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Abstract

We propose an extremely versatile approach to address a large family of matrix nearness problems,
possibly with additional linear constraints. Our method is based on splitting a matrix nearness
problem into two nested optimization problems, of which the inner one can be solved either exactly
or cheaply, while the outer one can be recast as an unconstrained optimization task over a smooth
real Riemannian manifold. We observe that this paradigm applies to many matrix nearness problems
of practical interest appearing in the literature, thus revealing that they are equivalent in this sense
to a Riemannian optimization problem. We also show that the objective function to be minimized on
the Riemannian manifold can be discontinuous, thus requiring regularization techniques, and we give
conditions for this to happen. Finally, we demonstrate the practical applicability of our method by
implementing it for a number of matrix nearness problems that are relevant for applications and are
currently considered very demanding in practice. Extensive numerical experiments demonstrate that
our method often greatly outperforms its predecessors, including algorithms specifically designed for
those particular problems.
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1 Introduction

Nearness problems are a fundamental class of problems in numerical linear algebra and matrix theory.
A classical survey of some important applications appeared in [25]; recent high-impact work on specific
instances of nearness problems, or on the subject in general, includes for example [4} 1T}, T3] 24], 26| 35}, [39].
Below, we provide a general description of matrix nearness problems, following in part the approach
proposed in Nick Higham’s PhD thesis [23].

Given an input matrix A and a property B that does not hold for A, the corresponding matrix
nearness problem consists of finding a matrix B nearest to A and such that 8 holds for B, as well as the
distance between A and B. More formally, denoting by Q the set of matrices that have the property ‘B3,
we seek the minimum and an argument minimum for the constrained optimization problem

min |4 — X| s.t. X € Q. (1)
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In (), we assume to have fixed a matrix norm. The most frequent choice in practice is the Frobenius
norm, | X |% = trace X*X; while other choices can sometimes be of interest [12, [13], in this paper we will
focus on nearness problems with respect to the Frobenius distance. Matrix nearness problems can also
be generalized to matriz pencils, or more generally matriz polynomials. In this case A(z) = Z?:o A7 s
a polynomial with matrix coefficients, and one looks for a second matrix polynomial B(z) = Zf:o Bt
that (a) minimizes the squared distance Z?:o |A; — B;||?, and (b) has a given property 8 that A(z) lacks.
This framework includes nearness problems for scalar polynomials, by interpreting their coefficients as
1 x 1 matrices.

Some matrix nearness problems are fully understood in the sense that either they admit a closed-
form exact solution, or a global minimizer can be computed numerically via some well-known (and fast)
algorithm. Let us give one example for each situation. It is an elementary exercise to show that the
matrix nearest to A and such that its (1, 1) element is zero is B = A —ejel Aejel, with distance |e? Aey|;
whereas it is a corollary of the Eckart—Young—Mirsky theorem [I6] that the singular matrix nearest to
A € GL(n,C) can be obtained by computing an SVD A = }."" | o;u;0f and then setting B = Z;:Ol oiuvF,
with distance o,,. On the other hand, other matrix nearness problems are well known to be hard [15] 33]:
The feasible set Q can be highly nonconvex, and existing algorithms cannot promise anything more than
a local minimum. Often, current algorithms are also quite slow in practice.

In this paper, we propose an approach that

1. is extremely versatile in the sense that it can deal with a very large class of matrix nearness problems,
including many of the instances that we could find described in the literature;

2. is extremely competitive in practice, to the point of often outperforming, in a vast majority of our
experiments, currently existing algorithms for “difficult” matrix nearness problems (and in spite
of the fact that the best competitor algorithms are specialized to one particular nearness problem,
while our approach is very general); this is demonstrated by numerical experiments in Section [I0

3. ultimately relies on recasting a matrix nearness problem as an optimization task over a real Rie-
mannian manifold.

To illustrate the last item, recall that, in theoretical computer science, an oracle is an abstract Turing
machine that has access to a black-box with the ability to solve, in a single operation, any instance of
a certain class of problems [34] 37]. Our method capitalizes on the insight that many matrix nearness
problems become more tractable when provided by an oracle with specific supplementary information
about the minimizer. For instance, if we are working over square matrices, this information could be a
certain optimal eigenvalue or eigenvector, say, 6. Suppose further that, by restricting to matrices that
share this information 6, the problem () can be solved exactly. In other words, let us write the feasible
set as Q = [ J, Qo, where Qp is the set of matrices having both the property B and the attribute 6.
Assume that we can compute the solution f(#) of the stiffened problem

£(0) =min|A— X| st X € Qp. 2)

At this point, we can solve the original problem (Il) by optimizing (2] over 0, i.e., we can recast (Il as
the equivalent optimization task

mein f(6).

This minimization often has to be performed over an appropriate matrix or vector manifold; going back
to the concrete example where 0 is an eigenvector, and there are no additional restrictions on it, then
one can optimize over the set of all possible normalized eigenvectors, i.e., the unit sphere. Or possibly,
the information 6 could consist of an arbitrary set of d linearly independent eigenvectors; in this case,
one would then optimize over the Grassmannian of d-dimensional subspaces [17].

For some specific matrix nearness problems, optimization over manifolds has been already used as a
tool, although usually in a more direct way that in our manuscript. We mention a few illustrative recent
examples: Vandereycken [40] solved the low-rank matrix completion problem — recovering a low-rank ma-
trix from partially observed data — by means of optimization over the manifold of matrices of fixed rank.
More recently, Goyers, Cartis, and Eftekhari [19] also addressed low-rank completion via Riemannian
optimization, using a reformulation over the Grassmann manifold. Borsdorf [7] applied an augmented
Lagrangian algorithm to tackle a nearness problem motivated by chemistry and directly expressible as a
minimum over the Stiefel manifold. On the other hand, there have been successful attempts to use struc-
tured total least norm algorithms [36] and regularization for specific nearness problems. We provide but



one recent example: Kaltofen, Yang and Zhi [27] followed this path in the context of approximate GCD;
however, unlike what we do in the present paper, neither [27] nor related papers on GCD computations
seem to have combined these techniques with Riemannian optimization.

The ideas proposed in this paper are applicable to a wide class of nearness problems. In essence, they
amount to a two-level optimization framework, in which the inner subproblem can be solved cheaply
and/or explicitly, while Riemannian optimization becomes a crucial tool for the outer subproblem.

The roots of this “stiffen-and-optimize” approach can be found in the literature, at least for some
specific nearness problems. An early archetype, due to Byers and Van Loan, dates back to the 1980s [10,
39]: Given an n x n matrix A with all its eigenvalues in the open left half-plane, one would like to find
its distance to Hurwitz instability, i.e., the smallest d = ||A — B||r such that B has an eigenvalue in the
closed right-half plane. By continuity, this eigenvalue A = iw must lie on the imaginary axis. If an oracle
gives us the value of w € R, then this problem reduces to finding the distance from singularity of A —iwl.
As previously discussed, the solution is d = 0, (A — iwI). Hence, the original problem is equivalent to
minimizing the function f(w) = 0, (A —iwI): This is a univariate optimization problem over w € R, and
is simple to solve. The resulting algorithm is cheap and efficient, but it has the drawback that it cannot
deal with additional structural constraints on the perturbation B — A.

More recently, Noferini and Poloni [33] proposed a Riemannian algorithm for the more challenging
related problem of finding the nearest Q-stable matriz: Given a square matrix A, one looks for the nearest
matrix B whose eigenvalues all lie in a prescribed closed set 2. In this case, the problem becomes simple
if an oracle prescribes a unitary matrix @ such that Q*BQ is in Schur form, and the method in [33]
optimizes over (Q; however, this algorithm also seems difficult to extend to the case where additional
constraints are added. A similar idea was used in [I5] by Dopico, Noferini and Nyman for the problem
of finding the nearest singular pencil [I1], again achieving remarkable success with respect to alternative
approaches.

Although not explicitly derived in this spirit, the method studied by Das and Bora in [12] to find
the nearest singular polynomial matrix is also a special case of the more general paradigm proposed in
this paper. Indeed, we will see in Section [(] that our approach, when specialized to the nearest singular
polynomial problem, leads to the same core formula underlying the algorithm in [I2]; nonetheless, our
practical implementation is substantially different than [I2], because we use Riemannian optimization
and regularization of the objective function. Our numerical experiments, reported in Subsection [I0.3]
show that these differences lead to a significantly better performance with respect to [12]. This test case,
together with various other experiments presented in Section [I0] provides convincing evidence that it is
tremendously effective to tackle matrix nearness problem by means of the combined power of “oracles”,
Riemannian optimization, and regularization techniques. We call our resulting general-purpose algorithm
Riemann-Oracle.

In the rest of the article, we describe both the theoretical and implementative aspects of Riemann-
Oracle by going through several classes of nearness problems that can be tackled with our algorithm.
Among the many nearness problems potentially solvable with Riemann-Oracle, we have singled out a
handful of significant (in our opinion) examples. Our selection was based on two metaphorical metrics:
The examples should be of current pragmatic interest (for example in numerical linear algebra, control
theory, or computer algebra), and illustrative of the properties of our method.

We start in Section2lby studying the fundamental problem of computing the nearest singular matrix to
a given one, while only allowing perturbations that belong to a prescribed vector space S. We expose the
theory behind Riemann-Oracle in detail for this case, and our analysis leads us to the task of minimizing
a possibly discontinuous function over a smooth real manifold. This objective function can be optimized
via classical regularization tools such as penalty methods or augmented Lagrangian algorithms. Section
[Bl discusses how the inner optimization problem in those general algorithms can be tackled over a real
Riemannian manifold, and Section Ml discusses convergence of the outer iteration. For specific vector
spaces S, the computation described in Section [2] can be simplified; we illustrate this in Section [l for the
case of matrices with a prescribed sparsity pattern. We consider as a pivotal test case the structured
distance to singularity in Section 2] as many other problems can be reduced to it. We illustrate this fact
in Section [ Section [7 and Section Bl Therein we consider, respectively, the problems of finding the
nearest singular polynomial matrix (given an upper bound on its degree), the approximate GCD (given a
lower bound on its degree) of two scalar polynomials, and the nearest matrix with at least one eigenvalue
in a prescribed closed set (distance to instability). In Section [l we go beyond the structured distance to
singularity and seek the nearest matrix having prescribed rank, while still restricting the set of possible
perturbations to an arbitrary, but fixed, linear subspace; this requires changing the manifold over which
optimization is performed, and showcases the flexibility of Riemann-Oracle. Section[I0ldescribes extensive



numerical tests in which we compare the performance of Riemann-Oracle to pre-existing algorithms in
all the examples mentioned above; due to the fact that we are not aware of any other method capable
of solving the nearness problems studied in Section [ Subsection only reports the performance of
Riemann-Oracle and exceptionally lacks a comparison with the state of the art. A striking common
theme that can be observed from the results of the experiments in Section is that, in spite of its
broader applicability spectrum, Riemann-Oracle is almostl always competitive with, and in several cases
it significantly outperforms, algorithms specialized on just one specific class of nearness problem in terms
of computational speed, or quality of the answer, or both. Finally, we draw some conclusions in Section
[[I A technical proof is deferred to Appendix [Al

2 Nearest structured singular matrix

We start our exposition by analyzing the problem of computing the singular matrix B = A + A nearest
to a given matrix A, where the perturbation A must be optimally picked from a prescribed vector space
S. This is a very deliberate choice; indeed, as we shall see later on, many other matrix nearness problems
can be reformulated as a nearest structured singular matrix problem.

Let the field F be either R or C. We consider a matrix A € F™*" with m > n, and we seek its possible

perturbations in the linear span of p given (linearly independent) matrices P(1), ..., P(®P) ¢ F™*" je.
p 01
S=<SAeF™ " A=) P, 5=|:|cFr
=1 K
P

Alternatively, we can write
vecA =P5, P =[vecPV vecP® ... vecP®]eF"P.

REMARK 2.1. In even greater generality, we could consider a basis {P(®} over R even when F = C.
Since, eventually, we are going to construct a real Riemannian manifold, it is no loss of generality for our
next developments to assume that S is always a real vector space. However, assuming that ¢ € FP (as
opposed to § € R? even when F = C) does simplify some formulae, and since this is the most common
case in practice, for the sake of exposition we make this choice.

Example 2.2. The set S of symmetric Toeplitz 3 x 3 matrices is a 3-dimensional vector space over F.
Indeed, it can be described as the set of linear combinations of

1 1 1
p(l)zi 1 , p(2):l 1 1

V3 1 2 1 V2|4

since every symmetric Toeplitz matrix A can be written as PN ¢, + P(2§, + PB4, for a suitable choice
of the vector § € F3.

In Example 22 the P are chosen so that they are orthogonal, i.e., trace[P®]* PU) = 0 when i # j,
and their Frobenius norm is 1. More generally, we make the following assumption throughout the paper.

Assumption 2.3. We assume in the following that P*P = I,, i.e., the columns of P are orthonormal.
Hence ||A]lr = ||6]].

Assumption 23 holds naturally in many cases, for instance when the nonzero elements of the matrices
P are in disjoint locations. Moreover, it does not cause any loss of generality, because if P is a generic
matrix then we can obtain an equivalent perturbation basis that satisfies the assumptions, for example
by computing a (rank-revealing) thin QR factorization and replacing P = QR and 6 with @ and RS.

Note that A + A is singular if and only if there exists a vector v satisfying both ||v]] = 1 and
(A + A)v = 0. We next show in Theorem [2.4] that, if an oracle were to provide the correct null vector v
for the optimal A, then we could solve exactly the problem of finding A. In other words, we claim that
it is easy to evaluate

f(v) =min||Al|% st. (A+Aw=0,A€S. (3)

IThe one experiment in which Riemann-Oracle performed slightly worse than (some) pre-existing algorithms was for a
very challenging approximate GCD problem, see Subsection [[0L4]




Theorem 2.4. Let a vector v e F™, v # 0, be given. Define
M=M@) =[PPy P@y ... PP]eF™P r=r()=—Av. 4)
Then:

1. The minimization problem in [B) is well-posed (i.e., the minimum is sought over a non-empty set)
if and only if r € Im M. When this happens, the minimum in [)) is attained for

p
Ay =Y PD(5,)i, 6x = My,
=1

where M1 denotes the Moore—Penrose pseudoinverse.

If, in addition, M has full row rank, then we have explicit expressions
8 = M*¥*(MM*) e, f(v) = r*(MM*)™ .
2. Defining the least-squares function g(v) := |M(v)Tr(v)|% for all v € F", then
g(v if r(v) € Im M (v);
Fo) = { (v) if r(v) (v)

+00  otherwise.

Proof. 1. Since Av = M for each §, we can rewrite the condition (A+ A)v = 0 as M = r. We know
already that ||A]|% = ||6]|?, and hence

f(v) = min||§]|? s.t. M§ =r, § € FP.

By the standard theory of least-squares problems (see, e.g., [0, Theorem 1.2.10]), the solution can
be obtained by left-multiplying the right hand side with the Moore—Penrose pseudoinverse

0y = M'r = argmin||6||% s.t. Md = r, § € FP.

When M has full row rank, the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse has the explicit formula MT =
M*(MM#*)~1r, and we see that

F) = [|04]* = (64)%0s = r*(MM*) ' MM*(MM*)™'r = r*(MM*)™ 7.

2. The previous item immediately yields f(v) = g(v) when v is such that » € Im M. On the other
hand, if v lies outside this feasible region, then for such v the set of perturbations A over which the
minimum is sought in (@) is empty, and by definition inf ¢§ = +c0.

O

An important special case happens when A € S, i.e., we are looking for a perturbation with a structure
that is shared by A; for instance, Toeplitz perturbations of a Toeplitz matrix, or sparse perturbations of
a sparse matrix (with the same zero pattern). In this case, the solution takes the form of an orthogonal
projection. Note that, in the statement of Corollary 2.5 M depends on v but « does not.

Corollary 2.5. If A=3"_| PWq; for a certain vector o€ F?, then Av = Ma, and
0 = —MTMa, a+6x =T —MM)a,
i.e., —0y is obtained by projecting a orthogonally onto Im M*, and o+ 04 by projecting it onto (Im M*)*.

Observe that f(v) is 0-homogeneous, i.e., f(v3) = f(v) for each § € F, 8 # 0. This suggests computing
the minimum over the set of norm-1 vectors, i.e., the unit sphere in F", henceforth denoted by M.

Thus, we have

min||A||r s.t. A+ A is singular = min f(v) s.t. v € M.

The equality is clear, since A + A is singular if and only if there exists a unit-norm vector v such that
(A+A)=0.
REMARK 2.6. In some applications, one might desire to study the variant of the nearest structured
singular matrix problem where A ¢ S;A ¢ S, but A + A € §. While we did not directly analyze this
case, it is easy to see that it is equivalent to the case A € S, A € S, studied above, by a linear change of

variables. Indeed, consider the (unique) decomposition A = As + A where As € S, A; € S*. Then, for
all A such that A + A € § we have, defining Ag := A+ A — As e S,

|AIE = 1As]E + 1ALIE

and hence the problem of finding the singular matrix A + A € S nearest to A is equivalent to finding the
singular matrix As + Ag nearest to Ag.



2.1 The need for regularization

Unfortunately, the assumption that M has full row rank is restrictive in many practical cases. We give
an illustrative example below.

Example 2.7. Over F = R, consider the matrix A = [} 1]. We look for real perturbations of the diagonal

elements only, that is, P(Y) = [} 9], P =[99] and A ¢ S. For a given unit vector v = [Z?jgg] eM,

parametrized by ¢t € R, we obtain
| cos(t) 0 | —sin(t) — cos(?)
M= [ 0 sin(t)] T [ —2sin(t) |
Hence (see also Figure[I)),
4+ (1+tan(t))? if 2t # kn (k € Z);

flo() =<1 if t =kn (kelZ);
+o0 if t = 5 (k odd).

It is clear that in this example f(v) is discontinuous, even if we restrict it to the feasible region on which
fw) = g(v), i.e., we exclude the points teq. In particular f(+e;) = 1, but lim,— 4., f(v) = 5; note that
1 is also the global minimum of f(v), thus demonstrating that a discontinuity can possibly happen at a
minimizer.

In Example 27, A¢ S. If A€ S then f(v) is bounded on the unit sphere, since by Theorem [2.4] and

Corollary 2.5
min f(v) = min g(0) < min |M()'M()]la] = al.

However, even when A € S, the function f(v) may have jump discontinuities, even at a global minimizer.
This can be seen for instance by slightly modifying Example27to A = [} 9]. If one employs optimization
algorithms designed for smooth functions, the task of minimizing numerically a discontinuous function is
(almost) hopeless. A standard remedy to this issue, and especially popular in the context of least-squares
problems, is to employ Tikhonov regularization. Figure [ also illustrates the effect of regularization to
Example 27} in the next subsection, we analyze the general situation.

2.2 Smoothing the objective function

Given £ > 0, we now compute a relaxed version of f(v) as

f-(v) = min||A||% + e H[(A+ A)|? st. AeS. (5)
Theorem 2.8. Let a vector ve F", v # 0, and € > 0 be given. Define M,r as in {@). Then,

fe(v) = r*(MM* 4 eI)"'r.

Moreover, the matriz that gives the minimum in () is Ay = S5 PO (5,);, with

6p = M*¥(MM* + I)"'r = (M*M + I)~ " M*r. (6)

Note that no rank assumptions are required on M here.
Proof. As in the proof of Theorem [2.4] note that ||Al|r = ||0]| and (A + A)v = M — r to rewrite
f-(v) = min ||5]|* + 7| M —r||* s.t. § € FP.
Defining 4, as in (@), a tedious but straightfowrard manipulation yields the identity
*6 4+ e MM —r)¥ (M —1) = 10 — 04)¥*(M*M + £I)(§ — 04) + r*(MM* + I) 1.

Since M*M + eI is positive definite, this formula shows that [|§||? + e~1||Md — 7||? is minimized when
0 = 04, and gives the value of the minimum. O
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Figure 1: Top: Plot of f(v) as in (@) for Example 2771 Bottom: Plot of f.(v) as in (@), for selected values
of e > 0, for Example ([277). The label ¢ = 0 indicates f(v).



We have seen in Theorem 24 that the unregularized function f(v) in @) coincides with the least-
squares function g(v) when v is in the feasible region {v : IA € S s.t. (A+A)v = 0}; if A ¢ S, this feasible
region can have non-empty complement in F”. On the other hand, the regularized function f.(v) in ({) is
always defined for all v, and always coincides with the Tikhonov-regularized version of the least-squares
function g(v). In practice, we are interested in f and not in g: When A ¢ S, it may happen that the
global minimum of g(v) is strictly smaller than the global minimum of f(v), but it is not achieved at a
feasible v. Example [Z.9] below showcases an instance of this situation.

aT

€T

1
Example 2.9. Let F = Rand let A = . be the companion matrix with top row a”

= [an,1 N a1 0,0].
T

n—1

We seek the singular companion matrix nearest to A by allowing only perturbations of a”, where the

vector of perturbations is p? = [pn,1 cee P1 po], and without touching the ones and zeros of the
companion structure. In other words, here S is the vector subspace of matrices of the form A = e;p”

where p € R", and thus clearly A ¢ S. Of course, this example can be solved exactly without difficulty,

and the unique global minimizer is p” = —agel’; still, it is instructive to specialize our general approach

to this case. The constraint (A + A)v = 0 translates to

(&

a’v

v

- 1

€1v p=— .
=M (v) " ' X
n—

Hence, the least-squares function is
9(v) = [M()'r@)|* = [veir()|* = [ri(v)]* = |a”v|*;

any v € span(a)* N M is a minimizer of g(v) and the global minimum is 0. However, the feasible region
is I := span(e,) n M, and since g(v) = |ap|? for all v € F we have that

agl? ifveF,;
fy =%
+oo ifvé¢F

Clearly, miny,|_; f(v) = |ao|?, coherently with our initial intuition. For the regularized function f.(v) =
r(v)* (M (v)M(v)* + eI)~1r(v), observe that M (v)M (v)* = ejef, and hence,

laTv? S ol
felv) = 1+¢ +Z; e

It is easy to check that f.(v) — f(v) pointwise, when & — 0.

We have previously seen that, even when A € S, f = g can be discontinuous, and therefore difficult to
minimize numerically even when the feasible region is the whole F”. Instead, we sequentially minimize
f<(v), letting ¢ tend to 0 and using the previous minimizer as a starting point for the next iteration. The
situation of Example [2.9] is not coincidental: The sequence of functions f. always has the property of
converging pointwise to the generalized function f (but, if A ¢ S, generally not to g). This is desirable
in practice as we can expect that the algorithm will not be attracted towards unfeasible vectors; we state
formally this result as Theorem 210 below.

Theorem 2.10. For all v e F", lim._ f-(v) = f(v).

Proof. Fix v and let M(v) = Zmig{m’p} oiu;qf be an SVD. Then, defining o; := 0 when ¢ > min{m, p},

=

for all £ > 0 we have the eigendecomposition

m 1
MM* +el)7 ! = Y p——
( eD) ;uuza?—l—a



Suppose first that v is such that r(v) € Im M (v); then, for some vector a, we have r = Ma, hence
P 52
lw) = 0" (Z ! 02;€> «
i=1 z
Since u;, g;, 03, a do not depend on &, we have

lm f.(v) = Y] la*al? = [M()'r(@)? = g(v).

i:0;>0

On the other hand, if v is such that r(v) ¢ M (v) then for some constant (in &) vectors a, 0 # b € (Im M)*,
we have r = Ma + b. Then, by the observations above,

foe(v) = 0¥ (MM* +el)~ b = e |b|* - +oo for e — 0. O

2.3 Penalty method and augmented Lagrangian method

A classical algorithm to solve our minimization problem is the quadratic penalty method [3), Section 4.2.1],
which consists in repeatedly solving the regularized problem, for decreasing values of €. We formulate it
as Algorithm 1

Algorithm 1: Penalty method
Input : Initial values €g, vy € M; gradient tolerance 7
Output: Approximate minimizer vy ~ argmingea f(v)
€ <= €0, Ux < Vo;
for k=1,2,... do

Vg < argmingepn fe(v) ;  // Optimization on manifolds; use the previous value of

vy as starting point; stop when ||grad f.(v)|| < T

€« €l // p<1; either fixed or chosen adaptively
end

One possible issue with this method is that one obtains the exact solution only as the limit ¢ — 0;
hence, one needs to solve subproblems with smaller and smaller values of €, and these subproblems become
more ill-conditioned as € tends to 0. Also, the decrease in € needs to be slow enough that at each step the
previous value of vy is a suitable starting value for the subproblem with a new €. For these reasons, it
may be useful to consider modifications of this method for which we do not need to push the parameter
e to 0.

Potential help can come from the so-called augmented Lagrangian method [3], also known as method of
multipliers. Combining Riemannian optimization with augmented Lagrangian methods for some specific
matrix nearness problems was proposed, in a different setting than in this paper, in [7].

In an augmented Lagrangian method, the main idea is combining the penalty method with a La-
grangian formulation. To introduce the method, we start from the constrained minimum problem on the
pair (A, v)

min|Al|% s.t. (A+ A =0, (A, v) €S x M.
We have shown in Theorem [2.4] that we can obtain the optimal A in closed form for any given v,
hence reducing the minimization to min, f(v). Instead of doing that, we first switch to the augmented
Lagrangian formulation of this problem, following [3, Section 4.2]: We introduce a dual variable y € F™,
and consider the Lagrangian function

LoD viy) = A%+ [(A+ A|]® + 24y, (A+ A)o).
In the augmented Lagrangian method, at each step k we compute (for fixed ¢ and y) the minimum
i A vyy).
min L (A, v5y)

Even in this generalized setting, for every given v, the minimum over A can still be obtained in closed
form. To this effect, note that (since y is fixed) this new minimization task is equivalent to

nAlinEE(A,v;y) +ellyll? = ||Al% +e (A + A + ey, (A + A)v +ey)

= [|AF + e (A + A + ey



This function is very similar to f.(v) in (@), with the only difference that we have replaced Av with
Av + ey. Hence, we can replicate the proof of Theorem 2.8 almost verbatim, with the only difference
being the substitution of r = —Av with r = —Av — ey. This way, we obtain

fey(v) = gligEE(A,v;y) +ellyll? = r*(MM* + £I)" r,
€
M =M®w), r=-—Av—ey.

The resulting method is summarized in Algorithm[l AlgorithmPlhas the potential for faster convergence,

Algorithm 2: Augmented Lagrangian method

Input : Initial values €g,v9 € M, yo € C™; gradient tolerance 7
Output: Approximate minimizer vy ~ argmin,e f(v)
€ < &0, Ux < Vo;

for k=1,2,... do

Vg < argmingep fey(v) ; // as in Algorithm [

Ay — Ay (vs) 5 // value of the minimizer

y—y+e A+ Ayvs| ; // update y with gradient ascent

€<« €l // as in Algorithm [I]
end

since there are two factors that drive the iterates close to the optimal solution: The convergence of € to
0, and the convergence of y to the optimal value of the Lagrange multiplier y,. We refer the reader to the
discussion in [3] Section 4.2.2] for more details. In practice, in our numerical experiments, we have found
that Algorithm [l can sometimes be competitive when cleverly implemented. Moreover, we experienced
that employing a suitable update strategy for the regularization parameter may avoid the need to solve
ill-conditioned subproblems, for small values of €; see Subsection [[0.] for the implementation details.

In both the penalty method and the augmented Lagrangian approach, we solve minimization prob-
lems on Riemannian manifolds, producing a sequence of minimizers. It is useful to discuss convergence
properties of this sequence; Section Ml provides a theoretical convergence analysis.

It remains to discuss how to solve the inner subproblems min, f. ,(v); we do this in the next section.

3 Minimization of f(v) via Riemannian optimization

In the algorithms introduced in the previous section, each inner subproblem requires minimizing f. ,(v)
(for some ¢, y; the penalty method in Algorithm[Ilcan be seen as a special case of Algorithm 2 with y = 0)
over the unit sphere M, which is a real embedded Riemannian manifold (even in the case F = C). To
this end, we may employ the MATLAB package Manopt [9], a toolbox to solve optimization problems on
manifolds. Specifically, we use its Riemannian trust-region method; see [I] for details. Manopt’s trust-
region method requires providing the Riemannian gradient and the Riemannian Hessian of the function
fsﬁy’ M MR

The Riemannian gradient can be computed as the projection onto the tangent space T,,(M) of the
Euclidean gradient of f. , in the ambient space F"; see [8, Section 3]. The Riemannian Hessian, instead,
can be computed from the Euclidean gradient and Hessian through the Weingarten map for the manifold
M and the orthogonal projection onto the tangent space T, (M); see [8, Section 5]. In the special case of
the unit sphere, explicit formulae are given in [2]. The construction of the Riemannian gradient and the
Riemannian Hessian is handled automatically in Manopt, which provides functions for its computation
from their Euclidean counterparts. Therefore, we only need to provide expressions for the Euclidean
gradient and the Euclidean Hessian-vector product.

Theorem 3.1. Following the above notation, let M = M (v) and

r=—Av—ey z=(MM*+el)™tr,
P

6y = M*z, Ay =) PD(,);.
i=1

Then, the Euclidean gradient of f.,(v) = r*(MM* +el)" r is
Vfey() = =2(A+ Ay)*z, (7)
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and the Hessian H. ,(v) is the matriz whose action is

H. ,(v)w = =2(Ay)*z — 2(A + Ay)*Z,

with
F= —(MM* +eI) ™ (MM*z + (A + Ay)w), (8)
p
M =M(w), b0y =DM*z+M*2 A, =) PO, 9)
=1

The proof of Theorem [3.1]is in Appendix [Al

3.1 Computational cost

Let us briefly indulge in some observations on the computational complexity of our algorithm. The most
expensive operations needed to compute f. ,(v), Vf: ,(v) and H, ,(v)w are:

1. A matrix-vector product with A and one with A*, for a cost of O(mn) (in the most general case;
this cost can be reduced by exploiting matrix structures such as sparsity or block Toeplitz/Hankel,
when present).

2. Solving two linear systems with the matrix M M* + eI, for a cost of O(mp min(m, p)) if one does it
using an SVD of M; this is beneficial to stability anyway, since we have seen that ill-conditioning
and singularity of M are a major concern.

3. Computing (twice each) M(x) and P(y) = >¥_, P@y, for given vectors z € F™ and y € FP; these
operations cost O(mnp) (again, ignoring any structure in the P that could be exploited to reduce
the cost).

The total cost O(mp(n+min(m, p))) must be then multiplied by the (possibly large) number of evaluations
needed in Algorithm [ or Algorithm In the next sections, we will see that these opportunities for
reduced complexity do in fact arise in several practically relevant cases.

4 Convergence results

As described in Subsection 2.3 and still noting that the penalty method is a special case of the more
general augmented Lagrangian method, our approach relies on the solution of the unconstrained mini-
mization problem

in 6%+ e Av + M(0)8]? + 2y, Av + M(v)8) =  min  L.(,v;
om0+ e Av+ M)S[" + 2¢y, Av + M(v)d) = | min | Le(d,v39)

to provide a numerical approximation of the solution of the constrained minimization problem
min |[§]? s.t. Av+ M(v)d =0, (5,v) € FP x M.
Consider a sequence of parameters (ei, yx) for the augmented Lagrangian formulation and denote by

(Or, vi) = argmin(&v)eﬂ”’ wm Ly (6,03 y1)

the solution of this subproblem. We follow the methodology in [29] and apply [29, Proposition 3.2] to the
sequence of solutions (0, vy). For completeness, we state the convergence result below as Proposition
[T For the technical definitions of Linear Independence Constraint Qualifications (LICQ) and First-
Order Necessary Conditions (KKT conditions) in the setting of Riemannian manifolds, we refer to [43]
Equations (4.3) and (4.8)].

Proposition 4.1 ([29]). Let Q denote the set of feasible points. Applying the Riemannian augmented
Lagrangian method [29, Algorithm 1] with a sequence n, — 0, if at each iteration k the subsolver produces
a point Tiy1 satisfying

ngabdz L, (xkﬂ,yk)H < Nk, (10)

and if the sequence {xk}zozo has a limit point T € Q) where LICQ conditions are satisfied, then T satisfies
KKT conditions of the original constrained minimization problem.
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Proposition [£.]] states, in the general case of Riemann manifold, that under the assumption of LICQ
the limit point satisfies the KKT conditions, which is the typical desired result in optimization. In the
more classical context of optimization on Euclidean spaces, analogous convergence results are better
known; see for instance [5] for a complete overview.

At each step of our approach, we solve an unconstrained minimization problem in the form (@), where
in our setting, the ordered pair (d,v) takes the place of the variable  in Proposition EIl Our method
can be seen as a partially explicit method, since we have an explicit formula for the optimal value of §,
and a partial trust-region method on the Riemannian manifold M for the variable v. In our problem,
the LICQ conditions reduce to assuming that the matrix

[(I - vzj)\zgzjf)l*+ A)*] e F(n+p)xn

has full rank at a limit point (6,%) of the sequence {(Jx,vg)},. Then, the theorem shows that (J,%)
satisfies the KKT conditions for the constrained minimization problem. More convergence results exist
for the employment of second-order methods as inner solvers at each iteration k (|29, Proposition 3.4]),
as long as all the eigenvalues of Hess, L., (il'k+17 yk) are equal to or above the value —n;. Note that, in
our implementation of the method, we propose a stopping criterion only based on the condition (1)), and
therefore we can only guarantee convergence towards stationary points.

The same convergence analysis applies to the penalty method, starting with the Lagrangian multiplier
y = 0 and not updating it (see for instance the update proposed in [29] Algorithm 1]). Additionally, we
observe that convergence results for the Riemannian trust-region method used in the inner problems can
be found in [II, Section 4].

5 Nearest sparse singular matrix

In this section, we demonstrate how the computations can become simpler if the specific structure of the
vector space S is exploited. We illustrate this by a common case, where S is the set of matrices with a
prescribed sparsity pattern. Given a set J < {1,2,...,n}?, we are interested in perturbations A such
that A;; = 0 whenever (i,5) ¢ J. A natural basis for S is

(PO, P} = fee¥: (i) € T},

In particular, the columns of M are of the form e;v; for all (4, j) € J (taken in a prescribed order), and
M M* is the diagonal matrix

MM* = diag(dy, ... dn), di= > |v]? foralli=1,...,n.
(i.)eT

This leads to expressions that can be used to compute f. ,, its gradient and the action of its Hessian in
O(#J) operations; for instance

1
N

Viey() =24*(hO (Av+ey)) —2(fOu), f;= Z 122,
(i,5)eTg

fey(0) = [(Av +ey) OR)?, hi =

where ® denotes the Hadamard (componentwise) product of vectors.
When p > n, we can also find explicitly a thin SVD of M as M = [ -S - (S7'M), with S =

diag(di/Q, ... ,d,ll/Q).
6 Nearest singular matrix polynomial
In some applications, it is of interest to find the distance to singularity for a given matrix polynomial

A(z) € Flz]*", and to find the corresponding nearest singular matrix polynomial [I1, 12, I5]. The
distance between two matrix polynomials is usually measured using the distance induced by the norm

JA@ I = [0 A oo A,
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The coefficients of the matrix polynomial usually arise from a model of a physical system, and in
many cases, such as in [20], the grade (maximal degree) of the matrix polynomial is fixed. Therefore, in
this section we focus on finding the closest singular matrix polynomial with the same grade as that of
A(x). However, it is worth noting that this does not always coincide with the nearest singular matrix
polynomial of unbounded degree, as shown below in Example

P(z) = [0 ff] .

x =
£

Example 6.1. Let 0 < e <1 and

The distance of P(x) from the set of singular pencils (polynomials of degree at most 1) can be computed
exactly and is equal to 1. However, the degree 2 polynomial

2
ex® w
aw - |7 1]
€
is singular and only € < 1 away from P(x). Moreover, this same example also shows that the ratio of the
two distances (with constrained or unconstrained degree) is unbounded.

Let us now formalize the problem. Given a matrix polynomial A(z) € F[z]} " in the form A(z) =
Ag + Az + ...+ Apa®, where A; € F**" for i = 0,...,k, we want to find the smallest perturbation
nxn

A(x) € Flz] ™" that gives a singular matrix polynomial. A matrix polynomial A(x) € F[x]; ™" is called
singular if any of the following equivalent conditions holds:

o det A(z) = 0;
e There exists a nonzero rational vector v(z) € F(z)™ such that A(z)v(z) = 0;

e There exists a nonzero vector polynomial v(z) = vo +v12 + ...+ vgr?, with d < k(n— 1), such that
A(x)v(z) = 0;

k(n—1)

e There exists a nonzero vector polynomial v(z), with d < |~

v(x)*A(z) = 0.

|, such that either A(x)v(z) =0 or

The last condition, which is less obvious, is a consequence of Theorem[6.3, whose statement and discussion
is postponed to a later section.
For a fixed d, we may define

A ;
A A,
LA %
Ta(A) = | Ag DT Ap | e Frlktdrxn(d4l) o Gee gy = U:l Ca (11)
Ae oA va
| A

Note that in general vec (A(x)v(z)) = Tq(A) vecv. Indeed, we observe that A(z)v(z) = Zfiok <2j+l:i Ajvl) Zt,

Since we are interested in looking for a singular matrix polynomial, we use the relation
A(z)v(z) =0 < T4(A)vecv = 0.
Hence we can convert the problem of finding the nearest singular matrix polynomial to A(x) into finding

the nearest singular matrix to 73(A) that has the same block Toeplitz structure.
Linear perturbation structures can be converted analogously. Given matrix polynomials P(!) (x),..., P (®) (x),

p
Alx)eS = {2 PO (2)5;: 6 e IFP}
=1
holds if and only if
/4
Ta(A) € {Z Ta(P)s;: 6 e IFP} =: Ta(S).
1=1

13



The norm is also preserved up to a constant:
[Ta(A)|[F = Vd + 1]|A(z)] -

Then the problem of finding the nearest singular matrix polynomial to A(x) of degree < k, with a
polynomial v(z) of degree at most d in its kernel

f(v) = min {[|A(2)[7 : (A(z) + A(2)) v(@) = 0, Az) € S}, (12)
can be rephrased into finding the nearest singular structured matrix to T4(A4) with vecv in its kernel:

F) := min {[|Ta(A)|F : (Ta(A) + Ta(A)) vecv = 0, Ta(A) € Ta(S)} -

The minimizers for f(v) and f(v) are the same (up to representation), while the mimima differ by a
factor d + 1.

In this form, it is clear that the problem is a special case of the (structured) nearest singular matrix
problem given in [B): The matrix under consideration is 73(A) and the set of structured perturbations
is T4(S). In order to find the distance to singularity, we minimize f(v) with the constraint vecv e M <
F*@+1)  With these slight notation changes, we can tackle the polynomial variant of the problem with
the same machinery that was developed in Section [2] for the matrix case.

Example 6.2. We consider a quadratic matrix polynomial A(z) € R[z]53*? in the form

9|1 0 0 1 0 0
Alx) ==z [0 O] +z [2 0] + [0 1] ;
and we impose the sparsity pattern induced by the coefficient matrices. With the previous notations, we
have:
10 0 1 0 0 0 0
D () = 22 @ (z) = G (x) = @ (z) =
PY(x) =2 [0 0],P (x) x[o O]’P (x) x[l 0],P (x) [0 1].

Setting d = 2 and p = 4, the set T2(S) is given by the following basis:

0 0
0 0 0 1 0
[1 0 0 0 0 0
7'2(P(1))= 0 0 7'2(P(2))= 0 0 1 0
1 0 0 ’ 0 0 ’
0 0 0 0 1
1 0 0 0
| 0 O | | 0 1
0 . [0 0] .
0 1
[(1) 8 0 . [0 o]
0 1
TP = | 0 [(f 8] 0 | ) = -
0 0
00 [0 1]
0 [1 o] 0 0
} 0 | } 0 |

6.1 Unstructured matrix polynomials

The framework becomes simpler if we do not impose additional structures on the matrix polynomial A(x).
This leads to a computationally more efficient algorithm that will be subsequently used for numerical
experiments in Subsection[I0.3l In this Section, we explain the formulation of this more efficient algorithm
that uses the penalty method approach, presented in Subsection 2.3

The relation (74(A) + Ta(A)) vecv = 0 can be reformulated as

Aogvg ] [ Aovo
Al’Uo + Ao’Ul Al’Uo + Ao’Ul
Zj+l=i Ajur | ZjJrl:i Ajor |7
Apvg | | Arvg
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or equivalently
[Ac A1 0 A TR =40 Ar ... A Te(0h)T, (13)

where Ti(vT) € Flktd+1)xn(k+1) i defined as in (IT)).
Using the properties of the Kronecker product, the relation (I3) can be written as

() @ 1) § = = (T(v") ® ) a,
where ¢ := vec ([AO . Ak]) and « := vec ([Ao . Ak]) Hence, we can set
M) = (T ® L), r(v) = —M()o, (14)
and apply the results in the previous Sections. In particular, Theorem 2.8 gives
fo(v) = a* M(v)* (M(0)M(v)* + elyrarn)  M(v)a,
and after some tedious manipulation, this can be expressed as
f0) ={[A0 ... A].[40 ... A]T@")TC) Te(v*)),

where C(v) = (T (v T (vT)* + el (jras1)) "

Similarly, one can use the Kronecker product structure in M (v) from (4] to reduce the computational
cost in the formulae for the (Euclidean) gradient and the (Euclidean) Hessian in Theorem Bl Indeed,
the square matrix i (vT)TC(v)T Ty (v*) has size n(k+1), while the matrix M (v) is n(k+d+1) xn?(k+1).

As observed in [12], we can reduce the sizes of the matrices even further by searching through the left
and the right kernel separately, with d = L@J, instead of minimizing (I2)) with d = k(n — 1). In this
way, we need to run the algorithm twice, but the sizes of the matrices are significantly smaller. Overall,
this change translates into faster computational time.

6.2 Discontinuities

In Subsection 2.1l we saw that f can become discontinuous if structure is imposed on the problem. As
discussed earlier in this section, the nearest singular matrix polynomial problem introduces a layer of
structure given by the operator 7;. It turns out that this causes discontinuities to emerge even when
no additional structure is imposed on the coefficients of A(z). Moreover, we can gain insight into the
locations of these discontinuities by applying a matrix-theoretical framework. In particular, we invoke
the concept of minimal indices. A complete treatment of minimal indices is a somewhat technical topic
in the theory of matrix polynomials, and beyond the scope of our paper. Interested readers can consult
for example [14, 18, B2] and the references therein. Here we only treat the special case of a singular
n x n matrix polynomial A(z) of rank n — 1. In this case, it is clear that there exists a polynomial vector
v(z) such that the (free) module ker A(z) N F[z]™ = spang,jv(z). It turns out that degv(x) is uniquely
determined by A(z) and it is called the right minimal index of A(z); a left minimal index is defined
analogously.

The following Theorem is important for our next developments; we omit its proof because it is a
corollary of several more general results including the Index Sum Theorem [41] and [14, Theorem 3.2].

Theorem 6.3. Let A(x) € F[z]™*™ be a polynomial matriz having degree d and rank n — 1. Denote the
left and right minimal indices of A(x) by ne and n, respectively. Then, 1y + 1, < dr. Moreover, equality
holds generically in the set of n x n polynomial matrices of degree < d and rank n — 1.

Corollary 6.4. Let A(x) € F[z]™*™ be a singular square polynomial matriz of degree d. Then, generically,
A(z) has rank n — 1, right minimal index 1, and left minimal index 1, satisfying n, +ne = d(n — 1).

Proof. Denote by S the set of n x n polynomial matrices of degree < d. For k =0,1,...,n—1,let S, = S
be the subset of n x n polynomial matrices of degree < d and rank < k. By the definition of rank,

Sp—1 ={A(z) e S:det A(z) =0}, Sp_2={A(z)e S:adjA(x) =0} < S,_1.

We only need to establish that S, _o is nowhere dense in S,,_1, as the rest of the statement then follows
immediately by using Theorem [63l It is clear that S, is closed in S,,_1, by continuity of determinants.
Thus, it suffices to show that, for all A(z) € S,_2 and for all § > 0, the ball of radius ¢ and centered at
A(x) contains at least one element B(x) € Sp,—1\Snh—2. Let A € F be such that rank A(\) = rank A(x) =
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r < n — 1. Then by standard results in matrix theory (for example using the SVD), one can find
U,V e F*(=1=7) guch that |[UV7||p = 1 and A(\) + sUVT has rank n — 1. On the other hand,

rank (A(X) + SUVT) < rank (A(z) + SUVT) < rank (A(z)) + rank (sUV")

and hence
n—1<rank (A(z) +UVT) <r+n—-1-r=n—1.

O

It is also cleaif] that, given a singular n x n polynomial A(z) # 0 of degree < d, there is a sequence
Ap(z) of singular n x n polynomials of degree exactly d s.t. Ax(x) — A(z). An immediate consequence
of this fact and of Corollary [6.4]is that, given a regular n x n A(z) of degree d, there is always a singular
polynomial A(z) + E(x) nearest to A(z), of the same degree d, whose rank is precisely n — 1, and whose
left and right minimal indices sum to d(n — 1).

Lemma 6.5. The matriz T.(vT) as in (3) has left nullity > d —m if v(z) = vo + v1iz + -+ + v42¢ has
the form v(z) = p(2)w(z) where w(z) is a minimal basis of degree m < d and p(z) is a scalar polynomial
of degree < d —m.

Proof. Note that T (vT) has k +d + 1 rows and (k + 1)n columns.

Write p(z) = H?;{n(ajz —bj), where a;,b; are not both 0 (if, for some j, a; = 0 then the degree of
p(z) is strictly less than d — m, and we see it as having some roots at infinity). Then, p(z) has d — m
homogeneous roots (including possibly infinity) at the points of homogeneous coordinates (b;,a;). Note
that homogeneous roots can be repeated according to their multiplicity.

Observe that a vector of the form

w(a,b)z[a’”d gkt+d=1p  gk+d—2p2  pk+d—1 bk+d]

has the property, when multiplied by the matrix

Ck+d

of yielding the homogeneous valuation of the polynomial ¢(z) = > ¢;2% at the homogeneous point (b, a),
ie., Y c;bla*t4=t Similarly, 0Lw(a,b) applied to the same matrix yields the homogeneous valuation at
(b, a) of the I-th derivative of ¢(z). This immediately yields that, if (b;, a;) is a root of p(2) of multiplicity
[ + 1, then the vectors w(a,b), d,w(a,b),. .., w(a,b) belong to the null space of Tx(vT) since the block
columns of Ti(vT) are the coefficients of the polynomials v(z), zv(2), 2%v(2), ..., 2*v(z), all of which
have a root of multiplicity at least I at (b;,a;). This yields d — m linearly independent vectors (linear
independence follows from standard properties of, possibly confluent, Vandermonde matrices) in the null

space of Ti(vT). This shows that rank 7z (vT) < k +m + 1. O

Lemma shows that the matrix 7z (v?) experiences a rank drop when the degree of v(x) drops or
when v(x) stops being a minimal basis. This suggests that the function

f) =140 - A] T (T )| (15)

can be discontinuous at the vectors v for which either (or both) of these conditions holds. Thus in this
context, a regularization technique seems needed and the use of the penalty method is a possible way to
overcome this issue.

In [I2], the authors propose a minimization technique for the function (), optimizing over F”, but
they do not include a classical Tikhonov regularization strategy. Instead, they suggest an ad hoc strategy
that consists in repeating the minimization process on a sequence of increasing degrees d of the polynomial
vector in the null space (corresponding to different submatrices of our 7z (v?)). An extensive comparison
among our method and the algorithm proposed in [12] is provided in Subsection

2For example if A(x) = Z;'i:o Azt (Aq = 0), we can set
d 1 ak i
(@ =t Y A0 (1 + %)
i=0 z  k

where (ag)x is any sequence such that 0 < |ax| <1 and 0 # A (%) for all k.
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7 Approximate GCD

Let us consider two univariate polynomials with coefficients in C, say, p(z) = ZT:O p;a’ and gq(x) =
Yo ¢ixt, with pp, # 0 # gn. A Greatest Common Divisor (GCD) of the pair p(z), ¢(z) is a polynomial
g(x) = ZZ=O grx® such that (1) g(z) divides both p(z) and q(z) (2) every polynomial satisfying property
(1) divides g(x). The GCD is unique up to multiplication by units, i.e., nonzero scalars.

The problem of computing the GCD between two polynomials is well-known to be ill-posed: Even if
two polynomials p and ¢ have nonconstant common factors, generically their perturbations have trivial
GCD. Hence, it makes sense to consider the following “approximate GCD” computational problem: Given
two nonzero polynomials p, ¢ and a fixed degree d < min(degp,degq), find

fa(p,q) = min||(6p, dq)]| s.t. degged(p + dp,q + dq) = d. (16)

Here, 6, and 4 are polynomials of the same degree as p and ¢ respectively, and

10p, 0g)l = [0 (Gp)1 -+ (Gp)m  (Bgdo (dg)1 - (dg)n]ll

i.e., the Euclidean norm of the vector of their coefficients. This problem has been studied extensively,

together with variants where one imposes a maximum norm for (d,,d,) and looks for the largest possible

d; see, e.g.,[4, 27, [30] and the references therein for more information on the problem and its applications.
To see how GCD computations fit into our framework, let us start with a general algebraic result.

Proposition 7.1. Let R be a GCD domain with a multiplicative valuation v, i.e., a function
ze R\{0} - v(2) eN={0,1,2,..}

such that v(0) = —o0 and v(yz) = v(y) + v(2) V y,z € R. Let p,q,g € R with g = ged(p,q). Then,
v(g) = v(p) — v(w) = v(q) — v(u) where (u,w) # 0 satisfy the equation up + wq = 0 and have minimal
valuations among nonzero solutions.

Proof. up + wq = 0 implies ¢ := lem(p,q) | up. Thus, v(q) —v(g) = v(¢) — v(p) < v(u). Similarly,
v(w) = v(p) —v(g). To complete the proof, we exhibit the minimal solution v = —%, w = L. O

A multiplicative valuation as in Proposition [[.]] always exists when R = C[z], and it is usually called
“degree”. We conclude that two polynomials p(z), ¢(x) € C[z] have a GCD of degree > d if and only
if there are two nonzero polynomials u(z) and w(z) of degrees degu(z) = degq(x) — d, degw(x) =
degp(z) — d and such that u(x)p(z) + w(z)q(x) = 0. Essentially, u(z) contains the roots of ¢(x) that are
not also roots of p(z), and vice versa for w(x).

If we use the notation of Section @l to turn polynomial multiplication into matrix-vector multiplication,
we see that the problem of finding a solution (u,w) to up + wg = 0 is equivalent to seeking a nonzero

vector
[vec U

vecw

] € ker [%egu(p) ﬁegw(q)] '

We apply a block scaling so that norms are preserved: Define

1 1
Sd(p, Q) = [‘ /deg(q)—d+17aeg(q)7d(p) /deg(p—)—d+17216g(p)7d(q)] .

Then, one sees that |[(d,,d¢)|| = [|Sa(dp, dq)||F, and, in view of the previous discussion, deg ged(p + dp, ¢ +
dq) = d if and only if there is a nonzero vector in ker Sq(p + dp, g + 64). We can take S to be the (linear)
space of matrices of the form Sy(-,-), and then the problem (@) can be recast into our framework of
distance from singularity

Ja(p,q) = min||Sq(dp, 6¢)|| 7 s.t. Sa(p, q) + Sa(dp, dg) is singular.

It is worth remarking that we could speed up our computations (and potentially increase their ac-
curacy) by exploiting the Toeplitz structure in the matrix S4. In our numerical experiments, we do not
currently use ad-hoc strategies that take this observation into account.
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8 Structured distance to instability

Given an open set {2 € C, we say that a square matrix is 2-stable if all its eigenvalues belong to 2.
Common examples are Hurwitz stability, with Q = {A € C: Re A < 0} the left half-plane, and Schur
stability, with Q@ = {A € C: |A| < 1} the unit disc.

Another common problem in applications is the following [10, 22| 28] B9]: Given an Q-stable matrix
A e C™*™ compute its distance to Q-instability, i.e., the norm of the smallest perturbation A such that
A+ A is not stable:

dist(A, Q°) = min||A||F s.t. A + A has an eigenvalue A € Q°,

where we denote by Q¢ the complement set C\{2. Constraining the structure of the perturbation A is a
challenging addition to this problem, studied for instance in [21]: It reflects the fact that real-life matrices
from control systems often come with prescribed sparsity patterns or equal entries.

We recall a few facts on distances and projections; see [33, Section 2] for more details. Given an
open set Q < C, we define the projection proj(z,Q2°) as the closest point (computed according to the
Euclidean metric on the complex plane) to z outside Q. This projection is unique for every z except
for a measure-zero set of singular points called the medial axis of Q°. Outside of the medial axis, the
squared-distance function

dist?(z, Q) = |z — proj(z, Q°)|?

is a C! function in C = R? and has gradient (according to the Euclidean metric on C = R?)
grad, dist?(z, Q°) = 2(z — proj(z, Q°)).

Following the approach in the previous sections, we can reformulate the distance to instability problem
as
dist?(A4,Q°) = min||Al|% s.t. A€ S, (A + A — X)v =0 for some v e M and A € Q°,

which is equivalent to the nested minimization problems
dist®(A, Q°) = min f(v) s.t. v e M,
f(v) = min f(v, ) s.t. A e QF,
f(v,)) = min||Al|% st. Ae S, (A+ A~ X)v =0.

We switch immediately to the relaxed formulation

dist?(A, Q%) = min f.(v) s.t. v € M, (17a)
fe(v) = min fe(v, \) s.t. A e Q°, (17b)
f-(v,\) = min|| A% + e H[(A+ A = M)v||* st. AeS. (17c)

The problem (I7d) is precisely the problem that we have solved in the last sections, except that A is
replaced by A — AI. Hence,

fe(v,A) = v*¥( A\ — A)*(MM* + eI)" (A — A)v.

We show that the minimizer 4 of (IZh) can also be found explicitly, since f-(v, \) is a quadratic function
of A. Let us define the complex scalars

a=v¥MM*+cl) v >0, b=v¥*(MM* +el)"*Av e C,

<

Q|

c=v*A*(MM* +el)™' Av > 0, Ao

Theorem 8.1. The minimizer Ay = argminyeqe fe(v, A) is given by Ay = projge(Ao).
Proof. We have
fe(v,A) = ¥ — A¥)Y(MM* + I)~ (v — Av)
=Xa\—Xb—b\+¢
= (A —a"1b)a(A—a'b) —ba" 10+ c
=alA— Ao +c—a b~

The result follows from noting that the level curves of f.(v, ), plotted in the complex plane as a function
of A, are circles centered in \g. [l
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Algorithm 3: Computing f.(v) for the nearest unstable matrix problem

M — [PWy, ... PPy];

vF(MM*+el)"! Av

v% (MM*+el)—1v 5

A < Projoe(No);

fe(v) — v*¥( NI — A)¥(MM* + el) " (NI — A)v;

)\O‘*

Hence, to evaluate f.(v) for this problem, we can use Algorithm Bl Computing the gradient of
this function looks like a difficult task at first, but it is simplified by the following observation: If
proj(Xo, C) = ¢, for a certain ¢ € Q°, then the functions dist®(\g, 2°) and [\g — ¢|?> (where ( is considered
as a constant) have the same first-order expansion in Ag, since they have the same value and the same
gradient 2(Ag — ().

In particular, the gradient of

fe(v) = fo(v, Ay) = adist® (Ao, Q) + ¢ — a7 b2 = alXg — Xs|? + ¢ — a7 |b]?
with respect to v is the same as the gradient of
fe(v, M) = alXo — C|* + ¢ —a™t{D|?

with the constant { = A, i.e., we can regard A\, as a constant in our gradient computations and ignore
the contribution from %)\*. Hence, we can repeat the computation of the previous section with A — A1
in place of A, to get

VE(v) = =2(A = Mo d + A )¥(MM* + 1) (AT — A)o.

REMARK 8.2. The argument above does not extend to the computation of the Hessian, unfortunately,
since the Hessians of dist?(\g, 2°) and |A\o—¢|? are different. This fact suggests using first-order algorithms
for this problem, since they can be implemented relying only on the function z — proj(z, Q°), without
the need for additional information such as its Hessian.

REMARK 8.3. For this problem, the field F must be C: Even when A has real entries, A, and vy may be
complex; hence, we must look for the minimum in the complex field. One can also consider the problem
of finding the nearest unstable A + A, with § € R™*" equal to the set of real linear combinations of a
basis set P, ..., P(®). We can proceed similarly, imposing 6 € R? and converting the complex linear
system M§ = r into the real one

. 2. N |ReM| . |Rer
mm{|5| :0eR ’[ImM]a_ [Imr]}'

However, an analogue of Theorem [R] does not hold: In this case, finding the optimal Ay is a general
convex quadratic minimization problem over R2, and its solution is not given by the projection in the
Euclidean distance.

9 Nearest matrix with prescribed nullity

In this section, we study another nearness problem that we can solve with a similar strategy. Given
A e F™*" m = n, we wish to find the nearest matrix A + A with rank(A + A) < n — ¢, i.e., nullity at
least £. When ¢ = 1, this problem reduces to the one of the nearest singular matrix that we have already
treated.

A matrix A+ A has nullity at least ¢ if and only if there exists a V € F***_ with orthonormal columns,
such that (A + A)V = 0. Hence, we define

F(V) = min||A? st. (A+ AV =0, AeS.

This function is invariant under changes of bases V — V@Q, with @) unitary, so we can optimize over the
Grassmann manifold [I7] Gy, ¢(F). Here, V is an orthonormal representative of an element of G,, ¢(F).
Set
VI[’Ul V2 ’Ug];
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then (A + A)V = 0 is equivalent to (A + A)v; = M (v;)6 —r(v;) =0, for all i = 1,2,...,¢. Hence, we can
rewrite the problem as a minimization problem in ¢ as

F(V) = min|[0]|? s.t. M(v;)6 =r(vi), i =1,2,...,¢,

or equivalently

M(v1) r(v1)
s M (v2) r(v2)

fOV) = minfl§)? s.t. MOV)6 = r(V), M(V)=| |, rv)=| |
M (v) r(ve)

The formulae to compute f in the previous sections apply almost identically to this problem, with the
only caveat that the sizes might be different: While in the previous cases we expected that M has more
rows than columns, in this case the opposite is more typical. This is relevant in the formulae for the
pseudoinverse, which becomes MT = (M*M)~!M* in the full-column case; however in the regularized
version we still have M*(MM* +el)™' = (M*M +el)"'M*.

10 Numerical experiments

In this section, we provide details on the numerical implementation of our method, and present exten-
sive numerical experiments. In Subsection 0.1l we describe our heuristic strategy for the choice of the
regularization parameter € in the penalty method, stated in Subsection 2.3l The remaining part of this
section is devoted to numerical experiments for different applications of our method. We test our method
using as benchmark pre-existing algorithms, when available. The Matlab code for the implementation
is freely available at https://github.com/fph/RiemannOracle. All running times were measured using
Matlab R2023a and Manopt 7.1 on an Intel Core i5-12600K.

10.1 Adaptive choice for the regularization parameter

Depending on the method used for minimization, we may use a different strategy to update the parameter
€ at each iteration. In particular, in the penalty method, as the parameter ¢ must tend to 0, we need to
generate a (finite) decreasing sequence (ex)r<x and solve minimization problems for smaller and smaller
values of e, k = 0,1,..., K. It is common practice [3I] to use the solution at the step k, that is,

v = argixeliMn fer (0),

as a starting point for minimizing f., , (v). Clearly, it is desirable that K is as small as possible, for
reasons of efficiency. Nevertheless, decreasing the regularization parameter too fast may lead to spurious
results. We provide a heuristic adaptive strategy for choosing the value e€x,1 from &g, described in
Algorithm [ and motivated by the following observations.

In Figure Pl we provide a zoom-in of Figure [[l Having fixed a point ¢, we consider the points f.(f),
where € = 0.5 and ¢ = 107/, for j = 1,2,3. In this example, the geometric decrease of ¢ induces a
relatively large difference between the values of f.(¢). This may lead to possible drawbacks. Firstly,
the point v} may be not a suitable starting point for iteration k + 1. Secondly, it is possible that the
minimization procedure converges to a different local minimum. For instance, in the example provided
in Figure @ this happens if, after solving the subproblem for e = 0.5, we consider ;1 = 0.0001 and
use t as starting point for minimizing fo .01 (v)-

Heuristically, we observed that these issues can be avoided or greatly reduced by employing (1) an addi-
tional check at the end of each iteration and (2) an adaptive choice for updating the regularization param-
eter. We used this technique when solving the problem stated in Subsection We report these experi-
ments in Subsection[I0.3] We refer the reader to the repository https://github.com/fph/Riemannlracle
for our default choices of the parameters Cy, C,, p1 and po.

10.2 Nearest sparse singular matrix: A comparison with [21]

In this experiment, given a sparse matrix A, we aim to compute the nearest singular matrix with the
same zero pattern as A. We use the optimized formulae in Section We take A to be the sparse
matrix orani678 from the Suitesparse Matrix Collection (n = 2529, 90158 nonzero elements). We use
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Figure 2: A zoom-in of Figure [l

Algorithm 4: Adaptive choice of ¢

Input : Starting value e, decrease factor pq, increase factor py, constants Cy, C,
Output: New choice €41

€k+1 < EkP1

vk < arg minyepm fe, (v)

fk <~ f&‘_k(vk)a f < f8k+1 (’Uk)

while f > Cyf; do
€k+1 < EkP2
f - f5k+1 (Uk)
p < pp2
if p> C, then
| return
end

end

the augmented Lagrangian method, decreasing € by a fixed factor 2 at each iteration. The results are
shown in Figure Bl

The matrix M is highly ill-conditioned at every step of the algorithm, making this problem a par-
ticularly challenging benchmark. Nevertheless, the value of f-(v) converges quickly to 7.1894 x 1074,
corresponding to a structured distance from singularity of 2.6813 x 1072

It is tricky to evaluate the non-regularized function f(vy) at the minimizer vector vy: Indeed, the
second subplot in Figure Bl shows that the computed value of f(v) stays at a value of about 240, unlike
fe(v). This phenomenon happens because in the last iterations M has 240 singular values (out of 2529)
smaller than the machine precision, some as small as 107°": Using the notation in Section B both r; and
d; = o? are zero only up to numerical errors of the order of the machine precision, for large i, and the
computation of f is sensitive to their exact values.

At the exact minimizer, we expect that d; = r; = 0. If we enforce this property, we can produce a
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nearby vector vpeg for which the minimum f(vyeg) = 7.1894 x 10~% is achieved even for ¢ = 0: We set

(T ) _ r,  di > 10_16,
reee 0 otherwise,

and compute Vg = —A_lrreg. This correction ensures that r € Im M exactly, even in the limit when
some entries d; become zero.

It is interesting to compare the values computed by Riemann-Oracle with those reported in [2T],
Section 7.1], which deals with similar problems. The structure of their computation is different: Their
main algorithm solves the dual problem

#(e) = min|A|? s.t. A+ A has eigenvalue \, A € S, |A||lr = ¢,

and then an outer minimization routine on € must be used to find the smallest £ such that ¢(e) = 0.

We can obtain directly comparable results by solving a distance-to-instability problem, in the frame-
work of Section B setting Q = {z € C: |z| = ¢()/?}. In this way, we can compute the inverse of the
function ¢: Given a target magnitude ¢(¢)'/? for the smallest eigenvalue of A+ A, we obtain the smallest
perturbation norm min, f(v) = |A||% that achieves it. We report our results in Table[I The agreement
is not perfect up to the last reported digit, but we note the disclaimer in [21, Section 7.1] stating that ¢
is computed inexactly; we can view this experiment as a confirmation that both methods produce valid
results. Observe also the duality between the two frameworks: In [21], intermediate values of £ and ¢(¢)
are computed naturally as intermediate results to solve the distance to singularity problem; on the other
hand, it is relatively easy for Riemann-Oracle to compute ¢~1(0), i.e., the distance to singularity, and a
more sophisticated (and slower) variant is required to compute ¢~*(g) for € > 0.

The authors of [21] report a CPU time of more than 500 seconds per outer iteration, with at least 10
outer iterations. While comparing running times on different machines is of course very imprecise, it is
worth mentioning that Riemann-Oracle provides an output in less than a minute; this appears to be a
speedup of several orders of magnitude.

0.0000000 1.1019564 - 102
0.0176409 9.5284061 - 104
0.0219541 2.5263758 - 10~
0.0243116 6.5050153 - 10~°
0.0264097 1.6503282 - 10~
0.0261739 4.1561289 - 10~
0.0264923 1.0428313- 106
0.0266524 2.6118300- 1077
0.0267327 6.5355110- 10~8
0.0267822 9.6346192 - 10~*
0.0268089 1.7293467 - 10710

Table 1: Minimizers obtained by running the distance-to-instability algorithm in Section [ with Q =
{z € C: |z| = r} and various values of r. The right column reports the least squared norm of the
eigenvalues of the computed matrix. Underlined digits differ from [21, Table 7.2]. We believe that our
computations are likely more reliable for the first row (since A already has an eigenvalue with a squared
norm 1.1019564 - 1072) and the sixth row (since in [21] the function behaves nonmonotonically). For the
two bottom rows, our values are slightly larger and we cannot say for sure that they are more accurate,
but the authors of [21] make a comment that their ¢ is computed with low accuracy.

10.3 Nearest singular matrix polynomial: A comparison with [12]

In this section, we focus on the nearest singular matrix polynomial to a given one of degree > 2; for the
degree 1 case, to our knowledge, the currently best available algorithm is [I5] which already uses similar
techniques. We compare the method of this paper with the algorithm presented in [12]@, which at the
time of writing this paper is the state of the art for this problem for degree 2 or higher. We do this by

3For the comparison, we have used Matlab codes kindly provided by the authors of [12].

23



performing statistical experiments with randomly generated matrix polynomials. For a fixed size n, we
generate n x n matrix polynomials Ag + AA; + ...+ A9A44 such that the real and imaginary part of each
element in A;, for i =0, ..., d is drawn from the normal distribution A (0, 1).

The method proposed in [I2] attempts to solve the unregularized problem (I2)) by using a pseudoinverse
in a similar manner as described in Theorem 241 The main difference between our method and the one
in [I2] is our use of regularization, as explained in Section [ZIl Another significant difference is that we
restrict to optimizing over the unit sphere, whereas the method in [I2] does not normalize the input and
optimizes over the Euclidean space of one dimension higher.

The residual

n(v, A) := ||[A0 +A ... Ap+ Ak] E(UT)THQ

measures the extent to which the constraint of the optimization problem (2] is satisfied. Note that,
in the case of the method presented in this paper, this residual approaches zero as the regularization
parameter approaches zero. In the case of the method of [I2], on the other hand, this residual depends on
the value of the tolerance used in the practical implementation of the pseudoinverse. In order to provide
a fair comparison of the running times, we impose that the resulting residual of our method is less than or
equal to that of the method in [I2]. We do this as follows: We first run the algorithm of [I2], and measure
the residual 7(?, A), where ¢ and A are the minimizer and the corresponding perturbation, respectively,
obtained by the algorithm in [12]. We stop the Riemann-Oracle as soon as 1(2, A) < n(#, A), where o, A
are the minimizer and the corresponding perturbation, respectively, obtained by our approach

We design two different numerical experiments with the goal of comparing the method in [12] and
Riemann-Oracle, implemented as detailed in Subsection Note that [I2] cannot deal with additional
structures, but, on the other hand, it can compute distances in the spectral norm as well. We compare the
two algorithms on the intersection of their possibilities, that is, on computing the unstructured distance to
singularity of a matrix polynomial in the Frobenius norm. In the first experiment, we consider randomly
generated matrix polynomials of fixed degree d = 2; the quadratic case d = 2 is arguably the most
relevant for practical applications [38]. For each n € {5,10,15,20, 25,30}, we construct 100 quadratic
matrix polynomials. Figure Ml shows a comparison between the two methods, both for the values of the
approximate distances and the running times (in seconds). Figure Bl shows how frequently each method
yields a lower value of the objective function |A||z. These figures show that as the size increases, the
Riemann-Oracle approach outperforms its competitor, increasingly more impressively. In particular, for
n = 30, Riemann-Oracle finds a better solution than the method in [12] 99 times out of 100, while the
average distance computed by our approach is approximately 16% smaller than the one found by [12];
this is a clear improvement to the state of the art.

Next, we perform a similar experiment, but varying the degree of the matrix polynomial instead of its
size. More specifically, we set n = 15 and let the degree vary in the range d € {2,3,4,5,6}. The results
are shown in Figures [6l and [l For all degrees, the quality of the output given by Riemann-Oracle is
slightly better than its competitor. In terms of running time, Riemann-Oracle scales significantly better
for higher degrees. In particular, for d = 6, the median running time of Riemann-Oracle is approximately
one third of that of the Das-Bora algorithm.

10.4 Approximate GCD: A comparison with [30]
We apply the approach in Section [1 to finding approximate GCDs of given degree d of

d

p(z) = B(x® + 3z —1)(z — ¥, qz) = Vap(x), (18)
and of
10 10 ‘ N
p@) =] @ —ay). a@) =7 ][, +107). o= (174, (19

with the normalization coefficients § and 7 chosen so that the vectors of coefficients of p and ¢ have
Euclidean norm 1. These specific pairs of polynomials have been considered in various papers in the
GCD literature [4] [30] [42] as challenging test problems.

4In addition to the value of the stopping criterion, various other parameters need to be specified when running Manopt.
The file example_polynomial.m in the |GitHub repository gives the complete list of the choices of the parameters that were
used in this subsection’s experiments. These are stored in the options structure.
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Figure 4: Comparison between Riemann-Oracle (denoted Oracle in the picture) and the Das-Bora algo-
rithm [I2] for d = 2 and n € {5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30}.

We apply the augmented Lagrangian method with a very small tolerance ||grad f. ,(v)| < 107!2, a
maximum of 5000 steps in each inner iteration, and 80 outer iterations in which ¢ is decreased by a
constant factor 0.7, starting from 1. The results obtained by our algorithm on the two problems are
reported in Table

Note that we compute the polynomials u,w, g explicitly and set 6, = p — gu, 64 = ¢ — gw, to ensure
that the computed distances truly correspond to a GCD of a given degree.

The values obtained by Riemann-Oracle match the best ones reported in [30, Table 4], apart from
the last two rows in the rightmost table: d = 5, for which a slightly smaller value 4.487 - 10~ is obtained
by some of the specialized algorithms; and d = 4, for which our algorithm converges to a local minimum
corresponding to the cofactors of the approximate GCD with d = 6, multiplied by two spurious degree-1
factors. Hence, a GCD polynomial g of degree 4 cannot be extracted from those cofactors.

We remark that we applied Riemann-Oracle without any post-processing of the solutions, unlike in [30]
in which post-processing is considered as an integral part of the algorithm. The results confirm that our
algorithm matches the accuracy of the best specialized algorithms, even without post-processing, apart
from the more challenging cases in which the objective function takes a value smaller than the machine
precision (note that f(vy) ~ 21077 for d = 5 in ([[J)); possibly for this reason, this was the only
numerical experiment on which Riemann-Oracle did not either match or outperform the (specialized)
state of the art.

It is possible that Riemann-Oracle can solve such badly scaled problems with minor improvements,
for instance a more careful implementation of the optimization routine; we postpone this task to future
research.
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Figure 5: Comparison between the method of this paper (Oracle) and the Das-Bora algorithm [12] for
d =2 and n € {5,10,15, 20, 25,30}. The picture reports the relative frequency of which method yielded a
better solution (or of ties). A comparison is considered to be a tie if the solutions differ by at most 1075.

10.5 Nearest matrix with prescribed nullity

We consider a structured matrix A, and aim to numerically approximate its distance to the nearest matrix
with nullity at least . We follow the strategy presented in Section [0 and optimize over the Grassmann
manifold [I7], by means of the augmented Lagrangian formulation. In this experiment, we consider the
grcar matrix of size 8 x 8

1 1 1 1 0 0 0 O

-1 1 1 1 1 0 0 O

0o -1 1 1 1 1 0 0
A 0 0 -1 1 1 1 1 0

0 0 0 -1 1 1 1 1|’

0 0 0 0 -1 1 1 1

0 0 0 0 0o -1 1 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 1

with [|A||F = 5.7446. We choose a prescribed nullity ¢ € {1,2,3,4,5,6, 7}, and compute
(a) the nearest matrix A with the same sparsity pattern of A, with nullity at least ¢;
(b) the nearest Toeplitz matrix A, with nullity at least ¢.

In Table B, we report the results of the two experiments. In our experiments, the algorithm always finds
a minimizer with nullity exactly equal to ¢, which is the smallest allowed value. It is worth observing
that using either the Grassmannian or the unit sphere led to the same results for the case £ = 1.
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Figure 6: Comparison between Riemann-Oracle (denoted Oracle in the picture) and the Das-Bora algo-
rithm [12] for d € {2, 3,4, 5,6} and n = 15.

11 Conclusions

We have introduced and studied Riemann-Oracle, an algorithm to solve matrix nearness problems that is
applicable to a broad range of nearness problems of practical interest. The philosophy of Riemann-Oracle
is based on the insight that some problems become much easier if an oracle reveals certain features of the
minimizer, and one can then optimize over such features, typically over a real Riemannian manifold. We
discussed the underlying theory and its links with least squares problems, and argued that it can lead to
a powerful algorithm when enhanced with regularization tools from optimization. Extensive numerical
experiments show that this method is already extremely competitive on all test problems, and often
provides a noticeable improvement with respect to previous methods. Possible future research directions
include studying the performance of Riemann-Oracle on even more classes of nearness problems, as well
as further improving its implementation details.
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Approximate GCDs of ([I8)

Approximate GCDs of (I9)

ko d l(p—gu,q—gw)l d I(p — gu, q — gw)||
15 15 7.6160- 105 9 3.9964 - 103
25 25 7.8733-10~6 8 1.7288 - 10~4
35 36 6.1775-10~° 7 7.0890 - 106
45 46 2.9846 - 10~° 6 1.8293-107

5 4.4913-10~°

4

*

Table 2: Results obtained for the approximate GCD problem (I6]) on the polynomials (I8) and ([I3J)), with
varying degrees k and d. The chosen values of k, d are those that appear also in [30].
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Sparsity pattern Toeplitz structure

¢ |A]F ¢ |A]F
1 14126 1 1.2655
2 2.0030 2 1.8710
3 25905 3 2.2376
4 3.2591 4 3.0005
5 3.7762 5 3.3692
6 4.4584 6 4.1665
7 51418 7 5.0975

Table 3: Left: Distance from A to the nearest matrix with prescribed nullity and having the same zero
pattern as A. Right: Distance from A to the nearest Toeplitz matrix with prescribed nullity.
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A  Proof of Theorem 3.1

To determine the gradient V f. ,(v) of fe,(v), we compute the directional derivative in a direction w

. d
few = Ef&y(v + tw) i

We use a dotted letter to denote the derivative (in ¢) of the corresponding non-dotted quantity, evaluated
in ¢ = 0; hence for instance

d
7= %T(U + tw) . = —Aw.

It is clear that the formulae in (@) hold, when ascribing this meaning to dotted letters. We now show
that (8) holds. Using the expansion (X + H)™' = X! — X 'HX~! + O(||H||?) with X = MM* + ¢,
we have

=Xl = —XTIXX Y4 X = — XY (MM + MM*)z — XL Aw.
We now observe that ,
MM*z = M(S* = 2 P(i)w((s*)i = Ayw
i=1
to obtain the formula ().
We can now compute the derivative
f-sﬁy =¥z 4+ r¥2

= —w* A%z — P (MM* + ) "HMM*z + (A + Ay)w)

%
= —w* A%y — 2 Aw — 2 MM* 2 — 2*Aw
—(Agw)*
= —2Rez*(A+ Ay)w
=(=2(A+ Ay)*z,w).

This equality, which holds for all w, proves the formula for the gradient ().
To compute the action of the Hessian, we differentiate the gradient to obtain

d
H, ,(v)w = EVf&y(U + tw)

t=0
=2 A +A)*z—2(A+ Ay)*z.
=0

REMARK A.1l. It is interesting to note the alternative form

(Ay)*z = <Zp] P<i>((P<i>v)*z))) z= <Zp] P<i>zz*(P<i>)*> v;

i=1 i=1

which shows that when y = 0 the gradient can be written as the product of a Hermitian matrix with v:

p
Vfeo(v) =2 <A*(MM* +el)TTA - Z P(i)zz*(P(i))*> v.

i=1
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