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Abstract

In the present paper, we characterize the stability of the Schur canonical
form for a given matrix depending on the Jordan structure of its perturba-
tion.
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1. Introduction

We begin by recalling some classical results.

1.1. Eigenvalues’ Stability

The first question to consider is what happens to the eigenvalues of a
given matrix under small perturbation. In general it might not be true but
if we impose additional restrictions on eigenvalues of matrices then we have
Lipschitz stability of the eigenvalues.

The following result can be found in [2].

Proposition 1.1. Let A0 be an n×n matrix and {λ1, . . . , λn} be its eigen-
values, and A being its perturbation with ‖A−A0‖ < ε for sufficiently small
ε depending on A0 and the eigenvalues µj. If the number of eigenvalues of
A0 is the same as of A, then there is a certain ordering of them such that
for some positive K = K(A0)

|µi − λi| ≤ K‖A−A0‖, i = 1, 2, . . . , |σ(A0)|.

For the general case of the eigenvalues stability we have the following
result (see [14, Appendix K]).
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Proposition 1.2. Let A0 be an n×n matrix and {λ1, . . . , λn} be its eigen-
values. Then, there is an ordering of λj ’s that for every A with ‖A−A0‖ < ε
for sufficiently small ε depending on A0 there is an ordering of its eigenval-
ues µj’s and a positive constant K = K(A0) such that

|µj − λj | ≤ K‖A−A0‖1/n. (1.1)

This type of bounds is called Hölder because of the power 1/n for the
matrix norm.

The following example shows that the power 1/n in (1.1) cannot be
relaxed and, in general, we can hope only for a Hölder type bound.

Example 1.3. Consider the following matrices A0, A ∈ C
2×2.

A0 =

[
0 0
1 0

]
and A =

[
0 ǫ
1 0

]
.

Note that ‖A−A0‖ = ǫ. Moreover, σ(A0) = {0} and σ(A) = {±√ǫ}. It
is easy to see that in this case we have

|0∓√ǫ| = ǫ1/2 = ‖A−A0‖1/2.

This example can be easily modified for n× n-matrices.

1.2. Forward and Backward Stability of the Schur Form

Lipschitz-Hölder stability was investigated for several canonical forms
like Jordan, flipped-orthogonal, flipped-orthogonal conjugare symmetrical,
real canonical forms [2, 4, 7, 9, 10, 11, 16, 18], but it was never addressed
for the Schur decomposition.

Every n×n-matrix A is unitary similar to an upper triangular matrix T ,
i.e, A = UTU∗ where U is unitary. This triangular matrix T is called a Schur
Triangular form and the factorization is called the Schur Decomposition.

Note that diagonal entries of T are the eigenvalues of A. That is why
the eigenvalues stability results give us the confidence to consider stability
of the Schur decomposition.

So, what kind of stability can we have for the Schur canonical form?
Specifically we are interested in the following type of result.

Conjecture 1.4 (Forward Stability). Let A0 = U0T0U
∗
0 ∈ C

n×n where U0

is unitary and T0 is upper triangular. Then, there exist constants K, ǫ > 0
(depending on A0 only) such that for all A with ‖A−A0‖ < ǫ there exists a
factorization UTU∗ of A such that

‖U − U0‖+ ‖T − T0‖ ≤ K‖A−A0‖1/n
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We call this property forward stability of the Schur form.
As the following example shows this conjecture is not valid in the form

stated.

Example 1.5. Consider the following matrix and its perturbation,

A0 =

[
2 0
0 2

]
and A =

[
2 0
ǫ 2

]
.

Let us consider the following Schur factorization of A0

A0 = U0T0U
∗
0 =

[
1 0
0 1

] [
2 0
0 2

] [
1 0
0 1

]

and the Schur factorization of A

A = UTU∗ =
[
0 1
1 0

] [
2 ǫ
0 2

] [
0 1
1 0

]
.

Since the first column of U has to be an eigenvector of A, and the latter
is essentially unique, the matrix U is essentially unique as well. Hence, the
distance ‖U − U0‖ is quite large. Since U was the only possible choice for
triangulating A, we can conclude that our Conjecture 1.4 above is false in
general. Although forward stability results have been obtained for other
canonical forms (see [2, 4]), in case of the Schur decomposition we cannot
have the stability mentioned in Conjecture 1.4. The next statement shows
us why.

Theorem 1.6 (Different Gohberg-Kaashoek Numbers). Let us fix matrix
A0 and its fixed Schur decomposition A0 = U0T0U

∗
0 . There exists K > 0

such that in any neighborhood of A0, i.e. {A : ‖A−A0‖ < ε} for any ε > 0,

sup
A

inf
U,T
‖U − U0‖+ ‖T − T0‖ > M > 0, (1.2)

where the supremum is taken over all A in this neighborhood having different
Gohberg-Kaashoek numbers from A0 and the infimum is taken over all their
Schur factorizations A = UTU∗.

Theorem 1.6 uses Gohberg-Kaashoek (GK) numbers, the key concept in
this paper.

3



1.2.1. Gohberg-Kaashoek Numbers

Let us introduce the GK numbers now (see [6, 12, 13] for details).
Let A ∈ C

n×n, σ(A) be the set of all its eigenvalues, and m1(A,λ) ≤
m2(A,λ) ≤ · · · ≤ mt(A,λ) be the sizes of all blocks corresponding to λ ∈
σ(A) in the Jordan form of A. We set mi(A,λ) = 0 (i = t + 1, . . . , n) for
convenience. The numbers

mi(A) =
∑

λ∈σ(A)

mi(A,λ)

are called the Gohberg-Kaashoek numbers.
We can actually prove a more general result, for this we need to define

the dual Gohberg-Kaashoek numbers.

Let m =

[ m1

m2

...
mn

]
be a vector with integer entries such that mi ≥ mi+1 for

i = 1, . . . , n − 1. The vector k =




k1
k2
...
kn


 with ki = max

1≤l≤n
{l : ml ≥ i} is called

dual to m.
In terms of the Gohberg-Kaashoek numbers mj’s it means that if we

have

A =




λ 1 0 0
0 λ 1 0
0 0 λ 1
0 0 0 λ

λ 1 0
0 λ 1
0 0 λ

λ 1
0 λ




then we can put the Jordan chains corresponding to λ in the following order.

mj(A,λ)

4

3

2

e4 −→ e3 −→ e2 −→ e1 −→ 0

e7 −→ e6 −→ e5 −→ 0

e9 −→ e8 −→ 0

ki 3 3 2 1
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Therefore, for m(A) = (4, 3, 2, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0)⊤ the dual is going to be
k(A) = (3, 3, 2, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0)⊤ . These numbers were introduced in [6], where
the problem of complete description for the Jordan structure of a matrix,
which is a small perturbation of a given matrix, was posed. This problem
was solved independently in [3] and [11].

As we have seen in Example 1.3, the Schur triangular form is unstable
in general. It is of interest to find the classes of matrices A0 for which it
is always stable. One such case is when m2(A0) = 0, that is, A0 is non-
derogatory, i.e. one Jordan block per eigenvalue. Moreover, the following
result holds.

Theorem 1.7 (Non-derogatory case. Hölder forward stability). Let A0 be
a non-derogatory matrix. Then its Schur canonical form is forward Hölder
stable, i.e. if A0 = U0T0U

∗
0 then there exist constants K, ε > 0 (depending

on A0 only) such that for all A with ‖A − A0‖ < ε there exists a Schur
factorization UTU∗ of A such that we have

‖U − U0‖+ ‖T − T0‖ ≤ K‖A−A0‖1/n.
Moreover, if A has the same Jordan structure as A0 then we can get the

Lipschitz stability of the Schur form. That is if A has q distinct eigenvalues
then

Ω(A) = {(mi(A,λj))
n
i=1, j = 1, . . . , q}

is called the Jordan structure of A and the set of all matrices of the Jordan
structure Ω we denote by J (Ω).
Theorem 1.8 (Same Jordan structure. Lipschitz forward stability). Let
A0 = U0T0U

∗
0 . Then, there exists a constant K > 0 (depending on A0 only)

such that for all A ∈ J (Ω(A0)) there exists a Schur factorization UTU∗ of
A such that

‖U − U0‖+ ‖T − T0‖ ≤ K‖A−A0‖. (1.3)

1.2.2. Backward Stability

Although we are unable to obtain a general forward stability result, we
can get the backward stability result.

Theorem 1.9 (Backward Stability). Let A0 ∈ C
n×n be given. There ex-

ist constants K, ǫ > 0 (depending on A0 only) such that for all A with
‖A − A0‖ < ǫ and for any factorization UTU∗ of A (U unitary and T is
upper triangular) there exist U0 and T0 such that A0 = U0T0U

∗
0 is a Schur

factorization of A0 with

‖U − U0‖+ ‖T − T0‖ ≤ K‖A−A0‖1/n. (1.4)
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To sum up, in the present paper we discuss cases when forward stability is
possible, and what conditions we need to have Lipschitz or Hölder backward
stability.

2. Forward Stability of the Schur Canonical Form

We start with describing some concepts and results that we need in order
to prove the main theorem in this section.

2.1. Unitary Hessenberg Matrices and Schur Canonical Forms

Throughout this paper we are going to use the special type of structured
matrices that are called Hessenberg. So, let us introduce it to the reader
first.

A matrix is called the upper Hessenberg if it has zero entries below the
first subdiagonal. Similarly, it is called the lower Hessenberg if it has zeros
above the first super diagonal.

The following is a well-known fact (for example see [1]).

Proposition 2.1. An n× n lower unitary Hessenberg matrix can be repre-
sented in the following way

U =




−ρ1 µ1 0 . . . 0
−ρ2µ1 −ρ2ρ̄1 µ2 . . . 0

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
...

. . . 0
...

...
...

. . . µn−1

−ρnµn−1 . . . µ1 −ρnµn−1 . . . µ2ρ̄1 −ρnµn−1 . . . µ3ρ̄2 . . . −ρnρ̄n−1




,

where µj =
√
1− ρ2j for all j’s.

The following statement is an immediate consequence of the previous
proposition.

Corollary 2.2. If ρj < 1 for all j, the first column of a lower unitary
Hessenberg matrix completely defines the whole matrix.

Let us consider the following properties of Hessenberg matrices first.
Unitary Hessenberg matrices have a number of interesting properties, and
are of particular importance in their relationship with the Schur form. In
the classical proof of the construction of the Schur form, one builds an
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orthonormal set using eigenvectors of the matrix A0, typically through the
Gram-Schmidt process. With the above observation, we can derive the Schur
form specifically through the use of unitary Hessenberg matrices.

Lemma 2.3. For any A ∈ C
n×n there exist U unitary and T upper trian-

gular with the eigenvalues of A along the diagonal such that A = UTU∗.

Proof. Let λ1, . . . , λm be the eigenvalues of A and let x be a unit eigenvec-
tor of A corresponding to eigenvalue λ1. Moreover, pick H1 to be a lower
unitary Hessenberg matrix with x as its first column. By Proposition 2.1
this determines H1 completely.

Then, we have H∗
1AH1e1 = H∗

1Ax = H∗
1λ1x = λ1e1. In other words,

H∗
1AH1 =




λ1 ⋆ · · · ⋆

0
...
0

A2



. (2.5)

By repeating the process of reducing the matrix dimensions, i.e. for each
matrix Ak constructing matrix Hk in a way we described, we get a string of
matrices H1, . . . ,Hn that are all unitary Hessenberg and

H̃∗
n−1 . . . H̃

∗
1A0H̃1 . . . H̃n−1 = T0, (2.6)

Where T0 is an upper triangular matrix, H̃1 = H1, and H̃k =
[
Ik−1 0

0 Hk

]

for k = 2, . . . , n − 1 with Ij being the j × j identity matrix. By taking

U = H̃1 · . . . · H̃n−1 we get the result.

Observe that we constructed our unitary matrix U using only unitary
Hessenberg matrices Hk, each of whose first column was an eigenvector of
the corresponding matrix Ak.

Lemma 2.4. Every unitary matrix U admits a factorization

U = H1 · . . . ·Hn−1,

where matrices Hi’s are unitary Hessenberg.
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Proof. Let H1 be the unitary Hessenberg matrix whose first column x1 is
the same as U . Note that x∗1xj = δ1,j, since U is unitary. Then

H∗
1U =




1 0 · · · 0

0
...
0

U2



, (2.7)

where U2 is unitary. As before we repeat the process until we get

H∗
n−1 · . . . ·H∗

1U = I.

The result follows from simply multiplying the both parts of this equality
by H1 · . . . ·Hn−1.

By breaking down a unitary matrix into the product of Hessenberg ma-
trices, we are able to take any Schur factorization and work specifically with
unitary Hessenberg matrices.

Note that the only freedom we had in proving Lemma 2.3 is the choice
of the unit eigenvectors corresponding to eigenvalues in construction of Hes-
senberg factors. If there is only one vector corresponding to each eigenvalue,
that is instead of x we could pick only ǫx with |ǫ| = 1 for a unit eigenvector,
then we can conclude the following.

Corollary 2.5. Let A ∈ C
n be non-derogatory, i.e. for each of its eigen-

values the geometric multiplicity is 1. For a fixed order of its eigenvalues
λ1, . . . , λm there is a unique choice for U in the Schur decomposition upto a
multiplication by matrix E = (ǫjδi,j)

n
i,j=1, where δi,j is the Kronecker symbol

and |ǫj | = 1.

2.2. Gap and Semi-gap

In this section we discuss some topological properties of the set of sub-
spaces in C

n, since in order to prove our main result, we require some facts
from the theory of gaps. We begin by stating some definitions.

A matrix PM is called an orthogonal projector onto a subspaceM⊂ C
n

if

• ImPM =M;

• P 2
M = PM;

8



• P ∗
M = PM.

The following concept is the key definition.
Let M,N be subspaces of Cn, and let PM, PN be the orthogonal pro-

jectors onto M and N respectively. We define the gap θ(M,N ) between
M and N as follows

θ(M,N ) = ‖PM − PN ‖
or, equivalently,

θ(M,N ) = max





sup
x∈M
‖x‖=1

inf
y∈N
‖x− y‖, sup

y∈N
‖y‖=1

inf
x∈M
‖x− y‖





.

It follows immediately from the definition that θ(M,N ) is a metric on
the set of all subspaces in C

n. Moreover, θ(M,N ) ≤ 1.
Note that the Hausdorff distance between sets Inv A and Inv B of all

invariant subspaces matrices A and B can be defined as follows

dist (Inv A, Inv B) = max{ sup
M∈Inv A

θ(M, Inv B), sup
N∈Inv B

θ(N , Inv A)}.

This distance is a metric as well.
We are going to use the following property of gaps between subspaces.

It can be found in [7].

Proposition 2.6. For subspaces M,N ⊂ C
n, we have

θ(M,N ) = θ(N⊥,M⊥). (2.8)

The symmetry with respect to subspaces of the gap is actually a disad-
vantage.

Proposition 2.7. Let M,N be subspaces of Cn.

(i) If dim(M) = dim(N ) then for any x ∈ M there exists a y ∈ N such
that ‖x− y‖ ≤ θ(M,N ).

(ii) If dim(M) 6= dim(N ) then θ(M,N ) = 1.

The above result shows us that the gap is often not useful to consider
when dim(M) 6= dim(N ). In our theorem, we wish to find bounds on the
kernels of the matrices, however, the dimension of the kernels are, in general,
not equal.
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The gap provides many useful results in providing a variety of bounds but
the usefulness is limited to when the dimensions are equal. The concept of a
semi-gap can be helpful when the dimensions are not equal. This advantage
is highly useful when considering matrix perturbations.

LetM,N be subspaces of Cn. The quantity

θ0(M,N ) = sup
x∈M
‖x‖=1

inf
y∈N
‖x− y‖

is called the semigap (or one-sided gap) fromM to N .
We notice some immediate properties of the semi-gap.

Lemma 2.8. Let M,N ⊂ C
n be two subspaces. Then the following state-

ments hold.

(i) θ(M,N ) = max{θ0(M,N ), θ0(N ,M)}.

(ii) θ0(M,N ) = sup
x∈M
‖x‖=1

‖x− PNx‖.

(iii) If N1 ⊂ N2, then θ0(M,N2) ≤ θ0(M,N1), θ0(N1,M) ≤ θ0(N2,M).

(iv) θ0(M,N ) ≤ 1.

(v) If dimM > dimN , then θ0(M,N ) = 1.

(vi) θ0(M,N ) < 1 if and only if M∩N⊥ = ∅.

These facts are well-known and can be found e.g. in [7, 9].
To this end we will need some new results on gap and semigap. These

results will be derived next.

Proposition 2.9. Let A0 be fixed. Then, there exist ǫ,K > 0 such that for
all A with ‖A−A0‖ < ǫ, we have

θ0(ker(A), ker(A0)) ≤ K‖A−A0‖. (2.9)

Since ker(A)⊕ Im(A⊤) = C
n, often times it is easier to prove a result for

the image rather than for the kernel. Because of this, the above proposition
will follow from the next results.

Lemma 2.10. Let A0 be fixed. Then, there exist ǫ,K > 0 such that for all
A with ‖A−A0‖ < ǫ, we have

θ0(Im(A0), Im(A)) ≤ K‖A−A0‖. (2.10)
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Proof. Let A0 be an n × n-matrix with dim(Im(A0)) = k. Consider an
orthonormal basis g1, g2, . . . , gk of Im(A0). That is there are f1, f2, . . . , fk
such that gi = A0fi for i = 1, . . . , k. Define hi = Afi, so that hi ∈ Im(A)
for all i. Then, we have that

‖hi − gi‖ = ‖Afi −A0fi‖ = ‖(A−A0)fi‖ ≤ ‖fi‖‖A−A0‖.

Now, let x ∈ Im(A0) and ‖x‖ = 1. This means that x = α1g1 + . . . αkgk for
some αi’s. Define y = α1h1 + . . . αkhk. Clearly, y ∈ Im(A) and

inf
z∈ImA

‖x− z‖ ≤ ‖x− y‖ ≤
k∑

i=1

αi‖hi − gi‖

≤ max
j

(|αj |)
k∑

i=1

‖fi‖‖A−A0‖

≤ kmax
j

(|αj |)max
i
‖fi‖‖A −A0‖.

Therefore, by taking the supremum over x we arrive at θ0(Im(A0), Im(A)) ≤
K‖A−A0‖, where K = kmax

j
(|αj |)max

i
‖fi‖.

Next, in order to show that Lemma 2.10 implies Proposition 2.9, we need
the following result.

Lemma 2.11. Let M,N be subspaces of Cn. Then we have

θ0(M,N ) = θ0(N⊥,M⊥). (2.11)

Proof. First, notice that if dimM > dimN or θ0(M,N) = 1, the result
follows immediately. Now, we consider the case where dimM ≤ dimN
and θ0(M,N) < 1. Define P to be the subspace of all the projection of
vectors in M to N , i.e. P = projNM. Since θ0(M,N) < 1, we have
that dimP = dimM. Additionally, we have that θ(M,P ) = θ0(M,N).
Recall that P ⊂ N implies that N⊥ ⊂ P⊥. By Proposition 2.6 we get
θ(M, P ) = θ(P⊥,M⊥). Then, using Lemma 2.11, we have θ(P⊥,M⊥) ≥
θ0(P

⊥,M⊥) = θ(N⊥,M⊥). That is,

θ(N⊥,M⊥) ≤ θ(M,N ).

Now, repeating the argument for N⊥ andM⊥ gives us the result.

Recall that ker(A) = Im(A∗)⊥ and Im(A) = ker(A∗)⊥. So, by combining
Lemma 2.10 and Lemma 2.11, we see that Proposition 2.9 holds true.
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2.3. The Same Jordan Structure and Forward Stability

Before proving Theorem 1.8 we need a couple of technical lemmas.
Let us start by introducing the following fact.

Lemma 2.12. For every eigenvector x of A there is a Jordan basis of A
including x.

Proof. Let us fix any Jordan basis of A, with the Jordan chains correspond-
ing to λt ordered by length. Now, given another eigenvector x decompose
it in that basis. Look for the last non-zero coefficient, say, α that is corre-
sponding to the eigenvector, say, y.

Then the chain for x has the same length as for y and we can replace
the chain for y with the chain for x. All it remains to prove is the linear
independence of the new set of vectors.

Let Y stands for the matrix whose columns are the Jordan basis we
started with. Y is invertible. Denote by X the matrix where the chain
for y is replaced by the chain for x. Then X = Y R, where R is an upper
triangular matrix that is invertible, since it has either 1 on its diagonal or
α. Note that for the generalized eigenvectors of the chain for x we have the
same decompositions with the same coefficients as for x with the vectors
from the corresponding chains for the original basis, so we can write down
the matrix R.

The next result describes the recursion we will use. In particular, we
want to figure out what happens to the GK numbers during each step of
recursion. Here is the idea behind it:

m1(A,λt) ≥ m2(A,λt) ≥ m3(A,λt) ≥ . . . ≥ ml−1(A,λt) ≥ ml(A,λt)

mj(A,λt) < ml(A,λt) for j > l

The corresponding Jordan chains stay the same.

So what happens when mj(A,λt) = ml(A,λt) for some j’s greater than
l? Let j∗ be the maximal such index.

ml(A,λt) = ml+1(A,λt) = . . . = mj∗(A,λt) > ml(A,λt)− 1

Recursion decreases this chain by one vector.

Now let us formalize it.

12



Lemma 2.13. Consider matrix B with the eigenvalues {λj}’s, having the
GK numbers {mj(B,λi)} and e1as its eigenvector corresponding to the Jor-
dan chain for λt and ml(B,λt), i.e.

B =




λt ⋆ · · · ⋆

0
...
0

C



.

Then

• mj(C, λi) = mj(B,λi) for all i 6= t or i = t and j > l + 1;

• ml(C, λt) = ml(B,λt) − 1, ml+1(C, λt) = ml+1(B,λt) if ml(A,λt) >
ml+1(B,λt);

• mj∗(C, λt) = ml(B,λt)−1, mj(C, λt) = mj+1(B,λt) for j = l, . . . , j∗−
1 if ml(B,λt) = ml+1(B,λt) = . . . = mj∗(B,λt) and j∗ is the maximal
such index;

• mj(C, λt) = mj(B,λt) if mj(B,λ1) < ml(B,λt).

Proof. Note that due to Lemma 2.12 there is a Jordan basis of B containing
e1. Let J be the canonical Jordan form of B where the first block cor-
responds to the Jordan chain for λt that we mentioned. Thus, there is a

invertible matrix R containing the Jordan basis {f (k)
i,j }i,j,k (i is the place

in the Jordan chain for f
(k)
i,j corresponding to mj(B,λk)) as its columns,

where the first ml(B,λt) vectors forms the chain of A, having f
(t)
0,l = e1, i.e.

R =
[
f
(t)
0,l |f

(t)
1,l | . . . |f

(t)
ml(B,λt)−1,l| . . .

]
. That is R and R−1 are of the following

form.

R =




1 � · · · �

0
...
0

R1




and R−1 =




1 ♣ · · · ♣

0
...
0

R−11



.
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This argument implies that



λt 1 0 · · · 0

0
...
0

J1



= J = R−1BR = (2.12)

=




1 � · · · �

0
...
0

R1







λt ⋆ · · · ⋆

0
...
0

C







1 ♣ · · · ♣

0
...
0

R−11



.

Note that J1 = R−1
1 CR1 is the Jordan form of C.

So what is the difference between J and J1? The only Jordan chain that
is affected is

0← f
(t)
0,l ← f

(t)
1,l ← . . .← f

(t)
ml(B,λt)−1,l.

We delete the eigenvector from this chain and truncate the rest of the vectors
to get a Jordan chain of length ml(B,λt) − 1 of C. The length of the rest
Jordan chains of C stay the same as they were in B. The conclusion of the
lemma follows from this observation.

The following fact allows us to use recursion in showing the Lipshitz
stability of the Schur form under small perturbations preserving the Jordan
structure. Before proceeding let us warn the reader. We need to be cautious
and not to fall in the pitfall in front of us. We start with close matrices
with the same Jordan structure: m1(T0, 0) = m1(B, 0) = 2 and m2(T0, 0) =
m2(B, 0) = 1.

T0 =




0 1 0

0 0 0
0 0 0


 and B =




0 1 0

0 0 0
0 ε 0


 .

We might think that after using recursion we might get different Jordan
structures for T0 and B. However, it is not true since e1 is the eigenvector of
T0 corresponding to the Jordan chain of length 2. We need to find another
eigenvector of B and not just e1 that corresponds to the Jordan chain of
length 2 as well. In this case we could take e1 + εe3 and build our recursion
from there. So the ”close” Jordan chains actually are:

e2 → e1 → 0 vs. e2 → e1 + εe3 → 0.

14



Then we construct a unitary matrix where the first column is e1+εe3√
1+ε2

that

will be close to identity

V1 =




1√
1+ε2

0 − ε√
1+ε2

0 1 0
ε√
1+ε2

0 1√
1+ε2


 .

This gives us the following Schur factorizations.

T0 = I




0 1 0

0 0 0
0 0 0


 I∗ and B = V1




0
√
1 + ε2 0

0 0 0
0 0 0


V ∗

1 .

The general result holds as well.

Lemma 2.14. Let T0 be an upper triangular matrix with the eigenvalues
{λi}’s. Then, for all B ∈ J (Ω(T0)) with the eigenvalues {µj}’s there exist a
suitable order of {λi}’s and {µj}’s and unitary matrix V1 such that matrices
T1 and B1 in

T0 =




λ1 ⋆ · · · ⋆

0
...
0

T1




and V ∗
1 BV1 =




µ1 ∗ · · · ∗

0
...
0

B1




have the same Jordan structure, i.e. mk(T1, λl) = mk(B1, µl). Moreover,

‖I − V1‖ ≤ K‖T0 −B‖. (2.13)

Proof. We assume all vectors in this proof to be unit.
First of all recall that by Theorem 1.1 we have the Lipshitz stability of

the eigenvalues. That is for some order of {λi}’s and {µj}’s we get

|µi − λi| ≤ K‖B − T0‖, i = 1, 2, . . . , |σ(T0)|.

So we fix this exact order of the eigenvalues, without loss of generality
assume that the first entry of T0 is λ1, and construct {fj}mj=1, the Jordan
chain corresponding to λ1 for T0 and having the eigenvector f1 = e1 :=
[1 0 0 . . . 0]⊤ in it, where m = ml(B,µ1) = ml(T0, λ1) for some l.
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Our next step is constructing the corresponding ”close” chain. According
to [2, Propostition 1.5], there is {gk} corresponding to µ1 of B that obey
the desired Lipshitz bound, that is

‖gj − fj‖ ≤ Kj‖B − T0‖,

where Kj for j = 1, . . . ,m depends on T0 only. Now, we construct V1

which is close to the identity and unitary whose first column is g1 like we
did in Lemma 2.4, i.e. we can find the corresponding orthonormal basis
forming V1 such that ‖ei − vi‖ ≤ Ki‖T0 − B‖. Therefore, we have that
‖V1 − I‖ ≤ K‖B − T0‖.

The last question left is whether the Jordan structures of T1 and B1 are
still the same. Recall, we applied our argument to Jordan chains of T0 and
B of the same length. By Lemma 2.13 applied to both resulting matrices,
we see that T1 and B1 must have the same Jordan structure.

Now we have enough machinery to prove Theorem 1.8.

Proof of Theorem 1.8. Let us note that instead of matrices A0 and A we
consider the upper triangular matrix T0 and the matrix B = U∗

0AU0. Here
we are using the fact that

‖A−A0‖ = ‖A− U0T0U
∗
0 ‖ = ‖U0(B − T0)U

∗
0 ‖ = ‖B − T0‖,

since U0 is unitary.
Let λ1, . . . , λp and µ1, . . . , µp be the distinct eigenvalues of T0 and B

respectively. According to Lemma 2.14 there is a unitary matrix V1 such
that T1 and B1 in

T0 =




λ1 ⋆ · · · ⋆

0
...
0

T1




and V ∗
1 BV1 =




µ1 ∗ · · · ∗

0
...
0

B1




have the same Jordan structure, i.e. mk(T1, λl) = mk(B1, µl) with

‖I − V1‖ ≤ K̂1‖T0 −B‖.

Moreover,

‖T1 −B1‖ ≤ ‖T0 − V ∗
1 BV1‖ ≤ ‖T0 − T0V1 + T0V1−BV1 +BV1− V ∗

1 BV1‖ ≤
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≤ ‖T0‖‖I − V1‖+ ‖V1‖‖T0 −B‖+ ‖V1‖‖I − V ∗
1 ‖‖B‖ ≤

≤ (‖B‖+‖T0‖)‖I−V1‖+‖T0−B‖ ≤ (ε+2‖T0‖)‖I−V1‖+‖T0−B‖ ≤ K̃1‖T0−B‖.
Next, we apply Lemma 2.14 to T1 and B1, i.e. there is a unitary matrix

V2 such that

T1 =




λ? ⋆ · · · ⋆

0
...
0

T2




and V ∗
2 B1V2 =




µ? ∗ · · · ∗

0
...
0

B2




have the same Jordan structure, i.e. mk(T2, λl) = mk(B2, µl), with

‖I − V2‖ ≤ K̂2‖T0 −B‖

and ‖T2−B2‖ ≤ ‖T1−V ∗
2 B1V2‖ ≤ K̃2‖T0−B‖. We continue to recursively

apply Lemma 2.14.
The last step is combining all the matrices. Define V̂j = Ij ⊗ Vj and

V̂ = V̂1 · . . . · V̂n, and T := V̂ ∗BV̂ . We know that ‖I − V̂j‖ ≤ K̂‖T0 − B‖
where K̂ = maxj K̂j . Thus,

‖I − V̂ ‖ = ‖I − V̂1 · . . . · V̂n‖ =

‖I − V̂2 · . . . · V̂n + V̂2 · . . . · V̂n − V̂1 · . . . · V̂n‖ ≤

‖I − V̂2 · . . . · V̂n‖+ ‖I − V̂1‖ ≤ . . . ≤
n∑

1

‖I − V̂j‖ ≤ nK̂‖T0 −B‖

and, similarly,
‖T0 − T‖ ≤ K̃‖T0 −B‖.

By taking K = nK̂ + K̃ we obtain (1.3) and hence conclude the proof of
this theorem.

Remark 2.15. Note that proof of Theorem 1.7 follows the same lines. The
difference is that we allow for eigenvalues to split after perturbation. How-
ever, we will not have less eigenvectors for the Jordan basis of the pertur-
bation because the original matrix is non-derogatory, i.e. there are only
one-dimensional eigenspaces associated with each eigenvalue. So we do not
have the Lipschitz stability anymore. Instead we will get the Hölder type
bounds as we would use Proposition 1.2 instead of Proposition 1.1.
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3. Backward Stability

In this section we finalize the proof of Theorem 1.9.

Proof of Theorem 1.9. Let A0 be given. Then, according to Proposition 2.9
there exists K, ǫ > 0 such that (2.9) holds. Let A be a matrix such that
‖A − A0‖ < ǫ and A has Schur decomposition A = UTU∗. Let λi’s denote
the eigenvalues of A0 and µj ’s denote the eigenvalues of A. In the Schur
decomposition for A, we have a sequence of unitary Hessenberg matrices
{Vk}n1 such that U = V1 ·. . . ·Vn. Since the Schur decomposition construction
is an iteration of steps, it is enough to show that we can obtain a bound on
the first step. Let µ1 be an eigenvalue of A and let V1 be the unitary matrix
such that

V ∗
1 AV1 =




µ1 ⋆ · · · ⋆

0
...
0

A2




where the first column v1 of V1 is a unit eigenvector of A corresponding to
eigenvalue µ1, and the matrix forms an orthogonal basis for Cn.

Thus, by Proposition 2.9 we can find a unit vector u1 ∈ ker(A0 − λ1I)
and constants Ki’s such that ‖v1 − u1‖ ≤ K0‖A − A0 + (λ1 − µ1)I‖ ≤
K0‖A−A0‖+K1|λ1 − µ1| ≤ K0‖A−A0‖+ K̃1‖A−A0‖α ≤ K2‖A−A0‖α
where α is either 1 or 1/n.

Hence, we can find a corresponding orthonormal basis forming U1 such
that ‖vi − ui‖ ≤ Ki‖A − A0‖α. Therefore, we have that ‖V1 − U1‖ ≤
M1‖A−A0‖α and by construction, we have that

U∗
1A0U1 =




λ1 ⋆ · · · ⋆

0
...
0

A0,2




Repeating the process, we acquire a unitary matrix U0 = U1 · . . . · Un

such that ‖Vi − Ui‖ ≤Mi‖Ai −A0,i‖α for all i = 1, . . . , n.
Note that by construction

‖Ai+1−A0,i+1‖ ≤ ‖V ∗
i AiVi−U∗

i A0,iUi‖ ≤ ‖V ∗
i AiVi−V ∗

i A0,iVi+V ∗
i A0,iVi−

−V ∗
i A0,iUi + V ∗

i A0,iUi − U∗
i A0,iUi‖ ≤ ‖V ∗

i AiVi − V ∗
i A0,iVi‖+ ‖V ∗

i A0,iVi−
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−V ∗
i A0,iU0,i‖+ ‖V ∗

i A0,iU0,i − U∗
i A0,iUi‖ ≤ ‖Ai −A0,i‖+ ‖A0,i‖‖Vi−

−U0,i‖+‖V ∗
i −U∗

i ‖‖A0,i‖ ≤ ‖Ai−A0,i‖+2Mi‖A0,i‖‖Ai−A0,i‖α ≤ M̃i‖A−A0‖α.
It follows by induction that ‖U − U0‖ ≤ M‖A − A0‖1/n and M :=

∑
i M̃i

with M̃i depending only on A0.
Next, let us consider T − T0. Using the argument similar to above, we

conclude that

‖T − T0‖ = ‖U∗AU − U∗
0A0U0‖ ≤ M̂‖A−A0‖,

where M̂ depends only on A0.
Hence, we arrive at the conclusion of one of our main results, i.e. for-

mula (1.4) holds true with K = M + M̂ .

4. Different GK numbers and Failure of the Forward Stability of

the Schur Decomposition

As it turns out the GK numbers of original and perturbed matrices give
us the information whether the forward stability of the Schur decomposition
is impossible. The intuition behind the non-stable case comes from the
following fact.

Proposition 4.1 (see [12]). We have the inequality

inf dist(InvA, InvA0) > 0

where the infimum is taken over all possible pairs of A,A0, having different
GK numbers.

That is why we got the backward stability result and could not get the
general result for forward stability.

Lemma 4.2. Let A0 ∈ C
n×n and A0 = U0T0U

∗
0 its fixed Schur decompo-

sition, where the (1,1)-entry of T0 is an eigenvalue λ with dimKer(A0 −
λI) ≥ 2. There exists M > 0 such that in any neighborhood of A0,, i.e.
{A : ‖A−A0‖ < ε} for any ε > 0,

sup
A

inf
U, T

Schur Form

of A

‖U − U0‖+ ‖T − T0‖ > M > 0, (4.14)

where the supremum is taken over all A ∈ U not having an eigenvector close
to the first column u1 of U0, i.e. we have ‖u1−v‖ > M for all v, eigenvectors
of A, and the infimum is taken over all their Schur factorizations.
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Proof. Let us start by explaining in detail what we mean by the ”not hav-
ing a close eigenvector”. Let u1 be the first column of U0 and λ is the
corresponding eigenvalue of A0. By Proposition 1.2 we know that there are
eigenvalues of A that lie relatively close to λ and the difference is equivalent
to ‖A−A0‖1/n. We will list those eigenvalues as µ1, . . . , µl.

Let {v1, . . . , vlj} be a basis of Ker(A − µj) (for j = 1, . . . , l). Moreover,
let us denote by {u1, . . . , uk1(A0)} the basis of Ker(A0 − λ), where u1 as
before and for each vj there is us (s 6= 1) such that

‖vj − us‖ ≤ C‖A−A0‖

for some positive number C. We can assume this by using the backward
stability result proven above. Then,

‖u1 − vj‖ ≥ ‖u1 − us‖ − ‖us − vj‖ ≥ min
i 6=1
‖u1 − ui‖ − C‖A−A0‖.

We can always choose A close to A0 so M :=
mini6=1 ‖u1−ui‖

2 > C‖A −
A0‖. Denote by j∗ the index that minimize the left-hand side of the above
inequalities. Therefore, when supremum and infimum is taken under the
conditions of this lemma

sup
Ã

inf
U,T
‖U − U0‖+ ‖T − T0‖ ≥ inf

U,T :A=UTU∗
‖U − U0‖ ≥ ‖u1 − vj∗‖ > M.

Remark 4.3. The assumption that we can find such A in every neighbor-
hood of A0 not having an eigenvector close to the first column of U0 is based
on the following fact. Consider the Jordan form of A0 = P0J0P

−1
0 such

that the first two blocks correspond to the eigenvalue λ with the second one
having u1 as the eigenvector. For any ε > 0 take A = P0(J0 + Jε)P

−1
0 ,

where Jε has the only non-zero entry equal to ε
‖P0‖‖P−1

0
‖ on the (j, j + 1)

spot (j × j) is the size of the first Jordan block in J0 and the second block
corresponds to the eigenvector u1). Hence, u1 is not an eigenvector of A and
‖A − A0‖ = ‖P0JεP

−1
0 ‖ ≤ ε. So the set of A that we are taking supremum

over in Lemma 4.2 is not empty.

Now let us show that the statement of Theorem 1.6 is valid.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. First, note that having different GK numbers for A
and A0 implies that A0 is derogatory, i.e. there is an eigenvalue λ of A0

such that dimKer(A0 − λI) ≥ 2. Moreover, A0 and T0 are similar so they
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have the same GK numbers and dimKer(T0 − λI) ≥ 2 as well. Therefore,
we can show the equivalent fact instead, i.e.

sup
B̃

inf
U,T
‖U − I‖+ ‖T − T0‖ ≥ inf

U,T :B=UTU∗
‖U − I‖ > M.

If λ is the (1,1) entry of T0 the we use Lemma 4.2 to get the desired result.
If it is not then we are required to perform an extra step.

T0 = U∗
0A0U0 =




⋆ ⋆ · · · ⋆ ⋆
0 ⋆ · · · ⋆ ⋆
0 0 · · · ⋆ ⋆
...

. . .
. . .

. . .
...

0 0 · · · 0 ⋆

⋆ · · · ⋆
⋆ · · · ⋆
⋆ · · · ⋆
⋆ · · · ⋆
⋆ · · · ⋆
⋆ · · · ⋆

0 T1




,

where the first say j rows do not have λ on its main diagonal and the
next row of T0 is the first time we meet λ. In addition, the (1,1)-entry of
T1 is λ. According to Lemma 2.13, it means that we have the same GK
numbers related to λ for T1 as for A0. Recall that the truncation was using
eigenvectors not corresponding to λ, so T1 will have the same number and
length of Jordan chains for λ as A0 has. Thus, dimKer(T1 − λI) ≥ 2. Now,
we use Lemma 4.2 to get the result for Ã0, V0, and T̃0 by constructing B1

(note that B is not upper triangular, since e1 is not its eigenvector) for T1

as described by the lemma. Then define

A = U0




⋆ ⋆ · · · ⋆ ⋆
0 ⋆ · · · ⋆ ⋆
0 0 · · · ⋆ ⋆
...

. . .
. . .

. . .
...

0 0 · · · 0 ⋆

⋆ · · · ⋆
⋆ · · · ⋆
⋆ · · · ⋆
⋆ · · · ⋆
⋆ · · · ⋆
⋆ · · · ⋆

0 B1




U∗
0 ,

where the first j rows marked with stars coincide with T0. By the con-
struction, we can see that (1.2) holds true and hence finishing the proof of
Theorem 1.6.
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To summarize, we have characterized the class of perturbations of ma-
trices for which Schur forms are Hölder forward stable and when it fails
to be stable, showed examples when the Lipshitz bounds are possible, and
demonstrated that the Schur decomposition is backward stable.
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