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Abstract. In this study, we investigate the relations between a multiple partitioned linear model
and its correctly-reduced models. We consider the comparison problem of covariance matrices of
the best linear unbiased predictors (BLUPs) of all unknown vectors including partial parameters
under these models by using the block matrix rank and inertia formulas. We derive various
inequalities and equalities for covariance matrices of BLUPs under some general assumptions.
Also, results for special cases are given.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In the present paper, we consider the comparison problem of covariance matrices
of predictors in the context of a multiple partitioned linear model and its reduced
models by using the inertia and rank formulas together with elementary block mat-
rix operations. Before proceeding, we introduce the notations used in this paper.
R™*" stands for the set of all m X n real matrices. A’, r(A), ¥ (A) and A" de-
note the transpose, the rank, the column space, and the Moore—Penrose general-
ized inverse of A € R™*" respectively. I, denotes the identity matrix of order
m. Epx = A+ =1, — AAT stands for the orthogonal projector. i, (A) and i (A)
denote the positive and the negative inertias of symmetric matrix A, respectively,
and for both iy (A) and i+ (A) are used. The inequality A; — Ay < (X,>,%) 0 or
A < (%,>,%) Ay mean that the difference A; — A, is negative definite (negative
semi-definite, positive definite, positive semi-definite) matrix in the Lowner partial
ordering for the symmetric matrices A; and A, of same size.

Linear regression models are one of the most commonly used tools in statistical
theory and their applications to analyze data and to develop new methods. These
models may need to be converted to their different forms such as certain partitioned
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forms to meet the requirements of the analysis. In this way, by using various linear
transformations in linear partitioned models, reduced linear models of original mod-
els can be obtained for making statistical inferences of general parametric functions
of partial parameters. In this case, original linear models and their reduced models
become competing linear regression models for estimation and prediction problems
on all unknown vectors with general parametric functions of partial parameters. In
this paper, we consider the following linear regression model with its multiple parti-
tioned form:

M:y=Xo+e=[Xp,...,X] [oc’l,...,ocg]'Jrs:Xl(x]+---+X,oct+e

(1.1
with E(€) = 0 and cov(g,&) = D(g) = 6°Z,

where y € R"*! is a vector of observable response variables, X; € R is a known
matrix of arbitrary rank with X = [Xl, ... ,X,} e R, o, € Rki*1 is a vector of fixed
but unknown parameters with ot = [Oc’l yenes OL;]/ € R¥1 e ¢ R™! is an unobservable
vector of random errors, 67 is a positive unknown parameter, and £ € R"*" is a known
positive semi-definite matrix of arbitrary rank, k; +---+k =kand i =1,...,¢. The
matrix X in (1.1) can also be written as

X=X +R =X+ +X,,

where)A(,-: [0,...,X,~,...,0] and R; = [Xl,...,Xi,l,O,XiH,...,X,},i:1,...,t, and
thereby M can be written as y = (X; +R;)at+€ = X;0; + R;0+ €. By pre-multiplying
Rl-l on the both sides of M,

R : Ry = R X0, + Rite (1.2)

is obtained, i = 1,...,¢. The model &; in (1.2) encompasses one of the partial un-
known parameters in the multiple partitioned linear model M. This model is a re-
duced model of M, which is also known as correctly-reduced models of M; see, e.g.,
[2,4] among others.

Consideration of M and R; together is meaningful for obtaining the results separ-
ately or simultaneously for making estimation or prediction on joint unknown vectors
o; and €. Thus, we construct the following vector that consists all unknown vectors
with partial parameters in the considered models:

r; =Koy +He=[0,....K;,...,0] o+ He := Kio + He (1.3)

in accordance with the partition considered in (1.1) for given matrices K; € Rs*ki and
H € R™", where K; = [0,...,K;,...,0], i = 1,...,7. According to assumptions in
(1.1), we can write

D(y) =c’%, D(R;'y) = 6’R{ ER;", D(r;) = c’HIH,

(1.4)
cov(r;,y) =c’HX, and cov(r;,Ri'y) = 6’ HZR; .
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The best linear unbiased predictors (BLUPs) defined from the minimum covariance
matrix requirement in the Lowner partial ordering are one of the fundamental predict-
ors in statistical analysis. Their covariance matrices are usually used as comparison
criteria to determine optimal predictors among other types of unbiased predictors.
In this paper, we investigate relations between multiple partitioned linear model M
and its correctly-reduced models &;, which can be considered as competing models
for making statistical inference on partial parameters, by comparing the covariance
matrices of BLUPs. We establish variety of inequalities and equalities for covari-
ance matrices of BLUPs of r; in (1.3) by considering the general assumptions given
in (1.4) under models M and R;. Statistical inference problems on BLUPs involve
complicated matrix operations. Therefore, we use formulas of inertia and rank for
block matrices with elementary block matrix operations while derivation of BLUPs,
characterizations of their properties and establish inequalities and equalities for cov-
ariance matrices of BLUPs under considered models. These kinds of mathematical
tools simplify matrix expressions when we face with heavy mathematical compu-
tations with matrix expressions including Moore-Penrose inverses of matrices. For
more details on inertias and ranks of symmetric matrices and relations between in-
ertias and Lowner partial ordering of symmetric matrices, see, e.g., [15, 18, 19,24].
As further reference for comparison of covariance matrix of predictors/estimators by
using matrix rank/inertia method, we may mention [6,22,23] among others. More
related work on prediction/estimation problems under partitioned linear models can
be found in; see, e.g., [5,7-12, 14,17,25].

2. PRELIMINARY RESULTS ON BLUPS

In this section, we review the concepts related the BLUPs of unknown vectors
under M and R;, i = 1,...,t. We give the following definitions regarding many
fundamental results and facts about consistency of the models, predictability and
estimability of unknown parameters under the models, matrix equations and formulas
for BLUPs; see e.g., [1,3,16,21].

Definition 1. The consistency requirements are given as follows:
(1) The model M is said to be consistent if and only if y € € [X, Z] holds with
probability 1.
(2) R is said to be consistent if and only if Ri'y € ¢ [R{*X;, R{}'ZR}| holds
with probability 1,i=1,...,¢.
Note that ®; is consistent under the assumption of consistency of A . In what
follows, we will assume that the considered models are consistent.

Definition 2. The predictability requirements are given as follows fori =1,...,t.

N X
(1) r; is predictable under M < ¢(K) C¢(X') < r [IA{
i

] = r(X) < Kia is

estimable under M.
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) X; 0L+ € is predictable under M & ‘K(X’) CEX) < r(X)+r(R;) =r(X)
& X0 is estimable under M, where X; = [0,....X;,...,0].

(3) R-X0+¢ is always predictable under M, Rl-LXioc is always estimable under
M, and € is always predictable under M .

4) r(R+X;) =k; & o is estimable under M.

ly.

(5) r; is predictable under R; < € (K!) C € (X/R}) & r [ka(’] =r(RX;) &
K, is estimable under X;.

(6) X;0,; + € is predictable under ®; & € (X)) C ¢(XR) & r(X;) = r(RFX))
< X, is estimable under ;.

@) RiiXioci + ¢ is always predictable under &;, RilX,-OL,- is always estimable under
R;, and € is always predictable under X;.

(8) r(R+X;) = k; & oy is estimable under &;.

Note that if r; is predictable under ®;, i = 1,...,t, then it is predictable under M.

Definition 3. The BLUP and the best linear unbiased estimator (BLUE) expres-
sions for models M and R; are given as follows, i = 1,...,t

(1) Let r; be predictable under M. If there exists L;y such that
D(L;y—r;) = mins.t. E(Lyy—r;) =0
holds in the Léwner partial ordering, the linear statistic L;y is defmed to be
the BLUP of r; and is denoted by L;y = BLUP;(r;) = BLUP, (Ko + He).
If H=0inr;, L;y corresponds the BLUE of K;a, denoted by BLUE,(K;a),

under M .
(2) Letr; be predictable under &;. If there exists GiRily such that

D(GR'y —r;) = mins.t. E(GR'y—r1;) =0
holds in the Léwner partial ordering, the linear statistic G,-Rl-Ly is defined to
be the BLUP of r; and is denoted by G;R:"y = BLUPg, (r;) = BLUPg (K;o; +
He). If H= 0 in r;, G;R}'y corresponds the best linear unbiased estimator
(BLUE) of K;q;, denoted by BLUEg, (K;0;), under &;.

The fundamental BLUP equations of r; and their covariance matrices under M
and K;, i =1,...,t, are collected in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Let M and R; be as given in (1.1) and (1.2), respectively, and assume
that r; is predictable under R; (also predictable under M), i = 1,...,t. Then the
following results hold.

(1) BLUP of r; under M is
BLUP,, (r;) = Liy = ([f(l-, HEX'| W +UWL) v, @.1)

where U € R**" is an arbitrary matrix and W = [X, ZXL}. In particular,
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(a) L; is unique & r [X, ZXL] =n

(b) BLUPy(r;) is unique < M is consistent.
© r[X, X' =r[X, I =r[X, X'z].
d ¢ [X, Xt =¢[X, £]=7¢[X, X'%].

(e) The following covariance matrix equalities hold.

D[BLUP, (r,)] = o* [K;, HIX']W'Z([K; HIX!]wW'), (2

D[r; — BLUPy,(r;)] =0* ([K;, HEX'|W'—H)Z 03
x ([K;, HEXL]W*—H)'. '

(2) BLUP of r; under K; is
BLUP (r;) = GR}"y

(2.4)

= ([Ki, HIRA(RFX) W, +UW: )Ry,

where U; € R**" is an arbitrary matrix and W; = [Rf‘X,-, R IR} (Rf-Xi)L] .

In particular,

(@) G isunique < r[RFX;, R{IRF(RFX)*H]| =n

(b) BLUP4,(r;) is unique < R; is consistent.

(©) r[R{X;, R{IRF(RiX;)| =r[RiX;, R;IR}]
=r[RX;, (R{X;)*R{ZR{.

d) ¢ [RX;, RIZRF(RMX)H] =% [RMX;, R;IIR/]
=% [R{X;, (RMX)'R}ZR{.

(e) The following covariance matrix equalities hold.
D[BLUPg (r;)] =0” [K;, HEIR}(R}X;)‘'] W/ R/ IR} 05

x ([Ki, HERF(RFX)L] W), '

D[r; — BLUP(r;)] =c° ([K,-, HIR; (R-X;)1] W, R: — H) >

2.6)
/
« (K, HIR/(R;X)'|W/R/-H)

3. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, some results on the comparison of covariance matrices of predictors
under multiple partitioned linear model M and its reduced models ®;, i = 1,...,1,
are derived and related conclusions are established for special cases by using block
matrices’ rank and inertia formulas with elementary block matrix operations.
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Theorem 2. Let M and R; be as given in (1.1) and (1.2), respectively, and assume
that r; is predictable under R; (also predictable under M), i = 1,...,t. Denote

Y IR XH 0 X

R'E 0 0 R'X; 0
M=|HZ 0 0 K 0
0 XR- K 0 0
X/ 0 0 0 0
Then
i+(D[I’[ — BLUPM(I’,')] — D[I‘,‘ — BLUPRL. (I‘,)])
=i;(M)—r[X, Z]-rR"X)), (3.1)
i,(D[I'[ — BLUPM(I’,')] — D[I‘,‘ — BLUPK; (I‘,)])
=i_(M)—r[R}X;, RIIR{]—r(X), (3.2)
I"(D[I‘i — BLUPM(I’,)] — D[l‘,’ — BLUPRL (I’,)])
=rM)—r[X, Z]-r(RiX;))—r[R{X;, RIZRY] —r(X). (3.3)

In consequence, the following results hold.
(1) D[r; — BLUPg,(r;)] > D[r; — BLUP,,(r;)]
i (M) =r[RiX;, RIZR: +r(X)+s.
(2) D[I’,‘ — BLUPRL (l’,’)] < D[l‘i — BLUPM(I’,)]
SiyM)=r[X, Z]+rRX;)+s.
(3) D[r; — BLUPg (r;)] = D[r; — BLUP,,(r;)]
siy(M)=r[X, Z]+rRiX)).
(4) D[l’,‘ — BLUPg{L (I’l’)] < D[l‘l‘ — BLUPM (I‘,‘)]
i (M) =r[RiX;, RIZR}|+r(X).
(5) D[I’,‘ — BLUPg{L (I’,’)] = D[l‘i — BLUPM (I'l')]
SrM)=r[X, Z]+rRiX)+r[RiX;, RIZR} | +r(X).
Many consequences can be derived from Theorem 2 for different choices of the
matrices K; and Hinr;, i = 1,...,¢. By setting special choices of the matrices K; and

H in this theorem, the block matrix M in Theorem 2 can be reduced to some simpler
forms. Some of them are given below.

Corollary 1. Let M and R; be as given in (1.1) and (1.2), respectively, i=1,...,t.
(1) Assume that K;q; is predictable under R; (also predictable under M ). De-
note
0 0 X
R'Z 0 0 RYX
M=| 0 0 0 K
0 XR- K 0
X’ 0 0 0

=R
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Then, the following results hold.
(a) D[BLUERL(KI(XI)] - D[BLUEM(Ki(Xi>]
i (M) =r[R{X;, R{ZIRY]+r(X)+s.
(b) D[BLUERL(KI(XI)] < D[BLUEM(Ki(Xi>]
Si(M)=r[X, Z]+r(RX;)+s.
(c) D[BLUEg (K;0;)] = D[BLUE,, (K;a;)]
si,M)=r[X, Z]+r(R-X).
(d) D[BLUE%(KI‘OL,‘)] < D[BLUEM(K[(XL')]
Sio(M)=r[R{X;, RIZR}] +r(X).
(e) D[BLUERL(K,‘OL,‘)] = D[BLUEM(K,'(X,')]
srM)=r[X, Z]+rR-X)+r[RiX;, RIIR}|+r(X).
(2) Assume that X;0.; is predictable under R; (also predictable under M ). Then
it (D[BLUEM (Xioci)] — D[BLUERL (X,'OC,')])
= I"(D[BLUEM(Xi(Xi)] — D[BLUEK(X,OC,)]) =0.

3) RiLX,-OL,- is always predictable under R; (also always predictable under M ).
Then

i (D[BLUEy, (R; X;0y)] — D[BLUEg, (R} X;04)])
= r(D[BLUE/(R; X;04)] — D[BLUE,(R; X;04)]) = 0.

4. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this study, we consider comparison problems of predictors under a multiple
partitioned linear model and its correctly-reduced models. We present inertia and
rank relations between covariance matrices of BLUPs of unknown vectors under con-
sidered models by using various inertia and rank formulas of block matrices with ele-
mentary matrix operations. In order to establish the general results on the predictors,
we consider the general linear function of all unknown vectors under general assump-
tions. The results obtained in this paper can present useful aspects for determining
relation between multiple partitioned linear model and its correctly-reduced models
regarding statistical inference on partial parameters by comparing performances of
BLUPs/BLUEs under the considered models.

APPENDIX

We collect some fundamental results of block matrices in the following lemmas
used in the proofs of the main results in the paper.

Lemma 1 ([18]). Let Aj, Ay € R™*", or, let A} = A}, Ay = A, € R™*"". Then,
(D) A=A s I’(Al —Az) =0.
(2) A=A & i+(A1 —Az) =mand A < A, & i,(Al —Az) =m.
B)A=As i,(Al —Az) =0and A1 A & i+(A1 —Az) =0.
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Lemma 2 ([18]). Let A} = A} e R™" Ay = A, e RV, Q e R™", and k € R.
Then,

r(Ar) =i (A1) +i-(Ay). (4.1)

. [ is(A)) if k>0
li(kAl)_{ii(Ai) if k<0

i {‘3& BJ — i [_Aé, ;‘ﬂ — i [‘é‘ﬂ _%2] . (43)
it |:‘?)1 132:| :ii<A1)+ii(A2), iy [QO, (3:| =i_ [(g, (3:| :r(Q). “4.4)

Lemma 3 ([18]). Let A} = A} e R™*", B=B' € R"™", and A, € R™*". Then,

4.2)

(A A .
it [ Aé 02] = r(A) +i(EpA Ey,). (4.5)
(A A C[A A .
iy [Ai 02} =r[A1, Ay and i [A,; 02] =r(A2) if Ai=0. (4.6)
(A A . .
i [Aé Bz] =i (A1) +ir(B—AYATA2) if (A2) CC(Ay). (4.7)

Lemma 4 ([13]). The linear matrix equation AX = B is consistent if and only if
r [A, B] = r(A), or equivalently, AA"™B = B. In this case, the general solution of
AX = B can be written in the following form X = A"B+ (I— ATA)U, where U is
an arbitrary matrix.

Constrained quadratic matrix-valued function optimization problem related to min-
imization problems on covariance matrices of predictors is given in the following
lemma.

Lemma 5 ([19]). Let A € R™?, B € R™*? be given matrices, and P € R"™"
symmetric positive semi-definite matrix. Also assume that there exists Xy € R™*"
such that XoA = B. Then the maximal positive inertia of XoPX(, — XPX' subject to
all solutions of XA = B is

XoP
A/
Hence there exists solution Xg of XoA = B such that XOPX6 < XPX' holds for all

solutions of XA = B if and only if Xo satisfies both XoA = B and XoPA+ = 0.

max i (XoPX, — XPX) =r [ ] —r(A) = r(XoPA%). (4.8)

Characterization of fundamental BLUP properties can be found in the statistical
literature. The similar approach used in proof of Theorem 1 given below was used
for transformed linear mixed models in [6], for the different approaches; see, e.g.,

[15,21].
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Proof of Theorem 1. Let L;y and T;y be two unbiased linear predictors for r;, i =

1,...,t. Then, according to Definition 3, we can write the following expressions
~ X
E(Ly-r)=0&LX=K, iec, [L, —L]|& =0, (4.9)
i

D(Ly-r;) =c*(L;—H)L(L;—H) =c*[L;, —I] B{] ) [i{]/ L, -L],

D(Tiy-1;) =c*(T;, - H)Z(T;—H) =c*[T;, -] E{] ) B{]/ [T;, L]

Then the matrix minimization problem for finding the BLUP under M characterized
in Definition 3 can be accordingly expressed as to find solution L; of the consistent
linear matrix equation L;X = K; such that D(L;y —r;) < D(T;y — r;) s.t. T, X =K,,
ie.,

L, -IL] [ﬁ]zﬁﬂl[u, L] < [T;, -1 [ﬁ]z[ﬁ]/[n, -1

s.t. T, X= Ki.

(4.10)

(4.10) is a standard constrained quadratic matrix-valued function optimization prob-
lem in the Lowner partial ordering as given in Lemma 5. Applying (4.8) to (4.10), the
maximal positive inertia of D(L;y —r;) — D(T;y —r;) subject to T, X = IA(,- is obtained
as follows:

max i (D(L;yy —r;) —D(T;y —r;))

E(T,'yfri):ﬁ
L] [L]

X7’ K;
K;

e B R

Combining (4.9) with (4.11), we conclude that D(L;y — r;) = min <> there exists L;
satisfying both

I 1
~ X
LX=K; and [L; —I [HZH [f(] =0,
1

=r

4.11)

ie., Liy = BLUPy(r;) & L; [X, IX']|= [IZ,-, HZX'|. This matrix equation is
consistent. By using Lemma 4, we obtain (2.1). Results (a) and (b) follow directly
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from (2.1) and for (c¢) and (d), we refer [20, Lemma 2.1(a)]. (2.2) is seen from (1.4)
and (2.1). We obtain

cov{BLUP(r;),r;} = [K;, HEX'][X, =X'] =H’ (4.12)

by using (1.4) and (2.1). (2.3) is seen from (2.2) and (4.12). Thus, the first part of the

proof is completed.
The second part of the theorem is obtained in a similar way to the first part. g

Proof of Theorem 2. By using (2.6), and applying (4.7) to the difference between
D[r; — BLUP4,(r;)] and D[r; — BLUP,(r;)], we obtain

i+ (D[r; — BLUP,(r;)] — D[r; — BLUPg(r;)])
=iy (D[r,- —BLUP,,(r;)] — (Z,Wl.*R,-L — H) ) <Z1~W,~+Ril - H)/>

. Y L (ZWiR; —H) L)
~ 7 (ZW/R} ~H)E D[r,—BLUP4(r;)]]

n T —>H’ L[=RE 0] To0 W] [RZ 0
“ " | |-HZ D[r,— BLUP,(r;)] 0 Z||W o 0 Z

—i(2), (4.13)

where Z; = [K;, HEIR}(R;X;)'] and W; = [R{'X;, R}IR}(R;X,)']. We can
reapply (4.7) to (4.13) since € (RX) = €' (RFZR;) C €(W,) and €' (Z!) C €(W')
hold. Then (4.13) is equivalently written as follows by setting the matrices Z; and
Wi.

0 -R'X; —RIZRF(REX): RIZ 0
~X/R} 0 0 0 K!
ip | —(RIX)IRIZRS: 0 0 0 (REX) R EH
YR} 0 0 b —~XH'
0 K; HIR} (RX;)Y —HI Dir;—BLUP,(r;)]
—r[RiX;, RPER;(RyX)"] —is(Z)
—R{ IR} ~RX; —R}IRH(REX): RITH
. —X/R 0 0 K/
T C(REX)IRIERE 0 0 (RAX)) REZH
HIR;} K; HIR; (R/X;)*  D[r;— BLUP,(r;)] — HZH'
—r [R}X;, R{IR}|
—RIZR:  —RIX R}/ TH’
=ir | —XR} 0 K;
HIR: K;  D[r;—BLUP4(r;)] — HZH’

+is(REX)TRIER) (R X)) — r [REX;, R{ZR}]
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R;/IR: RITH R;X; 0
=i | | HER}Y HZH'  K; | — |I;| D[r; —BLUP,(r;)] [0 I, 0]
X/R; K] 0 0

—r[R¥X;, RIZRF] +ic (REX)'RIZRS (REX;)L). (4.14)

We can apply (4.7) to (4.14) after setting D[r; — BLUP,4,(r;)] in (2.3). Then in a
similar way to obtaining (4.13), (4.14) is equivalently written as

by 0 —IH' 0 b 0

. 0 RIIR: RiZH R}X; 0 0

| |-HZ HIR} HIH K, 0 [K, HEX']
0 XR: K/ 0 0 0

(4.15)
0 W[z 0 0 0
“woo] lo o [K, Hzx'] o
+is(R7X) "R ZR; (R X)) — 7 [Rf X, RPIR}] —ix(T).
We can apply (4.7) to (4.15) since €( [K-, HZXL]/) CE(W)and ¢(X) C € (W),

where W = [X, EXL] . From Lemma 2 and 3, and by using elementary block matrix
operations, (4.15) is equivalently written as

0 X XXt X 0 0 0
X 0 0 0 0 K! 0
Xtz 0 0 0 0 X‘TH 0
| X 0 0 r 0 —TH 0
0 0 0 0 R/IR: R/IH RIX;
0 K HIX' —-HX HIR' HIH K,
L 0 0 0 0 X'R;+ K! 0 |
—r[R{X;, RIZRF] +ic(REX)'RIZR; (R X)) —ir(Z) —r[X, IX!]
T X X XXt 0 *H 0
X 0 0 0 K! 0
=Xtz 0 0 0 X‘IH 0
%1 0 0 0 RSR' RSH RX
Hr K; HZX' HIR!' 0 K;
0 0 0 X/R;" K] 0

—r[R#X,

R/ZR/] + 4 (RVX) REERE(REX) ) 7 [X, )



252 N. GULER AND M. E. BUYUKKAYA

[-X -X 0 TH 0
X 0 0 K/ 0

=iz | 0 0 R'IR} R{IH RX;|—r[R'X;, R;/IR/]
H: K; HIR' 0 K;
L0 0 XR K/ 0

+i: (RFX) 'R ZRS (RPX) D) —r [X, Z] +ip(XTZXH)
[ ¥ IRt H 0 X
R'E 0 0 RXX; O
=iy |HZ 0 0 K 0f-rR'X; R/IR/]
0 XR: K- 0 0
X 0 0 0 0
+ic (RFX)RIZRF(RFX) D) — 7 [X, Z] +i (XTEXH). (4.16)
In consequence, by using (4.5) and (4.6), we obtain(3.1) and (3.2). According to

(4.1), adding the equalities in (3.1) and (3.2) yields (3.3). Applying Lemma 1 to
(3.1)-(3.3) yields (a)-(e). O

Proof of Corollary 1. The first part of the corollary is an immediate consequence
of Theorem 2 by setting H = 0 in the matrix M.

For the second part, we set K; = X; and H = 0 in the matrix M and then this matrix
reduces the simpler form. In this case, we obtain

i+(D[BLUEy,(X;0;)] — D[BLUEg, (X;0u)])

¥ IR- X
=i [RFZ 0 0| +r(X)—r[X, Z]-r(RX;)
X 0 0

and
i (D[BLUE,(X;0;)] — D[BLUE, (X;0;)])

¥ IRt X
=i_ |R'Z 0 0| +r(X)—r[RiX;, RIZRY]—r(X).
X 0 0

By using (4.6) and the predictability requirement of X;o; under the models given in
Definition 2, and in view of well-known rank equality r [A, B} =r(A)+r(EaB)
(for any conformable A, B), we obtain the required result.

The third part is obtained in a similar way to the second part by setting K; = R} X;
and H = 0 in the matrix M in Theorem 2. n
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