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Some Cy and Cy Norm Inequalities
Related to the Paving Problem

K. BERMAN, H. HALPERN, V. KAFTAL, AND G. WEISS

§1. Introduction and notatfons, The central problem in this arca is the
extension problem (Eadison and Singer, 1959, [6]): Does every pure state of
the atomic masa D of the diagonal operators on a separable Hilbert space H
have a unique extension to a pure state of B(H)?

Equivalent to it is a formulation in terms of finite matrices called the
paving problem (Anderson, [1], [2]): Is there an inteper k such that for every
finite matrix x with zero diagonal, there is a decomposition of the identity
inte & mutnally orthogonal diagonal projections py, such that

k
ﬂ > PmXPm

1
£ -
< 5l

In this paper we consider the paving problem with respect to the Schatten
Cynorms: Is there a (minimal) integer k = k(p) such that, for every finite
matrix x with zero diagonal, there is a decomposition of the identity into k&
mutually orthogonal diagonal projections p,, such that

k
Y PwxBm

|

< 3 Hxl?
]
We show that the answer is affirmative for p=4 and p = 6.

The crucial guestion, however, is: How does the (minimal) mumber
k = kip) depend on p? Indeed, since lim,_, .. || x|z = ||x]| for all finite matri-
ces x, determining that sup k(p) < co would provide a positive answer to the
paving problem (and hence to the extension problem). This connection was
initially our main motivation. We found, however, that the imvestigation,
even for low values of p, leads to some interesting and hard matrix norm
inequalities, which appear to be worth pursuing for their own merit.
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Our main result is that, for p = 4 and p = 6 and any finite selfadjoint
matrix x with zero diagonal, there is a decomposition of the identity into k
muteally orthogonal diagonal projections p,, (with k > 4 a perfect square)

such that
k
Y PP
=1

< gk~
B
where ag = 2'/ (Theorem 5) and ag = 5.3Y% (Theorem B).

From these inequalities for selfadjoint matrices, one can easily derive anal-
opous inequalities for nonselfadjoint matrices. Or, to obtain better upper
bounds, one can reproduce the selfadjoint proof, but with an increase in
computational complexity. Therefore, we shall consider here only selfadjoint
matrices.

Cur technigques are a blend of combinatorial and probabilistic methods.
We would like to sketch them in this introduction and illustrate why we fecl
that both are needed.

Throughout this paper x will denote an n x n selfadjoint matrix with zero
diagonal and entries x;;, and k& > 1 will be a fixed positive integer that does
not depend on x (nor on p). In Theorems 5 and §, we shall furthermore
assume that k is a perfect square, hence & = 4,

Every diagonal projection corresponds to (and will be identified with) a
subset of {1,2,...,n}. For a decomposition of the identity imto k& mutually
orthogonal diagonal projections pm (8 k-decomposition, or a k-coloring of
{1,2,...,n} in the language of combinatorics) we call

g k
x'=3 PP
m=l
a k-paving of x or simply a paving of x if & is understood. If p is even, then
{l] E HX!P=tI.x‘F=EX|:;:X&;:"'XfPf|.

By decomposing this sum into apropriate pieces (see §4 on trees for in-
dices), we can explicitly compute the average E||x'||f over all the possible
k-decompositions. An upper bound for this average will of course provide
an upper bound for the minimal valoe of [|x'||;, which is what we are seeking.

While this simple averaging approach may work, i.c., vield a reasonable
upper bound, when the matrices are ‘diffuse’, e.g., have entries with constant
modulus, a moment's reflection shows that it cannot work alone in the general
case. Indeed, if we go to the “other extreme’ and we take a matrix with at most
one nonzero entry per row and column and with zero diagonal (a *very sparse
matrix" henceforth), then we know from [6, Theorem 3] that thers is a paving
x" =0, This paving, however, may be unique (e.g., the nonselfadjoint unitary
shift for n even and k = 2), while Elx’] = 1 and the average E|x'|| also
may be relatively ‘large’, In the case where x is very sparse and selfadjoint,
(12) provides a precise formula for Efjx’||].
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The existence of such a paving x* = 0, which is easy to prove for very sparse
matrices, can also be derived from the following more general ‘combinatorial'
result, which has already played an important role in work on the paving
problem [1, Theorem 2], [3, Corollary 3.3), [5, Theorem 1.3']:

There is a k-paving x' such that ||xg|| < k~?||xe| for all

(2) i (here {&;} denotes the basis of H for which the elements
of I} are diagonal). If x were not selfadjoint, then we would
replace k—1/2 yy 212112

Reducing the row norms of a matrix x by passing to the paving x' given by
{2) will—very roughly speaking—eliminate the peak entries of the matrix x.
But then we can average the further pavings x” of this matrix x' (which are
themselves pavings of x, but for a finer diagonal decomposition) and we will
obtain in general a better upper bound. We make this heuristic argument
precise in §3 where we show how oor purely ‘probabilistic’ estimates are
indeed improved by this method,

We present here in detail the computations for the case p = 4. Since the
computational complexity grows exponentially, in keeping with the exposi-
tory purpose of this paper, we only sketch our argument in the p = 6 case
and provide examples of the key subcases that best illustrate the natare of
the proof.

Mot surprisingly, this method will not reproduce the best results for the
‘extreme’ cases, but this is the price to pay for having a unified approach.
This fact is immediately obvious for very sparse matrices, because, as we
have remarked above, there may exist & unique paving equal to zero. For
‘diffuse’ matrices, reducing combinatorially the row norms first also is not
the most efficient strategy: The purely probabilistic method will yield some-
what better results, To illustrate this point, and because they are important
on their own, we analyze in §6 the pavings of Hadamard matrices & (unitary
1% n matrices with entries 2112 and in our case also selfadjoint and with
diagonal removed, i.e., set equal to zero). We obtain in (24) that if p = 4 the
estimate k=% in Theorem 5 can be decreased (asymptotically for n — o)
to &='/2, and for p = 6, we prove in Theorem 9 that the estimate k=2 in
Theorem B can be decreased to k='/? and 5.3 can be decreased to 5 (asymp-
totically). These upper bounds can be compared with k—'/2, which is the
lower bound (asymptotically) for the Cp-norm of any paving i’ forp = 2 [3,
Theorem 4.2].

In our proofs we shall often use the following two inequalities: If x is any
positive operator and  is any unit vector in the Hilbert space, then we have
for p = 1 [7, Lemma 2.1];

(3) (xPe,€) = (xe,e)".
For any finite matrix x, when p = 2,
(4) Il 2 3 el = 3 |wsle.
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The first inequality in (4) follows from (3), and the proof of the second
inequality is obvious.

We wish to thank W. Brye for useful supgestions.

§2. Averaging and the cases p=2 and p = 4.

DeFmaTion |, The operation E denotes the average over the collection of
all k-decompositions.

Equivalently, E is the average over the collection (of cardinality k") of all
partitions (or colorings) of {I,...,n} into k subsets (some of which may be
empty).

Motice that if x' is a paving of x, then
(5) ,___{xu if i,jEpw for some m, ie., have the same color

YT 0 otherwise.
Lemma 2. If(iy, i3, 83,..., 0p) is a p-tuple of the integers {1,2,._., n} with
precisely g distinet entries, then
E{xil I:x;’rll'! W ‘-‘:pflj|I g k_h'”xﬁhx&l! " Xipiy -
Proor. By (5), the only colorings contributing to the average
E{x:mxfm 2 'IF,:..‘J

are those for which each pair {i;, iz}, {f2, i3}, - .., {fp—1, iz} has the same eolor,
i.e., for which {#,, iz, i3,...,ip} all have the same color; and for each of these
colorings we have xj, x;, -+ X}, = Xg,i, Xiys, - - - X4, - Thus

E(xp X+ X, ) = CXiyiy Xigiy =+ Xyl

where ¢ is the probability that {i}, {3, f3,...,0;} all have the same color.
Clearly, ¢ is also the probability that {1,..., g} all have the same color, hence
T

Remarg. Lemma 2 does not require x to have zero disgonal nor to be
selfadjoint.
Cask p = 2 (warm-up). By Lemma 2, Elxj;|} = k~'|xy if i # j, ie,
q = 2. The same holds also when § = j by (3) and the assumption that x has
a (-diagonal. So, by summing over all { and j, we obtain E|l='fj§ = k' ||x|3.
Thus, by the minimum principle,
min ||x'[}} < Ellx'|} = &~ |x|13,

where the minimum is taken over all k-decompositions. Therefore, there is
a k-paving x' such that (see [3, Theorem 4.4])

(6) lle'll2 < k=2l

Motice that in general ||x||3 = ¥ [x;;|*, and since exactly the same argument
holds, there would be no advantage here in assuming that x is selfadjoint.
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Case p = 4. By (1), rx* = ¥ xjxpxyxy. Since xy = 0 for all i, we
may assume that { # j, j# k, k # {, [ # i, Le, that consecutive indices are
distinct. Then we can split this sum into sums with 4, 3, or 2 distinct indices:

(4} 3 [2)
(7 llxlid = 3" (x)+ 23 (x) + 3 (x),
where
[4)
Yox) =3 {xuxpxxy: 1 <4, j,k,I < n and are distinct},
(3]
() = 3 {y Pl 1 £ 4,7,k < n and are distinct},

2
o) =3 "{lxyl*: 1 £ i,j < n and are distinct).

In other words, all monomials x5, g% with 4 distinct indices are summed
in 3" (x); those with 2 distinct indices must have i = k and f = /, and so
are summed in 3°"%)(x). Finally, those with 3 distinct indices have two cases,
namely, { =k but j ¢ [, or { # k but j = [. Since the corresponding sums are
equal, this accounts for Eu']'{x} occurring with a coefficient of 2 in equation
{?}: This decomposition can be described also in terms of a certain tree,
which we shall discuss in §4, Motice, moreover, that i
(3 (2}
(8) 2o+ () =Y xell = 1D(x)3 < (i)l
where D(x) denotes the diagonal of x, and
(4 3
(9) 3+ 3 (%) = ¥ - DR,
which together yield
(10} il = ll* — DO + D) -
The inequality in (8) is just (4). (10) also has a simple operator theoretic
proof, namely, write x* = (x® — D(x?}) + D{x?), square both sides, and apply
the trace, Lemma 2 applied to equation (7) for x yields
ProrosiTion 3. E|lx'[l§ = k=2 =9 (x) + 262 T (x) + k! TP (x).

Notice that this expansion of E||x’||} into powers of k~! has no constant
term, due to the fact that D(x) = 0 and so there is no ¥""(x) term in the
expansion (7) of |x||§. We rewrite this expansion in operator theoretic terms
using equations (7) and (8):

{3 (2)

Ellxll§ = k= xllf + (262 = 2k~ Y (x) + (k™" = k%) 3 (=)

@)
=k xld + 2721 — k=) 3 et 4+ BN = K1Y ().
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Using (4) we thus have
(11) Ellx'lif < K2l + (1 = k73) 3 e,

So, by using (4) again, we have E|x'||] < k~"Y |x||i, and hence by the
minimum principle applied to (11), we obtain

Prorostrion 4. There is a k-paving x' of x such that ||x"lq < k=")x]ls.

§3. Integration of combinatorial and probabilistic methods for p = 4. Prop-
osition 4 already enables us to answer in the affirmative the paving problem
for Cy, as it immediately yields k(4) < 16 (where k(4) denotes the mimimal
integer & so that |lx’lls < §lx]a).

We can, however, improve on this estimate. Indeed, in the expansion of
E||x'|l§ into powers of £~! given in Proposition 3, the coefficients of the
powers of k~! are a priori all of the order of magnitude of ||x’[|§ so that the
k=1 5% x) term could be the dominant one,

This indeed is the case if the matrix x is very sparse (e.g., a finite direct
sum of (] 1)), because then

(1) (31 {2)

Yoy =3(x)=0 and 3 (x) =} xef’ = x|}
Thus we see that the upper bound given in Proposition 4 is now attained:

(12) E|lx'l§ = k=" flxcl.

But in the case of very sparse matrices, the gap between average and min-
imum for ||x'J} is particularly large, because, as we have noticed in the in-
troduction, combinatorial methods, either directly or by using (2), show that
min x| = 0.

On the other hand, the averaging method works fairly well for matrices
with |x;;| = constant, since then the coefficient 3% (x) of k= is much smaller
than the other coefficients (see §6 and [3, Proposition 4.6]).

¥We can now integrate the combinatorial method (2) with the averaging
process used above to improve the estimate in Proposition 4.

Assome k is a perfect square and choose the (possibly unique) paving x'
of x into k2 ‘colors’ given by (2) such that [lx'e;]| < k=V*||xeil for all 1.
Keeping this x' fixed, average all pavings x" of x' into a further &' colors.
Then, by (11) (applied to x' and &'/ colors), the fact that ||x*||s < ||x|l4, and
by (4), we have

Bl < kP + (2 - k) Y el
<K+ (2 = kR Y e
<2

Mow every k'/Z.paving x" of x' is also a k-paving of x, so that from the
above inequality and from the minimum principle we get
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TueoreM 5. There is a k-paving x* such that ||x"|ls = 21438 x|l4.

This is a better estimate than the one obtained in Proposition 4 for all k,
(since k > 4) but particularly so for large values of k. MWotice for instance
that an upper bound for k(4) is now 11.

&4. Trees for indices. In order to generalize (7) to the case p = 6 (or larger
even integers) we need to split the sum ||x[[} = trx® = T x40, - - X5,4, into
sub-sums corresponding to different groupings of their associated p-tuples
(i1, 12, 03,...,p). To describe these groupings we introduce a tree for the
p-tuples and we sum over the individual branches of the tree. In the tree,
distinet letters denote distinct values. Instead of a rigorous definition of the
tree, it is simpler to present the self-explanatory tree for the case of p = 4,
where we have already seen the decomposition, and for p = 6.

Tree fgrp- 4

I
i

d
-~
ki
S
1711
Tree for p=f

i

gﬂ-““&.\- T m
A anfsahinah

Thus the p = 4 tree has four branches: The branch i, j, k,! (all values
distinct) that yields the sum 3"'*(x), the branch i, f, i, j that yields the sum
T"%(x), and the two branches i, j,k, j and i, j,i,{ that yield the same sum
Em{xji as one sum is obtained from the other through an elementary change
of variables in the summation indices. Notice that this change of variables
corresponds to the action of a permutation matrix on x. We shall call these
two branches of the tree isomorphic; also we shall call the sums ¥(x),
T (x), and T¥(x) the invariant sums.

The p = 6 tiee is already considerably more complex because it has 41
branches. We list below the 12 invariant sums, and in parentheses, their
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isomorphism classes, where we number the branches left to right.

T8(x) ¥ XX X X Emn X (1),

T = TxyxpxuXimXmeXs  (2,4,5,11,15,30),
YO = X XeXimXmeXa:  (3,8,23),

TN %) = T xixixgXmXmeXai  (6,12,14,18,32,38),
Etul[x} = E.x,-;xﬂx"xuxhx,; (9,13, 16,25, 26, 36),
Tz = TxpixpXmdmxy  (7,20,31),

T x) = TaxyxpXxuXpXmx. (10,24,28),

) = Expxpxexixmea  (17,33),

E'?"l][x} = ¥xpxuXpXpXieXa (19,22, 34, 35,39, 40),
Eﬂ'lll:x}l = E Xy X g XKy u-ir 21, 37]-,

B -1 L Xy XXXy XX (29),

-
T ®ix) = T xyxgxyXygXyXg (41).
§5. The case p = 6. From the list of invariant sums with their multiplici-
ties we generalize equation (7):

] {54} (52 3
(13) [xBf=D_(x)+63 (x)+3) ()
(4.0} (4.2) (420 (4.4} (4.35)
+63 ()63 (x)+3IF (x) 43 (x)+23 (%)

(3,1} 3.2) (3.3 2]

+63 () +3) () + 3 (x)+ ) (x).

Since T (x') is the sum of monomials, each with m distinct entries,
we apply Lemma 2 to obtain

{m.n) {rm,n)

(14) E Y (eymrin=i (),
Combining (13) and (14) we thus obtain

PROPOSITION 6.

(6} (5.0} (5.2
Elx'§=k"*3 (x) + k~* [5 Y o(x)+3 ZIIIIJ
(4.1 i3 (.3 (44 (4.5
+k? l:ﬁ Yo+ 63 (x)+3% (x)+3) (x) +2£fo]

3.1 3,2 3.5 (2}
+k [ﬁ Y () +3 () + E{xl] +k71 Yy ).

MNext we pass, not without work, to the following estimate for E|jx|I§:
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LeEmma 7.

E|lxl§
< kel + 9k = k)Y eell) g
i

+ 61 = k=3 Ilxceddl®) X113
i

+ N+ k! =0k 4 Ak S e
|

SkETCH oF PROOF, The proof of this lemma m?lu.iru several steps, First,
we decompose the sums 3'%(x), T5(x),..., ¥ (x) in the expansion of
E||x'|f of Proposition 6 into the following ‘ordinary sums' (i.e., sums where
the indices range freely, not subject to the condition of being distinct).

(15)  Ellx"I§ = k~*||xHg
+ 37 =N Y ()
[§

+6k7 1 =k Y x| =ell
i

+ 6k = k7Y by P
if

+ 3k_!{1 ! k_!]j E[le}:{{xz]fﬂj
if

+ 6k~ — kRN |xg (et
iy
43731 = kRN ey P e
if
+ 26731 = k(1 -2k Y Ixedd®
i

+ k(1 - fc-lf‘%;{xqzﬁixﬁ}’{xf.-}’
+ 31 = k1P % bess Pl P lxnl?
+E7H 1 -6k~ + II3R‘1 46k~ - ldk"‘]lexulﬁ
+ 6k -4k + 224+ k7Y ;j ey }'|rx:_,||=.
f]
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Two examples of the identities linking invariant sums and ordinary sums
used to obtain (15) are

(£8)]

{lﬁ]Z{x} = Exuxﬂxuxﬂ.:n.x.i - E L leim)?
AT,

=3 (E e el - |xu|‘) =Y eyl llrel = 3 lxylf,
i 7] i

and the hardest identity:

(4.0}
(17) Y (%)= ¥ xyyxpexuXimXamXar = ¥ |XisP X0 X1m Xun Xni

=) lxelPlxel® — 2 ) beyslPxip(e®) o
i if
=3 IxelPlxullixell® + 23 x| *xe;)? - 3 Ixeil®
if if i

+ 3 Ixgl® = X kPl + 3 I PlxcalPleal®
ij if i

Using (15) we can verify that the ‘ordinary sums’ are all real, but they
are not necessarily positive. We majorize their absolute values in terms of
fxll§ and 3=, |lxe||® by applying the Hélder, Minkowski, (3), (4), and other
inequalities. The following string of inequalities exemplifies our work:

(18)
2)
0 > (x) =3 Iyl < 3 beul'lxesi? < 3 x| xalllxe|?
iy if il

< 2o xallixed® + lxed)/2 =3 Ixel® < 3 xeil*lx"eil®
il [ f

< ¥ lxeeilPlxel? = ¥ ixeill(xer, &)
i ]

o i L el i
= (gﬂmn“) 3] 3.
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Lemma 7, that

(200 B8 < k52| + 9k-2(1 - k') (ZI 1|x“e.-||“) W) 1¢
+ 6k=32(1 — k=12 (E ux*e.-uﬁ) w2
.-

+ k1AL 4 4k — 9k 4 4k2) (E Ii-t'?r'"‘) ‘o
- ;

Mow we use (4) and the facts that |x's < |x|s. [|*'&ll < k~"fxe| to
obtain

Do Hredl® < k¥ 7 xe|l® < k),
=it i

and then
(21)
Ellx"l1§ < k2014 6k~V4 4 14k~ — 12k~ — 18" + 6k~ + 4k =2 || x]§.

A simple computation shows that the quantity enclosed in the parentheses
has maximum (attained for k = 9) (301 4 72+/3)/81 < 5.3 and tends asymp-
totically to 1 for k — co. Since every k'/2-paving x" of x' is also a k-paving
of x, from (21) and the minimum principle we obtain (for k a perfect square)
Theorem 8.

TreEoREM 8. There is @ k-paving x' such that ||x'[ls < 5.3W0k=12 x|l

§6. Hadamard matrices. Let b denote a selfadjoint nx n Hadamard matrix
{a unitary operator with entries £n~"/?) with its diagonal removed, i.e., with
D{h) = (. Then for p = 2, ||hllp = n"/? (asymptotically, as # — ca). In [3,
Pru:;:sitiun 4.2] we also found that for every k-paving b' of h and forp = 2
we have

=42 _ p-if2
(22). 14l = == lAllo-

To obtain an upper bound for min j4']l, we compute (asymptotically as
ft — oo) the coefficients of the powers of k= in the expansion of E[JA"|§ in
Proposition 3, namely

13} 12)
Wlii=n, Y (=) lhedsn, 3 (k=L
¢ i

and hence
[ 13} {2)

(k) = [k - 2 (k) = 3 ()~ .

Therefore,
(23) Ef\A 1} = (=K% + 2K 2)R)G < 2672 fRY5.
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We eollect all the necessary inequalities in (19}
(19a)
E{if)n‘}z\ < 3 lxedPllel? < (Z IIH‘HI‘) V3xlls
{li;h]l : f
D i)
(15¢)
S (P
(1 ;ﬂ
5 o) g (e
ift

{19e)
3o beyl® = 3 el el < 3 lxedll®
i L]

i

< (S
i

MR ST D el Pllxes® < 3 llvel®
i ij i

2
4 |z Plealtlxn? £ xedl®
I i

Motice that in the expansion (15) of E[|x’||§ all but the last polynomial in
k! are non-negative for all k > 2. Furthermore, by {1%¢) the sum of the
last two terms in (15) is majorized by

KU1 - 11k 4 18k3 — 8K 3 [lxeill®,

where this polynomial in k~! is now non-negative for all k > 2. Thus, by
passing when necessary to the absolute values of the other ‘ordinary sums’,
and by using all the inequalities in (19) we obtain the inequality in Lemma
T

By using (4) in Lemma 7 we can furthermore obtain (for k = 2)

EIE < k=M1 + 4k~ — 3,2 - 3k + 2k ) xlg,

and thus the minimum principle gives us an upper bound for min B='lls-

As in the p = 4 case, we can improve this purely probabilistic estimate
by also using the combinatorial method (2). Therefore, assuming that k is 2
perfect square (and so k = 4), we choose the {possibly unique) paving x' of
% into k"2 colors given by (2) such that ||xe;|| < k='/*|lxe;] for all i. Then
we average all the pavings x" of x' into a further kW2 colors to obtain, by
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It is essentially through this reasoning that we obtained in [3, Proposition
4.6, and Corollary 4.5] that there is a k-paving &' such that

(24) 1A' |s < (244512 — e, k)| Alls

where for each &, g{n, k) — 0 as n — oo,
Likewise for p = 6, most of the invariant sums in (13) are negligible for n

large: :
(3.1) 143) (4.5)

D(hym—n, o (R)ymm 3 (h)wn,

and the rest of the invariant sums are o(n). Hence, using equation (13), we
also have Em{.ﬁ:}l =4 2n. Therefore, by Proposition 6,

(25) Ef‘||§ = 2nk—* — 6nk~* 4 Snk~?
w kIS = 6k~ + 2k~ )0 < Sk

Since ||h]|§ = n, we have proven Theorem 9.
Tueorem 9. There is a k-paving k' such that
I lls < (5*k="% — e(n, KNI |l6
where for each k, &(n, k) — 0 as n — oo,
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