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GENERALIZED STANDARD TRIPLES FOR ALGEBRAIC LINEARIZATIONS OF
MATRIX POLYNOMIALS*

EUNICE Y. S. CHANT, ROBERT M. CORLESS!, AND LEILI RAFIEE SEVYERI?

Abstract. We define “generalized standard triples” X, zC1 — Cp, Y of regular matrix polynomials P(z) € C**" in order
to use the representation X (2C1 — Co)~'Y = P~1(z2) for 2 ¢ A(P(z)). This representation can be used in constructing
algebraic linearizations; for example, for H(z) = zA(z)B(z) + C € C"*™ from linearizations for A(z) and B(z). This can be
done even if A(z) and B(z) are expressed in differing polynomial bases. Our main theorem is that X can be expressed using
the coefficients of the expression 1 = Zf;:o exdi(z) in terms of the relevant polynomial basis. For convenience we tabulate
generalized standard triples for orthogonal polynomial bases, the monomial basis, and Newton interpolational bases; for the
Bernstein basis; for Lagrange interpolational bases; and for Hermite interpolational bases. We account for the possibility of
common similarity transformations. We give explicit proofs for the less familiar bases.

Key words. Standard triple, regular matrix polynomial, polynomial bases, companion matrix, colleague matrix, comrade
matrix, algebraic linearization, linearization of matrix polynomials.
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1. Introduction. A matrix polynomial is normally defined using words such as “A matrix polynomial
P()\) € F™*™(}) is a polynomial in the variable A with coefficients that are m by n matrices with entries
from the field F.” Typically an expression in the monomial basis A\* is given for P()), and only regular
matrix polynomials are considered, that is, with m = n (we will use n for the dimension) and where det P())
is not identically zero. Matrix polynomials have many applications and their study is of both classic and
ongoing interest.

In this paper we wish to consider the case when any polynomial basis ¢y () is used, if the set {¢x(\)} for
0 < k < ¢ forms a basis for polynomials of degree at most ¢. Thus, we write our regular matrix polynomial
as

¢
(L.1) PN\ =Y Pupi()),
k=0

where the matrices P, € F™*™ are square, and the degree of P()\) is at most ¢. The upper bound ¢ on the
degree is also called the grade. The notion of “grade” is useful even for the monomial basis, but it is especially
useful if the basis is an interpolational basis or the Bernstein basis, when the degree of the polynomial may
not be clear from the data.

Two matrix polynomials P;(\) and P»()) are called equivalent if there exist unimodular matrix polyno-
mials (that is, matrices with constant nonzero determinant) E(X) and F(\) with Py(\) = E(\)Py(A\)F()).
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A matrix pencil L(X) := ACy — Cy is called a linearization of the matrix polynomial P()) if both C; and
C) are of dimension N > nf and L()) is equivalent to the block diagonal matrix diag(P (M), In_n). Two
linearizations L,,(\) and L4(A) are called strictly equivalent if the corresponding matrices are equivalent:
Cim = EC, 4F and C,, = ECj 4 F, with the same unimodular matrices E and F.

The reversal® of a matrix polynomial of grade £ is the polynomial rev P(\) = A*P(A~1). A linearization
L()\) = ACy — Cj of P is called a strong linearization if also rev L()) is a linearization of rev P(A).

For more information, consult [24]. See also [26], [18], and consult the seminal book [17]. Linearizations
using different polynomials bases were first systematically studied in [1]. Some recent papers of interest
include [4], [25], [10], [14], and [29]; this is a very active area.

1.1. Organization of the Paper. In the remainder of this first section, we establish notation, give
the definition of a generalized standard triple, and give lemmas about common similarity transformations?.
At the end of this section, we show how to use the generalized standard triple in the construction of algebraic
linearizations.

In section 2, we tabulate our results in detail for the generalized standard triples for many common
polynomial bases in sections 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4. In section 4, we give the strict equivalence of generalized
standard triples for any polynomial basis. We give specific proofs in section 5.

1.2. Notation and Definition of a Generalized Standard Triple. If L(z) = 2C; — Cy € CV*¥V
(usually N = nf but not always; for Lagrange and Hermite interpolational bases some constructions use
N = (n+2)¢ and others N = (n+1){) is a linearization of P(z), then det(P(z)) = det(L(z)) = det(2C1—Cy).
The eigenvalues of P are thus computable from the generalized eigenvalues of L. For instance, this can be
done with eig(C0,C1) in Matlab, or Eigenvalues(C[0],C[1]) in Maple if the matrix variables are defined
appropriately (and are of complex floating-point type in Maple).

A standard pair (X, T) for a regular matrix polynomial P()) expressed in the monomial basis is defined
in [17] or in [24] as having the properties X has dimension n x n¢, T has dimension nf x nf, and

14
(1.2) > PXTF=0
k=0

and that the nf by nf matrix

X

XT
(1.3) Q=

Xq;f—l

IThis definition, which is standard, is particularly appropriate for the monomial basis. The coefficients of the reversed
matrix polynomial in the monomial basis are simply the same matrices in reverse order. The notion of a reversal, however, is
independent of the basis used. In [8] we find a slightly different definition, appropriate for computation in a Lagrange or Hermite
interpolational basis, which maps an arbitrary finite point to infinity; this difference allows for greater numerical stability.

2Transposition and flipping give altogether four common variations of companion matrix pencils. Other variations are
possible (indeed, any similarity transformation will work) but these are the main variations seen in the literature. We include
these variations in enough detail to help the reader with the bookkeeping.
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is nonsingular. We can then define a third matrix

(1.4) Y=Q'|"
On

In

and say that the triple (X,T,Y) is a standard triple for a monic P()\). It is pointed out in [24] that
monicity of P(\) is not required for many of the formulee to do with standard pairs (but is required for
some). Theorem 2.6 of [17], which states that if there are matrices X, T, and Y of dimension n x nf, nf x nf,
and nf x n for which

(1.5) P'\N) =X\, -T)'Y

then (X,T,Y) is a standard triple for P()). This construction is clearly tied to the monomial basis, and we
would like to extend this to a form for other bases, and also to the non-monic case. In particular we would
like the following extension of Theorem 2.6 in [17] or Theorem 12.1.4 in [16] to be available: If a matrix
X € C™V | the pencil L(z), and a matrix Y € CV*" satisfies

(1.6) P l(2)= X(2C, — Cy)" 'Y

for z ¢ A(P) (the set of polynomial eigenvalues of P), then X, L(z), and Y form a generalized standard
triple for P(\). This obviously requires regularity of P.

This new definition would allow N > nf and not just N = nf. Note that the matrices X and Y do not
depend on z, but the linearization L(z) does, albeit only linearly; we could instead have chosen to use the
words “standard quadruple” to mean (X, Cy, Cyp,Y) where z does not appear of any of these matrices, but
this seems to be a matter of aesthetics only.

In the case when the leading coefficient A, of the matrix polynomial is nonsingular, one can reduce to the
monic case in any of several ways. This is done in several places in the literature, and thus our generalized
standard triple is not very new in allowing for a non-identity matrix coefficient of A in the linearization. For
various reasons we do not wish to do this here; for instance, if the polynomial basis is not degree-graded,
e.g. for the Bernstein basis, then it is not clear what one should use for the leading coeflicient. Similarly for
the Lagrange and Hermite interpolational bases.

All we will need for the purposes of this paper is that the representation displayed in equation (1.6)
holds (whether we say that it involves a “triple” or a “quadruple”). The representation itself is what is useful
in the recursive construction of algebraic linearizations.

There is some risk of confusion with this definition: not all properties of standard triples may hold for
“generalized standard triples”, and so we should take some care.

1.2.1. Similarity. If X, zCy — Cj, and Y form a generalized standard triple, then so also do XS,
S~ 1(2C1 — Cy)S, and S7Y for any nonsingular matrix S of dimension N by N.

LEMMA 1.1. If S is nonsingular® and By = S7'C1S and By = S~'CyS so that the pe%il zB1 — By
has the same generalized eigenvalues as zC1 — Cy, then another standard triple for P(z) is X, 2By — By,
Y where X = XS and Y = S~'Y.

3We only use similarities in this section, but as a referee points out, we could also use equivalences, with different matrices
S on the left and right.



Proof.

P l(2)=X(2C, - Cy) 'Y
= XSS 1(zC, - Cy)"!8S7 Y
(1.7) =(XS8)(S'(zC1 —Cy)S) 'S Y . h

Several similarities are used very frequently. For convenience we describe two of the most common
explicitly here.

LEMMA 1.2 (Flipping). Put J = the N x N “anti-identity”, also called the sip matriz, for standard
involutory permutation, J; ; = 0 unless i+j = N+1 when J; ny1—; = 1. Then J* = I and the “flipped”
linearization Lp(z) = J(2C1 — Co)J has in its generalized standard triple the matrices Xp = XJ and
Yr = JY . The paper [27] calls this matriz “R”.

Proof. Immediate. il

REMARK 1.3. Flipping switches both the order of the equations and the order of the variables. It obvi-
ously does not change eigenvalues. Flipping, transposition, and flipping-with-transposition give four common
equivalent linearizations [31].

1.3. Algebraic Linearizations. An algebraic linearization, as referred to in the title of this present
note, is defined in [6] as a linearization of a matrix polynomial H(\) = zA(X)B(\) + C constructed recur-
sively from linearizations of the lower-degree component matrix polynomials A(\) and B(\), together with
a constant matrix C. Algebraic linearizations are typically strong linearizations, which not only preserve
eigenvalues but also their partial multiplicities, even at infinity [6]. Algebraic linearizations offer a new,
potentially more numerically stable, class of linearizations. The recursive construction of algebraic lineariza-
tions relies on the generalized standard triples of each of the component matrix polynomials, and (as does
the unrelated paper [29]) allows different polynomial bases to be used for each component. This present
note provides some explicit formulas for generalized standard triples in various bases, for reference. As one
reviewer points out, these formulas could simply be obtained by reading the proofs that these linearizations
are indeed linearizations; one purpose of this paper is simply convenience.

If A(z) and B(z) have the generalized standard triple representations A=1(2) = Xa(2D4 — E4)~"'Ya
and B™1(z) = Xp(2Dp—Eg)~'Yg, then the pencil 2Dy — Ep is a linearization of H(2) = 2A(2)B(2)+C,
where the matrices Dy and Ep are given as follows:

D,
(1.8) Dy = I,
Dgp
and
A On,n —YaCXp
(1.9) FEyg = —Xa 0, 0n,Np

ONB,NA —YB B

For a proof and some examples, see [6].



2. Representation of Matrix Polynomials using Generalized Standard Triples. Since the
or(z), 0 < k < ¢ form a basis, we may express the polynomial 1 in that basis: then 1 = ZZ;& exdr(z)
defines the coefficients ej uniquely. Putting

(210) X = [6n71 €n—2 e €1 60] & 1

always gives our generalized standard triple Pil(z) = X(zCl—C’O)’lY withY = [In 0, 0, --- On]T.I
The proof is simple and (with appropriate modifications for the bases) universal: the change of basis matrix
® has as its last row of its inverse the coefficients of 1 in that basis. This is exactly the translation of the
monomial standard triple element X into the new basis.

P l(z2)=X (20, —Co) 'Y
= X (:ECy,,F —EC,,,F)'Y
(2.11) = X&' (2C1, — Com) "E7'Y .

Thus the new X is as claimed. It is a separate matter to show that E~'[I,0,...,0]7 = [I,0,...,0]” again,
but it always is for the bases that we consider.

REMARK 2.1. There are linearizations not explicitly considered in this paper; for instance, a referee
has pointed out that when a matriz polynomial is expressed in a basis where the elements satisfy a linear
recurrence, then there is an automatic way to build what is called a CORK linearization. See [18] and [32]
for details. Whatever the linearization, though, the previous universal theorem shows how to construct the
generalized standard triple.

That proof sketch may not be convincing, in part because details are omitted. In what follows we
examine specific cases in detail and supply specific proofs for each basis. Indeed, much of the utility of
this paper is simply writing down those details, which will allow easier programming for the uses of these
generalized standard triples.

3. Examples of generalized standard triples. In this section, we tabulate generalized standard
triples for four classes of linearizations. We do so by examples of companion pencils, leaving the reader to
do the necessary tensor products to produce linearizations. This saves some space in the presentation. In
contrast, in section 5 where we gave proofs, we do so in full generality.

3.1. Companion matrices. In the special case n = 1, a linearization is usually called a “companion
pencil” or Frobenius pencil®. Thus finding roots of a scalar polynomial can be done by finding generalized
eigenvalues of the companion pencil. In the monic case, C; becomes the identity matrix and the generalized
eigenproblem becomes a standard eigenproblem. Kublanovskaya calls these “accompanying pencils” in [22].
For bases other than the monomial, the unfortunate nomenclature “colleague matrix” or “comrade matrix” is
also used. This nomenclature hinders citation search and we prefer “generalized companion”, if a distinction
is needed. See [26].

Construction of a linearization from a companion pencil is a simple matter of the Kronecker (tensor)
product: given Cy, Cy € C"*", take C; = C; ® I,, and then replace each block pyI,, with the corresponding
matrix coefficient P, € C™*" (the first py, in pgl,, is the symbolic coefficient from p(z) = Zi:o PrdK(2);
the matrix coefficient P, € C™*" is from P(z) = Zi:o Py ¢y (z).) This will be clearer by example.

4The Frobenius form of a matrix is related, but different: see for instance [30].
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or(2) Name 0 B Ve ¢ | ¢
2k monomial 1 0 0 1 z
(z —a)¥ shifted monomial 1 0 1| z—a
(z—a)* [kl Taylor n+1 0 1| z—a
Hl;;é (z —15) Newton interpolational 1 Tn 0 1| z—1
T (z) = cos (kcos™(2)) Chebyshev 1/2 0 1/ 1
Pi(2) Legendre k+D/ek+1) | 0 | Flee+1) | 1
TaBLE 1

A short list of three-term recurrence relations for some important polynomial bases. For a more comprehensive list, see
The Digital Library of Mathematical Functions. These relations and others are coded in Walter Gautschi’s packages OPQ and

SOPQ [15] and in the MatrizPolynomiallbject implementation package in Maple (see [19]).

3.2. Bases with three-term recurrence relations. The monomial basis, the shifted monomial basis,
the Taylor basis, the Newton interpolational bases, and many common orthogonal polynomial bases all have

three-term recurrence relations that, except for initial cases, can be written

(3.12)

We give a selection in table 1, and refer the reader to Section 18.9 of the Digital Library of Mathematical

Functions (dlmf.nist.gov) for more. See also [15].

For all such bases, we have the companion pencil®

(3.13)
(3.14)
and

3.15)
3.16)

C, =

Cy =

[Ps5
oy
1
1
1
I 1
—p4+&p5 —p3+ﬁp5 —Pp2
e Qy
as B3 73
a2 B2
aq
X=[0 00 0 1
Y=[100 0 0.

2¢K(2) = drt1(2) + Brdr(2) + Yedr—1(2) .

—Do

§a!
Bo

5For exposition, we follow Peter Lancaster’s dictum, namely that the 5 x 5 case almost always gives the idea.
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dlmf.nist.gov

For instance, a flipped and transposed pencil of this class for the Chebyshev case is

(3.17)

r 1
° T2
1
-1z -
1 1
-, =
2 2
- z
2
L 2

6

has flipped and transposed X = [O 0 0 O 1], Y = [1 0 0 O O]T. As another instance, a Newton

interpolational basis on the nodes 79, 71, ..

b5
1
(3.18) z 1
1
The corresponding linearization is
Ps
L,
(3.19) z I,
I,

—D4 + T4Ps
1
1
—P; + 1,Ps
I,
I,

—P3

T3

1

__P3
TBIn
I,

—D2

T2

1

., 75 has a companion pencil

-P,

T2In
I,

—P1 —Po
1
1 T0
-P P
TlIn
In TOIn

3.3. The Bernstein basis. The set of polynomials { By (z) i:o is a set of £ 4+ 1 polynomials each of
exact degree ¢ that forms a basis for polynomials of degree at most ¢. They have many applications, for

example in Computer Aided Geometric Design (CAGD), and many important properties including that of
optimal condition number over all bases positive on [0, 1]. They do not satisfy a simple three term recurrence
relation of the form discussed in section 3.2. See [13], [12], and [11] for more details of Bernstein bases.

SFor the matrix polynomial case, each P;, would be transposed.
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A companion pencil for ps(z) = Sn_, piB(2) is

- 1 -
—p4+5p5 —p3 —p2 —pP1 —Po
2
1 _
4y
(3.20) C, = 12
3y
L3
.2
L 1
—P4 —P3 —pP2 —P1 —Po
1
(3.21) C, = 1 0
1
I 1 0
(3.22) x-—|t 23 45
5 5 5 5 5
(3.23) Y=[100 0 0.

We have p~1(z) = X (2C1 — Cp)~ 'Y if p(z) # 0. This pencil was first analyzed in [20] and [21]. One of
the present authors independently invented and implemented a version of this linearization in Maple (except
using P"(z), and reversed from the above form) in about 2004. For a review of Bernstein linearization,
see [27]. For a proof of its numerical stability, see the original thesis [20]. We supply a proof in section 5.
The standard triple is, we believe, new to this paper.

3.4. The Lagrange interpolational basis. There are by now several Lagrange basis pencils and
linearizations. The use of barycentric forms means that Lagrange interpolation is efficient and numerically
stable. For many sets of nodes (Chebyshev nodes on [—1, 1], or roots of unity on the unit disk) the resulting
interpolant is also well-conditioned, and can even be “better than optimal” [9], see also [5]. The linearization
we use here is “too large” and has (numerically harmless in our experience) spurious roots at infinity”; for

7"This numerical harmlessness needs some explanation. In brief, Lagrange basis matrix polynomial eigenvalues will be
well-conditioned only in a compact region determined by the interpolation nodes, and are increasingly ill-conditioned towards
infinity; in practice this means only small changes in the data are needed to perturb large finite ill-conditioned eigenvalues out
to infinity. Any eigenvalues produced numerically that are well outside the region determined by the interpolation nodes are
likely easily perturbed all the way to infinity, and can be safely ignored.
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alternative formulations see [32], [28]. Then pencil is zCy — Cy where

0

(3.24) c

I
—_

1
[0 —po —p1 —p2 —ps —p4]
Bo 7o
b1 T
B2 T2
B3 T3
| B4 T4

(3.25) Co

Then det(7,C1 — Cp) = p, 0 < k < 4 and deg(zCy — Cp) < 4. Thus, p(z) = det(zCy — Cp) interpolates
the given data, assuming the 75 are distinct. Here the barycentric weights Sy are found by partial fraction
expansion of w(z)~! where

(3.26) w(z)=(z—-1)(z—11)(z—72)(z —13)(z — T4)

is the node polynomial. Explicitly,

1_5 Bk
(3.27) w@)_E:Z_m

SO

5
(3.28) B = H(Tk — 7))

=0
itk
The X and Y for the standard triple are
(3.29) X=[0 1111 1],
(3.30) Y=[10000 0

Notice in this case that for the linearization N = (¢ 4+ 2)n while deg p < ¢, and therefore there are at least
2n eigenvalues at infinity. This can be inconvenient if n is at all large.

3.5. Hermite interpolational basis. The companion pencil of the previous section has been extended
to Hermite interpolational bases, where some of the nodes have “flowed together,” collapsing to fewer distinct
nodes®. We suppose that at each node 7;, there are now s; > 1 consecutive pieces of information known,
namely P(7;), P'(7;)/1!, P"(r;)/2!, and so on up to the last one, the value of the s; — 1-th derivative at

8 A formal definition can be found in [7], for instance. The essential idea is that given two distinct pieces of data (4, p(%))
and (Tx+1,P(Tk+1)), we also know the forward difference (pr+1 — pPk)/(Tk+1 — Tk)- In the limit as one node approaches (flows
towards) the other, we still know two pieces of information: p(7y) and p’(7;). Hermite interpolation captures this idea.
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z = 15, namely P®i=1(r;)/(s; — 1)!. The integer s; is called the confluency of the node. The known pieces
of information are the local Taylor coefficients of the polynomial fitting the data:

f9(m)

(3.31) Pij = —
J ]l

Note that the derivative P’(z) of a matrix polynomial is a straightforward extension to matrices of the
ordinary derivative. It is isomorphic to the matrix with entries that are the ordinary derivatives of the
original matrix.

The companion pencil (that is, the scalar case) of the previous section changes to the following elegant
form. The matrix C' is unchanged,

0
1
(3.32) C = :
1
1
being (¢ 4 2) by (£ + 2) as before, although now
(3.33) (=-14+)"s
i=0

is the grade of the resulting polynomial. The matrix Cy changes, picking up transposed Jordan-like blocks
for each distinct node. For instance, suppose we have two distinct nodes, 7p and 7. Suppose further that
7o has confluency sgp = 3 while 7 has confluency s; = 2. This means that we know f(79), f'(r0)/11, f”(70) /21,
f(1) and f'(r1)/11. Then,

0 —f'(o)jfar —f' )it —f(rg) —S/n —f(r) ]
502 | 70 |
Bor ! 1 70 '
3.34 C, =
330 S S T S
B | T1 |
L Po A S N

Note the reverse ordering of the derivative values in this formulation. The barycentric weights 3;; again
come from the partial fraction expansion of the reciprocal of the node polynomial

(3.35) w(z) = H(z —7;)%
i=0

That is,
m s;i—1

(3.36) ZZ o J+1
=0 j=0

For the standard triple, take in the scalar case

(3.37) Y=[10 - 0



but for X take the coefficients of the expansion of the polynomial 1 in this particular Hermite interpolational
basis: it is equal to 1 at each node but has all derivatives zero at each node. That is, put

ij = 1 if j =0,
(3.38) Pii nJ
0 otherwise ,
and sort them in order:
(3-39) X = [O P0,50—1 P0,s0—2 P00 Pl,s;—1 Pn,o} .

For the earlier instance (two nodes, of confluency 3 and 2, respectively,

(3.40) X=[0 0010 1].
——

Then for 1o for 7

(3.41) pHz) = X(2C, — Co)"'Y .

REMARK 3.1. We may re-order the nodes in any fashion we like, and each ordering generates its own
companion pencil (both Hermite and Lagrange). We may also find a pencil where the confluent data is ordered
p(73), P’ /11, p"(m) f21, etc., although we have not done so.

If there is just one node of confluency £, we recover the standard Frobenius companion form (plus two
infinite roots):

0 —pe—1 —pe—2 -+ —p1 —Do
0 1 T0
1 0o 1 To
(3.42) , )
1 .
1 . . TO
_0 1 T0 i

Here pi, = p™®(r0)/k! is the ordinary coefficient in the expansion p(z) = Zi:o pe(z — 10)*. The numerical
stability of these Hermite interpolational companions has been studied briefly [23] but much remains unknown.
We confine ourselves in this paper to the study of the standard triple.

To make a linearization out of these companion pencils, take the Kronecker tensor product with I,,, and
insert the appropriate matrix polynomial values and derivative values.

REMARK 3.2. The modified linearizations of [32] also have standard triples that can be used for algebraic
linearization, and arguably should be tabled here as well. They have the advantage of including fewer eigen-
values at infinity, or no spurious eigenvalues at infinity, which may lead to better algebraic linearizations.
However, they are more involved, and we have less numerical experience with them. In particular we do not
understand their dependence on the ordering of the nodes, and so we leave their analysis to a future study.

4. Strict Equivalence of Generalized Standard Triples for any polynomial basis.
THEOREM 4.1. If ¢x(z) for 0 < k < (¢ is one of the degree-graded polynomial bases (e.g. Chebyshev,
Newton, Jacobi P) or a Bernstein basis although they are not degree-graded, then the companion pencil
11



for a polynomial p(z) expressed in that basis is strictly equivalent to the second companion pencil for same
polynomial expressed in the monomial basis. That is, there exist unimodular matrices E and F for which
Cipm = ECy 4F and Cy,, = ECy F. The matriz E will depend on the given polynomial p(z). Here the
subscript m is short for “monomial”.

Proof. Denote the change-of-bases matrix for polynomials up to degree £ — 1 by ®. This matrix is ¢ by
¢. Then we have

[po—1(2)] 241
¢£72(2)
(4.43) 5 =® | 2
$1(2)
| ¢o(2) | L1

In all cases considered here, the companion matrix pencil for a polynomial p(z) of exact degree ¢ has null
vectors of the form

Be-1(A)
Be—2(N)
(4.44) N=|
$1(A)
Po(A)
where A is a root of p(z). That is,
(4.45) (AC1,6 —Co )N =0.

Using the ® formula above, we have F' = ®. By direct computation, we find that E = C’Oﬂnq)_lC’Oi;5
necessarily giving ECy F = Cy . Since F = @ is unimodular and nonsingular, all that remains is to
show that F is unimodular and nonsingular, and that it satisfies EC 4 F = C ., as well. Since C 4 is the
identity matrix except for the 1,1 entry which is a; # 0, the leading coefficient of the polynomial, this last
is straightforward. Indeed, the action of premultiplying by Co », and postmultiplying by C(I ; cancels the
coefficient ay in the 1,1 entry of E, and thus by continuity this construction works even if ay = 0, that is for
polynomials of grade ¢. Then since ® is upper triangular for degree-graded matrices and lower triangular
for Bernstein matrices, and E has in that case zeros in the first column below the diagonal entry, E is
unimodular.

To make this work for regular matrix polynomials of dimension n, we must use the tensor product ®® 1.4
We illustrate this proof with a four by four example in the Bernstein basis. If p(z) = agBg(2) + a1 B} (2) +
asB3(2) + a3B3(2) + a4 Bj(z), then
1 1/4a0—a1+3/2a2 —1/6a0+2/3a1 1/4@0
0 1/4 0 0
0 1/4 " 1/6 0
0 1/4 1/3 1/4

(4.46) E =



and

4 0 0 0
-6 6 0 0
(4.47) F=
4 -8 4 0
-1 3 -3 1

Direct computation shows that both matrices are nonsingular irrespective of the values of the ay, and that
these transform the Bernstein companion pencil

—as —as —aq —ap
1 0 0 0
(448) CO,Bernstein =
0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0
and
a4
Z —as —az —a; —Qp
1 2/3 0 0
(449) Cl,Bcrnstcin = /
0 1 32 0
0 0 1 4
to
—bs —by —-by —bg
1 0 0 0
(450) CO,monomial =

with —bg = 4a0 —12 a + 12 as — 40,3, —b2 = —6a0 + 12 ay — 6&2, —bl = 4a0 - 4&1, and —bo = —agp. 1AISO7
EC BernsteinF' becomes the identity matrix except the 1,1 entry is by = ag —4 a1 +6a2 —4as + as. These
are the correct coefficients of the same polynomial expressed in the monomial basis.

4.1. The Lagrange interpolational case. As is usual we denote a Lagrange basis element on the
distinct nodes [70, 71, ..., 7e] by €k(2) = B [[; 4 (2 —7;). The use of the symbol £ by itself denotes an integer,
namely the grade of the polynomial; the distinction is that ¢ with a subscript and a variable £;(z) denotes
a Lagrange basis polynomial. This should not cause confusion.

REMARK 4.2. Many people think of “interpolation” as meaning the construction of a monomial basis
polynomial p(z) = apz’ + --- + ao that fits the given data p(ti) = pi for 0 < k < L. This is naive.
Interpolation truly means constructing a polynomial in any basis that we may use to evaluate p(z) for z
different to the values at the nodes. The most stable and convenient way to do this is by the barycentric form
of Lagrange interpolants. Constructing an interpolant in a Newton basis by using divided differences or the
monomial basis by using a Vandermonde matriz is changing the basis. Changing bases can have condition
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number exponential in the degree, and is usually a bad idea. In practice, we use the barycentric form [3]. For
the purposes of proof of equivalence, we here occasionally use the Vandermonde matriz, and we think about
the explicit construction of the monomial basis. This is not used in numerical practice.

THEOREM 4.3. If ¢r(2) for 0 < k < £ is a Lagrange basis on distinct nodes 19, 71, ..., Te, then the £+ 2
by £+ 2 companion pencil for a polynomial p(z) expressed in that basis is strictly equivalent to the second
companion pencil for same polynomial expressed in the monomial basis but regarded as having grade ¢ + 2

2 and 2. That is, there exist unimodular matrices E

(i.e. with zero coefficients padding the terms z
and F for which Ci 4 = ECy nF and Co.¢ = ECy ,, F', where now the second companion matrices in the
monomial basis have dimension larger by two than needed for the evact degree. The matrix E will depend

on the given polynomial p(z).
Proof. For the Lagrange basis companion pencil, the right null vector is of the form

w(\)
lo(N)
(4.51) N = |6

Here w(z) = Hi:o(z — 1) is of degree £ + 1 and all the other entries, being elements of the Lagrange basis
on /4 1 nodes, are of degree £. Thus ® is dimension ¢ 4+ 2 by £ + 2 and has first column e;; that is, 1 in
the first entry and zeros below it. The rest of the first row contains the coefficients of w(z) expanded in
the monomial basis. The remaining rows of ® contain the coefficients of the monomial expansions of the
Lagrange basis polynomial; that is, the inverse of the transposed Vandermonde matrix, which relates the
Lagrange interpolation basis to the monomial basis. Call that block d. Explicitly,

T 7t
Tg_l Tf_l Tf_l
(4.52) ! =
70 T1 ¢
1 1 1

Then E is straightforwardly seen to be diag(l,@‘l) and as in the degree-graded case F' = ®. Fur-
ther, ECy 4F has as its first row [0, —p®]. But p® is by the Vandermonde matrix simply the nega-

tive of the vector of monomial coefficients, —[0,as—1,a¢—2,...,a0]. More, the block underneath, namely
&~ 'diag(ro, 71,...,7¢)® turns out to be simple, because

41041 041

To 71 Ty

W
(453) é_ldia’g(Tf)aTla" '77—@) = . .

I B

0 oo T

Multiplying this by & shifts the identity matrix down one diagonal, giving the correct form for the second
companion matrix Cj .

As in the previous theorem, to construct E and F' for n-dimensional regular matrix polynomials, we
must take the tensor product ® @ I. f
14



Again we illustrate this proof with an example, this time of interpolation at the four points [—-1,—1/2,1/2,1].
This will give rise to a polynomial of degree at most 3. If the values this polynomial takes at these four
points are pg, p1, p2, and ps3, then the equivalent polynomial expressed in the monomial basis has coefficients

ap=—1/6p0+2/3p1+2/3p2—1/6p3

a1 =1/6po—4/3p1+4/3p2—1/6p3

az=2/3po—2/3p1—2/3p2+2/3p3
(4.54) az =2/3p3—4/3p2+4/3p1—2/3po.

Expressing this as a polynomial of grade 5, that is p(z) = 0-2° +0- 2% 4+ a32® + az2? + a1z + ag, we get the
second companion pencil

0 —a3 —as —a1 —ag
1 0 0 0 0
(4.55) Co,monomial = | 01 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
| 0 0 0 1 0 |
and
[0 0 0 0 0]
01 0 0 O
(4.56) Clmonomial=| 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 01O
1000 0 1|

The Lagrange basis companion matrix of [9], which admittedly has two extra infinite eigenvalues, is

0 —pP3 —pP2 —P1  —pPo
2/3 1 0 0 0
(4.57) Co Lagrange = | —4/3 0 1/2 0 0
4/3 0 0 —1/2 0
| -2/3 0 0 0 -1
and
[0 0 0 0 0]
01 00 0
(4.58) CiLagrange= | 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0
(00 00 1|




For these interpolation nodes, direct computation shows

10 0 0 O

01 1/8 -1/8 -1
(4.59) E=|0 1 1/4 1/4 1

0 1 1/2 -1/2 -1

|0 1 1 1 I
and

1 0 -5/4 0 1/4
0 2/3 2/3 -—1/6 —1/6

(4.60) F=|0 —-4/3 —2/3 4/3 2/3
0 4/3 -—2/3 —4/3 2/3
0 -2/3 2/3 1/6 ~—1/6 |

5. Individual Proofs. In section 2 we give a short universal proof of all the theorems in this section.
Each individual proof in this section is therefore redundant. We include them here both for surety (giving
two proofs of each theorem) and because they give insight and may be relevant to any numerical analysis.
We will use the Schur Complement, in the following form: assuming a matrix R is partitioned into
A B}

(5.61) R= [C D

where A € C*¢, B e C"*(N=7) C € CN=)%" and D € CN=")*(N=7) js assumed invertible, then

(5.62) R— {In BD‘T {A—BD—lc’ o}

0 I C D|’
If further the Schur Complement A — BD~!C is invertible, then

(A-BD'C)™! —(A-BD'C)"'BD!
(5.63) R =
-D'C(A-BD"'C)™* D '+D'C(A-BD"'C)"'BD!

as can be verified by block multiplication of R or by R. We will use S for the Schur Complement S =
A—BD7'C. We will take R = 2C; — Cy. We may already use this to establish for each of the four classes
of linearizations that

(5.64) det R = det(2C; — Cp) = det(A — BD'C)det D = det P(z) .

Notice that the coefficients of P do not appear in the D block (in any of our linearizations). Thus the
Schur Complement carries all the information particular to P(z). The computations verifying (5.64) are not
obvious but in each case D! plays an important role. We will see that generically D! exists, except for
isolated values of z, which we can safely ignore and recover later by continuity.

We take each case in turn.
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THEOREM 5.1. If C; = diag P, I, I, --- I,| and

Qy—1
[ D P-pP, “p-P, -P, - —Po-
-1 1
ag—2dy Be—21y, Ye—21y
(5.65) Co = a1, BesIn ve-sl,
'YlIn

L aolp,  Boln ]

and X = [0 0 -+ 0 I,J andY = [I, 0 0 --- 0] then X(2C1 — Co)™'Y = P~!(z) where

P(z) = Ei:o Pior(2) except for such z that det P(z) = 0. As in section 3.2 the polynomials ¢i(z) satisfy
20k = akPrt1 + Bedr + Vedr—1, ¢—1 =0, ¢g = 1, ¢1 = (= = Bo)fay. In this theorem, £ > 2 and N = {n, and
if Py # 0y, then degree P = (.

That this is a linearization is well-known; see e.g. [2]. We only prove P~!(z) = X R™'Y, here.
Proof. We use the first block column of Schur Complement inverse formula

St *

-1
(5.66) R =\ poipgt

Here

(z=Be-2)In =21,
_a€—3In (Z - 65—3)1-71 _’76—31-71

(5.67) D= —ay_4I,

- _’711’11
—O[()In (Z — ﬂo)I_

is block tridiagonal, and

_a€—2In

(5.68) C - 0

By inspection V. = —D~C is
be—2(2)1In

(5.69) V=a| g(2)I,
¢1 (Z)In
¢0 (Z)In

for some constant g, because

(5.70) —okdr+1(2) + (2 — B)on(2) — edr-1(2) = 0
17



for k=0,1,---,¢ — 3. The constant ¢ is obtained from

(5.71) q- (2= Be—2)pe—2(2) — q-Ye—200-3(2) = +u—2
or
(5.72) q-[pe-1(2)] = +1
So
+1
5.73 = .
(5.73) )
It follows that
¢£72(2)
— B —Ye_ $e-3(2) 1
SzziﬁZng—i—Pg_l—i— Y p+P.s Py - P . :
(e 73] Qp—1 : (bl*l(z)
o(2)
z — — —
%@—1(2)134 +pe-1(2)Pr—1 — zi 11¢e—2(Z)Pe + de—2(2)Pr2+ -+ do(2) Py
- br1(2)
¢
P,
(5.74) _ 2o 0P PE)
be-1(2) Pe-1(2)
Thus
¢€—2(2)In
(5.75) D l'Ccs = : P(2)
¢0(2)In
because ( )5*1 = P~1(z). Finally, ¢o(2) = 1, so the bottom block is P~!(z), establishing that
—1\%
(5.76) X=[0 0 - 0 I]
T
(5.77) Y=[I, 0 --- 0 0]
will produce X R™'Y = P~1(z).
THEOREM 5.2. Put
- ;
ZPe —Py —Pros e -P -F
2
S
5.78 C, = -
(5.78) 1 L
L i
L 1 7
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and

Py —FPpo -+ —-P1 —-PB
I, 0
(5.79) Co = I, 0
I, 0
andY = [I, 0 - 0 0]" with X = [%In %In %In %In] Then X(2Cy — Co)™'Y =

P~1(2), unless z € A(P), and det P(z) = det R(z) = det(2C4 — Cj).

Proof. This linearization in proved e.g. in [27], but for convenience we supply one here as well. The
Schur factoring is

(5.50) R [In BD‘T [S 0]

0 Iyv—,||C D

where § = A — BD~'C is the Schur Complement. Here

(5.81) A= %Pg +(1- 2P,
(5.82) B=[1-2)P2 (1-2)Prs - (1-2)P)]
(z—1I,

0
(5.83) C = 0

0
and

- 2 -
=

(5.84) D= (= DI,

(z—1I, %zIn
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Therefore V.= D~1C satisfies

(5.85)

So

(5.86)

(5.87)

(5.88)

9 -
< I,
-1
(z—1I, = zI, \ o (:— DI,
(z—1I, 6_3,2[” 1"2 _ 0
Vy—_1 0
(z—-1I, -zI,
-1 (z2—-1 -1 (1—=z
1Ty ( z >In__ 2 < z >In
(-2 (=2 (-1 [1-2\"
Vo =——F5—" "1 = — : ) L,
3 3 2 z
e e B e WA S AN
8Ty 3 2 z "

and so on; by inspection, confirmed by a formal induction not given here,

(5.89)

Vi =

fork=1,---,¢/—1. Thus

s () = (L) ()
o ()|
(1—2)Pr+(1—2)[Prs Prs Py %(§)<1;Z) I
() s
Y4

. ZZPg + ézé_l(l —2)Pi_1 + (g) Zé_Q(l — 2)2Pg_2 + -+ (£> (1- Z)€P0:|

det R = det Sdet D

_ det P(2)
- @ (

2 3
(-1 (-2

z
=_P,
S 7 % +
1
T T
P(z)
(5.90) = 751
Hence
(5.91)

=det P(z) .
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This establishes the linearization. Moreover,

(5.92) Sl =1"1P 7 (2)
and the first column of R~! is
r ngflpfl T
0201 l ¢ 1—=z p-1
£\2 z nan—1p-1
-1 L[4 1-z)° —1 o _0—2 —1
g1 122k 7\3 . P (52)24 (1-2)P
— — 273(1 — 2)2 P!
(5.93) {_chsl} = et 1(5) <1 - Z)Bpl = [ ()= | )
/\4 z

(ﬁ)zo(l —lz)é_lP_1

' -1
170\ (1—-2
o -1
-EZ €<€)< z ) P |

We now notice that 1, expressed as a linear combination of

(5.94) (f) P (5) 21— ), (i) (1 - 2)t-1

! (f) PARREE % : (g) 2721 =) 4+ % : (ﬁ) 21— 2)!

1
A
< > —2)0 4 <611)ze2(1_z)1+"'+ <§:DZO(1_Z)£1

(5.95) =(z+1-2)"".

1_

Indeed we use a degree-reduced Bernstein bases here, (il) 28(1 — 2)*=1=F to express 1.
In any case, the coefficients of 1 give us our X vector: X R™'Y = P~1(z2). b

THEOREM 5.3 (Lagrange Basis). If P(z) € C"*™ is of degree at most £, and takes the values py € C**™
at the (+1 distinct nodes z = 1, 0 < k < £, i.e P(7) = pr € C™*", and the reciprocal of the node polynomial
w(z) = Hi:o (z — 7%) has partial fraction expansion

l
-y
k:OZ_Tk

then a linearization for P(z) is zC1 — Cy where Cy = diag(0y,, Iy, I, - - - , I,) with £+ 2 diagonal blocks, so
N = (+2)r, and

(5.96)

0 —Po —P1 —P2 - —Pe
Boln Toly
BlIn TlIn
(597) COZ BQIn TQIn
_ﬂEIn T[I_
Moreover, if Y = [In 00 --- O]T and X = [On I, 1, --. In] then X (2C1—Cp)~ Y = P71(2)

where z € A(P).
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Proof. Again we use the Schur complement: S = A — BD~'C where here

(5.98) A=0,
(5.99) B=—[py pr - pi
(5.100) D! = diag ( ! I, LL“ e ! In)
z—10 Z-T1 z— T
ﬂOIn
BlIn
(5.101) = .
ﬁfIn
So
B
_ _ —1
(5.102) S = ; pp—— pr =w(z)" " P(z)
from the first barycentric formula [3].
—1
Note the first column of R™1(z) is [—C’glsl} or
I w(z)P71(2) ]
ﬁO —1
P
LV w@p)
Bl —1
(5.103) o (2)P~(2)
Bé . —1
P
(22 ) P
¢ B 1
Note that >, _, T wle) SO
I,
0 ~ B
(5.104) [0 I, I, --- In] .R1 | = Z o w(Z)P_l(Z) = P_l(z) y
: k=0
0

THEOREM 5.4. In the Hermite interpolational bases on m + 1 nodes each with coefficiency s;, so the
degree £ is at most —1 + ZZ;O Sk, the barycentric weights are

—

Si—

1 —
w(z)

ﬂij

(5.105) < G ryt

m
i=0 j=
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As in the Lagrange case, C1 = diag(0,I,,,--- ,I,). Cy is as below:

0 —po —p1  —pm
BO,so—lIn J(;f
(5.106) Cy = |Bo.so—2In Jr
ﬂm,smfl JZL

where each block per node of data is collected in the n x mf block matriz

(5.107) pi = pisi—1 Pisi—2 - Pio] -

Each diagonal node block is a tensor product of a transposed Jordan block:

—TiIn
In TiIn

This form arises naturally on letting distinct Lagrange nodes flow together in a limit.

Ezxpress 1 as a polynomial in this basis. Then 1 <— poo = 1,p10 = 1,--- ,pn0o = 1 and all other
components are zero. Put

(5.109) X=00 - 010 - 01 - 1]®I,
andY = [In 00 --- O} ) So entries S, entries
A similar but more involved computation than in theorem 5.3 gives
m s;i—1 j
(5.110) S: ZZZ ngsz—TkJ 1
i=0 j=0 k=0

and DYC contains just the correct powers of (z — ;) divided into 3;; to make the sums come out right; the
inverse of the block

(z —70)1,
-1, (z — 1)1,
(5.111) -1,
L —In (Z — TQ)In_
1S
_ 1 _
I,
Z—1T0
1
— I, I,
(Z — T0)2 zZ—1T0
(5.112) ! I, 1 I, 1 I,
(z —10)3 (z —10)2 Z—T0
, 23
1.
— I, ! I,
_(Z_TQ)SO zZ—1T0 |




and thus each block is reminiscent of theorem 5.1, in fact.

REMARK 5.5. In every case X = [coefficients of 1| @I, Y =[1,0,---,0|® I. This is in agreement with
our universal proof in section 2.

6. Examples. In this section, we will show some experiments done in Maple 2017 to demonstrate that
standard triples introduced in section works for the different bases. We wrote our own code for constructing
the linearizations rather than using Maple’s built-in CompanionMatrix function since the result of the built-
in function is the flipped and transposed version of the companion matrices compared to the structure in
this paper.

For the following examples, we check the correctness of the standard triple for each of the following
examples by rearranging the resolvent form

P l(2)=X(:C,-Cy) 'Y
I, =X (2C, —Co) ' YP(2).
Since these computations are done exactly, the result will exactly equal the identity matrix. For the Lagrange
basis example, since we construct our companion matrices using 7 and p instead of the matrix polynomial
itself, P(z) is constructed using the barycentric Lagrange interpolation formula, which can be derived from

equation (5.102). The Hermite interpolational basis examples are handled similarly to the Lagrange case,
where P(z) is the Hermite interpolation polynomial, which can be derived from equation (5.110).

6.1. Bases with three-term recurrence relations.

EXAMPLE 6.1 (Chebyshev basis of the first kind).

(6.113) P(z)_{ /s T/oo }TO(Z)JF {53/300 7/60] T1(2)

—93/200 —29/200 2/25  3/50

el gy [ )

57/s00 —47/400 —TT/500  27/250

The standard triple for equation (6.113) is

[—21/200 —29/100 —107/750 —17/50  —T73/200 1/25] [—33/50 925 0 0 0 O
—13/s00 —1/200 —49/300 —283/750 —27/200 9/25 35, —3T/a50 0 0 0 O
1/ 0 0 0 1h 0 0 0 100 0

C = C =
0 0 1/ 0 0 0 1/ ! 0 0 0100
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 010
L0 0 0 1 0 0 L0 0 00 0 1]

o

0 1

0 00 01 O0 0 0

X=looooo1 Yoo

0 0

_O 0_

Then,

X (2C1—Co) 'YP(2)=1I.
24



which indicates that the standard triple is correct.

EXAMPLE 6.2 (Newton Interpolational Basis).

110 S OV 2L P | I
(6.115) P(z) = {—61 255} f[o(z_rj) + [_;ZS zzz] io(z )

[ e e [ 2 e

=0 =0

The standard triple for equation (6.115) is

r 7 rse 61
—55T/y0 —33fp0 80/3 253 _G —25 ¥ -3
_17/4 173/10 _4/3/3 _94/3 1 -5 4 -%
1 0 1/2 0 0 0 0 0
C = C =

0 0 1 0o 1/2 0 0 "“lo o
0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 10 1| 0 0

oo

0 1

000 01O 0 0

X = Y =

00 0 0 01 0 0

0 0

_O O_

6.2. Bernstein Basis.
EXAMPLE 6.3 (Non-singular leading coefficient case).
4fo5  99/100 —17/5 1159
11 P(z) = B B}

(6.116) O vl b= (ORY I 18

N [—59/100 —31/50} B3(2) + [41/50 21/50] Bj(2).

2 3

325 —33/100 18/25  9/50

25

o O O = O O

O O = O OO

o= O O O O

_ O O O O O




The standard triple for equation (6.116) is

—99/100]

[59/100 3150 17/25 —1lj50 —4/25  —99/100] [259/300 1925  17/25 —11/50 —4/25
—3/25 33/100 67/100 —7/0 —9%100 —3/5 3f5  39/100 67/i00 —7/50 —9/100
1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
Cy= C: =
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 ' 0 1 0 1 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
0 0 0 1 0 0o | L0 0 0 1 0

30 23 0 1 0
0 3 0 28 0 1

O O O O O+
O O O O = O

Then,

X (2C,—Cy) ' YP(2)=1I.

EXAMPLE 6.4 (Singular leading coefficient case).

Tho  —1/100 —7/10 91/100

+F/10 19/100] Bg(z)+[ 1 1} Bi(2).

4fs 2225 9851 /1980 0

(6.117) P(z)=[29/1°0 ‘8/25}33(2)%‘41/50 41/100] BY(2)

Ezpressing equation (6.117) into the monomial basis, we have

29000 —8/25 29000 —8/25 849 /100  —5T7/20 —89/20  99/50

P(”‘[Mo —1/100%[7/10 —1/100}”[87/10 _57/20]z +{_89/3% /}

Taking the determinant of the leading coefficient

_89/396

we can observe that leading coefficient is singular, and thus, this matriz polynomial is mon-monic.
26
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standard triple for equation (6.117) is

[—9/10 —19/100 41/50 —41/100 —29/100 8/25 | [ —17/30  43/300 41/50 —41/100
—4f5 =225 T/i0 —9hoo —T/i0 /100 5099 /5940 —22/25 T/o —91/100
1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Co=14 1 0 0 0 0 =1 1 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
| 0 0 0 1 0 0 | | 0 0 0 1
o
0 1
15 0 25 0 1 0 0 0
X = Y =
0 13 0 23 0 1 0 0
0 0
_0 0_
Then,
X (2C1—Co) 'YP(2)=1I.
6.3. Lagrange Basis.
EXAMPLE 6.5.
m-k
(6.118) T= {seq (cos (T) ,k—O..2)] =[1,0,-1]
1 0 1 0 1 0
p= [127127I2] - |:|:O 1:| ) |:O 1:| ’ |:O 1:|:|
[0 0 -1 0 -1 0 -1 0] [0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0]
0 0 o -1 0 -1 0 -1 0000 0 O0O0O 0
2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 00 0O0O0
Co — 0 Y2 0 1 0 0 0 0 C. — 0 001 00 0O
1=t 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ""l00001000
0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0O 0000 1 0O
2 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0000 O0O0OT1OPO0
L0 2 0 0 0 0 0 -1} 000000 O 1]
o
0 1
00101010 0 0
X=looot1o0101 Yoo
0 0
_O O_
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Using the barycentric Lagrange interpolation formula, we construct our matriz polynomial

(=12 (= +1) (st — L + o2y 0

P(Z): 1 1 1

o]

that corresponds to the given T and p from equation 6.118. Therefore, P71(2)

X (ZCl — CQ)_l Y = I2

6.4. Hermite Interpolational Basis.

EXAMPLE 6.6 (Polynomial case). Let

11
6.119 =|-1,—=,=-,1
(6.119) r=|-1-3.31]
and
z | P(z) | P'(z) | P"(z)
7'0:—1 1 0 0
7'1:—% 1
7—2:% 1
3=1 1 0

Note that this polynomial is identically 1: its values at all nodes are 1, and all derivatives at all nodes are 0.
This demonstrates explicitly that the degree of the polynomial is not necessarily revealed by the grade, which
here is £ = 5. The standard triple is then

0o 0 -1 -1 -1 0 0 -1 00 00O0O0O0O0
6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 01000000
-2%p3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 00100000
827 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 00010000
Co= | _s _1 Cr=

o 00 0 2 0 0 0 00001000
50 0 0 0 -1 0 0 00000100
e 0 0 0 0 1 -1 0 00000O0O0T1O0
33108 0 0 0 0 1 —1] 000000 0 1]

-

0

0

0

X:[00111001]Y:0

0

0

O]
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Using the first barycentric representation, the Hermite interpolation polynomial of the given data is

P(z) = (z+1)° <z+%> <z—%) (z—1)%-

331 11 1 _3 32 32 25 1 —2
< 2+§(Z+1) 27 _(Z_l) )

+ - + +
10824108 9(z+1) 92+ 5 27z—3 362-36 6

:1,

as discussed. Therefore the companion pencil has no finite eigenvalues, in exact arithmetic. Numerically, it

can be expected to have eigenvalues around O(1/u)"/™ where p is the unit roundoff; here the exponent is 7,

two more than the grade because only two of the spurious eigenvalues at infinity are detected and removed
precisely [23]. Indeed that is what occurs (calculations not shown here). Returning to the example, calculating
the resolvent form gives

X (2C,—Co) 'Y =1,

and therefore (due to multiplying this by P(z) = 1), this shows that the standard triple for the Hermite
interpolating basis is correct.

EXAMPLE 6.7 (Matrix polynomial case). Let

7=[0,1]

and

Then, the standard triple is

0 0 -1 1 0 —-11 0 000O0GO0O0GO0O
0 0 1 0 -1 1 1 -1 000O0GO0O0T OO0
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 O 00100000
- |0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0f 0 00010000
-1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 000O0T10UO00
0 -1 0 1 0 1 0 0 000O0GO0T1O0O0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 000O0GO0O0T1O0
Lo 1 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 00 00O 0 1]

o

0 1

00

000O0T1UO0T10 0 0

X=looooo101 Y |oo

00

00

10 0]
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The Hermite interpolating polynomial is

z—1 —222 43z
Pl)=1 320 5.1 222—4_,';4—1
and the resolvent form is
222442 -1 —222 432
X (2C1 — Cy) 'Y = 624 — 2_1522—:_25352_—182 +1 62— 2123_—; 3_3%2 —-8z+1

624 — 2123 +2322 —-8z+1 624 —2123+2322—-8z+1
Then,

X (2C, —Co) ' YP(2) = I,

which indicates that the standard triples is correct.

7. Concluding remarks. The generalized standard triple (or standard quadruple, if you prefer) that
we propose in this paper for convenience in algebraic linearization may have other uses. As pointed out
on p. 28 of [17] many of the properties stated in that work for monic polynomials are valid for non-monic
polynomials with the appropriate changes made. We have not attempted a comprehensive categorization of
those changes for other purposes.

We have established that these generalized standard triples allow the resolvent representation for the
matrix polynomial, equation (1.6), that is useful for algebraic linearization.
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