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Abstract. We address the problem of finding the nearest graph Laplacian to a given matrix,
with the distance measured using the Frobenius norm. Specifically, for the directed graph Laplacian,
we propose two novel algorithms by reformulating the problem as convex quadratic optimization
problems with a special structure: one based on the active set method and the other on direct
computation of Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) points. The proposed algorithms can be applied to
system identification and model reduction problems involving Laplacian dynamics. We demonstrate
that these algorithms possess lower time complexities and the finite termination property, unlike the
interior point method and V-FISTA, the latter of which is an accelerated projected gradient method.
Our numerical experiments confirm the effectiveness of the proposed algorithms.
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1. Introduction.

1.1. Background. The graph Laplacian matrix is a fundamental tool in graph
theory and has important applications in various fields [7, 33, 38]. Networked systems
can be found in many places in the real world, and dynamical behaviors on networks
are often modeled with the graph Laplacian dynamics [22]

(1.1) ẋ(t) = −Lx(t),

where x(t) ∈ Rn and L ∈ Rn×n denote the state vector at time t and the graph
Laplacian, respectively. Examples of (1.1) are seen in social networks [28, 40, 41],
multi-agent systems [11, 20, 26, 30], biochemical reaction systems [2, 12, 15, 17],
synchronization systems [5, 37], and brain networks [1, 34]. An equivalent expression
of (1.1) is

ẋi(t) =
∑
j

wij(xj(t)− xi(t)),

where wij = −Lij is a non-negative value. The i-th state xi(t) increases or decreases
to minimize the difference between the j-th state xj(t), with the reference weight wij .
The dynamics reach an equilibrium state with the same value for each variable, which
is called a consensus [11].

1.1.1. System identification problem. The various applications of graph
Laplacians give rise to the system identification problem of such dynamics on graphs;
in other words, the problem of identifying the graph structure and the edge weights
of the network from observed data. In such situations, we need to construct a graph
Laplacian from a noisy matrix that may not necessarily be a graph Laplacian. In
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more detail, we can consider a discretized model system (1.1) with noise εk, using the
Euler method, as described by

xk+1 = (In − hL)xk + εk,(1.2)

where h > 0 is the sampling interval. Using (1.2), we can formulate the system
identification problem as

(1.3)
min

L∈Rn×n

1

N
∥X ′ − (In − hL)X∥2F

subject to L is a graph Laplacian,

where

X :=
[
x0 x1 · · · xN−1

]
∈ Rn×N , X ′ :=

[
x1 x2 · · · xN

]
∈ Rn×N .

A similar problem formulation can be found in [25].
Because the constraint in (1.3) can be expressed as a closed convex set, as ex-

plained in Section 2.2, the problem (1.3) can be solved using a projected gradient
method onto the constraint. In this method, we need to iteratively solve

min
L∈Rn×n

∥A− L∥2F

subject to L is a graph Laplacian,
(1.4)

where A ∈ Rn×n is a given matrix. Detailed formulations of (1.4) are presented in
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 of this paper.

1.1.2. Model reduction problem. Optimization problem (1.4) arises when we
consider an H2 optimal model reduction problem. In fact, suppose that{

ẋ(t) = −Lx(t) +Bu(t)

y(t) = Cx(t)
(1.5)

is a large-scale graph Laplacian dynamics with input u(t) ∈ Rm and output y(t) ∈ Rp.
To facilitate the analysis and control of system (1.5), we aim to reduce its size by
approximating it with a small-scale graph Laplacian dynamics{

ẋr(t) = −Lrxr(t) +Bru(t)

yr(t) = Crxr(t),
(1.6)

where Lr ∈ Rr×r is a reduced graph Laplacian matrix. That is, we aim to design
(Lr, Br, Cr) such that the systems (1.5) and (1.6) are as close as possible in the sense
of the H2 norm. To this end, we can consider iteratively updating (Lr, Br, Cr) using
the cyclic block projected gradient method proposed in [32]. In this approach, we
iteratively solve the optimization problem (1.4), with n and L replaced by r and Lr,
respectively. By adopting this method, we can address the model reduction problem
for Laplacian dynamics, as outlined in Section VII of [32] as future work.

1.2. Objective and Related works. Therefore, under the assumption that
the network structure is known, we develop algorithms to solve the nearest graph
Laplacian problem (1.4). This assumption is based on the fact that, unlike the iden-
tification of nodes and edges, determining the edge weights is challenging in practice
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due to sensor noise and the lack of quantification methods [19, 35, 36]. A typical
example of this setting is in social relation networks, where it is relatively easy to
identify the existence of a relationship but difficult to quantify its strength.

It is worth noting that the problem of finding the nearest matrix within certain
matrix classes has been well-studied. In [31], an efficient and simple algorithm is
proposed for solving the nearest graph Laplacian problem in the entry-wise 1-norm.
In [4], the author studied the problem of the nearest stable Metzler matrix. In [6], the
authors studied the nearest doubly stochastic matrix problem. This problem bears
some resemblance to ours, as the feasible set is defined by constraints on row sums,
column sums, and signatures. The problem of finding the nearest correlation matrix
was considered by the authors in [16, 29]. In [13, 27], the authors studied the nearest
system subject to constraints on its stability properties. However, these methods
are not applicable to problem (1.4), as they may not yield a matrix that is a graph
Laplacian.

1.3. Contribution.
• We reformulate the problem of constructing the nearest loop-less and loopy
graph Laplacians, as described in (1.4), into convex quadratic optimization
problems. Theoretical properties arising from the special structures of these
problems are examined in detail.

• Using the theoretical properties, we develop an active set algorithm and a
direct computation algorithm based on Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) points
for solving our optimization problems. The algorithms compute the optimal
solutions directly. Notably, the active set algorithm can be seen as an appli-
cation of the proposed algorithm in [18]. However, we prove some stronger
results specialized for our specific problem. In fact, the authors of [18] showed
that the algorithm stops within 2d times of updating the active set, while our
case stops within d times of updates.

• We derive the computational complexities of the proposed algorithms and
show that they are more favorable than those of the interior point method
and V-FISTA, with the latter being an accelerated projected gradient method.
Moreover, we emphasize that, unlike the interior point method and V-FISTA,
the proposed methods possess the finite termination property. Through nu-
merical experiments, we demonstrate the effectiveness of the algorithms based
on the active set method and direct computation of KKT points. Further-
more, we illustrate that the algorithm based on the active set method en-
counters some worst-case scenarios where its performance may degrade.

1.4. Outline. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we
introduce notations and define some basic concepts in graph theory. In Section 3, we
consider the nearest graph Laplacian problem in the case of directed simple graphs
and propose two novel methods. In Section 4, we generalize the algorithms to graphs
with self-loops. Experimental results are presented in Section 5, and the conclusion
is derived in Section 6.

2. Preliminaries.

2.1. Matrices and Vectors. Let R, R≥0, and N be the set of all real numbers,
non-negative real numbers, and positive integers, respectively. For a finite set X,
let |X| be its cardinality. Let [n] := {1, . . . , n} for n ∈ N. Let 1p×q,0p×q ∈ Rp×q

be the p × q dimensional matrices of all ones and zeros, respectively. We use the
shorthands 1d = 1d×1,0d = 0d×1. Id denotes the d-dimensional identity matrix
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and Jd := 1d×d denotes the d × d matrix of all ones. We frequently use the matrix
Qd := 2Id + 2Jd, which is the matrix with 4 for the diagonal components and 2 for
the non-diagonal components. For any i, j ∈ [n], let Aij denote the (i, j)-element of a
matrix A ∈ Rn×n and bF ∈ R|F | denote the subvector of b ∈ Rn obtained by indices
F ⊂ [n]. Given a matrix A ∈ Rn×n, A⊤ and tr(A) represent the transpose and the
trace of A, respectively. Let ∥ · ∥F denote the Frobenius norm of a matrix, that is,
∥A∥F =

√
tr (A⊤A). The Frobenius norm can also be seen as the entrywise 2-norm,

that is, ∥A∥F =
√∑n

i=1

∑n
j=1 A

2
ij . For same size vectors b, c ∈ Rd, b ≤ c denotes

the entry-wise inequality bi ≤ ci (i = 1, . . . , d). Let diag{a1, . . . , an} be the diagonal
matrix with diagonal components a1, . . . , an.

The following proposition is utilized multiple times throughout this paper.

Proposition 2.1 (Sherman-Morrison Formula [21]). Suppose A ∈ Rn×n is a
nonsingular matrix and u, v ∈ Rn are vectors. If A+ uv⊤ is nonsingular, the inverse
matrix is,

(2.1)
(
A+ uv⊤

)−1
= A−1 − 1

1 + v⊤A−1u
A−1uv⊤A−1.

2.2. Graphs. Let G = (V,E,w) be a weighted directed graph, with the node set
V = {1, 2, . . . , n}, the edge set E ⊆ V ×V , and the edge weight function w : E → R≥0.
We do not consider any multiedges. The pair (V,E) is called a graph structure. The
number of edges will be denoted by m. The directed edge from node i to node j will
be denoted by {i, j}. The edge {i, i} denotes the self-loop on node i. The neighbor set
of node i is defined as N (i) := {j ∈ V | {i, j} ∈ E, i ̸= j}. For any edge {i, j} ∈ E,
wij := w({i, j}) shows the edge weight of {i, j}. We assume that edge weights are
nonnegative. The weighted adjacency matrix W is an n × n matrix with Wij = wij

for any {i, j} ∈ E and Wij = 0 for {i, j} /∈ E.

Definition 2.2 (simple graph). A simple graph is a graph with no self-loops (i.e.,
{i, i} /∈ E (i = 1, . . . , n)) and no multiedges.

Using the weighted degree matrix D := diag{D1, . . . , Dn}, where Di :=
∑n

j=1 Wij is
the weighted degree, the graph Laplacian of G is defined as follows.

Definition 2.3 ((loop-less) graph Laplacian). The loop-less graph Laplacian of
a weighted graph G = (V,E,w) is defined as

L := D −W.

By Definition 2.3, loop-less graph Laplacians of directed graphs satisfy the following
(2.2) and (2.3).

• The diagonal elements Lii are non-negative, the non-diagonal elements Lij

are non-positive for {i, j} ∈ E and zero for {i, j} /∈ E, i.e.,
(2.2)
Lii ≥ 0 (i = 1, . . . , n), Lij ≤ 0 (i ̸= j, {i, j} ∈ E), Lij = 0 (i ̸= j, {i, j} /∈ E).

• The row-sum is zero, i.e.,

(2.3) L1n = 0n.

Conversely, when the graph structure (V,E) is simple, any matrix L ∈ Rn×n satisfying
properties (2.2) and (2.3), uniquely determines the edge weights by defining wij =
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−Lij ({i, j} ∈ E). Thus, the set of all directed loop-less graph Laplacians of a simple
graph structure (V,E) is defined as

(2.4) Lsd(V,E) := {L ∈ Rn×n | L satisfies (2.2), (2.3)}.

Although the information about self-loops is lost in Definition 2.3, the loopy graph
Laplacian for general graphs with self-loops is defined as follows.

Definition 2.4 ((loopy) graph Laplacian). Let S be the self-loop matrix defined
as S := diag{Wii, . . . ,Wnn}. The loopy graph Laplacian of a weighted graph G =
(V,E,w) is defined as

L := D −W + S.

Here, loopy graph Laplacians satisfy (2.5) and (2.6) instead of (2.3).
• If node i does not have a self-loop, the row sum of row i equals zero, i.e.,

(2.5) {i, i} /∈ E ⇒
n∑

j=1

Lij = 0.

• If node i has a self-loop, the row sum of row i is nonnegative, i.e.,

(2.6) {i, i} ∈ E ⇒
n∑

j=1

Lij ≥ 0.

Similar to the case of simple graphs, the set of all loopy graph Laplacians of a
directed graph structure (V,E) is defined as

(2.7) Ld(V,E) := {L ∈ Rn×n | L satisfies (2.2), (2.5), (2.6)}.

3. Loop-Less Graph Laplacians. In this section, we consider the problem of
finding the nearest graph Laplacian to a given arbitrary matrix, in the case of loop-
less graph Laplacians of simple directed graphs. The problem is reformulated as a
convex quadratic optimization problem with non-positivity constraints. To solve the
problem, we propose two efficient algorithms, and we prove some properties of the
algorithms.

3.1. Problem Formulation. Let G = (V,E,w) be a weighted simple directed
graph, i.e., {i, i} /∈ E for any i = 1, 2, . . . , n.

Our purpose is to reconstruct the graph Laplacian from a “noisy” Laplacian
matrix by finding the nearest matrix that satisfies the conditions of a graph Laplacian
of (V,E). Because the set of matrices that satisfy the conditions of directed loop-less
graph Laplacians is defined in (2.4), our problem can be formulated as follows.

Problem 1. Given a graph structure (V,E) and a matrix A ∈ Rn×n,

min
L∈Rn×n

∥A− L∥2F

subject to L ∈ Lsd(V,E).
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Note that we assume that the graph structure (V,E) is known, and minimizing
∥A− L∥2F is equivalent to minimizing ∥A− L∥F.

Problem 1 is a convex quadratic problem with linear equality and inequality
constraints and could be solved by quadratic solvers or convex solvers. However, the
equality constraint is relatively difficult to tackle and a better formulation could be
derived by exploiting the structure of our specific problem.

First, we derive an equivalent convex quadratic optimization problem only with
non-positivity constraints. For any A ∈ Rn×n and L ∈ Lsd(V,E),

∥A− L∥2F =

n∑
i=1

(Aii − Lii)
2 +

∑
{i,j}∈E

(Aij − Lij)
2 +

∑
{i,j}/∈E, i̸=j

(Aij − 0)2

=

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

A2
ij +

n∑
i=1

L2
ii − 2AiiLii +

∑
j∈N (i)

(L2
ij − 2AijLij)

 .

Since (2.3) holds, the diagonal element of L can be written as Lii = −
∑

j∈N (i) Lij (i =

1, . . . , n). Thus, the objective function of Problem 1 can be rewritten as

∥A− L∥2F

= ∥A∥2F +

n∑
i=1


− ∑

j∈N (i)

Lij

2

− 2Aii

− ∑
j∈N (i)

Lij

+
∑

j∈N (i)

(L2
ij − 2AijLij)


= ∥A∥2F +

n∑
i=1

 ∑
j∈N (i)

2L2
ij +

∑
j,k∈N (i),j ̸=k

2LijLik +
∑

j∈N (i)

(2Aii − 2Aij)Lij


=

1

2
x⊤Qx+ b⊤x+ ∥A∥2F,

where

Q :=

Qd1

. . .

Qdn

 , Qd :=


4 2 . . . 2

2 4 2
...

...
. . . 2

2 . . . 2 4

 = 2Id + 2Jd,(3.1)

di := |N (i)|, x :=
[
Li1j1 , Li2j2 , . . . , Limjm

]⊤
,

b :=
[
2Ai1i1 − 2Ai1j1 , . . . , 2Aimim − 2Aimjm

]⊤
.

Here, {ik, jk} is the k-th edge in E, and d1 + · · · + dn = m. Since the elements in x
are the non-diagonal elements in L, every element in x must be nonpositive. Thus,
Problem 1 can be reformulated as follows.

Problem 2.

min
x∈Rm

1

2
x⊤Qx+ b⊤x

subject to x ≤ 0m.
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Since Q defined as (3.1) is a block diagonal matrix with n blocks, we can divide
Problem 2 into n smaller problems, where each block corresponds to each row of L.
The one-block problem of the i-th row (i = 1, . . . , n) is formulated as follows.

Problem 3 (one-block problem of row i).

min
x∈Rdi

1

2
x⊤Qdi

x+ b⊤(i)x

subject to x ≤ 0di
.

Qdi := 2Idi + 2Jdi , b(i) :=
[
bd1+...,+di−1+1, . . . , bd1+···+di

]⊤
.

We focus on Problem 3 in the following sections. When there is no need to specify
the row, we might omit the notation i, such as Qd instead of Qdi , and b instead of
b(i).

An optimal solution to Problem 1 uniquely exists, because Qd is a symmetric
positive definite matrix as shown in the following.

Lemma 3.1. For any d ∈ N, Qd is a symmetric positive definite matrix with
eigenvalues 2 + 2d (with multiplicity 1) and 2 (with multiplicity d − 1). The inverse
matrix of Qd is,

(3.2) Q−1
d =

1

2

(
Id −

1

1 + d
Jd

)
.

Proof. Jd = 1d1
⊤
d is a symmetric matrix with rank(Jd) = 1. The number of

nonzero eigenvalues of a symmetric matrix is equal to its rank and hence Jd has
only one nonzero eigenvalue, that is, eigenvalue d with eigenvector 1d. Thus, the
eigenvalues of Qd = 2Id + 2Jd are 2 + 2d with multiplicity 1 and 2 with multiplicity
d − 1. Thus, Qd is nonsingular, and by the Sherman-Morrison formula (Proposition
2.1), we have (3.2).

Problem 3 can be solved using the primal-dual active set algorithm proposed by
Kunisch and Rendl [18]. In Theorem 3.4 of [18], Kunisch and Rendl showed that the
update of the active set occurs at most 2di times. In the next section, we prove that
our active set algorithm stops after at most di updates thanks to the special structure
of Qdi . It should be remarkable that our analysis in the next section is considerably
different from that in [18].

3.2. Proposed Algorithm 1. In this section, we construct an iterative algo-
rithm for solving Problem 3 that can be seen as an active set method [23, 18]. The
main idea of active set methods is dividing the inequality constraints into two sets,
the active set B ⊆ [d] and the free set F = [d]\B. We fix the variables in the active
set constraints onto the constraint bound (i.e., xi = 0 for any i ∈ B), and then solve
the unconstrained optimization problem by ignoring the constraints in F . An optimal
active set leads to the optimal solution of the original optimal solution, and therefore
we need to construct a good approximation and updating method of the active set.

Let x∗ ∈ Rd be the optimal solution to Problem 3. Using b′ := −Q−1
d b, x∗ can be

seen as the minimizer of

g(x) :=
1

2
(x− b′)⊤Qd(x− b′) =

1

2
x⊤Qdx+ b⊤x+ constant.
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over Cd, where

Cd := {x ∈ Rd | xi ≤ 0 (i = 1, . . . , d)}.(3.3)

Thus, b′ is the optimal solution of the unconstrained version of Problem 3.

Lemma 3.2. b′ := −Q−1
d b can be calculated in O(d) time.

Proof. From (3.2),

b′ = −1

2
b+

1

2

1

1 + d

(
d∑

i=1

bi

)
1d.

Thus, b′ can be calculated in O(d) time.

By definition of Qd,

g(x) = ∥x− b′∥22 +
(
1⊤(x− b′)

)2
,(3.4)

which is used in the following.

Lemma 3.3. Inequality 1⊤x∗ ≤ 1⊤b′ holds.

Proof. If 1⊤b′ ≥ 0, x∗ ∈ Cd yields 1⊤x∗ ≤ 0 ≤ 1⊤b′. Thus, we assume 1⊤b′ < 0.
Suppose that

(3.5) 1⊤x∗ > 1⊤b′.

Let x′ be the orthogonal projection of x∗ onto the hyperplane {x ∈ Rd | 1⊤x =
1⊤b′}. Because the explicit form of the orthogonal projection x′ is x′ = x∗ −
1
d

(
1⊤x∗ − 1⊤b′

)
1, assumption (3.5) implies that each element of x′ is smaller than

x∗, and thus x′ is a feasible point (i.e. x′ ∈ Cd). From (3.4),

g(x∗)− g(x′) = ∥x∗ − b′∥22 +
(
1⊤(x∗ − b′)

)2 − ∥x′ − b′∥22 −
(
1⊤(x′ − b′)

)2
.(3.6)

By the d-dimensional Pythagorean theorem, we have that

(3.7) ∥x∗ − b′∥22 = ∥x∗ − x′∥22 + ∥x′ − b′∥22.

Combining (3.6), (3.7), and 1⊤x′ = 1⊤b′, g(x∗)− g(x′) > 0. This contradicts the fact
that x∗ is the minimizer of g over Cd.

Theorem 3.4. For any i = 1, . . . , d, if b′i is positive, then x∗
i = 0.

Proof. Suppose that there exists an index k ∈ {1, . . . , d} that satisfies b′k > 0
and x∗

k < 0. From Lemma 3.3, it is sufficient to consider the following two cases. In
the cases, we derive a contradiction by constructing a feasible point x′ that satisfies
g(x∗)− g(x′) > 0.

(i) If 1⊤x∗ = 1⊤b′, let x′ ∈ Cd be x′
i =

{
0 (i = k)

x∗
i (i ̸= k)

. From (3.4),

g(x∗)− g(x′) = ∥x∗ − b′∥22 +
(
1⊤(x∗ − b′)

)2 − ∥x′ − b′∥22 −
(
1⊤(x′ − b′)

)2
.(3.8)
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From the definition of x′, we have

∥x∗ − b′∥22 − ∥x′ − b′∥22 =

d∑
i=1

(x∗
i − b′i)

2 −
d∑

i=1

(x′
i − b′i)

2

= (x∗
k − b′k)

2 − (0− b′k)
2

= x∗
k
2 − 2b′kx

∗
k.(3.9) (

1⊤(x∗ − b′)
)2 − (1⊤(x′ − b′)

)2
=
(
1⊤(x∗ − b′)

)2 − (1⊤(x∗ − b′)− x∗
k

)2
= 0− (0− x∗

k)
2

= −x∗
k
2(3.10)

Combining (3.8), (3.9), and (3.10), g(x∗)− g(x′) = −2b′kx∗
k > 0.

(ii) If 1⊤x∗ < 1⊤b′, let x′ ∈ Cd be x
′
i =

{
min{0, x∗

k + 1⊤b′ − 1⊤x∗} (i = k)

x∗
i (i ̸= k)

. Similar

to case (i), we have

g(x∗)− g(x′) = (x∗
k − b′k)

2 − (x′
k − b′k)

2
+
(
1⊤(x∗ − b′)

)2 − (1⊤(x∗ − b′)− x∗
k + x′

k

)2
.

(3.11)

From x∗
k < x′

k ≤ 0 < b′k, we have

(3.12) (x∗
k − b′k)

2 − (x′
k − b′k)

2
> 0.

Since x∗
k < x′

k ≤ x∗
k+1⊤b′−1⊤x∗, we have 1⊤x∗−1⊤b′ < 1⊤x∗−1⊤b′−x∗

k+x′
k ≤ 0,

and therefore, (
1⊤(x∗ − b′)

)2 − (1⊤(x∗ − b′)− x∗
k + x′

k

)2
> 0.(3.13)

Combining (3.11), (3.12), and (3.13), we derive g(x∗)− g(x′) > 0.

Theorem 3.4 provides a useful characterization of Problem 3. In fact, this the-
orem asserts that, if the i-th element of the unconstrained minimizer b′ violates the
constraint, we should fix the i-th element onto the boundary 0.

Now, let us assume that b′B > 0 holds for indices B ⊆ [d]. From Theorem 3.4, we
can solve Problem 3 with xi = 0 for every i ∈ B. Denoting the left free variables by
F := [d]\B, Problem 3 is,

min
x∈R|F |

1

2

[
x⊤ 0⊤

|B|

] [
Q|F | 2 · 1|F |×|B|

2 · 1|B|×|F | Q|B|

] [
x

0|B|

]
+
[
b⊤F b⊤B

] [ x
0|B|

]
subject to x ≤ 0|F |.

This problem is equivalent to the following problem with the same form of Problem
3, but smaller in size.

Problem 4.

min
x∈R|F |

1

2
x⊤Q|F |x+ b⊤Fx

subject to x ≤ 0|F |.
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Algorithm 1-(1) Active Set Algorithm (for Problem 3)

Input: d ∈ N, b ∈ Rd

1: x∗ ← 0d

2: B1 ← ∅, F0 ← ∅, F1 ← {1, . . . , d}, k ← 1
3: while |Fk−1| ≠ |Fk| do
4: y ← −Q−1

|Fk|bFk

5: Bk+1 ← Bk, Fk+1 ← Fk

6: for i ∈ Fk do
7: if yi > 0 then
8: Bk+1 ← Bk+1 ∪ {i}, Fk+1 ← Fk+1 \ {i}
9: end if

10: end for
11: k ← k + 1
12: end while
13: x∗

Fk
← y

Output: x∗

Note that the unconstrained optimizer −Q−1
|F |bF of Problem 4 does not always

satisfy the bound constraint. Now, let x∗ ∈ R|F | be an unconstrained optimizer of
Problem 4. If x∗ ≤ 0|F | holds, x

∗ is the optimizer of Problem 4 and x ∈ Rd with
xF = x∗ and xB = 0|B| is the optimizer of Problem 3. Otherwise, (if x∗ ≤ 0|F | does
not hold,) from Theorem 3.4, we can again add the violating indices to the active set
B, fix the active set variables to 0 and reformulate a further reduced version of the
problem.

By repeating the above argument until the unconstrained optimizer satisfies the
bound constraint, we can derive Algorithm 1-(1), which is an active-set type algorithm.
The main procedure of Algorithm 1-(1) is:

Step 1. Solve the unconstrained problem with the free variables.
Step 2. If there are no violations of the constraints, terminate.
Step 3. Add the indices of the variables that violate the constraints to the

active set.
Step 4. Return to Step 1.

Theorem 3.5. Algorithm 1-(1) terminates in finite steps and provides the global
optimal solution to Problem 3.

Proof. If there are no free variables left, the algorithm terminates returning x =
0d. The condition of the while loop remains true if and only if the number of free
variables has changed. The number of free variables is non-increasing, and therefore,
the while loop will terminate in finite, namely d, steps.

From Theorem 3.4 and the following discussion, adding the violating indices to the
active set and reducing the problem is justified, which indicates that the temporary
free set Fk is always a superset of the optimal free set. Since the unconstrained
optimizer is always smaller or equal to the constrained optimizer, if the unconstrained
optimizer satisfies the non-positivity constraints, the unconstrained optimizer is also
the optimizer of the original constrained problem. Because the while loop terminates
only if the unconstrained minimizer of the reduced problem does not violate the non-
positivity constraint, Algorithm 1-(1) returns the optimal solution to Problem 3.

From Theorems 3.2 and 3.5, the computational complexity of Algorithm 1-(1) is
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Algorithm 1-(2) Active Set Algorithm (for Problem 1)

Input: A ∈ Rn×n, neighbor set of each node: N (i) (i = 1 . . . , n)
1: L∗ ← 0d×d

2: for i = 1, . . . , n do
3: d← |N (i)|, B1 ← ∅, F0 ← ∅, F1 ← {1, . . . , d}, k ← 1

4: x← 0d, b←
[
2Aii − 2AiN(i)1 , . . . , 2Aii − 2AiN(i)d

]⊤
5: while |Fk−1| ≠ |Fk| do
6: y ← −Q−1

|Fk|bFk

7: Bk+1 ← Bk, Fk+1 ← Fk

8: for i ∈ Fk do
9: if yi > 0 then

10: Bk+1 ← Bk+1 ∪ {i}, Fk+1 ← Fk+1 \ {i}
11: end if
12: end for
13: k ← k + 1
14: end while
15: xFk

← y
16: L∗

iN (i)k
← xk (k = 1, . . . , d)

17: L∗
ii ← −1⊤x

18: end for
Output: L∗

given as follows.

Corollary 3.6. Algorithm 1-(1) solves Problem 3 with O(d2i ) time.

Proof. From Lemma 3.2, each iteration of the while loop costs O(di) time. From
the proof of Theorem 3.5, the while loop repeats di times at most. Hence, the com-
putational cost of Problem 3 is O(d2i ).

Although the output x∗ in Algorithm 1-(1) corresponds to the essential parts of
the optimal graph Laplacian, it is not a solution for Problem 1. Therefore, we present
Algorithm 1-(2) as the complete version for solving the nearest graph Laplacian prob-
lem (Problem 1), taking input A and producing output L∗. The following corollary
is a consequence of Corollary 3.6.

Corollary 3.7. Algorithm 1-(2) solves Problem 1 with O(
∑n

i=1 d
2
i ) time.

In Appendix A, we show that there exists an instance that achieves the bound
O(d2i ) derived in Corollary 3.6. However, as demonstrated in Section 5, Algorithm
1-(2) terminates in a small number of iterations and works well in practice.

Remark 3.8. As mentioned already, in Theorem 3.4 of [18], Kunisch and Rendl
showed that the update of the active set is at most 2d times in a general setting:
minimize 1

2x
⊤Qx + b⊤x subject to x ≤ c (Q ∈ Rd×d is a positive definite matrix,

b, c ∈ Rd). However, we showed in Theorem 3.5 that for our specific Q, the active set
increases monotonically (see step 8 in Algorithm 1-(1)) and stops within d times. This
monotonicity was proved based on Theorem 3.4 by exploiting the special structure
of our specific Q, namely equation (3.4). We also showed that, due to the simplicity
of Q, the matrix-inverse vector multiplication Q−1b can be calculated in O(d) time,
which suggests that our active set approach is highly efficient for our problem.
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3.3. Proposed Algorithm 2. In this section, we derive another algorithm that
computes the optimal graph Laplacian, with the improved computational complexity,
under the assumption that

b1 ≥ b2 ≥ · · · ≥ bd(3.14)

without loss of generality. The algorithm directly computes the KKT point of Problem
3. We derive the explicit solution of the KKT conditions [10], and provide a simple
algorithm to compute the KKT point.

Definition 3.9 (KKT point). The KKT points of Problem 3 are defined as the
points (x∗, λ∗) ∈ Rd × Rd that satisfy the following KKT-conditions:

Qdx
∗ + b+ λ∗ = 0,(3.15)

x∗ ≤ 0,(3.16)

λ∗ ≥ 0,(3.17)

x∗⊤λ∗ = 0.(3.18)

The KKT conditions are necessary and sufficient for x∗ to be the minimizer, since
Problem 3 is a convex quadratic programming problem [24].

To introduce another algorithm for solving Problem 3, we prove the following
lemma to characterize the KKT point.

Lemma 3.10. Define the cumulative sum of b as

Si :=

i∑
j=1

bj (i = 1, . . . , d)

and

b0 := +∞, S0 := 0, bd+1 := −∞, Sd+1 := Sd.

Then, there exists exactly one index k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d} such that

bk ≥
Sk

k + 1
,(3.19)

bk+1 <
Sk+1

(k + 1) + 1
.(3.20)

In other words, there is a unique k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d} that simultaneously satisfies (3.19)
and (3.20).

Proof. The inequalities b0 = +∞ ≥ 0 = S0

0+1 and bd+1 = −∞ < Sd+1

d+2 hold.
Thus, there exists at least one index k that satisfy (3.19) and (3.20), because we
have assumed (3.14). Let k0 be the first k to satisfy the inequalities, i.e., for k =
0, . . . , k0 − 1, the inequalities (3.19) and (3.20) are not satisfied simultaneously.

We show that k0 is the only index that simultaneously satisfies (3.19) and (3.20).
For any k ∈ {k0 + 2, . . . , d}, Sk/(k+ 1) can be seen as the average value of k+ 1 real
numbers {bk, Sk−1/k, . . . , Sk−1/k}. Assume that

(3.21) bk−1 <
Sk−1

k

holds. Then, bk ≤ bk−1 < Sk−1/k and the average of {bk, Sk−1/k, . . . , Sk−1/k} is
strictly larger than bk. Therefore, we can derive bk < Sk

k+1 . By the definition of k0,
inequality (3.21) holds with k = k0 + 2, and the proof is complete by induction.
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Theorem 3.11. Let k0 be the index that satisfies (3.19) and (3.20) in Lemma
3.10. The following (x∗, λ∗) is the KKT-point of Problem 3.

x∗
i :=

{
1
2

(
Sk0

1+k0
− bi

)
(i = 1, . . . , k0)

0 (i = k0 + 1, . . . , d),
(3.22)

λ∗
i :=

{
0 (i = 1, . . . , k0)
Sk0

1+k0
− bi (i = k0 + 1, . . . , d).

(3.23)

Proof. It is obvious that the complementary condition (3.18) holds. By a direct
calculation, we can confirm that (3.15) holds. From the definition of k0, we have

x∗
k0

=
1

2

(
Sk0

1 + k0
− bk0

)
≤ 0.(3.24)

The assumption (3.14), the definition (3.22), and (3.24) yield x∗
1 ≤ · · · ≤ x∗

k0
≤ 0.

Thus, (3.16) holds.
To show (3.17), it suffices to prove

λ∗
k0+1 ≥ 0,(3.25)

since λ∗
k0+1 ≤ · · · ≤ λ∗

d due to the assumption (3.14) and the definition (3.23). By the
definition of k0,

(3.26) bk0+1 <
Sk0+1

k0 + 2
.

The right-hand side of (3.26) can be seen as the average of k0 + 2 real numbers

{bk0+1, Sk0
/(k0 + 1), . . . , Sk0

/(k0 + 1)}. Therefore, (3.26) implies bk0+1 <
Sk0

k0+1 , and
(3.25) holds.

It is worth noting that x∗ defined in (3.22) is the unconstrained minimizer of
Problem 4 with the free variable set F = {1, . . . , k0} and the active variable set
B = {k0 + 1, . . . , d}. That is,

x∗
F = −Q−1

|F |bF = −1

2

(
Ik0 −

1

1 + k0
Jk0

)
bF ,(3.27)

x∗
B = 0|B|.(3.28)

Here, we used (3.2) for the inverse matrix. This fact indicates that if the assumption
(3.14) holds, Algorithm 1-(1) will terminate with the free set F = 1, . . . , k0 and the
active set B = k0 + 1, . . . , d. For a general unsorted vector b for Problem 3, the
assumption (3.14) can be satisfied by sorting the elements of b.

Now, since x∗ in Theorem 3.11 is the global optimal solution of Problem 3, we
provide Algorithm 2-(1) as a method to compute x∗. In Algorithm 2-(1), we first sort
the given vector b. Here, I ←argsort descend(b) represents the order of indices when
the elements of b are sorted in descending order, resulting in bI1 ≥ bI2 ≥ · · · ≥ bId .
The for loop is designed to to find the index k0 used in Theorem 3.11. In the final
step, we calculate the optimal solution x∗ with F = {I1, . . . , Ik0}, using (3.27) and
(3.28).

The computational complexity of Algorithm 2-(1) is given as follows.

Corollary 3.12. Algorithm 2-(1) solves Problem 3 with O(di log di) time.



14 K. SATO AND M. SUZUKI

Algorithm 2-(1) Calculate KKT Point by Sorting (for Problem 3)

Input: d ∈ N, b ∈ Rd

1: S ← 0, F ← ∅
2: x∗ ← 0d, I ← argsort descend(b)
3: for i = 1, . . . , d do
4: S ← S + bIi
5: if bIi < S/(i+ 1) then
6: break
7: end if
8: F ← F ∪ {Ii}
9: end for

10: x∗
F ← −Q

−1
|F |bF

Output: x∗

Algorithm 2-(2) Calculate KKT Point by Sorting (for Problem 1)

Input: A ∈ Rn×n, neighbor set of each node: N (i) (i = 1, . . . , n)
1: L∗ ← 0n×n

2: for i = 1, . . . , n do
3: S ← 0, F ← ∅, d← |N (i)|
4: x← 0d, b←

[
2Aii − 2AiN (i)1 , . . . , 2Aii − 2AiN (i)d

]⊤
5: I ← argsort descend(b)
6: for j = 1, . . . , d do
7: S ← S + bIj
8: if bIj < S/(j + 1) then
9: break

10: end if
11: F ← F ∪ {Ij}
12: end for
13: xF ← −Q−1

|F |bF
14: L∗

iN (i)k
← xk (k = 1, . . . , d)

15: L∗
ii ← −1⊤x

16: end for
Output: L∗

Proof. The time complexity of sorting a size-di vector is O(di log di). The rest
part of Algorithm 2-(1) can be calculated in linear time of di.

Although the output x∗ in Algorithm 2-(1) corresponds to the essential parts
of the optimal graph Laplacian, it is not a solution for Problem 1. Therefore, we
present Algorithm 2-(2) as the complete version for solving Problem 1. Additionally,
we provide the following result, which is a direct consequence of Corollary 3.12.

Corollary 3.13. Algorithm 2-(2) solves Problem 1 with O(
∑n

i=1 di log di) time.

3.4. Existing Algorithms. In this section, we explain two existing optimiza-
tion algorithms for solving Problem (3). In Section 5, we numerically compare these
algorithms with the proposed algorithms.
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3.4.1. Interior Point Method. Problem (3) can be solved using an interior
point method, because the problem is equivalent to

Problem 5.

min
x̃∈Rd

1

2
x̃⊤Qdx̃− b⊤x̃

subject to x̃ ≥ 0d.

For Problem 5, which is a special case described in [24, Section 16.6], the perturbed
KKT conditions are given by

F (x̃, λ) :=

[
Qx̃− λ− b

X̃Λ1d − σµ1d

]
= 0,(3.29)

where X̃ := diag{x̃1, . . . , x̃d}, Λ := diag{λ1, . . . , λd}, and σ ∈ (0, 1). By fixing the
value of µ and applying Newton’s method to the perturbed KKT conditions (3.29),
we obtain [

Q −Id
Λ X̃

] [
∆x̃
∆λ

]
=

[
0

−X̃Λ1d + σµ1d

]
.(3.30)

Here, we assume that the pair (x̃, λ) represents a primal-dual strictly feasible point,
meaning that Qx̃− λ− b = 0, x̃ > 0, and λ > 0. For instance, a primal-dual strictly
feasible point can be given by the following expressions:

x̃ = abs(b) + 1d, λ = Qx̃− b,(3.31)

where abs(b) denotes the vector whose elements are the absolute values of the corre-
sponding elements of b.

From Newton equation (3.30), we have

∆λ = Q∆x̃,= 2∆x̃+ 2

(
d∑

i=1

∆x̃i

)
1d,(3.32)

(Λ + X̃Q)∆x̃ = −X̃Λ1d + σµ1d.(3.33)

Multiplying the left side of (3.33) by X̃−1, we obtain

(Q+D)∆x̃ = t,(3.34)

where

D := X̃−1Λ, t := −Λ1d + σµX̃−11d.(3.35)

From (3.32), ∆λ can be calculated in O(d) time. Moreover, we can calculate ∆x̃ in
O(d) time using Proposition 2.1 to (3.34). In fact, Proposition 2.1 and (3.1) yield

(Q+D)−1 = (2Id +D)−1 − 2

1 + 1⊤
d (2Id +D)−11d

(2Id +D)−11d1
⊤
d (2Id +D)−1.

Because 2Id +D is a diagonal matrix whose diagonal elements are positive, the com-
putations of (2Id +D)−1t and (2Id +D)−11d are finished in O(d) time.
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Algorithm 3 Interior point method (for Problem 3)

Input: A primal-dual strictly feasible point (x̃0, λ0), stopping parameter ε > 0, step
size α > 0, shrinkage rates σ, ρ ∈ (0, 1), iterative number k ← 0

1: while (x̃k)⊤λk/d ≥ ε do
2: Calculate ∆x̃k by solving (3.34) with µ := (x̃k)⊤λk/d
3: Calculate ∆λk using (3.32)
4: (x̃k+1, λk+1)← (x̃k, λk) + α(∆x̃k,∆λk)
5: while x̃k+1 ̸> 0 or λk+1 ̸> 0 do
6: α← ρα
7: (x̃k+1, λk+1)← (x̃k, λk) + α(∆x̃k,∆λk)
8: end while
9: k ← k + 1

10: end while
Output: xk = −x̃k

Algorithm 3 describes an interior point method for solving Problem 3, where,
for example, a primal-dual strictly feasible point (x̃0, λ0) is given by (3.31). This
algorithm terminates with the average complementary gap below ε, i.e., (x̃k)⊤λk/d ≤
ε, in

k = O(d log(1/ε)),(3.36)

as shown in [14, Theorem 3.2].

3.4.2. V-FISTA. Problem 3 can be solved by using the fast iterative shrinkage-
thresholding algorithm (FISTA) [9], which is a fast proximal gradient method for
minimizing a composite convex function

min
x∈Rd
{F (x) := f(x) + g(x)},

where f and g satisfy the following assumptions.
• f : Rd → (−∞,∞) is convex and β-smooth for some β > 0.
• g : Rd → (−∞,∞] is proper, closed, and convex.

Problem 3 is a special case of this problem by letting f(x) := 1
2x

⊤Qx + b⊤x and

g(x) :=

{
0 (x ∈ Cd)

∞ (x /∈ Cd)
, where Cd is defined as in (3.3). The smoothness of f is

confirmed by, for any x, y ∈ Rd,

∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥ = ∥Q(x− y)∥ ≤ λmax(Q)∥x− y∥,

where λmax(Q) denotes the maximum eigenvalue of Q. From Lemma 3.1, λmax(Q) =
2 + 2d.

V-FISTA [8], a variant of FISTA shows an improved convergence rate under the
additional assumption:

• f is σ-strongly convex for some σ > 0.
For Problem 3 in this paper,

f(x)− 2 · 1
2
∥x∥2 =

1

2
x⊤(2Jd)x− b⊤x,

which is convex. Thus, f is σ-strongly convex [8, Theorem 5.17] for σ := 2.
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Algorithm 4 V-FISTA (for Problem 3)

Input: x0, y0 ∈ Cd, κ = β
σ , ε > 0, k ← 0

1: while F (xk)− Fopt ≥ ε do
2: xk+1 ← proxg/β

(
yk − 1

L∇f
(
yk
))

3: yk+1 ← xk+1 +
(√

κ−1√
κ+1

) (
xk+1 − xk

)
4: k ← k + 1
5: end while

Output: xk

The general form of V-FISTA is shown in Algorithm 4. Algorithm 4 deals with
the non-smooth term using the proximal operator, defined as

(3.37) proxg(y) := argmin
x∈Rd

{
g(x) +

1

2
∥x− y∥2

}
.

In our problem, the proximal operator is given by

proxg/β

(
yk − 1

β
∇f

(
yk
))

= ΠCd

(
yk − 1

β

(
Qyk + b

))
,(3.38)

where ΠCd
is the projection onto Cd, defined as ΠCd

(x) = {min{xi, 0}}di=1.
As shown in [8], the convergence rate of V-FISTA is

F (xk)− Fopt = O((1−
√
σ/λmax(Q))k) = O((1− 1/

√
1 + d)k),(3.39)

which is faster than the convergence rate O(1/k2) of the general FISTA algorithm
and preserves the convergence rate of the restarted FISTA. Here, Fopt denotes the
optimal objective value. Additionally, V-FISTA is simple in the sense that it does
not require consideration of stepsize strategies. From (3.39), the iteration number k,
which satisfies F (xk)− Fopt < ε, can be estimated with

k = O

 1

log
√
1+d√

1+d−1

log(1/ε)

 .(3.40)

3.5. Comparision. Table 1 compares Algorithm 1-(2), Algorithm 2-(2), an in-
terior point method based on Algorithm 3, and a V-FISTA based on Algorithm 4
in terms of time complexities for solving Problem 1 and finite termination proper-
ties. Here, the finite termination means whether the number of iterations required to
obtain the optimal solution is finite.

The time complexities of Algorithms 1-(2) and 2-(2) follow from Corollaries 3.7
and 3.13, respectively. For both the interior point method and V-FISTA, used for
solving Problem 1 with Algorithms 3 and 4 respectively, the time complexity is derived
from the following steps:

• Problem 1 is divided into n subproblems, each corresponding to Problem 3.
• Each instance of Problem 3 can be solved in O(d) time, as discussed in Section
3.4, with the iteration number for the interior point method and V-FISTA
given by (3.36) and (3.40), respectively.
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Table 1
Comparison of time complexities and finite termination properties for four algorithms.

Algorithm Complexity Finite Termination

Algorithm 1-(2) O

(
n∑

i=1

d2i

)
Yes

Algorithm 2-(2) O

(
n∑

i=1

di log di

)
Yes

Interior point method O

(
n∑

i=1

d2i log(1/ε)

)
No

V-FISTA O

 n∑
i=1

di

log
√
1+di√

1+di−1

log(1/ε)

 No

The finite termination property of Algorithms 1-(2) and 2-(2) is established based
on the discussions in Sections 3.2 and 3.3. In contrast, the interior point method and
V-FISTA do not possess this property. Instead, they output approximate solutions
determined by a parameter ε in Algorithms 3 and 4, respectively, where the interpre-
tation of ε varies between the algorithms as detailed in Section 3.4.

According to Table 1, Algorithm 2-(2) is expected to perform the best. In fact,
this is demonstrated through numerical experiments in Section 5.

4. Loopy Graph Laplacians. In this section, we generalize the nearest graph
Laplacian problem to loopy Laplacians that correspond to directed graphs with self-
loops. We prove theorems that determine whether the weight of the self-loop edge
of the optimal graph is positive or zero. We show that the optimal solution is easily
obtained when the self-loop has a positive weight. Otherwise, the self-loop weight is
promised to be 0, and we can use the proposed algorithms in Section 3.

4.1. Problem Formulation. Our problem is formulated as the following Prob-
lem 6.

Problem 6. Given a graph structure (V,E) and a matrix A ∈ Rn×n,

min
L∈Rn×n

∥A− L∥2F

subject to L ∈ Ld(V,E).

Here, Ld(V,E) is defined in (2.7). The difference from Problem 1 is that the row sum
of the rows that correspond to the nodes with self-loops can be positive. For rows
without self-loops, we can solve the row-wise problem by the proposed algorithms in
Section 3.

Thus, we consider the rows with self-loops. Let us assume that a self-loop exists
in the i-th row, i.e., {i, i} ∈ E. Our problem can be written in a row-wise form as
follows:
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Problem 7.

min
l∈Rn

n∑
j=1

(Aij − lj)
2

subject to li ≥ 0, lj ≤ 0 (j ∈ N (i)),

lj = 0 (j /∈ N (i), i ̸= j), 1⊤
n l ≥ 0.

4.2. Determining Weights of Self-Loops. Let l∗ ∈ Rn be the optimal solu-
tion to Problem 7 and A′

i1, . . . , A
′
in be defined as

(4.1) A′
ij :=


max{0, Aii} (i = j)

min{0, Aij} (j ∈ N (i))

0 (j /∈ N (i), i ̸= j)

.

Theorem 4.1. If
∑n

j=1 A
′
ij ≥ 0 (i.e., if

[
A′

i1 . . . A′
in

]⊤
is a feasible point of

Problem 7), then l∗ =
[
A′

i1 . . . A′
in

]⊤
.

Proof. For any feasible l ∈ Rn of Problem 7,

n∑
j=1

(Aij − lj)
2
= (Aii − li)

2
+
∑

j∈N (i)

(Aij − lj)
2
+

∑
j /∈N (i),i̸=j

(Aij − lj)
2

≥ (Aii −A′
ii)

2
+
∑

j∈N (i)

(
Aij −A′

ij

)2
+

∑
j /∈N (i),i̸=j

(Aij − 0)
2

=

n∑
j=1

(
Aij −A′

ij

)2
.

We show that when A′
ij is not feasible, the self-loop weight is equal to 0. To this end,

we prepare the following.

Lemma 4.2. If
∑n

j=1 A
′
ij < 0, then l∗i > A′

ii.

Proof. Assume that l∗i ≤ A′
ii holds. There exists at least one k ∈ [n]\{i} that

l∗k > A′
ik holds (otherwise, 1⊤l∗ ≤

∑n
j=1 A

′
ij < 0). We consider the two cases (i)

l∗i < A′
ii and (ii) l∗i = A′

ii.
(i) If l∗i < A′

ii, then Aii = A′
ii and Aik = A′

ik hold from 0 ≤ l∗i < A′
ii = max{0, Aii}

and min{0, Aik} = A′
ik < l∗k ≤ 0. Now let ∆ be ∆ := min{Aii − l∗i , l

∗
k −Aik} > 0 and

x ∈ Rn be xj :=


l∗i +∆ (j = i)

l∗k −∆ (j = k)

l∗j (otherwise)

. Since l∗ is a feasible point of Problem 7, x

is also feasible. Now, from l∗i < l∗i +∆ ≤ Aii and Aik ≤ l∗k −∆ < l∗k, we derive

n∑
j=1

(
Aij − l∗j

)2 − n∑
j=1

(Aij − xj)
2

= (Aii − l∗i )
2 − (Aii − xi)

2
+ (Aik − l∗k)

2 − (Aik − xk)
2

= (Aii − l∗i )
2 − (Aii − (l∗i +∆))

2
+ (Aik − l∗k)

2 − (Aik − (l∗k −∆))
2
> 0,
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which contradicts the optimality of l∗.
(ii) If l∗i = A′

ii, then Aik = A′
ik holds from min{0, Aik} = A′

ik < l∗k ≤ 0. Now, let ∆

be ∆ := 1
2 (l

∗
k − A′

ik) =
1
2 (l

∗
k − Aik) > 0, and x ∈ Rn be xj :=


l∗i +∆ (j = i)

l∗k −∆ (j = k)

l∗j (otherwise)

.

Since l∗ is a feasible point of Problem 7, x is also feasible. Now, we derive

n∑
j=1

(
Aij − l∗j

)2 − n∑
j=1

(Aij − xj)
2

= (Aii − l∗i )
2 − (Aii − xi)

2
+ (Aik − l∗k)

2 − (Aik − xk)
2

= (Aii − l∗i )
2 − (Aii − (l∗i +∆))

2
+ (Aik − l∗k)

2 − (Aik − (l∗k −∆))
2

= 0−∆2 + 4∆2 −∆2 = 2∆2 > 0,

which contradicts the optimality of l∗.

Theorem 4.3. If
∑n

j=1 A
′
ij < 0, then 1⊤l∗ = 0 (i.e., the self-loop weight of the

optimal Laplacian is 0).

Proof. Assume that 1⊤l∗ > 0. From Lemma 4.2, we have l∗i > A′
ii. Let ∆ > 0 be

∆ := min{1⊤l∗, l∗i −A′
ii} and x ∈ Rn be

xj :=

{
l∗i −∆ (j = i)

l∗j (otherwise)
.

Since 1⊤x = 1⊤l∗ −∆ ≥ 0 and xj ≤ 0 for any j ∈ [n]\{i}, we have xi ≥ 0 and thus
x is feasible. From the definition of ∆, we have Aii ≤ A′

ii ≤ l∗i −∆ < l∗i . Now we can
derive

n∑
j=1

(
Aij − l∗j

)2 − n∑
j=1

(Aij − xj)
2
= (Aii − l∗i )

2 − (Aii − xi)
2

= (Aii − l∗i )
2 − (Aii − (l∗i −∆))

2
> 0,

which contradicts the optimality of l∗.

Corollary 4.4. 1⊤l∗ > 0 is equivalent to
∑n

j=1 A
′
ij > 0.

Proof. From Theorem 4.1, we have

n∑
j=1

A′
ij > 0 ⇒ 1⊤l∗ =

n∑
j=1

A′
ij > 0,

n∑
j=1

A′
ij = 0 ⇒ 1⊤l∗ =

n∑
j=1

A′
ij = 0.

Combining these facts and Theorem 4.3, we obtain 1⊤l∗ > 0 ⇔
∑n

j=1 A
′
ij > 0.

4.3. Proposed Algorithm for Loopy Laplacians. We propose Algorithm 5
as a method to compute the nearest loopy Laplacian. The for loop calculates
the optimal solution for each row. If row i does not have a self-loop, we can solve
it as in the loop-less case. If row i has a self-loop and the assumption of Theorem
4.1 (

∑n
j=1 A

′
ij ≥ 0) holds, then (4.1) is the optimal solution to row i. Otherwise (if
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Algorithm 5 Compute the nearest Loopy Laplacian

Input: A ∈ Rn×n, (V,E), neighbor set of each node: N (i) (i = 1, . . . , n)
1: L∗ ← 0n×n

2: for i = 1, . . . , n do
3: if {i, i} /∈ E then
4: L∗

{i}[n] ← solution of Algorithm 1-(1) or 2-(1) applied to row i.
5: else
6: Define a′ :=

[
A′

i1 . . . A′
in

]⊤
as in (4.1).

7: if 1⊤a′ ≥ 0 then
8: L∗

{i}[n] ← a′

9: else
10: L∗

{i}[n] ← solution of Algorithm 1-(1) or 2-(1) applied to row i, by assuming

{i, i} /∈ E.
11: end if
12: end if
13: end for
Output: L∗

∑n
j=1 A

′
ij < 0), from Theorem 4.3, we know that the edge weight of the self-loop is 0

and therefore we can calculate as in the loop-less case by assuming {i, i} /∈ E.
Note that we can also use Algorithms 3 and 4 as explained in Section 3.4 in steps

4 and 10 of Algorithm 5 in place of Algorithms 1-(1) and 2-(1).

5. Numerical Experiments. In this section, we numerically compare our pro-
posed Algorithms 1-(2) and 2-(2) with the interior point method based on Algorithm
3 and V-FISTA based on Algorithm 4. For the numerical comparison, we used the fol-
lowing parameter values: for Algorithm 3, ε = 10−6, α = 1, ρ = 0.9, and σ = 0.5; for
Algorithm 4, ε = 10−6, β = 2+2max{d1, . . . , dn}, and σ = 2. Note that as explained
in Section 3.5, Algorithms 3 and 4 only output approximate solutions characterized
by the parameter ε, unlike Algorithms 1-(2) and 2-(2), which provide exact optimal
solutions. In this comparison, we focus solely on loop-less cases, as the algorithms
for loop-less cases can also address loopy ones, as demonstrated in Algorithm 5. All
the tests were computed by MATLAB R2023b on a Windows 10 Pro with Intel Xeon
Silver 4214R CPU @ 2.40 GHz and 192GB RAM.

5.1. Directed Loop-Less Graph Laplacians. This section shows the com-
putational time of the nearest graph Laplacian problem when the graph structure is
directed.

We generated matrix A by constructing a “noisy” graph Laplacian. We employed
the method used in [31].
Step 1. Generate an unweighted and undirected graph structure (V,E) by the Watts-

Strogatz model [39].
Step 2. Replace every edge with two bidirectional edges.
Step 3. For any {i, j} ∈ E, set the edge weight wij ← 10× rand.
Step 4. Construct the graph Laplacian of (V,E,w) and denote by X ∈ Rn×n.
Step 5. Construct A ∈ Rn×n by

A = X + 5× randn(n, n).(5.1)

Here, rand is a random scaler drawn from the uniform distribution in the inter-
val (0, 1), and randn(n, n) is a random matrix whose elements are drawn from the
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Fig. 1. Comparative analysis of algorithm execution times for small-scale cases.

standard normal distribution. To avoid memory shortage, we use the sparse matrix
format. The Watts-Strogatz model randomly generates a graph that represents both
high clustering properties and small path length properties, which can be seen in
social networks [3].

5.1.1. Small-scale case (n = 100). We considered small-scale cases with n =
100 with the average out-degree 20. These cases arise in the context of model reduction
problems, as explained in Section 1.1.2.

Fig. 1 illustrates the box plot when we measured the computational time for 100
different random A. This figure displays a box plot comparing the execution times
of four different algorithms: Active Set (Algorithm 1-(2)), Sort (Algorithm 2-(2)), IP
(Algorithm 3), and V-FISTA (Algorithm 4). Execution times are plotted on a loga-
rithmic scale in seconds on the vertical axis. The central line of each box represents
the median execution time, the edges of the box are the first and third quartiles,
and the whiskers extend to show the range of the data, excluding outliers. Outliers
are plotted individually as red plus signs. Algorithms 1-(2) and 2-(2) show similar
distributions of execution times, both with median values around 10−2 seconds. Algo-
rithms 3 and 4 have higher median execution times, around 10−1 seconds, indicating
that they are generally slower than Algorithms 1-(2) and 2-(2). The spread of the
data points suggests that the variability in execution times is greater for Algorithms
3 and 4 compared to Algorithms 1-(2) and 2-(2).

5.1.2. Large-scale case (n = 30000). We considered large-scale cases with
n = 30000 with the average out-degree 20. These cases arise in the context of large-
scale system identification problems, as explained in Section 1.1.1.

Fig. 2 represents the execution times of the same four algorithms: Active Set
(Algorithm 1-(2)), Sort (Algorithm 2-(2)), IP (Algorithm 3), and V-FISTA (Algo-
rithm 4). This plot depicts the execution times in actual seconds on the vertical
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Fig. 2. Comparative analysis of algorithm execution times for large-scale cases.

axis, ranging from approximately 75 to 110 seconds. The median execution times for
Algorithms 1-(2) and 2-(2) are clustered closely around 80 seconds, with relatively
small interquartile ranges, indicating a tight grouping of data and less variability in
execution times. The IP (Algorithm 3) displays a median execution time slightly
above 100 seconds, with a broader interquartile range, suggesting greater variability.
The V-FISTA (Algorithm 4) exhibits a median execution time that is slightly slower
than those of Algorithms 1-(2) and 2-(2), as well as a wider spread of execution times,
indicated by a larger interquartile range.

5.2. Worst Case for Algorithm 1. In Section 5.1, we demonstrated that the
performance of Algorithms 1-(2) and 2-(2) is nearly identical, although the theoretical
computational complexity of Algorithm 2-(2) is better than that of Algorithm 1-(2),
as shown in Table 1 in Section 3.5. In this section, we present the computational time
for an artificially generated worst-case scenario applied to Algorithm 1-(2), which is
detailed in Appendix A.

The worst-case instance of Problem 3 is the case when the free variable set always
decreases only one variable at a time. First we generated the sequence b1, b2, . . . , by
b1 = − 1

2 , bk = (k + 1)bk−1 − Sk−1 (k = 2, 3, . . . ), where Sk is the cumulative sum:

Sk =
∑k

i=1 bk (see Appendix A). Then, we defined A ∈ Rn×n by (A.13). It is worth
pointing out that, from (A.12), the sequence {AiN (i)k}dk=1 increases exponentially,
and such instances for large d is unlikely to be seen in the real world.

Figs. 3 and 4 show the computational times with n = 100 and n = 30000, re-
spectively. Because of the way the matrix A was constructed, as described above,
Algorithm 1-(2) exhibited slower execution times compared to Algorithm 2-(2). No-
tably, the interior point method, referred to as IP in these figures, was outperformed
by the other methodologies.
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Fig. 3. Comparative analysis of algorithm execution times for small-scale worst-case scenarios
on Algorithm 1-(2).

6. Concluding Remarks. In this paper, we formulated the problem of finding
the nearest graph Laplacian matrix in the Frobenius norm as a convex quadratic op-
timization problem with linear constraints. In the case of directed simple graphs, we
proposed two novel algorithms that directly compute the global optimal solution to
this problem. We showed that from a computational complexity perspective, our pro-
posed algorithms are more efficient than both the interior point method and V-FISTA.
We also proved that the proposed methods can be generalized to directed graphs with
self-loops by a simple preprocessing step. Moreover, the numerical experiments cor-
roborated the results of our theoretical analysis. Furthermore, we demonstrated that
there are worst-case scenarios for Algorithm 1-(2), leading us to recommend Algorithm
2-(2) for broader applicability.

Finally, we address the nearest graph Laplacian problem for undirected simple
graphs. Consider Problem 1 with the additional constraint L = L⊤. The problem
can be reformulated as Problem 2 with the additional constraint Msymx = 0m. This
is achieved by replacing each undirected edge {i, j} with two bidirectional directed
edges {i, j} and {j, i}, and imposing the constraint wij = wji on the weights of every
pair-edge. Here, m′ := 2m = 2|E| is the number of edges after the doubling. The
matrix Msym ∈ Rm×m′

is defined as follows: For the k-th undirected edge in E being
{i, j} (i < j), with Lij and Lji corresponding to xu and xv, we define (Msym)ku := 1,
(Msym)kv := −1, and all other entries as 0. Although the matrixMsym plays the role of
symmetrizing the edge weight, the constraint Msymx = 0m prevents the problem from
being divided into row-wise simple and smaller problems. Similar difficulties arise in
the case of Problem 6 with the additional constraint L = L⊤. Therefore, developing
efficient algorithms for the nearest graph Laplacian problem for undirected graphs
remains a challenge for future work.
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Fig. 4. Comparative analysis of algorithm execution times for large-scale worst-case scenarios
on Algorithm 1-(2).
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Appendix A. Worst-Case Instance of Algorithm 1. The worst case of
Algorithm 1-(1) is when the number of free variables decreases one by one in each
loop. Without loss of generality, we assume that index k was added to the active set
in loop d− k + 1 (k = 1, . . . , d), that is,

|F1| = {1, . . . , d}, . . . , |Fd−k+1| = {1, . . . , k},
|Fd−k+2| = {1, . . . , k − 1}, . . . , |Fd| = {1}, |Fd+1| = ∅.
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Proposition A.1. {bi}di=1 is the worst case of Algorithm 1-(1) if and only if,

b1 < 0,(A.1)

bk ≤ (k + 1)bk−1 − Sk−1 (k = 2, . . . , d),(A.2)

where Sk is the cumulative sum Sk :=
∑k

i=1 bi.

Proof. First, we assume that {bi}di=1 is the worst case of Algorithm 1-(1). Since
index 1 was added to the active set in loop d, we have −(Q|Fd|)

−1b1 = − 1
4b1 > 0,and

thus (A.1) is derived. In loop d − k + 1 (k = 2, . . . , d), since index k is added to the
active set and indices 1, . . . , k − 1 are not, we have(

−Q−1
|Fd−k+1|bFd−k+1

)
k
=
(
−Q−1

k b[k]
)
k
> 0,(A.3) (

−Q−1
|Fd−k+1|bFd−k+1

)
j
=
(
−Q−1

k b[k]
)
j
≤ 0 (j = 1, . . . , k − 1).(A.4)

From Lemma 3.1, we have(
−Q−1

k b[k]
)
j
=

(
−1

2

(
Ik −

1

1 + k
Jk

)
b[k]

)
j

=
1

2

(
−bj +

Sk

1 + k

)
.(A.5)

Using (A.5), inequalities (A.3) and (A.4) are equivalent to, for any k = 2, . . . , d,

bk <
Sk

1 + k
,(A.6)

bj ≥
Sk

1 + k
(j = 1, . . . , k − 1).(A.7)

From (A.7) with j = k − 1, we have

(A.8) bk−1 ≥
Sk

1 + k
(k = 2, . . . , d).

Using (A.8) and Sk = Sk−1 + bk, (A.2) is derived and the necessary condition is
proved.

Next, we prove that any {bi}di=1 satisfying (A.1) and (A.2) is a worst case. To
this end, proving (A.6) and (A.7) is sufficient. From (A.1) and (A.2), we have

b2 ≤ 3b1 − b1 = 2b1 < b1 < 0.(A.9)

Now, if 0 > b1 > · · · > bk−1 holds for some k ≥ 3, then

bk ≤ (k + 1)bk−1 − Sk−1 < (k + 1)bk−1 − (k − 1)bk−1 = 2bk−1 < bk−1.(A.10)

Combining (A.9) and (A.10), we have

(A.11) 0 > b1 > b2 > · · · > bd,

and

(A.12) bk ≤ 2bk−1 ≤ · · · ≤ 2k−1b1.

From (A.2) and Sk = Sk−1 + bk, we can derive (A.8), and (A.7) follows from (A.11).
From Sk−1 > (k − 1)bk−1 and 2bk−1 ≥ bk, we have Sk−1 > (k − 1)bk−1 ≥ k−1

2 bk >

kbk,where the last inequality is by k−1
2 < k (k ≥ 2) and bk < 0. Thus, (A.6) is

derived.
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For the one block problem of row i (Problem 3), vector b(i) ∈ Rdi is generated

by b(i) =
[
2Aii − 2AiN (i)1 . . . 2Aii − 2AiN (i)di

]⊤
. Thus, an inefficient instance for

Algorithm 1-(2) in the form of matrix A ∈ Rn×n can be generated by

Aij =

{
− 1

2bk (j = N (i)k)

0 (otherwise).
(A.13)
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