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Abstract

We show that two important quantities from two disparate areas of complexity theory—
Strassen’s exponent of matrix multiplication @ and Grothendieck’s constant Kg —
are different measures of size for the same underlying object: the matrix multiplication
tensor, i.e., the 3-tensor or bilinear operator (i y p : Fixm s pmxn _y Rlxn, (A, B) —
A B defined by matrix-matrix product over F = R or C. Itis well-known that Strassen’s
exponent of matrix multiplication is the greatest lower bound on (the log of) the tensor
rank of (u; m . We will show that Grothendieck’s constant is the least upper bound
on a tensor norm of [ m n, taken over all [, m, n € N. Aside from relating the two
celebrated quantities, this insight allows us to rewrite Grothendieck’s inequality as a
norm inequality

lt(XMY)]|
max
XY M#0 (| X1 211Y 12,00 1M [l 00,1

iz, m,nll,2,00 = < Kg.

We prove that Grothendieck’s inequality is unique in the sense that if we generalize
the (1, 2, oo)-norm to arbitrary p, g, r € [1, o],

I | [tr(XMY)|
Mimnllp,q,r = _Max s
XY M#0 | X p.g 1Y g IMIlr p

then (p,q,r) = (1,2, 00) is, up to cyclic permutations, the only choice for which
li42,m 1l p,g,r is uniformly bounded by a constant independent of /, m, n.
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1 Introduction

Fifty years ago in this journal, Volker Strassen [46] announced an astounding result—
the product of a pair of 2 x 2 matrices may be obtained with just seven multiplications:

ay ay || by by

az aq | | b3 by

_ aiby + axbs B+y+(ai+ax—a3 —as)bs
o+ y +as(by + b3 — by — by) a+B+y ’

where @ = (a3 — a1)(b3 — by), B = (a3 + a4)(bs — b1), y = a1y + (a3 + a4 —
a1) (b1 +ba —b3). Applied recursively, this gives an algorithm for forming the product
of a pair of n x n matrices with just O (n'°%27) multiplications, as opposed to O (n?)
using the usual formula for matrix-matrix product. In addition, Strassen also showed
that: (i) the number of additions may be bounded by a constant times the number
of multiplications; (ii) matrix inversion may be achieved with the same complexity
as matrix multiplication. In short, if there is an algorithm that forms matrix product
in O (n®) multiplication, then it yields an O (n®) algorithm that would solve n linear
equations in n unknowns, which is by far the most ubiquitous problem in all of scientific
and engineering computing. The smallest possible w became known as the exponent
of matrix multiplication.

Strassen’s pioneering work on of complexity of matrix inversion, or equivalently,
matrix multiplication, [46—49] captured the interests of numerical analysts and theo-
retical computer scientists alike. It launched a new field: A systematic study of this and
other related problems has blossomed into what is now often called algebraic compu-
tational complexity [10]. The value of w was gradually lowered over the years. Some
milestones include the Coppersmith—Winograd [12] bound O (n%373477) that resisted
progress for more than two decades until Vassilevska-Williams’s improvement [51]
to O (n?>3728%42): the current record, due to Le Gall [36], is O (n23723939)_ Strassen
showed [47] that the best possible w is in fact given by

w = ;Iellt;l log,, (rank(ﬂn,n,n))y

where (4, . 18 the Strassen matrix multiplication tensor—the 3-tensor in (F"*")* ®
(Fmy* @ " associated with matrix-matrix product, i.e., the bilinear operator

F™" 5 F™0 — B (A, B) > AB,

where F is any field but we will assume F = R or C throughout this article.

Those unfamiliar with multilinear algebra [35] may regard the 3-tensor jt, ., and
the bilinear operator as the same object. If we choose a basis on " *" (or three different
bases, one on each copy of F**"), then i, , , may be represented as a 3-dimensional
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hypermatrix in [ xn?xn’ Qyer any [F-vector spaces U, V, W, one may define tensor
rank [26] for 3-tensors 7 € U® V® W by

rank(t) = min {r T = Z:=1 U Qv wi} .

Infact, Strassen showed that the tensor rank of a 3-tensor ug € U*®V*®W associated
with a bilinear operator 8 : U x V. — W gives the least number of multiplications
required to compute S. The value of w is in general dependent on the choice of I, as
tensor rank is well-known to be field dependent [37]; we will write of when we need
to emphasize this.

A world apart from Strassen’s work on fast matrix multiplication/inversion is the
Grothendieck inequality, originally established to relate fundamental norms on tensor
products of Banach spaces [21]. The Grothendieck constant K ¢ is the smallest constant
such that for every [, m, n € N and every matrix M = (M;;) € fmxn

ZZMlj<xl’yl

ey

\ ij
\||3|1

llxi ll= IIy =1

where the maximum on the left is taken over all x;, y; € F! of unit 2-norm, and the
maximum on the right is taken over all ¢;, §; € IF of unit absolute value (so over R,
ei = £l and §; = £1; over C, &; = ¢/% and §; = ¢'?/). The value on the left side
of (1) is the same for all / > m + n and as such some authors restrict themselves to
l=m+n.

The existence of such a constant independent of [, m and n was discovered by
Alexandre Grothendieck in 1953. Alternative proofs via factorization of linear opera-
tors, geometry of Banach spaces, absolutely p-summing operators, etc, may be found
in [28,38,40,41] and references therein. In particular, the formulation in (1) was due
to Lindenstrauss and Petczynski [38]. Like w, K is also dependent on the choice of ¥
(we proffer an explanation in Sect. 1.2); we will write K 21; when we need to emphasize
this. Henceforth we will assume that F = R or C.

The inequality (1) has found applications in numerous areas, including Banach
space theory, C* algebra, harmonic analysis, operator theory, quantum mechanics,
and most recently, computer science. In theoretical computer science, Grothendieck’s
inequality has notably appeared in studies of unique games conjecture [29-31,42,43]
and SDP relaxations of NP-hard combinatorial problems [2-5,11]. In quantum infor-
mation theory, Grothendieck’s inequality arises unexpectedly in Bell inequalities
[17,24,50] and in XOR games [7-9], among several other areas; Grothendieck con-
stants of specific orders, e.g., K g(3) and K g (4), also play important roles in quantum
information theory [1,15,25]. The inequality has even been applied to some rather sur-
prising areas, e.g., to communication complexity [39,44,45] and to privacy-preserving
data analysis [16].

Although the Grothendieck constant appears in numerous mathematical statements
and has many equivalent interpretations in physics and computer science, its exact
value remains unknown and estimating increasingly sharper bounds for K g has been
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a major undertaking. The current best known bounds are K 5 € [1.676, 1.782], estab-
lished in [13] (lower) and [33] (upper); and Kg € (1.338, 1.404], established in [14]
(lower) and [22] (upper). A major recent breakthrough [6] established that Krivine’s
upper bound 71/(2 log(1 + \/5)) ~ 1.782 for K&R is not sharp. There have also been
efforts in approximating Grothendieck’s constants of specific orders, e.g., see [15,25]
for recent results on K g (3) and K g (4), defined below in (5).

1.1 Strassen’s exponent and Grothendieck’s constant

What exactly is Strassen’s exponent w? The discussion in the previous page shows
that it is the greatest lower bound for the (log of the) tensor rank of the Strassen matrix
multiplication tensor:

log, (rank (ip,n,n)) = @  foralln € N. )

What exactly is Grothendieck’s constant K? We will show that it is the least
upper bound for the tensor (1,2, co)-norm (see (6) below) of the Strassen matrix
multiplication tensor:

ltmnlli 20 < Ko foralll,m,n e N. (3)

If we desire a greater parallel to (2), we may drop / and m in (3)—there is no loss of
generality in assuming that / = 2n and m = n, i.e., K¢ is also the least upper bound
so that

42nnnll1,2,00 < K foralln e N. “)

In other words, w and K are just different measures of size: rank and norm respec-
tively, for the same underlying object, Strassen’s matrix multiplication tensor p4; s ».
Note that both w and K are universal constants—uniform bounds independent of the
dimension n in (2) and (4).

In addition, the Grothendieck constant of order | € N, a popular notion in quantum
information theory (e.g., [1,15,25]), is given by a simple variation, namely, the least
upper bound K¢ (/) in

l4,mnll12,00 < Kg(l)  forallm,n € N. (&)

We will define the (1, 2, co)-norm for an arbitrary 3-tensor formally in Sect. 4 but
at this point it suffices to know its value for s, ,, namely,

ltr(XMY)]|
max
XY, M#0 | X (|1 211Y 112,00 1M |l 00,1

(6)

et mnll,2,00 =

where X € F*™ M e F™" Y € F™ and |M|,, := max,zollMx|l,/lxll,
denotes the matrix (p, g)-norm.
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1.2 Grothendieck’s inequality is unique

The inequality (3) is in fact just Grothendieck’s inequality, as we will see later in Sect. 3.
The characterizations of w and K¢ in (2) and (3) hold over both R and C although
their values are field dependent. Incidentally the fact that Grothendieck’s constant is
essentially a tensor norm immediately explains why it is field dependent—because,
like tensor rank, tensor norms are also field dependent [19].

An advantage of the formulation in (3) is that we obtain a natural family of (p, g, r)-
norms on (i, , given by

[tr(XMY)|
max
XY M#0 | X p.g 1Y Nlg.r IMIlr,p

iz, m,n ||p,q,r =

for any triple 1 < p,q,r < oo. This family of norms will serve as a platform for
us to better comprehend Grothendieck’s constant and Grothendieck’s inequality. The
study of the general (p, g, r)-case shows why the (1,2, oo)-case is extraordinary.
We will deduce a generalization of Grothendieck’s inequality and show that the case
(p,q,r) = (1,2, 00),1.e., Grothendieck’s inequality, is the only one up to trivial cyclic
permutations1 where there is a universal upper bound, i.e., Grothendieck’s constant,
that holds for all [, m, n € N.

Theorem 1 (Grothendieck—Holder inequality) Let 1 < p,q,r < ocandl,m,n € N.
Then

1

E/a=1/2 oy 1=1/p 1
a1 175172 ity S Wtmnllpgr < Kg -1 " e

When p = 1, g = 2, and r = 00, the upper bound gives Grothendieck’s inequality
(.

Theorem 2 (Uniqueness of Grothendieck’s inequality) Let 1 < p,q,r < oo and
I,m,n € N. Then ||j41,mnllp,q,r is uniformly bounded for all I, m,n € N if and only

if
(p.q.r) € {(1,2,00), (00,1,2), (2,00, }.

Theorem 1 follows from Theorems 4 and 5. Theorem 2 is just Theorem 6.

2 Strassen matrix multiplication tensor

An important observation, straightforward for those acquainted with tensors [34,35,37]
but perhaps less so for those accustomed to viewing them as “multiway arrays,” is that
the bilinear operator

BeF "™ x F™" — FX" (X,Y) > XY, )

! This is unavoidable as (p. q,r)-norms of w; , , are invariant under cyclic permutations of p, g, r. See
Lemma 1(i).
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and the trilinear functional
T F x P L S R (XL, Y, Z) > (XY Z), ®)
are given by? the same 3-tensor in
(FIXmy* g By @ FIXn = (FXmy* g (F<)* @ (FX1)*.

In other words, as 3-tensors, there is no difference between the product of two matrices
and the trace of product of three matrices.

To see this, let E;; € "> denote the matrix with 1 in its (i, j)th entry and zeros
everywhere else, sothat {E;; :i =1,...,m; j =1,...,n}is the standard basis for
> Tts dual basis for the dual space of linear functionals

EF™M* =g ™" > F:p@X 4+ BY) = ap(X) + Bo(Y)}

isthengivenby{e;; :i =1,...,m; j=1,...,n}whereg;; : F"*" — F, X > x;;,
is the linear functional that takes an m x n matrix to its (i, j)th entry. Now choose the
standard inner product on F”"*" i.e., (X, Y) = tr(X"Y). Then &;;(X) = (E;;, X) for
all X € F™*", which allows us to identify (F">*")* with F"*™ and linear functional
gij € F™)* with the matrix E;; € F"™.

It remains to observe that the usual formula for matrix-matrix product gives

m
l,n
B(X,Y) = E il § xijyjk | Eik
, =

l,n

- Z (Z;n:lé‘ij(x)ejk(y)) Eix

ik=1

Y (e @ 1) i

l,m,n
= <Zi’j,k=] 8j ®ejk ® Eik)(Xa Y)

forall X € F/>™ Y ¢ F™>" and therefore

l,m,n ! !
B=D 0 b ®Ejk® E € B @ @) @ F". ©)

2 To be more precise, by the universal property of tensor products [35, Chapter XVI, §1], 8 induces a linear
map By : FixXm @ Fpmxn s FlXn and ¢ induces a linear map Ty : FiXm @ pmxn g Enxl _ F je.
Bsx € FXMy* @ [EM*nyx @ FIXN and 1, e (FIXM)* @ (F"X")* @ (F"*!)*. We identify 8, T with the
linear maps B, 7 they induce.
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A similar simple calculation,

l,m,n

(X,Y,Z)= Zi ket Yid YKk

l,m,n
=D i S 08 (Veri (2)

l,m,n
= Zi ; k=1(5ij ®ejk Qeri)X, Y, Z)

l,m,n
= (Zi,j,k=1 &ij ® Ejk @ 8ki>(X, Y, 7)

forall X e F'>m y e Fm>n 7 ¢ ! and therefore

l,m,n ! /
T=) i ® ek ® e € BN R ET® F) (10)

By our identification, (F"*")* = F"*™ and &; = Ejx. So we see from (9) and
(10) that indeed B = t as 3-tensors. We denote this tensor by (7, ,. This has been
variously called the Strassen matrix multiplication tensor or the structure tensor for
matrix-matrix product [10,34,37,52].

3 Grothendieck’s constant and Strassen’s tensor

Let [, m, n be positive integers and let M = (M;;) € F"™*". Let x1,...,x, and
Vis.eus Vn € F! be vectors of unit 2-norm. We will regard x1, ..., X;; as columns of
amatrix X € F>™ and yT, ..., y! as rows of a matrix ¥ € F"*/,

Recall that for any p > 1 with Holder conjugate p*,i.e., 1/p+1/p* = 1, we have

I Xzl p
[ X11,p :=max ——== = max ||x;]lp,
0 zllt i=lem
(11)
1Yo = max 200 e,
#0 |zl i=l,..,n
and
IMz]ly m n
IM]| 0.1 := max = max ) ‘ . M--S-‘
m n
= max M;igiéi|,
leil=1, [8,]=1 ‘Zi=l j=1""HTH
which may be further simplified for F = R as
m n T
IMllos =  max ’Z 3 M,»jeisj‘ = max [&'MS|.  (12)
gi==£1, §;==%1 i=1 4 j=1 £,8e(1)"
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We refer the reader to [19] for a proof that

lT(X, M, Y)|

max (13)
XY, M#£0 [| X1 211Y 12,00 | M [l 00,1

ITlh2,00 :=

defines a norm for any tensor 7 € (F/*")* ® (F"™*")*® (F"*!)*, regarded as a trilinear
functional.

Theorem 3 Grothendieck’s inequality (1) may be stated as

[tr(XMY)] .
max < Kg, (14)
XY M0 [ X[11211Y 12,0001 M oo,
or more succinctly as
litmnll1 2,00 < K. (15)

where [L] m n is the Strassen matrix multiplication tensor for the product of | x m and
m X n matrices, i.e.,

I m n

/Ll,m,n = Z Z Zgij ® Ejk ® Ski c (lem)* ® (]Fan)* ® (]anl)*. (16)
i=1 j=1 k=1

Proof We first make the observation that the maximum over [x;[l> = 1, [lyjll2 =1
in (1) is equivalent to a maximum over ||x;[l2 < 1, ||yjll2 < 1 because the latter
maximum is attained at the boundary [20, Lemma 2.2]. Also, by (11) with p = 2,
IXll12 = 1Y ll2,00 = 1is equivalent to ||x;|l2 < 1, [lyjll2 < 1foralli =1,...,m,
j=1,...,n.Since

m n tr(XMY) if F =R,
M;ilx;,yi) = o
Zi:l Zj:l i 0% i) tr(XMY) if F=C,

we see that Grothendieck’s inequality (1) may be stated as

[tr(XMY)] F
max < K,
XY, M#0 | X|1211Y [|12,00 1M [l 00,1

when F = R and as

ltr(XMY)] F
max X Kg,
XY, M#£0 | X [[1201Y 112,00 | M [l 00,1
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when F = C. However, as matrix (p, ¢)-norms are invariant under complex conjuga-
tion,

ltr(XMY)| [tr(XMY)|
max = X —
XY MA [ X120 Y 12,00 1Moot x, 7,420 | X111211Y 12,001 M || 00,1
[tr(XMY)|

= max .
XY, M£0 | X[[1201Y 12,00 1M 00,1

Hence (14) in fact gives Grothendieck’s inequality for both F = R and C. By our
discussion in Sect. 2 and our norm in (13), (14) is just (15). O

This allows us to define Grothendieck’s constant in terms of tensor norms: For
F=RorC,
F
KG = sup ”Ml,m,n”l,Z,oo- (17

I,m,neN

Since |1, mnll1,2,00 = lMmtn,mnll1,2,00 foralll = m + n,

F
K = sup ltmsnmnll1,2,00 = suplliwan,nnlli,2,co-
m,neN neN

In addition, the Grothendieck constant of order / € N [1,15,25] may be defined as

K& = sup ltrmnll1 2,00

m,neN

4 Grothendieck-Holder inequality
The norm in (13) admits a natural generalization to arbitrary p, g, r € [1, oo] as

[T(X, M, Y)]
= max
XY M#£0 | X p g 1Y g, IM]l7 p

Il p.g.r

defined for any © € (F>*")* @ (F"*")* @ (F"*!)*, regarded as a trilinear functional

7 T o o S .

In this article, we will only be interested in T = (7 .5, the Strassen tensor. We first
state some simple observations that will be useful later.

Lemma? Let p,q,r €[1, ool. Then the (p, q, r)-norm of [ mn

(1) is invariant under cyclic permutation of p, q, r,
”//Ll,m,n”p,q,r = ||Ml,m,n||r,p,q = ”/’Ll,m,n”q,r,p;
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914 S. Friedland et al.

(i) transforms under Holder conjugation as

”l’«l,m,n”p,q,r = ||Ml,m,n||r*,q*,p*~
Recall that p* is the Holder conjugate of p, i.e., 1/p +1/p* = 1.

Proof Since the numerator tr(XMY) = tr(MY X) = tr(Y XM) and the denominator
is the product || X || p ¢ IM I, p |1 Y |l ., cyclic permutations of (p, q), (r, p), (q, r) leave
the quotient and thus the maximum

[tr(XMY)|
max
XYM X p.g 1Ml p Y lg.r

”MZ,m,n ”p,q,r =

invariant. Now just observe that the cyclic permutations

(p.q), (r,p), (q.r) — (g,1), (p,q), (r,p) — (r,p), (g,r), (P,q)

correspond to the following permutations

(p.q,r) — (q,r,p) = (r,p,q).

Let X" denote the conjugate transpose of X. Since 1Xllpqg = ||XH||q*,1,* and
[tr(XMY)| = |tr(YPMTX")|, we have

ltr(XMY)]| B ltr(YH MY X

”X”p,q ” Y”q,r ”M”r,p ” Y+ ”r*,q* ”XH ”q*,p* ”MH”p*,r* .

Taking maximum over all nonzero X, Y, M yields the required equality. Note that the
proof works over both R and C. O

A straightforward application of Holder’s inequality yields an upper bound for
lict.m,nll pg.r-

Theorem4 Let p,q,r € [1,00] and I,m,n € N. For any nonzero matrices X €
F>my e B! and M € F™*", the following inequality is sharp:

|tr(XMY)| _ [tr(XMY)|

< WVa120 g 1= p (1)
XM pg 1Y g r 1M1l p I XM1201Y (2,00 | M ]l0o,1

Furthermore, we have a generalization of Grothendieck’s inequality:

| | [tr(XMY)|
Wimnllp.gr = max
AP X Y M0 | X g 1Y g IM N1 p
< Kg =120 =1 e (19)
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Proof First let 1 < g < 2. Holder’s inequality gives [x|l; < 11/4=172|x|5; taken
together with the fact that [|x||, < ||x|l; whenever g < p, we get

IXNh2 <I1Xlg <1Xlpgs 1Y l2.00 < WY ll2y <YV YY), (20)

The same argument also gives [|M [l < [Mlloo.1 < m' ™7 [ Mo, for 1 < p <
oo and thus

Moot <m' " YP Moo, <07 -m!'=VP MY, ,. 1)

The inequality (18) then follows from (20) and (21). To see that it is sharp, we use the
following m X n rank-one matrices:

[10...0 10...0
00...0 10...0
Emn =1 . | Cman= I
00...0] 10...0
B 7 11...1
11...1
Rmn = . - Jmn = .-
100...0] 11...1
It is easy to check that
IEimllpq =1, IRnillgr =111, Wl p = m"/P =1,
IEimlliz =1, IRw1ll2.00 = 1'2, I m.nlloo,1 = mn.

Since (18) becomes an equality when X = E; ,,,, Y = R, ;, and M = J,, , it is sharp
forl <gq < 2.
Nextlet 2 < g < oo. Similarly, we have

1/g—1/2
Ma21X 02 < IXlg < UXllpg  and [V 200 < 1Y ll2r < 1Y llg.r,

which together with (21) give us (18). In this case the sharpness follows from selecting
X=Cim Y =E,;, M = Jyp, and noting that

ICrmllpg =170 NCrmlia =12 Ewilgr=1. [Enill200 = 1.
The inequality (19) follows from taking maximum over nonzero X, M, Y and supre-
mum over [, m, n. When (p, g, r) = (1,2, 00), it yields Grothendieck’s inequality

(14). O

The upper bound in (19) depends on [, m, n except when (p, g, r) is (1, 2, 00)
or a cyclic permutation (by Lemma 1(i)). An immediate question is whether a uni-
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916 S. Friedland et al.

form bound independent of [, m, n might perhaps also exist for some other values of

(P, Q1 r)9 i~e~a

Kpgr = sup ”:u'l,m,n”p,q,r < 00? (22)
I,m,neN

In Sect. 5, we will see that K, ; , = oo for all

(p.g.r) ¢ {(1,2,00), (00,1,2), (2,00, D}.

Nevertheless, we stress that while the (1,2, co)-norm is unique up to cyclic per-
mutation among the (p, g, r)-norms in (13) for uniformly bounding x; ,, , over all
[,m,n € N, there are other tensor norms with this property. For example, we may
consider the tensor spectral norm [19] of w; m.n,

ltr(XMY)|
= max
X Y. M#£0 | X FIYIIFIM] F

1tz mon llo

where the norm on X, Y, M is the matrix Frobenius (i.e., Hilbert—-Schmidt) norm. In
this case,
”,ul,m,n”(r = 17 fOr all l’man € Nv (23)

since, by Cauchy—Schwartz and the submultiplicativity of the Frobenius norm,
le(XMY)| < IXIIFIMY|lF < IMIFIXIFIY]EF,

and equality is attained by choosing M, X, Y with 1 in the (1, 1)th entry and O every-
where else.

We will use (23) to obtain lower bounds on ||t m nll p,q,r below. The inequalities
(19) and (24) will collectively be referred to as the Grothendieck—Holder inequality.

Theorem5 Let p,q,r € [1,00] andl, m,n € N. Then

1
a2 o171 iy S Imnllp.g.r-

(24)

Proof Forn € Nand p, g € [1, 0o], let

cp q(n) — nmax{O,l/pfl/q}.

Then for any M € F"™*", the following sharp inequality holds [32, Theorem 4.3],
”MHp,q < cq,Z(m)CZ,p(n)HM”F‘

It follows that

1 X1 p.q
IMIr,p

cg2Dc2, pMIIXNE, WY lgr < cr2mezgOIY | F,
cp2(m)ca, (n)||IM| F,

IN N
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Grothendieck constant is norm of Strassen matrix multiplication... 917

and for any tensor 7 € (FX")* @ (F"*")* @ (F"*!)*, we have

Itlle < lTlpg.r CWa=1720 L I p=1721 LI/ r=1)2]

Plugging in T = j4; m.» and using (23), we obtain (24). O

A practical implication of (22) is that if

(p.q) and (g, r) € {(1, 1), (2,2), (00,00), (1,9), (g,00)}, (25)

then || X|| 4 and ||Y |4, can be computed in polynomial time (to arbitrary precision)
and

ltr(XMY)]

max —————— < K, 4 IM|,
X Y0 | X p.g Y llg.r

in principle gives a polynomial-time approximation of ||M ||, ,, which is NP-hard [23]
if (r, p) is not one of the special cases in (25). Unfortunately, we now know that as
K, 4,r = oo inall other cases, this only works when (p, g, r) = (1,2, 00), (00, 1, 2),
or (2, 0o, 1), all three are equivalent to Grothendieck’s inequality.

5 The Grothendieck inequality is unique
We show that (p, g, r) = (1,2, 00) is, up to a cyclic permutation, the only case for
which (22) holds. We will first rule out a large number of cases with the following

proposition.

Proposition1 Let p,q,r € [1, oo). If there exists a finite constant K, 4 , > 0 such
that | mnll p.gr < Kpg.rforalll,m,n € N, then

min(p, q,r) =1 and max(p,q,r) = oo.

Proof Let I, , € F"*" be the matrix obtained by appending zero rows or columns to
the identity matrix3 I, or L,

[1, Omfn]T itm > n,
Iy = .
Ly, 0]l ifm < n.

Then its matrix (p, ¢g)-norm is

min{m, n}"/4=1/7 if p > g,
”Im,n”p,q = . (26)
1 if p<gq.
3 Note that In.n = I. For consistency, we will always use the latter notation when it is a square matrix.
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This follows from an easy calculation using Holder inequality: For m > n,

1 nzllg Izllg _ fn'/e=1P if p > g,

.l p.q = ma = max —= = .
P20zl 20 |izllp 1 if p<gq,

X

and for m < n,

”Im,nZ”q — max ”Zm”q — max ”Zm”q

“Im,n”p,q = = =
z#0 ”Z”p z#0 ”Z”p w70 ||Zm ”p
ml/a=1P i p > g,
R if p <gq,
where z,, = [21, ..., 2m] € F is the vector comprising the first m entries of z.

Set X =11, Y = I, and M = I, ,. Then tr(XMY) = min{l/, m, n}, and by
(26), we obtain

ltr(XMY)]
1 X1 p.g 1Y llgr 1M1y, p
min{l, m, n} min{m, n}}/7=1/r if p<qg<r,
min{/, m, n} min{l, n}"/4=V" min{m, n}"/7"VP if p <r <gq,
| min{l, m, n} min{l, m}"/P=19 min{m, n}"/7VP it g < p <,
| min{, m, n} min{l, m}'/P=1/4 ifg <r<p,
min{/, m, n} min{l, n}1/4=1/r ifr <p<gq,
min{l, m, n} min{l, m}"/P=1/4 min{l, n}V/4=1"if r < q < p.

Suppose I =2n,m =nand p < g < r, then

1/r—1/p+1

[tr(XMY)] .
= lim n
n=00 | X p.g 1Y llg,r 1Ml p n—00

=00

unless p = 1 and r = oo. Repeating the argument for all possible permutations of
(p, q, r) and taking advantage of Lemma 1(i), we conclude that min(p, ¢, r) = 1 and
max(p, q,r) = oo is necessary for the uniform boundedness of || s m,mll p,q.r- O

We will next eliminate the remaining possibilities. Recall that an n x n Hadamard
matrix H, € R"*" is one with entries &1 such that H) H,, = nl, [27, Section 2.1].
The simplest example is H, = [ { Jl ] It is still unknown if n x n Hadamard matrices
exist for every n = 4m, m € N, but it is well-known that the Kronecker product of H;
with itself k times gives a 2€ x 2¥ Hadamard matrix for any k € N. The bottom line
for us is that there exist Hadamard matrices of arbitrarily large dimensions, a fact that
we use in our proof below whenever we take n — oo with Hadamard matrices.
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Theorem 6 (Uniqueness of Grothendieck’s inequality) Let 1 < p,q,r < oo and
I,m,n € N. Then |\ mnllp,q,r is uniformly bounded for all I, m,n € N if and only

if
(p.q.r) €{(1,2,00), (00,1,2), (2,00, 1)}.

Proof We will see that it suffices to take | = m = n throughout this proof. By
Lemma 1(i) and Proposition 1, we may assume that p = 1 and either ¢ = oo or
r = 0o. We will show that tr(X MY) is unbounded for judiciously chosen n x n real
matrices X, M, and Y asn — oo.

CASE I: (1,g,00),1 < g < 0o.Suppose 2 < g < o0o. Let Xg = n~Y4 A for some
arbitrary A = (8;;) € {£1}"*" and let Yy = I,. Then || X¢|1 , = n~14 All1,y =1
and [[Yollg.00 = Inllg.c0 = 1 by (11). For any M = (M;;) € R"*",

max ltr(XMY)| > [r(XoMYo)| = n~ 9 |tr(AM))|

XN 1.q. 1 llg00<1
_ —1/q’2”

=n 8iiM;;

i j=1 O

Since A € {£1}"*" is arbitrary, we will choose §;; so that §;; M;; is nonnegative. Thus

n
max e (XMY)| =n" Y9y |M;;). (27)
1X1,g 1Y llg.00<1 Zw:l Y

Let H, € {£1}"*" be a Hadamard matrix. So H, H, = nl, and all singular values of
H, are \/n [18]. Therefore, by (12),

| Hplloon = max |e"Hy8| < omax(Ha)lel2118]12 = n®/%. (28)
e,8e{x1)n

Let M = n=3/?H,. Then |M||.1 < 1 and by (27),

max te(XMY)| = n" Y9 x n™32 x n?> =n'?711 5 o
1X11.q5 1Y llg,00s IMIloo,1<1

asn — oo.
Suppose 1 < ¢ < 2. Since the Holder conjugates are r* = 1,2 < g* < oo, and
p* = oo, by Lemma 1(ii), this reduces to the case we just treated.

CASE II: (1,00,7), 1 < r < 00. For r = oo, we have (1, 0o, 00), which is same
as the ¢ = oo case in CASE 1. For » = 1, we have (1, oo, 1), but by Lemma 1(i), this
is equivalent to (1, 1, co), which is same as the ¢ = 1 case in CASE 1. So we may
assume 1 < r < o0.

Suppose 1 <r <2.Let M = n'/7=1p, and Y = n=3/2H, where H, € {1}
is a Hadamard matrix. Then [|[M|,.; = n'/"Y|I,|l,.1 = 1 by (26), and ||Y[|co., <
1Y loo.1 = n~3?||Hylloo.1 < 1by (28). Wechoose X € {£1}"*" such that tr(X H,) =
n? and thus tr(XY) = n~1/2. Clearly || X||1.00 = 1 by (11). Hence
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tr(XMY) =n"/"Vue(XY) =12 5

asn — oo.

Suppose 2 < r < oo. Since the Holder conjugates are 1 < r* < 2, g* = 1,
and p* = oo, by Lemma 1(ii) , this is equivalent to the case (r*, 1, c0). Now by
Lemma 1(i), this is in turn equivalent to the case (1, oo, r*) with 1 < r* < 2, which
is the case we just treated.

Suppose r = 2.Let Y = n~ ! H, where H,, € {£1}"*" is again a Hadamard matrix.
Then

1Hylloo,2 = g{li)li}n”HnXHZ < Umax(Hn)\/; =n.
x

SO ||[¥]loon < 1. Let M = n~'/21,. Then |[M |2, = 1 by (26). Let X € {£1}"*" be
such that tr(X H,) = n? and thus tr(XY) = n. Clearly || X||1,00 = 1 by (11). We have

tr(XMY) =n""?u(XY)=n"? >

asn — oQ. O

6 Conclusion

We hope our characterization of Grothendieck’s constant as a norm of the central
object in the study of fast matrix multiplications would spur interactions between the
two areas and perhaps even facilitate the determination of its exact value. Knowing
that Grothendieck’s inequality is a unique instance within a family of natural norm
inequalities may help us better understand its ubiquity and utility.
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