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1. Introduction

We begin by recalling some classical results.

1.1. FEigenvalues’ 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 E]

Proposition 1.1. Let Ay be an n x n matriz and {\1,..., A\, } be its eigen-
values, and A being its perturbation with ||A— Agl|| < € for sufficiently small
e depending on Ay and the eigenvalues ;. If the number of eigenvalues of
Ag is the same as of A, then there is a certain ordering of them such that
for some positive K = K(Ay)

i — M| < K[[A= Ao, i=1,2,...,|0(Ao)l|.

For the general case of the eigenvalues stability we have the following
result (see |14, Appendix KJ).
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Proposition 1.2. Let Ay be an n x n matriz and {\1,..., A\, } be its eigen-
values. Then, there is an ordering of \;’s that for every A with [|[A—Ap|| < ¢
for sufficiently small € depending on Ag there is an ordering of its eigenval-
ues f1;’s and a positive constant K = K(Ag) such that

Iy = A < KA = Ao /™ (L.1)

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

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

Example 1.3. Consider the following matrices Ag, A € C?*2.

AO:[(l) 8] and A:[(l) 8]

Note that ||A — Ag|| = e. Moreover, o(Ag) = {0} and o(A) = {£/e}. Tt
is easy to see that in this case we have

0F Ve = /2 = A= 4|2,
This example can be easily modified for n x n-matrices.

1.2. Forward and Backward Stability of the Schur Form

Lipschitz-Hoélder 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 x n-matrix A is unitary similar to an upper triangular matrix 7',
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 Ay = UpToU; € C™*™ where Uy
1s unitary and Ty is upper triangular. Then, there exist constants K,e > 0
(depending on Ag only) such that for all A with ||A — Ap|| < € there exists a
factorization UTU* of A such that

IU = Uoll +IT = To|| < KI||A — Aol



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 matriz and its perturbation,

2 0 2 0
Ao—[o 2] andA—L 2].

Let us consider the following Schur factorization of Ag

. |1 0][2 o][1 O
AOZUOTOUO:[O 1 [0 2 [o 1]

and the Schur factorization of A

. o 1712 € o 1
A=UTU _[1 0] 0 2} 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 — Uy|| is quite large. Since U was the only possible choice for
triangulating A, we can conclude that our Conjecture [[L4] 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 [[L4l The next statement shows
us why.

Theorem 1.6 (Different Gohberg-Kaashoek Numbers). Let us fix matriz
Ao and its fized Schur decomposition Ay = UgToUy. There exists K > 0
such that in any neighborhood of Ay, i.e. {A: ||A— Ag|| < e} for anye >0,

sup inf ||{U — Upl| + |T' — To|| > M > 0, (1.2)
A UT

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

Theorem [L.6] uses Gohberg-Kaashoek (GK) numbers, the key concept in
this paper.



1.2.1. Gohberg-Kaashoek Numbers

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

Let A € C™*™, g(A) be the set of all its eigenvalues, and mj(A,\) <
ma(A, ) < -+ < my(A,\) be the sizes of all blocks corresponding to A €
o(A) in the Jordan form of A. We set m;(A,A\) =0 (i =t+1,...,n) for

convenience. The numbers

mi(A) = Y mi(4,N)

A€o (A)

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.

mi
m2
Let m = [ .| be a vector with integer entries such that m; > m;;; for
mn
k1
k
i=1,...,n—1. The vector k= | . | with k; = Jnax {l: my > i} is called
. n
kn T

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

A10 0
0A 10
00 A1
00 0 A
A= X 10
0 A1
0 0 A
N1
0 A

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

mj (A, )\)

4
3
2




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 [[.3], the Schur triangular form is unstable
in general. It is of interest to find the classes of matrices Ag for which it
is always stable. One such case is when mgo(A4p) = 0, that is, Ay is non-
derogatory, i.e. one Jordan block per eigenvalue. Moreover, the following
result holds.

Theorem 1.7 (Non-derogatory case. Holder forward stability). Let Ay be
a non-derogatory matrix. Then its Schur canonical form is forward Hélder
stable, i.e. if Ay = UpToUj then there exist constants K,e > 0 (depending
on Ao only) such that for all A with ||A — Ao|| < € there exists a Schur
factorization UTU* of A such that we have

1T = Uoll + 1T = To| < K| A— Ao/

Moreover, if A has the same Jordan structure as Ag then we can get the
Lipschitz stability of the Schur form. That is if A has ¢ distinct eigenvalues
then

Q(A) = {(mi(A, N))iza,d = 1,...,q}
is called the Jordan structure of A and the set of all matrices of the Jordan
structure Q we denote by J ().

Theorem 1.8 (Same Jordan structure. Lipschitz forward stability). Let
Ag = UgToU;. Then, there exists a constant K > 0 (depending on Ay only)
such that for all A € J(Q(Ao)) there exists a Schur factorization UTU* of
A such that

IU = Uoll + 1T = Toll < K[|A = Ao]- (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 Ag € C"*" be given. There ex-
ist constants K,e > 0 (depending on Ay only) such that for all A with
|A — Aol < € and for any factorization UTU* of A (U unitary and T is
upper triangular) there exist Uy and Ty such that Ag = UyToUy is a Schur
factorization of Ag with

1T = Uoll + IT = Tl < KIlA — Ao|'/". (1.4)



To sum up, in the present paper we discuss cases when forward stability is
possible, and what conditions we need to have Lipschitz or Holder 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 x n lower unitary Hessenberg matriz can be repre-
sented in the following way

—pP1 1251 0 ce 0 1
—p2/i1 —p2p1 M2 .y 0
U=
0
: : : Hn—1
L= Pnbn—1---H1 —Pnfin—1---H2P1 —Ppln—1-- K302 .. —PnPn—1]

where p; = /1 — ,0? for all j7s.

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

Corollary 2.2. If p; < 1 for all j, the first column of a lower unitary
Hessenberg matriz 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



orthonormal set using eigenvectors of the matrix Ag, 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"*" there exist U unitary and T upper trian-
gular with the eigenvalues of A along the diagonal such that A =UTU*.

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

Then, we have H{AHe1 = Hf Az = H{ Az = Aie;1. In other words,

T [ % o %]

HiAH, = | 0 . (2.5)

: AQ
0

By repeating the process of reducing the matrix dimensions, i.e. for each
matrix Ay constructing matrix Hy in a way we described, we get a string of

matrices Hy, ..., H, that are all unitary Hessenberg and

H |...HiAoH,...H, 1 =T, (2.6)
Where T is an upper triangular matrix, Hy = H,y, and Hy, = [I"al ng}
for k = 2,...,n — 1 with I; being the j x j identity matrix. By taking
U=H-...-H,_ 1 we get the result. O

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

Lemma 2.4. Fvery unitary matriz U admits a factorization
U=H;-...-Hy,

where matrices H;’s are unitary Hessenberg.



Proof. Let Hy be the unitary Hessenberg matrix whose first column x; is
the same as U. Note that xjx; = 01 j, since U is unitary. Then

T 1|0 0]

Hiu=|0 , (2.7)

: U2
0

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

H

L HIU=1.

The result follows from simply multiplying the both parts of this equality
by Hy-...-H,_1. O

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 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 2 we could pick only ex with |¢| = 1 for a unit eigenvector,
then we can conclude the following.

Corollary 2.5. Let A € C" be non-derogatory, i.e. for each of its eigen-
values the geometric multiplicity is 1. For a fized order of its eigenvalues
A,y ...y A there is a unique choice for U in the Schur decomposition upto a
multiplication by matriz £ = (Ejéi,j)Zj:17 where 6; ; is the Kronecker symbol
and |ej| = 1.

2.2. Gap and Semi-gap

In this section we discuss some topological properties of the set of sub-
spaces in C", 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 Py, is called an orthogonal projector onto a subspace M C C"
if

o ImPy = M;

o Py = Pu;



e P = Pu.

The following concept is the key definition.

Let M, N be subspaces of C", and let Py, Py be the orthogonal pro-
jectors onto M and N respectively. We define the gap 6(M,N') between
M and N as follows

O(M,N) = [|[Pm — Pyl

or, equivalently,

0(M,N) = max sup Jnf llz -y, sup Inf Jla —y]l
llzfl=1 lyll=1
It follows immediately from the definition that (M, N') is a metric on
the set of all subspaces in C". Moreover, (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 6(M,Inv B), sup 6O(N,Inv A)}.
Menv A Nelnv B

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 C", we have
HM,N) =N+, ML), (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 C".

(i) If dim(M) = dim(N) then for any x € M there exists a y € N such
that ||z — y|| < O(M,N).

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

The above result shows us that the gap is often not useful to consider
when dim(M) # 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.



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.

Let M, N be subspaces of C". The quantity

Oo(M,N) = sup inf ||z —
(M) = sp int
llzll=1

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

Lemma 2.8. Let M,N C C" be two subspaces. Then the following state-
ments hold.

(i) O(M,N) = max{fo(M,N), 0N, M)}.
(ii) Oo(M,N) = su/a |z — Prz|.

we
2]l =1

(iii) If N1 C Na, then 0g(M,N2) < 0g(M,N1), Og(N1, M) < p(Na, M).

(iv) Gp(M,N) < 1.

(v) If dim M > dim N, then 6o(M,N) = 1.

(vi) Oo(M,N) < 1 if and only if MOAN* = .

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 Ag be fized. Then, there exist €, K > 0 such that for
all A with ||A — Ao|| < €, we have

By (ker (A), ker(Ag)) < K|l A — Ag|. (2.9)

Since ker(A) ®Im(AT) = C™, 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 Ay be fized. Then, there exist ¢, K > 0 such that for all
A with ||A — Apl| < €, we have

8o(Im(Ag), Im(A)) < K||A — A (2.10)

10



Proof. Let Ay be an n x n-matrix with dim(Im(Ap)) = k. Consider an
orthonormal basis g1, go, ..., gr of Im(Ag). That is there are f1, fo,..., fx
such that g; = Agf; for i = 1,...,k. Define h; = Af;, so that h; € Im(A)
for all 7. Then, we have that

Ihi — gill = [|Afi — Aofill = [[(A — Ao) fill < || filll|A — Aoll-

Now, let = € Im(Ap) and ||z|| = 1. This means that z = a191 + ... aggx for
some «;’s. Define y = ayhy + ... aghg. Clearly, y € Im(A) and

z€lm

k
inf o 2|l < o —yl <) ailhi - gil
i=1

k

< mjax(]aj]) Z | fillll A — Ao

=1

< hmax(jag[Jmax] fif[[| 4 — Aol].

Therefore, by taking the supremum over z we arrive at 6y(Im(Ap),Im(A)) <
K||A — Ay, where K = kmax(|o;|)max]|| f;|. O
] (2

Next, in order to show that Lemma 2.0l implies Proposition 2.9 we need
the following result.

Lemma 2.11. Let M, N be subspaces of C". Then we have
Oo(M,N) = (N, M), (2.11)

Proof. First, notice that if dimM > dimN or 6y(M,N) = 1, the result
follows immediately. Now, we consider the case where dim M < dim N
and 0y(M,N) < 1. Define P to be the subspace of all the projection of
vectors in M to N, i.e. P = projyM. Since 0y(M,N) < 1, we have
that dim P = dim M. Additionally, we have that (M, P) = 6y(M,N).
Recall that P C A implies that N+ C P+. By Proposition we get
O(M, P) = §(P+, M*). Then, using Lemma EIT, we have §(P+, M*+) >
Op(P-, M+) = N+, ML), That is,

ONL, M) < H(M,N).
Now, repeating the argument for N+ and M~ gives us the result. O

Recall that ker(A) = Im(A*)* and Im(A) = ker(A4*)*. So, by combining
Lemma 210l and Lemma 2.11] we see that Proposition holds true.

11



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 \; ordered by length. Now, given another eigenvector x decompose
it in that basis. Look for the last non-zero coefficient, say, « that is corre-
sponding to the eigenvector, say, y.

Then the chain for z has the same length as for y and we can replace
the chain for y with the chain for z. 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
«. 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:

ma(A, M) > ma(A, M) > ms(A, ) > .00 > my—1 (A, M) > my(A, Ar)
l |
The corresponding Jordan chains stay the same.

mj(A, A\e) < my(A,N\) for j > 1

So what happens when m;(A, \;) = my(A, \;) for some j’s greater than
I?7 Let j* be the maximal such index.

Recursion decreases this chain by one vector.

T

my(A, M) = mup1 (A, ) = .= my= (A4, A) >4, ) — 1

Now let us formalize it.

12



Lemma 2.13. Consider matriz B with the eigenvalues {\;}’s, having the
GK numbers {m;(B, \;)} and ejas its eigenvector corresponding to the Jor-
dan chain for Ny and mi(B, \), i.e.

_)\t * e %]

B=|0

C

Then
o m;(C,\;)) =m;(B,N;) foralli#tori=tandj>1+1;
o my(C,\) = my(B, \) — 1, myp1(C, M) = myy1(B, Ar) if my(A, ) >

ml+1(B7)‘t)7‘

o my«(C,\) = my(B, \)—1, mj(C, \t) = mj1 (B, \e) forj=1,...,5"—
Lifmy(B, A) = myg1(B, A\) = ... = mj=(B, \t) and j* is the mazimal
such index;

b mj(07 )‘t) = m](B7)\t) meJ(B7>\1) < ml(B7>\t)'

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 A\; that we mentioned. Thus, there is a
invertible matrix R containing the Jordan basis { fi(’];-)}i,j’k (¢ is the place

in the Jordan chain for fl(];) corresponding to m;(B, \;)) as its columns,
where the first m;(B, \;) vectors forms the chain of A, having fétl) = e, l.e.
R= féfl)|f1(7tl)| . |f7(72(B A)—1 e ] That is R and R~! are of the following
form.

1 (e - ¢ 7 [ 1 [ - &
R=|0 and R1'=10
—1
| 0 i L 0 _

13



This argument implies that

A1 0 - 0]

0 =J=R'BR= (2.12)

J1

1] - & 77 M]x - « 7T 1]|& -+ & 7

—1
| 0 1L0 1L0 i
Note that J; = Rl_lC'Rl is the Jordan form of C.
So what is the difference between J and J;7 The only Jordan chain that
is affected is

0+ fé,tz) — fl(,tz) — eril)(B,At)—l,l'
We delete the eigenvector from this chain and truncate the rest of the vectors
to get a Jordan chain of length m;(B, \;) — 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. U

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: mq(7p,0) = mq(B,0) = 2 and ms(Tp,0) =
mo (B 5 0) =1.

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

es e —0 vs. ey — e +cecez3 — 0.

14



Then we construct a unitary matrix where the first column is £XE% that

V1+e2?
will be close to identity
1 €
V1+e2 V1+e2
Vi = 0 1 0
€ 0 1
V14e2 V1+e?
This gives us the following Schur factorizations.
0]1 0 0] vi+ez o
To=I|0]0 0 |I" and B=V; | 0 0 oV
0f0 0 0 0 0

The general result holds as well.

Lemma 2.14. Let Ty be an upper triangular matriz with the eigenvalues
{Ai}’s. Then, for all B € J(SU(Tp)) with the eigenvalues {ju;}’s there exist a
suttable order of {\;}’s and {p;}’s and unitary matriz Vi such that matrices
T, and By in

_Al * e %] _,Ul % .. ox ]
To= 1|0 and ViBV;= |0
| T | B
L 0 i | 0 |

have the same Jordan structure, i.e. mp(T1, ;) = my(B1, ;). Moreover,
11 =W < K|[To — BJ| (2.13)

Proof. We assume all vectors in this proof to be unit.
First of all recall that by Theorem [[.T] we have the Lipshitz stability of
the eigenvalues. That is for some order of {)\;}’s and {yu;}’s we get

i = Xil < K[|B=Toll, i=12,....[0(To)|

So we fix this exact order of the eigenvalues, without loss of generality
assume that the first entry of T is A;, and construct {f; 7y, the Jordan
chain corresponding to Ay for 7y and having the eigenvector f; = e; :=
[100 ... 0]" in it, where m = my(B, u1) = my(Tp, A1) for some .

15



Our next step is constructing the corresponding ”close” chain. According
to |2, Propostition 1.5], there is {gx} corresponding to 1 of B that obey
the desired Lipshitz bound, that is

lgi — fill < K;l|B —Tol,

where K; for j = 1,...,m depends on Ty only. Now, we construct V3
which is close to the identity and unitary whose first column is g; like we
did in Lemma 24] i.e. we can find the corresponding orthonormal basis
forming Vi such that ||e; — v;|| < K;||To — B||. Therefore, we have that
Vi = I|| < K||B = To||.

The last question left is whether the Jordan structures of 77 and B; are
still the same. Recall, we applied our argument to Jordan chains of Ty and
B of the same length. By Lemma [2.13] applied to both resulting matrices,
we see that 77 and By must have the same Jordan structure. O

Now we have enough machinery to prove Theorem [L.8]

Proof of Theorem [L.8. Let us note that instead of matrices Ay and A we
consider the upper triangular matrix 7y and the matrix B = UjAUy. Here
we are using the fact that

|A = Aol = |[A = UoToUs || = |Uo(B — To)Us || = | B — Toll,

since Up is unitary.

Let Ai,..., A, and pq,...,u, be the distinct eigenvalues of Ty and B
respectively. According to Lemma [2.14] there is a unitary matrix V7 such
that 77 and Bj in

_)\1 * e K] _Nl X  ee- %]
To= |0 and ViBV;= |0

| T | By

L 0 ) L 0 )

have the same Jordan structure, i.e. my (71, \;) = my(B1, 1) with
|1 =Vill < Ku||To — BI-
Moreover,

|71 — Bal| < [|To — Vi"BWA|| < [|To — ToVi + 1oV — BV + BVi = V"BV || <

16



< [Tl = Wall + IVallllTo = Bl + IVallllF = Vi [l Bl <
< (IBI+ITolDIT=Vil[+1To—Bll < (e+2[TolD I =Val+To— Bl < Ki[|To—B]-

Next, we apply Lemma 214l to T} and By, i.e. there is a unitary matrix
V5 such that

_)\? * e %] _M? ke k|
T,=10 and VyB Vo= |0

| 13 | Bo

L 0 i L 0 i

have the same Jordan structure, i.e. mg (7%, \;) = my (B2, 1), with
1T = Val| < Ka||Ty — B

and ||T5 — Bo|| < || 71 — V5 B1Va|| < Ks||Ty — B||. We continue to recursively
apply Lemma 2.14

The last Step is comblnlng all the matrices. Define 17 = I; ® V; and
V="Vi-... -V, and T := V*BV. We know that |[I 17 | < IA{HTO — B||
where K max; I?]. Thus,

IT=VI=11=Vi-... Vol =

I=Voeooo Vot Voo V= ViV <
n
IT=Vaoo - Vol + I =Vl < ... <D T = V|| < nK|| Ty — B
1

and, similarly, N
[To = T|| < K||To — Bl.

By taking K = nK + K we obtain (I:3) and hence conclude the proof of
this theorem. O

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 matriz is mon-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 Holder type
bounds as we would use Proposition instead of Proposition [I1l
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3. Backward Stability
In this section we finalize the proof of Theorem .91

Proof of Theorem[1.9. Let Ag be given. Then, according to Proposition
there exists K,e > 0 such that (2.9) holds. Let A be a matrix such that
|A — Ap|| < € and A has Schur decomposition A = UTU*. Let \;’s denote
the eigenvalues of Ay and p;’s denote the eigenvalues of A. In the Schur
decomposition for A, we have a sequence of unitary Hessenberg matrices
{Vi}1 such that U = V;-...-V,,. 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 1 be an eigenvalue of A and let V; be the unitary matrix
such that

Ml * e *

ViAv = | 0

: A2
0

where the first column vy of Vj is a unit eigenvector of A corresponding to
eigenvalue p1, and the matrix forms an orthogonal basis for C™.

Thus, by Proposition [2.9] we can find a unit vector u; € ker(Ag — A1)
and constants K;’s such that [[v; — ui|| < Kol|A — Ag + (A — )| <
KollA = Aol| + K1 A1 — 1| < Kol[A — Aol + K1 [|A — Ag|* < K[| A — Ao
where « is either 1 or 1/n.

Hence, we can find a corresponding orthonormal basis forming U; such
that ||v; — w|| < Ki||A — Ao||*. Therefore, we have that ||V3 — Ul <
M;||A — Ap||* and by construction, we have that

S E R
UrAgUp = | 0 A
: 0,2
L 0 |
Repeating the process, we acquire a unitary matrix Uy = Uy - ... - U,

such that ||V; — U;|| < M;[|A; — Ao,||@ foralli =1,...,n.
Note that by construction

|Ait1 — Aoit1]] < ||ViTAV; = U AoiUsl| < ||ViFA Vi = V" Ao i Vi+ Vit Ag i Vi—
—Vi* Ao Ui + Vi Ao Ui — U Ag iUs|| < [|ViP A Vi — ViR Ao i Vil + ||Vi* AoiVi—
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—Vi* Ao Uoill + [[Vi" Ao,:Uo,i — Ui AoiUsl| < [|Ai — Aol + [| Aol Vi—
—Uoll+ 1V =U7 | Aol < | Ai—Agil[+2M;| Ao i|l[| Ai—Aoi||* < M;l| A= Aol

It follows by induction that ||U — Up|| < M||A — Ag||Y/™ and M := ZZ]\Z
with ]\Z depending only on Ag.

Next, let us consider T' — Ty. Using the argument similar to above, we
conclude that

1T — Tyl = ||U* AU — Ug AgUo|| < MI|A — Ao,

where M depends only on Aj.
Hence, we arrive at the conclusion/\of one of our main results, i.e. for-
mula (4] holds true with K = M + M. O

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, InvAy) > 0

where the infimum is taken over all possible pairs of A, Ay, 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 Ay € C"*" and Ay = UgToU] its fixzed Schur decompo-
sition, where the (1,1)-entry of Ty is an eigenvalue \ with dim Ker(Ay —
M) > 2. There exists M > 0 such that in any neighborhood of Ay,, i.e.
{A:||A— Ay| <&} for any e >0,

sup inf  |[U—=U||+ |T —To|| > M >0, (4.14)
A UT
Schur Form
of A

where the supremum is taken over all A € U not having an eigenvector close
to the first column uy of Uy, i.e. we have |juy—v|| > M for allv, 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 w; be the first column of Uy and A is the
corresponding eigenvalue of Ag. By Proposition we know that there are
eigenvalues of A that lie relatively close to A and the difference is equivalent
to ||A — Ag||'/™. We will list those eigenvalues as j1, ..., 1.

Let {v1,...,v;;} be a basis of Ker(A — p;) (for j =1,...,1). Moreover,
let us denote by {u1,...,ug (4.} the basis of Ker(4g — A), where u; as
before and for each v; there is us (s # 1) such that

[vj — usll < CllA = Aol

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

llua = wjll = flux = sl = flus = vyl = minflus = wif| = CJlA = Aol
We can always choose A close to Ay so M := w > Cl|A —

Ap||. 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

inf |U — U T 1Ty > inf U-0Uy| =2 — || > M.
sup o U= Uoll + T = Toll >, fnf 0= Uoll > =]

g

Remark 4.3. The assumption that we can find such A in every neighbor-
hood of Ag not having an eigenvector close to the first column of Uy is based
on the following fact. Consider the Jordan form of Ag = POJOPO_l such
that the first two blocks correspond to the eigenvalue A with the second one
having uy as the eigenvector. For any € > 0 take A = Py(Jo + Ja)PO_l,
where J: has the only non-zero entry equal to Wpfll on the (3,7 + 1)
spot (j X j) is the size of the first Jordan block in Jy and the second block
corresponds to the eigenvector uy ). Hence, uy is not an eigenvector of A and
|A — Ag|| = | PoJ-Py Y| < e. So the set of A that we are taking supremum
over in Lemma[{.9 is not empty.

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

Proof of Theorem 1.6. First, note that having different GK numbers for A
and Ap implies that Ag is derogatory, i.e. there is an eigenvalue A of Ag
such that dim Ker(Ay — AI) > 2. Moreover, Ay and Ty are similar so they
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have the same GK numbers and dim Ker(7y — AI) > 2 as well. Therefore,
we can show the equivalent fact instead, i.e.

inf

U —I|| > M.
UT:B=UTU*

inf |U —I|| + T — To|| >
sup fuf | I+l ol =

If A is the (1,1) entry of Ty the we use Lemma 2] to get the desired result.
If it is not then we are required to perform an extra step.

* ok * x| * *
0 x* * x| * *
0 0 * x| ¥ *
) ] x *
TOZUSA()U(]: RS R * *
0 0 0 % |4 %

T

where the first say j rows do not have A on its main diagonal and the
next row of Tp is the first time we meet A. In addition, the (1,1)-entry of
Ty is A. According to Lemma 2.13] it means that we have the same GK
numbers related to A for T} as for Ap. Recall that the truncation was using
eigenvectors not corresponding to A, so 17 will have the same number and
length of Jordan chains for A as Ag has. Thus, dim Ker(7; — AI) > 2. Now,
we use Lemma [£.2] to get the result for Ag, Vp, and Ty by constructing By
(note that B is not upper triangular, since e; is not its eigenvector) for T}
as described by the lemma. Then define

* * x| * *

0 % T *

0 O * x| * *

L ) ] x *
A=Uy | : . SR « | Ug,

0 O 0 % |4 %

0

By

where the first j rows marked with stars coincide with Tj.

struction, we can see that (L.2)) holds true and hence finishing the proof of

Theorem

21
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To summarize, we have characterized the class of perturbations of ma-
trices for which Schur forms are Holder 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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