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1 Introduction

Suppose that A € M, (F), where F = R or F = C, is partitioned into a 2 x 2
block matrix

Ap Alﬂ 7 (1)

A= Aijlij=12 = {Am Az

and A;; € My, xn; (F) for each 4,7 = 1,2. Then the (generalized) principal pivot
transform |57, 189, (72, 173, 183, 47] of A with respect to the (2,2)-block Ags is the
matrix ppt(A) € M, (F) defined by
AlAgs A AL ]
t(A) = 2 2
ppt(A) |:—A§'_2A21 A;—Q ) (2)

where A/As; € M, (F) is the (generalized) Schur complement [21], 19, 93] of A
with respect to the (2,2)-block A defined by

A/A22 = All - A12A;2A217 (3)

and A3, denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse |17, [20] of As (in particular,
if Ay is invertible then Aj, = A5'). Note one could consider instead the
generalized principal pivot transform and Schur complement of A with respect
to the (1,1)-block Ay1, and our results will still hold under trivial modifications
(cf. [84, Sec. 4.4, Lemmas 38 and 40] and [93, pp. 20-21, Sec. 1.1]).
Alternatively, we can define as in [69], the map PPT(A4) € M, (F) as
the “principal pivot transformation” of A (or following the terminology in [70],
it would be appropriate to refer to PPT(A) as the “symmetric principal pivot
transform” although we do not do so in this paper), where
_ _[A/An  ApAj,
PPT() = Jpp(a) = | 4 o] @
and the signature matrix J € M, (F) is defined to be the block matrix, parti-
tioned conformally to the block structure of A = [A;;]i j=1,2, by

s=w 2] )

In this paper, we study the matrix monotonicity and convexity of the map
PPT(-) = J ppt(-) in the sense of the Lowner ordering <, i.e., for two self-adjoint
matrices A* = A, B* = B € M, (F) we write A < B if B — A is a positive semi-
definite matrix, i.e., 0 < B— A. Section[2] contains our statement of main results
on this monotonicity (namely, Theorem[Il) and convexity (namely, Theorem [I0])
of PPT(-) = Jppt(-). In that same section, we will provide a proof of the
convexity result using a minimization variational principle (namely, Theorem
[@) for this map, but delay the proof of the monotonicity until Sec.



2 Main results

We begin by stating one of our main results of this paper, Theorem [I on the
matrix monotonicity of the map PPT(-) = Jppt(-) in the sense of the Lowner
ordering <, but postpone the proof of this theorem until Sec. [3

The following will clarify some of the hypotheses (and notation) that we
use. FiI‘St, if A* = A= [Aij]iyj:lyQ S Mn(F), then Arj = Aji for i,j = 1,2
and [Jppt(A)]* = Jppt(A). If, in addition, B* = B = [Bj;l; j=1,2 € My (F),
i.e., B is partitioned conformal to A = [A;;]; j=1,2 in (@) [so that A;;, B;j €
My, xn, (F) for each i,j = 1,2], and A < B then Az < Bgy. Given these
hypotheses, the next theorem gives us necessary and sufficient conditions to
have Jppt(A) < Jppt(B) in terms of the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverses
(A22)T, (Ba)T of Asa, Baa, respectively, and the rank of the convex combi-
nation of the matrices Ago and Bag, i.e., the function rank[(1 — ¢)Aag + tBas)
for ¢ € [0, 1] (see also Lemmas [I'7l and [21]).

Theorem 1 If A* = A = [Aij]ij=1,2, B* = B = [Bijlij=1,2 € M, (F), and
A<B (6)
then the following statements are equivalent:
(a) Jppt(A) < Jppt(B),
(b) (Ba2)" < (A22)7,
(c¢) rank[(1 — t)Age + tBas] is constant for all t € [0,1].
Moreover, if any of these statements is true then
A/Ass < B/Baa. (7)

This theorem is new at least in regard to the characterization of the mono-
tonicity of the map PPT(-) = Jppt(:) in the Lowner ordering <. The state-
ment (¢) = (a) can be seen as a generalization of |69, Theorem 1.1.(2)],
where they prove this statement (using our notation) in the special case
rank[(1 —¢) Aga +tBaa] = na, i.e., (1 —t)Aaz+tBas is invertible, for all ¢ € [0, 1].
Another comparable result is that the conclusion of our theorem in regard to the
monotonicity of the Schur complement following from our hypotheses and state-
ment (b) is a generalization of [25, Lemma 2.3], since our result implies theirs,
but our hypotheses are much weaker. As such, our theorem may be useful in
their setting in which they considered monotonicity and comparison results for
discrete-time algebraic Riccati equations [52, [1] and associated Riccati oper-
ators (see, for instance, Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 and Lemma 3.1 in |25]) based
on the known connection between Riccati equations and Schur complements
[88,16, 14, 25]. Tt should also be noted that monotonicity of the Schur complement
for positive semi-definite matrices, i.e., 0 < A < B implies 0 < A/A3y < B/Bao,
is well-known [41, 13, 21, 154].

The following example illustrate our theorem (cf. Sec. 1, last para. in [69]).



Example 2 Let F =R orF = C. Consider the function J ppt(:) on the follow-
Z"flg 2 x 2 block matrices A* = A = [Aij]i)jzl)g,B* =B= [Bij]i,jzl,Q S MQ(F),

_ A115A12 _ Oi 0 o A115A12 _ 050

AfAsy | A A, 0:0
Jppt(4) = [ o VR R | 9
(4) A$ Ayt —AG, 0:1 9)
B/Bsy | B12B3, } [ 0:0 }
Jppt(B) = |--334-a22 012022 = [oomh o : 10
ppt(B) [sz,Bm;—B;2 07 =1 (10)

Then A < B so that the hypotheses of Theorem[l are satisfied and , in particular,
we have Jppt(A) £ Jppt(B), Bj, = By = [1] £ [—1] = Ay = AL,
and rank[(1 — t) Ay + tBag] is not constant on [0,1] since at t = 0 we have
rank Ao = 1, whereas at t = 1/2 we have rank[(1/2)Azs 4+ (1/2)Bas] = 0.

We next establish the following result that PPT(A) = Jppt(A) is itself a
Schur complement. Although the result is easily proved as we will show, and is
based on Proposition 42 in [84] and Lemma 74 in [14], it is useful as it allows
us to apply the theory of Schur complements [21), 193] to prove many important
results on the principal pivot transform as we shall see.

Proposition 3 If A = [Aijlij=1,2 € Mp(F) then Jppt(A) is the Schur com-
plement

Jppt(A) = A/ Ag, (11)

where A = [/Alij]iyjzlyg € My jn,(F) is the block matriz

and AggA;rQ and A;2A22 are the orthogonal projections of F™ onto ran(Aaq)
and ran(A%,), respectively.

Proof. By a direct calculation using block multiplication, we have
PR . AL s A 0 Aqo
AJAgy = A1y — A1gAd, Aoy = [ 011 0 } - |:_A;_2A22:| Af Ay —ApAd]

_ |4n — A1 AL, Aoy A2 AT, Agn A, ]
ApAnAf A —AL AR AL AnAs,

= Jppt(A).

_[A/A22 A A,
ApAz —AL

]

For instance, from this proposition we can easily derive, using the theory
of Schur complements, the following corollary that PPT(-) = Jppt(-) maps
matrices with positive semi-definite imaginary part to matrices with positive



semi-definite imaginary part, which is a generalization of Theorem 1.1.(1) in
[69]. Recall, that if A € M,(F) then its imaginary part Im(A) € M,(C) is
defined as the self-adjoint matrix Im(A) = 5-(A— A*). We begin with a lemma.

Lemma 4 If A = [A;j]; j=1.2 € M,,(F) and Ass is an EP matriz, i.e., Ags A, =
A;’_QAQQ, then

L, 1 I,
A/A22 - |:—A3_2A21:| A |:—A3_2A21:| ’ (13)
(/s = | I |ty [ I (14)
m 2) = —A;rQAgl m —A;rQAQl ’

In particular, if 0 < Im A then Ass is an EP matriz and

Proof. Assume the hypotheses. Then
I : I A A I
niy A ni — In _A+A * 11 12 ni
[_A;2A21] [_A;2A21} [ v (AR ] [A21 Aga _A;2A21
= AJAz — A5 [(In, — A3 A2) A" Any = A/ A,

The proof of the lemma now follows immediately from this and the fact that if
0 <Tm A then 0 < Im(Agq) implying Az is an EP matrix. =

Corollary 5 If A = [Aijlij=1,2 € Mp(F) and Ass is an EP matriz then

I, . L,
Jppt(A) = [_;132;121] 4 |:—A;'2A21:| ’ o)
I 01" I 0
Im[Jppt(A)] = | Im(A) | - 7
m[ pp ( )] |:—A;_2A21 A;-2:| m( ) |:_A;'_2A21 A;2:| ( )

In particular, if 0 < Im(A) then
0 < Im[J ppt(A)]. (18)

Proof. The proof follows immediately from Proposition [B] and Lemma @ by
observing that

N 1 1 0
Im(4) = C*Im(A)C, C| ,": | = He
m( ) m( ) 9 |:—A;r2A21:| |:—A;r2A21 A;2:| )
where C' € My, (n4n,)(F) is the block matrix defined by

" [I., 0o o
o= % 0|

]

Another instance of the usefulness of Proposition 3 begins with recalling the
following well-known variational principle for the Schur complement [54, 93, [15]
with a short proof of it.



Lemma 6 ]f A* = A= [Aij]i)jzl)g € Mn(F), 0< Agg, and ker Ass C ker Aqo
then A/Aso is the unique self-adjoint matriz satisfying the minimization prin-
ciple:

- . 1 T1

(w1, A/ Azz1) = mgel]lFI;Q <[x2] A L?]) ) (19)

for all x1 € F™. Furthermore, for each x1 € F™' | the set of minimizers is
{—A%A2121} + ker Az, (20)

Proof. Assume the hypotheses. Then by Lemma it follows that, for any
(,Tl,xg) e Fmt x Fm2,

(lal) = Qa1 ] L ) [2])
T2 T2 A Ay I, | |z2|7| O Ago| |ASAsr T, | |22
= (21, A/Agm1) + ((Afy Ao1m1 + 72), Ana(Asy Ao1m1 + 22)) > (w1, A/ Anaxy)
with equality if and only if A;QAglxl + x9 € ker Ay if and only if xo €
{—A;2A21£L'1} + ker Agg. ]
Using this we get immediately the next theorem on a minimization vari-

ational principle for PPT(-) = Jppt(-), whose minimizers solve the following
problem based on the next proposition.

Problem 7 Let A = [Aij]i,j:1,2 = Mn(F) Given (.’I]l,yg) c ™ x ]an7 ﬁnd all
(y1,22) € F™ x F™2 such that
A |:£L'1:| _ |:y1:| ' (21)
T2 Y2

Proposition 8 (Solution of Problem [7) If A = [A;;]ij=12 € Mu(F),
ran Aoy C ran Asy, and ker Ags C ker A1o then for each (x1,y2) € F™ x F™2
and for (y1,x2) € F™ x F"2,

—AJAoiz1 + AJyyo} + ker A
AP = y1:| — { z2 € {—AzAnz 22Y2 22; 929
[352} {ZH y1 = AfAgxy + A12ASyy0 (22)

with a particular solution (yi,x9) € F™ x F"2 given by

Jppt(A) [zj = [ ylo} , :vg = —A§2A21x1 —i—A;ng. (23)

—x

Proof. Assume the hypotheses. Let (x1,y2) € F™ x F"2. Then by Lemma [I§
and since Aga A, As; = Az (by the hypothesis ran As; C ran Agy), it follows
that for (yi,z2) € F™ x F"2,

A/A 0 T — A5 AL
A T1| _ yl] — { 22 ] [ 1 } _ [yl 12 22y2]
[wz] {m 0 Agy| |Ady Aoy + 20 Y2

{ A/ Az } _ [yl —A12A;2y2]
A2x1 + Agaxo Y2

A/AQQ.Il :| _ |:y1 - A12A;_2y2:|

—
[Aszmwl + A% Azp Ao



The proof of the proposition now follows immediately from this using the fact
that A, Ass is the orthogonal projection of F"2 onto ran(A%,) and as such its
kernel is ker Aso so that in particular,

[ A/A22 Aleng} [331}

AfAsxi + A2 AS; Y2
Jppt(A) |7 = = 22
ppi(4) [92} ADAn —A% | [y

B [ Ay Agiy — Afyyo ]

_ Y1 _ Y1
B [—A2+2A22$2] {—A2+2A22(—A2+2A21$1 + A;2y2)]

EIACR
| — (=A% Asa1 + ARyo) —af]”

Theorem 9 If A*=A= [Aij]iyj:lyQ S Mn(F), 0< AQQ, and kGI‘AQQ - kGI‘A12
then J ppt(A) is the unique self-adjoint matriz satisfying the minimization prin-
ciple:

(o 1)~ () i)
(24)

for all (z1,y2) € F™" x F"2. Furthermore, for each (x1,y2) € F™"* x "2 the set
of minimizers is

{—A;2A21£U1 + A;_QyQ} + ker Ags. (25)

Proof. Assume the hypotheses. Then by Proposition 3] we have [J ppt(A)]* =

Jppt(A) = A/A22 with Agp = A;rQ > 0 and ker Ass = ker Aoy = ker Ass N
Ars

ker A12 = k

er Ajg er |:—A;_2A22

that Jppt(A) is the unique self-adjoint matrix satisfying the minimization

principle:
x x Rl I et
([ 1} 7Jppt(A)[ 1D = min | |y2],4 92| |,
Y2 Y2

xro €FT2
] €2

= ker A;». Thus, it follows immediately by Lemma

for all (z1,y2) € F™ x F" with the set of minimizers
A+ ~ Il A
{—A22A21 |:y2:| } + ker Aos.

The proof of the theorem now follows immediately from this since, for any
(T1,y2,72) € F™ X F"2 x F"2,

—Af,Ax B;] =—A}, [A21  —AxnAL)] [Z] = —AJ Aoz + Ao,

S S T T
ya |, A |y2 —([ 1}7/1[ 1])—2Re(y2,A22A;23:2)-

X T
T T 2 2



]

This theorem, which appears to be new in this context, is insightful as it
indicates possible applications of the theory of the principal pivot transform
(and our main theorem, i.e., Theorem[I]) to linear systems of saddle point type
[18] such as those occurring in classical analytic mechanics when the Legendre
transform is used to derive the Hamiltonian formulation from the Lagrangian
formulation, and conversely (see, for instance, [30, Sec. IL.A and cf. Egs. (1),
(12), (13)] for a brief summary of the relevant theory for Lagrangians that are
quadratic forms and [37,/7] for the general theory). This is one of our motivations
for this paper.

Another motivation for this paper in connection to Theorem[is its potential
application in the theory of composites, where the principal pivot transform and
such variational principles appear in the Cherkaev-Gibiansky-Milton (CGM)
method (see [58, 124, 23, 159, 162, [61, 180, (79, 160]) which is used, for instance, in
obtaining upper and lower bounds on effective tensors of multiphased composites
with lossy inclusions.

One immediate application of Theorem [ is another of our main results,
which appears to be new, that PPT(-) = Jppt(:) is a concave function on
positive semidefinite matrices with the same kernel and, in particular, on the
set of all positive definite matrices.

Theorem 10 ]f A*=A= [Aij]i,j:1,2;B* =B= [Bij]i,jzl,Q S MH(F), 0< A,
0 < B, and ker Az = ker Bos then

(1 —-t)Jppt A+ tJppt B < Jppt[(1 —t)A+tB], vt € [0,1]. (26)

Proof. Assume the hypotheses. Then A%, = Az > 0,B3, = Bz > 0, and
ker Ass = ker Boy implies

ker[(1 — t)Aas + tBag] = ker Ags = ker Baa, Vt € [0, 1]
from which it follows that
[(1 —t)Aog + tBao][(1 — t)Aga + tBao|t = Agn AS, = Baa By, Vt € [0,1]
and hence
A AY, = Baa By, = (1 — t) Aga A, + tBoy By, Wt € [0, 1].

Next, the hypotheses of Theorem [0l are true of (1 —t)A + ¢B for each t € [0, 1]



implying for all ¢ € [0,1] and all (z1,y2) € F™ x F"2,

1 (Fl] , Jppt[(1 —t)A + tB] FlD

2 Y2 Y2

o . 1 _{El_ _:El_
= min. {5 < ML [(1—t)A+tB] o) >

— Re (y2, [(1 — t) Az + tBao][(1 — t)Aga + tBag] T a2) }

_ . 1 -LL'l -LL'l-
= I?el]lﬁgw {5 ( _$2 ) [(1 — t)A + tB] _IQ_ )

— Re (yg, [(1 — t)AQQA;rQ + tBQQBéZ].IQ) }

-, 3 (] 4[] et i)

. 1 X1 T
o, (3 (] 5] et i)

. % (Bﬂ (1= )7 ppt A + t.J ppt B] B;D .

The proof follows now immediately from this. m

As an application of this theorem, we can immediate prove the following
corollaries on the well-known results on the concavity of the Schur complement
(see, for instance, [54]) and of the convexity of the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse
on positive semidefinite matrices with the same kernel [45, 136, 46, 165, 67, 68|
(and, in particular, on the set of all positive definite matrices |66, [, [82]).

Corollary 11 If A*=A= [Aij]i,jzl,QaB* =B= [Bij]iyj:lyQ S Mn(F), 0< A,
0 < B, and ker Az = ker Bos then

(1 —)A/Ags +1tB/Bas < [(1 —t)A+tB]/[(1 — t)A +tB]aa, ¥Vt €[0,1]. (27)
Proof. Assume the hypotheses. Then it follows from Theorem [I0] that

(1—1t)A/Az2 +tB/Ba = [(1 —t)J ppt A + t.J ppt B11
< {Jppt[(1 —t)A+tBl}n
=[(1-t)A+tB]/[(1 —t)A+ tB]a, Vt € [0,1].
"

Corollary 12 IfC*=C,D* =D € M,(F), 0< C, 0< D, and ker C =ker D
then

[(1-t)C+tD]t < (1—-t)Ct +tD*, vt € [0,1]. (28)

Proof. Assume the hypotheses. Then it follows from Theorem [0 with A* =
A= [Aij]i,jzl,QaB* =B = [Bij]iﬁj:lﬁQ S Mn(F),TL =m+1 defined by AQQ =



C, Bss = D and A;; = B;; = 0 otherwise, (so that 0 < A, 0 < B, and ker Ayy =
ker Bgo) that we have

(1—-¢)C*T +tD* = —[(1 —t)J ppt A + tJ ppt Blaz
> —{Jppt[(1 —t)A +tB]}a2 = [(1 — t)C + tD]*, Vt € [0,1].

Remark 13 [t should be pointed out that one could also use Theorem[Id to give
a simple proof on the matriz monotoncity of PPT(-) = J ppt(-) on positive semi-
definite matrices with the same kernel, but such a result is already contained in
our more general result, Theorem [ (cf. Lemma[I7).

Our results may have further applications, but, of course, this requires rec-
ognizing the occurrence of the principal pivot transform in specific problems,
which may not always be clear. As such, we want to briefly mention below
some additional contexts where the principal pivot transform arises under vari-
ous guises.

First, as discussed in [89, [69], the principal pivot(al) transform was intro-
duced around 1960 by A. W. Tucker |90, [91] in the context of mathematical
programming to understand the linear algebraic structure underlying the sim-
plex method of G. B. Dantzig, but it is also known as the sweep operator |38, 53],
exchange operator [85], partial inverse [92], and gyration operator |28,/29,[27, 64|
with the latter a term coined by R. J. Duffin, D. Hazony, and N. Morrison in the
context of network synthesis problems involving nonreciprocal circuit elements
called gyrators [87, 42] (see also Sec. 4.4 in [84]).

Second, the principal pivot transform is essentially the Potapov-Ginzburg
transform [8, see Sec. 2.2 and cf. p. 21, Eq. (2.13)]. This transform was intro-
duced and studied by V. P. Potapov |71] in 1955 and Y. P. Ginzburg [35] in
1957, in the context of the theory J-contractive (nonexpanding) matrix- and
operator-valued functions. It has also been called the Redheffer transform [13,
see Sec. 17.4 and cf. p. 328, Egs. (17.17), (17.18)] after R. Redheffer who intro-
duced the transformation in 1959 in the context of matrix Riccati equations and
related it to the Redheffer star product [74, (75, (78], all which play an important
role in transmission-line theory [8, Sec. 2.16], [76, [77], the electrodynamics of
layered media [55], and Schrodinger equations on graphs [50] whenever the scat-
tering matrix plays a prominent role. In these context, the Redheffer transform
converts a chain-scattering or transfer matrix into the scattering matrix and
as such it is also sometimes called the chain scattering transform [10] (see also
8, 149, 48, 86]).

Finally, the principal pivot transform also occurs in other contexts, for
instance, in connection to solving inverse problems for canonical differential
equations |51, 9], in the study of the analytic properties of the electromagnetic
Dirichlet-to-Neumann (DtN) map in layered media [22], and in the solvability
of elliptic PDEs in terms of their boundary data |11]].

10



3 Proof of the monotonicity of principal pivot
transform

Our goal in this section is to prove Theorem [I on the monotoncity of the map
PPT(-) = Jppt(-) in the sense of the Lowner ordering <.

We begin by considering a matrix B € M, (F) partitioned conformally to
the matrix A = [Aij]iﬁjzlﬁz S Mn(F) in (IID, ie.,

T _|Bu1 B2
B = [BU]Z;]:1;2 - |:B21 B22:| ) (29)
and Byj € My, xn, (F) for each i,j = 1,2. Then
B/BQQ — A/AQQ B12B+ — A12A+:|
Jppt(B) — Jppt(A) = 22 22 30
pp ( ) pp ( ) |:B;r2321 _ A;2A21 A;r2 _B;r2 ( )

[J ppt(B) — J ppt(A)]/[J ppt(B) — J ppt(A)]22
= B/Bay — A/Ay — (B12B3, — A12A3,)(A%, — B3y) T (B3, Bar — A5y Ag ).
(31)

Now, recall the well-known lemma {originally due to A. Albert |2], see Eqgs.
(2.6) and (2.7) in [21] as well as Theorem 1.20 and Sec. 6.0.4 in [93] on the
“Albert nonnegative definiteness conditions”} which characterizes self-adjoint
matrices that are positive semi-definite in terms of their Schur complement.

Lemma 14 If A* = A = [Aij]i j=1,2 € M, (F) then 0 < A if and only if
0 S AQQ, ker AQQ g ker Alg, and 0 S A/AQQ. (32)

Remark 15 It should be noted that in some statements of our results, ker-
nel inclusions can be replaced by equivalent range inclusions. This is a conse-
quence of the facts that if A = [Aijlij=1,2 € Mp(F) then ker Asy C ker A1 iff
ran(A*)a; C ran(A*)ae; (%) ran Ag; C ran Ags iff ker(A*)as C ker(A*)12. This
follows immediately using the facts that if i,j € {1,2} then (A;)* = (A*)ji,
for any B € My, xn,, (F) we have (ker B)* =ran(B*) and (ran B)* = ker(B*),
and if S1,So are subspaces of FJ with S; C Sy then ;5’2l - Sf.

From this lemma we get immediately the following result which is a key
observation that helps give insight into statements (a) and (b) in Theorem [II
and the proof they are equivalent.

Corollary 16 If A*=A= [Aij]i7j:172,B* =B= [Bij]i)jzl)g S Mn(F) then

J ppt(A4) < J ppt(B) (33)

if and only if
Bérz < A;E, ker(A% - 3;2) < ker(BHB;rz - A12A;2)7 (34)
0 < B/Bas — A/Azs — (B12B3, — A1243,) (A3, — B3,) " (B3, Ba1 — AEEAzl(és)

11



Proof. Assume the hypotheses. Then [Jppt(A)]* = Jppt(A), [Jppt(B)]* =
J ppt(B) so that [Jppt(B) — Jppt(A4)]* = Jppt(B) — Jppt(A4), and the proof
now follows from this immediately by Lemma [[4] using B0) and EI). =

Now we explore some necessary and sufficient conditions for ([B34) and (3]
to be true. To do this we need some auxiliary results. First, it is clear from
Corollary and the statement of Theorem [ that it is important to know
under what additional conditions, besides A%, = Ay < Bas = Bj,, do we
need in order to guarantee that B, < Aj, is true? The following well-known
statement on the monotonicity of the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse (see, for
instance, |12, Lemma 4, Theorem 2], [16, Theorem 3.8], [56, [39], [63, Chap. 8])
is a satisfactory answer for our purposes.

Lemma 17 If C* = C,D* = D € M,,(F) and C < D then
Dt <C" <= kerC =kerD, i_(C) =i_(D), (36)

where i_(-) denotes the number of negative eigenvalues (counting multiplicities)
of a self-adjoint matriz. In particular, if 0 < C < D then DT < C7T if and only
if ker C = ker D.

Next, we need the following extension of |25, Lemma 6.1]. In our lemma,
formula (B7) with ([B9) may appropriately be a called a generalized Aitken block-
diagonalization formula {cf. Egs. (0.9.1) and (6.0.20) in Secs. 0.9 and 6.0.4,
respectively, in [93]}.

Lemma 18 IfA = [Aij]i,j:1,2 € Mn(F) then

Gl nl=[o 2 )
for some X € My, xn,(F),Y € My,un,(F),Z € M,,(F),W € M,,(F) if and
only if

ker Aos C ker A15 and ran Az C ran Asg, (38)
in which case
Z = Ao, W = AJAs,. (39)

Proof. Assume the hypotheses, where A;; € M, xn,; (F) for i,j = 1,2. First,
using the fact that

A;2A22A;2 = A;m
it follows by block multiplication that
|:In1 —A12A;2} {Au Au} { I, 0 }

0 In, Asy A |—A5 A2 I,
_ { A/An Az — A12A§2A2z]
Agy — A AT, Ao Agy '

12



Second, we have

ker Aoy Cker A1z < A1p — A1245, A2 = 0.
Third, we have

ran Ao; Cran Agy < Ao — A22A§L2A21 =0.
This proves that

I, —A12A§_2 A1r Aqe I, 0| [A/A; 0
0 1, Aoy Aso| |—AL Ay IL,| 0 Aga |’

(«<): Suppose the inclusions (B8)) hold. Then it follows from these facts thatB1lis
true, where we can take X = A12A%,,Y = A, A21, Z = Age, W = A/Ags. (=):
Conversely, suppose (37) holds for some X € My, xn,(F),Y € My, xn, (F),Z €
M, (F), W € M,, (F). Then

A [An Aw] [, X][W 0][L, 0
T Ay An| T |0 IL,llo ZzZ||Y I,

-0 A 2l

0 Z||Y I,
W+ XzYy XZ
| zvy Z

implying
Ao =Z,A10 =XZ, A0 = ZY,
W =A11—-XZY = A1 — XZZTZY = Aj1 — A1nAf Asy = A/ Aso,
where we have used the fact that
Az Afy Agy = Agy.

From these equalities it follows immediately that ([B8) and (39) are true. m
The next proposition is the key result we need to prove that (a) < (b) in
Theorem [

PI‘OpOSitiOIl 19 IfA = [Aij]i,j:1,2;B = [Bij]iyj:lyQ S MH(F> with keI‘AQQ =
ker BQQ, ranAQQ = ran BQQ, keI‘(BQQ — AQQ) g ker(312 — Alg), and I‘&Il(BQl —
Agl) g ran(ng — Azg) then

ker(Ag'z — B;é) g ker(BuBg'z — A12A;_2), (40)
ran(Byy Ba1 — Ady A21) C ran(Ag, — BS). (41)
Furthermore,

(A12A43, — B12B3,) (A3, — Bf;) " (A$yAs1 — B3, Bay)
= (A12A3, — B12B3;)[ A2z + Aoa(Baz — A2a) T A2a](Ady A1 — By Bar).  (42)
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Moreover,

(B—A)/(B— A)ag = B/Bay — A/Ass
— (B12Bf, — A12A3,)(A3, — B3,) 1 (B3, Bar — A3, As).
(43)

Proof. Assume the hypotheses. Then as ker(Baa — Ag2) C ker(Bi2 — Aqa), it
follows that

keI‘(BQQ — A22) g ker[(312B;r2A22 — A12) —+ B12 (In2 — BJQBQQ)] (44)

Next, as keI‘AQQ = kGI‘BQQ, ranAQQ = ranBzg, then AQQA;FQ = B22B;r2, and
A3y Ass = B, By from which it follows, using also the identity Aj, AsoAf, =
AQQ, that

[(B12Bjy Aza — A12) + Bia(In, — Bay B22)|As, = BiaBiy — A12AS,,
It now follows immediately from these facts that
ker(BQQA;'Q — AQQA;_Q) Q ker(BuB;'Q — A12A;_2),
ker(AéB — B;é) g ker(322 (A;é — B;é)) = keI’(Bng;é — AQQA;E),
which implies
ker(A;'Q — BJQ) Q ker(ngAg'Q — AQQA;FQ) Q ker(Blng'Q — A12A3_2).

Now since ran(Ba; — Ag1) C ran(Bay — Aag) implies ker((B*)ag — (A*)a2) C
ker((B*)12 — (A*)12), then by interchanging the role of A, B with A*, B* in the
proof we just gave and taking orthogonal complements, it follows that

ran[(Aso By Bor — Aa1) + (In, — BaaByy)Bai] C ran(Bag — Ags),
ran(Byy Ba1 — Ady A21) C ran(Ag, — BS).

Thus, we have proven the inclusions [@0Q) and Il hold. Next, it follows from
these inclusions that

A12A%, — BiaBj, = (A12Af, — B1aB3y) (A%, — Byy) T (A, — B3y),
A3y As1 — By By = (A3, — B3,) (A3, — By) (A3, 491 — B3y Bai).

Hence, in order to prove the identity ([@2]), we need only prove the claim that

(A3, — BE) T (A, — B3y)[Asz+ Aga(Bag — Agz) T A (A3, — B3,) (A3, — B3y) T

= (A3 — Bh)"

14



First,

(A3 — B3)[ A2z + Aga(Bag — Aga)™ A (AT, — B)
= (A3 — Byy)Asz (A3, — Bi) + (A3, — Bay) Aza(Bao — Agz)* Az (A3, — By)
= (A3pA22 — B3y A2) (A3, — Byy)

(A3, — Bf;) Asz(Boz — Azz) ™ Azz (A3, — Byy)

= (A% Az2 — B As) A3, — (A3 Aze — B Aso) By
(A5, — Biy) Asz(Boz — Azz) T Azz (A3, — Byy)

= (A3, A2 A3, — By AseA3,) — (A3, A2e B3, — By, Ass By

+(A3, — B;) Asz(Bay — Agz) ™ Aga (A3, — Byy)

= (A3, — B3, B22B5,) — (B3, B2 By, — Byy A2aByy)
(A5, — Biy) Asz(Baz — Azz) T Azz (A3, — Byy)

— A+ _ B+
22 22
+ B3, Ags By — Biy + (A3 — Biy) Aga(Bag — Agz) " Aga (A3, — Byy)

= A;} - BSE

+B;2A22.B;2 - BSE + (A;EAQQ - B;2A22)(322 - A22)+(A22A;2 — AQQB;E)
= Aérz - BQLQ

+ By Asa By — Byy + (Boy Bag — Bify Aga)(Baz — Ago) T (Baa By — A2aBiy)
= AL, — Bf
22 22

+ By Aga By — Biy + Boy(Baa — Aza)(Baz — Agz) T (Baz — Ag2) B,
= A, — BS, + B, Axw By, — B, + By (Bag — A2a) B,
= A3, — Bf, + B3, A By, — B + (B3 B22 B, — By A2 By)

= A}, — B,
Second,
(A3y — B3) (A3, — By)(Af, — Bjy) ' = (A3, — By) ™
Thus,

(A3 — By) T (A3, — B3,)[Asa+ Aoa(Bao — Aga) ™ Ags] (A3, — B3y) (A3, — B3y) ™t
= (A3, — B3,) " (43, — B3h) (A5, — Byt
= (A5L2 - BJ2)+~

This proves the claim, which proves the identity (@2]).
We are now ready to prove the equality ({3). First, since A, Ass = B3, Boo
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and AQQA;B = ngBQ}, it follows that
I,, —Bi2B, A L, 0
0 I, —B,Boy I,

_|:In1 —3123;2} {All Alﬂ[ I, 0}
0 I, Asy Ase| |-BHBa I,

A/A22 + A12(A;_2A21 - B;éBgl)
+B1aBy(—Aa; + Ao B, Bay)  Ara — B1aBiy Ago

Ag1 — A9y By Bay Asgo

AJ Aoz + A1aAd, Asa(AS, Aoy — B, Boy)
—B12 By, Ass (A, Ag1 — B3y Bar) A1z — B12Bjy Ass

A9y — Age B, Boy Ago
_ {A/Am + (A1243; — B12BJ,) Ao (Agy A21 — By Ba1)  Ajz — 3123321422}
Aoy — Ay B, Boy Ago '
Next, by block multiplication [cf. [B])] we have
[Im —312325] [ L, 0 ]
B +
0 I, —B3yBor I,
_ { B/ B Bia(In, — 353322)]
(I, — B22B35)Bos Bas ’
This implies that
Lo —BuBbl, . L, 0
{ 0 I, (B—4) —BYyBar I,
_ B/ B Bi2(I,, — ByyBao)]
(I, — B2aBiy) Bo Bas
[Im —3123;2} [ L, 0 }
_ A n
0 I, —B5yBor I,
_ B/ By Bi2(I,, — B3y Bao)]
| (I, — B2 Bi,) B B |
_|A/A2 + (A12AS, — B1oaB)Asa(AJy A1 — By Ba1)  Aia — B1aBiy Aoo
Aoy — Axe B3, Boy Az
[B/Baa — AJAgs [(B12ByyAsa — A1)
= | —(A1243, — B12B3,) A2 (A3 A1 — B3y Bo1)]  +Bia(In, — ByyBas)]
(A9 By, Bo1 — Agy) + (I, — Baa Bi,) Bay By — Ago

Next, the inclusions 4] and (B]) together with this block form implies, by the
generalized Aitken block diagonal formula (B]) in the proof of Lemma [I§] that

I, M1[I,, —B2B3, By Im O 0]_[S 0
0 ILnll0 I, —BfyBot In,|| N I,| ~ |0 By — Ag|’
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where

M = —[(B12Bg,Ass — A1) + Bia(In, — BiyBa2)](Baa — Aga) ™,
N = —(Bag — Ag2) " [(A22 B3y Ba1 — Aa1) + (1, — BaaBiy) Bal,
S = B/Bay — A/Ass — (A12A5, — B12B3y) Asa(A3y Ao — By Bat) — 5150,
Sy = [(B12Bi5A2s — A12) + Bia(I, — By Bas)),
Sy = (Baz — A22)T[(A22 By, Ba1 — As1) + (I, — B2aBay) Bay).

It also follows from this and Lemma [I§ that
§=(B—A)/(B— A.
Next, we claim that
(In, — By B22)(Bag — A22)T =0, (Baz — A22) T (I, — BaoBg,) = 0. (45)

First, we know that I, — 3;2322 is the orthogonal projection of F™ onto
ker Bos. Second, we know by fundamental properties of the Moore-Penrose
pseudoinverse that

ker[(322 —A22)+]* Zker[(Bzg —Azg)*]+ = ker[(322 —Agz)*]* ZkeI'(Bzg —Agz).

Next, we know that ran(Z,, — B;LQBQQ) = ker By and from our assumption that
ker A22 = ker BQQ, it follows that ker AQQ = ker B22 g keI‘(BQQ - A22). Puttlng
all this together, we have

(In, — B33 B22)(Bag — Agz)t = {[(Baz — A22)*|* (In, — B33 B22)}* = 0% = 0.

Now, by interchanging the roll of Asz, Bay with (A*)2g, (B*)22 in the proof we
just gave and using the hypothesis that ran(As2) = ran(Bag) [which is equivalent
to ker(A*)a2 = ker(B*)az], it follows that

(In, — (B*)35(B)39)((B*)22 — (A")22)" =0,

and then taking adjoints of this proves our claim. Thus, it follows now from
the identities ({@X), the equalities Aj,Agg = By Bas and Asg Aj, = Baa By, and
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@2) that

M = —(B12B3, A2y — A12)(Bas — Aga) ™,
N = —(Bag — A22) " (A2 B, Bay — Aa1),
S = B/Bas — AfAss — (A1sAly — BraBiy) Ass(AfyAs1 — By Bar)
—(B12BiyAgg — A12)(Baa — Ago) (A2 B, Boy — A1)
= B/Bay — AJAgs — (A12AS, — B1aB,) A2a(AJy A1 — By, Ba1)
—(B12B3y Aoy — A12) ATy Aso(Bas — Ass) T Ao A, (A22 Bay Boy — Aai)
= B/Bay — AJAss — (A12A%, — B12Bi,) Asa(AS, Aoy — By Boat)
—(B12Bg, — A12A3,) Asa(Baz — A2) T Ao (By Bar — Ady Ao1)
= B/Bos — A/ Ass
—(A1245, — B12B3,)[A2s + Aoa(Bas — Az) T A2o)(A3y A2 — By Bot)
= B/Ba — A/Azs — (B12B3y — A1243,)(A3; — Bay) T (B3 Bar — A3y Azn).

This proves [@3) and completes the proof of the proposition. m

We are now ready to prove (a) < (b) in Theorem [
Proof of (a) < (b) in Theorem [Il  Assume the hypotheses in Theorem [II
[(a) = (b)]: Suppose J ppt(A) < J ppt(B). Then (Baz)™ < (As2)™ by Corollary
and

A/Ass = [Jppt(A)]11 < [Jppt(B)]11 = B/Bas.

[(b) = (a)]: Conversely, suppose (Ba2)t < (Az2)™. We begin by showing that
the hypotheses of Proposition [[9 are satisfied. First, Lemma [I7 implies that
ker(Asqe) = ker(Ba2) and hence ran(Asz) = ran(Baz). Second, since (B — A)* =
B — A0 < B — A then it follows by Lemma [[4] that 0 < (B — A)/(B —
A)QQ,keI‘(BQQ — A22) Q keI‘(B12 - A12) and the latter implies that ran(Bgl -
As1) C ran(Baa — Agg). Thus, we have proved the hypotheses of Proposition
[I9 are satisfied. The proof of the theorem now follows immediately from this
proposition and Corollary 160l =

Before we move on, let us now compare our Proposition I3, the statement
that (b) = (a) in Theorem [Il and their proof in the self-adjoint case A* =
A, B* = B to Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 2.3, respectively, of Clement and Wimmer
in [25]. First, our Proposition[Idlis a stronger result then [25, Lemma 2.2] since,
although we both require that ker Ays = ker Bag, ker(Bag — Aga) C ker(Biz —
Aqz) {cf. (2.8) and (2.9) in [25]}, we don’t require the hypotheses ker Asy C
ker Aqo, ker Bas C ker Bya {cf. (2.8) in [25]} in order to get the same conclusion
@3 {cf. (2.10) in [25]}. Second, our Theorem [0l that (b) = (a), is a stronger
result then [25, Lemma 2.3] since we do not need to assume that ker Bos C
ker Byo in order to get the same conclusion (@) {cf. (2.14) in [25]}. Moreover, in
essence, the main difference in our proof of Proposition [[9 and that (b) = (a)
in Theorem [I] vs. the proof of Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 2.3 in [25] is that we
found a way to avoid using their hypothesis ker By C ker Bis to achieve the

18



same conclusions. The following example is useful to consider in regard to this
discussion.

Example 20 Let F = R or F = C. Consider the function Jppt(-) on the
following the following 2 x 2 block matrices A* = A = [Aijlij=12,B* = B =
[Bijlij=1.2 € Mu(F),

0 0i1 -3 3 011 -4
0 0:0 0 1 0 010 0
A= BT il I A SR (46)
-3 013 3 -3 0i1 1
1 o1 1 7 o1 1
G old o Fold 3
Jppt(4) = '"1""6'5"_'1""_'1" , Jppt(B) = "1""0'5"_‘1""_‘1" (47)
1 i1 _% I 1 14
4 2 2 8 : 4 4

Then A < B so that the hypotheses of Theorem![d] are satisfied and, in particular,
we know by this theorem that A/Ass < B/Bas and Jppt(A) < Jppt(B) since

e P e e

On the other hand, we cannot use Lemma 2.3 in [24] to prove that A/Asy <
B/ Bsy since

[N

ker(Bay) = Span{ [_11] } Z span { H } = ker(Bj2). (49)

We now complete the proof of Theorem [l by proving that statements (b)
and (c) are equivalent. Before we do this we need the following results from
[43, Observation (7)] (cf. [44, Observation 3.1]) and [40, Theorem 2.1] (cf. |81,
Theorem 5]) which is complementary to Lemma [I7 above.

Lemma 21 If C* = C,D* = D € M,,(F), and D is invertible then
det[(1 —t)C +tD] #0, Vt €[0,1] <= o(D"*C)N (~o0,0] = 0, (50)

where o(D™1C) denotes the set of all eigenvalues of D~*C. Furthermore, if
C < D then o(D~1C) CR and
o(D7'C)N(=00,0] =0 < D' <C. (51)

Proof of (b)) & (c) in Theorem [Il  Assume the hypotheses in Theorem [II
We begin by proving (¢) = (b) in Theorem[Il To do this we can assume without
loss of generality that F = C. Observe that, since A%, = Agg, B3y = B22,0 <
Bos — Ago, then it follows that the holomorphic ny X no-matrix-valued function
H:Ct = M,,(C) defined by

H(t) = (1 — t)AQQ + tBQQ = A22 + t(BQQ — AQQ), teC
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is a matrix-valued Herglotz-Nevanlinna function on the open upper half of the
complex plane CT = {t € C: Imz > 0}. Let

r = rank H (7).

In the case r = 0, it follows that H (i) = 0 and hence As; = By = 0 so that
(b) & (¢) in Theorem [0 is true in this case. Now assume that r # 0. Then
by well-known theorems on matrix-valued Herglotz-Nevanlinna functions (see
134, 132, 131, 133]), it follows that there exists a unitary matrix U € M,,(C) and
matrices H} = Hy, Hf = Hy € M,(C) with 0 < H; such that

h(t)

H(t)—U*{ 0

8} U, h(t) = Ho+tH, t € C,

the set
Z={teC:rankH(t) #r} ={t e C:deth(t) =0}

contains a finite number of elements with Z C R, and the function H+ : C\ Z —
M,,,(C) defined by

h(t)™t 0

Ht@t)=HHt =U* { A

}U,te(C\Z

is a holomorphic ns X ng-matrix-valued function (in which —H™* is a matrix-
valued Herglotz-Nevanlinna function on C*). Moreover, it follows that H* is
continuously differentiable on R\ Z with Ht(¢)* = H*(¢t) for all t € R\ Z and

a -1 _ —1y/ -1
(HHY(1) = %H(t)+ _ [dth%t) 8] S { h(t) hO(t)h(t) 8 .

= —HY(&)H'()HT(t) = —HT(t)(Baz — As)H' (1) <0, t R\ Z.

Hence, it follows immediately from this that rank H (¢) is constant on an interval
[a,b] C R if and only if [a,b] C R\ Z, in which case

b
HOY = H(a)* +/ (H*Y (t)dt < H(a)".

This proves the statement (¢) = (b) in Theorem [Il

We will now prove the statement (b) = (¢) in Theorem [II Suppose that
(Bao)t < (Ag2)™. If Ags = Bay = 0 then (b) = (c) in Theorem [ in this case.
Hence, suppose Aso and Boy are not both the zero matrix. Then by Lemma
7 it follows that 0 # rg = rank Ass = rank By and there exists a matrix
V € M, (F) with V* = V~! and invertible self-adjoint matrices C, D € M, (F)
with 0 < D — C such that

[ o _.[D o
Aoy =V [o O}V,Bgz_v [0 O]V.
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It follows from this that

(1—t)C+tD 0

H(t) = (1 — t)Agz +tBoy =V* 0 0

V.

Thus, to prove the statement (¢) in Theorem [ we need only show that det[(1—
t)C +tD] # 0 for all ¢ € [0,1]. But this follows immediately from Lemma 2]
since by the hypothesis that (Bas)™ < (A22)* we must have D™! < C~!. m
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