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Abstract: Block classical Gram-Schmidt (BCGS) is commonly used for orthogo-
nalizing a set of vectors X in distributed computing environments due to its favor-
able communication properties relative to other orthogonalization approaches, such as
modified Gram-Schmidt or Householder. However, it is known that BCGS (as well as
recently developed low-synchronization variants of BCGS) can suffer from a significant
loss of orthogonality in finite-precision arithmetic, which can contribute to instability
and inaccurate solutions in downstream applications such as s-step Krylov subspace
methods. A common solution to improve the orthogonality among the vectors is re-
orthogonalization. Focusing on the “Pythagorean” variant of BCGS, introduced in
[E. Carson, K. Lund, & M. Rozloznik. SIAM J. Matriz Anal. Appl. 42(3), pp. 1365—
1380, 2021], which guarantees an O(g)x%(X) bound on the loss of orthogonality as
long as O(g)k?(X) < 1, where ¢ denotes the unit roundoff, we introduce and analyze
two reorthogonalized Pythagorean BCGS variants. These variants feature favorable
communication properties, with asymptotically two synchronization points per block
column, as well as an improved O(g) bound on the loss of orthogonality. Our bounds
are derived in a general fashion to additionally allow for the analysis of mixed-precision
variants. We verify our theoretical results with a panel of test matrices and experiments
from a new version of the BlockStab toolbox.

Keywords: Gram-Schmidt algorithm, low-synchronization, communication-avoiding,
mixed precision, multiprecision, loss of orthogonality, stability

Mathematics subject classification: 65-04, 65F25, 65G50, 65Y20

Novelty statement: Bounds on the loss of orthogonality are proven for two vari-
ants of reorthogonalized block classical Gram-Schmidt, including new variants with
asymptotically two synchronization points per block vector. These bounds are im-
portant for the design of scalable, iterative solvers in high-performance computing.
We also examine mixed-precision variants of these methods.

1 Introduction

Interest in low-synchronization variants of the Gram-Schmidt method has been proliferating re-
cently [3,7,8,14,18,21,25-27]. These methods are part of the more general trend of developing
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communication-reducing Krylov subspace methods with the goal of reducing memory movement
between levels of the memory hierarchy or nodes on a network, thereby improving scalability in
high-performance, and especially exascale, computing [1,5,13]. In this manuscript, we concentrate
on block Gram-Schmidt (BGS) methods, and in particular, on reorthogonalized versions of block
classical Gram-Schmidt with Pythagorean inner product (BCGS-PIP) from [7].

We define a block vector X € R™*® with m > s as a concatenation of s column vectors, i.e.,
a tall-skinny matrix. We are interested in computing an economic QR decomposition for the
concatenation of p block vectors

X = [Xl X5 Xp] € R™*Ps,

We achieve this via a BGS method that takes X and a block size s as arguments and returns an
orthonormal basis @ € R™*P* along with an upper triangular R € RP*P* guch that X = QR.
Both @ and R are computed block-wise, meaning that s new columns of Q are generated per
iteration, as opposed to just one column at a time.

Blocking or batching data is a known technique for reducing the total number of synchronization
points, or sync points. In a distributed setting, we define a sync point as an operation requiring
all nodes to send and receive information to and from one other, such as an MPI_Allreduce. In
an orthogonalization procedure like BGS, block inner products and intraorthogonalization routines
(which orthogonalize vectors within a block column) like tall-skinny QR require sync points when
block vectors are distributed row-wise across nodes. For the purposes of this manuscript, we will
assume that a block inner product X*Y and an intraorthogonalization I0 each constitute one sync
point.

In addition to reducing sync points, we are also concerned with the stability of BGS, which we
measure here in terms of the loss of orthogonality (LOO),

|r-a"9|, M

where I is the ps x ps identity matrix and @ € R™*P* denotes the Q factor computed in floating-
point arithmetic. We take ||-|| as the induced matrix 2-norm. As is common in the relevant
literature, we regard a rectangular matrix @ € R™*P* as orthogonal when I — Q%' Q = 0, meaning
not only are the columns of @ orthogonal to one another but also each column has norm one. We
regard the term orthonormal as synonymous with orthogonal.

Orthogonality is important for a number of downstream purposes, especially eigenvalue approxi-
mation; see, e.g., [11,22] and sources therein. Furthermore, having LOO close to working precision
simplifies the backward error analysis of Krylov subspace methods like GMRES; see, e.g., the mod-
ular backward stability framework by Buttari et al. [4]. Orthogonality is also stronger than being
well-conditioned, i.e., having x(Q) =~ 1, where x denotes the 2-condition number of a matrix,
i.e., the ratio between its largest and smallest singular values. Indeed, Gram-Schmidt methods
frequently lose orthogonality while producing well-conditioned bases. For all these reasons, we
concentrate on LOO as the primary metric of a method’s stability.

We will also consider the standard residual

QR — X, (2)

as well as the Cholesky residual,
; (3)

where R is the finite precision counterpart of R. This latter residual measures how close a BGS
method is to correctly computing a Cholesky decomposition of X7 X, which can provide insight
into the stability pitfalls of a method; see, e.g., [7,10,19].

In the following section, we summarize BCGS-PIP and results from [7] and prove stability bounds
on two reorthogonalized variants, BCGS-PIP+ and BCGS-PIPI+, which have 2p and 2p — 1 sync
points, respectively, or roughly 2 sync points per block vector. Section 3 deals with mixed-precision
variants of the new reorthogonalized methods, and Section 4 demonstrates the numerical behavior
of all methods using the BlockStab toolbox. We summarize conclusions and future perspectives
in Section 5.

HXTX ~RTR
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A few remarks regarding notation are necessary before proceeding. Generally, uppercase Roman
letters (R;j, Si;,Ti;) denote s x s block entries of a ps x ps matrix, which itself is usually denoted
by uppercase Roman script (R, S, 7). A block column of such matrices is denoted with MATLAB
indexing:

Ry
Ry,
Rik—1,k = )

Ri_1x

For simplicity, we also abbreviate standard ks x ks submatrices as Ry := Ri:x,1:%-

Bold uppercase Roman letters (Qy, X, Ug) denote m x s block vectors, and bold, uppercase
Roman script (Q, X,U) denotes an indexed concatenation of p such vectors. Standard m x ks
submatrices are abbreviated as

Qri=0Q1k=[Q1 Q - Q.

The function [Q,R] = I0(X) denotes an intraorthogonalization routine, i.e., a method used
to orthogonalize vectors within a block column. This can be any number of methods, including
Householder, classical Gram-Schmidt, modified Gram-Schmidt, or Cholesky QR.

We use € to denote the unit roundoff of a chosen working precision. For example, if we use
IEEE double precision arithmetic, then ¢ = 2753 ~ 1.1- 10716, and for IEEE single precision,
e =272 ~ 6.0 - 1078, Throughout the text, we use standard results from [12] (particularly
Sections 2.2 and 3.5) for rounding-error analysis.

We also make use of big-O notations like O (¢), which is essentially c¢(m,ps)e, with ¢(m,ps)
denoting a low-degree polynomial in dimensional constants m and ps. To enhance clarity, we em-
ploy O () to disregard the dimensional factor ¢(m, ps), although this factor can become significant
when m and ps are large.

2 Stability of reorthogonalized variants of BCGS-PIP

BCGS-PIP (Algorithm 1) is a corrected version of Block Classical Gram-Schmidt (BCGS), where
the block diagonal entries of the R factor are computed via the block Pythagorean theorem [7].
This correction stabilizes the algorithm by keeping the relative Cholesky residual (3) close to the
working precision. However, the overall LOO for BCGS-PIP can be quite high, and the bound

|1-a"e| <o)

only holds when O (&) k2(X) < 1. B
Thus as k(X) — ¢~ /2, any guarantees on the orthogonality of Q are lost.

Algorithm 1 [Q, R] = BCGS-PIP(X, 10)
0 [Q1, R11] =I0(X;4)

=

2: for k=2,...,pdo
R T
3 [ 1-]’;,617’“]:[916_1 X)Xy

4 Ry = ChOl(P]€ — R{:k—l,leik—Lk)
5 Vi=Xi - Qr_1Rur—1

6 Qu=ViRy

7: end for

8: return @ = [Q1,...,Q,], R = (R;j)

A standard strategy for improving Q is running the Gram-Schmidt procedure twice; see, e.g.,
[2,20] for analysis of reorthogonalized block variants of BCGS. We do not consider BCGS further
in this manuscript; for a detailed analysis and provable bounds on its LOO, see [6], which also
analyzes low-sync reorthogonalized versions of BCGS. In the following two subsections, we propose
two reorthogonalized versions of BCGS-PIP and prove bounds for their LOO and residuals.
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2.1 BCGS-PIP+

We first consider the simple approach of running BCGS-PIP twice in a row. See Algorithm 2 for
what we call BCGS-PIP+, where + stands for “reorthogonalization.” Note that despite how the
pseudocode is written, it is not necessary to store two bases in practice: U can be stored in place
of X throughout the first step. Similarly, it is possible to build R by replacing S gradually in the
second step, and there is no need to construct 7 explicitly; cf. the second phase of Algorithm 3.
The pseudocode is written in such a way as to simplify the mathematical analysis.

Algorithm 2 [Q, R] = BCGS-PIP+(X, I0)
1. [U,S] = BCGS-PIP(X, 10)
2: [Q,T] = BCGS-PIP(U, I0)
3 R=TS;
4: return @ = [Q1,...,Q,], R = (R;)

Under minimal assumptions, proving an O (¢) LOO bound for Algorithm 2 follows directly from
the results of [7]. In particular, we can obtain the following result by applying [7, Theorem 3.4]
twice.

Corollary 1. Let X € R™*PS with O () k*(X) < % a and Q and R be computed by Algorithm 2.
Assuming that for all X € R™*® with k(X)) < k(X), [Q,R] = I0(X) satisfy

e)IX|*, and

RTR=XTX + AE, |AE|<O(
@ (11 + (@ 1Z]]),

QR=X+AD, |AD|<0O
then @ and R satisfy

HI— QTQH <O(e), and (4)
QR =X +AD, [AD|<O(e)]X]. ()
We can obtain a further result on the Cholesky residual of BCGS-PIP+ via the following corollary,
which follows by applying [7, Theorem 3.2] twice.
Corollary 2. Let X € R™*P* with O (¢) k*(X) < 1 and Q and R be computed by Algorithm 2.
Assuming that for all X € R™** with k(X)) < k(X), [Q,R] = I0(X) satisfy
R'TR=X"X+AE, |AE|<O()|X]|?, and
QR=X+AD, |AD|<0(e) (IX]+[Q][R])
then R satisfies -
RTR=XTX +AE, |AE] <O() x|, (6)

For our mixed-precision analysis, it will also be useful to have a generalized formulation of
these bounds that do not rely on a specific precision and that also reveal all the sources of error.
From standard rounding-error principles [12], we can write the following bounds for each step of
Algorithm 2 for constants dys,wy, dgr,wg, drs € (0,1):

US =X + ADys, |ADus| <dus|X]l; @
H.r_aTaH < wyk?(X); ®)
QT =U+ ADqr, v
|1 - 9" Q| < wort(@hy: and 10)
R=T8+ADrs, |ADrs| < drs |T]| |5 ()

The following theorem summarizes how each step of Algorithm 2 influences the LOO and residual
per iteration, which will be useful in Section 3 when we consider a two-precision variant. We omit
dependencies on k from the § constants, meaning each can be regarded as a maximum over all
constants stemming from the same step of the algorithm. We also generally assume that such
constants are much smaller than 1 and drop “quadratic” terms resulting from their products.
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Theorem 1. Let X € R™*P* and suppose [Q, R] = BCGS-PIP+(X, I0). Assuming that (7)-(11)
are satisfied with wyk?(X) < % and wg < %, then Q and R satisfy

HI_QTQH §3'WQ, and (12)
QR =X +AD, |AD| < (dus+V6-dgr+9-drs)[|X]. (13)
Proof. From (8) and the assumption wyx?(X) < 3, we obtain
) . . 3
et|)* = e a| < | r e+ < 5, (14)

and by the perturbation theory of singular values [11, Corollary 8.6.2], we obtain a lower bound
on o2 2 () > %. Consequently, we have the following for x?(U):

U), namely, o

min( min

20774\ U?nax(u)
SN 7)

min

<3. (15)

Applying (15) to (10) immediately confirms (12).
To prove (13), we combine (7), (9), and (11) to arrive at

QR = X + ADys + ADorS + OADys . (16)

=:AD

Note that H QH < @ is derived similarly to (14), which together yield
IAD]| < |ADys]| + [|ADgr| ||S]| + QI [ADrs||
_ V6 o
< dus 1% + dor [|S]| + = - ors | T [IS]]-

By (7) and (9), we obtain

STS = XTX + X" ADys + ADysX + 8T (1 -U'U)
TIT =U'U+U ADgr + ADL U+ TT(1- Q" Q)T
<

)

Furthermore, from (14), (15), and the assumptions wyk?(X) < 3 and wg it follows that

1
6

IS|| < V2 +4-bus | X] < V6| X, (18)
171/ < V3+6-dar <3. (19)
Substituting (18) and (19) into (17) proves (13). O

2.2 BCGS-PIPI+

One drawback to Algorithm 2 is that two for-loops are required to reorthogonalize the entire basis.
In practice, we can combine the for-loops without introducing additional sync points. The resulting
algorithm is denoted BCGS-PIPI+, where I+ stands for “inner reorthogonalization”, and is provided
as Algorithm 3. Note that, as in Algorithm 2, we construct matrices S, T, and U throughout the
algorithm, although none of these needs to be explicitly formed in practice.

Combining the for-loops and introducing a general I0 for the first orthogonalization step of
Algorithm 3 creates new challenges in proving its stability bounds, primarily because the first
block vector is no longer reorthogonalized. We can therefore no longer directly use the results
from [7], as a stricter condition will have to be placed on the choice of I0. In the following, we
will first develop a generalized approach depending on small constants stemming from particular
sources of error, similar to Theorem 1. We then conclude the section with an application to the
uniform-precision case by inducting over the generalized results.
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Algorithm 3 [Q, R] = BCGS-PIPI+(X,I0)

1 [Q1, Ri1] = 10(X1) P =R, U =@ T =1

2: for k=2,...,pdo

3 |:Sl:k1,k:| _ [Qki1 Xk]TXk > First BCGS-PIP step
Q

4: Skr = Chol(Qk — Sljzk—l,kslik—17k)

5: Vi=Xi— Qr-1S1:k—1,k

6: U, = VkS,;kl

7. 7~1:k—1,k) — [Q U
: P k-1 Ug

8 T, =chol(Py — Ty Tik-1k)

9: W, =U; — Qi—1T1:k—1.k

10: Qk = Wka_;gl

T
} U, > Second BCGS-PIP step

11: Rl;kfl’k = Sl:kfl,k + 7—1;]@71’]@5]@]@ D> Finalize R entries
12: Ry = T Skk
13: end for

14: return @ = [Q1,...,Q,], R = (R;;)

For the following, we assume all quantities are computed by Algorithm 3 and that at each
iteration k € {2,...,p}, there exists wi_1 € (0,1) such that

HI - Qz_lgqu < Wg—1. (20)

Then similarly to (14),
HQk—lH < V14wk-1 < V2. (21)

We can write the following for intermediate quantities computed by BCGS-PIPI+ at each iteration

k e€{2,...,p}, where we summarize rounding-error bounds via constants ¢, € (0,1):
Sih-1k = Qe Xi+ ASk, [ AS| < Sgrix | Xill: (22)
Q= XL X0+ AQ,  [AQ]| < Sxrx || Xnll*; (23)
STk = QU — 8L kSt F AR + ACY, (24)
|aF® | < ssrsixil®, At < denen, 1l (25)
Vi=Xp— Qr1S1h-16+AVi, [|AVL|| < dgs || Xkll; (26)
S = Vi + G || A6 < o [ O] 1l (27)
Tik1h = Q1 Up + ATy, ATy < dgry || U5 (28)
By = UlU, + AP, |AP| < Sy |0 (29)
Th Tk = P — Ty Tin—1n + AR + ACY, (30)
|aF® | < sper O]* and [ ACE| < danons O] (31)
Wi =Ui — Qi1 Tik—15 + AWi,  [|[AWL| < bqr ||Uk||; and (32)
QT = Wi, + AG?, HAG,@H < 50 || Q]| || Tir - (33)

We have applied (21) and dropped quadratic error terms throughout the proofs in this section and
in (22)-(33) to simplify the expressions; namely, [|Lx|| and ||Qy|| are baked into the constants. We
also again omit explicit dependence on k for readability. Note as well that each AF; lgl) denotes the
floating-point error from the subtraction of the inner product from the previously computed €, or
P, and AC,(CZ) denotes the error from the Cholesky factorization of that result.

In order to apply the Cholesky factorization and obtain (24) and (30) in the first place, we

need that Qj — Sgk_l,kglzk,l’k + AF,gl) and P, — ﬁk—l,kﬂik*17k + AF,EQ) are symmetric positive
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definite. We show that Qj, _51T;k—1,k‘§1:k71,k +AF,§1) is positive definite using the following lemma;
symmetry is already clear.

Lemma 1. Fiz k € {2,...,p} and suppose that (20)—(23) are satisfied, along with

Qi 1Ri1=Xp 1 +ADy_1, ||AD 1| < x| Xr_1- (34)
Assume
(6X+2'wk—1+5STS+5XTX+2\/§‘5QT)()I€2(X]C) < 1. (35)
Then it holds that
Amin (@ = STj—1 xSuk—1, + AFMY > 0. (36)

Proof. By (22) and (23), and dropping quadratic error terms, we have

Q, — SlT;k_LkSl;k—l,k + AF,El)
= X711 — Q119 ) — Q1194 1) X + AGY,
where
Ay = AQ + AR — XT Q) 1AS), — ASTO[ | X,
+ X790k 19, (I— Q% 19, 1) Xy

satisfies the following, thanks to
HX;CTQIC—1QZ—1(I - Qi1 Q:—l)X’“H = HX/sz—l(I - Qf_lék_l)Qf_lka
_ 9 _ _
S B oA TS o s Y= Y

and (21)—(23):

1AGH < 1Kk [ @ |* | = @41 Qi | + 5 1 X
+ 0xrx | Xkl 4+ 2¢/T + wp_ 1007 x | Xkl (38)
< (1 + wr—1)wi—1 + 07 + Sxrx + 2¢/T + wi_10grx) | Xl

Using (37), (38), and [11, Corollary 8.1.6], we then obtain

Amin (Q — ST 1 1 Stk—16 + AF,El))
> Aunin (X7 (I = Qe1Qp ) — Qim1Qy 1) Xi) — |AGK|
= 025 = Q4194 1) Xk) — | AGK]
> 02, (I~ Q11 Q1) Xi) — (1 + wi—1)wk—1 + dg7g
+6xrx +2y/1+wp_16g7x) Xk (39)

> 02 (Xk) = Ox | X5))* = (1 + we1)wi—1 + dg75

+Sxrx + 2¢/T+ wr 1007y ) | X2

> 0121’11n<xk>(1 - (6X + (1 +wk71)wk71 + 6STS
+ 6XTX + 2\/ 1+ wk_lchTX)liQ(Xk)).

By dropping the quadratic error terms and using assumption (35), which guarantees
((Sx + (1 + wk_l)wk_l +dgrg +dxrx +24/1+ wk_ldQTX)nz(Xk) <1,

we can therefore conclude that Apin (Qk — S;f:k—LkSl:kfl,k + AF,ED) > 0. O
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From Lemma, 1, we have shown that —317:,6_17k51:k,1’k —&—AFIED is symmetric positive definite.
Before proving that P, — ﬂk—l.kﬂ:kfl,k + AFIEQ) is also symmetric positive definite, we need to
first bound ||l_]kH

Lemma 2. Fizk € {2,...,p} and suppose that (20)~(27) are satisfied. Furthermore suppose that
Qi1 and Ri_1 satisfy the following:

Qi 1Ri—1 = X1+ ADy_1,  [[ADy_1|| < 6x [|[Xi_1]l, and (40)
|- @ili@i| < wi, (41)
with dx,wi—1 € (0,1). Assume
8- opKi(X) <1 (42)
and

(6x +2 - wp1+2- 6575 +2-0xx + 2 Ocnoy
1 (43)

18- 0grx +5-dgs) R2(X0) < 1.

Then it holds that

ST S = XTXy, — X 0y_10) Xk + ASjs, and (44)

ngkk =X — Qk—l Qf_le + AUy, where (45)

[ASkk|| < (0575 + 6x7x + Ochory + 22 - Sorx) 1 X517, (46)

(| Sk || < 31Xl (47)

V2

Sl < —YX—, 48

|| H min(Xk) ( )

|AUL| < (6 ||Ux]| + V2 - Sgrx + 60s) || Xk, and (49)

T[] < 2. (50)
Proof. From (21), (22), and (23), we obtain

|Stk—1.6]| € 1+ dgrx) | Xx| and -

19| < (14 dxrx) [ X5l
Substituting (22), (23), and (51) into (24) gives (44) with
ASii = A + AFY + ACY — XT OQr 1AS, — AST Q) X

From the bounds (21), (22), (23), and (24), the desired bounds (46) and (47) then follow immedi-
ately.
To find (48), we rewrite (44) as

SSee = XL (I — Qra Qz,l)(f - QkﬂQZ,l)Xk + ASy, (52)
where Agk = Xk Qi 1Qz (I — Qi 1QZ 1) Xk + ASkk. Using a similar logic in the proof of
Lemma 1 together with (21) and (41) we obtain (48) since |5, H - (Skk) and

mln(Skk) > Umln( k) - 5X H/Yk”2 - (wkfl + SSTS

(53)
+0x7x + Ocho1, + 2\@ : 5QTX) ||XkH2 .

Note that the above reasoning makes sense only if

mln(Xk) (5X + Wg—1 + 5STS + 5XTX + 5Ch011 + 2\/§ : 5QTX) ||Xk||2 5
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that is, if
((5}( 4+ wip_1+0grg+oxrx + 5ch011 + 2\/§ . 5QTX)I$2(Xk) <1,

which can be guaranteed by the assumption (43).
To prove (49) we first note from (26) and the substitution of (22) that

Vi =X — qué;‘:,le + AV,
IAVE]| < (V2 8grx + 0qs) || Xl
Substituting (54) into (27) leads to (45), with
AU = AGY + AV,

and the desired bound (49) satisfied. o
The final bound (50) requires a bit more work. Multiplying Uy Sk, with its transpose gives

(UpSir)T (U Spr) = X Xy, — 2XFQr Qf_le
+ X7 Qr 19419k 1941 Xy + AH,
=X!Xp - X' Ok Q;}F,le
+ X Qu (I - QZ_1 Qk_l)Qf_le + AHy,

(55)

where
AHy = XFAU, + (AU X + X Q4 191 AU + (AUL) Q1941 X
Applying (21) and (49) gives
[AH| < (442 wpo1) (60 ||Ok|| + V2 - dgrx + dgs) |1 Xxl1? (56)
Substituting (44) into (55) leads to
(U5)T (USir) = S5 + XTQu1 (I — Q1 Q1-1) Q41 Xy, + AHy — ASyy,
and then multiplying by S,;kT on the left and S,;kl on the right yields
Ul U, =T+ 5,7 XF Qi (1 — ©f 1 Qi-1)Q4 1 X155 (57)
+ Sl (AH, — ASki) Siyt-
Recalling the assumption (42), we note that
4(2 4 wi—1) k> (X)) < 4(2 + wp—1)dur*(X) < 1.
Applying (21), (56), (41), (46), (42) along with (48), taking norms yields the following:
1O]|” = 1O Ok
< 1w |15 7 16l + 40 [Tl + V2 dgrx
+40s) ||§k_k1||2 IXk|* + (0575 + xmx + Genon,
+2v2-grx) |15 I 1% (58)
<1+ 2(wp—1+ 0575+ 6x7x + Ocnot, + 9 Sgrx +4-80s) k> (X)
850 | O] 2 (25)

3 _
A
Solving the quadratic inequality (58) gives
[T < 2.
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Now using similar logic as in the proof of Lemma 1, we can combine the above lemma with (28)
and (29) to conclude that Py, — 7?;;3—1,1@7-1:16*17% + AF,EQ) is symmetric positive definite.

The following theorem makes the relationship between each source of error and the bound on
the LOO explicit.

Theorem 2. Fix k € {2,...,p} and assume that (20)—(33) are satisfied with

2(4'0.)]@71 +5STS +5XTX +§choll +7(5QS +13- 6QTX + 145U)I{2(X)

1 (59)
+ 4(0Jk;_1 + 6UTU + 5TTT + 6Chalg + 3 . 5QTU) S 5
Further assume that the assumptions of Lemma 2 hold. Then Qy, satisfies
HI* QngH < 17-wk_1+30'5QTU+40~5QT (60)
+120 -6 + 8- dprr + 8- Senot, -
Proof. Writing Q. = [Qk_l Qk], we can look at [ — Q:Qk block-by-block:
AT & I-9Q) 19k 1 Q5 1Qk

I—QQ:[ k=1 k-l |, 61
B QL k1 I-QfQx (61)

The induction hypothesis takes care of bounding the upper left block. For the off-diagonals, by (50),
(28), (29), and Lemma 2, we obtain

(| Tie—1k] < 2(V/1+wi—1 + bgrr), (62)

1Pl < 4(1 + o).

Using (30), the assumption (59), and dropping the quadratic terms, the following bound holds:

||TkkH < \/4(1 + 5UTU> + 4(\/ 1+wp_1+ 5QTU)2 + 45TTT + 46ch012

(63)

Using (28) and (29), we can rewrite (30) as

T T = UL(I - Q1194 _)(I — Qi1Q4_ Uk + AT,
HATkH < 4(wk—1 +dyry + dprr + dcnor, + 3 - 5QTU)-

To bound HTk_le we can use (64) to write

i (Thr) > UIQI]in((I - Qk—l@f,l)ﬁk) - “Aka
> J?nin((j - Qk—l QZLQUI@) (65)
— 4.(ka1 + 5UTU + 6TTT + (Scholg +3- 5QTU)'
By (45), we find that
U, = ((I ~ Q1195 1) Xy + AUk) Ser - (66)
Multiplying (66) by I — Qj_1Q;_, on the left yields

(I - QkAQZfl)Uk =U; — Qi_1(I - qu qu)QQleS;;kl
_ N (67)
- Qk—lgk_1AUkSk_k1-

Define AEy, := @ 1(I — Q) Qs 1)Q4 1 XiS;! + Qr 1Q) 1 AULS;,. Using (48), we then
have
1 Xkl S || < V2 - 5(X5).
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Together with the induction hypothesis and (50), we can bound ||AEg|| by
|AEL| < V2(wi—1 + 2 0u + V2001 x + 6gs)k(Xk). (68)
Via (57), (58), (67), and (68), we find lower bounds on some key singular values':
02n(O) = 1= ||S5I XT Qa1 - Q11 Qe 1)1 X5
— ||S (AHK — ASki) Sy |

Z 1 —Q(Wk_l +5STS +6XTX +5ch011 +6\/§5QTX +4 5@5‘
+ 8- 5U)I€2(Xk)7

and
Tin(I — Q4194 1)T%)
= 2
> (0min(Uk) — [|AER])
> hin(Uk) — 2| AE | || T
_ (69)
> O-I?nin(Uk) — 4\/5(&}/@,1 +2-0y + ‘/i(sQTX + (5@5)%(.1’;,3)
>1- 2(4 cWg—1 +0grg +6xTx + 5ch011 + 13- 6QTX
+7-0gs + 14 6u)K*(Xk).
Combining (69) with (64), (65), and using the fact that ||Zlf’,€_k1H2 = ﬁ, we arrive at
__ — 12
Il = VT | < v2 (70)
With similar logic as in the derivation of (27), (33) gives
QuTie = Wi+ AGP, |AGP|| < 50 | Qu| ||Tix]| < 6 b0, (71)

where we have applied (21) and (63) and simplified the bound. Multiplying (71) by Qfd on the
left yields

- P o
Qi 1QuiTkr = Qi1 Wi + Qk_lAG,(f). (72)
Then we substitute (32) into (72), multiply both sides by T},', and use (28) to obtain

Qi 1Qk = (I Q11 @k ) Tiw 14Tt + (AT + Q1 (AGY + AW, ) Tl
Combining (60), (50), Lemma 2, and bounds (28), (70), (71), and (32) leads to
|Qi-1Qu| <4 wur +2v2 - bgry + 12+ 60 +4- dor. (73)
To bound the bottom right entry of (61), we combine (30) and (33) and note that
T = Q Q)T = Ty T — T Qi Qi T
= P~ T s Tinn + AFZ + ACY
— (Wi = AG)T (W - AGYY)
=B = T i Tin—1k — Wi Wy

~WIAGY — (AGP)"W, + AF® + AC .

::ALk

(74)

Lagain by [11, Corollary 8.6.2].
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Further substituting (29) and (32) into (74) simplifies to

T (I — QL Q)T = *ﬁk_17k71;k—1,k + Ung—ﬁlk—Lk

+ 7_fk—1,k Qf_1Uk - 7_;?1@_1,;@ Qf_1 Qi1 Tik—1.k (75)
— AJp — ALy,

where AJy, i= (Up— Q1 Tik-14) AWy — (AW,) " (Ux — Q41 Ti.k_1.4)- One more substitution
of (28) into (75) and further simplification yields
TLUI - QF Qi) Tk = 77'1?1@71,1@ (I- Q;l Q1) Tiik—1,k

T~ _ (76)

— (ATR) Tk — Tig—1 xATe — AJy, — ALy
Multiplying (76) by Tk_kT on the left and Tk_kl on the right, taking norms, and applying nearly all
previous bounds along with (41) leads to

17— QF Q|| <8 wk—1 +24-Sgry +32-dgr

(77)
+96-(5Q+8-6TTT+8-(5C}1012.
Finally, using (61) along with (41) and the bounds (73) and (77), we see that
- ot - [ Gy 2]
QT Qi1 I-QFQy
<[l 2] Hgf—_leH]H
IRt Q-] 1 - Qi Qx|
<[[lr- et HglekH]
L @il 71— Qi
< |- Qi1 +2] Qi | + (11 - @F Qx|
<17 wr_1 +30'5QTU+40'5QT+120~5Q+8'5TTT+8'5ch012,
where we have used [9, P.15.50] as in [7, Theorem 3.1]. O

If we assume a uniform working precision with unit roundoff € and apply standard floating-point
point analysis [12] to Theorem 2, it is not hard to show that

5QTX7 6XTX7 5STS'7 6@57 5U7 5QTU3 5UTU7 5TTTv 5QT7 6@ < @ (’5)
and
6ch011 ) §ch012 S O (5) .

In contrast to Corollary 1, we must impose a LOO condition on I0; HouseQR [12], TSQR [16], or
ShCholQR++ [24] should satisfy the requirement, but only TSQR could do so and still maintain a
single sync point for the I0. The following corollaries summarize bounds for BCGS-PIPI+ in uniform
precision.

Corollary 3. Assume that O (e) K*(X) < 1 and that for all X € R™** with k(X) < k(X),
[Q, R] = I0(X) satisfy

RTR=XTX +AE, |AE|<0O@)|X|?
QR=X+AD, ||AD|<0O(e)|X] and

AT A O (¢g)
l7=a"al < =5 Gy emy

Assume also that [Q, R] = BCGS-PIPI+ X, I0) and for all k € {3,...,p},

Qi 1Rik—1=Xi—1+ADj_1, [[ADy_1]| <O (e) | Xk-1]l-
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Then for all k € {1,...,p}, Qx satisfies
O (e)
O () k*(X)
Proof. First note that O () k*(X) < 3 implies that for all k € {1,...,p},
O (e) K*(X})) < 1. Then for the base case, the assumptions on I0 directly give
O (e) _ O (e)
1-0()r2(Xy) 1-0(e)r2(Xy)’

|1-eie < <O (78)

|r-elai|=lr-afq <

which also means that w; < % Now assume that (78) holds for all j € {1,...,k — 1},
O(e)

Le., wr1 < T=prEaeta; ). Noting that the assumption O (e) K3(X) < % can guarantee (59),
Theorem 2 proves that (60) holds for k.

Note that it seems that we prove that HI — Q{QkH < %, which is because we

omitted W for simplicity using the assumption O (¢) K%(X) < 3 in (70). Replacing (70)
in the proof of Theorem 2 with

. 1
1T || = \/|TT \/ 52 (X%) = 1 -0 () k2(Xy)’ ()

we can draw the conclusion. O

A key takeaway from Theorem 3, in particular the bound (60), is that the LOO of BCGS-PIPI+

depends on the conditioning of X. We have made the rather artificial assumption that O (&) k(X)) <

%. Of course a constant closer to 1 could be used instead, and it would become clear that the

constant on O (g) can grow arbitrarily large the closer we let x(X) get to % In practice, this

edge-case behavior can be quite dramatic, which examples in Section 4 demonstrate.
We close this section by bounding both the standard residual (2) and Cholesky residual (3) for
Algorithm 3 in uniform precision.

Corollary 4. Assume that O (¢) k*(X) < 3 and that for all X € R™* with k(X) < r(X),
[Q, R] = I0(X) satisfy

B o @
QR=X +AD, |AD||<O()[X| and ||[I-Q7Q)| §1<9<<>)<X>

Then for [Q,R] = BCGS-PIPI+(X,I0) and all k € {1,...,p},
QiRi + Xi + ADy,  |AD| <O (e) | X 4]
Proof. By the assumption on I0, we have for k =1,
QiR1 = X1+ AD;, [|[ADy| <O (e) [ X4].
Now we assume that for all j € {2,...,k — 1}, it holds that
Q;R; = X;+AD;, [AD;| <0 (e)|Xx;]. (80)
For k, it then follows that

ADy = [AD,, AXy]
= Qkﬁ,k — Xy (81)
= [Qr 1 Re1 — X1 Qi1 Ruk—1k + QuRir — Xi] .

The first element of (81) is taken care of by the induction hypothesis. As for the second element,
we treat Qp_1R1.k—1 & and Q. Ryi, separately. There exists AR, such that

Rik—1k = Stk—1k + Ti:k—1,55kk + ARy, (82)
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AR < O (e) (|| Str—1.k|| + || Tre—1.|| | Skr|]) < O () | Xk, (83)
by (51), (62), and Lemma 2. Combining (82), (83), and (22), it follows that
Qi1 Rik-1k = Q-1 (Stk—1.%6 + Tik—1,65%k + ARy)
= Q1 (Q;;F,le + ASk + Tie—1,5kk + ARk) (84)
= Q1 Qf_le + Qk1Tik—1kSkk + Qi1 (ASK + ARy,),
with B
| Qi—1 (ASk + ARy)|| < O (e) | Xyl -
From line 12 of Algorithm 3, (47), and (63), we can write
Rik = TerSkr + ARpr,  [|ARki|| < O (o) | Xl (85)
Plugging (26), (27), (32), and (33) into (85), the term QR can be rewritten as
Qi Rk = Qr (TerSkr + ARgy)
= Qi Ty Skr + QAR
Wi + AG;(f)) Skk + QrARy,

/N 7N

U, — Qr-1Tik—1,6 + AWy + AGS)) Sik + QuARyy (86)
=UpSkk — Qr-1T1:k—1.1Skk + (AWk + AGS)) Sk + QrARyy

=Xy — Qi1 Qf_le + AV, + AGSf) — Q1 T1k—1,5Skk

+ (AW, + AGY) St + QuA Ry,

with
HAVk +AGP 4+ (AWk n AG,(f)) Sir + QkARkkH <O |1Xx] -
Combining (84), (86), and the induction hypothesis, we can conclude the proof. O

Remark 1. Invoking Lemma 2 in the proof above is not circular logic, as it is valid to use with the
induction hypothesis (residual in the k — 1st step), and (62), (32), and (33) follow from standard
rounding-error bounds together with Lemma 2.

The bound on the Cholesky residual follows directly from Theorems 3 and 4.
Corollary 5. Assume that O (¢) k?(X) < % and for all k € {1,...,p}, Qr computed by Algo-

rithm 3 satisfies
=T = O (e)
I— <
H i Q’“H = 1-0(e) k2(Xy)
X +ADy = QkRy,  [|[ADy[| < O (e) | Xl (88)

and (87)

Then for all k € {1,...,p},
RERe = X[ X0+ A8k, A& <O () X

Proof. From (88) we can directly write

17 AT =~ = T 2

Ri Qi QuRi = X Xj + A&k, A& < O(e) |1 Xk]”,
where A&, = X} ADy + (AD;)T Xy, + (AD},)?. Rearranging terms and applying the assumption
(87) yields

RIRy = X[ Xy + AS + R (I — Q) Qu)Ry,
=:A& (89)
= 2
lagcl <0 @) (12l + [Re]*)
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Bounding ||7ék|| follows by multiplying (88) by Q{ on the left and rearranging terms to arrive
at ) L . .
Ri=(I - Q) Q)R + Q4 Xi + Q, ADy.

Under the assumptions of this lemma and by (21), we find

- 14+ 0 (e)
Rell < —— 2 | x| <O ) | X%,
[Rell < =5 1l <O 1]
which, substituted back into (89), completes the proof. O

Remark 2. A version of Algorithm 3 has been independently developed and its performance stud-
ied in [25, Figure 4(b)]; the authors there refer to it as BCGS-PIP2. We became aware of [25] as we
were finishing this manuscript. The authors provide a high-level discussion of the stability analysis
of BCGS-PIP2, but they erroneously conflate BCGS-PIPI+ (Algorithm 3) with BCGS-PIP+ (Algo-
rithm 2); furthermore, it is unclear what I0 initializes their BCGS-PIP2. Indeed, as our detailed
analysis demonstrates, interchanging the for-loops has a nontrivial effect on attainable guarantees
for LOO, as well as on conditions for the first I0. In particular, BCGS-PIPI+ requires a stronger
I0 than BCGS-PIP+ to maintain LOO, because the first block vector is not reorthogonalized. Fur-
thermore, neither their analysis nor ours extends to the “two-stage” algorithm they present, which
is essentially a hybrid of BCGS-PIP+ and BCGS-PIPI+ and allows for a larger block size in the
reorthogonalization step. We leave the stability analysis of this hybrid algorithm to future work.

3 Mixed-precision variants

It is possible to use multiple precisions in the implementations of BCGS-PIP+ and BCGS-PIPI+
without affecting the validity of general results from Section 2. We provide pseudocode for two-
precision versions of each as Algorithms 5 and Algorithm 6, respectively. In the pseudocode, ¢,
denotes computing and storing a quantity in the low precision with the associated unit roundoff,
and ¢y, likewise for high precision. In particular, e, > €.

One motivation for using multiple precisions is to attempt to eliminate the restriction on x(X)
for the stability bounds and thereby extend stability guarantees for higher condition numbers; see
related work in, e.g., [17,18]. In a uniform working precision, both BCGS-PIP+ and BCGS-PIPI+
require O (g) ?(X) < 1, which practically translates into £(X) < O (10*) or k(X) < O (10%), for
single or double precisions, respectively. It is natural to consider whether using double the working
precision in some parts of the algorithm might alleviate this restriction. At the same time, we do not
want to increase communication cost by transmitting high-precision data. Therefore Algorithms 5-
6 are formulated so that the data and solutions @ and R are stored in low precision, while
high precision is used for the local (i.e., on-node) computation of operations like VIV, Cholesky
factorization, and inverting Cholesky factors, with the motivation being that the Pythagorean step,
based on Cholesky factorization, is ultimately responsible for the condition number restriction.
Note that the inner products in line 3 of BCGS-PIP and lines 3 and 7 of BCGS-PIP+ are now split
across two steps to handle different precisions. However, we still regard these a single sync point,
as the synchronization itself just involves the movement of memory, which can of course be handled
in multiple precisions.

At the same time, doubling the precision implies doubling the computational cost and (poten-
tially) the amount of data moved. This overhead is highly dependent on the problem size and it
may be negligible in particular cases, such as latency-bound regimes? and when both precisions
are implemented in hardware. When high precision computations are performed locally, such as
in line 6 in Algorithm 3, the extra overhead may very well be insignificant.

Unfortunately, our intuitive proposals for mixed-precision variants do not achieve the desired
stability for either BCGS-PIP+"" or BCGS-PIPI+"", which we demonstrate in the following sections.

2That is, where latency, or the time it takes for memory to travel from one node to another across a network or
between levels of cache, dominates the runtime of an algorithm.
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Algorithm 4 [Q,R] = BCGS-PIP""(X, I0)

1: [QI»RII] =10 (Xl)

2: fork=2,...,pdo

3 Rik—1k = 9t 1 Xk

4 P, = Xng

5: Ry = ChOl(Pk — R,{:k—l,leik*Lk)
6 Vi =X, — 1Qk71731;k71,k

7 Qk = WCR]:k

8: end for

9

s return Q = [Q1,...,Q,), R = (R;j)

> compute and return in g

> compute and return in e
> compute and return in ep
> compute and return in €; cast to £, after line 7
> compute and return in gy

> compute each s X s block locally in €p; return in gy

Algorithm 5 [Q,R] = BCGS-PIP+""(X,10)

1. [U,S) = BCGS-PIP""(X,I0)
2: [Q,T] = BCGS-PIPY" (U, I0)

3: R = TS;

4: return @ = [Q1,...,Q,], R = (R;)

> computed in mixed; returned in g,
> computed in mixed; returned in ey

> compute and return in e

Algorithm 6 [Q,R] = BCGS-PIPI+"" (X, I0)

1: [Ql,Rll] =10 (Xl)

2: for k=2,...,pdo

3: Sth—1,6 = Qi1 X,

4: O = Xng

5: Skr = ChOl(Qk- — Slqjkflyksl:k—l,k)
6: Vi =X — Qr1S1:k—1.k

7: U, = VkS,;kl

8: Tik—14 = Qi1 Uy

9: P, = UEUI@

10: T = ChOl(Pk - 7_1/1:1k71,k7d13k‘—1»k)
11: W, =U; — Qr—1T1:k—1.k

12: Qi = WkT];kl

13: Rik—-1k = S1:h—1,6 + T1:k—1,kSkk

14: Rik = TrrSkk

15: end for

16: return @ = [Q1,...,Q,], R = (R;j)

> compute and return in g

> compute and return in gy
> compute and return in g,
> compute and return in gy,
> compute and return in e
> compute each s X s block locally in €j; return in ey
> compute and return in gy
> compute and return in g
> compute and return in gy,
> compute and return in e
> compute each s X s block locally in €p; return in ey
> compute and return in gy

> compute in e; return in e
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3.1 Two-precision BCGS-PIP and BCGS-PIP+

With Theorem 1, we already have generalized bounds on the LOO that will also hold for BCGS-PIP+"".
To determine what the constants dy s, wr, dgr,wg and drs look like in the two-precision case, we
need to obtain generalized bounds for BCGS-PIP that do not explicitly rely on a uniform precision
but rather express bounds in terms of different constants with subscripts corresponding to the
source of error. The following two lemmas take care of this; they generalize [7, Theorems 3.1 and
3.2], respectively.

Lemma 3. Let X € R™*P$ and [Q,R] = BCGS-PIP(X, I0), for some I0. Suppose 2(X) < %
and pr?(X) < L, for constants &, p € (0,1). Furthermore, assume that
RIR =XTx + AL, |AE||<<|X)?, and (90)
QR =X +AD, [AD| <p(|X]+ 2] [|R]). (91)
Then
r-eref < LA, (92
1—¢ER2(X)
12|l <35 and (93)
IAD[| <6-p|X]l. (94)
Proof. Assumption (90) implies
IRIF < +o) 1), (95)

and together with £k2?(X) < % and the perturbation theory of singular values [11, Corollary 8.6.2],
we can derive a bound on |[R~! ||2:

1 < 1
Tin(R) ~ 0hin (X) (1 — £-2(X))

Multiplying (91) on the left by its transpose, then on the left by R~7 and on the right by R~!
and substituting (90) leads to

IR7|* = (96)

0"'9=1-RT(AE — XTAD - ADTX)R !, (97)

where we have dropped the quadratic term. Taking the norm and applying bounds (90), (91),
(95), and (96) to (97) leads to a quadratic inequality:

|17 <1+ = (€11 + 201 0 (1) + 12 IR]))

(€ +20) | X7 + 20T T €| X)) ||Q
o2 (A0 —W( >> (%8)

14 2p62(X)  2py/T + Ek?
< ) B g,

Applying the assumptions £x2(X) < % and pr?(X) <1 7> we see that

<1+

1+ 2pKk2(X) 2pK2(X)
xS0 T g <
o (98) simplifies to
lo” - vivélef -3 <o. (99)

which can be easily solved with the quadratic formula to reveal
= 1
1ol < (VI+e+ V13 +¢) < (f+f)<3

thus proving (93). Revisiting (97), we take the norm of HI - QTQH and apply (93) along with
bounds (90), (91), (95), (96) again to arrive at (92). Finally, (94) follows from (95) and (93). O
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For the following, we assume that for each & € {2,...,p}, Rx_1 and Qi1 are computed by
BCGS-PIP and that there exist &1, pr—1 € (0,1) such that

R Rip1=X{ X1+ A& 1,

i (100)
A1 < &k—1 || Xk=1]";

and
Q1Rk—1 = X1+ ADj_1,

, _ (101)
IADs 1| < proc1 (| Xk ]| + || Q1] | Ri—1]])-

We can furthermore write the following for intermediate quantities computed by BCGS-PIP, where
we omit the explicit dependence on k for readability and each d, € (0,1):

Ruso1 = Q1 X + ARy, [|AR| < dorx 1X5]l (102)
Pp= X Xi+ APy, AP < Gxrx || X (103)
R} Ry = Py, — ﬁikq,kﬁmﬂ,k + AF, + ACy, (104)
IAF]| < 0prp Xkl [ACK] < denor | Xk (105)
Vi=Xp— Qr-1Rik—1k + AV, [[AVL] < dgr || Xk|; and (106)
QrRi = Vi, + AGy, [AGK]| S5Q||QkH HR’CH (107)

Throughout (102)—(107), we have dropped quadratic error terms and applied
Lemma 3 to simplify constants (similarly to what we have done in (22)-(33); the contribution of
H QL1 H is absorbed into the constan_t). Furthermore, AF}y, denotes the floating-point error from the
subtraction of the product RlT k-1, i Ri:k—1,k from Py, and AC), denotes the error from the Cholesky

factorization of that result; note that, similar to the argument in the proof of [7, Theorem 3.2],
Py — R{j_1 Ri:k—1,, should be symmetric positive definite.

Lemma 4. Let X € R™*P* and fix k € {2,...,p}. Assume that (100)-(107) are satisfied. Then
the following hold: -
RER, = XL X+ A&, ||A&] < & | X517, (108)

and
QiRi =X+ ADy,  [|AD]| < pr(| Xkl + || Lk || | Re|]), (109)

where
€ =1+ 12 1 +2V2 - dgrx + Ox7x + Ocnor + Orr R

and pr, =6 pp_1+ dgr + 0g.
Proof. Writing Ry, as

_ kal 7?fl:l’cfl,k?
Rk_[ 0 Ry, }
implies
RTR, — | RiaRir R Ruwan (110)
k %k R{k—l,kkal R{k_Lle:kfl,k—i_Rsz '

The upper diagonal block of (110) can be handled directly from (100). Lemma 3 holds for k£ — 1
via the assumptions (100) and (101). Then for the off-diagonals, from (93) and (102), we can write

[Ruk—1k| < [|Q@rr[[ 1 Xkl + AR < (3 + dgrx) | X]| < 4[1X5]- (111)
Multiplying (102) by RE_, from left together with (101) leads to

5 5 = ~T
RI_Ruk-1p = RE_1 (D41 Xk + ARy,)

o (112)
=X 1 Xk +A81k—1k,
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where A&y 14 := AD{_ Xy, + RL_ARy. From (100), (101), Lemma 3, and (102) it follows
that
[AE -1kl <6 pr—1 [| X k[l [ Xkl + 07 x v/ 1 + &t | X k-1 ]| [| X |

< (6 “PE—1t V2. 5QTX) X k|| | Xkl -

(113)

As for the bottom diagonal block of (110), we can combine (103)—(105) and rearrange terms to
find

7_31T:k—1,k7_31:k—17k + R£Rk+ = P, + AF, + ACy,

:Xng+APk+AFk+ACk, (114)
=:AFE}
where
JAEL|| < (Ox7x + 0pr R + denor) | Xkl - (115)

Combining (100), (112), (113), and (115) we can write

RIRy = X)X Xlek]+[ A1 Afrg—1k

XFX4 XI Xy, A51T;k—1,k AE, |’

—xTx, = Xe,
where applying [9, P.15.50] leads to
[AE|| < [[AEk—1[| + 2 | A& k-1 k|| + [|AER|
< & [Xka]? +2(6 - pro1 + V2 dgrx) [ Xkl [ Xkl
+ (6x7x + Oenor + Opr ) || Xl
< (o1 + 12 o1 + 2V2 - 6grx + 0x7x + Scnor + SRTR) 1257,

which proves (108).
To prove (109), combining (106) and (107) yields

QiR = Xi — Qk_1R1k—1.1 + ADy,
where ADy, = AV, + AG}, and
|ADy|| < dor || Xkl + 6q || Q|| || Bx||

< (Gan + i) (1X:l + @0 | ). e

Writing

QiRi = [Qu-1Re-1 - 1Ruk—1,x + QrRy]

= [Xr—1 Xi]+ [ADi_1 ADy],
—X =AD,
together with (101), Lemma 3, and (116) gives
[ADy|| < [ADg—1|| + |ADk||

<6 pr—1 |Xk—1l + (bgr + 00) (|1 Xkl + || Q|| || Bk |])

< (6 1+ dqr + 60) (1€l + || | [|Rel]).
which completes the proof. O

On their own, Lemmas 3 and 4 do not complete the analysis; they describe the relationship
between bounds from one iteration to the next without specifying the precision. Set

Pmax ‘= max Pk and §max = Ek (117)

max
ke{1,...,p—1} ke{1,...,p—1}

In the next theorem, we combine these lemmas to obtain bounds on BCGS-PIP"".
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Theorem 3. Let X € R™*PS such that

(pmax + ,Op)fo(X) < and (fmax + fp)’f2(x) < (118)

RN

1

27
for pp and &, defined as in Lemma 4. Suppose [Q,R] = BCGS-PIP'" (X, I0), where for all X €
R™*¢ with k(X) < k(X), [Q, R] = I0(X) satisfy

RTR=XTX +AE, |AE|<O()|X|? and (119)
QR=X+AD, [AD|<O(e)]X]. (120)

Then for all k € {1,...,p},

RIR, = XX + A&, || A& < O (e0) || Xk (121)
QiR =X+ Di, | Dill <O (o) | Xk and (122)
|1- @i e <o) ri). (123)

Proof. We start with the base case, k = 1. By the assumptions (119) and (120), (121) and (122)
follow trivially. Consequently, by setting & = O (g¢), p1 = O (g¢) in (105) and (101), respectively,
and by applying (117) and (118), it holds that & r?(X1) < 1 and p1x*(X;) < Then we can
apply Lemma 3 to conclude (123) for k = 1.
Now, by following standard rounding-error analysis from [12] (particularly [12, Lemma 6.6, Theo-
rem 8.5, & Theorem 10.3]), we find that for all & € {2,...,p}, there exist constants g7 x, 0QRr, 0x7 x; ORT R, Icno1s 0Q
such that

1
-

5QTX75QR =0 (5[) and 5XTXa6RTRa(SCh01a§Q =0 (Eh) . (124)

and (102)—(107) hold.
Consider just k = 2 for a moment. Then Lemma 4 can be applied (because we already have the
bound (123) for k = 1) to conclude

RIRy = XL X5+ A&, A& < & | Xa|?; and
QsRy = Xy + Do, D2 < p2(]| X2l + ||Q2H }’7@2H)v

where & = O (g¢) and ps = O (g¢) because & = O (g¢) and the bounds (124). Thus (121) and

(122) hold for k£ = 2, and Lemma 3 can subsequently be applied to prove (123) for k = 2.
Proceeding by strong induction and identical logic as for k = 2, we can then conclude (121)—(123)

hold for all k € {2,...,p}. O

Applying Theorem 3 twice to the dual-precision BCGS-PIP+"" shows that
Sus,wu, 0T, wq,drs = O (g) (125)

where the constants stem from (8)—(11). The following corollary is a direct consequence of (125)
and Theorem 1 and demonstrates that BCGS-PIP+"" is dominated by O (g/) error.

Corollary 6. Let X € R"™ P such that dpaxk?(X) < %, where dmax = max{dys,wu, 0QT,wWq }-

Suppose [@,R] = BCGS-PIP'" (X, I0), where for all X € R™** with k(X) < k(X), [Q,R] =
I0(X) satisfy

R'TR=XTX +AE, |AE|<O()|X|* and
QR=X+AD, ||AD|<O(s)[IX].

Then for all k € {1,...,p},

RIRL = XL Xy + A&, A& < O (e0) | X
QiR =X+ Dy, |Dil| <O (ep) || Xk and

b-oted <o
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3.2 Two-precision BCGS-PIPI
By standard rounding-error analysis we can show that for (22)—(33) in BCGS-PIPI+""
5QTX, 6@5, 5QTU, 5QT =0 (5@)
and
0x7x,: 0578 Ocho1y s 0U, OuTrr, 6777, Ocnot,s 6 = O (€n) -

The following corollary follows directly from these constants and the development in Section 2.2,
in a similar manner as Corollaries 3, 4, and 5. Consequently, we must conclude that BCGS-PIPI+""
is also dominated by O (g;) error.

Corollary 7. Assume that O (¢) k*(X) < 5 and that for all X € R™* with x(X) < r(X),
[Q, R] = I0(X) satisfy

RTR=XTX +AE, |AE|<O0 ()X
QR=X+AD, |AD| <0(s)|X]| and

5T 5 O (er)
lr=Q%el= o ey ey

Then for [Q,R] = BCGS-PIPI+" (X, I0), the following hold for all k € {1,...,p}:

RIRy = XL X+ A&, A& < O (e0) |X];
QiR = X+ ADy, ||ADg|| < O (er) | Xkl

O (ee)
=0z =00

A

e

Remark 3. Our analytical framework is more general than for an arbitrary uniform precision or
even two precisions, which we have focused on. Indeed, it is not hard to see that regardless of the
number of precisions used in these algorithms, the lowest precision will dominate the LOO and
residual bounds. At the same time, numerical experiments in the next section demonstrate that
our bounds are rather pessimistic for practical scenarios. More nuanced bounds remain a topic for
future work.

4 Numerical experiments

4.1 BlockStab: a workflow for BGS comparisons

We make use of an updated version of the BlockStab code suite [15]*. In this version, multiprecision
implementations have been added for both the Advanpix Multiprecision Computing Toolbox* and
the Symbolic Math Toolbox®, along with additional low-sync versions of various block Gram-
Schmidt routines, which are analyzed further in [6]. The procedure for setting up algorithm
comparisons is now streamlined to avoid redundant runs and to allow for different choices of
Cholesky factorization implementations. Finally, a TeX report is auto-generated with a timestamp,
which facilitates sharing experiments with collaborators.

4.2 Comparisons among newly proposed variants

We perform several numerical experiments to study the stability of BCGS-PIP, BCGS-PIP+, and
BCGS-PIPI+, using three classes of matrices available in BlockStab, namely default, glued,
monomial, and piled. KEach matrix class is created using dimensional inputs m,p,s, where m
denotes the number of rows, p denotes the number of block vectors, and s denotes the number of
columns in each block vector. Descriptions of the matrix classes are as follows:

Shttps://github.com/katlund/BlockStab/releases/tag/v2.2024
4Version 4.8.3.14460. https://www.advanpix.com/
5Version depends on MATLAB version. https://mathworks.com/products/symbolic.html
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e default: built as X, = U, VT, where U € R™*P$ is orthonormal, V € RP$*Ps ig unitary,
and ¥, € RP**P* is diagonal with entries drawn from the logarithmic interval 10[=40],

e glued: first introduced in [19] and constructed to cause classical Gram-Schmidt to break
down. The matrix is initialized with a default matrix X; then each m x s block vector is
multiplied by XV, where X,.,, V € R**% and V is unitary.

e monomial: consists of r block vectors X = [vk Avy - Atflvk], ke{l,...,r}, where
each vy is randomly generated from the uniform distribution and normalized, and A is an
m x m diagonal operator having evenly distributed eigenvalues in (0.1, 10). (Note that r is
not necessarily equal to p, and likewise ¢ # s; however rt = ps. Varying r and t allows for
generating matrices with different condition numbers.)

e piled: formed as X = [X1 Xy - Xp], where X; is a default matrix with a small
condition number and for k € {2,...,p}, X = Xi—1 + Zj, where each Zj, is also a default
matrix with the same condition number for all k. Toggling the condition numbers of X; and
{Z}.}}_, controls the overall conditioning of the test matrix.

We set m = 100, p = 10, and s = 2 for glued and default matrices; m = 2000, p = 120, s = 10
for monomial matrices; and m = 100, p = 10, s = 5 for piled matrices.

To illustrate the numerical behavior of the algorithms from Sections 2 and 3, we plot the LOO (1)
and relative Cholesky residual (i.e., (3) divided by ||X]||*) of each algorithm versus the condition
number of the matrix; we refer to these plots as k-plots, as they are relative to the changing
condition number k(X). To observe the effects of the choice of I0, we use HouseQR and CholQR,
where a variant of Cholesky factorization is used to bypass MATLAB’s chol protocol for halting
the computation when a matrix loses numerical positive definiteness. One can regard HouseQR
as a placeholder for TSQR, as their numerical behavior is similar, even though the communication
properties would differ in practical distributed computing settings.

Double precision (¢ = 2753 ~ 10716) is used for uniform-precision methods. Advanpix is used
to simulate quadruple precision (g5, = 271* ~ 1073?) in mixed-precision algorithms, while the low
precision is set to double (g = ¢).

All numerical tests are run in MATLAB 2022a. Every test is run on a Lenovo ThinkPad E15
Gen 2 with 8GB memory and AMD Ryzen 5 4500U CPU with Radeon Graphics. The CPU has
6 cores with 384KiB L1 cache, and 3MiB L2 cache at a clockrate of 1 GHz, as well as 8MiB of
shared L3 cache. The script
test_bcgs_pip_reortho.m can be used for regenerating all plots in this section.

Figure 1 illustrates the stability of reorthogonalized variants compared to BCGS-PIP in uniform
precision. We see that BCGS-PIP follows a O (¢) k?(X) LOO trend until k(X) ~ % ~ 108, as
expected. Meanwhile the reorthogonalized variants reach nearly 107! LOO, regardless of the
choice of I0, until x(X) ~ 108. After this point, we observe breakdowns and an increasing loss
of orthogonality for all methods. Missing points for large condition numbers are due to NaN being
computed during the Cholesky factorization, resulting from operations like % or %.

The effect of the choice of I0 for uniform-precision methods can be seen in Figure 2. As there
is no assumption on the LOO of the I0 in Corollary 1, we observe that CholQR works well for
BCGS-PIP+. On the other hand, Theorem 2 places a LOO restriction on the I0 for BCGS-PIPI+.
Indeed, CholQR does not satisfy the assumption, so the proven LOO and residual bounds are not
guaranteed to hold, and we can see BCGS-PIPI+ o CholQR failing to reach around 1071 LOO even
for small condition numbers. Again, both BCGS-PIP+ and BCGS-PIPI+ exhibit an increasing LOO
and residual after x(X) > 108.

Figure 3 compares two-precision with uniform-precision algorithms. For default matrices with
or without mixed precision, reorthogonalization keeps the LOO near 10716 as long as x(X) < 108
and below O (g) kK(X) otherwise. Although BCGS-PIPI+“" appears to behave well even for high
condition numbers, the default matrices are known to be “easy” and may not capture all potential
numerical behaviors.

The glued matrices are more challenging and reveal worse behavior in Figure 4. After k(X)) =~
108, BCGS-PIP+ has stability problems and the relative Cholesky residuals of BCGS-PIPI+ o CholQR
and BCGS-PIP+ o HouseQR become NaN. Mixed precision overcomes this problem for both methods.
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Loss of Orthogonality Relative Cholesky Residual
20 I1-2a"Q 20 [T x - RTR| /||x|?
10 @ (1) BOGS-PIPoCholQR
¢ (2) BCGS-PIPoHouseQR
(3) BCGS-PIP+oCholQR
1010 ~O- (4) BCGS-PIP+oHouseQR
% (5) BCGS-PIPI+oCholQR
—&—(6) BCGS-PIPI+oHouseQR
10° ——-0(e)k(X)
—O(E)KQ(X)
10 -10
10 -20 10 -20
10° 10%0 102 10° 1010 102
K(X) K(X)
Figure 1: x-plots for glued matrices.
Loss of Orthogonality Relative Cholesky Residual
w0 I1-QrQ 100 [XTx —RTR| /||X|?
10 10 ® (3) BCGS-PIP+0CholQR
Q o O (4) BCGS-PIP+oHouseQR
10%° [0 % (5) BCGS-PIPL+oCholQR
4 %(6) BCGS-PIPI+oHouseQR
1020 10%° -O(e)x ( )
- ——O0(e)x?
1010 1040
10° 10%
10710
102
10° 1010
K(X)
Figure 2: k-plots for monomial matrices.
Loss of Orthogonality Relative Cholesky Residual
" I1-079| 2 [x7x - RTR| /|| x|
1o 10 (3) BCGS-PIP+0CholQR
@ (4) BCGS-PIP+oHouseQR
# (5) BCGS-PIPI+0CholQR
1010 —5—(6) BOGS-PIPI+oHouseQR
A (9) BCGS-PIP+MPoCholQR
—&—(10) BCGS-PIP+MPoHouseQR
100 (11) BCGS-PIPI+*PoCholQR
- BCGS-PIPI+MPoHouseQR
-0(e)r(X)
1010 ——O0(e)k*(X)
10 -20
10° 1010

Figure 3: k-plots for default matrices.
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The LOO of BCGS-PIPI+"" remains below O (10716) k(X) whereas BCGS-PIP+"" begins to exceed
this bound. Notably, the behavior between BCGS-PIPI+"" o CholQR and BCGS-PIP+"" o HouseQR is
very similar, despite the lack of guarantees for CholQR.

Loss of Orthogonality Relative Cholesky Residual
I1-2Q"Q| 2 €% — RIR|/|l |
0 BCGS-PIP+oCholQR
BCGS-PIP+oHouseQR
BCGS-PIPI+0CholQR
BCGS-PIPI+oHouseQR
BCGS-PIP+MPoCholQR.
) BCGS-PIP+*PoHouseQR
) BCGS-PIPT+MPoCholQR
)

10°
BCGS-PIPT+MPoHouseQR
e)r(X)
2
o0 ()
10 -20
10° 1010 1020

Figure 4: x-plots for glued matrices.

Figures 3 and 4 might trick the reader into concluding that BCGS-PIPI+"" o CholQR is rather
reliable, even without theoretical bounds. The piled matrices in Figure 5 should dispel this notion.
Neither BCGS-PIPI+oCholQR nor BCGS-PIPI+""oCholQR can attain 10716 LOO for even the smallest
condition numbers. And even BCGS-PIPI+"" o HouseQR finally manages to lose all orthogonality
for k(X) < 105, which is still numerically nonsingular in double precision. Moreover, we observe
rather erratic behavior in the LOO of BCGS-PIP+"" o CholQR once x(X) > 10%, which emphasizes
the lack of predictability outside of the bounds proven in Section 2.

Loss of Orthogonality Relative Cholesky Residual
20 I1-9ral 20 [T x —RTR||/[ X
10 10 (3) BCGS-PIP+oCholQR
@ (4) BCGS-PIP+oHouseQR
% (5) BCGS-PIPI+oCholQR
100 10%° (6) BCGS-PIPI+oHouseQR
A+ (9) BCGS-PIP+MPoCholQR
(10) BCGS-PIP+MPoHouseQR
100 100 (11) BCGS-PIPI+MPoCholQR
% (12) BCGS-PIPI+MPoHouseQR
-0(e)r(X)
10710 1070 O
10720 1077
10° 100 101 10° 10%° 10%
K(X) K(X)

Figure 5: k-plots for piled matrices.

5 Conclusions

Reorthogonalization is a simple technique for regaining stability in a Gram-Schmidt procedure.
We have introduced and examined two reorthogonalized variants of BCGS-PIP, BCGS-PIP+ and
BCGS-PIPI+, and demonstrated that both can achieve O (g) loss of orthogonality under transparent
conditions on their intraorthogonalization routines and on the condition number of X, namely that
O (g) kK*(X) < 1/2. We have carried out the analysis in a general enough fashion so that results
can be easily extended to multiprecision paradigms, and we have proposed two-precision variants
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BCGS-PIP+"" and BCGS-PIPI+"". Numerical experiments verify our findings and demonstrate that
despite the lack of theoretical bounds, BCGS-PIPI+"" behaves well for several classes of test matrices
and nearly overcomes the restriction on k(X).

At the same time, the restriction on k(X) may not be so problematic when BCGS-PIP+ or
BCGS-PIPI+ forms the backbone of a block Arnoldi or GMRES algorithm and can be restarted;
see, e.g., [14,23,25]. In fact, with the recent modular framework developed for the backward
stability analysis of GMRES [4], determining reliable, adaptive restarting heuristics should be
quite straightforward. In such scenarios, one usually also has access to preconditioning, which
can a priori reduce the conditioning of the basis to be orthogonalized and further improve overall
stability. As BCGS-PIP+ or BCGS-PIPI+ both require the same number of sync points as BCGS, but
with provably better loss of orthogonality, they are promising, stable algorithms for a wide variety
of applications.
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