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Abstract

This paper explores a key question in numerical linear algebra: how can we compute projectors onto
the deflating subspaces of a regular matrix pencil (A,B), in particular without using matrix inversion
or defaulting to an expensive Schur decomposition? We focus specifically on spectral projectors, whose
associated deflating subspaces correspond to sets of eigenvalues/eigenvectors. In this work, we present a
high-level approach to computing these projectors, which combines rational function approximation with
an inverse-free arithmetic of Benner and Byers [Numerische Mathematik 2006]. The result is a numerical
framework that captures existing inverse-free methods, generates an array of new options, and provides
straightforward tools for pursuing efficiency on structured problems (e.g., definite pencils). To exhibit
the efficacy of this framework, we consider a handful of methods in detail, including Implicit Repeated
Squaring and iterations based on the matrix sign function. For the former, we present a new and general
floating-point stability bound that may be of independent interest. In an appendix, we demonstrate
that recent, randomized divide-and-conquer eigensolvers – which are built on fast methods for individual
projectors like those considered here – can be adapted to produce the generalized Schur form of any
matrix pencil in nearly matrix multiplication time.

Keywords: Matrix pencil, spectral projectors, deflating subspaces, repeated squaring, matrix sign

function, generalized Schur decomposition

MSC Class: 65F15 65F60

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the task of computing projectors onto the right/left deflating subspaces of an
arbitrary, regular matrix pencil (A,B) ∈ Cn×n×Cn×n. We follow the standard definition for these subspaces:
X ,Y ⊆ Cn are right and left deflating subspaces of (A,B), respectively, if dim(X ) = dim(Y) and

span {Ax,Bx : x ∈ X} = Y. (1.1)

When X is spanned by a set of right eigenvectors of (A,B), projectors onto X and Y are called spectral
projectors of (A,B).1 If additionally B = I, or more generally if A and B commute, then these projectors
are the same, corresponding to a single invariant eigenspace of A. Note that deflating subspaces are only
defined if (A,B) is regular, which here means that the characteristic polynomial p(λ) = det(A− λB) is not
identically zero.

We assume throughout this section familiarity with standard definitions from linear algebra. For a
summary of the relevant notation, see Section 1.4.

1.1 Motivation

Spectral projectors and their associated deflating subspaces are essential in numerical linear algebra. While
specific projectors/subspaces are of interest in certain applications – e.g., corresponding to the largest or

∗Department of Mathematics, University of California Berkeley
†Department of Mathematics, University of California San Diego
‡Corresponding author (ryan.schneider@berkeley.edu)
1Any set of right eigenvectors is guaranteed to span a corresponding right deflating subspace, which is easy to see from

the generalized Schur form of (A,B) [39]. Despite the similarity in naming, left deflating subspaces of (A,B) are not usually
spanned by left eigenvectors.
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Figure 1: One step of divide-and-conquer applied to the pencil (A,B), where U
(1)
R , U
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L and U

(2)
R , U

(2)
L are

rectangular matrices containing bases for pairs of deflating subspaces.

smallest k eigenvalues as in [38] – our primary motivation is a specific subproblem of divide-and-conquer
eigensolvers, which recursively diagonalize a matrix pencil (or individual matrix, setting B = I) as in
Figure 1.

Here, U
(1)
R , U

(1)
L ∈ Cn×k and U

(2)
R , U

(2)
L ∈ Cn×(n−k) contain orthonormal bases for pairs of right/left

deflating subspaces corresponding to disjoint sets of eigenvalues. Typically, these matrices are obtained
by first computing the associated projectors and subsequently rank-revealing factorizations for them. In
this way, the projectors are the key ingredient of divide-and-conquer; because they are linked to deflating
subspaces spanned by eigenvectors, it is not difficult to show that the spectra of the k×k and (n−k)×(n−k)
subproblems form a disjoint union of the spectrum of (A,B).

While divide-and-conquer has existed in the literature for several decades [2,3,7,10,29], it has only recently
been formulated in a way that provably succeeds (and achieves near-optimal complexity) on arbitrary inputs
[6, 14]. As efforts to deploy these algorithms move forward, optimizing methods for computing projectors
is increasingly important, as the step of divide-and-conquer that relies on them tends to dominate in both
computational time and precision requirements. With this in mind, we focus specifically on the following
problem, which – as is typical in divide-and-conquer – assumes that we have already identified a region of
the complex plane containing a piece of the spectrum of (A,B).

Problem Statement. Given an arbitrary, regular matrix pencil (A,B) and a set S ⊆ C containing
some subset of eigenvalues of (A,B), compute the projectors PR and PL onto the right/left deflating
subspaces corresponding to S, where the former is spanned by the (right) eigenvectors associated to
eigenvalues in S and the latter is defined according to (1.1).

Our primary contribution in this paper is a general framework for developing fast, inverse-free algorithms
that can solve this problem. Here, “fast” means that each method requires at most O(log(nδ )TMM(n))
operations to compute PR and PL to forward accuracy δ in the spectral norm – assuming the problem is
not too ill-conditioned – for TMM(n) the complexity of n× n matrix multiplication. Several such algorithms
already exist in the literature (and are summarized in the subsequent sections); our framework provides a
means of understanding/adapting them and generating new options.

Conditioning in this setting depends primarily on the largest ϵ > 0 for which the ϵ-pseudospectrum of
(A,B), defined appropriately (see Definition 3.11), is well-separated from the boundary of S. To achieve the
“fast” moniker this ϵ will need to be at least polynomial in n−1 and δ, as we discuss further in Section 3.
Note that this notion of ill-conditioning speaks to complexity and not feasibility/accuracy; the methods
we present can still produce accurate approximations even if the pseudospectral condition does not hold,
though in that case they exceed O(log(nδ )TMM(n)) complexity. A problem is ill-posed only when (A,B) has
an eigenvalue on the boundary of S.

Remark 1.1. Absent these fast methods, computing PR and PL typically requires obtaining a full Schur
decomposition of (A,B) and reorganizing it so that the leading eigenvalues belong to S – i.e., xGGES in
LAPACK.2 Indeed, computing a generalized Schur decomposition is equivalent to computing a sequence of
nested deflating subspaces. With this in mind, and because Schur form itself has a variety of applications
[1, 15, 16, 18], we discuss it in more detail in Appendix A. There we demonstrate that the aforementioned
divide-and-conquer approach can be adapted to produce a Schur decomposition (of any pencil in nearly
matrix multiplication time) by leveraging the fast methods for individual deflating subspaces presented in
the rest of the paper.

2See [24] for a discussion of the reorganization procedure.
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1.2 High-Level Strategy

At a high level, our goal will be to transform (A,B) into the pencil (AS , BS), which has the same right
eigenvectors as (A,B) but whose eigenvalues are zero and one, depending on whether or not the corresponding
eigenvalues of (A,B) belong to S. If this can be done, obtaining projectors is straightforward; in particular,
PR = B−1

S AS . Moreover, PH
L can be obtained by repeating this procedure with (AH , BH) and S∗ =

{z : z ∈ S}.3 Since a rank-revealing QR factorization of B−1
S AS can be computed implicitly, for example

using the GRURV algorithm of Ballard et al. [4], accomplishing the transformation (A,B) → (AS , BS) is
sufficient for computing PR and PL without inversion.

In practice, obtaining (AS , BS) from (A,B) naturally reduces to (rationally) approximating the indicator
function

1S(z) =


1 z ∈ S

0 z ∈ C\S
undefined z ∈ ∂S

(1.2)

where S denotes the closure of S. Evaluating such an approximation r(z) at B−1A (without taking inverses or
forming the product) will yield an approximation of (AS , BS), as doing so preserves right eigenvectors while
mapping eigenvalues λ to r(λ). Work of Benner and Byers [8, 9], which develops an inverse-free arithmetic
on matrix pencils, implies that this can be done implicitly. The central definition of their arithmetic is the
matrix relation

(B\A) = {(x, y) ∈ Cn × Cn : Ax = By} , (1.3)

which we can think of as a representation4 of B−1A that neither requires B to be invertible nor risks
instability if B is invertible but ill-conditioned. The corresponding arithmetic is defined by the following
operations.

Definition 1.2 (Arithmetic for Matrix Relations). The sum and product of two matrix relations (B1\A1)
and (B2\A2) are subsets of Cn × Cn given by

(B2\A2) + (B1\A1) =

(x, z) : ∃ y1, y2 s.t.

A1 −B1 0 0
A2 0 −B2 0
0 I I −I




x
y1
y2
z

 = 0


(B2\A2)(B1\A1) =

(x, z) : ∃ y s.t.

(
A1 −B1 0
0 A2 −B2

)x
y
z

 = 0

 .

Observing that a block QR factorization(
A
B

)
=

(
Q11 Q12

Q21 Q22

)(
R
0

)
(1.4)

implies null
([
QH

12 QH
22

])
= range

([
A
B

])
, another result of Benner and Byers suggests that the sum and

product of any pair of matrix relations can be computed using only QR and matrix multiplication [9,
Theorems 2.3 and 2.7].

Theorem 1.3 (Benner and Byers 2006). Let (B1\A1) and (B2\A2) be two matrix relations with A1, A2, B1, B2 ∈
Cn×n. Suppose

null
([
Q1 Q2

])
= range

([
−B1

A2

])
and null

([
U1 U2

])
) = range

([
−B1

B2

])
.

3This follows from the observation that left eigenvectors of B−HAH associated to S – which are not necessarily left
eigenvectors of either (A,B) or (AH , BH) – span the appropriate left deflating subspace.

4This representation is not unique. We can left multiply A and B by any matrix M whose null space only trivially overlaps
with the range of

[
A B

]
without changing the relation.
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Then
(B2\A2)(B1\A1) = ((Q2B2)\(Q1A1))

and
(B2\A2) + (B1\A1) = ((U2B2)\(U1A1 + U2A2)).

It can be shown that these operations extend to the spectra of (A1, B1) and (A2, B2) in a natural way; if λ
and µ are eigenvalues of these pencils associated to a shared (right) eigenvector v, then (λ+µ, v) and (λµ, v)
are eigenpairs of the pencils corresponding to (B2\A2) + (B1\A1) and (B2\A2)(B1\A1), respectively

5 [9,
Theorems 2.5 and 2.8]. Hence, a polynomial can be applied to a regular pencil (A,B) by evaluating it at
the relation (B\A), which implicitly evaluates the polynomial at B−1A and maps eigenvalues accordingly.

To extend this to rational functions we need only introduce some notion of a multiplicative inverse, which
can be done as (B\A)−1 = (A\B). While this is only a true inverse when B−1A exists and is invertible, it
is sufficient for our purposes since the eigenvalues of (B,A) are clearly the reciprocals of the eigenvalues of
(A,B), again corresponding to the same right eigenvectors.6

Given any rational function r(z) = p(z)/q(z) for polynomials p and q, we can now evaluate r(B\A) using
the arithmetic of Benner and Byers as

r(B\A) = (q(B\A))−1p(B\A). (1.5)

Here we make a somewhat arbitrary choice; we could evaluate r(B\A) as p(B\A)(q(B\A))−1, though this
simply yields a different representation of the same matrix relation. Sticking with (1.5), we obtain the
following high-level, inverse-free framework for computing (AS , BS):

1. Approximate the indicator function 1S(z) with a rational function r(z).

2. Evaluate r(B\A) using only matrix multiplication and QR via Theorem 1.3 and (1.4).

3. Set (BS\AS) = r(B\A).

In this framework, each choice of r(z) generates a different numerical method for solving our original
problem. To choose between them, we suggest the following.

The Indicator Approximation Problem: Given S ⊆ C, what is the “best” rational function
approximation to 1S(z)?

This questions is more subtle than it initially appears. While in general we prefer approximations that
are as close to 1S(z) as possible – in an appropriate norm and at least near the eigenvalues of (A,B) if not on
all of S – we must also account for the expensive nature of Benner and Byer’s inverse-free arithmetic. That
is, each addition/multiplication required to evaluate a given rational function requires a block 2n × n QR
factorization. Hence, a better approximation to 1S(z) may not yield a more efficient method if it requires
even one or two additional operations. There is one exception here: Möbius transformations; r(z) = az+b

cz+d
can be applied to (B\A) for free as ((cA+ dB)\(aA+ bB)), and it will therefore be advantageous to write
r(z) in terms of Möbius transformations whenever possible.

In light of these observations, the Indicator Approximation Problem can be used not just to choose an
approximation but to refine it, perhaps based on more specific knowledge of where eigenvalues lie in S. This
is our motivation for leaving the problem open-ended; the meaning of “best” and any corresponding answer
will depend on (A,B), S, and the computational resources available. Because of this flexibility, we position
the Indicator Approximation Problem as a natural tool for algorithmic optimization, and we demonstrate in
the subsequent sections how it can streamline the development of more efficient methods.

Regardless of the choice of r(z), the framework outlined above naturally promotes stability in floating-
point arithmetic by avoiding matrix inversion. This is particularly valuable when working with a pencil
(A,B) in which B and/or A is singular or nearly singular. Moreover, it leaves the door open to implement
any of the methods considered here in a communication-optimal fashion (in the vein of Ballard et al. [5]).
These concerns are especially relevant for divide-and-conquer eigensolvers, where the benefits of avoiding
inversion have already been explored – e.g., [3, 14,36].

5Technically, this only holds if (A1, B1) and (A2, B2) are both regular and {λ, µ} ̸= {∞, 0}, though this will always be the
case for our purposes.

6Note that if (A,B) has an eigenvalue at zero then (B,A) has a corresponding eigenvalue at infinity.

4



Method S Approximation r(z)

Implicit Repeated Squaring |z| < 1 (1 + z2
k

)−1

Newton Iteration Re(z) > 0 f ◦ · · · ◦ f(z) with f(z) = 1
2 (z + z−1)

Halley Iteration Re(z) > 0 f ◦ · · · ◦ f(z) with f(z) = z z2+3
3z2+1

Dynamically Weighted Halley Iteration Re(z) > 0 fk ◦ · · · ◦ f1(z) with fi(z) = z aiz
2+bi

ciz2+di

Table 1: Methods of approximating 1S(z) for different choices of S. The Newton and Halley iterations are
based on the (complex) scalar sign function (3.2), as 1S(z) =

1
2 (sign(z) + 1) if S is the right half plane.

1.3 Contributions

In the remainder of the paper, we discuss a handful of specific instances of our high-level framework, which
are summarized in Table 1. Our goal throughout is to produce rigorous performance guarantees for each
method. Since all four can be implemented iteratively – either by implementing the composition of a fixed
rational function or via iterative squaring – relative efficiency will be determined by the operation count
per iteration and the total number of iterations required to reach a given level of accuracy. As we will see,
executing k iterations of each method requires O(kTMM(n)) operations.

The main contributions of the remaining sections can now be summarized as follows:

• In Section 2, we consider the Implicit Repeated Squaring (IRS) routine of Malyshev [29], arguably
the most widely used inverse-free method for computing projectors. We include in this section a new,
general stability bound for the method in floating-point arithmetic, which is based on a standard
finite-precision model that can accommodate fast matrix multiplication.

• Section 3 subsequently presents inverse-free methods based on the matrix sign function of Beavers and
Denman [7]. There, we use the Indicator Approximation Problem to refine one of these methods – the
Halley iteration – in an effort to improve efficiency on problems with real eigenvalues.7 The result is a
new (generalized) dynamically weighted Halley iteration.

• In Section 4, we provide a handful of numerical examples that test the methods explored in the
preceding sections.

• Finally, Appendix A presents the aforementioned discussion of divide-and-conquer for Schur form,
Appendix B contains the proof of the finite-precision stability bound for IRS, and Appendix C covers
additional numerical examples.

In total, this work demonstrates the efficacy of the previous section’s high-level framework, both as a
tool to understand and adapt existing methods and to produce new ones. To that end, we hope it prompts
further development of specialized routines for this problem.

1.4 Notation and Conventions

Throughout the paper, we use (A,B) ∈ Cn×n × Cn×n to denote a square matrix pencil, which is assumed
to be regular. AH and A−H denote the Hermitian transpose and inverse Hermitian transpose, respectively,
while I is used to denote the identity matrix, with size implied by context. || · ||2 is the spectral norm on
matrices and the Euclidean norm on vectors, and κ2(·) is the spectral norm condition number. Λ(A,B) is
used to denote the spectrum of (A,B). Finally, σi(A) is the i-th singular value of A, though when convenient
σmin(A) may be used to denote the smallest singular value of A instead.

2 Implicit Repeated Squaring

We start with Implicit Repeated Squaring (IRS), a routine for repeatedly squaring a product A−1B without
forming it. IRS originates in early efforts to implement inverse-free, divide-and-conquer eigensolvers, first

7This includes the important definite generalized eigenvalue problem. See [41, Section VI.3] for further background.
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in work8 of Malyshev [25, 26] and later Bai, Demmel, and Gu [2]. It eventually appeared as in Algorithm 1
– with the name IRS – in work of Ballard, Demmel, and Dumitriu [3].

Algorithm 1 Implicit Repeated Squaring (IRS)
Input: A,B ∈ Cn×n and p a positive integer.

1: A0 = A
2: B0 = B
3: for j = 0 : p− 1 do

4:

(
Bj

−Aj

)
=

(
Q11 Q12

Q21 Q22

)(
Rj

0

)
5: Aj+1 = QH

12Aj

6: Bj+1 = QH
22Bj

7: end for
8: return Ap, Bp

IRS can be used to compute projectors by applying our framework with r(z) = (1 + z2
p

)−1 and S =
{z : |z| < 1}. In these terms, the pseudocode of Algorithm 1 can be viewed as a straightforward application
of Theorem 1.3 to (Ap\Bp) = (A\B)2

p

, where squaring naturally drives eigenvalues to zero and infinity
(assuming none are on the unit circle). Applying the Möbius transformation (1 + z)−1, which sends zero to
one and infinity to zero, the projector PR can be obtained from ((Ap +Bp)\Ap) as

PR ≈ (Ap +Bp)
−1Ap. (2.1)

Repeating this process with (AH , BH) yields the left projector PL ≈ AH
p (Ap + Bp)

−H for (Ap\Bp) =

(AH\BH)2
p

. Note here that IRS is applied to (A\B) rather than (B\A). This is done to maintain consis-
tency with the presentation of IRS in [2,3], though it also means that PR and PL are spectral projectors of
(A,B) corresponding to {z : |z| > 1} rather than S. To avoid confusion, we label the projectors as PR,|z|>1

and PL,|z|>1 to make clear the subset of the spectrum of (A,B) they depend on.

2.1 Condition Number

Exact-arithmetic accuracy bounds for IRS have historically been presented in terms of one of the following
two quantities. First is ω(A,B) – the “criterion of absence of eigenvalues of the pencil λB − A on the unit
circle and within a small neighborhood of it” introduced9 by Malyshev [29]. While the formal definition of
ω(A,B) covers only regular pencils, it easily extends to singular pencils by setting ω(A,B) = ∞.

Definition 2.1. For a regular pencil (A,B)

ω(A,B) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣12
∫ 2π

0

(B − eiϕA)−1(AAH +BBH)(B − eiϕA)−Hdϕ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

.

Aiming to replace ω(A,B) with something more straightforward, Bai, Demmel, and Gu subsequently
analyzed IRS in terms of a distance to the nearest ill-posed problem d(A,B) [2].

Definition 2.2. The distance from (A,B) to the nearest ill-posed problem is

d(A,B) = inf {||E||2 + ||F ||2 : (A+ E)− z(B + F ) is singular for some |z| = 1} .

Both ω(A,B) and d(A,B) are specialized to the setting where IRS is employed to compute spectral pro-
jectors. Indeed, recalling (2.1), Malyshev [29, Equation 23] and Bai, Demmel, and Gu [2, Theorem 1] bound
||(Ap + Bp)

−1Ap − PR,|z|>1||2 in terms of ω(A,B) and d−1
(A,B), respectively. Moreover, ω(A,B) and d−1

(A,B) are

infinite if (A,B) is singular or has an eigenvalue on the unit circle, in which case squaring cannot successfully

8The paper [26] was translated from Russian in two parts [27,28]. Much of its content was subsequently presented in [29].
9Malyshev’s definition is a generalized and scale invariant version of a similar quantity of Bulgakov and Godunov [10].
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produce a projector by driving eigenvalues to zero and infinity. As a result, both have been cast as condition
numbers for the procedure.10

We seek something more general here. Our motivation lies in the potential for IRS to be applied to other
problems in numerical linear algebra. Take for example the matrix exponential eA. The most commonly
used algorithm for computing eA is the scaling and squaring method [23], which evaluates the exponential
as

eA ≈
[
q(A/2p)−1p(A/2p)

]2p
(2.2)

for two polynomials p and q. Clearly, IRS can be used to handle the squaring step of this approach
without relying on inversion. Nevertheless, the aforementioned condition numbers are ill-suited to capture
its performance, since eigenvalues of (q(A/2p), p(A/2p)) on the unit circle are irrelevant.

With this in mind, we choose to work with the following condition number.

Definition 2.3. Given A,B ∈ Cn×n and p ≥ 1, define the block matrix

Dp
(A,B) =



B
−A B

−A
. . .

. . . B
−A

 ∈ C2pn×(2p−1)n.

The condition number of IRS corresponding to the inputs A,B, and p is

κIRS(A,B, p) = σmin(D
p
(A,B))

−1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

.

It is not hard to show that κIRS(A,B, p) is invariant to both swapping A and B and scaling (A,B), and
it also satisfies κIRS(A,B, p) ≥ 1 for any inputs.11 Moreover, we have the following lemma, which suggests
that bounds involving κIRS(A,B, p) should be sharper than existing results.

Lemma 2.4. Let (A,B) be an n× n regular pencil. Then for any p ≥ 1 we have

σmin(D
p
(A,B)) ≥ d(A,B) ≥

√
σn(AAH +BBH)

14ω(A,B)

Proof. Let m = 2p and define the mn×mn block matrix

Mp(A,B) =


−A −B
B −A

. . .
. . .

B −A

 . (2.3)

To first show σmin(D
p
(A,B)) ≥ σmin(Mp(A,B)), let x = [x1 x2 · · · xm−1]

T ∈ C(m−1)n be the unit vector

satisfying σmin(D
p
(A,B)) = ||Dp

(A,B)x||2, where xi ∈ Cn for each i. Padding x with zeros to obtain another
unit vector

y = [xm−1 xm−2 · · · x1 0] ∈ Cmn (2.4)

it is easy to see ||Mp(A,B)y||2 = ||Dp
(A,B)x||2 and therefore

σmin(Mp(A,B)) ≤ ||Mp(A,B)y||2 = ||Dp
(A,B)x||2 = σmin(D

p
(A,B)). (2.5)

10Note, however, that d(A,B) is not invariant to scaling since d(αA,αB) = |α|d(A,B). For this reason, results of Bai, Demmel,

and Gu are stated in terms of
||(A B)||2
d(A,B)

for (A B) the n× 2n matrix obtained by concatenating A and B.

11This follows from the observation σmin(D
p
(A,B)

) ≤ σmin

(A
B

)
.

7



The first inequality now follows from an observation of Bai, Demmel, and Gu, who show that Mp(A,B) is
unitarily equivalent to the block matrix diag(−A+ eiθ1B, . . . ,−A+ eiθmB) for eiθ1 , . . . , eiθm the mth roots
of −1. Hence, we have

σmin(Mp(A,B)) = min
1≤j≤m

σn(−A+ eiθjB) ≥ min
θ

σn(−A+ eiθB) = d(A,B). (2.6)

The remaining inequality can be derived from [29, Theorem 3]. Letting LLH = AAH +BBH be a Cholesky
factorization (which exists since (A,B) is regular) and setting A0 = L−1A and B0 = L−1B, we have

1

14ω(A,B)
<

1

maxϕ ||(B0 − eiϕA0)−1||2
≤ ||L−1||2 min

ϕ
(B − eiϕA) =

d(A,B)

σn(L)
. (2.7)

We complete the proof by rearranging and recalling σi(L)
2 = σi(AAH +BBH) for all i.

As we might expect, κIRS(A,B, p) is not necessarily infinite if (A,B) has an eigenvalue on the unit circle.12

It is also the only condition number considered here that has an explicit dependence on p, the number of
steps of squaring. While κIRS(A,B, p) increases with p, Lemma 2.4 implies the p-independent upper bound

κIRS(A,B, p) ≤ d−1
(A,B)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

. (2.8)

Thinking of p as an input to the procedure not only provides a tighter condition number but also allows us
to quantify the stability of IRS in terms of the number of steps taken (and its dependence on n).

2.2 Floating-Point Stability Bound

With κIRS(A,B, p) at our disposal, we now pursue a rigorous and general stability bound for IRS in finite-
precision arithmetic. Here, we assume a floating-point (i.e., finite-precision) model of computation, where

fl(x ◦ y) = (x ◦ y)(1 + ∆), |∆| ≤ u (2.9)

for basic operations ◦ ∈ {+,−,×,÷} and a machine precision u(ϵ, n), which is a function of the desired
accuracy ϵ and the size of the problem n. This is a standard formulation for finite-precision arithmetic (see
for example [22]). Given u, the number of bits of precision required to achieve (2.9) is log2(1/u).

To analyze IRS in this model, we further assume access to the following black-box algorithms for QR
and matrix multiplication, where µMM(n) and µQR(n) are (low-degree) polynomials in n.

Assumption 2.5 (Matrix Multiplication). There exists a µMM(n)-stable n × n multiplication algorithm
MM(·, ·) satisfying

||MM(A,B)−AB||2 ≤ µMM(n)u||A||2||B||2
in TMM(n) arithmetic operations.

Assumption 2.6 (QR Factorization). There exists a µQR(n)-stable full QR algorithm QR(·) satisfying

1. [Q,R] = QR(A) for A,R ∈ C2n×n and Q ∈ C2n×2n.

2. R is exactly upper triangular

3. There exist A′ ∈ C2n×n and unitary Q′ ∈ C2n×2n such that A′ = Q′R with

||Q′ −Q||2 ≤ µQR(n)u and ||A′ −A||2 ≤ µQR(n)u||A||2,

in TQR(n) arithmetic operations.

12Instead, κIRS(A,B, p) is infinite when a block QR factorization of Dp
(A,B)

cannot be controlled by standard perturbation

bounds. Accordingly, it is less a measure of the extent to which a problem is ill-posed for implicit squaring and more an artifact
of our analysis (see Appendix B).
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Once again, these black-box assumptions are somewhat standard [22, Section 3.5 and Chapter 19]. While
we won’t be too particular about µMM(n) and µQR(n), we do note that they are compatible with fast13 matrix
multiplication; that is, QR can be implemented stably (in a mixed sense) using fast matrix multiplication [12],
which itself can be formulated to satisfy the forward error bound given by Assumption 2.5 [13]. Consequently
our analysis applies to IRS implemented with a variety of fast matrix multiplication routines [11, 42, 44],
including the current fastest known algorithm of Williams et al. [45], and we may additionally assume
TQR(n) = O(TMM(n)).

In terms of these black-box assumptions, each iteration of IRS consists of the following.

1. [Q,R] = QR

([
Bj

−Aj

])
with Q =

(
Q11 Q12

Q21 Q22

)
2. Aj+1 = MM(QH

12, Aj)

3. Bj+1 = MM(QH
22, Bj)

Allowing the error guarantees implied by our black-box assumptions to propagate through multiple iterations
yields the following (weak) forward stability bound for the algorithm overall.

This is not the first time that IRS has been analyzed in finite-precision arithmetic. In fact, the proof of
Theorem 2.7, which we defer to Appendix B, follows an argument originally developed by Malyshev [27]. We
generalize this work by demonstrating that Malyshev’s analysis can accommodate the rigorous floating-point
assumptions summarized above (and therefore also finite-precision, fast matrix multiplication). Moreover,
since Theorem 2.7 is stated in terms of κIRS(A,B, p) it is usable in both the spectral projector setting and
more general applications.

Theorem 2.7. Given A,B ∈ Cn×n and p ≥ 1, let [Ãp, B̃p] = IRS(A,B, p) on a floating-point machine with
precision u. For ϵ ∈ (0, 1) and µ(n) = max {µMM(n), µQR(n),

√
n} suppose

u ≤ ϵ

324µ(n)κIRS(A,B, p)max {p2 + 4p− 5, 1}
.

Then there exist matrices Åp, B̊p ∈ Cn×n such that Å−1
p B̊p = (A−1B)2

p

and

||Ãp − Åp||2, ||B̃p − B̊p||2 ≤ ϵ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

.

Theorem 2.7 implies that the number of bits of precision required for IRS to compute Ãp and B̃p to

within ϵ||
(
A
B

)
||2 of a corresponding set of exact outputs is at most

log2(1/u) = O (log2(1/ϵ) + log2(µ(n)) + log2(κIRS(A,B, p)) + log2(p)) . (2.10)

When used to compute projectors as part of the randomized versions of divide-and-conquer developed in
[6, 14], this precision requirement is provably lower, in general, than alternatives that require inversion (see
the discussion in [36, Chapter 6]).

3 Sign Function Methods

We consider next a family of methods based around the matrix sign function. In terms of our high-level
framework, S is now the right half plane, in which case

1S(z) =
1

2
(sign(z) + 1), (3.1)

for sign(z) the scalar sign function

sign(z) =


+1 Re(z) > 0

−1 Re(z) < 0

undefined otherwise.

(3.2)

13i.e., sub-O(n3)

9



Algorithm 2 Inverse-Free Newton Iteration (IF-Newton)
Input: A,B ∈ Cn×n, p a number of iterations.
Requires: (A,B) has no eigenvalues on Re(z) = 0.

1: A0 = A
2: B0 = B
3: for j = 0 : p− 1 do

4:

(
−Aj

Bj

)
=

(
Q11 Q12

Q21 Q22

)(
Rj

0

)
5: Aj+1 = 1√

2
(QH

12Bj +QH
22Aj)

6: Bj+1 =
√
2QH

22Bj

7: end for
8: return (Ap, Bp)

In this setting, approximations of 1S(z) can be derived from approximations of sign(z), and moreover
computing PR and PL reduces to approximating (implicitly) the matrix sign function sign(B−1A), as defined
by Roberts [35]. Accordingly, eigenvalues are driven to ±1.

3.1 Newton Iteration

The most commonly used method for approximating sign(A) is a simple Newton iteration of Roberts [35].
From the viewpoint of function approximation, this iteration computes sign(z) via the rational function
obtained by repeatedly composing f(z) = 1

2 (z + z−1) with itself.

Definition 3.1. The Newton iteration for computing sign(A) is given by

Aj+1 =
1

2
(Aj +A−1

j ); A0 = A.

Recalling that the multiplicative “inverse” of (B\A) is (A\B), the standard Newton iteration can be
applied to matrix relations as follows:

(Bj+1\Aj+1) =
1

2
[(Bj\Aj) + (Aj\Bj)] ; (B0\A0) = (B\A). (3.3)

Algorithm 2 executes14 p steps of this iteration according to Theorem 1.3. Here, the factor of 1
2 is applied by

scaling Aj+1 by 1√
2
and Bj+1 by

√
2, which is necessary to guarantee convergence of the individual matrices

as j → ∞ in exact arithmetic (see [9, Theorem 3.6]). As in the approach based on IRS, some post-processing
is necessary to obtain PR,Re(z)>0, where again the subscript clarifies the corresponding subset of the spectrum

of (A,B). In this case, B−1
j Aj approximates sign(B−1A) and therefore

PR,Re(z)>0 ≈ 1

2
(B−1

j Aj + I) =
1

2
B−1

j (Aj +Bj). (3.4)

Equivalently, PR,Re(z)>0 corresponds to the matrix relation (2Bj\(Aj +Bj)).
As its name suggests, the Newton iteration can be viewed as an extension of classical Newton’s method,

which finds roots of z2−1 according to zj+1 = 1
2 (zj +z−1

j ). Indeed, the Newton iteration for sign(A) applies
this version of Newton’s method to the eigenvalues of A, and quadratic convergence of classical Newton’s
method implies quadratic convergence for (3.3).

3.2 (Weighted) Halley Iteration

The connection between IF-Newton and classical Newton’s method suggests that other approaches for
computing sign(A) can be obtained from alternative root finding iterations. Halley’s method, for example,

14This is not the first inverse-free implementation of the Newton iteration. In fact, Benner and Byers present their own
version of IF-Newton [9, Algorithm 1], which incorporates scaling to promote faster convergence.
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approximates roots of z2 − 1 according to the third-order iteration

zj+1 = zj
z2j + 3

3z2j + 1
. (3.5)

Consequently, it implies the following iteration for sign(A).

Definition 3.2. The Halley iteration for computing sign(A) is given by

Aj+1 = Aj(3A
2
j + 1)−1(A2

j + 3); A0 = A.

Recalling that any Möbius transformation can be applied to (B\A) for free, only two QR factorizations
are required to run the Halley iteration on matrix relations if evaluated as

(Bj+1\Aj+1) = (Bj\Aj)h((Bj\Aj)
2); (B0\A0) = (B\A) (3.6)

for h(z) = 3z+1
z+3 . As in the Newton iteration, the approximation of sign(z) corresponding to (3.6) can be

obtained by repeated composition, this time with f(z) = zh(z2). Applying Theorem 1.3 yields Algorithm 3,
which executes p steps of this Halley iteration on an arbitrary pencil (A,B). As in IF-Newton, the outputs
of this routine yield the projector PR,Re(z)>0 according to (3.4).

Algorithm 3 Inverse-Free Halley Iteration (IF-Halley)
Input: A,B ∈ Cn×n, p a number of iterations.
Requires: (A,B) has no eigenvalues on Re(z) = 0.

1: A0 = A
2: B0 = B
3: for i = 0 : p− 1 do

4:

(
−Bi

Ai

)
=

(
Q11 Q12

Q21 Q22

)(
Ri

0

)
5: Ci = QH

12Ai + 3QH
22Bi

6: Di = 3QH
12Ai +QH

22Bi

7:

(
−Di

Ai

)
=

(
U11 U12

U21 U22

)(
R̂i

0

)
8: Ai+1 = UH

12Ci

9: Bi+1 = UH
22Bi

10: end for
11: return (Ap, Bp)

If IF-Halley can exhibit third-order convergence, as we demonstrate more rigorously in the next section,
is it necessarily a better choice than IF-Newton? In practice, the answer is no; in fact, it is likely to be
less efficient in general. As a third-order method, we can expect IF-Halley to cut the number of iterations
required by IF-Newton by roughly a factor of log2(3) (in general log2(m) for an order m iteration). Since
each iteration of IF-Halley is twice as expensive as one of IF-Newton, the latter is likely to be less costly
overall, despite converging more slowly.

We might hope that by modifying the Halley iteration we can overcome this drawback, guaranteeing
faster convergence on at least some problems. To do this, we consider varying the Möbius transformation h,
replacing (3.5) with

zj+1 = zj
ajz

2
j + bj

cjz2j + dj
(3.7)

for some aj , bj , cj , dj ∈ C satisfying ajdj − bjcj ̸= 0, which are allowed to evolve with each iteration. Note
that doing so will not change the complexity of the method. To streamline the choice of these coefficients,
we make the following simplifications:

1. Without loss of generality, we can set dj = 1 for all j.
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2. Since sign(z) fixes ±1, we enforce that the iteration does as well. This will be guaranteed as long as
cj = aj + bj − 1.

From here we obtain a specialized Indicator Approximation Problem: if we know that the spectrum of (A,B)
is contained in particular subsets of S and C \ S, can we choose aj and bj to optimally approximate sign(z)
on them?

A solution to this problem is already known when the spectrum of (A,B) is real and in particular lies
in a union of intervals [−1,−l0] ∪ [l0, 1] for some l0 > 0.15. By considering only real aj , bj in this case, we
guarantee that eigenvalues lie in a similar union [−1,−lj ] ∪ [lj , 1] at each step, where

lj+1 = min
lj≤x≤1

x
ajx

2 + bj
(aj + bj − 1)x2 + 1

. (3.8)

To promote fast convergence, we want lj to be as close to one as possible at each iteration (see Lemma 3.13).
We therefore obtain the following optimization problem.

maximize
aj ,bj

lj+1 subject to aj , bj > 0 and aj + bj > 1. (3.9)

Here, we require that aj , bj , cj > 0 to ensure that [lj , 1] 7→ [lj+1, 1] guarantees also [−1,−lj ] 7→ [−1,−lj+1].
Given a starting value l0, the solution to this optimization problem consists of the following:

γj =
3

√
4(1−l2j )

l4j
; bj =

√
1 + γj +

1
2

√
8− 4γj +

8(2−l2j )

l2j
√

1+γj
;

aj =
1
4 (bj − 1)2; lj+1 = lj

aj l
2
j+bj

(aj+bj−1)l2j+1

(3.10)

For this choice of aj and bj we note that (aj , bj) → (1, 3) as lj → 1, meaning the corresponding modified
Halley iteration gradually approaches the standard version as it converges.

The solution (3.10) is due to Nakatsukasa, Bai, and Gygi [32], who introduced a dynamically weighted
Halley iteration to compute the polar decomposition of a matrix. In their case, a variation of Definition 3.2
converges to the (unitary) polar factor of A by driving its singular values to one. As a result, they arrive at
the same optimization problem, seeking a Möbius transformation that yields a particularly accurate approx-
imation of sign(z) on a portion of the real axis (in their case just [lj , 1]). While the optimized coefficients
are eventually obtained via a direct and exhaustive search, a connection to the work of Zolotarev [46] was
later made by Nakatsukasa and Freund [33], who demonstrated that the rational function corresponding to
(3.10) can be interpreted as an optimal approximation16 to the sign function on [−1,−lj ] ∪ [lj , 1] – i.e., it
solves exactly our specialized Indicator Approximation Problem.

Applying (3.10) to Algorithm 3 produces Algorithm 4, which – borrowing terminology from Nakatsukasa,
Bai, and Gygi – we call an inverse-free dynamically weighted Halley iteration (IF-DWH). Note that this
routine requires not only that the spectrum of (A,B) is contained in a symmetric union of intervals in [−1, 1]
but that a lower bound l0 on the minimum eigenvalue (in magnitude) is known.

IF-DWH is relevant for any regular matrix pencil that has (nonzero) real eigenvalues. This includes the
important definite generalized eigenvalue problem, where A and B are Hermitian and the Crawford number

γ(A,B) = min
||x||2=1

|xH(A+ iB)x| = min
||x||2=1

√
(xHAx)2 + (xHBx)2 (3.11)

is strictly positive. As a generalization of the Hermitian eigenvalue problem, definite pencils appear frequently
in applications – see e.g., [19, 30].

3.3 Convergence Bounds

We close this section with a handful of convergence results. As in much of the literature for sign-function-
based methods, the circles of Apollonius are the key theoretical tool.

15We assume here that zero is not an eigenvalue of (A,B), as in that case the sign function is not defined.
16Optimal meaning the best (in the infinity norm) rational function approximation p(x)/q(x) for p(x) and q(x) real polyno-

mials of degree three and two, respectively.
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Algorithm 4 Inverse-Free Dynamically Weighted Halley Iteration (IF-DWH)
Input: A,B ∈ Cn×n, p a number of iterations, l0 > 0.
Requires: Eigenvalues λ of (A,B) are real with l0 < |λ| ≤ 1.

1: A0 = A
2: B0 = B
3: for j = 0 : p− 1 do

4: γj =
(
4(1− l2j )/l

4
j

)1/3
5: bj =

√
1 + γj +

1
2

√
8− 4γj + 8(2− l2j )/(l

2
j

√
1 + γj)

6: aj =
1
4 (bj − 1)2

7: cj = aj + bj − 1

8:

(
−Bj

Aj

)
=

(
Q11 Q12

Q21 Q22

)(
Rj

0

)
▷ Apply Halley iteration

9: Cj = ajQ
H
12Aj + bjQ

H
22Bj

10: Dj = ciQ
H
12Aj +QH

22Bj

11:

(
−Dj

Aj

)
=

(
U11 U12

U21 U22

)(
R̂j

0

)
12: Aj+1 = UH

12Cj

13: Bj+1 = UH
22Bj

14: lj+1 = lj(aj l
2
j + bj)/(cj l

2
j + 1) ▷ Compute next value of l

15: end for
16: return (Ap, Bp), optionally lp

Definition 3.3. For α ∈ (0, 1) let

C+
α =

{
z :

∣∣∣∣1− z

1 + z

∣∣∣∣ ≤ α

}
, C−

α =

{
z :

∣∣∣∣1 + z

1− z

∣∣∣∣ ≤ α

}
be sets in the right and left half planes, respectively. The boundaries ∂C+

α and ∂C−
α of these sets are the

circles of Apollonius corresponding to α.

C+
α can be equivalently characterized as the disk with center 1+α2

1−α2 and radius 2α
1−α2 , with C−

α its image

under a reflection across the imaginary axis. For varying α, ∂C+
α and ∂C−

α define families of non-concentric
circles, which collapse to the points ±1 as α → 0. Since this geometric picture will be important to have in
mind, Figure 2 plots a handful of Apollonian circles. Throughout, we use Cα to denote the region C+

α ∪C−
α .

Given their relationship to the points ±1, the circles of Apollonius are naturally equipped to describe
convergence to the sign function. Indeed, the Newton iteration can be characterized by the following obser-
vation of Roberts [35].

Proposition 3.4. The function f(z) = 1
2 (z + z−1) defining the Newton iteration maps C+

α to C+
α2 and C−

α

to C−
α2 .

Extending this to the Halley iteration is straightforward. Lemma 3.5 captures the third-order convergence
of Halley’s method for finding the roots of z2 − 1.

Lemma 3.5. The function f(z) = zh(z2) = z z2+3
3z2+1 defining the Halley iteration maps C+

α to C+
α3 and C−

α

to C−
α3 .

Proof. Applying the definition of C±
α , we have

1− f(z)

1 + f(z)
=

1− z3+3z
3z2+1

1 + z3+3z
3z2+1

=
3z2 + 1− z3 − 3z

3z2 + 1 + z3 + 3z
=

(1− z)3

(1 + z)3
. (3.12)

The result follows immediately.
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Figure 2: The circles of Apollonius corresponding to α = 1
2 ,

1
4 ,

1
8 , and

1
16 .

Remark 3.6. The proof of Lemma 3.5 implies yet another strategy for deriving iterative methods for the

sign function: work backwards from ± (1−z)m

(1+z)m given a desired order of convergencem. As an example, − (1−z)4

(1+z)4

can be written as

− (1− z)4

(1 + z)4
=

1− 1+6z2+z4

4z+4z3

1 + 1+6z2+z4

4z+4z3

, (3.13)

which implies an iterative rational function

f(z) =
1 + 6z2 + z4

4z + 4z3
=

z

4

(
1

z2
+

z2 + 5

1 + z2

)
, (3.14)

where the latter expression indicates that this iteration can be implemented according to Theorem 1.3 with
only three QR factorizations.

Remark 3.7. An alternative approach – not built on root finding – is the AAA algorithm of Nakatsukasa,
Sète, and Trefethen [34], which has shown promise at approximating the sign function (in addition to being
well-suited to the general 1S(z) case). A potential challenge of using the AAA algorithm is the barycentric
form of the resulting rational function, which is not obviously compatible with the inverse-free arithmetic of
Benner and Byers.

We can translate results like Lemma 3.5 into bounds for corresponding iterative methods with one more
tool: the ϵ-pseudopspectrum.

Definition 3.8. For any ϵ > 0, the ϵ-pseudospectrum of A is

Λϵ(A) = {z : there exists a vector u ̸= 0 with (A+ E)u = zu for some ||E||2 ≤ ϵ} .

The following lemma of Banks et al. [6, Lemma 4.3] implies that a bound on the pseudospectrum of a
matrix, in terms of the circles of Apollonius, can be bootstrapped into a bound on the sign function.

Lemma 3.9 (Banks et al. 2022). Suppose Λϵ(A) ⊂ Cα for some ϵ > 0. Then,

||A− sign(A)||2 ≤ 8α2

ϵ(1 + α)(1− α)2
.

To make use of this result, we need only characterize the way our iterations transform pseudospectral
bounds. The following lemma provides a general picture (and in fact specifically generalizes another result
of Banks et al. [6, Lemma 4.4]).
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Lemma 3.10. Suppose the rational function f has all of its poles on the imaginary axis and maps C±
α → C±

αm

with ∂C±
α → ∂C±

αm for any α ∈ (0, 1). Let f define an iteration for sign(X) according to

Xk+1 = f(Xk); X0 = X.

If Λϵ(Xk) ⊂ Cα, then for any α′ ∈ (αm, α) we have Λϵ′(Xk+1) ⊂ Cα′ with

ϵ′ =
ϵ(1− α2)(α′ − αm)

8α
.

Proof. Let w be any point in the “annulus” between Cα and Cα′ . Since f maps Cα to Cα′ and w /∈ Cα′ ,
the rational function 1

w−f(z) is holomoprhic on Cα. Moreover, Cα contains Λ(Xk), meaning we can bound

||(wI −Xk+1)
−1||2 as

||(wI −Xk+1)
−1||2 =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

2πi

∫
∂Cα

(w − f(z))−1

zI −Xk
dz

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤ 1

2π

∫
∂C+

α

||(zI −Xk)
−1||2

|w − f(z)|
dz +

1

2π

∫
∂C−

α

||(zI −Xk)
−1||2

|w − f(z)|
dz.

(3.15)

Appealing to the ML-inequality, the first integral in this expression becomes∫
∂C+

α

||(zI −Xk)
−1||2

|w − f(z)|
dz ≤ l(∂C+

α ) sup
z∈∂C+

α

||(zI −Xk)
−1||2

|w − f(z)|

=
4πα

1− α2
sup

z∈∂C+
α

||(zI −Xk)
−1||2

|w − f(z)|
.

(3.16)

Now Λϵ(Xk) ∩ ∂C+
α = ∅, so ||(zI − Xk)

−1||2 ≤ ϵ−1 for all z ∈ ∂C+
α . Using the fact that f(z) ∈ C+

αm if
z ∈ C+

α , we therefore have∫
∂C+

α

||(zI −Xk)
−1||2

|w − f(z)|
dz ≤ 4πα

ϵ(1− α2)
sup

y∈∂C+
αm

1

|w − y|
≤ 8πα

ϵ(1− α2)(α′ − αm)
, (3.17)

where the last inequality follows from [6, Lemma 4.5]. Since we obtain the same bound on the remaining
term of (3.15), we conclude

||(wI −Xk+1])
−1||2 ≤ 8α

ϵ(1− α2)(α′ − αm)
, (3.18)

and therefore w /∈ Λϵ′(Xk+1) for ϵ′ = ϵ(1−α2)(α′−αm)
8α . Since (3.18) applies to any point w between Cα and

Cα′ and Λ(Xk+1) ⊂ Cα′ , this suffices to show Λϵ′(Xk+1) ⊂ Cα′ .

In exact arithmetic, the preceding lemmas immediately extend to the case where sign(B−1A) is computed
implicitly. Taking the place of Λϵ(A) in the resulting error bound is the ϵ-pseudospectrum of the pencil (A,B),
defined as follows.17

Definition 3.11. For any ϵ > 0, the ϵ-pseudospectrum of (A,B) is

Λϵ(A,B) = {z : there exists u ̸= 0 with (A+ E)u = z(B + F )u for some ||E||2, ||F ||2 ≤ ϵ} .

Proposition 3.12 presents our main convergence result, which applies to both IF-Newton and IF-Halley
(with m = 2 and m = 3, respectively) but is not specific to either. We draw a connection here to analogous
results for IRS – i.e., [2, Theorem 1] – noting that a bound on ||B−1

j Aj−sign(B−1A)||2 can be bootstrapped
into one for the projector PR,Re(z)>0 as follows:∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣12B−1

j (Aj +Bj)− PR,Re(z)>0

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
1

2
||B−1

j Aj − sign(B−1A)||2. (3.19)

17There are actually many ways to define the pseudospectra of (A,B). Definition 3.11 is originally due to Frayssé et al. [20].
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Proposition 3.12. Let A,B ∈ Cn×n and let f be a rational function satisfying the assumptions of Lemma 3.10
for a corresponding value m > 1. Define the following inverse-free iteration for approximating sign(B−1A):

(Bj+1\Aj+1) = f(Bj\Aj); (B0\A0) = (B\A).

If Λϵ(A,B) ⊂ Cα for some ϵ > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1), then for any 1 < c < α−(m−1) we have

∣∣∣∣B−1
j Aj − sign(B−1A)

∣∣∣∣
2
≤
(
c

1
m−1α

)mj

· 8α||B||2
ϵ(c− 1)2

·
[

8c

(1− α2)(c− 1)

]j
.

Proof. Since Λϵ(A,B) is bounded B is invertible.18 Consider then the explicit iteration Xj+1 = f(Xj)
for X0 = B−1A, which in exact arithmetic is equivalent to its inverse-free counterpart. Let αj and ϵj be
(decreasing) sequences of parameters defined recursively as follows:{

αj = cαm
j−1, α0 = α

ϵj =
1
8ϵj−1(1− α2)(c− 1)αm−1

j−1 , ϵ0 = ϵ
||B||2 .

(3.20)

We show inductively that Λϵj (Xj) ⊂ Cαj . The base case (j = 0) is trivial and follows from the observation
Λϵ/||B||2(B

−1A) ⊆ Λϵ(A,B). Consider now arbitrary j. Plugging our induction hypothesis into Lemma 3.10,
and taking19 α′ = αj , we conclude that Λϵj−1

(Xj−1) ⊂ Cαj−1
implies Λϵ′(Xj) ⊂ Cαj

for

ϵ′ =
ϵj−1(1− α2

j−1)(αj − αm
j−1)

8αj−1
=

ϵj−1(1− α2
j−1)(c− 1)αm

j−1

8αj−1
>

ϵj−1(1− α2)(c− 1)αm
j−1

8
= ϵj . (3.21)

Hence, Λϵj (Xj) ⊂ Cαj . We can now bound error in the approximation via Lemma 3.9. Noting that
sign(B−1A) = sign(Xj) since Xj and B−1A have the same (right) eigenvectors, we have

||B−1
j Aj − sign(B−1A)||2 = ||Xj − sign(Xj)||2 ≤

8α2
j

ϵj(1 + αj)(1− αj)2
≤

8α2
j

ϵj(c− 1)2
, (3.22)

where the last inequality follows from the bounds 1 + αj > 1 and |1 − αj | > c − 1. We complete the proof

by converting (3.20) into the non-recursive expressions αj = c
mj−1
m−1 αmj

and ϵj =
ϵαj

||B||2α

[
(1−α2)(c−1)

8c

]j
and

applying them to (3.22). To simplify, note that

c
mj−1
m−1 αmj

=

[
c

mj−1

mj(m−1)α

]mj

≤
[
c

1
m−1α

]mj

(3.23)

for any j.

In the setting where B = I and f is the rational function defining the standard Newton iteration, so
that m = 2, Proposition 3.12 reduces to [6, Proposition 4.8]. As mentioned in its proof, our result implicitly
assumes that B is invertible via the pseudospectral bound Λϵ(A,B) ⊂ Cα, though this is of course necessary
for sign(B−1A) to be defined.

For IF-DWH, we can state an alternative and somewhat simpler result for definite pencils, which does
not involve the pseudospectrum. Nevertheless, assuming that Λ(A,B) is bounded again implies that B must
be invertible.

Lemma 3.13. Suppose (A,B) is a definite pencil with eigenvalues in (−1,−l0)∪ (l0, 1) and let [Aj , Bj , lj ] =
IF-DWH(A,B, j, l0). Then

||B−1
j Aj − sign(B−1A)||2 ≤ ||(A,B)||2

γ(A,B)
(1− lj).

18In fact, Λϵ(A,B) is bounded if and only if σn(B) > ϵ.
19Note that the restriction c < α−(m−1) guarantees αj ∈ (αm

j−1, αj−1) for any j.
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Proof. Let X be the invertible eigenvector matrix of (A,B) satisfying

(XHAX,XHBX) = (ΛA,ΛB) = (diag(α1, . . . , αn),diag(β1, . . . , βn)) (3.24)

for αi, βi ∈ R with α2
i +β2

i = 1, which exists since (A,B) is definite (see [41, Chapter VI]). Since (Aj , Bj) has
the same right eigenvectors as (A,B), X diagonalizes B−1

j Aj . Writing B−1
j Aj = XΛjX

−1 for Λj diagonal

and noting B−1A = XΛ−1
B XHX−HΛAX

−1 = XΛ−1
B ΛAX

−1, we have

||B−1
j Aj − sign(B−1A)||2 = ||XΛjX

−1 −Xsign(Λ−1
B ΛA)X

−1||2
≤ κ2(X)||Λj − sign(Λ−1

B ΛA)||2
≤ κ2(X)(1− lj),

(3.25)

where the last inequality follows from Λ(Ap, Bp) ⊆ (−1,−lj)∪ (lj , 1). We complete the proof by noting that

the specific eigenvector matrix X satisfies κ2(X) ≤ ||(A,B)||2
γ(A,B) [17, Proof of Theorem 2.3].

The theoretical bounds derived above imply, as we should expect, that convergence of sign-function-
based methods is dependent on both the locations of the eigenvalues of (A,B) – relative to ±1 – and the
conditioning of its eigenvectors. The latter is present implicitly in Proposition 3.12 and Lemma 3.13 via the
pseudospectrum and the Crawford number, respectively.

Moreover, we can now describe the set of problems for which the methods considered in this section
are fast, which – as mentioned in Section 1 – means they require at most O(log(nδ )TMM(n)) operations to
compute a projector to forward error δ in the spectral norm. As each of our algorithms is iterative, with one
iteration requiring O(TMM(n)) operations, they are fast as long as forward error falls below δ after O(log(nδ ))
steps. Proposition 3.12 implies that this is the case for sign-function-based methods (in exact arithmetic)
when 1− α and ϵ are at least polynomial in δ and n−1.

Since Λϵ(A,B) ∩ {z : |z| = 1} = ∅ implies d(A,B) ≥ 2ϵ, [2, Theorem 1] tells a similar story for IRS.
Together, these results suggest a general guideline: recalling our main problem statement from Section 1,
fast approximations to PR and PL are accessible via our computational framework provided Λϵ(A,B) is
well-separated from the boundary of S for ϵ not too small (at least polynomial in n−1 and the desired
accuracy).

4 Numerical Examples

In this section, we present a handful of numerical examples to explore the empirical performance of IRS,
IF-Newton, IF-Halley, and IF-DWH. All results were obtained in Matlab R2024a. Further examples
are given in Appendix C.

Our first test is a 500× 500 pencil

(A,B) = (XHΛX,XHX), (4.1)

where X is invertible and Λ is diagonal. We set

Λ =

(
Λ+ 0
0 Λ−

)
(4.2)

for Λ+,Λ− ∈ R250×250 with diagonal entries sampled from R>0 and R<0, respectively. By construction, the
eigenvalues of (A,B) belong to the diagonal of Λ, and the columns of X−1 are right eigenvectors. We choose
real eigenvalues here to test the potential improved convergence of IF-DWH; in this case, the pencil (A,B)
is definite.

The benefit of this construction is that it allows us to vary both the locations of the eigenvalues of (A,B)
as well as the conditioning of its eigenvectors. We consider in particular the following:

• Well-separated eigenvalues: diagonal entries of Λ are sampled uniformly from (−4,−1) ∪ (1, 4). Well-
separated here refers to distance from the imaginary axis not spacing between individual eigenvalues.
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Figure 3: Forward error for IRS, IF-Newton, IF-Halley, and IF-DWH when used to compute a projector
onto a deflating subspace of a 500 × 500 pencil (A,B) constructed according to (4.1) and (4.2). The four
plots correspond to different eigenvalue/eigenvector constructions.

• Poorly-separated eigenvalues: diagonal entries of Λ+ and Λ− are sampled from |N (0, 1)| and −|N (0, 1)|,
respectively.

• Well-conditioned eigenvectors: X is a standard, complex Gaussian random matrix.

• Poorly-conditioned eigenvectors: X is drawn randomly (again standard, complex Gaussian) and modi-
fied so that κ2(X) = 105. This is done by computing a full SVD ofX and subtracting off an appropriate
rank-one matrix.

Suppose we are interested in computing a unitary projector P onto the right deflating subspace of (A,B)
corresponding to the right half plane (equivalently, corresponding to the eigenvalues in Λ+). A stand-in for
this projector can be obtained (without using matrix inversion) by computing an RQ factorization X = RQ
and taking P = WWH for W containing the first 250 columns of QH . Hence, we can compute the “exact”
projector P without incurring significant error for either choice of X and any set of eigenvalues.

In combination with the GRURV algorithm of Ballard et al. [4], each of the iterative methods considered
in this paper can also produce an approximation of P . At a given iteration, each method yields a pencil
(Aj , Bj) with eigenvalues close to zero or one. An approximate projector can then be obtained as P̃ = UUH

for U a matrix containing the first 250 columns of the U-factor produced by GRURV when applied to
1
2B

−1
j (Aj + Bj) or – in the case of IRS – (Aj + Bj)

−1Aj . Note that in this approach, IRS must apply an
initial Möbius transformation mapping the imaginary axis to the unit circle.

Figure 3 presents the associated forward projector error log10(||P − P̃ ||2) for each method and all four
combinations of eigenvalue placement and eigenvector conditioning. Since forward error is fairly strict, we
mark on each plot the accuracy of the standard QZ algorithm [31], which can approximate P by computing
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IRS IF-Newton IF-Halley IF-DWH

QR’s per iteration 1 1 2 2

MM’s per iteration 2 3 4 4

Table 2: Number of full 2n×n QR factorizations and n×n matrix multiplications required for one iteration
of each method considered in this paper.

first a full eigendecomposition (by way of Schur form) and then a QR factorization of corresponding eigen-
vectors. This provides a benchmark for the error produced by a backward-stable method; the gap between
this error and machine precision can be explained by classical error bounds (see e.g., [24, 40]).

Two trends jump out from these plots: (1) eigenvalues near the imaginary axis drive up the number of
iterations required by all of the methods to converge and (2) eigenvector conditioning impacts attainable
forward error but not convergence. With the exception of IF-DWH, each of the iterative methods is capable
of matching the error produced by QZ, which recall requires an expensive full eigendecompositon.

The backdrop for this comparison is Table 2, which records the cost of each iteration of IRS, IF-Newton,
IF-Halley, and IF-DWH. We are reminded here that each iteration of the Halley-type methods is roughly
twice as expensive as one of IRS or IF-Newton. Hence, to be more efficient overall IF-Halley and IF-
DWH must converge in fewer than half the number of iterations. IF-Halley cannot reach this benchmark;
instead, it cuts the number of iterations by roughly a factor of log2(3), as expected.

IF-DWH, on the other hand, converges not only faster than IF-Halley but fast enough to be more
efficient than IRS or IF-Newton. Despite this, it is also the least accurate by a decent margin. While all of
the methods stagnate on the harder problems – a sign that the variance in iterations beyond a certain point
is masked by the larger forward error – IF-DWH does so without reaching the QZ benchmark, particularly
when eigenvalues are close to the imaginary axis.

This is likely due to inherent instability in the weighted iteration. When l0, or more generally lj , is
small (as is the case in the first few steps of the poorly-separated plots of Figure 3), the weights in (3.7) are
unbalanced in the sense that aj , bj , and cj are large while dj = 1. As a result, the input to the second QR
factorization computed by IF-DWH (line 11 in Algorithm 4) is potentially ill-conditioned, specifically if
QH

12Aj is itself ill-conditioned. When this occurs, significant error is incurred after only one iteration, enough
to move IF-DWH away from the error achieved by the other methods. Interestingly, this phenomenon was
not reported in the original version of the dynamically weighted Halley iteration [32] and is possibly specific
to our general, inverse-free implementation.

To overcome this drawback, we suggest simply using a modified Halley iteration: if l0 is initially small
(recall that l0 is an input for IF-DWH) run a few standard Halley iterations – i.e., IF-Halley – before
switching to IF-DWH. The result is a method that converges somewhere in between IF-DWH and IF-
Halley; when the gap between the two is significant, this modified iteration can both avoid the error
stagnation of IF-DWH while converging fast enough to beat IRS and IF-Newton.

We verify this in Figure 4, which presents the same log projector error for this modified iteration with
different numbers of initial Halley steps. Since the poor performance of IF-DWH appeared independent of
eigenvector conditioning in Figure 3, we consider here a version of (4.1) where X is Haar unitary, in which
case P can be obtained exactly from the leading columns of X. As anticipated, the modified iteration does
progressively better as the number of initial Halley iterations is increased. In both plots of Figure 5 these
methods also converge in fewer than half the iterations of IRS and IF-Newton, as desired.

More testing is necessary to provide rigorous guidelines for choosing the number of standard Halley
iterations to run before defaulting to IF-DWH. It may also be worth initially running one of the second
order methods instead of IF-Halley to further save on computational costs.

In Appendix C we present additional examples. Figure 5 verifies the improved convergence of IF-DWH
on problems with real eigenvalues while Figure 6 demonstrates the advantages of avoiding matrix inversion.
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(a) l0 = 3.0× 10−4. IRS and IF-Newton
converged after 14 iterations.

(b) l0 = 2.9× 10−6. IRS and IF-Newton
converged after 21 iterations.

Figure 4: Forward projector error for methods based on the Halley iteration. The input pencil (A,B) is
again 500 × 500 constructed according to (4.1), this time with a Haar unitary eigenvector matrix X. Two
(real) eigenvalue placements are considered with the corresponding input value of l0 listed. For each modified
iteration, we note in parentheses the number of standard Halley steps applied before switching to the weighted
version. For context, we also include the number of iterations required by IRS and IF-Newton; to be more
efficient overall, a Halley-based method must converged in fewer than half as many.

5 Conclusion

This paper presented a high-level, inverse-free framework for computing the spectral projectors of any regular
matrix pencil (A,B). We used this framework to state a number of new iterative methods for the problem,
providing theoretical and empirical evidence for their efficacy. In doing so, we have also reinforced the
practical value of the high-level framework and its accompanying Indicator Approximation Problem. For
practitioners looking to handle this fundamental problem in numerical linear algebra without relying on
inversion, our work offers a wealth of new options.
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A Fast Generalized Schur Decomposition

In this appendix, we verify that the pseudospectral divide-and-conquer approach of [14] can be adapted
to produce the generalized Schur decomposition of any pencil (A,B). The result is an inverse-free and
randomized algorithm that can produce an approximate Schur decomposition, of arbitrarily small backward
error, in nearly matrix multiplication time.

We start by recalling the necessary theory from linear algebra. The generalized Schur decomposition of
(A,B), as introduced by Stewart [39], takes the form

(A,B) = QL(TA, TB)Q
H
R (A.1)

for QL, QR unitary and TA, TB upper triangular. It is easy to see from (A.1) that any set of leading columns
of QR span a right deflating subspace of (A,B). Moreover, leading columns of QL span the corresponding
left deflating subspaces. When (A,B) is regular, its eigenvalues are encoded as ratios of the diagonal entries
of TA and TB , with zeros on the diagonal of TB corresponding to eigenvalues at infinity. Eigenvectors,
meanwhile, can be computed from (A.1) via cheap triangular solves.

To set the stage for a fast Schur decomposition, we first describe EIG, the main divide-and-conquer
routine used in [14]. This algorithm block diagonalizes the input pencil recursively, at each step searching
for a dividing line that splits the spectrum and subsequently computing bases for the corresponding pairs

of deflating subspaces (the matrices U
(1)
R , U

(1)
L , U

(2)
R and U

(2)
L from Section 1). Efficiency is derived from

the fact that a split separating at least a fifth of the eigenvalues can be found at each step, which is a
consequence of assuming that the input pencil is suitably well-behaved – i.e., it satisfies a certain guarantee
of pseudospectral shattering as originally defined by Banks et al. [6]. As we discuss in more detail below, and
was proved rigorously in [14, Section 3], such a guarantee can be obtained for arbitrary (A,B) by applying
small random perturbations to the matrices, allowing us to use EIG to approximately diagonalize any pencil
(in the backward-error sense).

Intuitively, we can adapt this approach to obtain the Schur form of (A,B) by block upper triangularizing
the pencil at each step. This requires only half the work of the diagonalization case, as we need only compute

U
(1)
R , U

(1)
L ∈ Cn×k. Indeed, if UR, UL ∈ Cn×n are unitary matrices such that

UR =
(
U

(1)
R WR

)
, UL =

(
U

(1)
L WL

)
(A.2)

for some WR,WL ∈ C(n−k)×n, then

UH
L AUR =

(
A11 A12

0 A22

)
, UH

L BUR =

(
B11 B12

0 B22

)
. (A.3)

This follows from the observation that the lower left block of UH
L AUR is WH

L AU
(1)
R ; since AU

(1)
R belongs

to the left deflating subspace of (A,B) spanned by the columns of U
(1)
L – and moreover range(WL) is the

orthogonal complement of this deflating subspace since UL is unitary – we have WH
L AU

(1)
R = 0. The same

argument implies WH
L BU

(1)
R = 0.

Before stating a divide-and-conquer Schur algorithm that leverages this observation, we pause to recap
pseudospectral shattering. Let the grid g = grid(z0, ω, s1, s2) be the boundary of the s1 × s2 lattice in the
complex plane consisting of (ω × ω)-sized squares with lower left corner z0 ∈ C (and grid lines parallel
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to the real/complex axis). Recalling Definition 3.11, we say that Λϵ(A,B) is shattered with respect to g
if the following conditions hold: (1) each eigenvalue of (A,B) belongs to a unique grid box of g and (2)
Λϵ(A,B) ∩ g = ∅. As mentioned above, this definition is originally due to Banks et al. [6].

The key insight of [14] – which generalizes [6] – is that small, Gaussian perturbations to A and B guar-
antee shattering with high probability for any input pencil and a certain choice of ϵ and g (see [14, Theorem
3.12]). Shattering positions us perfectly for divide-and-conquer; the grid provides a collection of viable
splitting lines, each guaranteed to be minimally well-separated (in the sense of Section 3) from a certain
pseudospectrum of the perturbed problem, and we are also guaranteed that one of these lines splits off at
least a fifth of the eigenvalues. Running divide-and-conquer over this shattering grid efficiently produces a
diagonalization (or in our case a Schur decomposition) of the perturbed pencil, which can approximate the
original problem (A,B) provided the initial perturbation is small.

Of course, establishing a shattering grid first requires localizing the eigenvalues in a certain disk around
the origin. For the generalized eigenvalue problem in particular, this requires some care. While in the single-
matrix case we can simply scale the input matrix appropriately, a pencil (A,B) can have arbitrarily large
eigenvalues regardless of ||A||2 and ||B||2. Hence, the proof of shattering in [14] requires not only Gaussian
perturbations to A and B but a scaling factor that is polynomial in the size of the pencil (and is applied to

only one of the matrices); that is, shattering is proved for the pencil (Ã, nαB̃), where α > 1 is a constant

and Ã and B̃ are obtained from A and B, respectively, by applying Gaussian perturbations. Accordingly,
EIG assumes that the input matrices satisfy norm bounds in terms of nα. As discussed in [14, Section 6],
this scaling factor is primarily a theoretical necessity and can likely be dropped in practice.

We are now ready to present SCHUR (Algorithm 5), a version of EIG that produces a Schur decom-
position instead of a full diagonalization. As in the diagonalization case, SCHUR assumes that the input
pencil comes with a guarantee of pseudospectral shattering for a corresponding ϵ and grid g. Nevertheless,
this routine is somewhat more general. In particular, we no longer build in the nα scaling, instead taking an
input C > 0 such that ||A||2, ||B||2 ≤ C. While we will eventually set C = 3nα to obtain a decomposition
for arbitrary inputs, this allows the parameters of SCHUR to be relaxed if a better bound is available (e.g.,
for problems where shattering can be established without the polynomial scaling).

Throughout, SCHUR leverages the GRURV algorithm of Ballard et al. to (implicitly) compute rank-
revealing factorizations of spectral projectors approximated by IRS.20 A version of divide-and-conquer for
Schur form built on these subroutines was originally proposed as RGNEP by Ballard, Demmel, and Du-
mitriu [3], though without the key step of pseudospectral shattering. Note that performance guarantees for
GRURV can be found in [4].

Theorem A.1. Let (A,B) and g be a pencil and grid satisfying the requirements of Algorithm 5 for corre-
sponding ϵ > 0 and C > 0. For any θ ∈ (0, 1) and η > 0, suppose

[QR, QL, TA, TB ] = SCHUR(n,A,B, ϵ, C, g, η, θ)

in exact arithmetic. With probability at least 1 − θ this call is successful – meaning its recursive procedure
converges – and moreover the outputs satisfy

||A−QLTAQ
H
R ||2 ≤ η and ||B −QLTBQ

H
R ||2 ≤ η.

Proof. We follow closely the proof of [14, Theorem 4.8], which exhibits success for EIG. Note that, in terms of
our more general parameters, EIG takes C = 3nα and r = 5, where r bounds (in magnitude) the imaginary
and real parts of the grid points of g. In repeating the analysis of [14], we tighten a few inequalities where
convenient and discard EIG’s second constraint on p – i.e., that p ≥ log2(

105nα

ϵ − 1) – as it is redundant.
The first few steps of the proof carry over directly: pseudospectral shattering guarantees that the pencil

(A,B) in line 8 is minimally well-conditioned for repeated squaring and consequently that the choice of p
in line 6 ensures that IRS approximates projectors to accuracy δ in the spectral norm. Similarly, we know
that a good eigenvalue split always exists, and – by requiring that k is computed correctly for every grid line
checked – SCHUR finds such a split with probability at least 1− θ

10n4 , provided δ ≤ θ
2(θ+10n6ζ) .

The first deviation from the diagonalization case occurs in lines 15-17, where SCHUR computes bases

20Repeated squaring could of course be replaced by any other inverse-free method considered in this paper, provided line 8
of Algorithm 5 is adjusted accordingly.
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Algorithm 5 Divide-and-Conquer Generalized Schur Decomposition (SCHUR)
Input: n ∈ N+, A,B ∈ Cm×m, ϵ > 0, C > 0, g ⊂ {z : |Re(z)|, |Im(z)| < r} an s1 × s2 grid of box size ω,
η > 0 a desired accuracy, and θ ∈ (0, 1) a failure probability.
Requires: m ≤ n, ||A||2, ||B||2 ≤ C, and Λϵ(A,B) shattered with respect to g.
Output: Unitary QR, QL and an upper triangular pencil (TA, TB) such that ||A − QLTAQ

H
R ||2 ≤ η and

||B −QLTBQ
H
R ||2 ≤ η with probability at least 1− θ (see Theorem A.1).

1: if m = 1 then
2: QR = QL = 1; TA = A; TB = B
3: else
4: ζ = 2 (⌊log2(max {s1, s2}) + 1⌋)

5: δ = min

{
θ

2(θ+10n6ζ) ,
√

θ
5

1
n3C2 min

{
ϵ2

800 ,
η2

96

}}
6: p =

⌈
max

{
7, −2 log2

(
− 1

2 log2

(
1− ϵ

r(1+r)C

))
, 1 + log2

[
log2( δπϵ

4mωC+δπϵ )
log2(1− ϵ

r(1+r)C )

]}⌉
7: Choose a grid line Re(z) = h of g
8: (A,B) = (A− (h− 1)B,A− (h+ 1)B)
9: [Ap, Bp] = IRS(A,B, p)

10: [U,R1, R2, V ] = GRURV(2, Ap +Bp, Ap,−1, 1)

11: k = #
{
i :
∣∣∣R2(i,i)
R1(i,i)

∣∣∣ ≥√ θ
10ζ

1−δ
n3

}
12: if k < 1

5m or k > 4
5m then

13: Return to step 7 and choose a new grid line, executing a binary search if necessary. If this fails,
search over horizontal grid lines Im(z) = h, this time setting (A,B) = (A−i(h−1)B,A−i(h+1)B).

14: else
15: UR = GRURV(2, Ap +Bp, Ap,−1, 1)
16: [Ap, Bp] = IRS(AH ,BH , p)
17: UL = GRURV(2, AH

p , (Ap +Bp)
H , 1,−1).

18: UH
L AUR =

(
A11 A12

E A22

)
, UH

L BUR =

(
B11 B12

F B22

)
▷ A11, B11 ∈ Ck×k

19: gR = {z ∈ g : Re(z) > h} (or gR = {z ∈ g : Im(z) > h})
20: [Q̂R, Q̂L, T̂A, T̂B ] = SCHUR(n,A11, B11,

4
5ϵ, C, gR,

1√
3
η, θ)

21: gL = {z ∈ g : Re(z) < h} (or gL = {z ∈ g : Im(z) < h})
22: [Q̃R, Q̃L, T̃A, T̃B ] = SCHUR(n,A22, B22,

4
5ϵ, C, gL,

1√
3
η, θ)

23: QR = UR

(
Q̂R 0

0 Q̃R

)
, QL = UL

(
Q̂L 0

0 Q̃L

)

24: TA =

(
T̂A Q̂H

LA12Q̃R

0 T̃A

)
, TB =

(
T̂B Q̂H

LB12Q̃R

0 T̃B

)
25: end if
26: end if
27: return QR, QL, TA, TB
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for one pair of deflating subspaces instead of two. Intuitively, we can account for this by applying the
guarantees of DEFLATE (i.e., [14, Algorithm 4]) once instead of twice. While this changes the parameters
by (at most) a constant factor, we include the details for completeness.

Let UR =
(
U

(1)
R WR

)
and UL =

(
U

(1)
L WL

)
for U

(1)
R , U

(1)
L ∈ Cm×k. Taking ν =

√
θ

5n4 in [14, Theorem

4.7], we are guaranteed that with probability at least 1 − 2θ
5n4 there exist UR, UL ∈ Cn×k whose columns

span the corresponding true right/left deflating subspaces of (A,B) and

max
{
||U (1)

R − UR||2, ||U (1)
L − UL||2

}
≤

√
8n2δ

√
5k(m− k)

θ
≤

√√
5

θ
8n3δ. (A.4)

The second constraint on δ therefore implies

max
{
||U (1)

R − UR||2, ||U (1)
L − UL||2

}
≤ min

{
ϵ

10C
,

η

2
√
3C

}
, (A.5)

again with probability at least 1− 2θ
5n4 . As we will see, these bounds guarantee, respectively, that shattering

is preserved as we recur and moreover that the error in the resulting factorization can be controlled. A
simple union bound implies that at any step of the recursive procedure a good dividing line is found, k is
computed correctly, and (A.5) holds with probability at least 1− θ

2n4 .

Before moving on, we pause to consider how bounds like ||U (1)
R − UR||2 ≤ µ and ||U (1)

L − UL||2 ≤ µ can
be extended to cover ||E||2 and ||F ||2 in line 18. The heuristic here is fairly straightforward: if the deflating
subspaces are approximated accurately enough, E and F should be nearly zero. With this in mind, let

U
(1)
R = UR +∆1 for some ∆1 ∈ Cm×k with ||∆1||2 ≤ µ. In this case,

E = WH
L AU

(1)
R = WH

L A(UR +∆1) = WH
L AUR +WH

L A∆1. (A.6)

Now UR contains a basis for the right deflating subspace of (A,B) corresponding to UL, so AUR = ULX

for some X ∈ Ck×k. Applying this to (A.6) and further letting UL = U
(1)
L + ∆2 for another ∆2 ∈ Cm×k

satisfying ||∆2||2 ≤ µ, we have

E = WH
L ULX +WH

L A∆1 = WH
L (U

(1)
L +∆2)X +WH

L A∆1 = WH
L ∆2X +WH

L A∆1, (A.7)

where the last equality follows from WH
L U

(1)
L = 0. Hence, we conclude

||E||2 ≤ ||WH
L ∆2X||2 + ||WH

L A∆1||2 ≤ µ(||X||2 + ||A||2). (A.8)

We can remove ||X||2 from this bound by noting X = U
H

LAUR and therefore ||X||2 ≤ ||A||2. Thus,
||E||2 ≤ 2µ||A||2. A similar argument yields ||F ||2 ≤ 2µ||B||2.

We now show that the first bound in (A.5) implies that the recursive calls in lines 20 and 22 are valid,
meaning the inputs satisfy the listed requirements. Since multiplying by blocks of unitary matrices cannot
violate the norm constraints, this reduces to showing that Λ4ϵ/5(A11, B11) and Λ4ϵ/5(A22, B22) are shattered
with respect to gR and gL, respectively. For (A11, B11) we can simply repeat the argument used in the proof

of [14, Theorem 4.8]; that is, ||A11−U
H

LAUR||2 and ||B11−U
H

LBUR||2 can both be bounded by ϵ
5 , in which

case Λ4ϵ/5(A11, B11) is shattered with respect to g with each eigenvalue of (A11, B11) sharing a unique grid

box with an eigenvalue of (U
H

LAUR, U
H

LBUR). Hence, we also know that Λ(A11, B11) ⊂ gR.
Unfortunately, the same approach cannot be used for (A22, B22), as the columns of WL and WR do not

approximately span deflating subspaces in general. Instead, we’ll need to establish the following two items
separately:

1. Λ4ϵ/5(A22, B22) is shattered with respect to g.

2. (A22, B22) has all of its eigenvalues in gL.
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We’ll tackle shattering first. Suppose z ∈ Λ4ϵ/5(A22, B22). In this case, σm−k(A22 − zB22) ≤ 4
5ϵ(1 + |z|)

(see e.g., [20]). Since A22 − zB22 is the lower right (m− k)× (m− k) block of UH
L AUR − zUH

L BUR, where
UL and UR are unitary, it is easy to see that

σm(A− zB) = σm(UH
L AUR − zUH

L BUR) ≤
√

σm−k(A22 − zB22)2 + ||E − zF ||22. (A.9)

Extending (A.5) as outlined above, recalling ||A||2, ||B||2 ≤ C, we can bound ||E − zF ||2 as follows:

||E − zF ||2 ≤ ||E||2 + |z|||F ||2 ≤ ϵ

5
(1 + |z|). (A.10)

Applying this to (A.9) alongside our bound for σm−k(A22 − zB22) yields

σm(A− zB) ≤
√

17

25
ϵ(1 + |z|) ≤ ϵ(1 + |z|), (A.11)

which implies z ∈ Λϵ(A,B). Thus, Λ4ϵ/5(A22, B22) ⊆ Λϵ(A,B); since the latter is assumed to be shattered
with respect to g on input, this proves shattering for Λ4ϵ/5(A22, B22).

It remains to show that the eigenvalues of (A22, B22) lie in gL. To do this, consider the m×m matrices

M1 =

(
A11 A12

0 A22

)
, M2 =

(
B11 B12

0 B22

)
, (A.12)

which are obtained from UH
L AUR and UH

L BUR, respectively, by zeroing out E and F . Since (M1,M2) is
block upper triangular, its spectrum is Λ(A11, B11) ∪ Λ(A22, B22). Moreover, we have

UH
L AUR −M1 =

(
0 0
E 0

)
=⇒ ||UH

L AUR −M1||2 ≤ ||E||2 ≤ ϵ

5
(A.13)

and similarly ||UH
L BUR − M2||2 ≤ ϵ

5 . Now Λϵ(U
H
L AUR, U

H
L BUR) is shattered with respect to g, so

by [14, Lemma 3.14] we know that each eigenvalue of (M1,M2) shares a grid box with an eigenvalue
of (UH

L AUR, U
H
L BUR).

21 But Λ(UH
L AUR, U

H
L BUR) = Λ(A,B) and (A,B) has exactly k eigenvalues in

gR and m − k in gL (recall that we are assuming k has been computed accurately in line 11). Since
Λ(M1,M2) = Λ(A11, B11) ∪ Λ(A22, B22) and we showed above that (A11, B11) has all of its eigenvalues in
gR, this implies that (A22, B22) must have all of its eigenvalues in gL.

Combining points one and two above, we conclude that Λ4ϵ/5(A22, B22) is shattered with respect to gL
and therefore that the call to SCHUR in line 22 is valid. As a result, we have proved success for one step
of the recursive procedure under the conditions that (1) a good dividing line is found, (2) the corresponding
value of k is accurate, and (3) the upper bound (A.5) holds. Since these occur simultaneously (at any step)
with probability at least 1− θ

2n4 , and moreover the recursive tree of SCHUR has depth at most log5/4(n),

the algorithm fails to converge with probability at most 2 · 2log5/4(n) θ
2n4 ≤ θ.

To complete the proof, we derive the error bounds ||A−QLTAQ
H
R ||2 ≤ η and ||B−QLTBQ

H
R ||2 ≤ η under

the same assumptions. We do this inductively. The base case is m = 1, in which case the decomposition
produced by SCHUR is exact. Consider now any other step of the procedure. We have

||A−QLTAQ
H
R ||2 = ||UH

L AUR − UH
L QLTAQ

H
RUR||2

=

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
(
A11 A12

E A22

)
−

(
Q̂L 0

0 Q̃L

)(
T̂A Q̂H

LA12Q̃R

0 T̃A

)(
Q̂H

R 0

0 Q̃H
R

)∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

=

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
(
A11 − Q̂LT̂AQ̂

H
R 0

E A22 − Q̃LT̃AQ̃
H
R

)∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤
(
||A11 − Q̂LT̂AQ̂

H
R ||22 + ||A22 − Q̃LT̃AQ̃

H
R ||22 + ||E||22

)1/2
.

(A.14)

21This again follows from the fact that Λϵ(A,B) is shattered with respect to g, as shattering is both unchanged when A and
B are multiplied by unitary matrices and additionally implies that (A,B) – and therefore also (UH

L AUR, UH
L BUR) – is regular.
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By our induction hypothesis we can assume that ||A11 − Q̂LT̂AQ̂
H
R ||2 and ||A22 − Q̃LT̃AQ̃R||2 are both

bounded by η√
3
. Since the second piece of (A.5) implies the same bound for ||E||2, we therefore conclude

||A−QLTAQ
H
R ||2 ≤

√(
η√
3

)2

+

(
η√
3

)2

+

(
η√
3

)2

= η. (A.15)

Repeating this argument yields the corresponding bound ||B −QLTBQ
H
R ||2 ≤ η.

As a corollary, we obtain an algorithm that can compute an accurate Schur decomposition of any pencil
in nearly matrix multiplication time (with high probability). Once again, note that – like all of the methods
considered in this paper – this algorithm is entirely inverse-free.

Corollary A.2. Let (A,B) ∈ Cn×n × Cn×n be any pencil with ||A||2, ||B||2 ≤ 1 and let ε < 1. There exists
an exact-arithmetic, randomized algorithm that takes as inputs (A,B) and ε and – in O(log2(nε )TMM(n))
operations – produces QR, QL, TA, TB ∈ Cn×n such that QR and QL are unitary, TA and TB are upper
triangular, and

||A−QLTAQ
H
R ||2 ≤ ε and ||B −QLTBQ

H
R ||2 ≤ ε

with probability at least 1−O( 1n ).

Proof. Consider the following algorithm, whose only inputs are (A,B) and ε.

1. Set parameters: γ = ε
8 ; α = ⌈2 logn(1/γ)+3⌉

2 ; ϵ = γ5

64n
11α+25

3 +γ5
; ω = γ4

4 n− 8α+13
3 .

2. Draw two independent Ginibre matrices G1, G2 ∈ Cn×n and let (Ã, B̃) = (A+ γG1, B + γG2).

3. Draw z uniformly at random from the box of side length ω with bottom left corner −4 − 4i and let
g = grid(z, ω, ⌈8/ω⌉, ⌈8/ω⌉).

4. [QR, QL, TA, TB ] = SCHUR(n, Ã, nαB̃, ϵ, 3nα, g, ε
2 ,

1
n ).

5. Re-scale: TB = n−αTB .

6. Output QR, QL, TA and TB .

For the listed values of α, ϵ, and ω, [14, Theorem 3.12] guarantees that ||Ã||2 ≤ 3, ||nαB̃||2 ≤ 3nα, and

Λϵ(Ã, n
αB̃) is shattered with respect to g with probability at least 1 − O( 1n ). In this case the call to

SCHUR is valid, and moreover (by Theorem A.1) it succeeds with probability at least 1− 1
n , achieving

||Ã−QLTAQ
H
R ||2 ≤ ε

2
and ||nαB̃ −QLTBQ

H
R ||2 ≤ ε

2
(A.16)

on exit (i.e., before re-scaling TB). Consequently,

||A−QLTAQ
H
R ||2 ≤ ||A− Ã||2 + ||Ã−QLTAQ

H
R ||2 ≤ ε

2
+

ε

2
≤ ε (A.17)

and similarly, again for the initial TB ,

||B −QL(n
−αTB)Q

H
R ||2 ≤ ||B − B̃||2 + ||B̃ −QL(n

−αTB)Q
H
R ||2 ≤ ε

2
+

ε

2nα
= ε. (A.18)

Here, we make use of the fact that ||A − Ã||2 = γ||G1||2 and ||B − B̃||2 = γ||G2||2, where we can assume
||G1||2, ||G2||2 ≤ 4.22 Hence, a final union bound implies that SCHUR succeeds, and we achieve the desired
accuracy, with probability at least 1 − O( 1n ). Since this algorithm does less work than its diagonalization

counterpart, the complexity O(log2(nε )TMM(n)) follows from [14, Proposition 5.3].

22The probability that one of ||G||1 and ||G||2 is larger than four is included in the failure probability of shattering.
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In the proof of Corollary A.2, SCHUR is applied to a pencil (A,B) where A and B are minimally
well-conditioned with high probability. For such inputs, we can simplify Algorithm 5 by replacing lines 16
and 17 with one of the following:

[UL, R] = QR(BUR) or [UL, R] = QR(AUR). (A.19)

In other words, we can leverage the fact that A and B map right deflating subspaces to the corresponding
left ones, trading an expensive call to IRS for a simple QR factorization. This results in significant savings,
as QR can be done in matrix multiplication time while IRS requires O(log(nε )TMM(n)) operations for the
parameters chosen in the proof of Corollary A.2. Moreover, when a bound on κ2(B) or κ2(A) is available, we
can easily describe how error in UR propagates to UL. We provide a sketch for [UL, R] = QR(BUR) below.

As in the proof of Theorem A.1, let UR =
(
U

(1)
R WR

)
and UL =

(
U

(1)
L WL

)
for U

(1)
R , U

(1)
L ∈ Cm×k

and suppose that U
(1)
R has been computed to some accuracy µ – i.e., there exists a true UR ∈ Cm×k (whose

columns span the associated true right deflating subspace) such that ||U (1)
R − UR||2 ≤ µ. Further let R11

be the upper left k × k block of R. In this case, BU
(1)
R = U

(1)
L R11 and ||BU

(1)
R − BUR||2 ≤ µ||B||2. Hence,

classical perturbation theory for reduced QR (e.g., [43]) implies that for µ sufficiently small there exists a
(unique) reduced QR factorization

BUR = UL(R11 +∆R) (A.20)

such that23

||U (1)
L − UL||2 ≤ O(

√
k) · κ2(BU

(1)
R ) · µ||B||2

||BU
(1)
R ||2

≤ O(
√
k)κ2(B)µ (A.21)

Clearly, the columns of UL span the left deflating subspace corresponding to UR. Thus, we can simply divide
µ by O(

√
k)κ2(B) to obtain a similar accuracy guarantee for the left deflating subspace. In terms of the

parameters of SCHUR, this would correspond to a slightly more restrictive choice of δ in line 5.
Of course, this requires a bound on κ2(B) (or similarly κ2(A)). While a guarantee of pseudospectral

shattering does imply that B is nonsingular, it does not necessarily guarantee that B is particularly well-
conditioned; if it is not, obtaining UL from UR may actually be more costly than repeating IRS and
GRURV. In an effort to further maintain the generality of Algorithm 5, we therefore compute UL via IRS.
Nevertheless, (A.19) is likely to be the cheaper option in practice.

Remark A.3. While the parameters chosen in Algorithm 5 and the proof of Corollary A.2 seem restrictive,
they are in fact much nicer than the diagonalization case, as we might expect. Compare in particular the
dependence of δ on η in SCHUR versus β in EIG. Since most of the work in both algorithms is spent
locating good dividing lines, this is the real advantage – in terms of efficiency – of going to Schur form
instead of complete diagonalization. Note that recent work of Shah [37] opens the possibility of further
relaxing parameters in both algorithms, though not enough to change their final asymptotic complexities.

B Proof of Theorem 2.7

In this appendix, we provide a full proof of Theorem 2.7.

B.1 Technical Lemmas

We begin by stating a handful of technical lemmas. The first two are straightforward consequences of the
black-box, finite-precision assumptions from Section 2. Here, MM(·) and QR(·) are again the floating-point
algorithms covered by Assumption 2.5 and Assumption 2.6, respectively.

Lemma B.1. Let A,B ∈ Cn×n. If C is the floating-point sum of A and B then

||C − (A+B)||2 ≤
√
nu||A+B||2.

23The
√
k dependence here can actually be improved to log(k) [36, Chapter 3].
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Lemma B.2. Let [Q,R] = QR(A) for

A =

(
A1

A2

)
, Q =

(
Q11 Q12

Q21 Q22

)
, and R =

(
R′

0

)
,

where all blocks are n× n. Define the following matrices:

1. R̃ – the floating-point sum of MM(QH
11, A1) and MM(QH

21, A2).

2. E – the floating-point sum of MM(QH
12, A1) and MM(QH

22, A2).

If µQR(n)u, µMM(n)u ≤ 1, then

||R̃−R||2, ||E||2 ≤ 4
(
µQR(n) + µMM(n) + 2

√
n
)
u||A||2.

Proof. By Assumption 2.6, there exist matrices Â ∈ C2n×n and Q̂ ∈ C2n×2n such that Q̂ is truly unitary,
Â = Q̂R, ||Q− Q̂||2 ≤ µQR(n)u, and ||A− Â||2 ≤ µQR(n)u||A||2. Let

Â =

(
Â1

Â2

)
and Q̂ =

(
Q̂11 Q̂12

Q̂21 Q̂22

)
, (B.1)

where again all blocks are n× n. Consider first MM(QH
11, A1). Applying Assumption 2.5 we observe

||MM(QH
11, A1)− Q̂H

11Â1||2 ≤ ||MM(QH
11, A1)−QH

11A1||2 + ||QH
11A1 − Q̂H

11Â1||2
≤ µMM(n)u||Q11||2||A1||2 + ||QH

11A1 − Q̂H
11A1||2 + ||Q̂H

11A1 − Q̂H
11Â1||2

≤ µMM(n)u||Q||2||A||2 + ||Q− Q̂||2||A||2 + ||Q̂||2||A− Â||2.

(B.2)

Since ||Q̂||2 = 1 and therefore ||Q||2 ≤ ||Q̂||2 + µQR(n)u = 1 + µQR(n)u, (B.2) implies

||MM(QH
11, A1)− Q̂H

11Â1||2 ≤ [2µQR(n) + µMM(n)(1 + µQR(n)u)]u||A||2
≤ 2(µQR(n) + µMM(n))u||A||2.

(B.3)

Repeating this argument, swapping blocks accordingly, we obtain the same result for ||MM(QH
21, A2) −

Q̂H
21Â2||2, ||MM(QH

12, A1)− Q̂H
12Â1||2, and ||MM(QH

22, A2)− Q̂H
22Â2||2. To now bound ||R̃−R′||2, note that

R′ = Q̂H
11Â1 + Q̂H

21Â2 (B.4)

since Â = Q̂R. Consequently,

||R̃−R′||2 ≤ ||R̃−(MM(QH
11, A1) +MM(QH

21, A2))||2
+ ||MM(QH

11, A1)− Q̂H
11Â1||2 + ||MM(QH

21, A2)− Q̂H
21Â2||2.

(B.5)

By Lemma B.1, we can bound the first term by
√
nu||MM(QH

11, A1) +MM(QH
21, A2)||2, where

||MM(QH
11, A1) +MM(QH

21, A2)||2 ≤ ||MM(QH
11, A1)||2 + ||MM(QH

21, A2)||2
≤ ||QH

11A1||2 + µMM(n)u||Q11||2||A1||2
+ ||QH

21A2||2 + µMM(n)u||Q21||2||A2||2
≤ 2(1 + µMM(n)u)(1 + µQR(n)u)||A||2
≤ 8||A||2.

(B.6)

Applying this to (B.5) alongside (B.3) yields

||R̃−R′||2 ≤ 4
(
µQR(n) + µMM(n) + 2

√
n
)
u||A||2. (B.7)

We obtain the same bound for ||E||2 by repeating this argument with MM(QH
12, A1) and MM(QH

22, A2) and

noting that Q̂H
12Â1 + Q̂H

22Â2 = 0.
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Next, we state a pair of lemmas due to Malyshev [27, Lemmas 4.1 and 4.2].

Lemma B.3 (Malyshev 1992). Suppose R ∈ Cm×m is nonsingular and E ∈ Cn×m for m ≥ n. There exists
a matrix S ∈ C(m+n)×(m+n) such that

1. (I + S)
(
R
E

)
=
(
R′

0

)
.

2. (I + S)H(I + S) = I

3. ||S||2 ≤ ||ER−1||2 ≤ ||E||2||R−1||2.

Proof. We take the opportunity to correct a small error in Malyshev’s proof. Define

S̃ =

(
0 (ER−1)H

−ER−1 0

)
. (B.8)

Then the matrix

S =

(
[I + (ER−1)HER−1]−1/2 0

0 [I + ER−1(ER−1)H ]−1/2

)
(I + S̃)− I (B.9)

satisfies the listed requirements.

Lemma B.4 (Malyshev 1992). Let A ∈ Cm×n be full rank and suppose

A = Q1

(
K1 L1

0 M1

)
= Q2

(
K2 L2

0 M2

)
for Q1, Q2 ∈ Cm×m unitary, K1,K2 ∈ Ck×k nonsingular, and M1,M2 ∈ C(m−k)×(n−k) full rank. Then there
exist unitary matrices P ∈ Ck×k and Q ∈ C(n−k)×(n−k) such that K2 = PK1, L2 = PL1, and M2 = QM1.

B.2 Detailed Proof

We are now ready to bound error in IRS. To simplify the analysis, we will not track the individual polynomials
µMM(n) and µQR(n), instead working with a “general polynomial”

µ(n) = max
{
µMM(n), µQR(n),

√
n
}

(B.10)

and the associated quantity τ = µ(n)u. Throughout, we can think of τ as small, corresponding to a choice
u < µ(n)−1.

Before proceeding with our main argument we state one final lemma, which bounds norm growth in
repeated squaring. Because finite-precision IRS repeatedly multiplies the inputs by pieces of nearly unitary
matrices, we expect that norms should grow by (at most) small constants. Here, Ãj and B̃j are the outputs

of j steps of finite-precision IRS, beginning with the input matrices Ã0 = A and B̃0 = B.

Lemma B.5. At any step j, ||
(Ãj+1

B̃j+1

)
||2 ≤ (1 + 2τ)2||

(Ãj

B̃j

)
||2.

Proof. Recall that Ãj+1 = MM(Q̃H
12, Ãj) and B̃j+1 = MM(Q̃H

22, B̃j) for Q̃12 and Q̃22 blocks of a nearly

unitary Q̃ obtained by computing a finite-precision, full QR factorization of
( B̃j

−Ãj

)
. With this in mind, write∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣
(
Ãj+1

B̃j+1

)∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
(
Ãj+1 − Q̃H

12Ãj

B̃j+1 − Q̃H
22B̃j

)∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

+

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
(
Q̃H

12Ãj

Q̃H
22B̃j

)∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

. (B.11)

By Assumption 2.5, ||Ãj+1 − Q̃H
12Ãj ||2 ≤ τ ||Q̃12||2||Ãj ||2 and ||B̃j+1 − Q̃H

22B̃j ||2 ≤ τ ||Q̃22||2||B̃j ||2, so∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
(
Ãj+1 − Q̃H

12Ãj

B̃j+1 − Q̃H
22B̃j

)∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤
√
2τ(1 + τ)

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
(
Ãj

B̃j

)∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

(B.12)
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since Q̃12 and Q̃22 satisfy ||Q̃12||2, ||Q̃22||2 ≤ ||Q̃||2 ≤ 1 + τ and ||Ãj ||2, ||B̃j ||2 ≤ ||
(Ãj

B̃j

)
||2. Similarly,∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣
(
Q̃H

12Ãj

Q̃H
22B̃j

)∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
(
Q̃H

12 0

0 Q̃H
22

)∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
(
Ãj

B̃j

)∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤ (1 + τ)

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
(
Ãj

B̃j

)∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

. (B.13)

We obtain the final inequality by combining (B.12) and (B.13) and using the loose24 upper bound (
√
2τ +

1)(1 + τ) ≤ (1 + 2τ)2.

We now derive the main bound of Theorem 2.7. The high-level strategy of its proof, which again is due
to Malyshev [27], can be summarized as follows. Consider the 2pn× (2p + 1)n block matrix

M =


−A B

−A B
. . .

. . .

−A B

 . (B.14)

As we demonstrate below, the floating-point matrices used to obtain Ãp and B̃p via IRS can be built into

an approximate block QR factorization of M (containing Ãp and B̃p). Our goal will be to derive a nearby,

exact block QR factorization of M , which will contain exact outputs Åp and B̊p with bounds on ||Ãp− Åp||2
and ||B̃p − B̊p||2 available. Since it will be relevant later on, note that the middle 2pn× (2p − 1)n block of
M is the matrix Dp

(A,B) from Definition 2.3.

To improve readability, we break this proof into several steps, each of which is labeled in bold.

Step One: What happens if we apply the output of IRS to M in blocks?

Consider the first iteration of IRS, which computes[
Q̃1,

(
R1

0

)]
= QR

([
B
−A

])
(B.15)

for nearly unitary Q̃1 ∈ C2n×2n and upper triangular R1 ∈ Cn×n. Let P̃1 be the matrix

P̃1 =

Q̃1

. . .

Q̃1

 ∈ C2pn×2pn (B.16)

containing 2p−1 copies of Q̃1 on its diagonal. Further, let M̃1 be a floating-point approximation of P̃H
1 M

obtained by applying MM (and finite-precision matrix addition) in n× n blocks. It is easy to see that M̃1

has block structure

M̃1 =



∗ R̃1 ∗
−Ã1 Ẽ1 B̃1

∗ R̃1 ∗
−Ã1 Ẽ1 B̃1

. . .
. . .

∗ R̃1 ∗
−Ã1 Ẽ1 B̃1


, (B.17)

where ∗ blocks are arbitrary. We use finite-arithmetic block matrix multiplication here – as opposed to
a separate black-box algorithm for large, non-square matrices – to guarantee that Ã1 and B̃1 appear in
(B.17). Note that the zero blocks of M̃1 are computed exactly by MM. Moreover, R̃1 and Ẽ1 are covered
by Lemma B.2 – i.e.,

||R̃1 −R1||2, ||Ẽ1||2 ≤ 16τ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

. (B.18)

24We use this bound for convenience to simplify constants. As we will see, it does not significantly impact the final result.
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Step Two: Repeat this argument for the next iteration.

The second step of IRS computes [
Ũ ,

(
R2

0

)]
= QR

([
B̃1

−Ã1

])
, (B.19)

for Ũ ∈ C2n×2n and R2 ∈ Cn×n. Breaking Ũ into n× n blocks Ũ =

(
Ũ11 Ũ12

Ũ21 Ũ22

)
and constructing

Q̃2 =


In

Ũ11 Ũ12

In
Ũ21 Ũ22

 ∈ C4n×4n, (B.20)

let P̃2 be the matrix containing 2p−2 copies of Q̃2 on its diagonal – that is,

P̃2 =

Q̃2

. . .

Q̃2

 ∈ C2pn×2pn. (B.21)

Again applying MM in n× n blocks to left-multiply M̃1 by P̃2, we obtain M̃2 – a finite-precision version of
P̃H
2 M̃1 consisting of 2p−2 blocks of the form

∗ R̃1 ∗
∗ ∗ R̃2 ∗ ∗

∗ R̃1 ∗
−Ã2 MM(ŨH

12, Ẽ1) Ẽ2 MM(ŨH
22, Ẽ1) B̃2

 . (B.22)

Step Three: Generalize to an arbitrary step of IRS.

The process outlined above yields a sequence of 2pn × (2p + 1)n matrices M̃1, . . . , M̃p. Each M̃i is an

approximation of the exact product M̂i = P̃H
i P̃H

i−1 · · · P̃H
1 M for a corresponding set of nearly unitary matrices

P̃1, . . . , P̃p, each of which is constructed from the blocks of a 2n × 2n nearly unitary matrix as in (B.20).

Moreover, M̃i consists of 2
p−i blocks with structure(

∗ ∗ ∗
−Ãi ∆̃i B̃i

)
(B.23)

for ∆̃i a small n× (2i − 1)n matrix. Indeed, the center n× n block Ẽi of ∆̃i satisfies

||Ẽi||2 ≤ 16τ

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
(

B̃i−1

−Ãi−1

)∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤ 16τ(1 + 2τ)2i−2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (B.24)

Step Four: Construct a corresponding set of exact-arithmetic block matrices.

Suppose that P̃i is constructed from the blocks of the nearly unitary matrix Q̃ ∈ C2n×2n. Since we use
QR to obtain Q̃, as described above, we know by Assumption 2.6 that there exists a truly unitary matrix
Q ∈ C2n×2n such that ||Q̃−Q||2 ≤ µQR(n)u ≤ τ . With this in mind, let Pi be the truly unitary matrix that

has the same block structure as P̃i but swaps the blocks of Q̃ for the corresponding blocks of Q and define
the 2pn× (2p + 1)n matrices Mi = PH

i · · ·PH
1 M .

We now have two sets of exact-arithmetic matrices to work with: Mi and M̂i. The former can be
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thought of as an exact-arithmetic counterpart of M̃i while M̂i is an intermediate matrix, obtained via exact
multiplication with the nearly unitary P̃i. Since ||Pi − P̃i||2 ≤ τ by construction, we can easily bound

||M̂i −Mi||2 recursively:

||M̂i −Mi||2 = ||M̂i − PH
i M̂i−1 + PH

i M̂i−1 −Mi||2
≤ ||M̂i − PH

i M̂i−1||2 + ||PH
i M̂i−1 −Mi||2

≤ ||P̃i − Pi||2||M̂i−1||2 + ||Pi||2||M̂i−1 −Mi−1||2
≤ τ(1 + τ)i−1||M ||2 + ||M̂i−1 −Mi−1||2

(B.25)

The base case here is ||M̂1 −M1||2 ≤ ||P̃1 − P1||2||M ||2 ≤ τ ||M ||2, so by induction we obtain

||M̂i −Mi||2 ≤

i−1∑
j=0

(1 + τ)j

 τ ||M ||2 =
[
(1 + τ)i − 1

]
||M ||2. (B.26)

Note that M̂i and Mi have the same block structure as M̃i, a consequence of the fact that each Pi has
the same block structure as P̃i. Following (B.23), label the blocks of M̂i and Mi as(

∗ ∗ ∗
−Âi ∆̂i B̂i

)
and

(
∗ ∗ ∗

−Ai ∆i Bi

)
, (B.27)

respectively, where again ∗ blocks are arbitrary and ∆̂i,∆i ∈ Cn×(2i−1)n.

Step Five: Bound ||Ãi −Ai||2 and ||B̃i −Bi||2.
The matrices Ai and Bi in (B.27) are not necessarily the result of applying i steps of exact-arithmetic
repeated squaring to A and B, as the matrices Pi used to obtain Ai and Bi from M do not correspond to
true QR factorizations of exact outputs. Rather, Assumption 2.6 implies that each Pi is constructed from

the Q-factor of a matrix nearby
( B̃j

−Ãj

)
. With this in mind, we next bound ||Ãi −Ai||2 and ||B̃i −Bi||2.

Consider first ||Ãi −Ai||2. Since

||Ãi −Ai||2 ≤ ||Ãi − Âi||2 + ||Âi −Ai||2 ≤ ||Ãi − Âi||2 + ||M̂i −Mi||2, (B.28)

and given (B.26), we can bound ||Ãi−Ai||2 via (B.28) by bounding ||Ãi− Âi||2, which records the error due

to finite-precision, block matrix multiplication. With this in mind, suppose Ãi = MM(Q̃H
12, Ãi−1) for Q̃12

an n× n block of a nearly unitary 2n× 2n matrix. In this case, Âi = Q̃H
12Âi−1 and we have

||Ãi − Âi||2 = ||MM(Q̃H
12, Ãi−1)− Q̃H

12Âi−1||2
= ||MM(Q̃H

12, Ãi−1)− Q̃H
12Ãi−1 + Q̃H

12Ãi−1 − Q̃H
12Âi−1||2

≤ ||MM(Q̃H
12, Ãi−1)− Q̃H

12Ãi−1||2 + ||Q̃H
12Ãi−1 − Q̃H

12Âi−1||2.

(B.29)

Applying our black-box assumptions and Lemma B.5, we have

||Ãi − Âi||2 ≤ τ ||Q̃12||2||Ãi−1||2 + ||Q̃12||2||Ãi−1 − Âi−1||2

≤ τ(1 + τ)

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
(
Ãi−1

B̃i−1

)∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

+ (1 + τ)||Ãi−1 − Âi−1||2

≤ τ(1 + τ)(1 + 2τ)2i−2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

+ (1 + τ)||Ãi−1 − Âi−1||2.

(B.30)

Once again we obtain a recursive bound. In this notation Ã0 = Â0 = A, so the base case here is simply the
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error in one finite-precision n× n matrix multiplication – i.e.,

||Ã1 − Â1||2 ≤ τ(1 + τ)||A||2 ≤ τ(1 + τ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

. (B.31)

Thus, we conclude inductively

||Ãi − Âi||2 ≤ τ

 i∑
j=1

(1 + τ)i−j+1(1 + 2τ)2j−2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

= τ(1 + 2τ)2i

 i∑
j=1

[
1 + τ

(1 + 2τ)2

]i−j+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB

)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

= τ(1 + 2τ)2i · 1 + τ

(1 + 2τ)2
·
1−

(
1+τ

(1+2τ)2

)i
1− 1+τ

(1+2τ)2

·
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB

)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
1 + τ

3 + 4τ

[
(1 + 2τ)2i − (1 + τ)i

] ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

.

(B.32)

Combining this with (B.26) and 1+τ
3+4τ < 1, and noting ||M ||2 ≤ ||A||2 + ||B||2 ≤ 2||

(
A
B

)
||2, we have

||Ãi −Ai||2 ≤
[
(1 + 2τ)2i − (1 + τ)i

] ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

+ 2
[
(1 + τ)i − 1

] ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

=
[
(1 + 2τ)2i + (1 + τ)i − 2

] ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

.

(B.33)

Repeating this argument implies the same bound for ||B̃i −Bi||2.

Step Six: Show that ||∆i||2 is small.

If Mi was obtained from M via exact-arithmetic repeated squaring, we would have ∆i = 0. Hence, the norm
of ∆i is an indication of how far Ai and Bi are from exact outputs. With this in mind, we next derive a
bound on ||∆i||2.

We start by bounding ||∆̂i||2, beginning with its middle n× n block Êi, which corresponds to Ẽi in M̃i.

If we again assume that P̃i is built from the 2n× 2n nearly unitary matrix Q̃ =

(
Q̃11 Q̃12

Q̃21 Q̃22

)
, we know that

Ẽi is the finite-arithmetic sum of MM(Q̃H
12, B̃i−1) and MM(Q̃H

22,−Ãi−1) while Êi = Q̃H
12B̂i−1 − Q̃H

22Âi−1.
Hence, we have

||Ẽi − Êi||2 ≤ ||Ẽi − (MM(Q̃H
12, B̃i−1) +MM(Q̃H

22,−Ãi−1))||2
+ ||MM(Q̃H

12, B̃i−1)− Q̃H
12B̂i−1||2 + ||MM(Q̃H

22, Ãi−1)− Q̃H
22Âi−1||2.

(B.34)
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By Lemma B.1, the first term in this expression can be bounded by

τ ||MM(Q̃H
12, B̃i−1) +MM(Q̃H

22,−Ãi−1)||2

≤ τ
[
||MM(Q̃H

12, B̃i−1)||2 + ||MM(Q̃H
22,−Ãi−1)||2

]
≤ τ

[
||Q̃H

12B̃i−1||2 + τ ||Q̃12||2||B̃i−1||2 + ||Q̃H
22Ãi−1||2 + τ ||Q̃22||2||Ãi−1||2

]
≤ τ(1 + τ)2

[
||B̃i−1||2 + ||Ãi−1||2

]
≤ 2τ(1 + τ)2

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
(
Ãi−1

B̃i−1

)∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤ 2τ(1 + τ)2(1 + 2τ)2i−2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

,

(B.35)

where the last inequality follows from Lemma B.5. Using (B.32), the remaining terms of (B.34) satisfy the
following:

||MM(Q̃H
22, Ãi−1)− Q̃H

22Âi−1||2
≤ ||MM(Q̃H

22, Ãi−1)− Q̃H
22Ãi−1||2 + ||Q̃H

22Ãi−1 − Q̃H
22Âi−1||2

≤ τ ||Q̃22||2||Ãi−1||2 + ||Q̃22||2||Ãi−1 − Âi−1||2
≤ τ(1 + τ)||Ãi−1||2 + (1 + τ)||Ãi−1 − Âi−1||2

≤
[
(1 + τ)2(1 + 2τ)2i−2 − (1 + τ)i

] ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

.

(B.36)

Putting everything together, we obtain

||Ẽi − Êi||2 ≤ 2
[
(1 + τ)3(1 + 2τ)2i−2 − (1 + τ)i

] ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

. (B.37)

To extend this bound to all of ∆̂i, note that

∆̂i =
(
Q̃H

12∆̂i−1 Êi Q̃H
22∆̂i−1

)
(B.38)

for the same Q̃12 and Q̃22 used above. Hence, applying both (B.24) and (B.37), we have

||∆̂i||2 ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣[Q̃H

12∆̂i−1 Q̃H
22∆̂i−1

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
+ ||Êi||2

≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣[Q̃H

12 Q̃H
22

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
||∆̂i−1||2 + ||Ẽi||2 + ||Ẽi − Êi||2

≤ (1 + τ)||∆̂i−1||2 + 2
[
(8τ + (1 + τ)3)(1 + 2τ)2i−2 − (1 + τ)i

] ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ (1 + τ)||∆̂i−1||2 + 2
[
(1 + 15τ)(1 + 2τ)2i−2 − (1 + τ)i

] ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

,

(B.39)

where we obtain the final inequality via 8τ + (1 + τ)3 ≤ 1 + 15τ . Observing ||∆̂1||2 = ||Ê1||2 ≤ 28τ ||
(
A
B

)
||2,

(B.39) implies inductively

||∆̂i||2 ≤ 2(1 + τ)i

 14τ

1 + τ
+ (1 + 15τ)

i−1∑
j=1

(1 + 2τ)2j

(1 + τ)j+1
− (i− 1)

 ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

. (B.40)

We therefore conclude,

||∆̂i||2 ≤ 2
(
14τ(1 + τ)i−1 + (i− 1)

[
(1 + 15τ)(1 + 2τ)2i − (1 + τ)i

]) ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

, (B.41)
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which we obtain by bounding the sum in (B.40) as

(1 + τ)i
i−1∑
j=1

(1 + 2τ)2j

(1 + τ)j+1
=

(1 + 2τ)2i

1 + τ

i−1∑
j=1

[
1 + τ

(1 + 2τ)2

]i−j

≤ (i− 1)(1 + 2τ)2i, (B.42)

noting 1+τ
(1+2τ)2 < 1. Combining (B.41) with (B.26) we have a final bound

||∆i||2 ≤ ||∆̂i||2 + ||∆̂i −∆i||2
≤ ||∆̂i||2 + ||M̂i −Mi||2

≤ 2
(
14τ(1 + τ)i−1 + (i− 1)

[
(1 + 15τ)(1 + 2τ)2i − (1 + τ)i

]
+ (1 + τ)i − 1

) ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

.

(B.43)

Step Seven: Obtain Åp, B̊p by transforming Mp to block upper triangular.

When i = p, the matrix Mi consists of only one block of the form (B.27). Hence, we have shown so far

P̂H
p P̂H

p−1 · · · P̂H
1 M =

(
∗ ∗ ∗

−Ap ∆p Bp

)
, (B.44)

where each P̂i is unitary, ∆p ∈ Cn×(2p−1)n is small, and Ap and Bp are close to our finite-precision outputs Ãp

and B̃p. Letting Π ∈ C(2p+1)n×(2p+1)n be the permutation matrix that swaps the blocks of (B.44) containing
−Ap and ∆p, we have constructed an exact, almost-block-QR factorization

P̂H
p P̂p−1 · · · P̂H

1 MΠ =

(
∗ ∗ ∗
∆p −Ap Bp

)
. (B.45)

Equivalently, recalling that the middle 2pn × (2p − 1)n block of M is Dp
(A,B), we have found an exact

factorization P̂H
p · · · P̂H

1 Dp
(A,B) =

( ∗
∆p

)
.

Label the ∗ block of this matrix as F ∈ C(2p−1)n×(2p−1)n. By Lemma B.3, there exists S ∈ C2pn×2pn

such that I + S is unitary, (I + S)
(
F
∆p

)
=
(
F ′

0

)
, and

||S||2 ≤ ||∆p||2||F−1||2 ≤ ||∆p||2
σmin(D

p
(A,B))− ||∆p||2

, (B.46)

assuming σmin(D
p
(A,B)) > ||∆p||2. Supposing this is the case, let

(I + S)P̂pP̂p−1 · · · P̂H
1 MΠ =

(
∗ ∗ ∗
0 −Åp B̊p

)
(B.47)

and note

||Åp −Ap||2, ||B̊p −Bp||2 ≤ ||S||2||M ||2 ≤ 2||∆p||2
σmin(D

p
(A,B))− ||∆p||2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

. (B.48)

Combining (B.48) with (B.33), we obtain a final bound

||Ãp − Åp||2 ≤ ||Ãp −Ap||2 + ||Ap − Åp||2

≤

[
(1 + 2τ)2p + (1 + τ)p − 2 +

2||∆p||2
σmin(D

p
(A,B))− ||∆p||2

] ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(AB
)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

,
(B.49)

which also applies to ||B̃p − B̊p||2.
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Step Eight: Bound τ by enforcing ||Ãp − Åp||2, ||B̃p − B̊p||2 ≤ δ||
(
A
B

)
||2.

Given (B.49), we obtain the desired bound on ||Ãp − Åp||2 and ||B̃ − B̊p||2 provided each of (1 + 2τ)2p − 1,

(1 + τ)p − 1, and
2||∆p||2

σmin(D
p
(A,B)

)−||∆p||2 is at most δ
3 . We focus on the latter, since it is the largest. Here, we

note that taking ||∆p||2 ≤ δ
9σmin(D

p
(A,B)) guarantees not only that the bound (B.46) holds but also

2||∆p||2
σmin(D

p
(A,B))− ||∆p||2

≤ 2δ

9− δ
<

δ

3
, (B.50)

as desired. Appealing to (B.43) and Definition 2.3, we obtain ||∆p||2 ≤ δ
9σmin(D

p
(A,B)) by requiring that each

of 14τ(1+ τ)p−1, (p−1)
[
(1 + 15τ)(1 + 2τ)2p − (1 + τ)p

]
, and (1+ τ)p−1 is bounded by δ

54κIRS(A,B,p) . Once

again, we focus on the largest of these terms, which in this case isX = (p−1)
[
(1 + 15τ)(1 + 2τ)2p − (1 + τ)p

]
,

assuming p > 1.
We begin by rewriting X as follows:

X = (p− 1)(1 + 2τ)2p
[
1 + 15τ −

[
1− τ

(
3 + 4τ

(1 + 2τ)2

)]p]
. (B.51)

Since τ
(

3+4τ
(1+2τ)2

)
≤ 1, we can bound X from above via Bernoulli’s inequality

X ≤ (p− 1)(1 + 2τ)2p
[
1 + 15τ −

[
1− pτ

(
3 + 4τ

(1 + 2τ)2

)]]
= (p− 1)(1 + 2τ)2pτ

[
15 + p

(
3 + 4τ

(1 + 2τ)2

)]
≤ 3τ(p− 1)(p+ 5)(1 + 2τ)2p,

(B.52)

where the last inequality follows by loosely bounding 3+4τ
(1+2τ)2 ≤ 3. Finally assuming (1 + 2τ)2p ≤ 2, we

obtain a final bound
X ≤ 6τ(p− 1)(p+ 5) = 6τ(p2 + 4p− 5), (B.53)

which implies a criterion on τ :

τ ≤ δ

324κIRS(A,B, p)(p2 + 4p− 5)
. (B.54)

Note that if p = 1, and therefore X = 0, we require instead 15τ ≤ δ
18κIRS(A,B,p) above, which is clearly

satisfied by (B.54). It is similarly not hard to show that this requirement on τ guarantees the remaining

bounds and therefore yields ||Ãp − Åp||2, ||B̃p − B̊p||2 ≤ δ||
(
A
B

)
||2.

It remains to show that Åp and B̊p can be obtained via exact-arithmetic repeated squaring. This follows
from Lemma B.4; exact-arithmetic repeated squaring implies an alternative block-QR factorization of MΠ,
which is equivalent to (B.47) up to a rotation/reflection. Since such a rotation/reflection can be baked into the
final QR factorization computed by exact-arithmetic repeated squaring (which is agnostic to the specific QR
factorizations used), Åp and B̊p are indeed exact outputs of repeated squaring satisfying Å−1

p B̊p = (A−1B)2
p

.

C Additional Numerical Examples

This appendix contains additional numerical tests. Here, we consider a modified version of the setup used in
Section 4. We again construct a 500× 500 diagonal matrix Λ according to (4.2), though this time we allow
Λ+ and Λ− to sample from all of the right/left half planes, respectively, instead of restricting to the real
line. Drawing a Haar unitary eigenvector matrix V ∈ C500×500 and letting B be a random complex Gaussian
matrix, we then set

A = BV ΛV H . (C.1)
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(a) Complex Eigenvalues (b) Real Eigenvalues

Figure 5: Forward approximation error for computing a spectral projector of a 500 × 500 pencil (A,B)
constructed according to (C.1). We consider two cases, where the eigenvalues of (A,B) are either real or
complex. In each case, we plot the eigenvalues of (A,B) and mark the error produced by QZ – which
approximates the projector by computing first a full eigendecomposition and then a QR factorization of
corresponding eigenvectors – as a benchmark.

In this case, B−1A = V ΛV H is Hermitian and a spectral projector corresponding to eigenvalues in the right
half plane can be obtained from the leading columns of V .

Figure 5 uses this construction to test IRS, IF-Newton, IF-Halley, and IF-DWH on problems with
complex eigenvalues, repeating the plot of Figure 3 for two choices of Λ. The only difference between the
resulting plots is the number of iterations required for IF-DWH to converge, an empirical reminder that
the dynamic weighting scheme is only relevant for problems with real eigenvalues.

As a final test, we verify the benefits of working inverse-free. To that end, we again return to real
eigenvalues and compare each of IF-Newton, IF-Halley, IF-DWH and the modified Halley iteration to
alternative “standard” implementations, which explicitly form B−1A and apply the corresponding single-
matrix iteration, with inversion. For IF-Newton, we also compare against the original generalized Newton
iteration of Gardiner and Laub [21], which uses inversion but avoids forming B−1A. IRS is omitted here
since an algorithm based on explicit squaring performs poorly on even well-conditioned problems.

We present this comparison in two settings: one in which the eigenvalues are sampled from ±|N (0, 1)|
(e.g., the poorly-separated case from Section 4) and one in which the eigenvalues are sampled in the same
way but two are replaced by ±10−6. Since the condition number of B−1A is clearly the ratio of the largest
and smallest eigenvalues (in magnitude) of (A,B), this ensures that in the first case B−1A is relatively
well-conditioned while in the latter it is relatively poorly-conditioned.

Tracking forward projector error for each method with and without inversion yields Figure 6. We see
here that the inverse-free iterations, with the exception of IF-DWH, are essentially equivalent to their
alternatives when B−1A is well-conditioned but significantly more accurate when it is not. Note here that B
is well-conditioned with high probability, meaning error incurred when forming B−1A is unlikely to explain
the gap in performance alone. This is also to say nothing of more contrived examples in which the standard
iterations are guaranteed to perform poorly – e.g., the standard Halley iteration on a problem with an
eigenvalue near i√

3
.

Interestingly, the dynamically weighted Halley iteration appears to avoid the stagnation problem observed
in Section 4 when implemented with inversion. This lends further support to the idea that the instability is
inherent to our QR-based implementation.
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(a) Well-conditioned: eigenvalues drawn randomly from ±|N (0, 1)|; κ2(B
−1A) = 1.73× 103.

(b) Poorly-conditioned: eigenvalues are the same as in (a) with two replaced by ±10−6; κ2(B
−1A) = 3.20× 106.

Figure 6: Performance of various sign-function-based iterations with and without inversion. For each iteration
type, “Standard” refers to an implementation that explicitly forms B−1A and applies a single-matrix version
of the iteration (that requires inversion). For Newton, “Generalized” refers to the algorithm of Gardiner
and Laub [21]. In each case we again compute a spectral projector of a 500× 500 pencil (A,B) constructed
according to (C.1), where the the choice of eigenvalues determines the conditioning of B−1A. Projector error
is the same as in the previous figures.
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