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Abstract

Operator convex functions defined on the positive half-line play a prominent role in the theory of quan-
tum information, where they are used to define quantum f-divergences. Such functions admit integral
representations in terms of rational functions. Obtaining high-quality rational approximants of operator
convex functions is particularly useful for solving optimization problems involving quantum f-divergences
using semidefinite programming. In this paper we study the quality of rational approximations of oper-
ator convex (and operator monotone) functions. Our main theoretical results are precise global bounds
on the error of local Padé-like approximants, as well as minimax approximants, with respect to different
weight functions. While the error of Padé-like approximants depends inverse polynomially on the degree
of the approximant, the error of minimax approximants has root exponential dependence and we give
detailed estimates of the exponents in both cases. We also explain how minimax approximants can be
obtained in practice using the differential correction algorithm.

1 Introduction

Matrix functions have countless applications in applied mathematics [Hig08]. Given a function f : I — R
defined on an interval I of R, one can extend f to act on Hermitian matrices by applying f to the eigenvalues.
More precisely, if A is a Hermitian matrix (of any finite size) with spectral decomposition

A= Z )\i’l}i’U;L
where A\; € I, and {v;} is an orthonormal family of eigenvectors, we define f(A) by

f(A) = Z F)vio].

Operator monotone and operator convex functions The space of Hermitian matrices is equipped
with a partial order, known as the Lowner order whereby A > B if and only if A— B is positive semidefinite. In
his seminal 1934 paper, Lowner [Léw34] introduced and characterized so-called operator monotone functions
h : I — R which satisfy

A» B = h(A) = h(B)

for all Hermitian matrices A, B of any size, whose spectra lie in I. He showed that the class of operator
monotone functions coincides precisely with the class of Pick functions from complex analysis which admit
an analytic continuation to the open upper half plane. Importantly, such functions admit an integral rep-
resentation in terms of rational functions. In the case where h is defined on I = (0, 00), which will be the
main setting of this paper, Lowner’s theorem asserts that one can write

rz—1

de(t) (1)

1
h(z) = h(1) +/O
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for some finite measure v supported on [0,1]. For each ¢ € [0,1] the rational integrand (in x) is operator
monotone, and Lowner’s theorem asserts that any operator monotone function is essentially a positive linear
combination of such rational functions. Prominent examples of operator monotone functions are h(x) = log x,
and h(x) = z* for « € [0, 1], the latter example being known as the Léwner-Heinz inequality. Closely related
to operator monotone functions are operator convex functions f : I — R which satisfy Jensen’s inequality in
the Lowner order

FAA+ (1 =XN)B) 2 Af(A)+ (1= Nf(B),

for all A € [0,1] and all Hermitian matrices A, B having a spectrum contained in I. Such functions were
studied by Lowner’s doctoral student Kraus in 1936 [Kra36], where he established a characterization similar
to the above. Any operator convex function f : (0,00) — R can be expressed as

r—1)2
. ek t(;} (e (2)

1

f@) = 5+ P - 1)+

0

where 1 is a finite measure supported on [0,1]. Examples of operator convex functions are f(x) = zlogz

and f(x) = z® for all a € [1,2]. We note that all operator monotone functions (1) are necessarily operator
concave, however the converse is not true.

Quantum f-divergences Operator convexity plays a crucial role in the area of quantum information
theory. A density matriz is a Hermitian positive semidefinite matrix with trace equal to 1. Density matrices
are the quantum analogue of classical probability distributions, and represent probabilistic mixtures of
quantum states. If p and o are two density matrices, a fundamental quantity in quantum information is the
quantum relative entropy defined by

S(plle) = Tr[p(log p — log o)], 3)

which is the quantum counterpart of the classical Kullback-Leibler divergence. More generally for « € (1, 2],
the a-quasi-entropy of the pair (p, o) is defined by

1

a—1

Salpllo) = (Te[p*0' =] = Tro) (4)
which converges to S(p|lo) as @ — 1. A key fact about S, and S is that they are joint convex functions
in (p,o0); this is a (nontrivial) consequence of the operator convexity of the functions x® for a € [1,2], see
[Lie73, Lin74]. The a-quasi entropy defined above is only a special case of so-called quantum f-divergences
[Pet86], defined for any operator convex f : (0,00) — R, whose precise definition we omit here. Let us
just mention that these are the quantum analogues of the well-known f-divergences defined in classical
probability and information theory for probability distributions p = {p;} and ¢ = {¢;} via the expression

Sy(pllg) = ZQif(pi/Qi)v

which is convex in (p, ¢) for any choice of convex function f : (0,00) — R.

Optimization and semidefinite programming Many problems in quantum information are naturally
expressed as optimization problems involving a quantum f-divergence, and in particular the quantum en-
tropies (3) or (4). This includes for example the problem of evaluating the efficiency of a quantum key
distribution protocol in cryptography [WLC18], measuring the amount of entanglement in a quantum state
[ZFG10], or the evaluation of quantum channel capacities [Sho03]. Given the complex nature of some of
these optimization problems, it is highly desirable to express them in a standard form for which efficient
and reliable algorithms exist. Semidefinite programming [VB96] has emerged as a natural way to formulate
convex optimization problems arising in quantum information theory, given its ability to deal with Hermitian
positive semidefinite variables. A semidefinite program is a convex optimization problem of the form

m]iRn Tr i Ao+ xiAl+ -+ x,A, =0 (5)
xER™



where ¢ € R™, and A, 41, ..., A, are given Hermitian matrices. The constraint (5) in a semidefinite program
is known as a linear matriz inequality and it describes a convex region in R™. Semidefinite programs can be
solved efficiently using a variety of algorithms such as interior-point methods [VB96] or first-order splitting
methods [OCPB16]. Optimization problems involving the quantum entropy function (3) however cannot
be directly expressed in semidefinite form since the feasible set of a semidefinite optimization problem is
necessarily semialgebraic [BPT12], while the quantum entropy function is not. One approach around this
problem is to work with rational approximations of the entropy function. This approach was adopted in
[FSP19, BFF21] where the approximations were obtained from quadrature rules applied to the integral
representations (1) and (2). The key fact is that while a general operator convex function f may not be
amenable to semidefinite programming, the rational integrand

is. Indeed, observe that a convex constraint of the form
fl@) <7
can be equivalently described by the 2 x 2 linear matrix inequality

1+tzx—1) -1 - 0.
z—1 T -
Such a semidefinite programming representation of f; can be extended to any finite positive sum of {fi,}.
Furthermore, with some additional (nontrivial) work these representations can be extended to matrix argu-
ments, and to quantum f-divergences as shown in [FS17, FSP19, Faw23].

As such, it is of significant interest to understand how to best approximate an operator monotone or
convex function by discretizing the integral (1) or (2), i.e., (in the case of an operator convex functions)

m — 2
[

2T - 1)

for some weights u; > 0 and nodes t; € [0,1]. Such approximations can in turn be used to approximate
quantum f-divergences (such as the quantum relative entropy (3)) via functions that admit a semidefinite
programming representation.

In [FSP19] it was observed that applying Gaussian quadrature to the integral (1), with respect to the
measure dv(t), yields a diagonal Padé approximant to the function h. One drawback of this approximation
is that it is neither an upper bound, nor a lower bound on h, a feature which is often desired in optimization.
Later, it was realized in [BFF21, FF22] that if one uses the Gauss-Radau quadrature instead for h(z) = logz
then one obtains rigorous upper/lower bounds.

Main contributions The goal of this paper is to systematically study rational approximations of operator
monotone and operator convex functions defined on the positive half-line, with a view towards applications in
semidefinite optimization and quantum information. We study two types of approximations and we precisely
quantify the approximation errors of each type.

e We first study Gaussian quadrature-based approximations, where the integrals (1) and (2) are dis-
cretized via some Gaussian quadrature rule. We show that by choosing suitable quadrature rules, one
obtains upper/lower bounds on the function that are locally optimal around x = 1, i.e., they agree
with the Taylor expansion to the higher possible order and coincide with certain Padé approximants.
We further quantify the approximation error as a function of the number of discretization points. Our
first main theorem is stated below for operator monotone functions—a version for operator convex
functions appears later in Theorem 8. Recall that an m-point Gauss-Radau quadrature rule requires
one of the nodes to be an endpoint of the integration interval, and is exact for all polynomials of degree
up to 2m — 2 (see Section 2.1 for the precise definition).



Theorem 1. Let v be a finite Borel measure on [0,1], and let h,(z) = 01 %

responding operator monotone function satisfying h,(1) = 0. Let 19, and v}, be discrete measures
associated to the m-node Gauss-Radau quadrature rules for v with fized node at 0 and at 1, respec-

dv(t) be a cor-

tively. Let h,o and h,1 be the rational operator monotone approzimations to h, arising from V9 and
Up,- Then hyo is a [m/m — 1] rational function, h,: is a [m/m] rational function, and we have:
1. Form > 1,

hl’?n (;v) > h,o (;v) > h,,(x) > h,1 (;v) > h,1 (ac) (6)
2. Locally around x =1,

(7)

3. For any x > 0,

r—1)2
@17 .

hug, () = hyy () < max{v,, ({0}), vy, ({1})}

Equation (6) says that the sequence of functions (h,o ) (resp. (h,1 )) is monotonic nonincreasing (resp.
nondecreasing), and is an upper bound (resp. lower bound) on h,. Equation (7) asserts that h,o is
the order [m/m — 1] Padé approrimant to h,(z) at x = 1, and xh,, () is the order [m/m — 1] Padé
approximant to xh,(z) at = 1.1 Most importantly for us, (8) gives a global approximation bound
on the gap

hVQn (CL‘) - hV}n (CL‘) = (hl/?n (x) - hV(x)) + (hl/(x) - hu}n (‘T))v

in terms of the weight of the endpoint in the Gauss-Radau quadrature rule, and relative to the function
(x —1)?/z. Since h,(z) can be interpreted as an average of the functions {z #;171) :te[0,1]}
which are pointwise decreasing in ¢, a natural choice of function relative to which error can be measured
is the difference between the maximum and minimum of these functions (x—1)—(z—1)/2 = (z—1)?/x.
In Section 3 we work out the explicit values of v9, ({0}) and v}, ({1}) for the important example of a-

divergences which allows us to show that the convergence rate is given by ~ 1/m?1 =12 for o € (—1,1).

e Theorem 1 quantifies the global accuracy of the best local approximants around = 1. A natural
question is to understand which approximants satisfy a global bound of the form (8) with the best
possible dependence on m. In other words, given an operator convex function f : (0,00) — R, and a
nonnegative weight function b : (0, 00) — R>(, we seek to characterize the quantity

|f(z) —r(z)|

Epym, = inf sup —————— 9)

e T€Rmy,my z€(0,00) b(l‘)

where Ry, m, is the set of rational functions that can be expressed as p(z)/q(x) where degp < my

and degq < msy. Leveraging existing results on best rational approximations we first prove, under

mild conditions on the weight function b, that the best rational approximant in (9) exists and can be
obtained by applying a suitable discretization of the integral representation (2).

Theorem 2 (See Theorem 11 for details). Let f : (0,00) — R be operator convex with f(1) = f'(1) =0
and let b : (0,00) — R be a continuous weight function which is positive except at x = 1. Under
conditions (22)-(25) the best order [m + 1/m] rational approzimation to f relative to b exists and has
the form

— l—l—t x—l)
forweightsuiZOandogtl<---<tm§1.

IWe should mention that monotonicity results along the lines of (6) are well known [Gill0] for the Padé approximants of
Stieltjes functions, a class of functions which bear a strong resemblance to operator monotone functions.



Next, we focus on the nonnegative operator convex functions

1

falz) = m(xa —a(z—-1)-1)

which generate the so-called a-divergences for « € [—1,2]. For @« = 0 and o = 1 we have
folx) = =logx —x+1, fi(z)=xlogz —xz+ 1.

We define for 0 < a < 8 < 2 the quantity

(10)

falx) — f()‘ ; iz —1)?
o) ' '

e[m] = inf su
BT o<ty <<t <1 P
1 m >

w; >0, i=1,..., 2€(0,00)

Our results quantify the behaviour of e([;n[]a as m — o0.

Note that by choosing the {u;,t;} in (10) via Gaussian quadrature (as in Theorems 1 and 8), we can get

[m ]

upper bounds on €, 5. However these upper bounds turn out to be far from tight. For example, one can

show that Gauss1an quadrature based approximations yield upper bounds of the form e[ []3 < Cm™F

for some constants C' and k that depend on «, 3 (for certain values of «, §). As the next result shows,

this inverse polynomial dependence on m is far from optimal. Our first theorem concerns the case
€ (0,1), and shows that we can get root exponential instead.

Theorem 3. For each o € (0,1), there is a constant Co, > 0 such that
6[07:,1(14 < Ca6727'r\/a(17a)m
for all m € N.

The decay rate in exp(—cy/m) is well-known to approximation theorists and is due to the presence
of singularities. (Analytic functions can be approximated at a rate exp(—cm) by polynomials.) The
constant \/a(l — «) comes from the presence of two singularities for f,, at x =0 and z = oo.

Our second theorem concerns the case a ¢ [0, 1].

Theorem 4. For 1 < a < <2, there is a constant Cy g > 0 such that
6([:)% < Ca,ﬁ m3/2€77r\/2a(67a)m/ﬁ (11)

forallm>1. For -1 < g < a <0, we have

) < Cr_a_pm¥/ e V2=V PIm/(=5), (12)

We suspect that these bounds can be improved; for example, we believe that the right-hand side of

(12) can be replaced by C, ge >V a(B=)m/B  Note that this improvement is root exponential, since
the factor of 2 in the exponent has moved outside of the square root. See Conjectures 1 and 2 for more
details.

We have made computer code used to calculate the quadrature rules (u;, ¢;)”, and errors e L }3 available
at https://www.github.com/oisinfaust/alpha-divergence-quad.

As an example of how our results are of practical relevance in numerical quantum information science, we
offer (without proof) the following result based on Theorem 4 and the forthcoming work [Faw23], showing
that one can get efficient semidefinite approximations of the quantum relative entropy function. We denote
by H" the space of n x n Hermitian matrices, and by H , the set of positive definite n x n Hermitian
matrices.
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Theorem 5. For any m > 1, there is a conver function D™ (p||o) defined for (p,o) € H? . x H% ., such
that

e D™ has an explicit semidefinite programming representation with O(m) blocks of size 2n x 2n each,

e For any pair (p,o) € H'} | x H} , such that Trp =Tro =1,

E[m
Dpllo) = D"} (pllo)| < == (Tp*o™"] — 1) (13)

where 6[17:;] = O(m3/2e~mVm),

The Gaussian quadrature-based approximations which have been used in previous works [FSP19, BFF21,
FF22, AHN'22] have a much slower convergence with m, namely in 1/m?. In fact if our Conjecture 1 is

true (supported by the numerical evidence in Section 5) then the bound (13) is actually 6[17:;] = O(e"TV2m),

Organization Section 2 covers preliminaries concerning Gaussian quadrature and best rational approxima-
tions. Section 3 deals with Gaussian quadrature approximations for operator monotone and convex functions
and Section 4 deals with best rational approximants. Finally, Section 5 contains numerical illustrations of
the results.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we review some important material concerning Gaussian quadrature, Padé approximants, and
best rational approximation theory. Given nonnegative integers mq,ma, let Ry, m, denote the set of rational
functions r(z) = %, where p € Ry, [2], ¢ € Ry, [x] are polynomials with degp < mq and deggq < mo. We

will sometimes call Ry, m, the set of rational functions of order [my/ms].

2.1 Gaussian quadrature and Padé approximants

Let p be a finite measure on [0, 1] which is not supported on a finite set of points. For each positive integer
m, there is a quadrature rule on m nodes (the m-node Gauss quadrature rule for p) such that for each

k=0,1,...,2m —1,
/ tFdu(t) = uit}. (14)
[0,1] i—1

The m nodes t; are precisely the roots of the degree-m orthogonal polynomial with respect to the measure
. It will be convenient to use the notation pi, := >, u;d, for the m-node Gauss quadrature rule for p.

Alternatively, one can fix one or more of the nodes in advance, and choose the weights and remaining
nodes such that (14) is satisfied for k as large as possible. This leads to quadrature rules such as the
Gauss-Radau or Gauss-Lobatto rule defined next.

The Gauss-Radau quadrature rule for p fixes either t1 = 0 or t,, = 1, and satisfies (14) for k =
0,...,2m — 2. The interior nodes are the roots of the degree-(m — 1) orthogonal polynomial with respect to
the modified measure whose density with respect to p is ¢ or 1 — ¢ (depending on whether the fixed node is
0 or 1). We will write u0 , ul for the corresponding discrete measures.

The Gauss-Lobatto quadrature rule for p fixes both t; = 0 and t,, = 1, and satisfies (14) for k =
0,...,2m — 3. The interior nodes are the roots of the degree-(m — 2) orthogonal polynomial with respect to
the modified measure whose density with respect to u is t(1 —t). We will write u%! for the corresponding
discrete measure.

Given a function f, smooth in a neighbourhood of 1, and nonnegative integers my, mo, the Padé approz-

imant to f at 1 of order [mq/ms] is the rational function r(z) = % which satisfies

q(z) f(z) — p(z) = O((x — 1)™Fm=tl) as  — 1.

With this definition, the Padé approximant of each order [m;/ms2] always exists and is unique. Usually,
Padé approximants satisfy the slightly stronger condition r(z) — f(x) = O((x — 1)™+m2+1) "but this is not
always possible for certain functions f.



2.2 Best rational approximations

Given an interval I C R, and a continuous function f : I — R define the best rational approximation error

Em17m2 (fv I) = inf sup |T‘(£L‘) - f(‘r)l

T€Rmy,my zel

Bernstein [Ber12] already showed that if I is bounded and if f can be analytically continued to an open inter-
val strictly containing I, then f can be approximated by polynomials with a geometric rate of convergence,
ie.

Emo(f,I)=0(p™) for some p € (0,1).

Unfortunately, the best polynomial approximants to functions with endpoint singularities can converge
much more slowly. For example [Berl4], we have Ey, o(v/7,[0,1]) = Q(n~1). On the other hand, rational
approximations can be much better, as shown by Stahl in [Sta93] (see also [New64])

Epm(VT, [0,1]) ~ 86~ TV2,

This root-exponential convergence is typical for functions admitting special integral form, namely Stielt-
jes transforms of well-behaved measures. Though distinct, these functions have a strong connection with
operator monotone and convex functions, a connection that we exploit heavily in this paper.

The following result is easily deduced from Theorems 1 and 2 in [Pek95] concerning the best rational
approximation of Markov-Stieltjes functions. Similar results are obtained in [Bor83, And88, And94, NV08].

Theorem 6. For o, > 0, let ¢ : [—1,1] — R be a Borel-measurable function satisfying 0 < ¢(N\) <
c(1 = N1+ N)? for some ¢ > 0. Let G : [-1,1] — R be given by

LW gy (15)

Then, for some constant C' > 0 and all m >0,

Epmom(G,[=1,1]) < Ce2mVEm

where k= 5—4{3,8 is the harmonic mean of a and f3.
Note that the function G of (15) has two singularities at w = —1 and w = +1; indeed its [a]*" derivative

blows up as w — 1, while its [3]*" derivative blows up as w — —1.

Proof. This result appears in the literature [Pek95] when the function G(w) admits a single singularity at
w = +1, which corresponds to the case “f = +00” above. To deal with functions admitting two singularities
we split the integral representation (15) into three terms G = G~ + GY + G+ where G° is analytic and G~
and GT each have a single singularity at —1 and +1 respectively. Applying existing results to each individual
function yields the desired result. The details are worked out in Appendix A. O

A natural question is whether the best rational approximants to the function G in (15) can be obtained
by discretizing the integral form. In fact, it can be shown to be the case, and this is the object of the next
theorem from [Bral2].

Theorem 7 (See [Bral2, Theorem V.3.6]). Let G be a function of the form (15). Then for each m € N,
Epm—1,m(G;[—1,1)) is attained by a rational function R,, which has the form

m a;
Bom(w) = Z 1—Nw’
i=1 v

fora; >0 and \; € (—=1,1). Moreover R,, is unique.



It will later be convenient to express the above results in terms of functions defined on (0,00). By
)

applying a change of variables z = 1% which maps w € (—1,1) to z € (0, 00), the function G(w) in (15) is
mapped to
1
z+1
g(x) = / ——duf(t
(z) o L+tlx—1) ®)
where < (t) < ct*(1 — t)?. The integral above is closely related to the integral representation of operator

monotone and operator convex functions we saw earlier; more precisely we see that = Tl 2=14(x) has exactly the

form (1) and, (@ +1) g(x) has exactly the form (2). This allows us to state the following corollary concerning

quadrature approximations of certain operator convex functions.

Corollary 1. Let f : (0,00) — R be an operator convez function with f(1) = f'(1) = 0 that admits an

integral representation f(x) = [ 1+ﬁ 11)1)1#( )dt, where the density v satisfies 0 < ¥(t) < ct®(1 — t)? for

some c,a, 3 > 0. Then there is a constant C, and for each m € N there are weights u; > 0 and nodes

€ (0,1), such that
06—277,/% (.I B 1)2 )

z+1

- (z—1)°
|f(x)_;’w1+ti($—1) =

Proof of Corollary 1. The proof is a direct consequence of Theorems 6 and 7, via a change of variables.
Indeed, note that

z+1 Yozl b
————ﬂ@=£—————w@w=/’—TFTMﬁM=au—nAwH»

(x —1)2 1+t(xz—1 )
where G(w f L T @(A)dA, and ¢(A) == (1 — A)/2) < /(1 = A)*(1+ A)?. By Theorems 6 and 7 we
know that the best order [ — 1/m] rational approximants to G(w) have the form R, (w) = 337" =5,

and satisfy
G = Ryn| = Em—1.m(G,[-1,1]) € Ep—1.m—1(G, [-1,1]) < C'e>"Vrm=1) < ge=2mvrm

for all m > 1, where k = BTt follows that, defining r,,,(x) = Ry ((x — 1) /(xz 4+ 1)), we get
a+

sup | 2L f@) — @) = sup |G(w) — Ron(w)] < Ce 2V

z€(0,00) (x—1) we(—1,1)
Note that 7, (z) = > it m =>", ui#?_l), where t; = (1 — \;)/2 and u; = a;/2. O
+1 i

Weighted approximations In this paper we will mostly deal with best rational approximations relative
to a nonnegative weight function b : I — R>(. We define the relative approximation error by

Emym,(f,I;0) = inf  inf{e : |r(z) — f(z)| < eb(zx) Yz € I}.

TERm 1 ,mq

Note that Corollary 1 already says that for operator convex f : (0,00) — R such that f(1) = f/(1) =0
whose representing measure satisfies the bound du(t)/dt = (t) < ct®(1 —t)5,

_ 2
Em+17m (f, (0, OO); (xfll)) < 067271' aﬁm/(a+ﬁ)'
x

3 Best local approximants

In this section we prove Theorem 8, the analogue of Theorem 1 for operator convex functions. The proof of
Theorem 1 itself is very similar, so we omit it.



Theorem 8. Let i1 be a finite Borel measure on [0,1], and let f,(x) = 01 %

operator convex function satisfying f.(1) = f, (1) = 0. Let jirm and iy, 0.1 pe the discrete measures associated to
the m-node Gauss and Gauss-Lobatto quadrature rules for u, respectively. Let f,,, and fu% be the rational

du(t) be the corresponding

operator convex approzimations to f, arising from ., and p%t. Then

1. For m > 0,

S (@) < fir (@) < fu(@) < flon (2) < flon(z)
2. Locally around x =1, we have

Fuw () = fu(x) = O((x — 1)*™*?)
fuop (@) = ful@) = O((z — 1)*™)

3. Forany >0, fon (@) = fu, () < p4, (0)) (2 — 12 + 4 (1) 252,
Proof. We will first prove 2, then 1, then 3.

2. For z € (0,2) we can write

xr — xr — 2
@) = Fu (0) = /fﬁ@%ﬁmw—/;%T%ﬁmM@

(x—1) /Ztkl—x du(t) — (x —1) /Ztkl—x dpim () [since J2—1|<1]

= (z—1)2m+2 ];)(1 —x)k [/ thT2mdp(t) — /tk”mdum(t)} [using (14)] (16)

_ O((JJ _ 1)2m+2)'

Similarly,
fulz) — f#o,l(a:) = (z—1)*™ 3 (1—x)* thF2m=2qu(t) — [ t*+H2m=2q,01(t) (17)
m ot e [l
=O((z —1)*™),

since m-node Gauss-Lobatto quadrature is exact for polynomials up to degree 2m — 3.

1. We will prove that f, . () > f,,. (z) for each m and x > 0. Since f,, converges to f, pointwise,

this also proves that f,, (x) < fu(z). Let 0 < s7" < --- < sv < 1 be the nodes of u,, and let
0< 7" <. < sl < 1 be the nodes of fy,41. Then

p(z)(z —1)°
T2+ s (e = DI L+ 87 @ = 1)

fum+1 (CL‘) - me (CL‘) =
for some polynomial p of degree at most 2m. On the other hand, using (16) twice, we have

s @) = fu ) = | [ #7000 = [ )] (o= 10242 4 O = 17m3),

It follows that p(z ) ( —1)%m, Where c:= [t*"dp(t) — ft2mdu (t). For any smooth function f,
the residual [ f(t) — [ f(t)dm (t) has the same sign as (2™ (n), for some n € (0, 1) [Hil56, Eq.
8.4.10]. In our case, f 2’” )(n) = (2 ) > 0 for any 7, hence ¢ > 0. Therefore, f,, .., (x) > fu,, (x) for
each m and « > 0.



Now, let 0 < t1* < < tm _5 < 1 be the internal nodes of u%! and let 0 < 7" < ... < ¢} < 1 be
the internal nodes of um 41 Then

pla)(z — 1)?
eI 20+ e — DT L+ 6 (@ — 1)

fon () = [0 (2) =

HFmy1

for some polynomial p of degree at most 2m —2. From (17), we deduce that p(x) = ¢ (x—1)>""2 where

= [t*™2du(t) — [ 2™ 2dpd;t (¢). Unlike for Gaussian quadrature for Gauss-Lobatto quadrature,
for any smooth funct1on [, the residual [ f(¢)du(t)— [ f(t) t) has the opposite 31gn to fm=2)(n),
for some n € (0,1) [Hil56, Eq. 8.10.22]. Hence ¢ <0. Therefore f#g,l( x) > fﬂg,l( x) > - > f,(x) for
m > 2 and all z > 0.

. Let 0 < s1 < -++ < 83, <1 be the nodes of u,,, and let 0 < t; < --- < t;,—1 < 1 be the interior nodes
of ,u?,;i_l. Also, write ug = u?y’iﬂ({O}) and u; = u%i_l({l}). We can write

p(z)
TI75 [+ il — DT [+ s5(z — 1)]
uoxQ(z) + u1Q(x) + xp(x)
2Q(z) ’

where p is a polynomial of degree 2m — 2 and Q(z) = H::ll [1+ti(z— D] [T}Z, [1+s;(z = 1)]. By item
2, 01 (2) = fulx) = O((w — 12™2) and £, () — fu(@) = O((x = 1) 0 L0 (@)~ fo (&) =

O((z — 1)>m*2) as  — 1. Therefore,

fuor (@) = fu, (2) = (@ = 1)°

HFmy1

U
ug + — +
x

=(z—1)° { (18)

C(I _ 1)2m+2

[ (x )—fum(x):W,

Mo g1

for some ¢ > 0.

Note that, for z > 1, the function x —

2m
% is increasing on the semi-infinite interval x > 1. By considering the term of leading order in

#;171) is increasing for every ¢ € [0, 1]. Therefore, the product

(18), we see that C(;ﬁé(lm)jm — ug as * — oo. Therefore, for every z > 1, we have

fuon (@) = fu (2) < uolz —1)%.

Hmy1

c(z—1)2m+2 c(z—1)2m+2 c(z—1)2
zQ(z) =  2Q(0) = =zQ(0) -
Again comparing with (18), we see that Gy = W1, so for every z € (0, 1], we have

Fron (@)= fun(@) < g &=

Hrmg1 T

On the other hand, Q(x) is increasing in x, so for every = € (0, 1],

It follows that for any = > 0,

(-1

Fo (@) = fu, (@) < (r = 1) max{up, =} < wole = 1)> + 1w

O

Remark 1. f, () is a rational function of order [m + 1/m]. Combining this with the second part of the
theorem, f,,, (x) is the order [m + 1/m] Padé approximant to fy(z) at x = 1. Also, f 0.1 () is a rational
function of order [m + 1/m — 1] with a simple pole at # = 0. Therefore, z f 0.1 () is a rational function of
order [m + 1/m — 2]. Multiplying by z, we have zf 0.1 () — 2 f.(z) = O((z — 1)?>™) as  — 1. This shows
that @ f 0.1 (z) is the order [m 4+ 1/m — 2| Padé approximant to z f,(z) at x = 1.

10



Remark 2. Some functions such as z — logz or x — x“ for o € (0,1) are both operator monotone, and
operator concave. One can thus apply either Theorem 1 or Theorem 8 to obtain rational approximations. In
general one obtains different rational approximations. However the upper approximations from Theorem 1
(based on Gauss-Radau with fixed node ¢ = 0) and Theorem 8 (based on Gauss quadrature) coincide, since
they are the [m + 1/m| Padé approximants to these functions. Note that, since z — logx and x — x® for

€ (0,1) are operator concave (not convex), the Gauss quadrature approximant from Theorem 8 is indeed
an upper approximant. The lower approximations from these theorems are different, however.

Remark 3. In practice, the m-node Gauss, Radau, and Lobatto quadrature rules can be obtained by solving
an eigenvalue problem [GW69, Gol73]. The matrix defining the eigenvalue problem has entries related to
the measure p (they are the coefficients for the recurrence relation satisfied by the orthogonal polynomials
with respect to u).

3.1 The special case of h(z) = aﬁ:i)

In this section we consider the particular functions
| [ Cx—1

)

— fa(z)

T l-a

which are operator monotone for all o € (—1,1). Note that hy(z) — logz as a« — 0. Since h, is operator
monotone, it has an integral representation which is explicitly given by

ha(z) = /0 %d%(t} (19)

sin(am) o
(1( a)wt (

(8) explicit in terms of m and a.

Theorem 9. Let o € (—1,1), and let I/am and u(;m be respectively the m-point Gauss-Radau discrete

measures obtained from the integral representation (19). Then

where dv, (t) = — t)*dt (with dvg(t) = dt). The next theorem makes the convergence bound

_ T(l-a)l(m+a) I'(l-a)
Vom({0}) = TA+a)l(m+1l—a)m  T(1l+a)m20-a
P(l+a)

Vam({1}) = V10 m ({0}) ~

I(1—a)m20+a)’

When o = 0, the asymptotic equalities are exact, i.e. v ,,({0}) = v, ,,({1}) =m™2.

Proof. This is an application of [Gau00, Eq. 3.10] where it is shown that for the measure on [—1,1] with
density (1 — \)®(1+ \)?, the m-point Gauss-Radau quadrature rule has weight
s 2T+ BD(2 + BT (m + a)T (1)
m m+B8+1)I'(m+a+8+1)

at the endpoint A\ = —1. Note that the pushforward of v, by A(t) = 2¢t — 1 has density 251;’1(70‘8”(1 - N)*(1+
A)~%. Therefore,

sin(a)

0 a—a
B 0)) = o
_ sinfam) T -a)I'2—o)'(m + o)T'(m)
a(l —a)m Fm—a+1)I'(m+1)
B 1 I'l—a)l'(2—a)l'(m+ «a)
T -—all-al(l+a) C(m—a+1)m
I'l-« '(m+a)

) .
T T(l+a) T(m—a+1)m

11



By Stirling’s formula, I'(x + ) ~ T'(z)2z" as  — 0o, so we obtain the asymptote

'l -—a)
(1 + a)m2-a)

v (0D ~ 5

as m — oo.
Finally, since v, has density proportional to t~%(1 — ¢)*, the pushforward of v, by t — 1 —tis v_,. It

follows that ra )
1 _ .0 N +o
Voc,m({l}) - Vfa,m({o}) F(l _ a) m2(1+°‘) .

4 Best global approximants of a-divergences
In this section we study best global rational approximants. We focus in particular on the functions

2 —alz—1)-1

folw) = ala—1)

(20)

for o € [—1,2], which generate the so-called a-divergences. We note that f, is operator convex on (0, 00),
and that fo(z) > 0 for all z > 0 with f(1) = f/(1) = 0 and f”(1) = 1. As such, f, has an integral

representation of the form
) = [ 78
« xr) = T . 4N (0%
o T+t—1)™"
with
dpre,  sin[(a — 1)m]

dt  ala—1) G &0

Note that for a € (0,1), the asymptotes of f, as z — 0T and as z — oo are integral powers of . Indeed,
1

we have fo(x) = = as ¢ — 07 and fu(x) ~ %= as @ — oo. This is not the case for a« € (—1,0) U [1,2). As
such, the approximation results we have for f, will differ depending on whether a € (0,1) or not. Recall
from Section 2 that E,,, m,(f, ) is the smallest error in approximating f by a [m1 /ms] rational function on
I C R, and that when b >0 on I, E., m,(f, I;b) is the smallest error relative to b in approximating f by a
[m1/ms] rational function on I.

First we show that it is not possible to find a uniform rational approximation to f, on the infinite interval

(0,00) for any a € (—1,2).
Theorem 10. For any o € (—1,2), Epy my(fa, (0,00)) = 0o for any mq, ma.

Proof. For a ¢ {0,1}, it suffices to show that Ey,, m, (%, (0,00)) = co.
Let r(x) be a rational function, and oberve that there is a number ¢ € R and an integer & such that r(x) ~ cx
as x — oo. There is also a number ¢ and integer k such that r(z) ~ éz* as x — 07. We have

k

o _ p(a) (1 —cxb=) =
z* —r(z) ~ .
(1 — k=) x — 0t

If @ € (—1,0), then 2 — oo as © — 0%, so 2 — r(x) — oo unless éz¥~* — 1. This is impossible, since

k# a If a € (0,1)U(1,2), then 2* — 0o as @ — 00, so * — r(z) — oo unless cx*~* — 1. This is
impossible, since k # a.
Finally, if o € {0, 1} essentially the same argument works, with 2* replaced by logx or xlog x. O

We now turn our attention to rational approximations relative to a weight function b. Our first theorem
shows that under some mild conditions on f and b, the best rational approximant is of quadrature type, i.e.,
can be obtained by discretizing the integral representation of f. The next theorem is general, and is not
restricted to the functions f,.

12



Theorem 11. Let f : (0,00) — R be operator convex with f(1) = f'(1) = 0. Let b : (0,00) — R be
continuous, and positive except at © = 1. Assume that

lim b(z)/(z — 1)% > 0, (22)
rz—1
that the limaits
lim f(z)/b(z),  lim f(z)/b(z) (23)
mlﬂ%i 1/b(z), xlin;o x/b(x) (24)
also exist and are finite, and that
. _ . 2 _
mli)rrol+ xb(z) =0, xlin;o b(x)/z* =0. (25)

A best order [m + 1/m] rational approzimation to f relative to b exists. Moreover, if f is such a best
approzimation, then it has the form

~ o ui(r —1)?

flay =3 (26)
for weights u; > 0 and nodes 0 < t7 < -+ < t,, < 1.
Proof. See Appendix B. O

Best rational approximants of a-divergences Recall from (10) that e([:% is the error of the best

approximation of quadrature type to f, relative to the weight function fz, i.e.

m fal@) = f@) | 5 0 = wilw—1)?
Ea,ﬂ = OSt1<1'I'1'£tm§1 { il;% fB(x) ‘ : f(I) — Z m} .

u; 20,1=1,...,m

As a direct corollary to Theorem 14, we have

Corollary 2. Suppose that either o, € (0,1), or 1 <a<f8<2, or —1< 8 <a<0. Then
6[!)% = Eerl,m(fav (Oa OO), fﬁ)

Our main theorems in this section concern the rate of decay of e[!% Our first theorem deals with the
case « € (0,1). The theorem will be proved in Section 4.1.

Theorem 3. For each o € (0,1), there is a constant Co, > 0 such that
E[a:n(lz < Cae—QTr a(l—a)m

for all m € N.

For a € (—1,0] U [1,2), it turns out that f, cannot be well approximated by rational functions f in
relative error:

Theorem 12. For o € (—1,0]U[1,2), we have G[OTa =1.

Proof. First consider o € (—1,0], and consider a rational approximation f defined by nodes 0 < #; <
oo <tm <1 and weights u; > 0. If ¢, = 1 and uy, > 0, we have lim, o+ zf(x) = uy, > 0, and since

lim, ,o+ fa(x) = 00, SUp,sq ‘f{x((ic)) — 1| = co. Otherwise (if tm < 1 or uy = 0), then lim, g+ f(z) =

> 1711:1 < 00, and since lim, o+ fo(z) = 0o, we have sup,- ‘]Z;(—é)) — 1| > 1. By setting all the weights are

zero (so that f(z) = 0), we can always obtain sup, - |]Z;(—é)) -1/ =1, s0 e = 1.
For o € [1,2), analogous considerations of the behaviour of f(x) and f,(z) as & — oo show that el =1
in this case as well. O

13



This suggests to consider approximations which minimise the error e[;n}; for B # a. The following will be
proved in Section 4.2 by explicitly constructing (suboptimal) quadrature rules.

Theorem 4. For 1 < a < f <2, there is a constant Cy g > 0 such that
eg?)“% < Ca,ﬁ m3/2e—7r 2a(B—a)m/B (11)

forallm>1. For -1 < 3 < a <0, we have

Eznﬁ]i <Ci-a,1-8 m3/2e= V20 (a=B)m/(1-F) (12)

Numerical experiments (see Figure 1 — right) suggest that the rate of root exponential convergence in
Theorem 4 is too pessimistic by a factor of v/2. Further evidence of the suboptimality of this result is that,

when modified to provide a bound on e,[ff o for a € (0,1), the technique used to prove Theorem 4 yields only

a bound of the form
Egna]c <C, m3/2e—ﬂ'\/2a(l—a)m

but we know from Theorem 3 that the correct behabiour is e 27Ve(l=®)™  Therefore we conjecture the
following

)

Conjecture 1. In Theorem 4, the right-hand-side of (11) can be replaced by
C, ﬂe*%\/04(5*04)771#‘37

and the right-hand side of (12) can be replaced by

C—a1_pe 2™V (1-e)(@=B)m/(1=B)

We note that to prove the conjecture above, it would be sufficient to prove the following result:

Conjecture 2. Let —1 < 8 < a < 0. There is a constant C' such that
Epmom(z®, (0,1];2%) < ¢ e=2mV(@e=B)m.

The above can be seen as an extension to negative powers « of the following famous estimate in approx-
imation theory [Sta93]:

Va >0, Epm(r®[0,1]) ~ 4" sin[ar]| e 2"Ve™,

4.1 Proof of Theorem 3 (case a € (0,1))

Since a,1 — a > 0, we can readily apply Corollary 1 which says that for any m € N we can find weights
u; > 0 and nodes t; € (0, 1) such that

(= 1) Coe/aT (@ 1)?
(z) — N < Qe 2mvell-aym T Ty . 27
fal@) ;1+ti($—1) = s+l 07 27)
The key insight is to observe that the function

1),
(@

is bounded below by a strictly positive constant, in fact by 1/3 (see below). This implies

(@) = F@)| _ g0 -2n/ati-amm
fa(z) 7

where f(z) = 3", % has the required form.

It remains to prove that ((;_Jrll))g falz) > % for all x > 0. This is a special case of Lemma 5.

14



4.2 Proof of Theorem 4 (case a € (—1,0]U[1,2))

We start by making a change of variables in the integral representation of f,(x), so that the integral is over
R instead of (0, 1):

—1)% [hele1 - g —1
falz) = (z—1) / ( ) dt where Z, := M
Zo o 1+t(x—1) sin[(a — 1)7]
_\2 00 QU l,u 11—« efiu «
= (z—1) / (o) (o) du change of variable t = 1
Zo oo (I 4e¥)(1 + zen) 1+e v

(.I _ 1)2 /OO e(2foc)u
Zo oo (14 €%)2(1 + zev) “ (28)

An outline of the construction is as follows. We approximate the integral (28) using the trapezoidal rule at
m equispaced nodes a distance h apart. The total error of this approximation is the sum of the discretization
error (going from the integral to an infinite sum) and the truncation error (from truncating the sum to m
terms). Relative to the function fz(x), the discretization error is of order h=3¢~27" /" (Lemma 1). The trun-
cation error is of order e(f—®amh/B (Lemma 2). The exponential part of these estimates are approximately

balanced when h = 7,/ ﬁ, and the overall error is then of order m3/2e~7V2a(B=)m/8 45 claimed.

The fundamental approach of this construction is due to Stenger [Ste86]; Trefethen gives a simplified
exposition in [Trel9, Chapter 25]. Our analysis is slightly different because we are interested in best uniform
rational approximations relative to a function fg(z). The key technical result is Lemma 6, which is used in
Lemma 2 to bound the truncation error relative to fg(x).

We continue with a more detailed presentation of the construction. The integral in (28) can be approxi-
mated by the discrete sum

N B ((E _ 1)2 0 h6(2—a)nh
Sal®) = Zg, n;m (1+ e™)2(1 + zenh)’ (29)

for some small A > 0, which can in turn be truncated to a sum

_ 1)2 m+ he(2—a)nh
Ghamomy () o & 3 30
o (‘T) Za e (1 +enh)2(1 +I€nh) ( )
with m = my —m_ +1 terms, where m_ < 0 < m_. Note that SZ””*””* (x) has the form " u,, - pf%?jl),

B -~ (2—a)nh
where t,, = (1 4+ e *)~! and u,, = W

To complete the proof of Theorem 4, we will need two main lemmas. These will also guide our choice of
the parameters h (the discretisation scale), and m_,my (which determine the truncation of (29)).

Lemma 1. There is an explicit absolute constant C > 0 such that for every o € [—1,2] and h < %2,

| falz) — SZ(x)‘ < Ch3e fa(z) YV > 0. (31)
Here S" is as defined in (29).

Lemma 2. Let 1 <a< <2, h>0, and m_ <0< my. Then, for each x > 0,

3 e(ﬁfa)hm, e—ahmy
< h _ ghm_my < = )
0 < 8h(a) - St mee) < - (S ) folo)

Proof of Theorem 4. Assume first that 1 < o < g < 2.



Let my be the largest integer which is less than (1 — %)m, and let m_ be the smallest integer greater

than —Em Then the sum S~ " (x) has at most m terms, and by Lemma 2,

- 3 —a)hm_ e—ahm+
o) = sl < 2 (S0 ) o)
3 —a)h[Fm—1] e—ah[(l—%)m—l]
S < + o fo(x)
3 a)h ah _aB-a),
-7 (5 )eﬂ ole)

By Lemma 1, |fo(z) — Sh(z)| < Ch—3e 5 fa(z). Combining this with the fact that f,(z) < gfﬂ(x)

(see Lemma 4), we get

3 —2n2
e 7 falx).

Q(B o) —272
Choosing h = 4/ (1(62_7%) (so that e mh — ¢ =), we combine our estimates to obtain the bound

[fule)  S2)| < P

Cﬂ B 3 e(ﬁfa)h eah B
_ ghm_,m4 < [ ZZp-3 2 T/ 20(B—a)m/B
= shmeme @) < (L 2 (S 4 ) ) e o).

3
=0(m?2) since h=,/ ﬁ

This proves (11).
In the case where —1 < § < a <0, (12) follows immediately by observing that ezng = 6[17?]0(717#3. This is
because fi_q(z) =z fo(). O

To prove Lemma 1, we will use the following result about the accuracy of the trapezoidal rule for analytic
integrands.

Theorem 13 (Theorem 5.1 in [TW14]). Let w be a function analytic in the strip |Im(z)| < a, and such that
w(z) = 0 uniformly as |z| = oo in the strip. Suppose further that for some M > 0,

/OO lw(uw + bi)|du < M (32)

for every b € (—a,a). Then for any h > 0,

2M
/ du_h Z S6271'0,/}1_1

j=—00
Proof of Lemma 1. Define the functions
e(2foc)u

(14 e*)2(1 + zev)’

wy(u) ==

Note that (31) is equivalent to

/ wg(u)du — h Z wz(jh) gCh‘%#/ wz (u)du.

—oo i —oo

For each z, w, is analytic in the strip |Im(z)| < 7, and wy(2) — 0 uniformly as |z| — oo in the strip.
However there is no finite M satisfying (32) for every |b| < w. On the other hand, by Lemma 3, for € € (0, 1)
we have

/Oo lw(u + bi)|du < cos|(1 — e)m/2] 3 /_O; w (u)du < Eig/: w (u)du

— 00
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whenever b € ((e — 1), (1 — €)m).
Consequently, for each € € (0,1) we have

/ wy(u)du — h Z wz(jh)| < Sz 1] / wy (u)du.

—o0 j=—o00 —o0

We are free to choose € = % < 1 (this value is chosen to maximise 3e2m (1=<)/ ). With this choice of

e we have 27%(1 — €)/h = 272 /h — 3 > 1 (since h < %2) Therefore ¢2™ (1=9/h > ¢ > 2 and consequently,
2(e2w2(1—e)/h _ 1) > 62772(1—6)/h'

‘We can now write

o > , 4 2n2e\° a2
/ wg(u)du —h Z wz(jh) <m:4(3—h) e h.

— 00

Jj=—00
2 \3
Lemma 1 now follows, and we can take C' = 4 (%) . o
Proof of Lemma 2. We have
Za he(2—a)nh he(2—a)nh
I o Sh Sh,m —
(x — 1)2 [Sa(z) — S5 (x)] ; (14 e)2(1 + xenh) T >Z (14 e™)2(1 + zemh)
nm— n>my
he(2—a)nh he—anh
= Z nh)2 wmy T Z “nh 2 nh
ol (1 4+ e™)2(1 + xenh) n>m+(e +1)2(1 + zemh)
he(2—a)nh he—anh
< S SAL—
- Z 1+I€nh+ Z 1—|—$8"h
nm_ n>m4
(z—1)* 1)2 . (z—1)2  2=B)nh
By Lemma 6, for n > 0 we have - 1+ze"h < fp(x), while for n < 0 we have “5= - S < fp(2).

Therefore

Z., [Sg(x) _S(Ilz.,m,,m+(x)] < 3h Z e(ﬁ*a)nh_i_ Z e—onh fﬁ(z)

nm._ n>m.y
=3h Z e~ (Bma)nh 4 Z e~ | fs(x)
n>—m-_ n>m.y

e(ﬁfa)hm, e—ahmy
h (e(ﬂ_am A 1) o)

5 e(ﬁfa)hm, e—ahmy
< .
<3 (St ) b

5 Numerical illustration

In this section we numerically validate the convergence results obtained in this paper. To compute the
best global approximants f from Section 4, we used the differential correction algorithm which we briefly

review below in Section 5.1. In Figure 1 (left) we illustrate Theorem 3, by comparing the exact relative

approximation errors e([f (L of the best quadrature-based approximation of f, with the predicted asymptotic

error (according to Theorem 3). We illustrate the case where o > & only, since e([f )= 5[17?]04,1704- In Figure 1

(right) we consider the approximation errors 6[1";3] for 8 € (1,2], which are relevant in the approximation
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of quantum relative entropy. These values are compared visually with the asymptotic errors predicted by
Conjecture 1. The obtained approximation errors match very well with the predicted rates of convergence.

In Figure 2 we plot the error of the best 15-node approximation to f; relative to f, and we observe
the expected equioscillation. In Figure 3, we compare the location of the nodes of this approximation with
the nodes of the best local approximation around x = 1 (obtained by Gaussian quadrature on [0, 1] of the
measure du,(t) = (1 —t)dt, see Section 3). In fact, the nodes of the best local approximation are none other
than the roots of the Jacobi polynomial J%' after a linear transformation of the domain [—1,1] to [0, 1].
These roots can be obtained from the eigendecomposition of a certain tridiagonal matrix [GW69].

0~ _
10|
, F & 1072 | s
1072 ¢ E
=1
10 1074 a
1074 F E
10_5 % é 10—6 L B
L T | | | | T T | | | | |
1 2 3 4 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4

Figure 1: Left: The points denote e[;?i, while the lines represent Ce2"Ve(1=®)m (¢ f  Theorem 3) for

each a € {0.5,0.7,0.9}. Right: The points denote 6[17)716], while the lines represent Ce 27V (#=Dm/f (¢ f,
Conjecture 1) for each g € {1.2,1.5,2}.

5.1 Obtaining best global approximants

The best relative approximations (i.e., the minimizing f in (10)) in our numerical illustrations were computed
using the differential correction algorithm for uniform rational approximation [CL61, BPR72] — specifically
the version which allows for best weighted uniform approximation and linear constraints in the numerator
and denominator polynomials [KJLT81]. Indeed, the approximation f can be obtained as the best order
[m 4+ 1/m] rational approximation to f,(z) relative to the nonnegative function fg(x) (see Corollary 2).
Since fo(x) and fz(x) have double roots at x = 1, in practice it is preferable to compute the best order
[m — 1/m] rational approximation to fo(z)/(z — 1)? relative to the positive function fg(z)/(z — 1)

The differential correction algorithm The differential correction algorithm is an iterative algorithm
for finding the best order [mj,ms] rational approximation to a function f(z) on an interval I, given a

discretization (z;)Y; of I. At iteration ¢+ 1, given polynomials p, ¢;: of degree my, ms respectively such that
q¢(x;) > 0 for every i € [N], let Ay = max;eqni{]f(z:) — %H We aim to find polynomials p, ¢ “close” to
p(zi)

Pt, qr such that A = max;eni{|f(z:) — o) } < A;. We can rephrase this as

min A subject to |f@i)a(@:) = p(s)] <A a(wi) . (34)
pERnll[m])qeRnlz[w])AeR Qt(Iz) Qt(Iz)
The problem (34) is almost a linear program in the variables (p,q,A), except that the right-hand side is

(A—A+)(g—q)
qt

quadratic. Assuming that the second order term is small, we can linearise the right-hand side

q(z;) - q(z:) _
AC]t(iﬂz‘) = O Qt(ﬂﬁi) N (A At)’
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Figure 2: Error (relative to f2) of the 15-node quadrature rule approximation to f; attaining the optimal

accuracy 6[112] Note the equioscillation.

to get the iteration

i)q(xi) — p(xi)| — Agg(my .
(Pt+1, Gr+1) € argmin max |f(@i)alw:) = plwi)] 14(7:) subject to  ||q|leo < 1. (35)

PERm, [2],4€ERm, [z] (€[] ()

Here ||¢||co is the £o norm of the coefficients of ¢, so (35) is a linear program. The normalization condition
[lglloc < 1 is necessary since the objective function is homogeneous in (p, q). Although this derivation was
rather informal, it can be proved that (p:, g, A¢) form a minimizing sequance [BPR72]. To find the best
rational approximation relative to a function b(z) > 0, (35) is modified to

(P41, Q1) € argmin max [ wia(w:) = plwo)l = Aca(ws)bl:) subject to  [|qllc < 1.  (36)

PER M, [],¢€Rm, [z] 1E€IV] qt(xi)b(z:)

Comments on the practical implementation Our implementation is made available at https://www.github.com/oisi
The main reason for choosing the differential correction algorithm (instead of, e.g., the Remez algorithm)
is that it is guaranteed to converge for any feasible initialization. A drawback of the differential correction
algorithm which is often mentioned is that, since the approximation domain must be discretized, and the
linear program solved at each iteration scales with the size of the discretization, it can be quite slow. How-
ever, since we know in advance that the only singularities of the functions f,(z)/(z — 1)? are at z = 0 and
at x = oo, we are free to choose discretizations with points exponentially distributed near these points. This
means that the number of discretization points in total can be quite modest (~ 500) and still give very
accurate results.

Good numerical stability was obtained by representing the rational approximants using barycentric co-
ordinates, as described in [FNTB18].
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A  Proof of Theorem 6

We split G into

26N 26\ oo

G~ (w) GO () G+ (w)
Note that GO is analytic on (—2,2), 0 Ep, (G, [—1,1]) = O(p™) for some p € (0,1). Applying Theorems
1 and 2 from [Pek95] to each of G~ and G, we obtain
Epm(G™,[-1,1]) = O(e~2™VE™) B, 0 (GF,[=1,1]) = O(e™2mVam),

Note that the sum of two rational functions, of order [mj/m;] and [ma/ma] respectively, is a (possibly
degenerate) rational function of order [my + ma/my + ms]. Therefore

Emﬂn(G_ + G+, [—1, 1]) < ELﬂJvL%J (G_, [—1, 1]) + EL@J»L%J (G"', [—1, 1])

+8 atpB

afBm
67277 V a¥s )

=0

3

7N\ R

S0 B (G~ + Gt [~1,1]) = O(e~27VFm),
For any € > 0 and all m > 62,
Em,m(fa [_17 1]) < E]'m—é\/ﬁ—\,]'m—e\/ﬁ] (G7 + G+7 [_15 1]) + E\_O\/ﬁj,lﬂ\/ﬁj (GO, [_17 1])
— 0(67277\//@(71179\/%)) + O(pe\/ﬁ)

Note that /m — \/m — 6/m — 0 as m — oo and choosing 6 = =22Y% e obtain

logp

B (f,[=1,1]) = O(e™27VFM)

as required.

B Proof of Theorem 11 that best rational approximants of oper-
ator convex functions have quadrature form

We first need to recall some known facts on the connection between best rational approximants, equioscilla-
tion and rational interpolants.
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B.1 Equioscillation and rational interpolants

Definition 1. Let I be an interval in R. Let f : I — R be continuous such that e := sup,; |f(z)| < oo.
We say f equioscillates between n points on I if there exist ;1 < -+ <z, in I such that f(z;) = (—1)7,
where ¢ =0 or 1.

Definition 2. Let 7 € Ry, m,. Write 7 = p/q, with p, ¢ having no roots in common. The defect of r in
Rimy ms s
d = min{m; — degp, mo — deg q}.

If r =0, we say d = ms.

In approximation theory, best uniform approximations are often characterized by equioscillation of the
error, in both the unweighted and weighted case. We will need the following extension of a result proved
in [Akh56]. It is an extension because we allow the weight function S to vanish at the boundary of the
approximation domain.

Theorem 14. Let F, S : [~1,1] — R be continuous, with S positive on (—1,1), and let my, ma be nonnegative
integers. There exists R € Ry, m, such that

sup |F(w) — S(w)R(w)| =  inf sup |F(w) — S(w)R(w)]. (37)
wel[—1,1] RERmy,my we[—1,1]

Assume further that, if S vanishes at either endpoint a = +1 then it does so slowly, in the sense that

lim S(w)

wa |w—al

(38)

Then F — SR equioscillates between my +my + 2 — d points on [—1,1], where d is the defect of R in R, m, -

Remark 4. The problem of minimizing the right-hand side of (37) over R is essentially the same as finding
the best rational approximation to F'/S relative to the function 1/S on w € (—1,1). We note that a similar
extension is proved in [Dun74], but with the requirement that F'/S be continuous (i.e. has finite limits at
w = +£1).

Proof. In the case where S is positive on (—1,1), this is proved in [Akh56, §33—-§34]. The proof of the first
statement (§33 in [Akh56]) does not actually require S to be positive at {£1}.

For the proof of the second statement, write R = P/Q, where P, have no roots in common. The proof
of equioscillation in [Akh56, §34] uses positivity of S at {£1} only once, in order to conclude that @ has no
root in [—1,1]. Indeed, if this were so, then S - R would become infinite on [—1,1].

Since we allow S to vanish at +1, in principle @ could have a zero where S vanishes, and SR could
remain bounded. But in fact, this is impossible because of our assumption (38). So the argument from
[Akh56] remains valid, with this adjustment. O

We will also need the following result, which is a special case of [Bral2, Theorem V.3.5], giving a sufficient
condition for rational interpolants to be of quadrature type.

Theorem 15. [Bral2, Theorem V.3.5] Let G be a function of the form G(w) = f_ll —=du(X) for any finite
Borel measure . Suppose that Ge Rim—1,m interpolates G at 2m points in (—1,1), and that m < |supp p|.
Then G has the form

~ m a’L
G(w) :Z 1—\w’
i=1 v

fora; >0 and A\; € [—1,1].
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B.2 Proof of Theorem 11

We are now ready to prove Theorem 11. We map the problem to one of the form (37) on (—1,1). We claim
that f € Ry,41,m is a solution of
‘ fz) = r(z)

b (39)

inf sup
TERm+1,m z€(0,00)

if, and only if, the function F(w) := (1 +z)f(z)/(x — 1)? with z = 1+ js a solution of

Reﬁ?f 1,m wes(uri 1) Sl (w) =St fiw) o

where F(w) := (1+2)f(x)/(z — 1)? and S(w) := (z — 1)?/((1 + 2)b(x)). Indeed, by construction we have

f(x) = f(x)
b(z)
so we just need to check that if f € Rm+1,m, then Fe Rm—1,m and vice versa. First suppose f € Rm+1,m

is a minimizer in (39). Then f must have a double root at 1, so f(z)/(z — 1)> € Rym_1.m- Let p,q be
polynomials of degree m — 1, m respectively with f(z)/(z — 1) = p(x)/q(z).

we(—1,1)

sup
2€(0,00)

1tw
Flw) = (1 +2)f(@)/(e — 1) = (14 2)2&) = ( 2 ) p(i;Z;

@~ \T-w) (==
_< ) ><1—w>m1p<}+—w>
T—w) (1w ()
o1 -y p(i)
0 wymg(izm) < Fmotm

Similarly, it can be verified that if F(w) € Ryn_1,m, then f(z) = (z— 1)213'(;—;1)/(1—|—x) is a rational function
of order [m + 1/m].
Note that the function S F' is continuous on (—1,1), using (22), and by assumption, approaches finite limits
at =1, by (23). Therefore, it can be extended to a continuous function on [—1,1]. Similarly, by (24), S can
be extended to a continuous function on [—1, 1]. Therefore, (40) is equivalent to

inf sup |S(w)F(w) — S(w)R(w)| (41)

RERm—1,m we[-1,1]
(i.e. with closed interval [ ,1]). By (25),
S(w) 1 S(w) ) x?

li li = lim —= =1
w—1>r—nl+ F1 7 a0 2xb(x) T e 2b(x)

= Q.

We can therefore apply Theorem 14, to conclude that a minimizer F of (40) exists, and that SF — SF
equioscillates between between 2m + 1 — d points in [—1, 1], where d is the defect of F' in Ry—1,m.
Since f is operator convex, we have

(T +a2)f(z) ! 2
P = 2 = ) s )

for a finite measure u. Observe that, by Definition 2, Fe Rim—d—1,m—d- The equioscillation of S(F — F)
implies that F' interpolates F' at 2m — d > 2m — 2d points in (—1,1). This allows us to conclude, from
Theorem 15, that F' is a quadrature rule for F(w) i.e.

Z1 1—2t)

i=1

for welghts u; > 0 and nodes 0 < t; < -+ < t, < 1. By inverting the transformation that defined F in
terms of f, we obtain (26).
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C Lemmas needed for Theorem 3 and Theorem 4

Lemma 3. For every x > 0, and z in the strip | Im(z)| < 7, we have

|wz (2)] < wa(Re(z)) cos™ (Im—;’z)) ,

where w, s as defined in (33)

Proof. Let us write e* = re?, where r = eR°(*) and # = Im(z). Then

|1 +e*]* =1+ 2rcosf +r?
=(1+7)%=2r(1—cosb)

]

1—cos@
> (141 - —

= (1+7)*cos?(0/2).
By the same calculation, but with the substitution xr — r, we have
|1+ ze*|? > (14 2r)? cos?(0/2).

Therefore,

r r 0 0
< > -3 — = -3 — .
lwa ()] < Ttaes|l+e]? = Q+an@+r2 > <2> wa (Re(z)) cos (2)

O
Lemma 4. For every x > 0, afy(z) and (a — 1) fo(x) are increasing in o, for a € [—1,2].
Proof. We have
d  (a=1)[z%logx — x] — [z* — ax]
@[O&fa(x)] - (CY — 1)2
o z a—1 a—1 a—1
. z a—1
- (CY _ 1)2 fl (CC )
> 0.
Next,
d d 1 dl—-a) d 1
-5 -1 o =——|(1- —a\ )| — X ——F— 7 — :70420-
Tl = D) = 510 - aafi-a()] =~ ()l
O
Lemma 5. Let o € [—1,2]. Then we have, for all x > 0,
1 1+
- < — falz). 42
3_(x_1)2f(w) (42)
Proof. Recall there is a nonnegative measure p such that f,, (z fo 1+1t (Il) . wu(t). We have (IH‘—{”P falz) =
01 %du( ). Consider a change of variables x = ifg, € (=1,1), and let Go(w) := =¥ fo(FE2)
be the resulting function on (—1,1). We have G,( fo mdu( ). Since each of the functions
w m is convex, it follows that G4 (w) is convex, i.e. G, lies above each of its tangents.

We list in the table below the values of G, and its derivative at w = 0, and as w — —17, w — 17,
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w -1t 0 1~
Go‘(w) o0 % é 1 lia lia o0
Go(w) | —oo - 2042(&0;31) 2(1371 2042(02111) 0 >
Observe that for @ > 3, G/, (—1) > 0. Therefore, in this case, for all w € (—1,1) Ga(w) > Go(-1) = L >
2 > 1. Similarly, if o« < —3, GJ,(1) < 0. Therefore, in this case, for all w € (—1,1) Ga(w) > Go(1) = = >
2 o1
2> L
373
Now consider the remaining case a € (—3,3). We have |G/ (0)] = |2%-L| < 2. Therefore, for all
w € (—1,1),
1
Ga(w) > Ga(1) = wG,(0) > Ga(1) — |G (0)] > 3
This establishes (42). O
Lemma 6. For a € [1,2), Lemma 5 can be strengthened to
lmin{l,yzf‘l} < falx)
3 l1+zy — (z—1)%
uniformly in x,y > 0.
Proof. For convenience, define the function g, (z) := (J; a_(f))g. We must prove
1 min{1,y%~*}
g T <) 43
2 @) (13)
We may assume that y has been chosen to maximise the left-hand side, that is y = min{1, -2 G 1)96} If
T < %, then y = 1 and (43) is implied by Lemma 5. Otherwise, y = (Oﬁf‘)z and z > (2;01‘, and we
necessarily have o € (1,2). Substituting this into (43), we need to show that
1 a—1 2—a, a—2 2 —«
g(a - D)2 - a)* % < go(x) for every z > T (44)
o —

We claim that g,(x)2x?~ is nondecreasing in . From this claim, together with (42) for the particular

value x = 2—01‘, we immediately deduce (44) We now prove the claim. Let p be the nonnegative measure

(of total mass 3) for which go(z fo 1+t(x 1)du( ). We have

(@ = ai(o) = [ %dw)

:/% (1+t<i—1>)td“(t)

e (e,
1+t(x—1)dt o 1+tx—1)dt \ dt

1 (2—-a)— %
B _/0 Trie—1 *W fsince 3 o1’ (1-1)°]
! t
= (@ =25 () “‘/0 T—a+i@ -1
1)z 1/x
= (@=2g0(@) +a | 155 - a0
o 2gue) 4 20a(0) —ga(a)
1—aga(x)'

= (= 2)ga() +

T
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Rearranging, we obtain

ﬁ [1—2ga(z)] = (2 — a)ga(z) + 29, ()
= xa—lé[ga(x)ﬁ‘“].

Note that —= [1 — 2g4(z)] = fol %du(t) > 0. This proves that that g,(x)x?>~® is nondecreasing in ,

concluding the proof. O
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