 5). Using (19) and (34), we obtain

p∑
i=1

E
[(Wi

n

)2 ∣∣∣Ai−1

]
=

p∑
i=1

log
(
1 −

p
n

)
−

p∑
i=1

q∑
j=1

(n j

n

)2
log

(
1 −

p
n j

)
+

q∑
j=1

(n j

n

)2
{

1
2n j
−

1
2(n j − p)

}
+
σ̃2

n,2

n2 + o(1)

=σ2
n + oPr(1), n→ ∞,

which implies (37) by an application of Lemma 6. Note that the Lindeberg condition for the scheme (Wi/(nσn))1≤i≤p

can be shown similarly to (22) using Lemma 6. Combining (35) and (36), we conclude

2
(
logΛn,1 − µn

)
nσn

=

q∑
j=1

p∑
i=1

n jX j,i − n
p∑

i=1
Xi

nσn
+ oPr(1), n→ ∞.

By an application of Corollary 3.1 of [20], we obtain

q∑
j=1

p∑
i=1

n jX j,i − n
p∑

i=1
Xi

nσn

D
→ N(0, 1), n→ ∞.

The proof Theorem 2 concludes.
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