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Abstract

Lawson’s iteration is a classical and effective method for solving the linear (polyno-
mial) minimax approximation in the complex plane. Extension of Lawson’s iteration
for the rational minimax approximation with both computationally high efficiency and
theoretical guarantee is challenging. A recent work [L.-H. Zhang, L. Yang, W. H. Yang
and Y.-N. Zhang, A convex dual programming for the rational minimax approxima-
tion and Lawson’s iteration, 2023, https://arxiv.org/pdf/2308.06991v1] reveals
that Lawson’s iteration can be viewed as a method for solving the dual problem of the
original rational minimax approximation, and a new type of Lawson’s iteration was
proposed. Such a dual problem is guaranteed to obtain the original minimax solution
under Ruttan’s sufficient condition, and numerically, the proposed Lawson’s iteration
was observed to converge monotonically with respect to the dual objective function.
In this paper, we perform theoretical convergence analysis for Lawson’s iteration for
both the linear and rational minimax approximations. In particular, we show that

(i) for the linear minimax approximation, the near-optimal Lawson exponent § in
Lawson’s iteration is f =1, and

(ii) for the rational minimax approximation, the proposed Lawson’s iteration con-
verges monotonically with respect to the dual objective function for any suffi-
ciently small 8 > 0, and the limit approximant fulfills the complementary slack-
ness: any node associated with positive weight either is an interpolation point or
has a constant error.
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1 Introduction

Computing the polynomial and/or rational minimax (also known as Chebyshev or best)
approximations of a function f over a given set (2 in the complex plane C is a classical

problem in approximation theory [34]. In practical applications, rational approximations
are useful in many areas, including conformal mapping [14, 35], model order reduction
[15, 2, 7], and signal processing [3, 17, 36, 37]. See [25] for some recent applications.

In some cases, §2 is a compact set in C and f is a continuous complex-valued function
on {2. Also, in many real-world applications, for example, in signal processing and mi-
crowave duplexer filtering [1, 12, 13, 33], only discretized sample data are available; even
for a continuum domain {2 enclosed by a simple Jordan curve in which f is analytic, by
the maximum modulus principle, we can first sample f on the boundary of {2, and then
compute the rational /polynomial minimax approximant of f through solving a discrete ra-
tional/polynomial minimax problem. For these cases, denote by {(z;, f;)}7L; the sampled
data from f; = f(z;) € C (z; € {2) over distinct nodes X = {z;}L,, and denote by P, the
set of complex polynomials with degree less than or equal to n, we consider the following
discrete rational approximation

inf 1f = &@) oo (1.1)

gzp/qef%(nl ,ng)

where ‘@(nl,nz) = {p/q|p S ]P)nly 0 §é qe ]P)nz}7 f = [flv tee 7fm]T eC™ (nl +na+2< m)7
x=[r1,...,25)" € C™, &(x) = [£(x1),...,&(zm)]" € C™, and

E—M%)

1<j<m

In case when the infimum of (1.1) is attainable, we call the function £* = p*/q* € %,
from

ni,ng)

p/g-€arg  min [|f —£(@)]e, (1.2)
§=p/AER (n| ,ny)
the rational minimax approximant [31] of f(x) over X.
In general, computing the discrete rational minimax approximation is much more chal-
lenging than the polynomial (i.e., no = 0) minimax problem. Indeed, for the polynomial
case, it is guaranteed that there is a unique minimax approximant which can be character-

ized by a necessary and sufficient condition (e.g., [28] and [38, Theorem 2.1]), while for the
rational case, the infimum of (1.1) may not be achievable, and even it does, there may be
multiple minimax approximants [24, 34]. Furthermore, local but non-global minimax ap-
proximants may exist [24, 31]. Necessary conditions for the rational minimax approximant
have been developed in, e.g., [10, 16, 29, 30, 32, 38, 39, 40], and Ruttan [29, Theorems 2.1]
contributes a sufficient condition.

Lawson’s iteration [21] is a classical and effective method for computing the discrete

linear (polynomial) minimax approximant. The idea of Lawson is to approximate the



minimax polynomial p* by a sequence of polynomials {p(k)}, each as the solution of the
weighted least-squares problem:

pePn
where w®) = [wgk), e wgf)]T € 8 is the weight vector at the kth iteration in the probability
simplex:
§:={w=|wy,...,w,]T €ER™:w>0andw’e=1}, e=[1,1,...,1]".

A Lawson’s step at the kthe iteration updates the weight vector as

®) | ¢ _ ) ()|
=) y w3
’ > wz(k) | fi = ™) (xi)|ﬁ
where § > 0 is the so-called Lawson exponent and is originally set as =1 ([21, 5]). Due

to its relation with weighted least-squares problems, Lawson’s iteration is an iteratively
reweighted least-squares (IRLS) iteration. Convergence analysis and some variants have
been discussed (e.g., [5, 3, 6, 18, 22, 31, 41]).

However, extension of Lawson’s iteration for the rational minimax approximation prob-
lem with both computationally high efficiency and theoretical guarantee is nontrivial and
challenging. Particularly, for computing the minimax rational £* = p*/¢* of (1.2), two
difficulties related with a basic Lawson’s step (1.3) are: how to define a suitable approxi-
mation £*) = p(*) /¢(F) associated with the current weight vector w®), and how to choose
a suitable Lawson exponent § for convergence?

Some versions of Lawson’s iteration have been discussed for the rational minimax ap-
proximation (1.1). For example, the Loeb algorithm [22] (the same method was also pro-
posed in [31] known as the SK iteration by Sanathanan and Koerner) uses the reciprocal of
the current denominator ¢(¥) (x;) as weights and compute the approximation & (k) = pk) / q®
from a weighted linearization associated with the current weights. A recent work [18] fur-
ther improves the basic SK iteration by proposing a stabilized SK iteration. Another
remarkable work on the rational approximation is the adaptive Antoulas-Anderson (AAA)

[23] and its extension, AAA-Lawson algorithm [11, 24, 25]. AAA represents the rational
approximation in barycentric form and selects the associated support points iteratively in
an adaptive way for stability; in AAA-Lawson [11, 24, 25], the algorithm further introduces
weights updated according to [11, Equ. (8.5)]
k k B
wy =g
>iwi o |fi— & (95])‘




where 5](-k) is from a weighted linearization [11, Equ. (8.4)] associated with the current

weight vector w*). Other versions of Lawson’s iteration can be found in [3, 6]. However,
to our best knowledge, no convergence guarantee has been established for these versions
of Lawson’s iteration in theory, and in some cases, the computed rational approximants
can be local best or near-best [11, 24]. Indeed, as remarked for AAA-Lawson in [11] that
“its convergence is far from understood, and even when it does converge, the rate is slow
(linear at best)”, and “convergence analysis appears to be highly nontrivial”.

In this paper, we shall establish the convergence of a version of Lawson’s iteration (Al-
gorithm 1) proposed recently [13]. In [13], it reveals that Lawson’s iteration can be viewed
as a method for solving the dual problem maxyeg d(w) of the original rational minimax
approximation. The weight w; is the corresponding dual variable associated with the node
xj. Such a dual problem is guaranteed to obtain the original minimax solution £* under
Ruttan’s sufficient condition ([29, Theorems 2.1]; see also [19, Theorem 2] and [32, Theo-
rem 3]); moreover, numerically, the proposed Lawson’s iteration was observed to converge
monotonically [13] with respect to the dual objective function d(w). The framework for
handling the rational minimax approximation (1.1) in [43] can be well described by Figure
1.1 (see [13, Figure 1.1]). It should be pointed out that this Lawson’s iteration reduces to
the classical Lawson’s iteration [21] for the linear minimax approximation if ny = 0.

Convex programming:
max d(w)
wEeS

[ Lawson’s iteration J

Primal problem:
(Chebyshev appr.) min — max

max — min

Dual problem: ]

Figure 1.1: Framework [13, Figure 1.1] of the dual programming and Lawson’s iteration
for the rational minimax approximation of (1.2)

For this version of Lawson’s iteration (Algorithm 1), we shall contribute theoretical con-
vergence analysis for both the linear and rational minimax approximations. In particular,
we show that

(i) for the linear minimax approximation, 8 = 1 is a near-optimal Lawson exponent in
Lawson’s iteration (1.3), and

(ii) for the rational minimax approximation, the proposed Lawson’s iteration converges
monotonically with respect to the dual objective function d(w) for any sufficiently



small 8 > 0 in (1.4), and moreover, the convergent pair (w,¢) fulfills the following
complementary slackness:

wiry (Ifi =€)l =) =0, Vj=1,2,....m,

for some constant ¢. The complementary slackness means that any node associated
with positive weight either is an interpolation point or has a constant error.

These theoretical findings lay a solid ground for this Lawson’s iteration (Algorithm 1).
We organize the paper as follows. In section 2, we first introduce the dual programming
associated with a linearization of the rational minimax problem (1.1) in the Lagrange

duality [43]. These results are mainly from [13]. We shall discuss the strong duality and
its relation with Ruttan’s sufficient condition; also optimality condition for computing the
dual objective function and Lawson’s iteration [13] (Algorithm 1) for the dual programming

will be presented. In section 3, we shall establish an important lower bound for the dual
objective function value d(w*+1)) based on the information at the kth iteration. Relying
on this lower bound, we prove in section 4 that for the linear minimax approximation,
there is a 5y > 1 so that for any § € (0, ), Lawson’s iteration converges monotonically,
and 8 = 1 is the near-optimal Lawson exponent. In section 5, we will use the lower
bound to show that monotonic convergence of Lawson’s iteration occurs generically for
any sufficiently small 8 > 0, and furthermore, we shall prove the complementary slackness
whenever d(w*+Y) = d(w®). Finally concluding remarks are drawn in section 6.
Notation. We follow the notation in [43] in this paper. The imaginary unit is i =
V=1, and for p = p* + ip* € C, we denote its modulus |u| = /(u*)? + (ut)? and its
conjugate fi = u* — ipt, where Re(u) = pu* € R and Im(u) = p* € R are the real and
imaginary part of u, respectively. Bold lower case letters are used to represent column
vectors, and C"*™ (resp. R"™*™) stands for the set of all n x m complex (resp. real)
matrices, with the identity I,, = [e1,e2,...,e,] € R™*™ where e; is its ith column with
i € [n] :={1,2,...,n}. For a vector z € C", diag(x) = diag(x1,...,x,) is the diagonal
matrix, and [|z]lo = (37, \x]\a)i is the vector a-norm (a > 1) of . For z,y € C" with
y; #0, 1 < j < n, we define
z./y=[x1/y1,- - 30 /yn]"
For a matrix A € C™*", span(A) represents the column space of A; AM (resp. AT)
and A' are the conjugate transpose (resp. transpose) and the Moore-Penrose inverse of A,
respectively. We also adopt MATLAB-like convention to represent the sub-matrix A(Jy,J2)
of A, consisting of intersections of rows and columns indexed by J; C [m] and J3 C [n],
respectively.



2 A dual programming and Lawson’s iteration

First, let P,,, = span(¢o(x),...,¢¥n, (z)) and Py, = span(¢o(z), ..., ¢n,(z)) be the chosen
bases for the numerator and denominator polynomial spaces, respectively, and we write

p/q € '@(nl,ng) as

p(@) _ o), ¥n, (x)]aj for some a € C 1t p e Cr2tl,

q(x)  [o(2),. .., Pn>(2)]b

For the given X = {z;}"*; with [X| = m, we have the basis matrix for p € P,:

Yo(z1)  Pi(xz1) -+ Py (21)

B )

wo(xm) Y1(zm) - wm(‘xm)

and analogously, we have & = &(21, ..., 2p;n2) = [j_1(2;)] € C*2+1),
For a given £(x) = p(x)/q(x) € Z(n, ny), if [§()] is bounded for any = € X, then it is
easy to see that g(x) # 0. We define the maximum error

o(€) = max () — £(@)] = | ~ £(@) | (2.1)
The defect of an irreducible {(x) = p(v)/q(v) € Z(n, ny) 18

U = W(xl, ,,ﬁUm,TLl) =

v(p,q) := min(n; — deg(p), ng — deg(q)), (2.2)

where deg(p) and deg(q) are the degrees of p and ¢, respectively. When v(p, q) = 0, we say
&(x) = p(x)/q(x) is non-degenerate. As a necessary condition for the irreducible minimax
rational approximant £* = p*/q¢* of (1.2), the following result states that the number of
reference points (aks the extreme points), i.e., nodes z; € X that achieves

G
)|~

Ii—

is at least ny +ng + 2 — v(p*, ¢*).

Theorem 2.1. ([16, Theorem 2.5]) Given m > ny + ng + 2 distinct nodes X = {z;}7*,
on 2, suppose £ = p*/q* € RK(ny o) 18 an irreducible rational polynomial and denote the
extremal set X (%) C X by

RG]
-2 = e (23

If & is a solution to (1.2) with Ne = ||f — £ (@)||eo, then the cardinality |X.(*)| > ni +
ng + 2 —v(p*,q*); that is, X (&) contains at least ny + ng + 2 — v(p*, ¢*) nodes.

Ae(€Y) = {xj X

In the following discussion, we assume, without loss of generality, that n., > 0, i.e.,
X (n; ny) does not contain an interpolation for f.
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2.1 A linearization

In [43], by introducing a real variable 7, the original minimax problem (1.1) is transformed
into the following linearization

inf n
nER, pEPny, q€PH,\{0}

st [ fiq(x;) — p(a)|* <nlg(z;)[%, Vi € [m]. (2:4)

Unlike the original min-max problem (1.1), (2.4) is a standard minimization. The following
theorem shows that, in general, the two infimums of (1.1) and (2.4) are consistent, and if
(1.1) admits a solution, it can be recovered from the linearization (2.4). It is a generalization
of [13, Theorem 2.1].

Theorem 2.2. Given m > ny +ng+2 distinct nodes X = {x;}72; on 2 C C, let 1, be the
infimun of (2.4). If (2.4) has a solution (Na,p,q) with p £ 0 and § Z 0, then Ny = (Noo)®-
Consequently, whenever (1.1) has an irreducible solution & = p*/q*, then if (2.4) admits
a solution (N, p,q) with p £ 0 and § Z 0, then (p*,q*) can be solved from (2.4).

Proof. First, it is true that (7705)% < 7oo- In fact, for any irreducible sequence {§(k) =
p®) /q(R)} satisfying ngé) = ||f —€F)(x)]|oc = 7oo, the triplet (ngé),p(k), q™)) is feasible for
(2.4), and thus (na)é < 775)]2) — Noo-

To show (na)é = 7)so, SUppose by contradiction that (na)é < Noo- Let (14, P, q) be
a solution for (2.4) with p # 0. Suppose without loss of generality that ¢(z;) = 0 for
j=1,...,5. As ¢ Z0, we have s < ny. The constraint of (2.4) leads to

[ f5q(x5) = p(aj)|* = [p(x;)|* < 0= p(x;) =0, Vjels],

implying s < ny, because otherwise p = 0. This shows s < min(ni,n2) < m. The proof is
completed if s =0 (i.e., ¢(z;) # 0 for any j € [m]) because

(z))
(z5)

We next consider s > 1.

>

1
< (7704)& < Moo

Fag)iles) — pla)|® < nald(a;)]® = \f(acj) -

—

contradicting with the fact that 1. is the infimum of (1.1
Choose a parameterized rational polynomial
p(x;0) _ p(x) + dp(z)
= € Zinymo, 0€C,
Qo) gl s ST
for some polynomial p € P,,,. We will finish the proof by showing that there is a polynomial
p and sufficiently small § so that §(z;;0) # 0 for any j € [m] and

z;0)

Hf(x) N SEx 3) HOO < Mooy (2.5)
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which contradicts with the fact that 7. is the infimum of (1.1).

To this end, we choose any polynomial p € P, so that p(z;) = f(z;) for j € [s]. Such
a polynomial exists as s < min(ny,ng). Now, for any sufficiently small § # 0, we know
that ¢(z;;6) # 0 for any j € [m]. Moreover, for any node x; with ¢(x;) # 0 (i.e., j & [s]),
similarly, by (na)é < oo, We have

(x5)
(z5)

3>

1
< (na)a < Moo

F@)ales) — a)|® < nald(a;)| = ‘f(rcj) -

=N

and
p(zj) +op(x;)  plz;)| _ |dp(z;)d(z;) — dp(z;)
q(z;) +6 q(z;) (q(z;) + 0)d(x;)

Hence, for any sufficiently small 4, it follows

—0, as 6 = 0.

— flz;)] <

'ﬁ(%‘) + op(z;) < Moo

q(xj) +90

p(z;) +0p(z;)  p;) ‘ p(z;)
: - = + | f(z) — =
e el e - i

On the other hand, for any node z; with ¢(z;) = 0 (i.e., j € [s]), it holds from the
constraint of (2.4) that p(z;) = 0 and

— f(x5)

'IM — p(z;) — (25)] = 0 < N

q(zj) +9

This leads to (2.5). Consequently, whenever (1.1) admits an irreducible solution £* = p*/¢*,
and (q, P, ) with p #Z 0 is a solution to (2.4), then we know that (7)® = 74; also, the
irreducible solution £* = p*/¢* implies | f;¢* (x;)—p*(x;)|* < nalg*(z;)|%, Vj € [m], showing
that the triplet ((7,0)%,p*, ¢*) is also a solution of (2.4). O

2.2 A dual programming

Even though we have transformed the original bi-level min-max problem (1.1) into a stan-
dard optimization (as a primal programming), directly handling (2.4) is still hard. The
idea in [43] is to develop the dual programming of (2.4), and then employ Lawson’s idea
for the linear Chebyshev approximation for solving the dual programming.

For the computational convenience, we choose specially & = 2. Thus the dual function
[13] of (2.4) can be given by

m
. 2
da(w) = pep, L, > wylfiq(wy) — p(ay))|

™ wsla(ey) =171
2
- min Vw-w,Fao) | 4|, (2.6)
acCm1tl peCretl b 9
IV Wab]2=1



where W = diag(w), F = diag(f). The following weak duality [43] has been proved:

Vw € 8, da(w) < (1oo)? = ma?dg('w) < (e0)?. (2.7)

we
Moreover, by relying on Ruttan’s sufficient condition ([29, Theorems 2.1]; see also [19,
Theorem 2] and [32, Theorem 3]), we can also have the following theoretical guarantee for

solving the minimax approximant £*.

Theorem 2.3 ([13]). Given m > ny + ng + 2 distinct nodes X = {z;}7L, on (2, we have
the weak duality (2.7). Let w* € 8 be the solution to the dual problem

max da(w), (2.8)
wes

and (a*,b*) achieve the minimum do(w*) of (2.6). Then if the associated rational polyno-

i * _ p*(l‘) _ [%(@v---@n (Z')]a*
mml§ (117) ~ @ [(Z)()(x),...,@;(x)]b*

If = & (@)oo = /da(w*), (2.9)

then £ is the minimazx approrimant of (1.1). When (2.9) holds, then we also have the
following complementary slackness property:

wi (If = & @)oo = [/ = € (x5))) =0, Vj=1,2,...,m. (2.10)

1s irreducible and

We remark that the condition (2.9) implies the strong duality maxqyes d2(w) = (150 )?
[13, Theorem 4.3], which is equivalent to Ruttan’s sufficient condition for the original ratio-
nal minimax problem (1.1). Therefore, under Ruttan’s sufficient condition, the complemen-
tary slackness property (2.10) necessarily holds at the maximizer w* of (2.6). Furthermore,
in the framework of dual programming (2.6), the accuracy of the associated approximation
¢ corresponding to the minimization (2.6) at an approximation w of w*, can be measured

by the relative error
V2 (w) — e(§) ‘

e(w) :=

e(§)

This serves as a stopping rule for Lawson’s iteration (Algorithm 1).

2.3 Optimality for the dual objective function

To compute the dual function da(w), a minimization problem (2.6) needs to be solved. The
following proposition provides the optimality condition for this minimization.

Proposition 2.1 ([13]). Forw € 8, we have



a(w)

(Z) c(w) = b(w)

of the Hermitian positive semi-definite generalized eigenvalue problem (Ay, By) and
da(w) is the smallest eigenvalue satisfying

} € Cmtm2+2 js g solution of (2.8) if and only if it an eigenvector

Apc(w) = dy(w)Bye(w) and c(w)!Bye(w) = 1, (2.11)
where
Ay : = [0, FO)RW [-w, F] = [ vIwY W
vol T L —otw Ry oHFHW R |0
0 G _[0 0 } :

(ii) the Hermitian matriz Hy = Aw — do(W)By = 0, i.e., Hy is positive semi-definite;

(1) let Wad = QqR, and Waw = QpR, be the thin QR factorizations where Q, €
C™ 2, Q, € C™M, R, € CX(mt) | R e CPX(mHD) with iy = rank(W3W)
and ng = rank(W%Q). Then (da(w), Reb(w)) is an eigenpair associated with the
smallest eigenvalue of the Hermitian positive semi-definite matriz Sp — quSg, €
Cm™2x"2 gqtisfying

(S — SqpSyp) Reb(w) = dy(w) Reb(w), || Rgb(w)l|l2 =1, Rpa(w) = Sg, Reb(w),
(2.12)
where o o
Sp=QIF|*PQq € C™*™, Sy, = Q' FQ, € C™*™.

Moreover, assuming that [Qp, Qy] € C™ ™ is unitary, then (\/dz(w), Rgb(w)) is the
right singular pair associated with the smallest singular value of both (Qé)HF Qq €
Cm=—n1-1)x([R2+1) ;1 (In — QPQIP)I)FQq e Cmx(z2+1)

As remarked in [43] that the normalized condition ¢(w)?Bye(w) = 1 in (2.11) can
always be fulfilled whenever ¢ # 0 and there are at least ny + 1 positive elements in w;. In
fact,

m
0 = e(w)" Bye(w) = > wylq(x;)|* = wjq(x;) =0, Vj € [m];
j=1
thus, any node x; with w; > 0 is a zero of ¢, and if w has at least no + 1 positive elements,
it implies that ¢ = 0. Thus, in the following discussion, we assume that any w®) during
iteration has at least ma + 1 positive elements.
We remark that, by rewriting the first n; + 1 rows and the last ny + 1 rows of the
optimality condition Aye(w) = da(w)Bye(w) in (2.11), we have

10



Corollary 2.1. Letp = ¥a(w) and g = Pb(w) be from the solution of (2.6) with the weight
vector w. Then

Fq—p Lyspan(¥), FU(Fq—p) — dy(w)q Ly span(®). (2.13)

Besides the optimality in solving the minimization for ds(w), we can further have the
gradient of da(w).

Proposition 2.2 ([13]). For w > 0, let dao(w) be the smallest eigenvalue of the Hermi-
tian positive semi-definite generalized eigenvalue problem (2.11), and e(w) = { Z((zvv)) } €
Cm+m2+2 pe the associated eigenvector. Denote p = [p1,...,pm]T = Va(w) € C™ and
q=1[q1,...,qm|" = Pb(w) € C™. If do(w) is a simple eigenvalue, then do(w) is differen-
tiable with respect to w and its gradient is

|fiqn — p1]? — do(w)|q1 |?

| f2q2 — pa|* — do(w)|go|?
Vdy(w) = ) =: |Fq —p|? — da(w)|g|? € R™. (2.14)

’mem - pm‘2 - d2('w)’%n’2

2.4 Lawson’s iteration

Within the framework of the dual programming, it has been claimed [13] that Lawson’s
iteration is a method for solving the dual problem (2.8). For the rational minimax approx-
imation, Lawson’s iteration [13] is implemented as in Algorithm 1. Numerical results have
been reported in [13], indicating that Lawson’s iteration generally converges monotonically
with respect to the dual function value da(w).

Remark 2.1.

i) It is interesting to point out that Lawson’s iteration in Algorithm 1 naturally reduces
to the classical Lawson’s iteration [21] for the linear (polynomial) minimax approximation
when ny = 0, which corresponds to ¢ = 1 and ¢"Wgq = 1. This observation unifies our
following convergence analysis.

ii) In practice, the implementation of Step 3 should handle the stability and accuracy for
computing dy(w®)) and the associated vector £*)(z) = p®)(z)./¢*) (). In [13], the Van-
dermonde with Arnoldi process [4, 12, 18] is employed for this step.

It is noticed that Lawson’s iteration (2.15) relies on the error vector f—&®) () to update
the weights. In this procedure, each entry of the denominator vector ¢(¥) is assumed to be
nonzero; this is generally the case in practice. Even if in the extreme situation where some
of entries of ¢*) vanish, we can find a perturbation of ¢(¥) using the right singular vectors
of (Q;)HFQ[] e Clm=—m=Dx([@2+1) op (] — QPQE)FQ[] e Cm*(m2+1) corresponding to the
smallest and second smallest singular values (refer to (iii) of Proposition 2.1). Therefore,
in our following discussion, we assume the following two assumptions:

11



Algorithm 1 A rational Lawson’s iteration [13] for (1.2)

Input: Given samples {(z;, f;)}72; and 0 < ny +ng + 2 < m with x; € £2, a relative
tolerance for the strong duahty €, > 0, the maximum number k.t of iterations;
1: (Initialization) Let k = 0; choose 0 < w(®) € § and a tolerance ¢, for the weights;
2: (Filtering) Remove nodes x; with wgk) < €w;
3: Compute do(w®) and the associated vector £¥)(x) = p*)(x)./q®)(z) according to
Proposition 2.1;
4: (Stop rule) Stop either if k > kyaxit or

dy(w®)) — (W)

o(€®) < e, where e(§®) = |If = £ (@)]oc:

e(w®)) = l

5: (Updating weights) Update the weight vector w*+1) according to
k B
(h41) _ ) )‘fj _5(k)($j)‘
Wi T ) k
Do w; |fi—5( )(x

with the Lawson exponent 5 > 0, and goto Step 2 with k =k + 1.

& vJ, (2.15)

(A1) ¢ (k) = ¢®)(2;) # 0 for any j € [m] and any &k > 0;
(A2) the cardinality |J, k)| > max{n; + 1,ne + 1}, where I, :={j € [m]|w](-k) # 0}.
Proposition 2.3. If dy(w®)) > 0, then

Juern = {5 € [m)|w{r® £ 0}, where " = |f(2;) — €®()].
Proof. By (A1), the condition da(w®) > 0 implies >, w ‘fi —5(’“)(33]-)‘5 > 0. Thus,
according to Lawson’s updating rule (2.15), the conclusion follows due to the fact that

IRCERY

w; = (0 is equivalent to w](k) j( ) — 0. H

3 A lower bound of the dual objective function value

We first relate Lawson’s iteration with the gradient ascent direction. Indeed, when the
current 0 < w € 8, qj = q'e; # 0 Vj € [m] and d(w) is the simple eigenvalue of (Ay, By),
then we know that the direction

w1 Wm
g(w) := dlag(
) = disg \ [ g,

12
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is an ascent direction for the dual function da(w) because by (2.14)

9(w)"Vds(w) = Vdo(w) "ding ( —, ..., —2 | Vdy(w) > 0.
‘Q1’ ‘Qm’

Note that using this direction, the updating with the step-size s = m > 0 gives

= w + sg = diag(w)|f — £(@)|2/da(w)

which, after scaling it to have w € 8, implies the iteration is the same as Lawson’s iteration
(2.15) with 8 = 2. Note that the scaling w « % can be viewed as a certain projection
onto 8. From this point of view, we can say that a Lawson’s iteration in Algorithm 1 with
the Lawson exponent 3 = 2 is just an ascent gradient step with a specific step-size followed
by a certain projection onto S.

To see the more clear relation between the two successive objective values dy(w®)) and
do(w* 1), for w > 0, we introduce the w-inner (positive semidefinite) product defined by
(y,2)w =y W2z and |y|lw = /"Wy, where W = diag(w). The following lemma, which
is a generalized result of the standard least-squares problem, plays an important role in es-
tablishing the convergence of Lawson’s iteration [21] for the linear minimax approximation
problem [26, Lemma 13-12].

Lemma 3.1. Given 0 < w € R™ satisfying |J| > n with Iy, = {jlw; > 0}, a matriz
A € C™" with rank(A(Jy,:)) = n and z € C™, let . be the solution to the least-squares
problem

i T — Z||w-
polin [ [

Then we have
iy arg max {2, Y)w]|
2 — 2w lylo=1, yiwa=o 7"

Proof. We first consider the case w > 0.

Denote by P € C™*(m=n) the w-orthogonal basis for the complement [20, Chapter
1.6.3] of span(A) satisfying span(P) @ span(A) = C™, PHWP = I,,_, and PAW A = 0.
Note that PPYW and I — PPHW are projections onto span(P) and span(A), respectively.
For the least-squares problem, we know that x, is the solution if and only if

(. —2)"WA=0, (ie., x.—2=PPiWz).

Note ||z« — 2||w = ||[PPRW 2|y = ||[PHWz|2. Also, the constraint ||y|l, = 1, y"WA =0
can be parameterized as y = Pt for t € C™~" with ||t| = 1. Since

(2, 9)w| = [2""TW Pt| < || PTWell2,

13



and the equality holds if t = PHWz/||PHWz||,, it implies that

PPHW 2 L Z—z
[PEW 2|2 [|2s — 2w

y:

is the maximizer and the conclusion follows.
For the general case w > 0, assume J,, = {1,2,...,t} = [t], and partition accordingly
r = [x’1I‘7$2T]T7 z = [2’1I‘7z2T]T7 w = [w’1I‘7w2] ) y = [le’sz]T, and A = [ArlrvA2T]T with

Ay € C™™ and rank(Al) = n. Note

i T — 2|y = i T — 2
meiﬁ)ﬁ&m” [ mleﬁfér?(/xl)”l 1wy »

and the solution z* is unique by assumptions. Indeed, x* satisfies (2, — z)HWA =0.
On the other hand,

max |(2, Y)w| = max (21, Y1 )w: |
lw=1, g1Wa=0"" "y, =1, g WA =0

and by the proof of the first case w > 0, we know that any maximizer y = [y7,y1|" takes
Tix—21

Y1 = Torziller and Yy, € C™~t. Thus, the conclusion follows. O

Lemma 3.2. Let (pi*) =
w® e 8 and €% (z) = p*)

(Fg®) —

Here we set g = 0 for convenience.

val* )7 qg®) = ob*)) be the solution for (2.6) with the weight
/ (fl") If dz(’w(k ) >0, then
®).

If =B (@))P Ly span(®). (3.1)

Proof. For simplicity, we denote the pairs (p*),¢(¥)) and (p+1 q**t1) by (p,q) and (p,q)
at the kth and (k 4 1)th step, respectively; this convenience applies to other quantities.
Notice that da(w) > 0 implies

Jo = {j € [m]|w; # 0} = {j € [m]w;r; # 0}

by Proposition 2.3. As (5,3) is the solution to (2.6) associated with the weight w, for the
given b, the vector a is the solution to the following least-squares problem

min, |7~ Valg = min  |FG - 2|

ae(cnl+1

thus we have the optimality (Fgq —5)H/VI7W = 0 (see (2.13)); analogously, for the previous
iteration, we have (Fg — p)"W¥ = 0 implying that V¢ € span(¥),

0= (t,Fqg—phw =Y wit;g;(fj — &)

Jj=1

14



= > witig;(f; — &)

71€%
= Z wjt;jq;sign(f; — &) f5 — &l
71€3%
= Z w;|f; — f]’ tjq;sign(f; — )| fj — fj’l_ﬁ
71€%
=8 Z w;tiq;(fi — &)1 f5 — fj‘_ﬁ
j€J~

—wa“qj — &N —&177 (by w; =0V ¢ Tg)

= 7/3@, (Fq—p)./If — @) )a:

ie., (Fg—p)./|If —&@)|° Lg span(¥). O

We next provide a lower bound for the dual objective function value dy(w®*+1). This
lower bound plays a crucial role in finding the near-optimal 8 for Lawson’s iteration in
the linear minimax approximation, and also is a key to establish monotonic convergence
do(w*+D) > dy(w®) in the minimax rational approximation.

Theorem 3.1. Let (p*) = wa®) ¢*) = &b¥)) be the solution for (2.6) with the weight
w®) € 8. Then

(g0 g0
day(w+D) > dy(w™®) (3.2)
Y5 B
where W*) = diag(w®)),
8 (fg®™ —p®).
BT T T
H H ORI ‘ ‘ | =W @)| [ s

and we set 8 = 0 for convenience.

Proof. Following the notation in the proof of Lemma 3.2, we omit the subscript k£ in each
quantity related with the kth iteration. The result of (3.2) is trivial if do(w) = 0, and
we assume da(w) > 0, which, by Proposition 2.3, implies I = {j € [m]|w; # 0} = {j €
[m]|wjr; # 0}

By assumptions (A1), (A2), w; = w;|fj — &;]° /v, and the fact that any n; + 1 rows
of ¥ are linearly independent, we can apply Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 to get

da(w) = (Fq —p,Fq —p)
= |(Fq—p,Fq)g|

15



~Va® (1)

=/ dz2(w) max_ [(Fq,y)5]
lyll=1, y"Ww=0

w

> dgzﬁ(ﬂ’) (F&.(Fq—p)./|f —€(@)|")_| (by Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2)
- o) g@ﬁm —o)/Ifi &l

= ’;?C(f) g:leﬁ(qug'—pj)

~ LR (kg pg—p

o

where the last equality (F'q, Fqg — p)y = do (w)'chWq is due to the second optimality in
(2.13) for the pair (p,q

~—

FU(Fg —p) — d(w)q Ly, span(®) = b #"W (FY(Fg — p) — dy(w)g) = 0
— (Fq,Fq —p)w = d2(w)q"' Wq.

The proof is complete. ]

4 [ =1 is near-optimal for the linear minimax approxima-
tion

Our strategy for defining the optimal parameter 8 at the kth iteration is based on the lower
bound (3.2). We remark that p and ¢ play different roles in Lawson’s iteration (Algorithm
1). In fact, recalling the dual function (2.6) or the optimality condition (2.13), we know
that p is essentially from a least-squares problem for the given g, which is essentially
linearly dependent on the data F,q,w; however, as ¢ both appear in the constraint and
the objective function in (2.6), q is related with an eigenvector (refer to (2.12)) of a matrix
associated with the data F,p,w, and therefore, is nonlinearly dependent on these data.
For the lower bound (3.2), it is interesting to notice that only the numerator depends on
the solution pair (p,q) at new w, while the denominator vg(s is only related with the
information p,q,w at the current iteration. For the polynomial minimax approximation
(i.e., ny = 0), particularly, as g*+1) = ¢*) and (g*+))HW *g*) = 1 for all k, the lower

16



bound in (3.2) only depends on p*) q*) w*) Based on this observation, we may define a
near-optimal Lawson exponent ﬁik) as the minimizer of the lower bound (3.2), i.e.,

@Ek) = arﬁgé%m 4676 (4.1)

Recalling r; = |f; — ¢®)(z;)] and Iy = {j € [m]lw; > 0} = {j € [m]jw;r; > 0} in
Proposition 2.3, we have

2.2 22—
v(B) == (375 = Z wjlq;|°r; p Z wjrf . (4.2)
71€I% J€l%
Proposition 4.1. The function v(53) given in (4.2) is convex.

Proof. First, note that the derivative of v(f) is

2_
V(B) = (33) = — Z w;lg;*r; log Z wﬂf
j€l% 7€l%
2 2—
+ Z wjlg;l T B Z wjrf log r;
71€% 7€%

Moreover,

VB) =\ D0 wilaPri Qogry)? ) | DD wpr) | DD wilagPri ) D wyr (logry)?
Jj€Iw Jj€Iw j€lw j€lw
=2 > wylg|*ry P logr; > wyr logr;
J€)w j€lw

oo [ S wilart oy ) [ 2wl ) (S0 wsr? ) {3 wyrtiogr)?
j€lw Jj€Iw Jj€Iw Jj€Iw
=2 > wylgi*ri?|logry)| > w;r|logr;|
Jj€lw j€I%

>2( > wylg;* 177 |log | Z wyr] [ log ;| (4.3)
S
—2<ij|q7'|27° B|10gr7| <Zw7‘ |1Og7°3|)

S

17



207

where the first inequality follows by using a? + %> > 2./[ab|, while the second is due to
llal|2||bl|2 > |@T®|. This implies that v(3) is convex. O

Proposition 4.2. For the polynomial minimazx approrimation, we have

(i) B =1 is the global minimizer of (4.1). In this sense, § = 1 achieves the mazximum
of the lower bound in (3.2) and can be viewed as the near-optimal Lawson exponent
in Lawson’s iteration;

(ii) there is a By > 1 so that for any B € (0,0p), the sequence of Lawson’s iteration
satisfies do(w* D) > dy(w®).

Proof. For this special case of § =1 and ¢ = 1, we only need to notice

V(@)= D wyrglogry || Y wiry |+ Do wirs | | D wirslogry | =0,

7€l% 71€l% 7€l% j€l%

and thus the conclusion (i) follows from Proposition 4.1.

For (ii), by the convexity of v(8) (ie., v/(8) > 0) and do(w) = v(0) > v(1) =
mingeg (), we know that there is a Sy > 1 so that v(8y) = v(0) = da(w). Thus, for
any 8 € (0, 5p), it holds that v(3) < da(w), which, according to the lower bound of da(w)
n (3.2), leads to da(w) > da(w). O

Proposition 4.2 establishes the monotonic convergence and locally the near-optimal
choice of the Lawson exponent at each iteration. For the global convergence and other
convergence behaviors of Lawson’s iteration with 5 = 1, the reader is referred to [21, 5, 27,

, 26].

5 Monotonic convergence and complementary slackness for
the rational minimax approximation

We now consider the convergence of Lawson’s iteration for the rational minimax approxima-
tion. Different from the linear case, a difficulty arises from the numerator (q(k“))HW(k)q(k)
of the lower bound (3.2), in which gtV is also dependent on the Lawson exponent 3. Ex-
plicitly expressing ¢*T1) in terms of 3 in general is impossible because ¢**t1 is related
with an eigenvector of the matrix pencil (A, By). However, locally around § = 0, it is
possible to analyze the term (q(kH))HW(k)q(k), and therefore, the lower bound in (3.2)
with respect to 8. Based on this observation, we can conclude that, generically, for any
sufficiently small 3, the monotonic property dg(w*+1)) > dy(w®)) holds. This convergence
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result is consistent with the numerical experiments of AAA-Lawson iteration where it is
observed [11] that “taking B to be smaller makes the algorithm much more robust’.
To develop our convergence, we need the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Given 8 = [s1,...,5,]7 € 8, let t(z) and h(x) be strictly monotonically
increasing on the interval (a,b). Then for any m points x; € (a,b), 1 < j < m, we have

D sit(y) | | D] sihlay) | < sit(ag)h(z;); (5.1)
j=1 j=1 Jj=1

moreover, the equality in (5.1) holds if and only if s;sj(x; — x;) =0 for all 1 <i,5 < m.
Proof. The result relies on the following inequality:
t(xi)h(xj) + t(xy)h(x;) < t(zg)h(xs) + t(xj)h(z;), V1 <i,5 <m.
In fact, the above is equivalent to
(t(xi) — t(z5)) (h(x;) — h(zi)) <0

which is true by assumptions on t(z) and h(x). The equality holds if and only if z; = ;.
Thus, we have

D sitlay) | [ D sihla) | =
j=1 g=1

NE

sit()h(xy) + Y sisy (H@i)h(x;) + ta;)h(z:))

j=1 1<i<j<n
< Z s?t(xj)h(a:j) + Z sisj (t(xi)h(xi) + t(zj)h(z)))
=1 1<i<j<n

I

8j(s1 4+ + sm)t(zj)h(x5)

<
Il
—

I
NE

sjt(zj)h(z;),

<.
Il
—

and the equality holds if and only if s;s;(x; —2;) =0 for all 1 <4,5 < m. O

Theorem 5.1. At the kth step of Lawson’s iteration (Algorithm 1), for w®) € 8, assume
da(w®)) is a simple eigenvalue of the matriz pencil (Ayw , Byw) given in (2.11), and (A1)
and (A2) hold. Then

i) there is a By > 0 so that for any 8 € (0, o), Lawson’s iteration gives do(w*+Y) >
d2(,w(k)),
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ii) for any sufficiently 8 > 0,

dg('w(kﬂ)) = dg('w(k)) = w§k)r§k) (r§k> — c) =0, Vi<j<m, (5.2)

where r](-k) = |fj — é(k)(:nj)| and the constant c satisfies \/do(w®)) < ¢ < ||f —
E0)(@)]| oo

i) for the item i), when J,u) = {j € [m]\wﬁk) # 0} = I 41y, then ¢ = \/de(w®). In

k)

this case, if, additionally, ¢ > max;gy ) Tj(» , then f(k) is the minimax approrimant

of (1.2).

Proof. For simplicity, we adopt the notation in the proof of Theorem 3.1 by omitting the
subscript, and we assume that d(w) > 0 (the conclusions are trivial when d(w) = 0 as
wjr; =0, Vj € [m]). The idea for the proof is to express and estimate the lower bound in
(3.2) using the real parameter § around 8 = 0.

Define W (3) = diag(w1(B), ..., wmn(B)) with

Cwr] gl =€)

B e wilfi —&(xy)P

for which we have w;(0) = w; and

m
w;(O) = wjlogr; —w; Zwi logr;, VjeT;.
i=1

In (iii) of Proposition 2.1, based on assumptions (A1) and (A2), it is true that the
matrices Qp(8), Rp(5), Qq(B) and Ry(B) in QR factorizations of /W (8)P = Q4(8)R4(5)
and /W (B)¥ = Qp(B)Ry(5), are all locally differentiable for sufficiently small 3. More-
over, as da(w(0)) is a simple eigenvalue of the matrix pencil (Ay (o), Bw(0)) given in (2.11),
by (2.12), it is also a simple eigenvalue of the Hermitian matrix Sp(8) — Syp(8)Sg (B! at
B = 0. Thus, the continuity of eigenvalues implies that the smallest eigenvalue da(w(5))
is a simple eigenvalue of the Hermitian Sp(8) — Syp(8)Sep(B)! for any sufficiently small
B € R. Alternatively, we can say that the eigenspace spanned by the unit-norm eigenvec-
tor Ry(B)b(w(B)) of Sp(B) — Sgp(B8)Sep(8)H corresponding to da(w(/3)) is one-dimensional.
Based on [20, Chapter 2.6.2], there is a continuously differentiable normalized eigenvector
R,(B)b(w(B)) with respect to 8 around 8 = 0. Moreover, noting that q(5) = ®b(5) =
®(R,(B)) T Ry(B)b(B), and also that |g(3)1 W (0)g(0)| does not change for different choices
of a unit-norm eigenvector R,(8)b(w(3)), in the following discussion, we can assume g(/3)
is continuously differentiable with respect to 8 around 8 = 0. Hence,

a(B) = q(0) + B4'(0) + O(8?).
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Since
1=q(3)"'W(8)q(8) = Re(q'(0)""W(0)g(0)) = —5q(0)"W'(0)q(0).
for any sufficiently small B € R, we have
a(5)" W (0)q(0)|
Re(g(5)""W (0)a(0))
= |a(0)"W (0)q(0) + BRe(q'(0)"'W (0)g(0))] + O(5?)
= |1+ BRe(q'(0)"'W (0)a(0))| + O(5?)

1= 590" W0)a(0) + (3

s
L - 9 <Z |Qj|2wj logr; — (Z qj'zwj> <Z w; logn)) + 0(52)
7€% i€% i€

1- g <Z lg;[Pw;logry — > w IOgm) +0(8%).

71€3% J€l%

Y

With this, we can write the lower bound in (3.2) as

= o 1a(B)" W (0)q(0)]
up):= Y8 Cp

- 1-— g (Zjeﬂg, |gj|*w;logr; — Zjejg, w; logm)
2—
V (Eier wilaiPr; ) (Sies, wir))
=:£(B)

0(8%)

=:((B) + O(B?)

locally at 8 = 0.
For £(3), by calculation, we have (with ¢; = ¢;(0), r; = r;(0) and w; = w;(0))

J€I% J€I% J€I%
>0
where the last inequality is obtained by applying Lemma 5.1 with s; = wj|qj|2, xj = rj,

t(z) = 2% and h(x) = logz on the interval (0,00). Furthermore, if there is a pair (i, j) so
that i € Iy, j € Ty and w;w;(r; — ;) # 0, then we have ¢/(0) > 0 by Lemma 5.1. In that

21



case, we know that there is a Sy > 0 such that ¢/(8) > 1¢/(0) and g@’(O) + O(B?%) > 0 for
any 8 € (0, Bp), implying

0B) = £(0) + / Bﬁ(t)dt Lo > 10) + 2

F0(0) + 0(5%) > £(0).
0

This shows that, if there is a pair (7,7) so that ¢,j € Jg and w;w;(r; — ;) # 0, then a
sufficiently small 8 > 0 leads to da(w(B)) > da2(w(0)); in other words, for a sufficiently
small 5 > 0,

do(w(p)) = da(w(0)) = wjw;(r; —rj) =0, Vi,j € Iy = r; = a constant ¢, Vj € Ig.

(5.3)
Observe that ¢ < max;ey, 7 = |f — £(%)]/ and also
da(w(0)) = > wylgm > =Y wylr;Plgil> =Y wilgil* < D wjlgP =, (54)
Jj=1 J€l% €% j=1

giving +/da(w(0)) < ¢ < ||f — &(z)]|oo- This proves items i) and ii).
For iii), we note that J,, = Jg implies r; # 0 and r; = ¢, Vj € Jy (see (5.3)). Thus
from (5.4),

m m
da(w(0)) = > wylgyri® =Y wylr;Plgl> = Y wilggl* =Y wjlg* = .
j=1

J€Iw J€Iw j=1
If we additionally have ¢ > maxjgg, 7;, then ¢ = /do(w(0)) = ||f — &£()]|oo, which,
according to Theorem 2.3 ([43, Theorem 4.3]), implies that Ruttan’s sufficient condition

(or, equivalently, the strong duality) for the minimax approximation is satisfied, and ¢ ()
is the minimax approximant of (1.2). In this case, the result in (5.2) can be written as

wj (rj = If = &@)lloc) =0, Vj € [m],
which is the complementary slackness property in (2.10). O

Remark 5.1.

(i) We remark first that the conclusion wg-k)r](-k) (r](-k)

complementary slackness. Indeed, it says that for node x; with w](-k) > 0, either rj(.k) =0or
T§k> = ¢; that is, any node associated with positive weight either is an interpolation point
or has the error c.

- c) =0, Vj € [m] in (5.2) is a certain

(ii) According to our proof for Theorem 5.1, the Lawson exponent g > 0 in Theorem 5.1 is
dependent on how far the continuously differentiable normalized eigenvector R,(3)b(w(5))
of the Hermitian matrix Sp(B) — Sgp(B8)Sgp(8)! can be extended from 3 = 0. Explicit
formulation for By is hard, but intuitively, the larger gap between the smallest eigenvalue
da(w) and the next eigenvalue is, the larger 5y is. Currently, the proof does not guarantee
Bo > 1, which, however, performs always well and is a recommended value in practice [13].
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6

Conclusions

In this paper, we have established theoretical guarantees for Lawson’s iteration in solving
both the linear and rational minimax approximations. For the rational minimax approxi-
mation, our results indicate that, generically, a small Lawson exponent 3 > 0 leads to the
monotonic convergence, and also reveal some limit properties of Lawson’s iteration. These
theoretical guarantees, on the one hand, explain some numerical behaviors (for example,
“taking [ to be smaller makes the algorithm much more robust’ [11]), and on the other
hand, provide more insights on why and how Lawson’s updating scheme works. These
theoretical results lay a solid ground for this version of Lawson’s iteration.
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