arXiv:2406.00963v1 [math.CO] 3 Jun 2024

PERMANENTAL INEQUALITIES FOR TOTALLY POSITIVE MATRICES
MARK SKANDERA AND DANIEL SOSKIN

ABSTRACT. We characterize ratios of permanents of (generalized) submatrices which are
bounded on the set of all totally positive matrices. This provides a permanental analog of
results of Fallat, Gekhtman, and Johnson [Adv. Appl. Math. 30 no. 3, (2003) pp. 442-470]
concerning ratios of matrix minors. We also extend work of Drake, Gerrish, and the first
author [Electron. J. Combin., 11 no. 1, (2004) Note 6] by characterizing the differences of
monomials in Z[z1 1, 21,2, - - -, Tn,n) Which evaluate positively on the set of all totally positive
n X n matrices.

1. INTRODUCTION

Given an nxn matrix A = (a; ;) and subsets I, J C [n] :={1,...,n},let A ; = (a;;)icr jes
denote the (I, J)-submatriz of A. For |I| = |J|, call det(As ;) the (I, J)-minor of A. A real
n X n matrix A is called totally positive (totally nonnegative) if every minor of A is positive
(nonnegative). Let M!T C MI™N denote these sets of matrices.

These and the set M!S of n x n Hermitian positive semidefinite matrices arise in many
areas of mathematics, and for more than a century mathematicians have been studying
inequalities satisfied by their matrix entries. (See, e.g., [8].) Many such inequalities involve
minors and permanents. For instance inequalities of Fischer [9], Fan [4], and Lieb [15] state
that for all matrices A € MINN U MHPS and for all I C [n] and I¢ := [n] \ I, we have

) det(A) < det(A; ) det(Are e),
per(A) > per(A; 1) per(Arere).

Koteljanskii’s inequality [13], [14] states that for A € MINN U MHPS and for all 1,.J C [n]
we have

(2) det(AIUJ,IUJ) det(A]mJJmJ) S det(AL]) det(AJ,J).

Many open questions about inequalities exist and seem difficult. For instance, it is known
which 8-tuples (I, J, K, L, I’ J', K', L") of subsets satisfy

(3) det(A[’[/) det(AJ’J/) S det(AKK/) det(AL,L/)

for all A € MINN [7], [16], but few permanental analogs of such inequalities are known.
While some of these 8-tuples also satisfiy

(4) per(Ayr ) per(Aj ) > per(Ag k) per(Ap 1),
this second inequality is not true in general. For example, the natural permanental analog

(5) per(Arusrus) per(Amnging) > per(Ar ) per(Ay.y),
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of (@) holds neither for all A € MHPS nor for all A € MINN. (See [17] §6] for a counterex-
ample with n = 3.)
Let us put aside M!S and consider conjectured inequalities of the form

(6) product,; < product,

involving minors and permanents of matrices in M and MIP. One strategy for studying
([G)) is to view the difference product, — product, as a polynomial

(7) f([lf) = f(xl,lazl,Za ce. axn,n) S Z[l’] = Z[zl,lazl,Za cee 7xn,n]

in matrix entries. Then the validity of the inequality (€)) is equivalent to the statement that
for all A= (a;;) € MI™N we have

(8) f(A) = fla11,a12, ..., anpn) > 0.

We call a polynomial (7)) with this property a totally nonnegative polynomial. Since M
is dense in MINN the inequality (8) holds for all A € MY if and only if it holds for all
A e MY,

A second strategy for studying (variations of) a potential inequality ([@]) is to ask for which
positive constants ki, ko the modified inequalities

(9) ki - product; < product, < ks - product,

hold for all A € MINN Bounds of k; = 1 or ky = 1 imply the inequality () or its
reverse to hold; other bounds give information not apparent in the proof or disproof of ({@l).
Equivalently, we may view the ratio of product, to product; as a rational function

(10) R(z) == R(z11, 212, .+, Tnn) € Q@) == Q(211, 712, -+, Tpn)

in matrix entries, and we may ask for upper and lower bounds as z varies over M. While
a ratio (I0) is not defined everywhere on MINN | the density of M in MINN allows us to
restrict our attention to MI': we have

for all z € M!? if and only if the same inequalities hold for all z € MINN such that R(x)
is defined. Clearly the lower bound k; is interesting only when positive, since products of
minors and permanents of totally nonnegative matrices are trivially bounded below by 0.
A characterization of all ratios of the form
det(ZL’L]/) det(l’JJl)
det(ZL’K,K/) det(:)sLL/) ’

(12) LI,...,L,LCn

which are bounded above and/or nontrivially bounded below on M follows from work in
[7] and [16]. Each ratio (IZ) is bounded above and/or below by 1, and for each n, factors as
a product of elements of a finite set of indecomposable ratios. This result was extended in
[11] to include ratios of products of arbitrarily many minors

det(zr, 1) - -det(:c;p,lz))

det(le’J{) s det(l'JwJI/)) ’

(13)

Again, each of these factors as a product of elements belonging to a finite set of indecom-
posable ratios. For n = 3, each ratio (I3]) is bounded above and/or below by 1; for n > 4,
such bounds are conjectured [3].
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While the permanental version (B) of Koteljanskii’s inequality is false, we will show in
Section [3] that the corresponding ratio is bounded above and nontrivially below. Specifically,
1 < per(xr ) per(xy.y)
|[ U J|' ‘] N J|' - per(:LjUJJUJ) per(me,mJ)
for all I, J C [n] and z € M P, The failure of (H), combined with (I4]), exposes a difference
between ratios of minors and of permanents: unlike the bounded ratios in (I2), not all
bounded ratios of permanents are bounded by 1. Thus it is natural to ask which ratios
(15) R(a) = 2 per@ng) - per@, )
per(:cjhji)per(:ch”]é) . -per(quJé)

(14)

< [V

are bounded above and/or nontrivially below as real-valued functions on M"  and to state
bounds.

In Section 2l we describe a multigrading of the coordinate ring Z[z] of n X n matrices.
Extending work in [6], we define a partial order on the monomials in Z[x] which characterizes
the differences H:L'f]] - H:LfljJ which are totally nonnegative polynomials. This leads to
our main results in Section [l which characterize ratios (I5]) which are bounded above and
nontrivially below as real-valued functions on MF. We provide some such bounds, which
are not necessarily tight. We finish in Section (] with some open questions.

2. A MULTIGRADING OF Z[Z11,%12,-.,%nn] AND THE TOTAL NONNEGATIVITY ORDER

We will find it convenient to view degree-r monomials in Z[z] in terms of permutations in
the symmetric group &, and multisets of [n]. In particular, given permutations v,w € &,
define the monomial

VW

z = Togwr " Lopwye
Define an r-element multiset of [n] to be a nondecreasing r-tuple of elements of [n]. In
exponential notation, we write i* to represent k consecutive occurrences of i in such an

r-tuple, e.g.,

(16) (1,1,2,3) = 12231 (1,2,2,2) = 1123
Two r-element multisets
(17) M = (my,...,m,) =1%...n%", O=(oy,...,0,) =17 ...nf"

determine a generalized submatriz w0 of £ by (211,0)i; = T, ,0;- For example, when n = 3,
we have the 4 x 4 generalized submatrix and monomial

T11 T12 Ti2 T12
T11 T12 Ti2 T12
(18) T1123,1222 = ’ ’ ’ ’ (21123,1222)
’ To1 T2 Too Tao|’ ’

31 X32 X322 T3.2

1234,4312 __
= T12%1,272,173,2-

The ring Z[z] has a natural multigrading
(19) Zlz) = P P Ano.
r>0 M,O

where the second direct sum is over pairs (M, O) of r-element multisets of [n], and
(20) Ao = spang{(zp0)°" |w € &, }.
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More precisely, for M, O as in ([I7), a basis for Ao is given by all monomials
2 1
i,j€[n]
with C' = (¢; ;) € Mat, ,(N) satisfying
(22) i+ ten=0;, cj+--+c,,;=p; fori,j=1,...,n.
One may express a monomial (2])) in the form (z,0)%" by the following algorithm.

Algorithm 2.1. Given a monomial (2I)) in Ao with M, O as in (I7),

(i) Define the rearrangement u = w; - - -u, of O by writing (2I)) with variables in lexico-
graphic order as T, u; T, u,-
(ii) Let j; < --- < jg, be the positions of the ; ones in u, let jg, 11 < --- < jg,+5, be the
positions of the £, twos in u, etc.
(ili) For i =1,...,r, define w;, = 1.
(iv) Call the resulting word w = w(C).

For example, it is easy to check that for n = 3 and multisets (1123, 1222) = (122!3!,112330)

of {1,2, 3}, the graded component A;;23 1292 of Z[211, %12, ..., 33] is spanned by monomials
(2I)), where C' = (¢; ;) is one of the matrices

1 10 0 20 020
(23) 010[, [too], lo1o0

010 010 1 00

having row sums (2, 1,1) and column sums (1,3,0). These are
2 2
(24) T1,1%1,222,2T32, L12T21T32, T19T22T31,

with column index sequences equal to the rearrangements 1222, 2212, 2221 of 1222. Al-
gorithm 2.1] then produces permutations 1234, 2314, 2341 in &4, and we may express the
monomials (24]) as

)1234,1234

)1234,2314 )1234,2341 )

(25) (I1123,1222 ) (1'1123,1222 ) (1'1123,1222

For r-element multisets M, O of [n], the monomials in A, o are closely related to para-
bolic subgroups of &, with standard generators sq,...,s,_1, and double cosets of the form
W, (amywW, 0y where w belongs to &,., W; is the subgroup of &, generated by J, and

L(M) = {Sla R Sr—l} ~ {SOCI’ Sartazy - ST’—Ocn} = {Sj | mj = mj+1}>

L(O> = {517 T Sr—l} ~ {5517 SB1+B21 -+ s Sr—ﬁn} = {Sj | 05 = Oj+1}'
It is easy to see that the map M s (M) is bijective: one recovers M = 1% ... n* from the
generators not in ¢(M) as in (26]). It is known that each double coset has unique minimal

and maximal elements with respect to the Bruhat order on &,., defined by declaring v < w

if each reduced expression s;, - - - s;, for w contains a subword which is a reduced expression
for v. (See, e.g., [2], [5].) Let W, \W/W, 0y denote the set of all double cosets of W = &,
determined by r-element multisets M, O.

Proposition 2.2. Fizr-element multisets M, O as in ({17). The double cosets W, \W/W,0)
satisfy the following.

(26)
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(i) Each double coset has a unique Bruhat-minimal element u satisfying su > u for all
s € u(M) and us > u for all s € 1(O); it has a unique Bruhat-mazimal element v’
satisfying su’ <’ for all s € «(M) and uv's <’ for all s € 1(O).

(ii) We have W, (oW, 0y = WianywWyoy if and only if (xa0)%" = (2p,0)9".

(iii) The cardinality |W,on\W/W,0y| is the dimension of Ao, equivalently, the number
of matrices in Mat, x,(N) having row sums (aq, ..., ay,) and column sums (5, ..., fBn)-

(iv) Each permutation w produced by Algorithm [21] is the unique Bruhat-minimal element
of its coset W,anwW, o).

Proof. (i) See [5].

(ii) The dimension of Ao is the cardinality of the set {(xp0)*"|w € &,}. But we
have (zp,0)" = (za,0)°" if and only if when we partition the r x r permutation matrices
P(v), P(w) of v, w into blocks by drawing bars after rows aq, aq + ag, ..., — a, and after
columns (1, 81 + B2, ..., — By, the corresponding blocks of P(v) and P(w) contain equal
numbers of ones. It follows that for fixed w € &,, the set {v € &, | (xrp,0)*" = (Tpm,0)"} is
Wy wWo)

(iii) This follows from (ii), where ¢; ; is the number of ones in block (i, j) of the permutation
matrix of any permutation belonging to the double coset.

(iv) By Step (i) of the algorithm, subwords w; -« Wa,, Way+1 - " Way+as, €tc., of w(C') are
increasing. It follows that for any generator s € «(M) we have sw > w. By Step (ii) of the
algorithm, letters 1, ..., 31 appear in increasing order in w(C), as do 1 + 1,. .., 1 + Pa, etc.
It follows that for any generator w € ((O) we have ws > w. O

For any subsets I, J of generators of &,., the Bruhat order on &, induces a poset structure
on W, \W/W; as follows. We declare WoW; < W;wW; if elements of the cosets satisfy any
of the three (equivalent) inequalities in the Bruhat order on &, [5, Lem. 2.2].

(i) The minimal element of W;vIW; is less than or equal to the minimal element of WwW .

(ii) The maximal element of WyvWj is less than or equal to the maximal element of W;wW .
(iii) At least one element of W vW) is less than or equal to at least one element of WywW;.
We call this poset the Bruhat order on W, \W/W,. A fourth equivalent inequality can be
stated in terms of matrices of exponents defined by monomials in Ay 0. (See, e.g., [12].)
Given a matrix C' = (¢; ;) € Mat,«,(N), define the matrix C* = (¢} ;) € Mat,x,(N) by

(27) c; ; = sum of entries of Cjy ;)

Proposition 2.3. Fiz monomials
(znm,0)7" Hif,w (zm0)° H!L"J,

in Aao and define matrices C*, D* as in ([27). Then we have W,nvW, 0y < WanwW, o)
in the Bruhat order if and only if C* > D* in the componentwise order.

The Bruhat order on W, \W/W, ) is closely related to certain totally nonnegative
polynomials in Ay . Indeed, when M = O = 1", totally nonnegative polynomials of the
form %" — x*" are characterized by the Bruhat order on &,, [6].

w

Theorem 2.4. Forv,w € &, the polynomial x¢° — x©
if v < w in the Bruhat order.

1s totally nonnegative if and only
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We will now extend this result to all monomials in Z[z]. Let us define a partial order
<r on all monomials in Z[x] by declaring (z30)*" <r (xpg)*" if (zpg)*" — (xrm,0)"" is
a totally nonnegative polynomial. We call this the total nonnegativity order on monomials
in Z[z|. It is not hard to show that the total nonnegativity order is a disjoint union of its
restrictions to the multigraded components (I9) of Z|x].

Lemma 2.5. Monomials
Cij di
(28) qu ’ qu
,J ,J

are comparable in the total nonnegativity order only if they belong to the same multigraded
component of Z[x].

Proof. For k,( € [n] and t € Rxg, define the n x n matrix E¥(t) = (eﬁ’f)me[n} by
t ifi<kandj </

(29) i’f: 12_‘an VAREN
1 otherwise.

This matrix is totally nonnegative if £ > 1, or k = n, or £ = n.

Suppose that the monomials belong to components Ay, o and Ay or of Z[z], with M, O,
as in ([I7) and

M =1%...p% O =101 ...pbn

If M # M', then let k € [n] be the least index appearing with different multiplicities in the
two multisets. Evaluating the monomials (28) at E*™(t) yields t®1+ -+ and t*1t "+ The
difference of these can be made positive or negative by choosing t < 1 or ¢t > 1. On the other
hand, if O # O’, then the evalulation of the monomials (28) at matrices of the form E™(t)
leads to a similar conclusion. O

Theorem 2.6. Fiz r-element multisets M = 1*1--.n* O = 1°...nP qs in (17), and
matrices C, D € Mat,,x,(N) with row and column sums (o, ..., ), (B1,- .-, Bn), and define

the polynomaial
3,7 d;
flz) = szg'] - H%,j]
,J ,J

in Ayro. Then the following are equivalent.

(i) f(x) is totally nonnegative.
(i) C* > D* in the componentwise order.
(11i) w(C) < w(D) in the Bruhat order on &,..
(iv) f(z) is equal to a sum of products of the form det(xr 1)@y, vy =+ Tup_p00_» 0 Apro with
|I| =1|J| = 2.

Proof. (i = ii) Suppose C* #? D* in the componentwise order and let (k,¢) the the lexi-
cographically least pair satisfying cj , < d ,. Now choose ¢ > 1 and evaluate f (x) at the
totally nonnegative matrix E*‘(t) to obtain ¢ — t%.¢ < 0. Tt follows that f(z) is not a
totally nonnegative polynomial.

(ii = iii) This follows from Proposition 23] and the definition of the Bruhat order on double
cosets.
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(iii = iv) Suppose that w(C) < w(D) and let p = f(w(D)) — £(w(C)). Then there exist a
sequence
w(C) =y @ < yM <. < y=D < y®) — (D)

of permutations and a sequence ((i, jo), - - -, (4p—1, jp—1)) of transpositions in &, such that
we have

y®) = (i1, )y, (™) = £y* V) +1
for k = 1,...,p. We may thus write f(z) = (z11.0)°"“) — (zp1,0)°"P) as the telescoping
sum

) ey ey ey eyP=1) e
((l’M,o) ’yo—(fL’M,o) ’y1>+<(IM,o) ’yl—(IM,o) ’y2)+"'+<(IM,o) Y 1—(IM,O) ’yp>,

where each parenthesized difference either has the desired form or is 0.
(iv = 1) A sum of products of minors is a totally nonnegative polynomial. O

For example, let us revisit the monomials (24]) — (25]) in the graded component A;;93 1290 of
Zx11,219,...,233). It is easy to see that 1234 < 2314 < 2341 in the Bruhat order on &, and
that the application of (27)) to the corresponding matrices in (23)) yields the componentwise
comparisons

1 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2
(30) 1 3 3| >11 3 31 >10 3 3
1 4 4 1 4 4 1 4 4
Thus we have (I1123,1222)1234’1234 > (931123,1222)1234’2314 >T1 (171123,1222)1234’2341> Le.,

T11T12T22T32 T T1oT21T30 7 T3 9T22T3,1.
Furthermore, the chain 1234 < 2134 < 2314 < 2341 in the Bruhat order on &, with
(31) 2134 = (1,2)1234, 2314 = (2,3)2134, 2341 = (3,4)2314

allows us to write x; 121 2722732 — 37%2.]72,1{1:3’2 as

<(231123,1222)1234’1234 - (I1123,1222)1234’2134) + <(a:1123,1222)1234’2134 — (:)3112371222)123472314)

T11 T12 T11 T1.2
= det ’ | To0T32 + T12 det ’ 32,
T11 T22 To1 T22

)

and to write 17%72552715@,72 — :)3%2332,21'3,1 as

1234,2314 1234,2341\ _ 2 T21 T22
<($1123,1222) - (331123,1222) ) =T19 det [:63 s 2} .

3. MAIN RESULTS

Let M®P be the set of totally positive n x n matrices. To characterize ratios of products of
permanents which are bounded above and/or nontrivially bounded below on the set MY
we first consider necessary conditions on the multisets of rows and columns appearing in
such ratios. Let

er(xy, r)per(xr, ) -« -per(xy,
(32) R(:):) _ p ( Il,ll)p ( 12,12) P ( IT,IT)’
Per(le,J{)Pef(SCJzJ;) - ~per(qu7Jé)
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be such a ratio, where
(33) (I, oo L), (I, 4y), (D dy), (e )

are multisets of [n] satisfying |I| = |I;|, | Jk| = |J;| for all k. In order for R(z) to be bounded
above or nontrivially bounded below on M" the multisets (33) must be related in terms of
an operation which we call multiset union. Given multisets M = 1% ...p% O = 11 ...pnPn
of [n], define their multiset union to be

(34) M LUJ O = 1051“1‘51 . .na”l"'ﬁn.
For example, 1124 U 1233 = 11122334.

Proposition 3.1. Given multiset sequences as in (33), a ratio (33) can be bounded above
or nontrivially bounded below on MY only if we have the multiset equalities

(35) LY---uwil,=JU---UJ, Hu---ull=Jju---uJ,
Proof. Given a multiset K, let p;(K) denote the multiplicity of 7 in K, and define

(36) o =Y wll), Bi=> wl), of = (), B = mlJ).
k=1 k=1 k=1 k=1

Assume that the multiset equalities ([B5) do not hold, e.g., for some i we have «; # . Let
A be a totally positive matrix and construct a family of matrices (A(t));~o by scaling row 4
of A by t. Clearly, each matrix A(t) is totally positive, since each minor det(A(t); ;) equals
either det(A; ;) or ¢ times this. Furthermore, we have R(A(t)) = t*~* R(A), since each
permanent with row multiset K containing 7 is scaled by t*(¥). Thus, by letting ¢t approach

0 or 400, we can make R(A(t)) arbitrarily large or arbitrarily close to 0. The same is true
if we have 3; # .. O

To state sufficient conditions for the boundedness of ratios (B2) we observe that it is
possible to bound the permanent above and below as follows.

Proposition 3.2. For any n x n totally nonnegative matriz A = (a; ;) we have
(37) apy -y < per(A) <nl-ayg---app.

Proof. The first inequality follows from the fact that ay - anw, > 0 for all w € &,,. The
second inequality follows from the fact (Theorem 2.4]) that ay1 - anpn < @10y« Gnw, for all

w e 6,. O

Now we state our main result, which characterizes ratios R(x) as in (32)) which are bounded
above for x € MIP.

Theorem 3.3. Let rational function

per(xll,li)per(mb,[é) - -per(xy, 1)

per(z, g )per(zp,,z) - - - per(zy,.r;)

have index sets which satisfy (33), and define matrices C = (¢;;), C* = (¢j;), D = (di;),
D* = (di ;) by

(39) ($Il,11)e’e xlr,l’ e Hfb’cff’ ($J1,J{)e’e SCJq,J' oe HSC i

(38) R(z) =
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and (27). Then R(x) is bounded above on the set of totally positive matrices if and only if
C* < D* in the componentwise order. In this case, it is bounded above by |I1|!---|L|!.

Proof. Suppose that C* £ D*. Then for some indices (k,£) we have cj , > dj ,. Define the
matrix B(t) = (b;;(t)) by

by (t) = t ifi<kandj </,
WYY )1 otherwise.

Now, we have R(B(t)) = % where deg(p(t)) = ¢;; > d ; = deg(q(t)). Thus we have

i = %% =
tliglo R(B(t)) =t 0.

Assume therefore that we have C* < D* and let A be any n x n totally positive matrix.
Applying the inequalities of Proposition to the numerator and denominator of R(A)
respectively, we see that R(A) is at most

\L N AL )% - L (Agy ) B \h“"'\bI!Hafff
(A (Asg,)o [Tasy
By (Bruhat result), this is at most |I;|!---|L|! .

(40)

U

Observe that Theorem guarantees no nontrivial lower bound for R(z) and gives an
upper bound which is sometimes tight. Indeed the ratio

X1,2%21

L1,1222

attains all values in the open interval (0,1) as x varies over matrices in M3Y. On the other
hand, special cases of the ratios in Theorem [3.3] can be shown to have both upper and
nontrivial lower bounds.

Corollary 3.4. For ratio R(x) and matrices C, D defined as in Theorem[3.3, if C' = D,
then R(z) is bounded above and below by

1

41 - <
(4D s

R(z) < |L|1--- L],

for x € MP.
For example, consider the ratio

(42) R(z) = per(z12,34)per(rs,12)

X1,3024T31T42

Wlth |Il| = |[2| = 2, |J1| = |J2| = |J3| = |J4| = 1, and

(43) C=D=

O = OO
o O O
OO O
oo = O
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By Corollary B3.4], we have

1
— 12

T < R(x) < 2!
It is easy to see that R(x) attains values arbitrarily close to 4 as x approaches the matrix of
all ones. It is also possible to show that R(z) attains values arbitrarily close to 1. Indeed,
consider the matrix A = A(e) = (a; ;) defined by

1 1 € €
1 2 1 €
(44) A(E) - € 1 2 1 )
e e 1 1
where € is positive and close to 0. To see that A(e) is totally positive, it suffices to verify

the positivity of the sixteen minors det(A, p,],[as,65)) indexed by pairs of intervals, at least
one of which contains 1 [10, Thm.9]. Observe that we have a;; > 0 and a;; > 0 for all 4, j.
Also,

det(Aiz12) =1,
det(/hg,gg) det(A23 12) =1- 26
det(A12 34) det(A34 12) = 62 — 63
det(Algg 123) =1+ 2¢— 26
det(Algg 234) det(A234 123) =1—4e+ E + 36
det(A) = 4e — 66 — 2¢* + 9¢* — 2€° — 3¢,
It follows that we have
(62 _ 63)2
lim R(A) = lim ——=lm 1 -2+ =1
e—07+ e—0+ € e—0+

In the case that all submatrices in (38)) are principal, the necessary condition (B3] for
boundedness is in fact sufficient to guarantee the existence of upper and nontrivial lower
bounds.

Corollary 3.5. For ratio R as in Theorem [3.3, if all submatrices in R(z) are principal,
(Iy = 1}, Jp = J}, for all k), then R(z) is bounded above and below as in ({{1]).

Proof. For principal submatrices xp, r,, ..., the condition (3H) implies the equality of the
matrices C' and D in ([39): this matrix is diagonal with (7,7) entry equal to the multiplicity
ofiin[HW..--UI. OJ

For example, consider the ratio
per(xy ) per(xy.s)
pel"(IIuJ,IuJ) pel"(ImJ,mJ)
coming from the (false) permanental version (Bl of Koteljanskii’s inequality (2). By Corol-
lary B.5] the four principal submatrices of x imply that the exponent matrices C and D are

equal and diagonal with (i,7) entry equal to the multiplicity of ¢ in 7U.J. Thus Corollary B4
gives the lower and upper bounds

(45)

1

IEGr

(46)
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as claimed in (I4]). These bounds are not in general tight. Consider the special case

(47) 1 < per(z12,12)per(v23,23) < (2!)2
31! ™ per(z123,123)per(w22)
with
1 00
(48) C=D=10 2 0
001
We improve ([{T) as follows.
Proposition 3.6. For x € M3" we have
(49) 1 < pel"(xlz,lz)pel"(fb’z?,,z?,) <2

2 7 per(x123,123)per(za2)
Proof. The first inequality follows from expanding
2 - per(w1212)per (w23 23) — per(Ti23,123)per(wz2)
and grouping terms as

2 2
(I11I22I33 - I13I221731) + (I12I2137221'33 - 931293221'239331) + (9312552117235532 - I13I21I22I32)

+ T11T922T23T32 + T12T21T23T 32
= det(xlg,lg)x§2 + det(293,13) 712022 + det(212,23) L2132 + T11022T23T 32 + T12L21T23T 3.
Similarly, the second inequality follows from expanding
2- per(x123,123)per(x272) - per(x12712)per(x23,23)
and grouping terms as
ZE11I§2I33 + det($23,23)$12$21 + 22199923731 + T11T22023%32 + 2X13%21 X232 + 2931393329331-

O
The authors believe that even these bounds are not tight. The smallest and greatest values
for (49) that we have found are 2/3 and 121/114, respectively.
4. FUTURE DIRECTIONS

It would be interesting to characterize the ratios (I3 which are bounded by 1, i.e., to
solve the following problem.

Problem 4.1. Characterize the differences
(50) per(x, s1) - -per(:EJqJé) —per(xy, ;) - - per(zr, 1)
which are totally nonnegative polynomials.

To consider a special case, it is possible to show that for small n, the sets I = [2n] \ 2Z,
J = [2n] N 2Z define a totally nonnegative polynomial

(51) Per(Z(n),[n]) PEL(T{nt1,20],(n+12n) — Per(Zr,r) Per(z,,.y).
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If this polynomial is totally nonnegative in general, then it provides a permanental analog
of the known totally nonnegative polynomial

det(zyr) det(xs ) — det(zp, ) det(Zpm1.20) fnt1,2n])-
Conjecture 4.2. The polynomial (21) is totally nonnegative for all n.

Other families of possible inequalities are suggested by the known inequalities appearing
in Proposition In particular, the first inequality there compares the permanent to a
product of permanents of 1 x 1 matrices. Comparing further to products of permanents of
the form

(52> pel"(le,jl) o 'per(xfr,lr)v

we obtain polynomials of the forms

(53) per(z) — per(zy, 1) - - per(zr, 1., per(zr,,n,) - per(Tr,.1,) — T Tng,

which are totally nonnegative because they belong to spany{z®" |w € &,}. It is natural to
ask if the cardinalities of the index sets determine whether a difference of the form (B0Q) is
totally nonnegative, but this is not the case. It is natural then to ask how averages of such
products compare to one another. This problem is open. (See [I], [I7, Prob.5.3].)

Problem 4.3. Characterize the pairs of partitions X = (A1, ..., \), = (41, ..., fq) Such
that

(54) Z per(xlhjl) e per(zlr'ylr') _ Z per(lele) U per(ququ)

(In,....Ir) (Alﬁ,)\r-) (J1yeesJq) (vaﬁvﬂf')
[Tk |=Ar | Tk |=her

15 totally nonnegative.

Now consider generalizing the second inequality in Proposition to products of perma-
nents of the form (52)). Differences of the form

per(zp,,1,) - - -per(zy,,1,) _ per(z)
|| 1! n!

(55)

are not totally nonnegative, while differences of the form

. per(xh,h) t 'per(xlr,lr)
L]t 2!

(56) 1'171 s zn,n

are (by Proposition B:2)). It is natural then to ask about the averages of differences (B3,
over all set partitions (I1, ..., I,) of a partition A.

Problem 4.4. Decide if for fivred A = (A1, ..., \.), the polynomial

Z per(zr,r,) - - -per(zr, 1.) — per(z)

(-[17"'7-[7')
[ |=Ak

15 totally nonnegative.
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To illustrate (53]) and Problem [4.4], let us consider the case that n = 3. It is straightforward
to show that
er(x x er(x

(57) per(z12,12)73 3 P ( )’

211! 3!
equivalently, 3per(z1212)x33 — per(z), is totally nonnegative because the latter expression
equals a sum of matrix minors. Similarly,

per(wos23)r11  per(x)
211! 3!
is totally nonnegative. On the other hand,

per(z1313)r22  per(x)

(58)

(59) 211! 3
is not, because its evaluation at
1 10
1 11
1 11
is negative. On the other hand, two times the sum of the three differences (57) — (59) is

256’1,1552,21’3,3 — T1,202,373,1 — L1,322,173,2,

which is totally nonnegative by Theorem [2.4]
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