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ON THE FACTORIZATION OF HYPERBOLIC AND UNITARY
TRANSFORMATIONS INTO ROTATIONS*
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Abstract. This paper presents a Y-unitary analogue to the CS decomposition of a partitioned
unitary matrix. The hyperbolic rotations revealed by the decomposition are shown to be optimal
in that, among a broader class of decompositions of ¥-unitary matrices into elementary hyperbolic
rotations, they are the smallest possible in a sum-of-squares sense. A similar optimality property is
shown to hold for the sines in the CS decomposition of a unitary matrix.
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1. Background. In block Cholesky downdating problems and in block imple-
mentations [3, 4] of the generalized Schur algorithm for the Cholesky factorization of
a block Toeplitz matrix, it is necessary to compute a »-unitary matrix

Hll H12
1 H =
) (Hzl H22>

such that

()

where A and A are pxm and B is ¢ x m. The matrix A is not assumed to be upper
triangular. The transformation H is required to satisfy the ¥-orthogonality relation

(3) HYSH =%

with respect to the signature matrix

_ (1 0
=i %)

Any transformation, H, satisfying (3) is referred to as ¥-unitary.

In block Cholesky downdating and in the block generalized Schur algorithm,
AP A BH B is always positive definite. We will also use the notation AHA—BYB > 0
or A"A > BHUB for this assumption. Positive definiteness is sufficient to guar-
antee the existence of a X-unitary transformation satisfying (2). In particular if
At = (AHA)~1 A" then we can choose

_ (U= (BAD)(BAT)) /2 0 I —(BANH
= ( 0 (I - (BA*)(BAT)H)””) (BAT -1 ) '
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FACTORIZATION OF HYPERBOLIC AND UNITARY MATRICES 877

Assuming the inverses and square roots exist, it is easy to algebraically verify that
HUYYH =¥ and that (2) holds with

A= (I —(BAHH(BAT))/24.

To see that the matrix square roots and inverses exist, note that for full rank A,
ABA — BHB > 0 is equivalent to AY(I — (BAT)H(BAT))A > 0. This implies that
I — (BANHH(BAT) > 0. To see why, let

r = Axg + 21,
where x # 0 is an arbitrary nonzero vector and x}!4 = 0. Then
oM (I — (BANK(BAY) 2 = of! AM(T — (BAYH(BAY)) Az + ¥y > 0.

It follows that || BAT||2 < 1, which is sufficient to show that both matrix inverse square
roots exist.

The inverse and conjugate transpose of a Y-unitary matrix H are X-unitary.
The inverse always exists and is given by H~! = XHHY. The product of X-unitary
matrices can be shown to be X-unitary. It follows that Y-unitary transformations
form a multiplicative group. It is natural to decompose such matrices into a product
of simpler X-unitary transformations. Typical choices are block diagonal unitary

matrices of the form
Us O
0 Usg

for unitary Ua and Up, and hyperbolic rotations

1

where |c|? — |sp]? = 1 and where the latter transformation acts on a single row of
A together with a single row of B. In the case in which ¢, is real and positive it is
common to express ¢, and sy in terms of a single parameter by writing

1 P

Ch = —F/——, Sh —_— .
V1=lpl? V1=lp?

Common algorithms for applying ¥-unitary matrices compute and apply H as a prod-
uct of such elementary transformations, and the choice of ¢;, being real positive is not
really restrictive. It can be shown that any Y-unitary transformation can be repre-
sented as a product of block diagonal unitary matrices and hyperbolic rotations.

A common approach for computing H satisfying (2) as such a product follows a
simple triangularization procedure. Introducing subscripts to keep track of different
stages of the process, we suppose that we are given matrices A; and By such that
AN A, — BIIB; > 0. We start by computing unitary U; and U, such that

(5 o) () - (3)
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where A; and B; are either upper triangular or at least have a first column of the

form
121161 = @11 and Blel = bll
0 0

for scalar a7 and b7 and where e is a first standard basis vector. A procedure for
introducing the zero elements in A, and By is simply the well-known method of QR
factorization via Givens rotations or Householder transformations.

For the next step of the procedure we note that

el D 0) - ()

/T—pP2 \p 1 b 0
for p = —b/a. Thus zeros can be introduced into A, and By using hyperbolic rotations.
If
ann  ath
<A1> | 0 As
By b b |
0 B

then a hyperbolic rotation can be applied to transform A; and B; to As and By of
the form

sign(ain)/lan]? — b1 afh

<A2> B 0 A2z
Ba 0 b,
0 Bas

This process can be applied recursively to

A22
bl
B22

using transformations that are X-unitary with respect to ¥ = I,,_; @ —I; to succes-
sively zero the columns of B. This particular process computes an A that is upper
triangular although none of the results of this paper require that H be computed so
that this is the case.

From this algorithm it follows that the condition A"A — BHB > 0 ensures that
we can compute H satisfying (2) as a product

() o <U0A U? ) HO U ge-Dpe-1 . gy,
B

where the matrices U*) and H®*) have the following form:

Lo 0|0
(5) v = 0o u*| o
o o |Uu¥
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and
In.1 O 0 0
k k
0 x| 0

0 hy 0 | Hy

The vertical lines in the partitions of H®) and U*) separate the matrices between
columns p and p + 1. The horizontal lines separate the matrices between rows p and
p + 1. This notation is applied consistently throughout this paper. Although (6)
presents each H®) as a relatively general Y-unitary transformation, in most cases of
computational interest each H(®) will be either a hyperbolic rotation or a hyperbolic
Householder transformation. The unitary matrices U4y and Up are not necessary
for introducing zeros into the factorization (2). But if they are included it is not
difficult to show, without any reference to A or B, that any Y-unitary matrix admits
a factorization of the form (4). Neither (4), (6), nor (2) suffice to uniquely define the
factors H®) and U*). This is not a problem, however, since the results of this paper
will apply to any factorization of a ¥-unitary matrix of the form (4).

Algorithmically the significance of this factorization is that it corresponds to a
procedure for computing the rows of A one at a time. In later sections of this paper
we will explore the mathematical aspects of this problem by introducing a hyperbolic
version of the CS decomposition. This decomposition can be viewed as a special
case of a factorization of H of the form (4). We will then show that out of all such
factorizations the hyperbolic CS decomposition has optimality properties that parallel
those of the direct rotation. In particular we will show that if H is of the form (4)
and the H®) are hyperbolic rotations with parameters p*), then the parameters p(*)
revealed by the hyperbolic CS decomposition give a lower bound

P
YoM=Y 0P,
k=1 k

If both the p®*) and the p*) are in decreasing order, then
PP < 1M < 15

Thus among all factorizations of a Y-unitary matrix H into hyperbolic rotations
the p*) are smallest in a 2-norm sense but the largest in an co-norm sense. The
parameters given by the hyperbolic CS decomposition give upper and lower bounds
on hyperbolic rotations that can be used in the computational application of a general
Y-unitary H or to solve problem (2).

Regarding the relevance of these results, we note that problems that are naturally
solved by application of a X-unitary transformation via hyperbolic rotations arise
routinely in signal and image processing. Notable examples include the factorization
of structured matrices using the generalized Schur algorithm [4] and the Cholesky
downdating problem [3]. The results of this paper show that the size of parameters
p*) and hence ||H®)|| are to a large extent determined by the problem. A different
choice of a unitary transformation or a poor choice of ordering in applying hyperbolic
rotations will never dramatically increase the norms of the transformations used. This
has potential significance for both error analysis of algorithms and sensitivity analysis
of problems involving downdating and structured matrix factorization.
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It is also worth noting that most problems involving unitary transformations or
orthogonal constraints have a natural, but often more difficult, analogue involving
Y-unitary transformations or Y-unitary constraints. The algorithmic use of orthogo-
nality constraints in a variety of ways is covered in [2]. The CS decomposition and
its optimality have significant interpretations for such problems. A hyperbolic CS de-
composition and its optimality properties should find natural application to problems
involving Y¥-orthogonality constraints.

An outline of this paper is as follows. In section 2 we introduce a decomposition
of a partitioned Y-unitary transformation that is analogous to the CS decomposition
of a partitioned unitary matrix. In section 3 we prove the optimality properties of the
hyperbolic CS decomposition. In section 4 we will briefly discuss analogous ideas for
unitary matrices and contrast the results with the optimality of the direct rotation.

2. Decomposition of a partitioned X-unitary matrix. This section de-
scribes a hyperbolic CS decomposition. The decomposition is similar to the CS de-
composition of a partitioned unitary matrix [7] except that it applies instead to a
partitioned Y-unitary matrix. The decomposition also appears in [5].

THEOREM 2.1 (hyperbolic CS decomposition). Let H be Y-unitary with ¥ =
I, ®—1,. If ¢ > p, then H can be decomposed as

Dy | (D3 -DY? 0 H
Ua| O Vil o
7 H= D% —1)/2 D 0 )
) (5tas) (@7 T (%0 Vg>
q—p

where U, Ug, Va, and Vg are unitary and D4 is diagonal. The matrices Ua, Va,
and D4 are p X p.
If g < p, then

2 1/2
Ual| 0 D4 0 [(PA-DYA\ v | g
H= (" 0 Iy 0 .
BI\DE-D72 0 | Da 0 | Vg

The diagonal elements in D 4 are real, positive, and greater than or equal to 1.
Proof. Suppose that ¢ > p and partition H as in (1). Let the singular value
decomposition of the p x p block Hy; be

Hiy =UaDAVEL
The relation HYYH = ¥ implies that
D —VEHN Hy Vi = I,

so that VEH%{nglVA must be diagonal. Clearly the elements of D4 must be greater
than one in magnitude and there must exist a unitary Up such that

D27I1/2
H21:UB<( Ao ) )V}f.

This is just the singular value decomposition of Hy;. Since HXHY = %

D% —UYH HYU = 1,
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and clearly there is a unitary Vg such that
Hiy =Ua (D% —1)Y% 0) V.

The singular value decomposition of His, together with H1H2H12 — H%HQQ = -1,
implies

D3-1) 0
(( 4 ) 0) — VB HyyHos Vg = —1,.

Similarly Hng%{1 — HggH%{Q = —I, implies

D3-1) 0
(< ‘0 ) 0) — UpHyHyhUp = 1.

If we define D = UEHQQVB, then

D? 0 D% 0
oo (L) vorh- (50

IQ*P

which imply that Dp is normal and hence diagonalizable by a unitary similarity.
These relations also imply that

D% 0 D% 0 _
. pu (5 al) (5 oo

By writing out the matrix equation (8) element by element we get

(1 )], (G )], ) =o

From this, Dg can easily be seen to be block diagonal with the possibility of nontrivial
(i.e., greater than 1x 1) diagonal blocks only where the matrix D2 & 1,_, has repeated
diagonal elements. Since Dp is normal a unitary similarity can be applied to fully
diagonalize Dp and, since the transformation can be chosen to act only on the blocks
where there are repeated singular values, this transformation of Ug and Vp will result
in matrices that are still composed of singular vectors for the other blocks Hio and
Hs1. Thus we can assume that Ug and Vg are chosen so that

D 0
H22=UB<OA 7 >Vg.
q—p

Putting together the singular value decompositions of H11, Hy2, Ho1, and Hogy we get
the required decomposition for ¢ > p.

For ¢ < p we can obtain the result by application of the ¢ > p case to a matrix
formed by permutation of the blocks of H,

a ) (6 5) G )= (0 ) o
H%"Il HlHl 0 —Ip ng H11 0 —Ip '
In section 1 we noted that the hyperbolic CS decomposition is a particular case

of a decomposition of the form (4). To see this we define

D= (I _ DZ2)1/2
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to get the following form for (7):

(I-D*>~Y2 | DI-D*"Y2 0 H
9) H= — D212 2 -1/2 .
(9) ( i UB) D(I — D?) (I — D?) 0 < 0 V]?)

0 0 I,
If we define p(®) by

D = diag(pV, p®), ..., pP)),

then (9) corresponds to a decomposition of H into a set of elementary hyperbolic
rotations with real parameters %), In particular, if we define

Ins 0 0 0 0
1 p(k)
) 0 oy Woro
H® =1 0 0 I,1 0 0 |,
0 _® 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 Ik

then

H
g (YAl 9 gwge-v.. . go (YAl 0)
0 |Us 0 | v

The right-hand side of this equation is clearly a factorization of the form (4). The
decomposition is not difficult to adapt to the case in which ¢ < p.

3. Optimality of the hyperbolic CS decomposition. In this section we
will show that the hyperbolic CS decomposition is an optimal representation of a
Y-unitary matrix as a product of hyperbolic rotations. For a given H of the form
(4), where the H*) are hyperbolic rotations, the p(*) in (9) are smallest in a sum-of-
squares sense among all possible factorizations of the form (4). However, it will also
be shown that among all factorizations of H into hyperbolic rotations, the hyperbolic
CS decomposition produces the p(*) of largest magnitude.

To get the precise result we will first narrow the class of factorizations we must
consider. Consider a transformation of the form (4). We can rewrite this as

L 0N go(ui?]o) (L] 0
0| UL 0o (1) \o |UV)"

commutes both with H) and with I,, ® U2(j). Thus

Usal| 0 1 0 1, 0 Ui ] 0
H= H® (=2 oA (22
< 0 UB) (0 U2p 0 Ugl 0 ]1)°
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where
v, =uPuP .o,
Let
Ly 0 0 0
0 _ g (Ip ?k>: o Ay 0 | @E)HHu
0| Ul 0 0 I, 0

o ny o | HEUP

Clearly H®) is a Y-unitary transformation of the same general form as (6). Further,

the quantity we will be concerned with in this section is ||hz1hy} |2, which is invariant

under the transformation by Uz(k)

that H has the form

(10) H= (UA 0 )H(l)H(Z)_”H(p) (%1 19)

. Thus we may assume without any loss of generality

0 |Usp .

where each H(®) is of the form (6). We will state theorems concerning ||hg’i)/h§’i) II2,
which apply to any H®) in a factorization of the form (4), but when proving those
theorems we will immediately assume that H is of the form (10).

Several intermediate results are required before we attempt to prove the main
result of this section. First we need a theorem proven in [6]. The theorem is well
known in several fields.

THEOREM 3.1 (unitary/Y-unitary correspondence). Let

Hy1 Hip
H =
<H21 Haa
be X-unitary with ¥ = I, ® —1,, where Hyy is p x p. Then Hy; is nonsingular and
the matriz

H! —H'H
=exc(H) = 1 1112 )
@ = exc(H) (H21H111 Has — Hoy Hyy oo

is unitary. Conversely, if Q is unitary with a nonsingular leading principal subma-
triz of order p, then exc(Q) is X-unitary. In the unitary case the leading principal
submatrixz is not guaranteed to be nonsingular.

The exchange theorem is necessary for the proof of the following lemma which,
when applied recursively, will yield the main result of this section. In fact, the lemma
may be interpreted as a block form of the main theorem applied to a product of just
two matrices.

LEMMA 3.2. Let G and H be X-unitary matrices of the form

G 0 | Gis Iy k, O 0
G=0 I,k | 0], H= 0  Hy | Ha |,
Gsi 0 | Gss 0  Hsy | Hss

where G171 and Has are k1 X k1 and ko X ko, respectively, with ki + ko = p and
Y =1, ® —1,. Let their product be
Iy | Fia
F=HG= .
<F21 Fy >
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Let p%%) for k = 1,2,...,p be the singular values of FglFl_ll ordered from largest to
smallest. If p > q, then we define p*) =0 for k > q. Then

min(p,q)
IPa FME = > (p%)? < ||HsoHyy' |7 + |G Gry 1 7,
k=1
PP < o (Gan G < pV
Or Kk = 1,4,...,81 an
fork=1,2,... k1 and
P < op(HapHyy') < pY)

fork=1,2,... ko.
Proof. The invertibility of G171, Hao, and Fy; follows from the previous theorem.
Multiplying out HG we see that

G 0
Fip = ( " > ; Fo1 = (H33G3,  Hsp) .

Hy3G31 Hao
Thus
Fit= ( —1 Gy -1 01)
—Hyy HysGn Gy Hy
and
Fo Fi' = ((Hss — HaoHyy Ho3)G31 Gyt HsoHyy')
so that

1P Fii' |3 = [(Hss — HsoHyy' Has)Gs1 Gy || + | Hso Hy' ||
< ||Hss — HsaHyy Hos |31 Gs1 G117 + | Hs2 Hyy' |5

However, since H is ¥-unitary the exchanged matrix exc(H) is unitary. It is easily
seen that exc(H) contains Hss — H32H521H23 as a block. Consequently

||Hss — H3pHyy Hos|lz < |lexc(H)|l2 = 1

from which the first inequality of the lemma follows.
The second inequality also follows from the expression for F21F1_11. Clearly

Ok (H32H2721) S 01 (H32H§21) S 01 (((Hgg - H32H2_21H23)G31G1_11 H32H2_21))
from which we get the upper bound. If p < g, then
or (HsoHy') > oy, (HazHyy') > 0, (((Has — HaoHoy Ha3)Ga1 Gt HaoHy'))

so that the lower bound holds. If p > ¢, then the lower bound is trivial, since
op(Far Fry') = 0.

To establish the third inequality we note that Theorem 2.1 implies that the sin-
gular values of FfllFlg are the same as those of FQlFﬁl. The result then follows
from

1 G1'G13
(11) Fll F12 - <H221H23(G33 _ G31G111G13))
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through an argument identical to that used in verifying the second inequality. 0

Although they will not be used in this paper, more sophisticated results are
possible in special cases. For example if ko = 1, then (11) implies that the singular
values of G G13 interlace the values p(*).

We now require that the H®*) in (4) be hyperbolic rotations and we extend the
theorem to a product of p ¥-unitary transformations.

THEOREM 3.3. Let H be X-unitary with ¥ = I, ® —1I,;, p < q, and let

H = (UA 0 ) HPOy® ge-Hye-1 . gl

0 | Up
where
I 0 0 0 0
0o ——L1 0 2B __
V1=(pR))? V1-(pth)2
H® =1 0 0 ) 0 0
0 o 0 -1 0
1—(p(k))2 . /1,(p(k))2
0 0 0 0 Iy

for arbitrary 1 < 1 < q. Also let U¥) be a block diagonal unitary matriz of the form
(5). Here Ua and Up are arbitrary unitary matrices and do not necessarily correspond
to the Us and Ug in the hyperbolic CS decomposition. If p*) are the parameters from
the hyperbolic CS decomposition of H arranged in decreasing order for k =1,2,...,p,
then

(12) DM =Y MR
k k

and
PP < 1] < 15|

fork=1,2,...,p.
Proof. Note that if we partition H*) as in (6), then

0
K)  (k
h§1)/hg1) = P(k)
0

so that ||hé§)/hgli)||2 = |p®)|. As we argued at the beginning of this section, we can
assume that H has the form (10). The H®*) in (10) are not the same as the H(*)
in the statement of the theorem. The new H®*) are no longer elementary hyperbolic
rotations but are instead general X-unitary transformations of the form (6). However,
the quantity ||hg;)/hﬁ)||2 = |p®| is not changed. We will assume that H has the
form (10) and prove the statements of the theorem for the quantities Hh:()ﬁ) / hgli)
instead of for [p(*)].

Note that Uy, Uys, and Up do not change the parameters p*) so that without
loss of generality we can assume that each of these matrices is the identity. Hence to
prove (12) we must show that if H is Y-unitary with ¥ = I, & —I,; and is factored as

2

(13) H=H®gr-1.. g,
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then

| Ea H 3 < || /)

[ )

The proof is by induction on p. The case p = 1 is trivial. Assume that if L is J-unitary
with ¥ = I,_1 © —I; and

(14) L= Ope=2.. [0

then

|Eaa L33 < |

l(p 1 (p I)H _~_’

72 2 1
o

2 b
where the matrices L and L*) are partitioned in the same manner as H and H().
Define

Gii 0] Gis
G=HCeDge-2 .. gO_| o 1] 0o

so that H = H®G. We may apply Lemma 3.2 to conclude that

(15) | Hor HM % < B /013 + G G |-
Define
I 0 0 0
|0 hy 0 (h{)H
0 Ik 0
o nfy o [ HE

Then L(*) is Y-unitary with respect to I,_; & —1I, and

Gll G13>

16 I [o-Dpe-2) . 1) _ <
(16) G31 | Gss

Thus the induction hypothesis implies that
2
1) 1 2 2 1,0
GGl < [ /|, + [ /w2 4o+ [0
With (15) this completes the induction step to prove (12).
The proof of the upper and lower bounds on |p*)| is similar. We can assume that
H is of the form (13) and we must then prove that
A(p) < ||h /h11 2 < ﬁ(l)

The proof is again inductive on p. The result is clearly true if p = 1. We assume that
it is true for p — 1; i.e., if L is of the form (14) and partitioned as (16), then

ap-1 (GanGry') < ||h(k)/h(k)||2 <o (Gs1Gy') .
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Now consider H. Since H = H?)G Lemma 3.2 immediately implies that
P < 0 e <
and that
PP < o (Ga1Gry') < p
so that the induction hypothesis implies
PP <oy (GaGrl) <Y /Y] < o1 (GanGr) < o)

fork=1,2,...,p— 1. ]

The theorem shows that in a sum-of-squares sense the parameters p(¥) are less
than or equal to the p(®) associated with any factorization of H of the form (4) into
elementary hyperbolic rotations. However, the theorem also shows that p(1) is larger
than any of the p(®). Thus, noting that a p®*) close to 1 represents a hyperbolic
rotation with undesirably large norm, the theorem implies that the hyperbolic CS
decomposition is the best possible factorization of H into rotations as measured by the
2-norm of the vector of p(*), but the worst as measured by the co-norm. Unfortunately
these results are difficult to interpret numerically.

If the H*) are not hyperbolic rotations, then the theorem holds with the values
p® replaced by ||k /hy1|o. This might be of computational interest if the H*) are
hyperbolic Householder transformations; see [6].

4. Unitary matrices. The results of the last section can be adapted to factor-
izations of unitary matrices. We start by stating the CS decomposition theorem for
a partitioned unitary matrix [7].

THEOREM 4.1 (CS decomposition). Let

Hy1 Hio
H =
(H21 sz)
be unitary with Hy1 p X p and Hao q X q. If ¢ > p, then H can be decomposed as
cCl-S o H
v 0
(17) H:(%A UO) ST C 0 (A H)
B 0| 0 I, 0 | Vg

where Uga, Ug, Va, and Vg are unitary, C and S are diagonal with |C|?> +|S|?> = I,
and C' has positive, real diagonal elements.
If ¢ <p, then

_(Ua| 0O
o= ()

The next step is to prove a result that is analogous to Lemma 3.2. In the unitary
case the lemma has a very direct proof that does not depend on Theorem 3.1.
LEMMA 4.2. Let G and H be unitary matrices of the form

G 0 Gi3

G=[0 14| 0
Gsi 0 | Gss

)
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Iw, 0] 0
H= 0  Hy | Ha |,
0  Hsy | Hss

where G11 and Hoo are k1 X k1 and ko X ko, respectively. Let their product be

Fi1 | Fio
F=HG= .
<F21 Fy
Let 5%) fork =1,2,...,p be the singular values of Fa; ordered from largest to smallest.

If p > q, then we define s'"*) =0 for k > q. Then
min(p,q)
| F |7 = Z 1592 < || Ha|F + |G| 7,
k=1
5(P) < Uk(G31) < He
fork=1,2,..., k1 and
§W) < oy, (Hsp) < 3

fork=1,2,... ks.
Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 3.2 we can multiply out HG to get

Fy = (Hs3G31  Hsy).

The matrix G3; is a block of a unitary matrix so that ||Gs1]|2 < 1. This immediately
yields the first inequality. The upper and lower bounds on the singular values of Hzo
and (31 also follow from the expression for Fb;. 0

The consequences of the lemma are similar to Theorem 3.3 except the results are
stated in terms of sines instead of the parameters p(*). Given a unitary matrix H we
define $%) by taking the CS decomposition and letting

S = diag(sM), 5@ .. 5P),
THEOREM 4.3. Let H be unitary and let
H=HPy®» ge-Hye-1. . gOy),

where
Iioi O 0 0 0
0 c® 0 sk 0
H® = o 0 Iypus 0 0
0 s 0 0
0 0 0 0 I,

for arbitrary 1 <1 < q and for |c|?>+|s|?> = 1. Also let U*) be a block diagonal unitary
matriz of the form (5). If %) are the sines from the CS decomposition of H arranged
in decreasing order by magnitude for k =1,2,...,p, then

(18) NLIEDS
k k

2
§(’€)‘




FACTORIZATION OF HYPERBOLIC AND UNITARY MATRICES 889
and

(19)

< |s®| <[]

Proof. The inductive argument required to obtain this result from Lemma 4.2 is
essentially identical to the argument used to obtain Theorem 3.3 from Lemma 3.2. 1]

The unitary version of the theorem gives a lower bound on the sum of squares of
sines in any factorization (4) of unitary H into elementary plane rotations. The bound
is in terms of the sum of the squares of the sines obtained from the CS decomposition
of H. At first glance this result appears to be similar to a well-known optimality
result for the direct rotation [1].

In particular, let

U1=<U1 Up - Up), Vlz(vl vy - vp)

be two orthonormal bases for two p-dimensional subspaces U and V. Let U; and V5
be orthonormal bases for the orthogonal complements of ¢/ and V and define

C|-S 0 H
3 Ut Hy, | H12> (UA | 0 > Vil 0
<U2H) i V) <H21 | Ha, 0 |Us g g ? 0o | Vi)’

where S = diag(é(l),§(2), . .7§(1’)) and where for simplicity we have assumed that
p < q in partitioning the CS decomposition of H. If H is any unitary transformation
mapping V to U and we define

(20) s = sin (£ (vg, Ho))

then
p 9 p
o S 23
k=1 k=1

There is an optimal H, known as the direct rotation, which achieves equality in (21)
[1].

Since both involve a lower bound in terms of 3, |§(*)|2, it is worth the effort to
contrast the optimality of the direct rotation with Theorem 4.3 to make sure that
they are truly distinct results and not expressions in different languages of the same
underlying fact. We start with the obvious: Theorem 4.3 gives bounds on sines
that can be used in factoring a given unitary matrix H; the optimality of the direct
rotation introduces H and defines the sines associated with H not through a matrix
factorization but through (20). The quantities s(®) appear to be defined in two distinct
ways.

In addition to their different definitions, the two sets of sines display different
behavior; the s(*) defined by (20) may satisfy (21) but they do not in general satisfy
(19). This can be shown by considering a simple example.

Ezxample 1. Let
1 0
(1), v ().

2
§<’“>‘ .
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Then all H mapping U to V are of the form
X 0
i (0 )

|$(k)|2 = |sin(£(vk,Hvk))\2 =1- \cos(l(vk,Hvk)ﬂ2 =1- |’U,I;IHU1€|2
=1—lefHepl* = 1 — |[X]ei|*.

for unitary X and Y and

The matrix H defined by the bases for I and V is just the identity and is already
reduced to its CS decomposition. So %) = 0 for each k. Thus (19), if it held, would
imply that |s(*)| = 0. However, [X]jx can be chosen so that [s(*)| is any value between
0 and 1 and therefore (19) cannot hold for all possible choices of H.
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