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SOME MATRIX INEQUALITIES OF LOG-MAJORIZATION TYPE

BO-YAN XI AND FUZHEN ZHANG

Abstract. The purpose of this paper is two-fold: we present some matrix
inequalities of log-majorization type for eigenvalues indexed by a sequence;
we then apply our main theorem to generalize and improve the Hua-Marcus’
inequalities. Our results are stronger and more general than the existing ones.

1. Introduction

Let Cm×n be the space of m × n complex matrices. For A ∈ Cn×n, we denote
the eigenvalues of A by λ1(A), λ2(A), . . . , λn(A) and the singular values of A by
σ1(A), σ2(A), . . . , σn(A). If λ1(A), λ2(A), . . . , λn(A) are all real, we arrange them
in decreasing order: λ1(A) ≥ λ2(A) ≥ · · · ≥ λn(A). The singular values are always
ordered decreasingly: σ1(A) ≥ σ2(A) ≥ · · · ≥ σn(A).

Horn conjecture ...
There is a large family of matrix inequalities concerning the eigenvalues and

singular values of the product (including Schur or Hadamard product) and sum of
matrices. These inequalities may be sorted in four types:

∑
ζ
I
(A+B),

∏
ζ
I
(A+

B),
∑

ζ
I
(AB),

∏
ζ
I
(AB), where A and B are generic matrices, and ζ

I
(·) repre-

sents selected eigenvalues or singular values indexed by a sequence I. The inequal-
ities in sum

∑
are usually called majorization type ([7, p. 45], [13]), while the

ones in product
∏

are referred to as logarithmic (log-) majorization type. See [13,
p. 16], [3, 9]). For example, the following inequalities [6] (or [13, G.2.a, p. 333]) are
log-majorization type with I = {k, . . . , n}: for each k = 1, . . . , n,

n∏

t=k

λt(A+B) ≥
n∏

t=k

[λt(A) + λt(B)] ≥
n∏

t=k

λt(A) +
n∏

t=k

λt(B), (1.1)

where A and B are n× n positive semidefinite matrices.
Closely related inequalities of the same type, due to Oppenheim [14] (or [13, F.2,

p. 685]), are, for n× n positive semidefinite A and B, and for each k = 1, . . . , n,
[

n∏

t=k

λt(A+B)

] 1
n−k+1

≥

[
n∏

t=k

λt(A)

] 1
n−k+1

+

[
n∏

t=k

λt(B)

] 1
n−k+1

, (1.2)

which give the Minkowski inequality by setting k = 1 ([13, p. 685] or [23, p. 215])

[det(A+B)]
1
n ≥ [det(A)]

1
n + [det(B)]

1
n . (1.3)

In [20], we showed majorization inequalities of
∑

ζ
I
(AB) for Hermitian ma-

trices A and B with an arbitrary index set I. In this paper, we present some
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log-majorization inequalities of
∏

ζ
I
(A+B) with any index set I for positive semi-

definite matrices A and B, extending (1.1) and (1.2). Our theorems are more
general and stronger than some existing results. We apply main results to improve
the Hua-Marcus inequalities for contractive matrices.

2. Some lemmas

Let X∗ denote the conjugate transpose of matrix or vector X . For a square
matrix A, we write A ≥ 0 if A is positive semidefinite and A > 0 if A is positive
definite. For Hermitian matrices A,B ∈ Cn×n, we write A ≥ B if A−B ≥ 0.

Through the paper, let n be a positive integer. Let I = {i1, . . . , ik}, where
1 ≤ i1 < · · · < ik ≤ n is any subsequence of 1, . . . , n, k = 1, . . . , n. If A ∈ Cn×n is
positive semidefinite, then λi1(A) ≥ · · · ≥ λik (A) are k eigenvalues of A indexed by
I = {i1, . . . , ik}. For t = 1, . . . , k, setting it = t gives the first k largest eigenvalues
of A; putting it = n− k + t gives the last k smallest eigenvalues of A.

Lemma 2.1 (Hoffman [1, Cor. 2.5]). Let A ∈ Cn×n be positive semidefinite. Then

k∏

t=1

λit(A) = max
S1⊂···⊂Sk⊂Cn

dim St=it

min
xt∈St,(xr,xs)=δrs

Uk=(x1,...,xk)

det(U∗

kAUk),

where δrs is the Kronecker delta, i.e., δrs = 1 if r = s, or 0 otherwise.

Lemma 2.2 (Lidskǐi [11]). Let A,B ∈ Cn×n be positive semidefinite. Then

k∏

t=1

λit(A)λn−t+1(B) ≤
k∏

t=1

λit(AB) ≤
k∏

t=1

λit(A)λt(B). (2.1)

More general inequalities of (2.1) for singular values are due to Gel’fand and
Naimark (see, e.g., [13, p. 340]). The inequalities on the left-hand side of (2.1) can
be found explicitly in [17].

Lemma 2.3. Let a1, . . . , an and b1, . . . , bn be nonnegative real numbers. Then

n∏

t=1

(at + bt) ≥

n∏

t=1

at +

n∏

t=1

bt + (2n − 2)

[
n∏

t=1

(atbt)

] 1
2

. (2.2)

In particular, for x, y ≥ 0,

(
x

1
n + y

1
n

)n
≥ x+ y + (2n − 2) (xy)

1
2 . (2.3)

Proof. Use induction on n and apply the arithmetic-geometric mean inequality. �

We remark that Lemma 2.3 implies immediately a result of Hartfiel [8]:

det(A+B) ≥ detA+ detB + (2n − 2)[detAdetB]
1
2 (2.4)

because of the fact that any two positive semidefinite matrices of the same size are
simultaneously ∗-congruent to diagonal matrices (see, e.g., [23, p. 209]).
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3. Main Results

We begin with a result that is important to the proof of our main theorem.

Lemma 3.1. Let D = diag
(
λ1, λ2, . . . , λn

)
, where λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ · · · ≥ λn ≥ 0, and

let Uk = (u1, . . . , uk) = (uij) be a partial isometry, i.e., Uk is an n× k matrix such

that U∗

kUk = Ik. If m ≥ 1 and ui1 = 0 for all i > m, then

det(U∗

kDUk) ≥ λm det
[
(u2, . . . , uk)

∗

Dm (u2, . . . , uk)
]
, (3.1)

where Dm = diag
(
λm, . . . , λm
︸ ︷︷ ︸

m

, λm+1, . . . , λn

)
.

Proof. Let V = (u2, . . . , uk). Since D ≥ Dm and ui1 = 0 for i > m, we have

det(U∗

kDUk) ≥ det(U∗

kDmUk) = det

(
λmu∗

1u1 λmu∗

1V

λmV ∗u1 V ∗DmV

)

= det

(
λm 0
0 V ∗DmV

)

= λm det (V ∗DmV )

= λm det
[
(u2, . . . , uk)

∗

Dm (u2, . . . , uk)
]
.

�

We are ready to present our main result.

Theorem 3.1. Let A and B be n× n positive semidefinite matrices. Then

k∏

t=1

λ
1
k

it
(A+B) ≥

k∏

t=1

λ
1
k

it
(A) +

k∏

t=1

λ
1
k

n−t+1(B) (3.2)

and

k∏

t=1

λit(A+B) ≥

k∏

t=1

λit(A) +

k∏

t=1

λn−t+1(B) + (2k − 2)

k∏

t=1

[λit(A)λn−t+1(B)]
1
2 . (3.3)

Proof. If n = 1, the inequalities become equalities and hold trivially. Let n ≥ 2. By
spectral decomposition, there exists a unitary matrix U = (u1, u2, . . . , un) ∈ C

n×n,
where u1, u2, . . . , un are orthonormal eigenvectors associated with λ1(A), λ2(A), . . . ,
λn(A), respectively, such that

A = U diag(λ1(A), λ2(A), . . . , λn(A))U
∗.

For each it in the sequence i1 < i2 < · · · < ik, let S
(0)
t = Span(u1, u2, . . . , uit),

t = 1, 2, . . . , k. Then S
(0)
1 ⊂ S

(0)
2 ⊂ · · · ⊂ S

(0)
k and dim

(
S
(0)
t

)
= it, t = 1, 2, . . . , k.

Let {x1, . . . , xk} be any set of orthonormal vectors, where xt ∈ S
(0)
t , t = 1, 2, . . . , k.

Let xt = a1tu1 + · · · + aittuit + 0uit+1 + · · · + 0uik = (u1, . . . , uik)αt, where
αt = (a1t, . . . , aitt, 0, . . . , 0)

T (here T is for transpose), t = 1, 2, . . . , k. Then

Uk = (x1, . . . , xk) = (u1, . . . , uik)(α1, . . . , αk).

Let Vk = (α1, . . . , αk) ∈ Cik×k. Since {x1, . . . , xk} and {u1, . . . , uik} are or-
thonormal sets, we see that V ∗

k Vk = Ik. So Vk is a partial isometry, and the
components of the first column of Vk are zeros except the first i1 components (i.e.,
the last ik − i1 components of α1 are all equal to zero).
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In Lemma 3.1, setting n = ik, m = i1, Uk = Vk, and applying (3.1) to the ik× ik
matrix Di1 = diag(λi1 (A), . . . , λi1(A)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

i1

, λi1+1(A), . . . , λik(A)), we obtain

det(U∗

kAUk) = det
[
(α1, . . . , αk)

∗(u1, . . . , uik)
∗A(u1, . . . , uik)(α1, . . . , αk)

]

= det
[
(α1, . . . , αk)

∗ diag(λ1(A), . . . , λik(A))(α1, . . . , αk)
]

= det
[
V ∗

k diag(λ1(A), . . . , λik (A))Vk

]

≥ λi1(A) det
[
(α2, . . . , αk)

∗Di1(α2, . . . , αk)
]
.

Repeatedly using Lemma 3.1, we get

det(U∗

kAUk) ≥

k∏

t=1

λit(A). (3.4)

A minimax eigenvalue result of Fan (see [4, 5] or [13, A.3.a, p. 787]) ensures

det(U∗

kBUk) ≥ min
U∗U=Ik

det(U∗BU) =

k∏

t=1

λn−t+1(B).

An application of the Minkowski inequality (1.3) together with (3.4) reveals

det
[
U∗

k (A+B)Uk

]
= det(U∗

kAUk + U∗

kBUk)

≥
[(

det(U∗

kAUk)
) 1

k +
(
det(U∗

kBUk)
) 1

k

]k

≥

[
k∏

t=1

λ
1
k

it
(A) +

k∏

t=1

λ
1
k

n−t+1(B)

]k

.

Thus, by Lemma 2.1, we derive (3.2) and (3.3) as follows:

k∏

t=1

λit(A+B) = max
S1⊂···⊂Sk⊂Cn

dim St=it

min
yt∈St, (yr,ys)=δrs

Wk=(y1,...,yk)

det
[
W ∗

k (A+B)Wk

]

≥ min
xt∈S

(0)
t (xr,xs)=δrs

Uk=(x1,...,xk)

det
[
U∗

k (A+B)Uk

]

≥

[
k∏

t=1

λ
1
k

it
(A) +

k∏

t=1

λ
1
k

n−t+1(B)

]k

≥

k∏

t=1

λit(A) +

k∏

t=1

λn−t+1(B)

+(2k − 2)
k∏

t=1

[λit(A)λn−t+1(B)]
1
2 .

The last inequality is by (2.3) with x =
k∏

t=1
λit(A) and y =

k∏

t=1
λn−t+1(B). �

In (3.2), letting it = n−k+t, t = 1, 2, . . . , k, we arrive at the inequalities (1.2) of
Oppenhiem for the product of k smallest eigenvalues. Setting it = t, t = 1, 2, . . . , k,
we obtain analogous inequalities of 1.2 for the product of k largest eigenvalues.
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Corollary 3.1. Let A and B be n× n positive semidefinite matrices. Then

k∏

t=1

λ
1
k

t (A+ B) ≥

k∏

t=1

λ
1
k

t (A) +

k∏

t=1

λ
1
k

n−t+1(B). (3.5)

What follows is a lower bound for the product of any two eigenvalues of the sum
in terms of the eigenvalues of individual matrices.

Corollary 3.2. Let A and B be n× n positive semidefinite matrices. Then

λi(A+B)λj(A+B) ≥ λi(A)λj(A) + λn−1(B)λn(B)

+2
[
λi(A)λj(A)λn−1(B)λn(B)

] 1
2 .

Remark: In view of Fiedler’s (1.1) and inequalities (3.3), it is tempting to have

k∏

t=1

λit(A+B) ≥

k∏

t=1

[
λit(A) + λn−t+1(B)

]
. (3.6)

However, this need not be true. Take A = B = ( 1 0
0 0 ), k = 2, i1 = 1, i2 = 2. Then

the left-hand side of (3.6) is 0, while the right-hand side is 1. (Note: it is always
true that λi(A+B) ≥ λi(A) + λn(B). See, e.g., [23, p. 274]).

The following inequality in (3.7) is Fiedler’s 1st inequality in (1.1). Inequality in
(3.8) is stronger than Fiedler’s 2nd inequality. (3.8) is proved by Lemma 2.3. The
inequalities in (3.9) are immediate from the inequalities (3.3) in the theorem.

Corollary 3.3. Let A,B ∈ Cn×n be positive semidefinite matrices. Then

n∏

t=n−k+1

λt(A+B) ≥

n∏

t=n−k+1

[
λt(A) + λt(B)

]
(3.7)

≥

n∏

t=n−k+1

λt(A) +

n∏

t=n−k+1

λt(B) (3.8)

+
(
2k − 2

)
n∏

t=n−k+1

[λt(A)λt(B)]
1
2

and

k∏

t=1

λt(A+B) ≥

k∏

t=1

λt(A) +

k∏

t=1

λn−t+1(B) (3.9)

+
(
2k − 2

)
k∏

t=1

[λt(A)λn−t+1(B)]
1
2 .

Remark: In view of (3.7), it is appealing in the display (3.9 to have

k∏

t=1

λt(A+B) ≥

k∏

t=1

[
λt(A) + λt(B)

]
or

k∏

t=1

[
λt(A) + λn−t+1(B)

]
.

But neither one is true. Let A = ( 1 0
0 0 ), B = ( 0 0

0 1 ), k = 1. Then λ1(A + B) = 1 <

2 = λ1(A) + λ1(B). See the counterexample below (3.6) for the second case.
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4. Hua-Marcus inequalities for contractions

A matrix A ∈ C
m×n is said to be (strictly) contractive if In − A∗A ≥ 0 (> 0),

equivalently, the largest singular value (i.e., the spectral norm) of A is less than or
equal to (resp. <) 1. We use Cm×n to denote the set of m× n contractive matrices
and SCm×n to denote the set of m× n strictly contractive matrices.

In this section we apply our main theorem to derive some inequalities of Hua-
Marcus type for contractive matrices. We begin by citing Hua’s results in [10].

Theorem 4.1 (Hua [10, Theorems 1 and 2]). Let A,B ∈ SCn×n. Then

det(I −A∗A) det(I −B∗B) + |det(A−B)|
2
≤ |det(I −A∗B)|

2
. (4.1)

Consequently,

det(I −A∗A) det(I −B∗B) ≤ |det(I −A∗B)|
2
. (4.2)

Equality in (4.1) holds if and only if A = B.

The following [23, Theorem 7.18] is a reversal of the Hua inequality 4.1 for general
n× n matrices A and B that need not be contractive:

|det(I −A∗B)|2 ≤ det(I +A∗A) det(I +B∗B)− |det(A+B)|2 . (4.3)

Marcus [12] extended the Hua inequality (4.2) to the inequalities of eigenvalues.

Theorem 4.2 (Marcus [12, Theorem]). Let A,B ∈ Cn×n. Then

k∏

t=1

|λn−t+1(I −A∗B)|2 ≥

k∏

t=1

[
1− λt(A

∗A)
][
1− λt(B

∗B)
]
. (4.4)

Since | det(I−A∗B)| =
n∏

t=1
|λn−t+1(I−A∗B)| =

n∏

t=1
σn−t+1(I−A∗B), by Weyl’s

log-majorization inequality ([18] or [13, p. 317]), the eigenvalues in absolute values
are log-majorized by the singular values, we get the stronger inequality than (4.4):

k∏

t=1

σ2
n−t+1(I −A∗B) ≥

k∏

t=1

[
1− λt(A

∗A)
][
1− λt(B

∗B)
]
. (4.5)

Related inequalities of Hua-Marcus type are seen in [2, 14, 15, 16, 21, 22].
The following result is stronger and more general than 4.5.

Theorem 4.3. Let A,B ∈ SCn×n. Then

k∏

t=1

σ2
it
(I −A∗B) ≥

k∏

t=1

[
1− λt(A

∗A)
][
1− λn−it+1(B

∗B)
]

(4.6)

+
k∏

t=1

[
1− λt(A

∗A)
]
σ2
n−t+1(A−B)

1− λn−t+1(A∗A)

+(2k − 2)
k∏

t=1

[
1− λt(A

∗A)
][
λit(F )λn−t+1(H)

] 1
2, (4.7)

where F = I −B∗B and H = (A−B)∗(I −AA∗)−1(A− B).
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Proof. For A,B ∈ SCn×n, let

F = I −B∗B and H = (A−B)∗(I −AA∗)−1(A−B).

Then (see [10, Theorem 1] or [23, pp. 230-231])

F +H = (I −B∗A)(I −A∗A)−1(I −A∗B). (4.8)

Applying the left inequality of (2.1) with it = n− t+ 1 to H reveals

k∏

t=1

λn−t+1(H) =

k∏

t=1

λn−t+1

[
(I −AA∗)−1(A−B)(A−B)∗

]

≥

k∏

t=1

λn−t+1

[
(I −AA∗)−1

]
σ2
n−t+1

(
A−B

)

=

k∏

t=1

[1− λn−t+1(A
∗A)]−1σ2

n−t+1

(
A−B

)
. (4.9)

Applying the right inequality of (2.1) to F +H in the product form in (4.8) yields

k∏

t=1

λit (F +H) ≤

k∏

t=1

[1− λt(A
∗A)]

−1
σ2
it
(I −A∗B) . (4.10)

Thus

k∏

t=1

σ2
it
(I −A∗B) ≥

k∏

t=1

[1− λt(A
∗A)]λit (F +H) . (4.11)

By inequalities (3.3) and (4.9), we obtain

k∏

t=1

λit (F +H)

≥

k∏

t=1

λit(F ) +

k∏

t=1

λn−t+1(H) + (2k − 2)

k∏

t=1

[λit(F )λn−t+1(H)]
1
2

≥

k∏

t=1

[1− λn−it+1(B
∗B)] +

k∏

t=1

[1− λn−t+1(A
∗A)]

−1
σ2
n−t+1(A− B)

+(2k − 2)

k∏

t=1

[λit(F )λn−t+1(H)]
1
2 . (4.12)

Combining (4.11) and (4.12), we obtain the desired inequalities. �

Setting k = n in Theorem 4.3 gives a stronger version of the Hua’s inequality.

Corollary 4.1. Let A,B ∈ SCn×n. Then

|det (I −A∗B)|
2
≥ det (I −A∗A) det (I −B∗B) + |det (A−B)|

2

+ (2n − 2)
[
det (I −A∗A) det (I −B∗B)

] 1
2 |det (A−B)| .

Below is a reversal inequality of the previous theorem.
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Theorem 4.4. Let A,B ∈ Cn×n. Then

k∏

t=1

σ2
it

(
I −A∗B

)
≤

k∏

t=1

[
1 + λit(A

∗A)
][
1 + λt(B

∗B)
]
−

k∏

t=1

σ2
n−t+1

(
A+B

)

−(2k − 2)

k∏

t=1

σit

(
I −A∗B

)
σn−t+1

(
A+B

)
. (4.13)

Proof. ForA,B ∈ Cn×n, the following matrix identity holds (see, e.g., [23, pp. 228]):

I +A∗A = P +Q

where

P = (A+B)∗(I +BB∗)−1(A+B),

Q = (I −A∗B)(I +B∗B)−1(I −A∗B)∗.

By Lemma 2.2, we have

k∏

t=1

λn−t+1(P ) ≥
k∏

t=1

[
1 + λt(BB∗)

]
−1

σ2
n−t+1

(
A+B

)
,

k∏

t=1

λit(Q) ≥
k∏

t=1

[
1 + λt(B

∗B)
]
−1

σ2
it

(
I −A∗B

)
. (4.14)

Using (3.3) in Theorem 3.1, we derive

k∏

t=1

[
1 + λit(A

∗A)
]
=

k∏

t=1

λit(P +Q))

≥
k∏

t=1

λn−t+1(P ) +
k∏

t=1

λit(Q) + (2k − 2)
k∏

t=1

[λn−t+1(P )λit(Q)]
1
2

≥

k∏

t=1

[
1 + λt(B

∗B)
]
−1

[ k∏

t=1

σ2
it

(
I −A∗B

)
+

k∏

t=1

σ2
n−t+1

(
A+B

)

+(2k − 2)

k∏

t=1

σit

(
I −A∗B

)
σn−t+1

(
A+B

)
]

.

Multiplying by
k∏

t=1

[
1 + λt(B

∗B)
]
, we obtain the desired inequalities (4.13). �

As (4.3) is a reversal of Hua’s (4.1), the following result, as a special case of the
Theorem 4.4 by setting k = n, may be viewed as a counterpart of Corollary 4.1.

Corollary 4.2. Let A,B ∈ Cn×n. Then

∣
∣ det (I −A∗B)

∣
∣
2

≤ det
(
I +A∗A

)
det (I +B∗B)−

∣
∣ det (A+B)

∣
∣
2

−(2n − 2)
∣
∣det (I −A∗B)

∣
∣
∣
∣ det (A+B)

∣
∣.

Consequently,

∣
∣ det (I −A∗B)

∣
∣
2
≤ det (I +A∗A) det (I +B∗B)−

∣
∣det (A+ B)

∣
∣
2
.
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