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Abstract

We present a rational filter for computing all eigenvalues of a symmetric definite eigen-
value problem lying in an interval on the real axis. The linear systems arising from the
filter embedded in the subspace iteration framework, are solved via a preconditioned Krylov
method.

The choice of the poles of the filter is based on two criteria. On the one hand, the filter
should enhance the eigenvalues in the interval of interest, which suggests that the poles
should be chosen close to or in the interval. On the other hand, the choice of poles has
an important impact on the convergence speed of the iterative method. For the solution of
problems arising from vibrations, the two criteria contradict each other, since fast conver-
gence of the eigensolver requires poles to be in or close to the interval, whereas the iterative
linear system solver becomes cheaper when the poles lie further away from the eigenvalues.
In the paper, we propose a selection of poles inspired by the shifted Laplace preconditioner
for the Helmholtz equation.

We show numerical experiments from finite element models of vibrations. We compare
the shifted Laplace rational filter with rational filters based on quadrature rules for contour
integration.

Keywords: Generalized eigenvalue problem, Rational filtering, Subspace iteration, Shifted
Laplace
2000 MSC: 65F15, 65N25, 65H17

1. Introduction

Consider the following symmetric definite generalized eigenvalue problem (GEP)

Ax = λBx, (1)

where A ∈ Rn×n and B ∈ Rn×n are large, sparse and symmetric matrices with A and B
positive definite. The GEP (1) arises from, e.g., vibration analysis, quantum mechanics,
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electronic structure calculations, etc [1]. Matrix A is the stiffness matrix, B is the mass
matrix, λ is an eigenvalue of the matrix pencil (A,B), and the nonzero vector x is an
associated eigenvector. The tuple (λ,x) is called an eigenpair of the GEP. The eigenvalues
are real and positive. We are interested in all eigenvalues in a specified interval (0, γ] and
their associated eigenvectors.

For large-scale problems, subspace methods such as shift-and-invert Arnoldi and ratio-
nal Krylov sequences [1, 2, 3, 4, 5], Jacobi-Davidson [6] and residual inverse iteration with
projection, also called generalized Davidson [7], are commonly used. Another class of meth-
ods is based on a contour integral, utilizing the resolvent operator along a closed contour
Γ ⊂ C, which encloses all the desired eigenvalues; this class of methods was proposed in
2003 by Sakurai and Sugiura [8, 9]. Variations of this idea led to a block Krylov subspace
method [10] and subspace iteration method [11]. The current paper is closest to the FEAST
method [12], which is a subspace projection framework.

In practice, the integration is approximated by using a quadrature rule. The application
of the contour integral requires the solution of a sequence of ℓ systems of the form

(A− σjB)x = f for j = 1, . . . , ℓ, (2)

where σj, j = 1, . . . , ℓ, are the quadrature nodes. There are several ways to select the
quadrature nodes, such as Zolotarev [13], midpoint [14], Gauss-Legendre [12] and Gauss-
Chebyshev [14] rules. The approximation by a quadrature rule is a rational function of the
matrix pencil and is therefore called a rational filter function. See §3 for more details.

The choice of the nodes is not only important for the quality of the filter function, but
it has an enormous impact on the performance of the linear system solver. This paper is
about the choice of the nodes so that the filter function satisfies two objectives: (i) good
filter quality; (ii) fast linear solution. These conditions are not easy to reconcile. To see
this, we have to explain how (2) is solved. A direct method, e.g., based on sparse LU
factorization, is usually the first choice, since it is reliable even for ill-conditioned matrices.
In addition, the cost of solving (2) with a direct method is usually independent of σj. When
the problem scale is very large, iterative methods may become preferable. In this case the
cost for solving (2) strongly depends on the value of σj. The main motivation of the paper is
therefore to choose σj to reconcile fast convergence of the eigenvalue solver and convergence
of the iterative linear system solver.

For the Helmholtz equation and the elasticity equation, matrices A and B are symmetric
positive definite, but A − µB with µ real and positive, is generally indefinite. Precondi-
tioning an indefinite linear system is considered hard, since the matrix usually is far from
an M-matrix. A particularly interesting idea is the shifted Laplace preconditioner for the
Helmholtz equation [15, 16, 17], which was inspired on earlier work [18, 19, 20]. The general
idea is not to use a preconditioner for A− µB but for

C = A− µ(1± αı)B with α ̸= 0, µ ∈ R+. (3)

i.e., an imaginary matrix is added. It makes the linear system complex, but easier to solve.
In this paper, we intend to reconcile the two conditions mentioned above by picking the

quadrature nodes on the line {z = ξ(1 + αı), ξ ∈ R}. Note that moving the shift away from
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the spectrum in the shift-and-invert transformation was also suggested by Xi and Saad [14],
Meerbergen and Roose[21], Ohno, Kuramashi, Sakurai and Tadano[22]. Our analysis shows
that a key requirement for this strategy is that the matrix B remains well-conditioned.

The outline of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we analyze and experimentally show
that linear equations with complex shifts are easier to solve. In Section 3, we review rational
filter methods for eigenvalue computations and discuss our new strategy of selecting the poles
and weights for the rational filter. We also analyse the influence of the key parameters in
the new rational filter. Furthermore, we compare the filter with the rational filters obtained
by using the midpoint, Gauss-Legendre [12], and Gauss-Chebyshev [14] rules applied to a
circle contour. In Section 4, we present the numerical results of the new rational filter and
compare its efficiency with that of the aforementioned filters based on quadrature rules.
From our numerical experiments and theoretical considerations, it follows that the shifted
Laplace rational filter does not perform well when the matrix B is singular. We end this
paper with the main conclusions in Section 5.

The following notation is used throughout this paper. A ∈ Rn×n and B ∈ Rn×n represent
n × n large, sparse and symmetric matrices, A and B are positive definite. The B-inner
product of two vectors u, v ∈ Rn is defined by ⟨u,v⟩B = ⟨u,Bv⟩ = v⊤Bu. The induced
norm is ∥v∥B =

√
⟨v,v⟩B. The eigenvalues of the matrix pencil (A,B) are denoted by

{λi}ni=1 and are indexed in ascending order, i.e., 0 < λ1 ≤ λ2 ≤ · · · ≤ λn. And by {xi}ni=1

we denote the associated eigenvectors as ∥xi∥B = 1, i = 1, 2, . . . , n. For a nonzero vector z,

the value θz = z⊤Az
z⊤Bz

is called the generalized Rayleigh quotient associated with the matrix
pencil (A,B).

2. Analysis and experiments for shifted linear systems

In this section, we show the impact of the slope parameter α on the performance of a
preconditioned Krylov linear system solver for the linear system

(A− σB)x = f , σ = µ(1 + αı),

where f is a given right-hand side. In this section, we give a discussion and numerical
evidence to show that it is indeed beneficial to put the poles away from the real axis. We
can state that the larger the slope |α|, the further the shift σ is away from the real axis.

To illustrate the influence of α on solving linear systems, we use the hollow platform
model in § 4.1.2 as a test example, where the smallest eigenvalue λ1 is 104.3308. We set the
pole σ = µ(1 + αı) where µ = 104.3 and we use different choices of α from 0 to 1 for the
test. When α = 0, σ lies close to the real eigenvalue λ1, therefore, the corresponding linear
system (2) is ill-conditioned. We used the iterative solver BiCGStab [23] with incomplete
LU factorization (with different drop tolerances). As stopping criteria, we require that the
relative residual norm ∥f − (A− σB)x∥2/∥f∥2 < 10−10 and that the number of iteration is
at most 1000. The computations were carried out in MATLAB R2024a on a Linux server
with 56-core Intel processors, and 1 TB of RAM. We report on the number of iterations
and the relative residual norm of the last iteration in Table 1. We point out that BiCGStab
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Solver µ α Iteration Residual norm

BiCGStab 104.3 0 1000 1.60E-01
0.05 1000 4.30E-02
0.5 1000 3.70E-03
0.8 1000 1.50E-03
1 1000 8.20E-04

BiCGStab+ILU(1e-3) 104.3 0 440† 3.60E-09
0.05 342† 1.00E-10
0.5 115 9.40E-11
0.8 86 9.60E-11
1 72 5.20E-11

BiCGStab+ILU(1e-4) 104.3 0 60† 2.90E-09
0.05 30.5 3.70E-11
0.5 12 2.20E-11
0.8 9.5 3.80E-11
1 9 9.30E-11

Table 1: The effect of α on solving the linear systems. The symbol † indicates that BiCGStab terminated
due to stagnation, without reaching the required stop criterion.

implemented in MATLAB checks the convergence at every half iteration step, thus the
number of iterations may not be an integer.

From the first block of Table 1, we can observe that the linear solver does not converge
without preconditioning in 1000 iterations. As the value of α increases, the residual norm
reduces gradually; however, it remains very high. From the second and third block of Table 1,
we can see that the linear solver converges faster when α gets larger.

2.1. Analysis about the effect of α

Lemma 2.1. For matrices A,B ∈ Cn×n, then

σmax(BA) ≤ σmax(B)σmax(A),

σmin(BA) ≥ σmin(B)σmin(A).

As a consequence, we have for nonsingular B, that

κ(B−1A) ≤ 1

κ(B)
κ(A). (4)

Proposition 2.1. Consider a symmetric definite matrix pencil A − λB (with nonsingular
B). Given the real scalars α > 0 and µ. We define the pole σ = µ(1 + αı). The condition
number κ(C) of the matrix C = B−1(A− σB) decreases with increasing α.
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Proof. First, define, Ĉ = B−1(A − µB). We define λ1 as the eigenvalue of A − λB closest
to µ and λn as the eigenvalues furthest from µ. The condition number κ(C) is the ratio of
the largest and smallest eigenvalues of Ĉ in absolute value:

κ(Ĉ) =
|λn − µ|
|λ1 − µ|

.

The eigenvalues of matrix C = B−1(A − σB) are θj = (λj − µ) − (αµ)ı, j = 1, . . . , n.
Since λ1 also represents the eigenvalue closest to σ in the spectral norm sense, while λn

corresponds the most distant eigenvalue, we have that the condition number κ(C) is

κ(C) =

√
(λn − µ)2 + (αµ)2√
(λ1 − µ)2 + (αµ)2

.

Obviously, κ(C) < κ(Ĉ) and κ(C) decreases when α increases.

Proposition 2.2. For the matrix pencil Ax = λBx where B is not singular, and given
a real scalar µ, we define the pole σ = µ(1 + αı) and we assume α > 0 without loss of
generality. The condition number κ(S) of the matrix S = A − σB will get smaller when α
gets larger.

Proof. Using the notation from Proposition 2.1 for µ, σ,C and Ĉ, and we define Ŝ = A−µB.
Lemma 2.1 then implies that

κ(S) = κ(BB−1S) ≤ κ(B)κ(C).

From Proposition 2.1, we know that

κ(C) < κ(Ĉ),

reapplying Lemma 2.1 yields

κ(S) ≤ κ(B)κ(C) < κ(B)κ(Ĉ) ≤ κ(B)κ(Ŝ)
1

κ(B)
= κ(Ŝ).

Therefore, we know κ(S) < κ(Ŝ) and the condition number κ(S) will get smaller when α
gets larger.

We can conclude that putting the pole σ = µ(1 + αı) away from the real axis makes the
linear system easier to solve, as confirmed by the results in Table 1.

2.2. Case of singular B

In this subsection, we numerically demonstrate that placing poles away provides no
benefits when the matrix B is singular. The reason is that increasing α makes A−σB more
similar to the singular matrix B, and therefore the linear system is hard to solve.

We use the matrix pencil BCSSTK38 and BCSSTM38 [24], which is obtained from the
FEM discretization of Boeing airplane engine component model, as a test example.
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Table 2: The results for solving the associated linear systems with the singular matrix B.

Solver µ α Iteration Residual norm

BiCGStab 2.00E+04 0 1000 6.80E-01
0.5 1000 7.00E-01
1 1000 6.60E-01
10 1000 7.90E-01

BiCGStab+ILU(1e-4) 2.00E+04 0 1000 1.00E+00
0.5 1000 1.00E+00
1 1000 1.00E+00
10 1000 1.00E+00

For this case, the smallest eigenvalue λ1 is 2.0419× 104. We set the pole σ = µ(1 + αı)
where µ = 2× 104, the relative gap between µ and λ1 is (λ1−µ)/(λ1+µ) = 0.0104. We use
different choices of α from 0 to 10 for the test.

From Table 2, we can observe that the linear solver can not converge in 1000 iterations,
even when σ is far away from the real axis. We can also see that the relative residual norm
does not differ much for the different α.

3. Rational filter method

Rational filter methods to solve eigenvalue problems often arise from a contour integral
method [9, 12, 11]. A contour integral method uses the resolvent operator along a closed
contour Γ ⊂ C, which encloses all the desired eigenvalues. Here,

M =
1

2πi

∫
Γ

(A− σB)−1Bdσ, p ≥ 0, (5)

is a matrix whose action on a vector filters away the components of invariant subspaces
associated with the eigenvalues outside the contour. In practice, exact integration is ap-
proximated by applying a quadrature rule, and the approximation of (5) will be

M ≈ Φ(A,B) =
1

2πi

ℓ∑
j=1

wj(A− σjB)−1B,

where σ1, . . . , σℓ are the quadrature nodes along the domain boundary Γ and wj are the
corresponding quadrature weights. The name rational filter arises from the filter properties
when Φ(A,B) is applied on a vector v. Let (λi,xi), i = 1, . . . , n, be the eigenpairs ofA−λB.
Decompose v =

∑n
i=1 ξixi, then

Φ(A,B)v =
n∑

i=1

ξiΦ(λi)xi,
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where λi is mapped (or filtered) by the rational function

Φ(λ) =
ℓ∑

j=1

wj

λ− σj

. (6)

We discuss further the choice of nodes and weights.
Since A and B are real symmetric and the domain of interest is an interval on the real

axis, we choose the ℓ nodes as complex conjugate points in the complex plane. Let ℓ = 2N ,
then, with a proper ordering of the nodes, we have σN+j = σj and wN+j = wj, j = 1, . . . , N .
As a result,

wj(A− σjB)−1B+ wj(A− σjB)−1B = 2Re(wj(A− σjB)−1B),

which implies that N complex valued linear systems have to be solved when the filter is
applied to a real vector.

An overview of the rational filter method for computing eigenpairs of the symmetric
definite matrix pencil (1) is given in Algorithm 1. The method aims to find L eigenvalues and
associated eigenvectors in the interval (0, γ]. The matrix U represents the filtered vectors.
The projected matrix pencil Â = U⊤AU and B̂ = U⊤BU is formed. The approximated
eigenpairs are extracted from the subspace projection on A and B, by using Rayleigh-Ritz
method. The stopping criterion is ∥Axi − θiBxi∥2/|θi|∥Bxi∥2 ≤ τ for i = 1, . . . , L, with τ
a prescribed tolerance.

Algorithm 1 Rational filter method for GEP (1)

Input: A ∈ Rn×n, B ∈ Rn×n, interval (0, γ], poles σ1, . . . , σN ∈ C and corresponding
weights w1, . . . , wN ∈ C, random vectors V1 ∈ Rn×L.

Output: converged eigenpairs [Θ,X].
1: for k = 1, 2, . . . until all of the wanted eigenpairs have converged do
2: for j = 1, 2, . . ., N do
3: Solve Yj = (A− σjB)−1BVk.
4: end for
5: Compute U =

∑N
j=1 2Re(wjYj).

6: Form Â = U⊤AU and B̂ = U⊤BU.
7: Solve the eigenvalue problem Âsi = θiB̂si and let xi = Usi, with θi sorted in ascending

order.
8: Compute the relative residual norms ρi =

∥Axi−θiBxi∥2
|θi|∥Bxi∥2 for i = 1, . . . , L.

9: Let Vk+1 = [x1, . . . ,xL].
10: end for

The approximation cost depends on the number of quadrature nodes (or poles), which
should therefore be kept as low as possible. That is, the quality of the filter should be
compared with the cost of applying the filter. The main difference between the various
rational filter methods is the selection of poles σj, and corresponding weights wj. Austin [25]
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selects poles as Chebyshev roots and the corresponding barycentric weights are used. The
main advantage of this method is that poles and arithmetic are real valued. However,
a potential danger is that a pole accidentally lies close to an eigenvalue. This blows up
the filter and enhances this particular eigenvalue and filters all other eigenvalues. Xi [14]
uses fixed poles and the weights are computed from a least-square problem. Xi employs
a filter with poles of higher multiplicity to enable Krylov subspace recycling, improving
the efficiency of filter applications. In the latest FEAST method, the selection of poles and
weights is based on Zolotarev’s quadrature rule [13]. Also here, the efficiency of this strategy
depends on the position of the poles.

3.1. The choice of poles

As an alternative to quadrature rules, Ohno [22] proposed to use two horizontal lines
away from the real axis as the integral path for approximating the spectral projection oper-
ator. Xi [14] selected some fixed poles, which are farther away from the real axis than the
quadrature poles. The weights are obtained from an optimization problem that aims for the
best approximation of the step function h : h(z) = 1 for z ∈ [−1, 1], and 0 elsewhere.

In this paper, we propose a different strategy, that we call the Shifted Laplace Rational
Filter (SLRF): it reconciles filter quality and the use of the shifted Laplace preconditioner.
The poles and weights are obtained from an optimization problem that aims for the best
approximation of the step function h on the positive real axis. In this way, we aim to amplify
the function values in the interval (0, γ] and damp the values in (γ,∞). We do not need to
take into account approximations of the step function outside the positive real axis, since
there are only positive real eigenvalues. The poles lie on the lines

L± : y = x(1± αı), x ∈ (0, γ] and α > 0, (7)

where α is a user-defined slope. We pick poles σj = xj(1 + αı), j = 1, . . . , N . As the poles
and weights are complex conjugate, we construct the filter

Φ(x) =
N∑
j=1

wj

x− xj(1 + αı)
+

wj

x− xj(1− αı)
, xj ∈ (0, γ] and α > 0. (8)

The parameters xj, wj for j = 1, . . . , N are computed from the optimization problem

min
xj ,wj

∥(Φ− h)∥2δ ,

where h is the step function which has value one for x ∈ [0, γ] and zero for x elsewhere. The
δ inner product is inspired by [14]:

< f, g >=

∫ ∞

−∞
δ(t)f(t)g(t)dt,

where δ(t) has the following distribution

δ(t) =


0 if t > κ or t < 0,
β if 0 ≤ t ≤ γ,
1 elsewhere.
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We note that β is a relaxation parameter. With a smaller β, the difference between Φ and
h in (0, γ] can be larger, resulting in a larger slope at x = γ. We choose κ = 10γ, and β
is set to either 1 or 0.01 as suggested in [14]. We used the trapezoidal rule to compute the
inner product, and solved the optimization problem.

To further compare different filters, we use the separation factor of the filter function,
as defined in [14]. This factor is used to characterize the quality of the filter function, in the
context of subspace iteration.

Definition 3.1. Let Φ(x) be a filter function, we call the separation factor of Φ its absolute
value of the derivative at x = γ : |Φ′(γ)|. See [14].

For eigenvalue problems, a larger value of |Φ′(γ)| indicates better separation between the
wanted eigenvalues and the unwanted ones. With subspace projection, the convergence rate
for the desired eigenpairs is faster with a larger |Φ′(γ)| [1, 13, 14, 26].

The SLRF has three user-defined parameters: the slope α of the straight line, the number
of poles N and the value of β associated to the inner product. We now discuss the choice
of the parameters. Figure 1 shows the influence of the number of poles N on the quality of
the rational filter, for fixed α. It is no surprise that the separation factor |Φ′(γ)| becomes
larger as the number of poles N increases.

Figure 1: The rational filters Φ(x) are plotted over the interval [−1, 2] for γ = 1 and α = 1, where β = 1
(left) and β = 0.01 (right) for different number of poles N = 1, 2, 4, 8.

We observe that when β = 0.01, the filter performs better: a smaller value of β relaxes
the requirement to approximate the filter value one in the interval (0, γ]. As a result, the
filter has larger values in (0, γ], smaller values outside (0, γ], and a sharper slope at the
endpoint x = γ, compared to the case when β = 1.

To illustrate the influence of slope α on the separation factor, we plot the separation factor
as a function of α for α ∈ [0.5, 2] in Figure 2. We do not show results for α < 0.5, because the
filter function has high peaks near the real parts of the poles, x = xj, j = 1, 2, . . . , N . From
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Figure 2: Comparison of separation factors |Φ′(1)| of the rational filter using N = 1, 2, 4, 8 poles and different
slope α.

Figure 2, we deduce that increasing α, not surprisingly, leads to a reduction in separation
factor.

In Figure 3, we present a detailed numerical comparison of the convergence rate of
eigenpairs by using different rational filter parameters, when solving the eigenvalues of the
2D beam model (will be represented in §4.1.1). In each sub-figure, the vertical axis represents
the maximum relative residual norm of eigenpairs corresponding to the eigenvalues within
the specified interval, and the horizontal axis represents the number of outer iteration. We
show the results for β = 1 and β = 0.01.

In Figure 3, the first column shows the results when α = 1, and the second column shows
the results for the smaller α = 0.5. From top to bottom, the number of poles N increases.
From the sub-figure in the upper left corner to the sub-figure in the lower right corner, we
can see that the convergence rate is faster as the number of poles N increases and the slope
α gets smaller, particularly for the case β = 1.

3.2. Comparison with other filters based on quadrature rules

We compare the Shifted Laplace Rational Filter with other filters based on classical
quadrature rules: midpoint [14], Gauss-Legendre [12] and Gauss-Chebyshev quadrature
rules [14], each with N = 3 poles (in the upper plane). For SLRF, we set slope α = 0.5 and
β = 0.01.

From Figure 4 we can see that the separation factor of SLRF is larger than that of the
midpoint filter and the Gauss-Legendre filter. The Gauss-Chebyshev filter has the sharpest
slope at the endpoint x = γ = 1. At first sight, there does not seem to be an advantage of
SLRF, but this appears when the linear systems are solved inexactly, as we now show.

The computational task is solving the eigenvalues located in interval (0, 58.2570], which
encloses the first 20 smallest eigenvalues of the 2D beam model in § 4.1.1. In Table 3, we
report the average number of iterations to solve the linear equations associated with each

10



Figure 3: The convergence curves of the maximum relative residual norm for the 2D beam model are
presented for different filter parameters. The results are shown for N = 2 (top), N = 4 (middle), N = 8
(bottom), with variations in the slope: α = 1 (left) and α = 0.5 (right), and filter parameters γ = 1,
β = 1 and β = 0.01 in each subfigure. The maximum residual norm is reported for approximate eigenvalues
located within the interval (0, 337.4505], which contains the first 100 smallest eigenvalues, with a search
space dimension of L = 120. The associated linear systems are solved by a complete LU factorization

.
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Figure 4: Left: the rational filter Φ(x) for γ = 1 over the interval x ∈ [−1, 2] for N = 3; right: a zoomed-in
view at x = 1.

pole for the aforementioned filters. The detailed setting of algorithm and linear solver can
be found in § 4.2.

Table 3: The average iteration number required to solve the associated linear equations for each pole defined
by different filters.

Model Interval Filter
Iteravg

σ1 σ2 σ3

Beam (0, 58.2570]

Midpoint 25.8 27.4 58.3
Gauss-Legendre 26.3 27.4 78.1
Gauss-Chebyshev 26.5 27.4 96.1

SLRF 40.7 39.5 39.2

We also plot the position of the poles of these rational filters, in Figure 5. The poles
σ1, σ2, σ3 are ordered by increasing real part. From Figure 5 and Table 3, we observe that if
the pole is closer to the real axis (i.e., smaller α), the corresponding average number of linear
iteration Iteravg is larger. A typical example is the pole σ3 defined by the Gauss-Chebyshev
filter, which is the closest to the real axis, and incurs the highest computational cost for
solving the associated linear systems. The pole σ2 is identical for all three quadrature rules
as shown in Figure 5, so the cost of solving the linear systems associated with σ2 remains
the same. As a consequence, the location of poles can indicate the difficulty of solving the
associated linear systems (2).
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Figure 5: The corresponding poles position of four rational filters in the upper half plane.

4. Numerical experiments

4.1. Finite element model of vibration

We consider the following vibration system
σ · ∇ − ρü = 0, in Ω,
σ · n = t = 0, on ΓN ,

u = 0, on ΓD,
(9)

where u is the displacement, σ is the stress, and ρ is the density of the material. The domain
is denoted by Ω, ΓD denotes the Dirichlet boundary condition and ΓN denotes the Neumann
boundary condition, n is the outer normal vector of the boundary of the domain ∂Ω. The
derivation of the weak formulation of (9), which is useful for finite element discretization,
can be found in the Appendix of [27].

In the following, we introduce three mechanical models for numerical tests. These models
have the same material parameters, the Young’s modulus is 21.5N/m2, the Poisson’s ratio is
0.29, the density of the material is 1.0kg/m2. The corresponding discretized matrix pencils
are generated by using the open source software FreeFEM++ [28].

4.1.1. 2D beam model

The first model is a two dimensional beam with the left edge fixed, see Figure 6. The
size of the beam is 10m×2m. The domain is partitioned by triangular elements, and the
equations are discretized by first order finite elements. The scale of this problem is n = 46958
with 23479 grid nodes, where n is the number of DOFs. The first 20 smallest eigenvalues
are located in [0.2526, 58.2570], and the first 100 smallest eigenvalues are located in [0.2526,
337.4505].
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Figure 6: The shape of 2D beam model.

4.1.2. 3D hollow platform model

Figure 7: The shape of 3D hollow platform model.

The second model originates from cutting out a cylinder from a platform, see Figure 7.
The surface of the cylinder is fixed. The region is partitioned into tetrahedral elements,
and second-order polynomials are used for the discretization. The number of finite element
nodes is 12387, and the dimension of the obtained GEP is 37161. The first 20 smallest
eigenvalues are located in [104.3308, 214.0376], and the first 100 smallest eigenvalues are
located in [104.3308, 1506.4211].

4.1.3. 3D fish-like model

Figure 8: The shape of 3D fish-like model.
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The third model is generated by rotating a given two dimensional region Ω along the
x-axis, and the expression of the line l is l(x) = 2[( 1

10
+ (1

3
x(x − 1)2 + 1

100
x))1/3 − ( 1

10
)1/3] ,

see Figure 8. The obtained body looks like a fish and the lower surface is fixed. The body is
partitioned into tetrahedral elements, and a first-order finite element is used to discretize the
equation. The number of finite element node is 18416, and the dimension of the obtained
GEP is 55248. The first 20 smallest eigenvalues are located in [7.6346, 1857.5048], the first
100 smallest eigenvalues are located in [7.6346, 10238.6400].

4.2. Numerical results

4.2.1. Setting

The computations were carried out in MATLAB R2024a on a Linux compute server
with 56-core Intel Xeon Gold 6330N processors, and 1 TB of RAM. In the following, we
define rk = (A−θkB)xk

θk∥Bxk∥2
as the relative residual vector where θk being the Rayleigh quotient

associated with the approximate eigenvector xk. As stopping criteria, we use ∥rk∥ < 10−8.
The details of the algorithm setting are as follows. Unless otherwise stated, the linear

systems are solved by using the BiCGStab iterative method with an ILU preconditioner,
with drop tolerance of 10−4. To improve the efficiency of the ILU factorization, the matrix
bandwidth is reduced by using reverse Cuthill–McKee (RCM) ordering. The stopping cri-
teria for the linear solver is that relative residual norm is less than 10−13 or the number of
iterations has reached the maximum iteration number 1000. In addition, we have to point
out that BiCGStab might stagnate.

We get the poles and corresponding weights from the rational filter defined by N = 4,
α = 1 and β = 0.01. The dimension of the search space should be larger than the number of
wanted eigenvalues, so we set the number of right-hand-side terms equal to 1.2 times NEV,
which is the number of wanted eigenvalues located in the interval [a, b].

4.2.2. Results

The main computational cost of the rational filter methods is proportional to the number
of BiCGStab iterations. Specifically, the cost is determined by the sparse matrix-vector
products and preconditioning operations when solving the associated multiple right-hand
terms. The reported results include the number of outer iterations Iter, the number of
total sparse matrix-vector products spMV employed in the linear iterative solver, in the
whole algorithm iteration. We also record the the average number of sparse matrix-vector
products spMVavg=spMV/Iter for per iteration step. In Table 4, we show the numerical
results when solving the first NEV = 20 eigenpairs (the first sub-block) and first NEV = 100
eigenpairs (the second sub-block), respectively, for the three mechanical models.

From Table 4, we can see that the convergence rate of the rational filter method depends
on the model problems and the number of eigenvalues located in the specific interval. The
Gauss-Legendre filter has the fastest convergence rate, and has the lowest computational
cost for the case of the hollow platform model. In addition to the hollow platform model,
the shifted Laplace rational filter outperforms other filters in the remaining cases. From
the last column, we can see that the average cost of per iteration, spMVavg, increases
progressively from the newly proposed filter to the midpoint filter, Gauss Legendre filter
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Table 4: Numerical results
Model Interval Filter spMV Iter spMVavg

Beam

NEV = 20
(0, 58.2570]

Midpoint 97530 13 7502.3
Gauss-Legendre 61070 7 8724.3
Gauss-Chebyshev† 115120 12 9593.3

SLRF 58042 11 5276.5

NEV = 100
(0, 337.4505]

Midpoint 134737 12 11228.1
Gauss-Legendre 102505 8 12813.1
Gauss-Chebyshev† 158023 11 14365.7

SLRF 91492 10 9149.2

Hollow platform

NEV = 20
(0, 214.0376]

Midpoint 17588 6 2931.3
Gauss-Legendre 14891 5 2978.2
Gauss-Chebyshev 18061 6 3010.2

SLRF 26105 9 2900.6

NEV = 100
(0, 1506.4211]

Midpoint 67944 8 8493.0
Gauss-Legendre 55431 6 9238.5
Gauss-Chebyshev 71339 7 10191.3

SLRF 75321 10 7532.1

Fish like

NEV = 20
(0, 1857.5048]

Midpoint 60668 7 8666.9
Gauss-Legendre 67595 6 11265.8
Gauss-Chebyshev† 95261 7 13608.7

SLRF 52283 9 5809.2

NEV = 100
(0, 10238.6399]

Midpoint 179471 14 12819.4
Gauss-Legendre 122947 8 15368.4
Gauss-Chebyshev† 211025 12 17585.4

SLRF 113150 11 10286.4
† This symbol indicates that BiCGStab terminated due to stagnation more frequently, without
reaching the required stop criterion, in this task.
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and Gauss Chebyshev filter. This trend can be attributed to the location of the poles, which
move gradually closer to the real axis, making the associated linear systems more challenging
to solve.

From the numerical results above, we can also draw the conclusion that the shifted
Laplace rational filter method is a good choice when solving all of the eigenpairs in the
specified interval (0, γ] for the 2D and 3D vibration models.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we develop an effective rational filter method which is suitable for com-
puting all eigenvalues in the interval (0, γ], for generalized eigenvalue problems arising from
mechanical vibrations.

The key aspect in designing the rational filter is to restrict the poles to two straight lines,
L± : y = x(1± αı), with a specified slope α > 0. The poles and corresponding weights are
then computed by solving an optimization problem based on the rational approximation of a
step function. The way to define the poles is inspired by the shifted Laplace preconditioning
technique which makes the associated linear systems easier to solve by an iterative method.
Regarding the slope α, it is important to emphasize that this parameter involves a trade-off.
As α increases, the linear system becomes easier to solve; however, the quality of the filter
deteriorates, resulting in a slower convergence rate for the eigenpairs.

Numerical results indicate that, compared to filters based on quadrature rules, this new
rational filter method performs better in term of average iteration cost. Moreover, we
observe that the difficulty of solving the associated linear systems for each pole is similar.
This feature makes the newly proposed rational filter method highly suitable for parallel
computing, as it offers excellent load-balancing capability.
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