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Abstract

Sylvester’s criterion characterizes positive definite (PD) and positive semidefinite (PSD)

matrices without the need of eigendecomposition. It states that a symmetric matrix is PD

if and only if all of its leading principal minors are positive, and a symmetric matrix is PSD

if and only if all of its principal minors are nonnegative. For an m × m symmetric matrix,

Sylvester’s criterion requires computing m and 2m−1 determinants to verify it is PD and PSD,

respectively. Therefore, it is less useful for PSD matrices due to the exponential growth in

the number of principal submatrices as the matrix dimension increases. We provide a stronger

Sylvester’s criterion for PSD matrices which only requires to verify the nonnegativity of m(m+

1)/2 determinants. Based on the new criterion, we provide a method to derive elementwise

criteria for PD and PSD matrices. We illustrate the applications of our results in PD or PSD

matrix completion and highlight their statistics applications via nonlinear semidefinite program.
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1. Classic Sylvester’s criterion and our new result

1.1. Review of Sylvester’s criterion

Positive definite (PD) and positive semidefinite (PSD) matrices are important in mathematics and

related fields. In this paper, we only discuss real matrices. For an m × m symmetric matrix X,

it is PD is cTXc > 0 for all non-zero m-dimensional vector c, and it is PSD if cTXc ≥ 0 for

all m-dimensional vector c. There are different characterizations of PD and PSD matrices. The

most common characterization is based on the eigenvalues, which requires the eigendecomposition

of matrices. That is, a symmetric matrix is PD if all its eigenvalues are positive, and PSD if

all its eigenvalues are nonnegative. Without the need of eigendecomposition, Sylvester’s criterion

determines whether or not a matrix is PD or PSD based on the determinants of its submatrices.

Before reviewing Sylvester’s criterion, we introduce some notation and definitions.

For integers a ≤ b, we use a : b to denote the set of integers {a, a+1, ..., b−1, b}. For any m×n

matrix X, if I is a sequence of unique values in 1 : m and J is a sequence of unique values in 1 : n,

then we use XI,J to denote the submatrix of X having the rows with indices in I and the columns

with indices in J . We use det(·) to denote the determinant of a matrix. We review the definition

of principal submatrix, principal minor, leading principal submatrix, and leading principal minors

in Definition 1 below.

Definition 1. Consider an m×m matrix X. If I is a subset of {1, ...,m}, then XI,I is a principal

submatrix of X and det(XI,I) is a principal minor of X. If b ≥ 1 is an integer, then X1:b,1:b is a

leading principal submatrix of X and det(X1:b,1:b) is a leading principal minor of X.

Based on Definition 1, Sylvester’s criterion gives sufficient and necessary conditions for PD and

PSD matrices (Horn and Johnson 2012), which is reviewed in Theorem 1 below.

Theorem 1 (Sylvester’s criterion). (i) A symmetric matrix is PD if and only if all of its leading

principal minors are positive. (ii) A symmetric matrix is PSD if and only if all of its principal

minors are nonnegative.

By Theorem 1(i), to verify whether or not a symmetric m × m matrix X is PD, we need to

check the determinants of its m leading principal submatrices. However, by Theorem 1(ii), to verify

whether or not a symmetric m × m matrix X is PSD, we need to check the determinants of its

2m − 1 principal submatrices. Thus, Sylvester’s criterion for PSD matrices is less useful due to the

exponential growth in the number of principal submatrices as the matrix dimension increases.

Theorem 1(i) is attributed to James Joseph Sylvester (1814–1897). However, Sylvester’s crite-

rion for PD matrices has been extended, without proper justification, to test PSD matrices; see

Kwan (2021) for a survey of such unjustified applications and extensions of Sylvester’s criterion.

Theorem 1(ii) was first introduced by Prussing (1986), providing a correct and necessary condition

for PSD matrices.
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1.2. Statement of the new result

Our new result improves Sylvester’s criterion for PSD matrices by only checking the determinants

of its m(m+ 1)/2 principal submatrices. We introduce some further definitions below.

Definition 2. For an m×m matrix X and integers a ≤ b, we call Xa:b,a:b a consecutive principal

submatrix of X.

By Definitions 1 and 2, a consecutive principal submatrix of X must be a principal submatrix

of X, and a leading principal submatrix of X must be a consecutive principal submatrix of X.

Definition 3. For a symmetric m×m matrix X, we define XI,I as an inner-saturated submatrix

of X, where I = {1,m} ∪ J and the index set J satisfies

(i) when m ≤ 2, J = ∅;

(ii) when m ≥ 3, {X2:(m−1),j : j ∈ J} is a maximal linearly independent set of the column vectors

in X2:(m−1),2:(m−1).

Whenm = 3, the unique inner-saturated submatrix ofX isX itself ifX2,2 ̸= 0, and isX{1,3},{1,3}

if X2,2 = 0. This is because the maximal linearly independent set of {0} is an empty set. When

m ≥ 4, we provide two examples below to illustrate the definition of the inner-saturated submatrix.

Example 1. Consider the following 4× 4 symmetric matrix:

X =


1 2 3 4

2 3 4 5

3 4 5 6

4 5 6 7

 .

It is the unique inner-saturated submatrix of itself, because the column vectors of the matrix

(
3 4

4 5

)
are linearly independent.

Example 2. Consider the following 5× 5 symmetric matrix:

X =


1 2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5 6

3 4 5 6 7

4 5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8 9

 .
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It has three inner-saturated submatrices removing 4th, 3rd, 2nd row and column from X, respectively

Y1 =


1 2 3 5

2 3 4 6

3 4 5 7

5 6 7 9

 , Y2 =


1 2 4 5

2 3 5 6

4 5 7 8

5 6 8 9

 , Y3 =


1 3 4 5

3 5 6 7

4 6 7 8

5 7 8 9



because the column vectors of the matrix

3 4 5

4 5 6

5 6 7

 are linearly dependent, but the column vectors

of the matrix

(
3 4

4 5

)
,

(
3 5

5 7

)
,

(
5 6

6 7

)
are linearly independent.

We present our new result in Theorem 2 below.

Theorem 2. For a symmetric m×m matrix X, the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) X is a PSD matrix;

(ii) for any consecutive principal submatrix of X, one of its inner-saturated submatrices has a

nonnegative determinant;

(iii) for any consecutive principal submatrix of X, any of its inner-saturated submatrices has a

nonnegative determinant.

To appreciate the significance of conditions (ii) and (iii) in Theorem 2, we remark that for a

general symmetric matrix X, even if one of its inner-saturated submatrices has a nonnegative deter-

minant, it is still possible that its other inner-saturated submatrices have a negative determinant.

However, in our Theorem 2, the condition (ii) is equivalent to conditions (i) and (iii). Based on

condition (ii), to verify whether or not a symmetric m×m matrix X is PSD, we only need to check

the determinants of m(m+1)/2 principal submatrices, including one inner-saturated submatrix of

each consecutive principal submatrix of X. By Definitions 2 and 3, any inner-saturated submatrix

of a consecutive principal submatrix of X is a principal submatrix of X. Therefore, Theorem 2 is

stronger than the classic Sylvester’s criterion for PSD matrices in Theorem 1(ii).

2. Toward elementwise characterization of PD and PSD matrices

2.1. Theoretical results

Theorem 2 gives a sufficient and necessary condition for a PSD matrix based on all its consecutive

principal submatrices. These conditions of consecutive principal submatrices lead to elementwise

characterization of PSD matrices. We also have analogous conditions of consecutive principal

submatrices which lead to elementwise characterization of PD matrices. In this section, we provide

a method to determine the range of elements in PD and PSD matrices, which forms the foundation

for the applications in Sections 3 and 4.
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We first introduce the following two propositions. They are crucial for determining the range

of elements in PD and PSD matrices.

Proposition 1. Consider a symmetric m×m matrix X, where both X1:(m−1),1:(m−1) and X2:m,2:m

are PD. (i) X is PD if and only if X has a positive determinant. (ii) For arbitrary values in X

except X1,m and Xm,1, there always exists a real number k such that we can set X1,m = Xm,1 = k

to ensure X is PD.

Proposition 2. Consider a symmetric m×m matrix X, where both X1:(m−1),1:(m−1) and X2:m,2:m

are PSD. (i) X is PSD if and only if one of the inner-saturated submatrices of X has a nonnegative

determinant. (ii) For arbitrary values in X except X1,m and Xm,1, there always exists a real number

k such that we can set X1,m = Xm,1 = k to ensure X is PSD.

By Proposition 1 or 2, based on the determinant of X or one of its inner-saturated submatrices,

we can determine the range of X1,m = Xm,1 such that X is PD or PSD, if X1:(m−1),1:(m−1) and

X2:m,2:m are PD or PSD. Recursively, we can determine the range of X1,m−1 and X2,m such that

X1:(m−1),1:(m−1) and X2:m,2:m are PD or PSD, respectively, if all of X1:(m−2),1:(m−2), X2:(m−1),2:(m−1)

and X3:m,3:m are PD or PSD. The process can proceed recursively to determine the range of all

elements in X. We give more details in the next two subsections.

2.2. General method

For simplicity of the discussion, we define the k-diagonal elements in X as the set {Xi,i+k : 1 ≤ i ≤
m−k}, for 0 ≤ k ≤ m− 1. When k = 0, the k-diagonal elements are exactly the diagonal elements

in X.

For a PD matrix, first, we can determine the range of diagonal elements in X: they must all

be positive. Then, we can determine the range of 1-diagonal elements in X, given the diagonal

elements in X: the element Xi,i+1 must satisfy that Xi:(i+1),i:(i+1) has a positive determinant.

We can proceed to determine the range of k-diagonal elements, given the previous elements, for

2 ≤ k ≤ m− 1: the element Xi,i+k must satisfy that Xi:(i+k),i:(i+k) has a positive determinant.

For a PSD matrix, the procedure is similar. For a general k ≤ m − 1, we can determine the

range of k-diagonal elements, given the previous elements: the element Xi,i+k must satisfy that one

inner-saturated submatrix of Xi:(i+k),i:(i+k) has a nonnegative determinant.

The above discussion motivates a partial ordering on the upper triangular elements in X,

denoted as ({Xi,j , i ≤ j},⪯). We define Xi′,j′ ⪯ Xi,j if and only if i ≤ i′ ≤ j′ ≤ j. From the

previous discussion, when i ≤ j, we can determine the range of Xi,j based on all other elements in

Xi:j,i:j ; and any upper triangular element Xi′,j′ in Xi:j,i:j must satisfy i ≤ i′ ≤ j′ ≤ j, ensuring that

Xi,j ⪯ Xi′,j′ based on our definition. Equivalently, we can consider a directed acyclic graph. The

vertex set contains all the upper triangular elements in X. For element Xi,j where i < j, there is

a directed edge from Xi,j−1 to Xi,j and a directed edge from Xi+1,j to Xi,j . See Figure 1 below

for the graph construction when m = 4. From the graph, Xi′,j′ ⪯ Xi,j if and only if Xi′,j′ is a

predecessor of Xi,j . All diagonal elements in X do not have predecessors, and we can determine

5



their range at the beginning. For a general element Xi,j with i < j, we can determine its range

given its predecessors.

X1,1 X2,2 X3,3 X4,4

X1,2 X2,3 X3,4

X1,3 X2,4

X1,4

Figure 1: Partial ordering of upper triangular elements in a symmetric 4× 4 matrix X.

Although the statement of the classic Sylvester’s criterion for PD matrices is more concise, our

elementwise characterization for PD matrices can be more convenient in some problems, due to

the clear mapping between the m(m+ 1)/2 determinant constraints and the m(m+ 1)/2 elements

in X. Our characterization for PSD matrices is definitely more convenient than classic Sylvester’s

criterion for PSD matrices especially when m is large. We will illustrate the applications of these

results in Sections 3 and 4. Before presenting the applications, we discuss a simple problem of

determining the range of the element in a 4× 4 matrix.

2.3. Example: 4× 4 matrix

For a PD matrix X, the range of elements in X can be determined below:

• X1,1, X2,2, X3,3, X4,4 > 0;

• given {X1,1, X2,2, X3,3, X4,4}, thenX1,2, X2,3, X3,4 must satisfy det(X1:2,1:2) > 0, det(X2:3,2:3) >

0, det(X3:4,3:4) > 0, respectively;

• given {X1,1, X2,2, X3,3, X4,4, X1,2, X2,3, X3,4}, then X1,3, X2,4 must satisfy det(X1:3,1:3) > 0,

det(X2:4,2:4) > 0, respectively;

• given {X1,1, X2,2, X3,3, X4,4, X1,2, X2,3, X3,4, X1,3, X2,4}, then X1,4 must satisfy det(X) > 0.

For a PSD matrix X, assuming X2,2 and X3,3 are positive, the range of elements in X can be

determined below:

• X1,1, X2,2, X3,3, X4,4 ≥ 0;

• given {X1,1, X2,2, X3,3, X4,4}, thenX1,2, X2,3, X3,4 must satisfy det(X1:2,1:2) ≥ 0, det(X2:3,2:3) ≥
0, det(X3:4,3:4) ≥ 0, respectively;
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• given {X1,1, X2,2, X3,3, X4,4, X1,2, X2,3, X3,4}, then X1,3, X2,4 must satisfy det(X1:3,1:3) ≥ 0,

det(X2:4,2:4) ≥ 0, respectively;

• given {X1,1, X2,2, X3,3, X4,4, X1,2, X2,3, X3,4, X1,3, X2,4}, then X1,4 must satisfy det(X) ≥ 0

when det(X2:3,2:3) ̸= 0, and det(X{1,2,4},{1,2,4}) ≥ 0 when det(X2:3,2:3) = 0.

For the edge case with X2,2 = 0, a PSD matrix X must satisfy that X{1,3,4},{1,3,4} is PSD and

X2,i = X2,i = 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ 4. To ensure that X{1,3,4},{1,3,4} is PSD, the range of elements in

X{1,3,4},{1,3,4} can be determined below:

• X1,1, X3,3, X4,4 ≥ 0;

• given {X1,1, X3,3, X4,4}, then X1,3, X3,4 must satisfy det(X{1,3},{1,3}) ≥ 0, det(X3:4,3:4) ≥ 0,

respectively;

• given {X1,1, X3,3, X4,4, X1,3, X3,4}, then X1,4 must satisfy det(X) ≥ 0 when X3 ̸= 0, and

det(X{1,4},{1,4}) ≥ 0 when det(X2:3,2:3) = 0.

The edge case with X3,3 = 0 is similar.

3. Application 1: PD and PSD matrix completion

In this section, we focus on the problem of completing a partially observed symmetric matrix X

to ensure it is PD or PSD. Given that not all entries of X are observed, a fundamental problem

is to determine whether the missing entries can be completed in such a way that X becomes PD

or PSD. This problem, known as PD or PSD matrix completion, been studied previously (Grone

et al. 1984; Barrett et al. 1989; Johnson 1990). Specifically, they associate the observed pattern

of an m ×m matrix X with a graph G, where G has m vertices 1 : m, with i and j connected if

Xi,j is observed. In graph theory, a graph is chordal if every cycle with four or more vertices has

a chord. Here a cycle is a closed path of distinct vertices, and a chord is an edge connecting two

non-adjacent vertices in the cycle. When G is a chordal graph, Grone et al. (1984) prove that X

can be completed to a PD or PSD matrix as long as all the fully observed principal submatrices

of X are PD or PSD. However, when G is not a chordal graph, it remains unclear how to quickly

determine if a general partially observed symmetric matrix X has a PD or PSD completion.

For simplicity of the presentation, we first discuss PD completion. Based on Section 2, our

approach is to determine if the range of missing entries in X is empty when X is PD. We begin

with a specific example below and then give a more general discussion.

Example 3. Consider

X =


1 0.8 0.6 0.8 x3

0.8 1 0.4 x2 0.5

0.6 0.4 1 x1 0.6

0.8 x2 x1 1 0.9

x3 0.5 0.6 0.9 1

 ,
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where x1, x2, x3 are missing entries in X. The associated graph of X is not a chordal graph. This

is because (1, 4, 5, 2) forms a cycle with four vertices but lacks a chord in the associated graph.

By Proposition 1, we only need to determine the range of (x1, x2) such that both X1:4,1:4 and

X2:5,2:5 are PD, because there always exists a real number x3 such that X is PD, provided that both

X1:4,1:4 and X2:5,2:5 are PD. By exchanging rows and columns, we take Y = X{2,3,1,4},{2,3,1,4} and

Z = X{2,3,5,4},{2,3,5,4} as follows:

Y =


1 0.4 0.8 x2

0.4 1 0.6 x1

0.8 0.6 1 0.8

x2 x1 0.8 1

 , Z =


1 0.4 0.5 x2

0.4 1 0.6 x1

0.5 0.6 1 0.9

x2 x1 0.9 1

 .

Since Y1:3,1:3 and Y3:4,3:4 are PD, to ensure Y is PD, (x1, x2) must satisfy det(Y2:4,2:4) > 0 and

det(Y ) > 0. Moreover, we can express det(Y2:4,2:4) as a function of x1 and det(Y ) as a function of

(x1, x2) below

det(Y2:4,2:4) = −x21 + 0.96x1,

det(Y ) = −0.36x21 − 0.64x22 − 0.16x1x2 + 0.448x1 + 0.896x2 − 0.3136.

Thus, det(Y2:4,2:4) > 0 implies that the range of x1 is (0, 0.96), and det(Y ) > 0 implies that given

x1, the range of x2 is(
(0.16x1 − 0.896)−

√
0.224(−x21 + 0.96x1)

1.28
,
(0.16x1 − 0.896) +

√
0.224(−x21 + 0.96x1)

1.28

)
.

Similarly, since Z1:3,1:3 and Z3:4,3:4 are PD, to ensure Z is PD, (x1, x2) must satisfy det(Z2:4,2:4) > 0

and det(Z) > 0. Moreover, we can express det(Z2:4,2:4) as a function of x1 and det(Z) as a function

of (x1, x2) below

det(Z2:4,2:4) = −x21 + 1.08x1 − 0.17,

det(Z) = −0.75x21 − 0.64x22 + 0.2x1x2 + 0.72x1 + 0.468x2 − 0.2104.

Thus, det(Z2:4,2:4) > 0 implies that the range of x1 is (0.54−0.08
√
19, 0.54+0.08

√
19), and det(Z) >

0 implies that given x1, the range of x2 is(
(−0.2x1 − 0.468)−

√
0.47(−x21 + 1.08x1 − 0.17)

1.28
,
(−0.2x1 − 0.468) +

√
0.47(−x21 + 1.08x1 − 0.17)

1.28

)
.

We plot the two ranges of (x1, x2) in Figure 2 below. Since there is an nonempty intersection

of the two ranges, we conclude that X has a PD completion.
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Figure 2: Feasible region of (x1, x2) as the intersection of the inner parts of two ellipses to ensure
X has a PD completion.

3.1. A general procedure for PD matrix completion

Consider a general partially observed symmetric m × m matrix X, consisting of missing values

x1, x2, ..., xK . If Xi,i is missing, we can delete the ith row and the ith column of X to examine

whether the remaining submatrix has a PD completion because we can choose Xi,i to be large

enough such that the entire matrix is PD. Therefore, we assume all the diagonal elements in X are

observed. To obtain the range of (x1, ..., xK) such that X is PD, we consider the following steps:

1. interchange rows and columns in X such that X1,m = Xm,1 = xK ;

2. determine the range of (x1, ..., xK−1) such that both X1:(m−1),1:(m−1) and X2:m,2:m are PD;

3. determine the range of xK such that det(X) > 0, given each (x1, ..., xK−1).

Since the second step involves determining the range of (x1, ..., xK−1) such that bothX1:(m−1),1:(m−1)

and X2:m,2:m are PD, we need to repeat the above steps recursively. Generally, we need to search

over the range of (x1, ..., xk) such that some submatrices of X are PD, for 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1. The

range of (x1, ..., xk) at each step must be convex, due to the convexity of the space of PD matrices

and the convexity of intersection of finite convex sets. When K is small, we recommend the grid

search to determine the range of (x1, ..., xk) for each 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1. When K is large, we can use

some tree-based methods to improve the computational efficiency. The computational issues are

interesting research topics but they are beyond the scope of our current paper.
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3.2. A general procedure for PSD matrix completion

The discussion of PSD completion is similar but slightly more complicated. We need to modify the

procedure in Section 3.1:

1. interchange rows and columns in X such that X1,m = Xm,1 = xK ;

2. determine the range of (x1, ..., xK−1) such that both X1:(m−1),1:(m−1) and X2:m,2:m are PSD;

3. determine the range of xK such that one inner-saturated submatrix of X has a nonnegative

determinant, given each (x1, ..., xK−1).

Similarly, since the second step involves determining the range of (x1, ..., xK−1) such that both

X1:(m−1),1:(m−1) and X2:m,2:m are PSD, we need to repeat the above steps recursively. The range of

(x1, ..., xk) at each step must also be convex, and when K is small, we recommend the grid search

to determine the range of (x1, ..., xk) for each 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1. Again, we omit the computational

details.

4. Application 2: nonlinear semidefinite program

Another direct application of our result is nonlinear semidefinite program. We consider the opti-

mization problem of the form:

min f(X)

subject to X is PSD, g(X) ≥ 0, h(X) = 0,

where g and h can be vector functions of the matrix X. When f, g, h are linear functions of X, such

as f(X) = trace(AX) for some matrices A, the problem is a standard semidefinite program. When

f, g, h are general functions of elements in X, this problem becomes a nonlinear semidefinite pro-

gram, which is more challenging to solve. Typical solutions include augmented Lagrangian method,

sequential linear or quadratic programming method, and interior point methods; see a recent survey

paper Yamashita and Yabe (2015) for detailed reviews. Our result provides a reparameterization

to nonlinear semidefinite program by translating the PSD constraint into elementwise constraints.

We discuss the case when m = 4. To address the constraint that X is PSD, we consider the

following 5 cases and solve the optimization problems under these constraints, respectively.

• X1,1, X4,4 ≥ 0, X2,2, X3,3 > 0, det(X2:3,2:3) > 0, det(X1:3,1:3) ≥ 0, det(X2:4,2:4) ≥ 0, det(X) ≥
0.

• X1,1, X4,4 ≥ 0, X2,2, X3,3 > 0, det(X2:3,2:3) = 0, det(X1:3,1:3) ≥ 0, det(X2:4,2:4) ≥ 0,

det(X{1,2,4},{1,2,4}) ≥ 0.

• X1,1, X4,4 ≥ 0, X2,2 > 0, det(X1:2,1:2) ≥ 0, det(X{2,4},{2,4}) ≥ 0, det(X{1,2,4},{1,2,4}) ≥ 0,

X3,3 = X1,3 = X2,3 = X3,4 = 0,
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• X1,1, X4,4 ≥ 0, X3,3 > 0, det(X{1,3},{1,3}) ≥ 0, det(X3:4,3:4) ≥ 0, det(X{1,3,4},{1,3,4}) ≥ 0,

X2,2 = X1,2 = X2,3 = X2,4 = 0,

• X1,1, X4,4 ≥ 0, det(X{1,4},{1,4}) ≥ 0, X2,2 = X3,3 = X1,2 = X1,3 = X2,3 = X2,4 = X3,4 = 0.

The above five cases cover all the possibilities that X is PSD, and we only need to find the minimum

solution of the corresponding five optimization problems. We provide a following concrete example

below.

Example 4. We consider the optimization problem

max X2
11 +X2

22 +X2
33 +X2

44 −X12X23X34 −X13X24 +X14

subject to X is PSD, 0 ≤ X11, X22, X33, X44 ≤ 1.

Notice that for any PSD matrix X satisfying 0 ≤ X11, X22, X33, X44 ≤ 1, we can update the

diagonal elements of X to be all equal to 1, where the new matrix also satisfies the PSD constraint

and increases the value in the objective function. Therefore, it is equivalent to solving the following

optimization problem

max 4−X12X23X34 −X13X24 +X14

subject to X is PSD, X11 = X22 = X33 = X44 = 1.

Next, we translate the PSD constraint into the following elementwise constraints:

• −1 ≤ X12, X23, X34 ≤ 1;

• det(X1:3,1:3) ≥ 0, det(X2:4,2:4) ≥ 0;

• when |X23| ≠ 1, we have det(X) ≥ 0; when |X23| = 1, we have det(X{1,2,4},{1,2,4}) ≥ 0.

To address the two cases corresponding to the third item above, we compute the following two

optimization problems:

max 4−X12X23X34 −X13X24 +X14

subject to X11 = X22 = X33 = X44 = 1,−1 ≤ X12, X34 ≤ 1,−1 < X23 < 1

det(X1:3,1:3) ≥ 0,det(X2:4,2:4) ≥ 0, det(X) ≥ 0

and
max 4−X12X23X34 −X13X24 +X14

subject to X11 = X22 = X33 = X44 = 1,−1 ≤ X12, X34 ≤ 1, |X23| = 1

det(X1:3,1:3) ≥ 0,det(X2:4,2:4) ≥ 0, det(X{1,2,4},{1,2,4}) ≥ 0.

They are optimization problems involving six variables with nonlinear objective function and non-

linear constraints. We omit the detail of this particular optimization problem.
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We have illustrated our theory with m = 4. With general m, the fundamental idea remains

the same but the details become more complicated. The nonlinear semidefinite program plays

important roles in many statistical problems, including a recent study on sensitivity analysis in

mediation analysis by Zhang and Ding (2022), which motivated this paper.

5. Proofs

5.1. Lemmas

Lemma 1. For a symmetric m×m matrix X with m ≥ 2, det(X) is a quadratic function of X1,m,

given all other elements in X. In particular, det(X) = aX2
1,m + bX1,m + c, where

a =

−1 if m = 2,

−det(X2:(m−1),2:(m−1)) if m ≥ 3,

b = 2× (−1)m+1 × det

(
X1,2:(m−1) 0

X2:(m−1),2:(m−1) X2:(m−1),m

)
,

c = det

 X1,1 X1,2:(m−1) 0

X2:(m−1),1 X2:(m−1),2:(m−1) X2:(m−1),m

0 Xm,2:(m−1) Xm,m

 .

Furthermore, b2 − 4ac = 4det(X1:(m−1),1:(m−1))det(X2:m,2:m).

Proof of Lemma 1. We can derive the expressions of a, b, c from the definition of determinant, but

omit the details. We only verify the formula of b2−4ac. Define A = X2:(m−1),2:(m−1), x = X2:(m−1),1,

y = X2:(m−1),m, z1 = X1,1, z2 = Xm,m, and partition X as

X =

 z1 xT X1,m

x A y

X1,m yT z2

 .

We first consider the case when A is invertible. We have a = −det(A) ̸= 0. Since

G1G2XGT
2G

T
1 =

 z1 − xTA−1x 0 X1,m − xTA−1y

0 A 0

X1,m − xTA−1y 0 z2 − yTA−1y

 , (1)

where

G1 =

1 0 0

0 I 0

0 −yTA−1 1

 , G2 =

1 −xTA−1 0

0 I 0

0 0 1


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have determinants equal to 1, we have

c =det

z1 − xTA−1x 0 −xTA−1y

0 A 0

−xTA−1y 0 z2 − yTA−1y


=
{
(z1 − xTA−1x)(z2 − yTA−1y)− (xTA−1y)2

}
det(A).

(2)

Similarly, since (
1 −xTA−1

0 I

)(
z1 xT

x A

)(
1 0

−A−1x I

)
=

(
z1 − xTA−1x 0

0 A

)
, (3)(

I 0

−yTA−1 1

)(
A y

yT z2

)(
I −A−1y

0 1

)
=

(
A 0

0 z2 − yTA−1y

)
, (4)(

1 −xTA−1

0 I

)(
xT 0

A y

)
=

(
0 −xTA−1y

A y

)
, (5)

we have

det(X1:(m−1),1:(m−1)) = (z1 − xTA−1x)det(A), (6)

det(X2:m,2:m) = (z2 − yTA−1y)det(A), (7)

b = 2× (−1)m+1 × det

(
0 −xTA−1y

A y

)
= −2(xTA−1y)det(A). (8)

Based on (2) and (6)–(8),

b2 − 4ac =
[
4(xTA−1y)2 + 4

{
(z1 − xTA−1x)(z2 − yTA−1y)− (xTA−1y)2

}]
det(A)2

= 4det(X1:(m−1),1:(m−1))det(X2:m,2:m).

We then consider the case when A is not invertible. We consider X̃ = X + ϵI such that

X̃ is invertible. We define a(ϵ), b(ϵ), c(ϵ) accordingly. Then, a(ϵ), b(ϵ), c(ϵ), det(X̃1:(m−1),1:(m−1)),

det(X̃2:m,2:m) are continuous functions of ϵ. Since we have

b(ϵ)2 − 4a(ϵ)c(ϵ) = 4det(X̃1:(m−1),1:(m−1))det(X̃2:m,2:m)

for arbitrarily ϵ near 0, as ϵ → 0, we have

b2 − 4ac = 4det(X1:(m−1),1:(m−1))det(X2:m,2:m).

Lemma 2. For m ≥ 3, a symmetric m×m matrix X is PSD if the following three conditions hold:
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(i) X1:(m−1),1:(m−1) and X2:m,2:m are PSD;

(ii) X2:(m−1),2:(m−1) is PD;

(iii) det(X) ≥ 0.

Proof of Lemma 2. We follow the notation in the proof of Lemma 1, with A = X2:(m−1),2:(m−1),

x = X2:(m−1),1, y = X2:(m−1),m, z1 = X1,1, z2 = Xm,m. Since X1:(m−1),1:(m−1) and X2:m,2:m are

PSD, by (3)–(4), we have z1−xTA−1x ≥ 0, z2−yTA−1y ≥ 0. Moreover, det(X) ≥ 0 and det(A) > 0

imply that (
z1 − xTA−1x X1,m − xTA−1y

X1,m − xTA−1y z2 − yTA−1y

)
is PSD and thus  z1 − xTA−1x 0 X1,m − xTA−1y

0 A 0

X1,m − xTA−1y 0 z2 − yTA−1y

 ,

is PSD. By (1), we conclude that X is PSD.

Lemma 3. For a symmetric m×m matrix X, assume X1:(m−1),1:(m−1) and X2:m,2:m are PSD and

X2:(m−1),2:(m−1) is not invertible. Then, we have the following results:

(i) det(X) = 0.

(ii) Suppose Y1, Y2 are possibly different inner-saturated submatrices of X. Write det(Y1) and

det(Y2) as quadratic functions of X1,m, given all other elements in Y1 and Y2. In particular,

det(Y1) = a1X
2
1,m + b1X1,m + c1 and det(Y2) = a2X

2
1,m + b2X1,m + c2. Then, there exists a positive

constant k such that (a1, b1, c1) = k(a2, b2, c2).

Proof of Lemma 3. We follow the notation in the proof of Lemma 1, with A = X2:(m−1),2:(m−1),

x = X2:(m−1),1, y = X2:(m−1),m, z1 = X1,1, z2 = Xm,m. Write

Y1 =

 z1 xT
1 X1,m

x1 A1 y1

X1,m yT
1 z2

 ,

where A1 is an invertible matrix block in A satisfying rank(A1) = rank(A). To show (ii), we only

need to show that det(Y1)/det(A1) only depends on A, x, y, z1, z2, X1,m, and does not depend on

A1, x1, y1. Without loss of generality, we write

X =


z1 xT

1 xT
2 X1,m

x1 A1 A2 y1

x2 AT
2 A3 y2

X1,m yT
1 yT

2 z2

 .
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Proof of Lemma 3(i). Using Gaussian elimination, we can multiply on the left and right by

matrices with determinants 1, yielding

det(X) = det


z1 − xT

1A
−1
1 x1 0 xT

2 − xT
1A

−1
1 A2 X1,m −XT

1A
−1
1 y1

0 A1 0 0

x2 −AT
2A

−1x1 0 A3 −AT
2A

−1
1 A2 y2 −AT

2A
−1
1 y1

X1,m −XT
1A

−1
1 y1 0 yT

2 − yT
1A

−1
1 A2 z2 − yT

1A
−1
1 y1

 .

Moreover, A3 − AT
2A

−1
1 A2 = 0 must hold because rank(A1) = rank(A). Also, the condition that

both X1:(m−1),1:(m−1) and X2:m,2:m are PSD implies that the following two matrices

 z1 − xT
1A

−1
1 x1 0 xT

2 − xT
1A

−1
1 A2

0 A1 0

x2 −AT
2A

−1x1 0 A3 −AT
2A

−1
1 A2

 ,

A1 0 0

0 A3 −AT
2A

−1
1 A2 y2 −AT

2A
−1
1 y1

0 yT
2 − yT

1A
−1
1 A2 z2 − yT

1A
−1
1 y1

 .

are PSD. Therefore, we have x2 −AT
2A

−1
1 x1 = 0 and y2 −AT

2A
−1
1 y1 = 0, which implies det(X) = 0

as stated in part (i).

Proof of Lemma 3(ii). Consider X̃ = X + ϵI for ϵ > 0. Next, we apply Gaussian elimination

for X + ϵI to obtain the matrix

Y (ϵ) =


W1(ϵ) 0 0 W2(ϵ)

0 Ã1(ϵ) 0 0

0 0 Ã3(ϵ) 0

W2(ϵ) 0 0 W3(ϵ)

 ,

where

Ã1(ϵ) = A1 + ϵI,

Ã3(ϵ) = A3 + ϵI −AT
2 Ã1(ϵ)

−1A2,

W1(ϵ) = z1 + ϵ− xT
1 Ã

−1
1 (ϵ)x1 − x̃T

2 (ϵ)Ã
−1
3 (ϵ)x̃2(ϵ),

W2(ϵ) = X1,m − xT
1 Ã

−1
1 (ϵ)y1 − x̃T

2 (ϵ)Ã
−1
3 (ϵ)ỹ2(ϵ),

W3(ϵ) = z2 + ϵ− yT
1 Ã

−1
1 (ϵ)y1 − ỹT

2 (ϵ)Ã
−1
3 (ϵ)ỹ2(ϵ),

and x̃2(ϵ) = x2 − AT
2 Ã1(ϵ)

−1x1, ỹ2(ϵ) = y2 − AT
2 Ã1(ϵ)

−1y1. Here we consider an ϵ > 0 to ensure

that Ã3(ϵ) is invertible. Our proof consists of the following two steps. The first step is to show

that W1(ϵ),W2(ϵ),W3(ϵ) only depends on A, x, y, z1, z2, X1,m. The second step is to show that

det(Y1)/det(A1) only depends on X1,m and the limits of W1(ϵ),W2(ϵ),W3(ϵ), as ϵ → 0. Combining

the two steps, we finish showing that det(Y1)/det(A1) only depends on A, x, y, z1, z2, X1,m, and

thus finish the proof of part (ii).
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Step 1. By Gaussian elimination, we have det(X + ϵI) = det(Y (ϵ)) and

det(A+ ϵI) = det

(
Ã1(ϵ) 0

0 Ã3(ϵ)

)
,

det

(
z1 + ϵ xT

x A+ ϵI

)
= det

W1(ϵ) 0 0

0 Ã1(ϵ) 0

0 0 Ã3(ϵ)

 ,

det

(
A+ ϵI y

yT z2 + ϵ

)
= det

Ã1(ϵ) 0 0

0 Ã3(ϵ) 0

0 0 W3(ϵ)

 .

The above three displayed identities imply

W1(ϵ) = det

(
z1 + ϵ xT

x A+ ϵI

)/
det(A+ ϵI)

W3(ϵ) = det

(
A+ ϵI y

yT z2 + ϵ

)/
det(A+ ϵI),

and

det

(
W1(ϵ) W2(ϵ)

W2(ϵ) W3(ϵ)

)
= det(X + ϵI)/det(A+ ϵI)

only depend on A, x, y, z1, z2, X1,m. Then, |W2(ϵ)| only depend on A, x, y, z1, z2, X1,m. The sign of

W2(ϵ) can be determined by looking at the change of det(X + ϵI)/det(A+ ϵI) with X1,m varying

in a neighborhood. Therefore, W1(ϵ),W2(ϵ),W3(ϵ) only depends on A, x, y, z1, z2, X1,m.

Step 2. As ϵ → 0, we can verify that Ã−1
3 (ϵ)/ϵ → AT

2A
−2
1 A2 + I, x̃2/ϵ → AT

2A
−2
1 x1, ỹ2/ϵ →

AT
2A

−2
1 y1 and thus

W1(ϵ) → z1 − xT
1A

−1
1 x1,

W2(ϵ) → X1,m − xT
1A

−1
1 y1,

W3(ϵ) → z2 − yT
1A

−1
1 y1.

By the proof of Lemma 1, det(Y1)/det(A1) only depends on z1−xT
1A

−1
1 x1, z2−yT

1A
−1
1 y1, x

T
1A

−1
1 y1,

X1,m. Therefore, det(Y1)/det(A1) only depends on X1,m and the limits of W1(ϵ), W2(ϵ), W3(ϵ), as

ϵ → 0.

5.2. Proof of Theorem 2 and Propositions 1–2

Proof of Theorem 2. Since any principal submatrix of a PSD matrix is a PSD matrix and thus

has a nonnegative determinant, we have that (i) implies (ii) and (iii). It is straightforward that
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(iii) implies (ii). We only need to show that (ii) implies (i). Next, we show (ii) implies (i) by

mathematical induction.

When m = 2, the result is correct by classic Sylvester’s criterion in Theorem 1. Suppose that

(ii) implies (i) when m = m0. When (ii) holds for m = m0 + 1, by induction, X1:m0,1:m0 and

X2:(m0+1),2:(m0+1) are PSD. We discuss the following two cases:

1. Case 1: X2:m0,2:m0 is invertible. This implies that X2:m0,2:m0 is PD and the inner-saturated

submatrix of X is X itself. By Lemma 2, X is PSD.

2. Case 2: X2:m0,2:m0 is not invertible. Suppose XI,I is one inner-saturated submatrix of X

satisfying det(XI,I) ≥ 0, where I = {1, J,m0 + 1} and J satisfies that {X2:m0,j : j ∈ J} is a

maximal linearly independent set of the column vectors in X2:m0,2:m0 . This implies that XJ,J

is PSD. By Lemma 2, XI,I is PSD. Next, we show det(XI′,I′) ≥ 0 for any I ′ ⊆ {1, 2, ...,m0+1},
and thus X is PSD by classic Sylvester’s criterion in Theorem 1. We discuss the following

two subcases:

• Subcase 1: 1 ̸∈ I ′ or (m0+1) ̸∈ I ′. Since XI′,I′ is a principal submatrix of PSD matrix

X1:m0,1:m0 or X2:(m0+1),2:(m0+1), we have det(XI′,I′) ≥ 0.

• Subcase 2: both 1 ∈ I ′ and (m0 + 1) ∈ I ′. Let J ′ = I ′ − {1,m0 + 1}. There are two

possibilities:

– If XJ ′,J ′ is not invertible, then det(XI′,I′) = 0 by Lemma 3.

– If XJ ′,J ′ is invertible, then there must exist an index set J ′′ satisfying that J ′ ⊆ J ′′

and {X2:m0,j : j ∈ J ′′} is a maximal linearly independent set of the column vectors

in X2:m0,2:m0 . Let I ′′ = {1, J ′′,m0 + 1}. By Lemma 3, we have det(XI′′,I′′) ≥ 0,

Moreover, by Lemma 2, XI′′,I′′ is PSD, which further implies that det(XI′,I′) ≥ 0.

Therefore, (ii) implies (i) when m = m0 + 1. We finish the proof by mathematical induction.

Proof of Proposition 1. For part (i), if X is PD, then X has a positive determinant by Theorem

1(1). Moreover, if X1:(m−1),1:(m−1) is PD and X has a positive determinant, then all of leading

principal minors of X are positive, and thus X is PD by Theorem 1(1). Therefore, X is PD if and

only if X has a positive determinant.

For part (ii), det(X) is a quadratic function of X1,m given all other elements in X. In particular,

det(X) = aX2
1,m + bX1,m + c where a, b, c satisfy a < 0 and b2 − 4ac > 0, by Lemma 1. Therefore,

there exists a real number k such that we can set X1,m = Xm,1 = k to ensure X is PD.

Proof of Proposition 2. For part (i), if X is PSD, then one of the inner-saturated submatrices of X

has a nonnegative determinant by Theorem 2. Moreover, if both X1:(m−1),1:(m−1) and X2:m,2:m are

PD and one of the inner-saturated submatrices of X has a nonnegative determinant, then Theorem

2(ii) holds, and thus X is PSD by Theorem 2. Therefore, X is PSD if and only if one of the

inner-saturated submatrices of X has a nonnegative determinant.
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For part (ii), we focus on one specific inner-saturated submatrix of X, denoted as Y . Then,

det(Y ) is a quadratic function of X1,m given all other elements in Y . In particular, det(Y ) =

aX2
1,m+ bX1,m+ c where a, b, c satisfy a < 0 and b2−4ac ≥ 0, by Lemma 1. Therefore, there exists

a real number k such that we can set X1,m = Xm,1 = k to ensure X is PSD.
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