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Abstract

The problem of low rank approximation is ubiquitous in science. Tradition-
ally this problem is solved in unitary invariant norms such as Frobenius or
spectral norm due to existence of efficient methods for building approxima-
tions. However, recent results reveal the potential of low rank approximations
in Chebyshev norm, which naturally arises in many applications. In this pa-
per we tackle the problem of building optimal rank-1 approximations in the
Chebyshev norm. We investigate the properties of alternating minimization
algorithm for building the low rank approximations and demonstrate how to
use it to construct optimal rank-1 approximation. As a result we propose
an algorithm that is capable of building optimal rank-1 approximations in
Chebyshev norm for moderate matrices.
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1. Introduction

To date, the problem of low-rank approximation of matrices is a critical
component in many areas of science, such as computational mathematics [1],
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computational fluid dynamics [2], recommender systems [3], machine learning
[4], and others. This problem can be easily solved in unitary invariant norms
for example via SVD (singular value decomposition) or ALS (alternating
least squares) algorithm. However, in many applications the elementwise
approximations (i.e. in Chebyshev norm) are more appropriate.

Formally the problem of rank-r Chebyshev approximation is formulated
as follows. Given matrix A ∈ Rm×n and integer r, it is required to find
Û ∈ Rm×r and V̂ ∈ Rn×r such that

∥A− Û V̂ T∥C = inf
U∈Rm×r,V ∈Rn×r

∥A− UV T∥C ,

where ∥X∥C = max
i,j

|xij| is the Chebyshev norm.

In this paper we address the problem of rank-1 approximations in the
Chebyshev norm. More precisely, we investigate the alternating minimization
algorithm and its structure. The algorithm can be briefly summarized as
follows: fix arbitrary v(0) and generate sequences v(k) and u(k) such that

∥A− u(k)(v(k−1))T∥C = min
u

∥A− u(v(k−1))T∥C ,

∥A− u(k)(v(k))T∥C = min
v

∥A− u(k)vT∥C

for all k ∈ N. We show that for almost all matrices A (in the sense of
Lebesgue measure) it is possible to choose the solutions u(k) and v(k) of the
foregoing minimization problems in a concrete way, if all the components of
v(0) are non-zero. Moreover, the limit of errors

∥A− u(1)(v(0))T∥C , ∥A− u(1)(v(1))T∥C , . . .

depends only on the signs of components of v(0). Finally, it is always possible
to extract a converging subsequence from the sequence of matrices u(k)(v(k))T

and its limit gives one of the best rank-1 approximations for A from a rela-
tively big set of pairs (u, v). This observation allows to conclude that per-
forming alternating minimization algorithm for all 2n starting points whose
components are ±1 finds an optimal rank-1 approximation. Furthermore, by
analyzing the behaviour of signs during alternating minimization method, we
propose an improvement for an exhaustive search of optimal approximation
(that is, the number of runs can be significantly reduced in comparison to
2n). More precisely, it suffices to consider only starting points whose signs
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of components do not change under the iterations of the alternating mini-
mization method. We encode the information about behaviour of signs in
the form of specific directed graphs associated with the matrix A and reveal
the structure of these graphs.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we review the
results concerning Chebyshev approximations known in the literature. In
Section 3, we present several facts concerning definition, well-posedness, and
basic properties of the alternating minimization method. In Section 4, we
analyze the behaviour of signs of the components of the vectors generated by
the alternating minimization method. In Section 5 we prove the main results
concerning the convergence. Finally, in Section 6, we describe a numerical
method that makes it possible to find optimal Chebyshev approximations of
rank 1 and present the results of numerical experiments.

2. Related work

As far as we know, the problem of constructing and analyzing low-rank
approximations of matrices in the Chebyshev norm has been little studied.

One of the important properties of the Chebyshev norm is that, in a sense,
in that norm any matrix can be approximated by a matrix of low rank. More
precisely, the following theorem is proved in [5].

Theorem 2.1. Let X ∈ Rm×n, where m ≥ n and 0 < ε < 1. Then, with

r = ⌈72 log (2n+ 1)/ε2⌉

we have
inf

rankY≤r
∥X − Y ∥C ≤ ε∥X∥2.

The theorem states that with a fixed accuracy of the approximation ε
and a bounded spectral norm of the matrix ∥X∥2, the rank required to ob-
tain the accuracy ε in the Chebyshev norm increases logarithmically with
the growth of the matrix size. The difference between the low-rank approxi-
mations in the Frobenius and Chebyshev norms can be seen on the example
of the identity matrix. An identity matrix of size n×n can be approximated
with rank n − 1 with accuracy not less than 1 in the Frobenius norm. At
the same time, with the fixed accuracy ε, the rank required to obtain the
Chebyshev ε-approximation grows logarithmically with the size of the ma-
trix. So, for example, it is guaranteed that identity matrix of size 10100 can
be approximated with an accuracy ε = 0.01 by a matrix of rank r ≈ 1.6×108.
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In [5] the authors propose a constructive method for proving Theorem 2.1,
however, it requires the construction of singular value decomposition of the
matrix, which prevents the method from being applied to large matrices. At
the same time, the large constant in Theorem 2.1 does not give reasonable
estimates for small matrices. In [6], an algorithm is proposed that is capable
of constructing more efficient approximations. The authors propose a gener-
alization of the Remez algorithm, which allows to find the optimal solution
to the problem

∥A− UV T∥C → min
U∈Rm×r

, A ∈ Rm×n, V ∈ Rn×r.

Then the authors applied alternating minimization method, that is, alter-
nately computed argmin

U∈Rm×r

∥A− UV T∥C and argmin
V ∈Rn×r

∥A− UV T∥C .

In [7], it is also proposed to use the alternating minimization method for
solving the problem of Chebyshev approximations, but only for approxima-
tions of rank 1. At the same time, the structure of the alternating mini-
mization method in application to this problem is deeply analyzed. Among
the main results proved in [7], the following can be highlighted. A necessary
and sufficient condition is proved for a pair of vectors (u, v) to be a local
minimum of the problem

∥A− uvT∥C → min
u∈Rm,v∈Rn

. (1)

In addition, it is always possible to select a convergent subsequence from the
sequence of vectors generated by the alternating minimization method, and
any convergent subsequence converges to a local minimum of the problem (1).
In this paper, we essentially rely on the theoretical results obtained in [7],
but unlike [7], we pose ourselves the problem of finding a global minimum
of (1) and develop the corresponding theory.

The alternating minimization method was also proposed in [8, Section 4]
as an heuristic algorithm to solve (1). This work mainly concerns a different
problem, namely the decision variant of (1). That is, given k ≥ 0 determine,
whether there exist u ∈ Rm and v ∈ Rn such that ∥A − uvT∥C ≤ k. The
authors prove that this problem can be solved in polynomial time if the
signs of u and v are known, and that the general decision problem is NP-
complete. However, the theoretical analysis of the structure of the alternating
minimization method is not presented there. It is noteworthy that both in
our paper and in [8] some results are achieved by considering some special
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graphs, even though the graphs are completely different. Finally, we note that
the problem posed in [8, Remark 2] concerning the signs of the components
of u and v that give an optimal rank-1 approximation for a matrix that is
sufficiently close to a rank-1 matrix is solved here in remarks in Sections 4
and 5.

3. Preliminaries

In this section we provide the definition of the alternating minimization
method and the setting, in which it is well-defined. Before doing so we briefly
discuss the simpler approximation problem of the form

∥a− uv∥∞ → min
u∈R

, (2)

where a and v are given vectors. Throughout this paper we shall use the
symbol sign to denote the function defined on R by the rule

sign(t) =


1, if t > 0

0, if t = 0

−1, if t < 0

Also, in what follows everywhere we assume that the sizesm and n are greater
than 1. Note that some of our results (for example, Lemma 3.1 below and
all facts related to the notion of alternance) are not applicable in the case,
where one of the matrix’ sizes is equal to 1.

Lemma 3.1. Let a, v ∈ Rn. Assume that all components of v do not vanish.
Then there exists a unique t ∈ R such that

∥a− tv∥∞ = inf
u∈R

∥a− uv∥.

Moreover, u = t if and only if there is a pair of distinct indices i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n}
such that

|ai − uvi| = |aj − uvj| = ∥a− uv∥∞,
sign(vi(ai − uvi)) = − sign(vj(aj − uvj)).

Since this lemma is quite elementary we only sketch the proof. Existence
of t is a well-known fact about approximations on finite dimensional spaces.
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Uniqueness easily follows from the fact that components of v do not vanish:
the function ∥a− tv∥∞ is convex and piece-wise linear with non-zero slopes.
Finally, the last statement in this lemma is an immediate corollary of a special
case of Lemma 3 from [6] for size 1 matrices. In [6] the authors also propose
an algorithm that can build the solution of the problem (2) in a polynomial
number of operations if all components of v are non-zero.

Definition 3.1. Let v ∈ Rn. A vector v is called Chebyshev if all of its com-
ponents are non-zero. We call v alternance-free if there is only one number
i ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that |vi| = ∥v∥∞. We denote the set of all Chebyshev
vectors in Rn by Chn.

Let a, v ∈ Rn and assume that v is Chebyshev. Let µ(a, v) denote the
unique real number satisfying

∥a− µ(a, v)v∥∞ = inf
u∈R

∥a− uv∥∞.

The explicit formula for µ(a, v) given in [6] implies that the mapping µ(a, v)
is continuous (in both arguments). Also, if a is an alternance-free vector,
then we introduce χ(a) ∈ {1, . . . , n} and δ(a) ∈ R such that

|aχ(a)| = ∥a∥∞ and δ(a) = ∥a∥∞ − max
j ̸=χ(a)

|aj|.

Theorem 3.1. Let a ∈ Rn. Then the following statements hold.

(i) µ(a, v) ̸= 0 for all Chebyshev v ∈ Rn if and only if a is alternance-free.

(ii) Assume that a is alternance-free and let v ∈ Rn be a Chebyshev vector.
Then sign(µ(a, v)) = sign(aχ(a)vχ(a)) and the inequality

δ(a)

2∥v∥∞
≤ |µ(a, v)| ≤ 2∥a∥∞

∥v∥∞
(3)

holds.

Proof. Assume that a is alternance-free. Then Lemma 3.1 implies that
a − µ(a, v)v is not alternance-free for all Chebyshev vectors v and, hence,
µ(a, v) ̸= 0. Now assume that a is not alternance-free and let i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n}
be a distinct pair of indices such that

|ai| = |aj| = ∥a∥∞.
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Let v ∈ Rn denote any Chebyshev vector such that sign(viai) = − sign(vjaj).
Then, by Lemma 3.1, we obtain that µ(a, v) = 0. Thus, the statement (i) is
verified.

Now we prove (ii). As a is alternance-free, it follows that µ(a, v) ̸= 0 and,
therefore,

∥a− µ(a, v)v∥∞ < ∥a∥∞.

Thus,
|aχ(a) − µ(a, v)vχ(a)| < |aχ(a)|

and this is possible only if sign(µ(a, v)) = sign(aχ(a)vχ(a)). It remains to prove
(3). Since

∥a− µ(a, v)v∥∞ ≤ ∥a∥∞,

we obtain that
|µ(a, v)|∥v∥∞ − ∥a∥∞ ≤ ∥a∥∞.

The second inequality in (3) immediately follows. In order to prove the
remaining inequality, note that Lemma 3.1 implies that

|ai − µ(a, v)vi| ≥ |aχ(a) − µ(a, v)vχ(a)|

for some i ̸= χ(a). Thus,

|ai|+ |µ(a, v)||vi| ≥ |aχ(a)| − |µ(a, v)||vχ(a)|

and, therefore,

|µ(a, v)|(|vi|+ |vχ(a)|) ≥ |aχ(a)| − |ai| ≥ δ(a).

Now we are ready to introduce the alternating minimization method.
Here and further we denote columns of matrices by subscripts and rows by
superscripts. For example, j-th column of matrix A is denoted with aj and
i-th row is denoted with ai. Given a matrix A ∈ Rm×n and a vector v ∈ Chn

we denote by ϕ(A, v) ∈ Rm the vector such that

ϕ(A, v)i = µ(ai, v), i = 1, . . . ,m.

Similarly, if u ∈ Chm, then we defineψ(A, u) ∈ Rn by the equalities

ψ(A, u)j = µ(aj, u), j = 1, . . . , n.
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It is easy to see that ψ(A, u) = ϕ(AT , u). It follows from definition that

inf
u∈Rm

∥A− uvT∥C = ∥A− ϕ(A, v)vT∥C

for all v ∈ Chn. Also the similar equality holds for the mapping ψ. Note
that continuity of µ implies continuity of the mappings ϕ and ψ.

Let A ∈ Rm×n. We say that a pair of sequences {v(k) ∈ Chn}k∈N and
{u(k) ∈ Chm}k∈N is obtained by the alternating minimization method for a
matrix A and an initial point v(0) ∈ Chn, if

u(k) = ϕ(A, v(k−1)) and v(k) = ψ(A, u(k)) for all k ∈ N.

Definition 3.2. We say that the matrix A ∈ Rm×n preserves Chebyshev sys-
tems if for any Chebyshev vectors u ∈ Rm and v ∈ Rn vectors ϕ(A, v) and
ψ(A, u) are also Chebyshev vectors. By PCm,n we denote the set of all m×n
matrices that preserve Chebyshev systems.

It is clear from the definition and Lemma 3.1, that if A ∈ Rm×n pre-
serves Chebyshev systems and v(0) ∈ Chn, then there exists a (unique) pair
of sequences {v(k)}k∈N and {u(k)}k∈N that is obtained by the alternating min-
imization method for A and the initial point v(0). The following lemma gives
a simple characterization of matrices that preserve Chebyshev systems and
also states that such matrices are quite common in a certain sense.

Lemma 3.2. A matrix A ∈ Rm×n preserves Chebyshev systems if and only
if all rows and columns of A are alternance-free. The set PCm,n is open and
dense in Rm×n. The set Rm×n \ PCm,n is Lebesgue-null.

Proof. Indeed, A preserves Chebyshev systems if and only if µ(ai, v) and
µ(aj, u) are not vanishing for all i, j and all Chebyshev vectors v ∈ Rn,
u ∈ Rm. Theorem 3.1 (i) implies that this is the case if and only if ai

and aj are alternance-free for all i = 1, . . . ,m and j = 1, . . . , n. From
this characterization it is clear that PCm,n is open in Rm×n and that the
complement Rm×n \ PCm,n is contained in the union of a finite number of
hyperplanes in Rm×n. So, the complement is Lebesgue-null and has empty
interior.

For the following lemma we shall introduce some more notation. If v ∈ Rn

is a Chebyshev vector, then we say that ∥v∥∞/ min
i=1,...,n

|vi| is the amplitude of

v. We shall denote it by am(v).
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Lemma 3.3. Let A ∈ PCm,n and v(0) ∈ Chn. Let the pair of sequences
{v(k)}k∈N and {u(k)}k∈N be constructed by the alternating minimization method
for the matrix A and the initial point v(0). Then the following statements
hold.

(i) ∥A − u(k)(v(k−1))T∥C ≥ ∥A − u(k)(v(k))T∥C ≥ ∥A − u(k+1)(v(k))T∥C for
all k ∈ N.

(ii) Let δr = min
i=1,...,m

δ(ai) and δc = min
j=1,...,n

δ(aj). Then

∥u(k)∥∞∥v(k−1)∥∞ ≤ 2∥A∥C , ∥u(k)∥∞∥v(k)∥∞ ≤ 2∥A∥C ,

am(u(k)) ≤ 4∥A∥C/δr, am(v(k)) ≤ 4∥A∥C/δc
for all k ∈ N.

(iii) If the pair of sequences {ṽ(k)}k∈N and {ũ(k)}k∈N is obtained by the
alternating minimization method for matrix A and the initial point
cv(0), where c ̸= 0, then ṽ(k) = cv(k) and ũ(k) = 1/c u(k).

Proof. The equality

inf
u∈Rm

∥A− u(v(k))T∥C = ∥A− ϕ(A, v(k))(v(k))T∥C

implies
∥A− u(k)(v(k))T∥C ≥ ∥A− u(k+1)(v(k))T∥C

because u(k+1) = ϕ(A, v(k)). The other inequality in the statement (i) can
be proved similarly. The inequalities of (ii) are the immediate consequences
of Theorem 3.1 (ii) and of just proven (i). Finally, (iii) follows from an
elementary observation µ(a, cv) = 1/c µ(a, v).

Let A ∈ Rm×n preserve Chebyshev systems. Let v ∈ Rn be a Chebyshev
vector and construct a pair of sequences {v(k)}k∈N and {u(k)}k∈N by the alter-
nating minimization method for the matrix A with the initial point v(0) = v.
Lemma 3.3 (i) implies that the sequence ∥A − u(k)(v(k))T∥C decreases and,
since it consists only of non-negative numbers, it converges. We shall de-
note its limit by E(A, v). The concluding lemma of this section contains
elementary properties of this function.

Lemma 3.4. Let A ∈ PCm,n. Then the following statements hold.
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(i) If v ∈ Chn, then E(A, v) ≥ 0 and E(A, v) = E(A, cv) for all c ̸= 0.

(ii) If v ∈ Chn, then E(A, v) = E(A,w), where w = ψ(A, ϕ(A, v)).

(iii) The function E(A, v) is upper semi-continuous with respect to v ∈ Chn.

Proof. The statements (i) and (ii) immediately follow from the definition
of E(A, v). The upper semi-continuity holds, for E(A, v) is a limit of a
decreasing sequence of continuous functions.

4. Analysis of the signs in the alternating minimization method

In this section we analyze the behaviour of the signs of components of
the vectors u(k) and v(k) that were obtained by the alternating minimization
method. More precisely, we prove that the signs are completely determined
by the matrix and the signs of the initial point and, moreover, that the signs
stabilize for large k (in fact, for k larger than min(m,n)).

Let v ∈ Rn be a Chebyshev vector. Let S(v) denote the vector with
components S(v)i = sign(vi), i = 1, . . . , n. That is, S is a mapping from Chn

to {−1, 1}n.
Theorem 4.1. Let A ∈ PCm,n. If v1, v2 ∈ Chn and S(v1) = S(v2), then

S(ϕ(A, v1)) = S(ϕ(A, v2))

Similarly, if u1, u2 ∈ Chm and S(u1) = S(u2), then

S(ψ(A, u1)) = S(ψ(A, u2))

Proof. Let O = {v ∈ Chn : S(v) = S(v1)}. It is clear that O is convex
and, therefore, connected. The function s(v) = S(ϕ(A, v)) is continuous on
Chn, for ϕ(A, v) is continuous with respect to v and S is locally constant
(and, hence, continuous). Since the range of s is discrete, it follows that s is
constant on O. Thus, s(v1) = s(v2), as v1, v2 ∈ O. The other statement can
be proved analogously.

Theorem 4.1 implies that the signs of the vector components at each next
step of the alternating minimization method depend only on the signs of
the vector at the previous step. Thus, for a pair of initial points with the
same signs the alternating minimization method generates sequences with
coinciding signs.
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Now we shall analyze the behaviour of the signs more closely. For the
rest of this section let us fix a matrix A ∈ Rm×n that preserves Chebyshev
systems, an initial vector v(0) ∈ Chn, and the pair of sequences {u(k)}k∈N and
{v(k)}k∈N that is generated by the alternating minimization method for A
and v(0). We introduce a couple of mappings R : {−1, 1}m → {−1, 1}n and
T : {−1, 1}n → {−1, 1}m defined by the formulae

R(p) = S(ψ(A, p)), T (q) = S(ϕ(A, q)),

where p ∈ {−1, 1}m and q ∈ {−1, 1}n. Finally, let V = R◦ T . The mapping
V , thus, specifies how the signs of the vector v(k+1) = ψ(A, ϕ(A, v(k))) depend
on the signs of v(k) during the alternating minimization method.

We use the mapping V to construct the sign transition graph GA of the
matrix A. The vertices of this graph are all elements of {−1, 1}n, and there
is an edge from t1 to t2 if and only if V(t1) = t2. Let us show that the graph
GA is a set of isomorphic trees, and each tree contains exactly one vertex t
such that V(t) = t.

Let j(i) = χ(ai) and i(j) = χ(aj) (recall, that χ(a) for an alternance-
free vector a denotes the position of the maximum absolute value element).
Note that, due to the assumption on the matrix A, we have |ai,j(i)| > 0 and
|ai(j),j| > 0 for all i, j. Since u(k+1) = ϕ(A, v(k)), Theorem 3.1 (ii) implies that

signu
(k+1)
i = sign ai,j(i) sign v

(k)
j(i).

Similarly, we have

sign v
(k+1)
j = sign ai(j),j signu

(k+1)
i(j) .

Thus, from the last two equalities we get

sign v
(k+1)
j = sign ai(j),j · sign ai(j),j(i(j)) · sign v(k)j(i(j)). (4)

The equality (4) expresses the signs of the vector v(k+1) in terms of the signs
of the vector v(k), that is, it determines the mapping V . Let us introduce
the sign dependency graph Gsd

A of the matrix A. The set of vertices of Gsd
A is

{1, . . . , n}, and there is an edge from k to l if and only if k = j(i(l)).
We consider GA and Gsd

A as directed graphs. Also the word acyclic below
means that a graph does not contain directed cycles apart from loops. A
vertex t of a graph G such that there is a loop t→ t we shall call loop vertex.
Finally, by the depth of a graph G we denote the maximal possible number p
such that there exists a sequence of distinct vertices t1, . . . , tp such that there
is an edge from tk to tk+1 for all k = 1, . . . , p− 1.

11



Lemma 4.1. The graph Gsd
A fulfills the following properties.

(i) For each vertex there is exactly one edge that is pointing to it.

(ii) There is always at least one loop in the graph. If j is a loop vertex,

then sign(v
(k)
j ) = sign(v

(l)
j ) for all k, l ∈ N.

(iii) The graph Gsd
A is acyclic.

(iv) All vertices of the graph Gsd
A are reachable from loop vertices (that is,

for arbitrary vertex j of Gsd
A there is a sequence j1, . . . , jk such that

jk = j, j1 is a loop vertex, and there is an edge from js to js+1 for all
s = 1, . . . , k − 1).

(v) Consider the following process for the matrix |A| (the absolute value
is taken element-wise). Take a column, find the maximum element in
it, find the maximum element in the corresponding row, then again
the maximum element in the corresponding column, and so on. The
maximal possible number of distinct columns in a foregoing process is
equal to the depth of the graph Gsd

A .

Proof. Statement (i) trivially follows from the definition of Gsd
A . To prove

(ii) note, that a vertex j is a loop vertex if and only if j(i(j)) = j. Thus,
loop vertices are exactly the indices of columns of the matrix A for which the
maximum absolute value element is also the maximum absolute value element
in its row. It is easy to see such an element in the matrix always exists (e.g.,
an element aij such that |aij| = ∥A∥C), so the graph Gsd

A contains at least
one loop. In addition, if j is a loop vertex, then the equality (4) becomes

sign v
(k+1)
j = sign v

(k)
j .

Now we prove (iii). It is clear that ∥aj∥∞ ≤ ∥ai(j)∥∞ and ∥ai∥∞ ≤ ∥aj(i)∥∞,
whence ∥aj∥∞ ≤ ∥aj(i(j))∥∞. Moreover, due to the assumptions on the matrix
A, if j(i(j)) ̸= j, then

∥aj∥∞ < ∥aj(i(j))∥∞.

Thus, a directed cycle in Gsd
A has to be a loop.

Finally, (iv) easily follows from (i) and (iii), and (v) is clear in view of
the proof of the statement (iii).

Lemma 4.2. The graph GA satisfies the following properties.
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(i) For each vertex in GA there is exactly one edge that is pointing out of
it.

(ii) Each sequence of vertices t1, t2, . . . , such that there is an edge tk → tk+1

for all k, stabilizes.

(iii) GA is acyclic and its depth does not exceed the depth of Gsd
A .

Proof. Statement (i) is an immediate consequence of the definition of GA.
To prove (ii) without loss of generality we can assume that S(v(0)) = t1.
Observe that S(v(k)) = tk for all k ∈ N. The equation (4) implies that
S(v(k+1)) depends only on the components of the vector S(v(k)) with indices
in the set {j(i(j)) : j = 1, . . . , n}. Thus, it easily follows that tp = tp+1 = . . . ,
where p denotes the depth of Gsd

A . Indeed, vector S(v(k+p−1)) depends only
on the components of S(v(k)) on the set

F = {(j ◦ i)p−1(j) : j = 1, . . . , n},

which contains exactly loop vertices of Gsd
A by Lemma 4.1 (v). Observe that

Lemma 4.1 (ii) implies that the components of vectors S(v(k)) on F do not
depend on k, implying that tk = tp for all k ≥ p. Hence, the proof of (ii) is
complete, and it is also evident that the depth of GA does not exceed p. The
acyclicity of GA easily follows from (i) and (ii).

Lemma 4.2 implies that for each vertex t ∈ {−1, 1}n there is a unique
sequence t1, t2, . . . such that t = t1 and for all k ∈ N there is an edge
tk → tk+1. Since this sequence stabilizes, it is possible to define f(t) as the
vector which is equal to tk for arbitrary big k. By definition, for all t there
is a path in GA from t to f(t), and f(t) is a loop vertex. In what follows
the term connected component of a directed graph refers to weakly connected
components (i.e. we allow to connect vertices with paths regardless of edge
direction).

Lemma 4.3. The following statements hold.

(i) A pair of vertices t1 and t2 in GA belong to the same connected com-
ponent if and only if f(t1) = f(t2).

(ii) If t1 and t2 are loop vertices in GA and (t1)l = (t2)l for all loop vertices
l in Gsd

A , then t1 = t2.
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(iii) Let t1 and t2 be loop vertices in GA. Let l and j be vertices in G
sd
A such

that l is a loop vertex and j is reachable from l (see Lemma 4.1 (iii)).
Then

(t1)l/(t1)j = (t2)l/(t2)j.

Proof. To prove (i) assume that f(t1) = f(t2). Then t1 and t2 belong to
the same connected component, since both t1 and t2 can be connected with
f(t1) = f(t2) with a path. The converse easily follows from the following
observation: if there is an edge t1 → t2 or t2 → t1, then f(t1) = f(t2).

Now let t1 and t2 satisfy the assumptions of (ii). Let Fk ⊂ {1, . . . , n}
denote the set of vertices l of Gsd

A such that there is a directed path from a
loop vertex to l whose length does not exceed k. So, F0 consists of all loop
vertices of Gsd

A . Lemma 4.1 (iv) implies that⋃
k≥0

Fk = {1, . . . , n}.

By the assumption we have (t1)j = (t2)j for all j ∈ F0. We finish the proof
by showing that the equality (t1)j = (t2)j for all j ∈ Fk implies (t1)j = (t2)j
for all j ∈ Fk+1. Indeed, if j ∈ Fk+1, then by definition there exists s ∈ Fk

such that j(i(j)) = s. Since t1 is a loop vertex, (4) implies that (t1)j = q(t1)s,
where q = sign ai(j),j · sign ai(j),s. By the same reason, (t2)j = q(t2)s. Finally,
since s ∈ Fk, we have (t1)s = (t2)s and, consequently, (t1)j = (t2)j.

Finally, we prove (iii). Let j1, . . . , jk be chosen such that j1 = l, jk = j,
and for all s = 1, . . . , k − 1 there is an edge from js to js+1. It is clear that

(t1)l/(t1)j1 = (t2)l/(t2)j1 .

We prove that the equality

(t1)l/(t1)js = (t2)l/(t2)js

implies
(t1)l/(t1)js+1 = (t2)l/(t2)js+1

(this observation proves (iii) by induction). Indeed, from (4) it follows that

(t1)js+1 = sign ai(js+1),js+1 · sign ai(js+1),js · (t1)js .

It follows that

(t1)js/(t1)js+1 = sign ai(js+1),js+1 · sign ai(js+1),js .
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Obviously, for t2 the same equality

(t2)js/(t2)js+1 = sign ai(js+1),js+1 · sign ai(js+1),js

holds. Thus, combining the obtained equalities

(t1)l/(t1)js = (t2)l/(t2)js and (t1)js/(t1)js+1 = (t2)js/(t2)js+1

we get that (t1)l/(t1)js+1 = (t2)l/(t2)js+1 .

Before proceeding to the concluding theorem on the structure of GA we
define one auxiliary function d : {−1, 1}n → {−1, 1}n by the equality

d(t)i = ti/f(t)i.

That is, d(t)i is equal to 1 if ti coincides with f(t)i and −1 otherwise. Note
that we do not interpret the value d(t) as a vertex of GA. The equality (4)
applied simultaneously to t and f(t) (in view of the fact that V(f(t)) = f(t))
implies that

d(V(t))j = d(t)j(i(j)) (5)

for all j ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Also, the definition of d implies that d(t)j = 1 for all
loop vertices j of Gsd

A . Finally, t ∈ {−1, 1}n is a loop vertex of GA if and
only if t = f(t) which is equivalent to the fact that d(t)i = 1 for all i.

Theorem 4.2. Let the matrix A ∈ Rm×n preserve Chebyshev systems. Denote
by F the set of all numbers j ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that the maximum absolute
value element in the column aj is also the maximum absolute value element
in its row. Let k = |F |. Then the following statements hold.

(i) A pair of vertices t1, t2 ∈ {−1, 1}n of GA belong to the same connected
component if and only if (t1)j = (t2)j for all j ∈ F .

(ii) Each connected component of GA has 2n−k elements (so there are ex-
actly 2k components in GA). Also each connected component is a tree
and contains exactly one loop vertex.

(iii) All components of GA are isomorphic. More precisely, let C1 and C2 be
a pair of connected components. Then for arbitrary vertex t1 of C1 there
is exactly one vertex t2 of C2 such that d(t2) = d(t1). The mapping g,
that maps vertices of C1 into vertices of C2 and satisfies d(g(t)) = d(t)
for all vertices t of C1, is well-defined and is an isomorphism from C1

to C2.
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(iv) The depth ofGA is equal to the depth of arbitrary connected component
of GA and is also equal to the depth of Gsd

A (which was computed in
the statement (v) of Lemma 4.1).

Proof. In view of Lemma 4.3, (i) is equivalent to the following statement:
f(t1) = f(t2) if and only if (t1)j = (t2)j for all j ∈ F . Assume that
f(t1) = f(t2). Lemma 4.1 (ii) implies that (t1)j = f(t1)j and (t2)j = f(t2)j
for all j ∈ F , since F is exactly the set of all loop vertices in Gsd

A . Thus,
(t1)j = (t2)j for all j ∈ F . Now assume that (t1)j = (t2)j for all j ∈ F . By
the same argument as above, we have

f(t1)j = (t1)j = (t2)j = f(t2)j

for all j ∈ F . Thus, Lemma 4.3 (ii) implies that f(t1) = f(t2), as f(t1) and
f(t2) are loop vertices of GA.

The number of elements in a connected component is equal to the number
of mappings from {1, . . . , n}\F to {−1, 1}, that is to the number 2n−k. Also,
Lemma 4.2 (i) and (iii) imply that all components of GA are trees. Finally, it
is easy to see that each component indeed contains at least one loop vertex
(take arbitrary vertex t and observe that f(t) is a loop vertex that belongs
to the same component). Thus, if t1 and t2 are loop vertices that belong to
the same component, then

t1 = f(t1) = f(t2) = t2.

Hence, (ii) is proved.
Before proving (iii) note that the range of d is contained in the set

D = {t ∈ {−1, 1}n : tl = 1 ∀l ∈ F},

which has exactly 2n−k elements. By definition it is also clear that d is
injective on each connected component of GA, which has the same number
of elements. Thus, d maps each component bijectively onto D. Hence, if C1

and C2 are connected components of GA, then there exists a unique mapping
g that maps vertices of C1 into vertices of C2 and satisfies d(g(t)) = d(t) for
all vertices t of C1. It is also clear that g is bijective. Thus, it remains to
show that g is a graph isomorphism, i.e. if there is an edge from t1 to t2, then
there is an edge from g(t1) to g(t2) (note that the converse is not necessary
to prove, since C1 and C2 are interchangeable). Observe, that (5) implies
that d(V(t1)) = d(V(t2)) when d(t1) = d(t2). Finally, assume that there is
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Figure 1: Examples of sign transition graphs for random matrices.

an edge from t1 to t2, where t1 and t2 are vertices in C1. Then V(t1) = t2
and, therefore,

d(V(g(t1))) = d(V(t1)) = d(t2) = d(g(t2)).

Thus, V(g(t1)) = g(t2), so g(t1) and g(t2) are connected with an edge.
Since all components of GA have the same depth, it remains to prove

that the depth of GA is equal to the depth of Gsd
A . Let p denote the depth of

Gsd
A . In the statement (iii) of Lemma 4.2 it is already proved that the depth

of GA does not exceed p. Let j1, . . . , jp be distinct elements of {1, . . . , n}
such that j(i(jk)) = jk−1 for all k = 2, . . . , p. That is, j1, . . . , jp is one of
the longest possible paths in Gsd

A (in this case j1 is a loop vertex). Consider
arbitrary t ∈ {−1, 1}n such that d(t)j2 = −1. Applying the equality (5) k
times we get that d(Vk(t))jk+2

= −1 for k = 0, 1, . . . , p− 2. Therefore, Vk(t)
is not a loop vertex for k = 0, 1, . . . , p− 2 and acyclicity of GA implies that
t,V(t), . . . ,Vp−1(t) are distinct. Thus, the depth of GA is greater or equal
then p.

Examples of sign transition graphs are shown in Figure 1.

Remarks. 1. It is easy to describe connected components of the set PCm,n.
Namely, each of the components is convex and matrices A,B ∈ PCm,n belong
to the same component if and only if χ(ai) = χ(bi) and

sign(ai,χ(ai)) = sign(bi,χ(bi))

for all i = 1, . . . ,m and χ(aj) = χ(bj) and

sign(aχ(aj),j) = sign(bχ(bj),j)
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for all j = 1, . . . , n. It is clear that for matrices A,B ∈ PCm,n that belong to
the same component graphs GA and GB coincide, so the behaviour of signs
during the alternating minimization method is the same for A and B.

2. Connected components of PCm,n that contain rank-1 matrices are
especially easy to describe. Indeed, if A ∈ PCm,n, then the connected com-
ponent of A contains a rank-1 matrix if and only if χ(ai1) = χ(ai2) and
χ(aj1) = χ(aj2) for all i1, i2 = 1, . . . ,m and j1, j2 = 1, . . . , n. That is, for
such matrix Gsd

A and GA have depth 2, and GA has two loop vertices (or,
equivalently, two connected components). Moreover, during the alternating
minimization method after the first iteration the signs of vectors stabilize.

5. Convergence of the alternating minimization method

In this section we prove the following result.

Theorem 5.1. Let A ∈ Rm×n preserve Chebyshev systems and v, ṽ ∈ Chn.
Assume that S(v) = S(ṽ). Then E(A, v) = E(A, ṽ).

Now we introduce some notation. Given A ∈ Rm×n, u ∈ Rm, and v ∈ Rn

let
T (A, u, v) = {(i, j) : |aij − uivj| = ∥A− uvT∥C},

R(A, u, v) = {i : (i, j) ∈ T (A, u, v) for some j},

C(A, u, v) = {j : (i, j) ∈ T (A, u, v) for some i}.

τij(A, u, v) = sign(uivj(aij − uivj)),

Definition 5.1. Let A ∈ Rm×n, u ∈ Chm, and v ∈ Chn. We say that a
sequence of 2k (k ≥ 2) distinct points

(i1, j1), (i1, j2), (i2, j2), . . . , (ik, jk), (ik, j1) ∈ T (A, u, v)

is a two-dimensional alternance for a triple (A, u, v), if

τi1j1(A, u, v) = −τi1j2(A, u, v) = τi2j2(A, u, v) = · · · =
τikjk(A, u, v) = −τikj1(A, u, v),

Our method of proving Theorem 5.1 will be based on the following fact
that can be found in [7, Section 1].
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Theorem 5.2. (Daugavet). Let A ∈ Rm×n, v ∈ Chn, and u ∈ Chm. As-
sume that the sequence (i1, j1), (i1, j2), (i2, j2), . . . , (ik, jk), (ik, j1) is a two-
dimensional alternance for a triple (A, u, v).

Then if ṽ ∈ Rn and ũ ∈ Rm and either

sign (ui) = sign (ũi), i ∈ {i1, i2, . . . , ik},

or
sign (vj) = sign (ṽj), j ∈ {j1, j2, . . . , jk},

then ∥A− ũṽT∥C ≥ ∥A− uvT∥C .
Lemma 5.1. Let A ∈ Rm×n preserve Chebyshev systems and v ∈ Chn. Let
u = ϕ(A, v), ṽ = ψ(A, u), and ũ = ϕ(A, ṽ). Then the following statements
hold.

(i) For all i ∈ R(A, u, v) there exist two distinct j1, j2 such that

(i, j1), (i, j2) ∈ T (A, u, v) and τij1(A, u, v) = −τij2(A, u, v).

(ii) Assume that ∥A−uvT∥C = ∥A−uṽT∥C . Then T (A, u, ṽ) ⊂ T (A, u, v).
Moreover, j ∈ C(A, u, ṽ) if and only if j ∈ C(A, u, v) and vj = ṽj and
this is the case if and only if there exist two distinct i1, i2 such that
(i1, j), (i2, j) ∈ T (A, u, v) and τi1j(A, u, v) = −τi2j(A, u, v).

(iii) Assume that ∥A − uvT∥C = ∥A − uṽT∥C and T (A, u, ṽ) = T (A, u, v).
Then the triple (A, u, v) admits a two-dimensional alternance.

(iv) Assume that ∥A − ũṽT∥C = ∥A − uvT∥C and that the triple (A, ũ, ṽ)
admits a two-dimensional alternance. Then the triple (A, u, v) also
admits a two-dimensional alternance (more precisely, the alternance
for (A, ũ, ṽ) is an alternance for (A, u, v)).

Proof. The statement (i) follows from Lemma 3.1 since ui = µ(ai, v). To
prove (ii) consider an index j. Note that

∥aj − vju∥∞ ≥ ∥aj − ṽju∥∞

as ṽj = µ(aj, u). Thus, if j /∈ C(A, u, v), then

∥aj − ṽju∥∞ < ∥A− uvT∥C
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and, therefore, j /∈ C(A, u, ṽ). Also, if ṽj ̸= vj, then

∥aj − ṽju∥∞ < ∥aj − vju∥∞ ≤ ∥A− uvT∥C .

Thus, if j ∈ C(A, u, ṽ), then j ∈ C(A, u, v) and ṽj = vj. But if j ∈ C(A, u, v)
and ṽj = vj, then

∥aj − ṽju∥ = ∥aj − vju∥ = ∥A− uvT∥C ,

which implies that j ∈ C(A, u, ṽ). Lemma 3.1 implies that vj = ṽj and
j ∈ C(A, u, v) if and only if there exist two distinct i1, i2 such that

(i1, j), (i2, j) ∈ T (A, u, v) and τi1j(A, u, v) = −τi2j(A, u, v).

It remains to prove that T (A, u, ṽ) ⊂ T (A, u, v). Consider (i, j) ∈ T (A, u, ṽ).
Then j ∈ C(A, u, ṽ) and, therefore, ṽj = vj. Therefore, aij−uivj = aij−uiṽj,
so |aij − uivj| = ∥A− uvT∥C and (i, j) ∈ T (A, u, v).

Now assume that T (A, u, v) = T (A, u, ṽ). Let (i, j) ∈ T (A, u, v). By
statement (i) there exist two distinct j1, j2 such that

(i, j1), (i, j2) ∈ T (A, u, v) and τij1(A, u, v) = −τij2(A, u, v).

It follows that for either j̃ = j1, or j̃ = j2, we have τij(A, u, v) = −τij̃(A, u, v).
By the same reasoning using (ii) for all (i, j) ∈ T (A, u, v) = T (A, u, ṽ) there
exists ĩ such that (̃i, j) ∈ T (A, u, v) and τij(A, u, v) = −τĩj(A, u, v). The
existence of an alternance for (A, u, v) now follows from an obvious induction
argument in view of the finiteness of T (A, u, v). Thus, (iii) is proved.

Finally, assume that ∥A− uvT∥C = ∥A− ũṽT∥C . It is clear that

∥A− uvT∥C = ∥A− uṽT∥C = ∥A− ũṽT∥C ,

since by definition

∥A− uvT∥C ≥ ∥A− uṽT∥C ≥ ∥A− ũṽT∥C .

By applying (ii) twice (for A and AT ) we obtain that T (A, ũ, ṽ) ⊂ T (A, u, v),
ui = ũi for all i ∈ R(A, ũ, ṽ), and vj = ṽj for all j ∈ C(A, ũ, ṽ). Thus,
τij(A, ũ, ṽ) = τij(A, u, v) for all (i, j) ∈ T (A, ũ, ṽ). Now it is obvious that a
two-dimensional alternance for (A, ũ, ṽ) is an alternance for (A, u, v).

Lemma 5.2. Let A ∈ PCm,n and v ∈ Chn. Then the following statements
hold.
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(i) Let {u(k)}k∈N and {v(k)}k∈N be constructed by the alternating mini-
mization method for A and the initial point v(0) = v. Then arbitrary
limit point w of the sequence wk = v(k)/∥v(k)∥∞ is a Chebyshev vector
satisfying

E(A,w) = ∥A− ϕ(A,w)wT∥C = E(A, v).

(ii) If ∥A− ϕ(A, v)vT∥C = E(A, v), then the triple (A, ϕ(A, v), v) admits a
two-dimensional alternance.

Proof. Let w be the limit of a subsequence wlk of wk. Since the amplitude of
a Chebyshev vector does not change under the multiplication by a non-zero
constant, Lemma 3.3 (ii) implies that am(wk) ≤ C, where C > 0 is some
constant that depends only on the matrix A. It is obvious that a convergent
sequence of Chebyshev vectors with bounded amplitude converges either to
a zero vector, or a Chebyshev vector. Since, ∥wk∥∞ = 1, it follows that w
is a Chebyshev vector. Finally, E(A,wk) = E(A, v) for all k ∈ N and the
upper semi-continuity of E (see Lemma 3.4 (iii)) implies E(A,w) ≥ E(A, v).
Moreover, ∥A− ϕ(A,w)wT∥C ≥ E(A,w) and

∥A− ϕ(A,w)wT∥C = lim ∥A− ϕ(A,wlk)w
T
lk
∥C =

lim ∥A− ϕ(A, v(lk))(v(lk))T∥C = E(A, v).

Thus,
E(A, v) = ∥A− ϕ(A,w)wT∥C ≥ E(A,w) ≥ E(A, v)

and (i) is proved.
Now assume that ∥A − ϕ(A, v)vT∥C = E(A, v) and let {u(k)}k∈N and

{v(k)}k∈N be constructed by the alternating minimization method for A and
the initial point v(0) = v. Obviously,

∥A− u(k)(v(k−1))T∥C = ∥A− u(k)(v(k))T∥C = ∥A− u(k+1)(v(k))T∥C

for all k ∈ N. Thus, Lemma 5.1 (ii) implies that

T (A, u(1), v(0)) ⊃ T (A, u(1), v(1)) ⊃ T (A, u(2), v(1)) ⊃ T (A, u(2), v(2)) ⊃ . . .

Since all sets in this sequence are finite and non-empty, there is k ∈ N such
that T (A, u(k+1), v(k)) = T (A, u(k+1), v(k+1)). Lemma 5.1 (iii) implies that
the triple (A, u(k+1), v(k)) admits a two-dimensional alternance. Applying
Lemma 5.1 (iv) k times we obtain that (A, u(1), v(0)) = (A, ϕ(A, v), v) also
admits a two-dimensional alternance.
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Proof of Theorem 5.1. Consider v and ṽ from Chn such that S(v) = S(ṽ).
Let {u(k)}k∈N and {v(k)}k∈N (resp. {ũ(k)}k∈N and {ṽ(k)}k∈N) be constructed
by the alternating minimization method for A with the initial point v(0) = v
(resp. ṽ(0) = ṽ). Let w and w̃ be some limit points of the sequences
wk = v(k)/∥v(k)∥∞ and w̃k = ṽ(k)/∥ṽ(k)∥∞ respectively. By Lemma 5.2 we
have that w, w̃ ∈ Chn and

E(A, v) = ∥A− ϕ(A,w)wT∥C , E(A, ṽ) = ∥A− ϕ(A, w̃)w̃T∥C ,

and that triples (A, ϕ(A,w), w) and (A, ϕ(A, w̃), w̃) admit two-dimensional
alternances. Also note that S(w) = S(w̃). Indeed, by Theorem 4.1 we
have S(wk) = S(w̃k) for all k ∈ N. Also, Lemma 4.2 (ii) implies that
S(wk) = S(wk+1) and S(w̃k) = S(w̃k+1) for large k. Thus, S(w) coincides
with S(w̃) and also coincides with S(wk) for large k. Finally, Theorem 5.2
implies that

∥A− ϕ(A,w)wT∥C ≤ ∥A− ϕ(A, w̃)w̃T∥C
and

∥A− ϕ(A,w)wT∥C ≥ ∥A− ϕ(A, w̃)w̃T∥C ,

since the triples (A, ϕ(A,w), w) and (A, ϕ(A, w̃), w̃) admit two-dimensional
alternances and the signs of w and w̃ coincide. Then E(A, v) = E(A, ṽ).

Using Theorem 5.1 we can prove that it is possible to compute the dis-
tance from a matrix A to the set of all rank-1 matrices in Chebyshev norm
by a finite number of runs of the alternating minimization method. Namely,
we prove the following

Theorem 5.3. Let A ∈ Rm×n preserve Chebyshev systems and let GA be the
sign transition graph for A. Let L ⊂ {−1, 1}n be the set of all loop vertices
of GA. Then

inf{∥A− uvT∥C : u ∈ Rm, v ∈ Rn} = min
t∈L

E(A, t).

Proof. Let
d = inf{∥A− uvT∥C : u ∈ Rm, v ∈ Rn}.

From the definition of E(A, t) it is clear that E(A, t) ≥ d for all t ∈ Chn.
Thus, mint∈LE(A, t) ≥ d. To prove the converse inequality at first note that

d = inf{∥A− uvT∥C : u ∈ Rm, v ∈ Chn},
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because Chebyshev vectors are dense in Rn. Moreover, for v ∈ Chn we have

E(A, v) ≤ ∥A− ϕ(A, v)vT∥C = inf{∥A− uvT∥C : u ∈ Rm}.

Therefore,
d ≥ inf{E(A, v) : v ∈ Chn}.

Theorem 5.1 implies that

inf{E(A, v) : v ∈ Chn} = min{E(A, t) : t ∈ {−1, 1}n}.

Finally, since

E(A, v) = E(A,ψ(A, ϕ(A, v))) = E(A,S(ψ(A, ϕ(A, v))))

for all v ∈ Chn and the iterations of the map S(ψ(A, ϕ(A, v))) eventually
map all t ∈ {−1, 1}n into L by Lemma 4.2 (ii), we get that

inf{E(A, v) : v ∈ Chn} = min
t∈L

E(A, t).

Remarks. 1. The formula for the distance

d = inf{∥A− uvT∥C : u ∈ Rm, v ∈ Rn}

given in Theorem 5.3 can be done slightly more effective in view of the fact
that E(A, v) = E(A,−v) (see Lemma 3.4 (i)). So, in the notation of Theo-
rem 5.3, the number d can be found by taking mint∈L̃E(A, t), where L̃ ⊂ L

is a subset such that for all t ∈ L either t ∈ L̃, or −t ∈ L̃. Thus, the number
of runs of alternating minimization method can be halved in comparison to
the number of elements in L, since clearly L = −L by Lemma 3.3 (iii).

2. For matrices A ∈ PCm,n that belong to the same component of PCm,n

with some rank-1 matrix the results are even more satisfactory. Namely,

inf{∥A− uvT∥C : u ∈ Rm, v ∈ Rn} = E(A, v)

for arbitrary Chebyshev vector v. Indeed, this equality follows from Theo-
rem 5.3 and previous remark, since there are only two loop vertices t1 and t2
in the Graph GA and, obviously, t1 = −t2.

3. The basic corollary of Lemma 5.2, that states an existence of an alter-
nance for a triple (A, ϕ(A, v), v), where v is a limit point of the alternating
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minimization method is contained in [7]. We included the proofs here, since
our proof is significantly shorter (and, hopefully, easier to understand) in
comparison with the one presented there.

4. Our convergence results are concerned only with the convergence of the
sequence ∥A − u(k)(v(k))T∥C , where vectors u(k), v(k) are constructed by the
alternating minimization method. As for the convergence of the sequences
u(k) and v(k), we are not able to present any satisfactory results (even the
boundedness). However, in our numerical experiments these sequences al-
ways converge. Similar properties are shared by the well-known ALS method
(see, e.g. [9]).

5. The properties of the sequences u(k) and v(k) can be analyzed further in
some simple cases. For example, it is possible to prove that these sequences
converge for 2 × 2 matrices that preserve Chebyshev systems. Also we are
able to prove that these sequences converge for the identity matrix. However,
in the general case we are not able to prove the convergence, even if the
starting point v(0) = v ∈ Chn is chosen to give an alternance for the triple
(A, ϕ(A, v), v). However, in the foregoing case it is clear that the sequences
constructed by the alternating minimization method are bounded.

6. Numerical results

The constructed theory makes it possible to propose an algorithm for find-
ing optimal rank-1 approximations in the Chebyshev norm. For this section
we fix a matrix A ∈ PCm,n. In order to compute the optimal approximation,
due to Theorem 5.3, it suffices to run the method of alternating minimization
from all loop vertices of the graph GA. However, actually it is redundant.
Indeed, consider a limit point w of the sequence constructed by the method
of alternating minimization started from a vector v(0), and let s1, s2, . . . , sk
denote the columns on which a two-dimensional alternance of (A, ϕ(A,w), w)
is formed. Then it is not necessary to run the method from vectors v such
that the stabilized signs of the vectors obtained by the alternating minimiza-
tion method from v coincide with signs of w at positions s1, s2, . . . , sk, since
E(A, v) ≥ E(A, v(0)) for such vectors (see Theorem 5.2).

We recall that F denotes the set of all loop vertices of the graph Gsd
A (see

Theorem 4.2). For j ∈ {1, . . . , n} we define LA(j) ∈ F as the (unique) loop
vertex from which the vertex j can be reached in the sense of Lemma 4.1 (iv).
From the definition of Gsd

A it is easy to propose an algorithm to find LA(j)
in terms of the mappings i and j, defined in Section 4. Indeed, to find LA(j)
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calculate the sequence j0, j1, j2, . . . by the rule jk = j(i(jk−1)) with j0 = j
until jk+1 = jk for some k. In this case LA(j) = jk. It is clear that the
stabilization occurs for k < n.

Finally, we introduce a way to store the information about previous runs
of the alternating minimization algorithm in order to minimize further calcu-
lations. Let B denote the set of boolean functions in the variables xj, where
j ∈ F , so an element B ∈ B is a function B :

∏
j∈F{0, 1} → {0, 1}. With

such a function we associate a subset P (B) of
∏

j∈F{−1, 1} by the rule

P (B) = {x ∈
∏
j∈F

{−1, 1} : B(b(x)) = 1},

where b(x)j = 1, if xj = 1 and b(x)j = 0, if xj = −1. We shall store the
information about previous runs in the form of a disjunctive normal form
(DNF for short) B defined in a way, such that starting vectors v satisfying
S(v)|F ∈ P (B) are less optimal than one of the previous runs.

Now we describe the idea of an algorithm that computes the distance from
A to the set of all rank-1 matrices in Chebyshev norm. From Theorem 5.3
we deduce that to compute the distance it suffices to run the alternating
minimization method from a set of vertices V ⊂ {−1, 1}n that intersects
each component of GA. That is, Theorem 4.2 (i) suggests that it is not
necessary to compute the components of loop vertices outside F , so we can
set the components vj of the initial points arbitrarily for j /∈ F . Moreover,
after we compute a limit point w and the columns s1, s2, . . . , sk on which the
alternance is formed, we store the information about the alternance in order
to minimize further calculations. In order to do so we introduce a DNF B
which is initialized by 0 at the beginning. After the computation of w and
s1, . . . , sk we update B in the following way:

B → B ∨ xsign(wLA(s1)
)

LA(s1)
x
sign(wLA(s2)

)

LA(s2)
. . . x

sign(wLA(sk))

LA(sk)
. (6)

Here, as usual, we use the notation xν in the sense

xν =

{
x, ν = 1

1− x, ν = −1

Let v be a Chebyshev vector such that S(v)|F belongs to P (B′), where B′

denotes the conjunction from (6). From Lemma 4.3 (iii) it is clear that
the loop vertex of GA that lies in the same component with S(v) coincides
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with S(w) on {s1, . . . , sk} and, as was noted in the beginning of this section,
E(A, v) ≥ E(A,w). Thus, it is not necessary to perform any computa-
tions with v. Therefore, the next starting point v should be taken in a way
such that S(v)|F does not belong to P (B). Thus, repeating the foregoing
procedure while P (B) ̸=

∏
j∈F{−1, 1} suffices to find the optimal rank-1

approximation. Below we outline the main steps of the obtained algorithm.

1. Find the set of positions in the matrix A such that the element in
this position is the maximum absolute value in its row and its column.
Denote the set of corresponding indices of columns by F .

2. Initialize a DNF B with variables xj, j ∈ F , as zero.

3. Find a vector v ∈ {−1, 1}n such that v|F and (−v)|F do not belong to
P (B) (in particular, values vj for j /∈ F can be defined arbitrarily). If
such a vector is not possible to find, then terminate.

4. Perform the alternating minimization method with the starting point
v and find the limit point w of the sequence v(k)/∥v(k)∥∞. Also find
the columns s1, . . . , sk, where a two-dimensional alternance of the triple
(A, ϕ(A,w), w) is positioned.

5. Update the DNF B by the formula (6) and return to the step 3.

The reasoning above ensures that inf{∥A − uvT∥C : u ∈ Rm, v ∈ Rn} coin-
cides with the minE(A, v), where the minimum is taken over all v that were
considered in the step 3 of the algorithm.

It is noteworthy that the problem of checking a DNF for being equal to
1 is an NP-complete problem (see, e.g. [10, Section 4]), thus, we are not
always able to understand that the DNF B identically equals 1, even if it
is. In practice, we recursively generate components of the new vector and
substitute already generated components in the current DNF. If after the
substitution one of the conjunctions is identically equal to 1 with respect to
the remaining variables, then we stop to generate this branch of the recursion.
Otherwise, we continue to generate components until all the variables have
assigned value.

The described algorithm was implemented in C++. We emphasize that
the sequences generated by the alternating minimization method in numerical
experiments always converge and, therefore, in the step 4 of our implemen-
tation of the algorithm there is no need in normalization and extraction of
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Figure 2: The average running time of the algorithm depending on the size of the matrix.
The matrices are random from a normal distribution, all results are averaged over 200
runs.
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Figure 3: The average number of runs of alternating minimization depending on the size of
the matrix. The matrices are random from a normal distribution, all results are averaged
over 200 runs.

a convergent subsequence. Entries of matrices in all experiments are chosen
randomly and independently from the standard normal distribution. Fig. 2
shows the average running time for square matrices of various sizes. Fig. 3
shows the number of runs of the alternating minimization method in a single
performance of the foregoing algorithm (i.e. how many times this algorithm
will enter the fourth step). It is noteworthy that the number of runs grows
linearly with the size of the problem, and the running time of the alternating
minimization method is negligible compared to the total running time. Thus,
a more efficient organization of the combinatorial optimization process could
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give significantly better results, but we leave this for further investigation.

7. Conclusion

In the paper we proved that the result of the alternating minimization
method depends only on the signs of the components of the starting point,
and studied how the signs of the approximation vectors change when the al-
ternating minimization method applied. As a result, a method is constructed
that is capable of constructing optimal Chebyshev approximations of rank 1
for moderate matrices.

We note, that in numerical experiments the sequences, generated by the
alternating minimization algorithm, are always convergent. However, we are
not able to prove (or disprove) this fact. Also it is noteworthy that similar
structures can be observed in behaviour of the same algorithm for rank-r
approximations. For now we are not able to provide a satisfactory analysis
in the general case (r > 1).
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