arXiv:2304.03813v1 [math.NA] 7 Apr 2023

LEVERAGING THE HANKEL NORM APPROXIMATION AND BLOCK-AAA ALGORITHMS IN REDUCED ORDER MODELING^∗

ANNAN YU^† AND ALEX TOWNSEND^‡

Abstract. Large-scale linear, time-invariant (LTI) dynamical systems are widely used to characterize complicated physical phenomena. We propose a two-stage algorithm to reduce the order of a large-scale LTI system given samples of its transfer function for a target degree k of the reduced system. In the first stage, a modified adaptive Antoulas–Anderson (AAA) algorithm is used to construct a degree d rational approximation of the transfer function that corresponds to an intermediate system, which can be numerically stably reduced in the second stage using ideas from the theory on Hankel norm approximation (HNA). We also study the numerical issues of Glover’s HNA algorithm and provide a remedy for its numerical instabilities. A carefully computed rational approximation of degree d gives us a numerically stable algorithm for reducing an LTI system, which is more efficient than SVD-based algorithms and more accurate than moment-matching algorithms.

Key words. reduced-order modeling, AAA algorithm, Hankel norm approximation algorithm, LTI system, transfer function, stability

MSC codes. 41A20, 65D15, 93C05

1. Introduction. Dynamical systems are successful tools in modeling the complicated physics of nature. Among a wide range of dynamical systems, the linear, time-invariant (LTI) dynamical systems comprise one of the most important classes because they are relatively approachable in terms of analysis and simulation. Yet, they are expressive enough to model many physical phenomena. The applications of LTI dynamical systems range from signal and image processing [11, 20] to electrical and mechanical engineering [33, 35]. Unfortunately, while many theories and algorithms exist for LTI systems, a system that accurately models a complex physical phenomenon usually requires many parameters. To reduce the number of parameters, one approximates the large LTI system by a relatively small LTI system while maintaining as much information as possible. Compressing an LTI system is called model reduction and has been studied for decades. The two major concerns in computing reduced-order models (ROMs) are accuracy and efficiency.

In this paper, we propose to combine the fast-but-less-accurate block-adaptive Antoulas–Anderson (block-AAA) algorithm [29] with the accurate-but-less-efficient Hankel norm approximation (HNA) algorithm [16]. Fixing a degree of approximation, we do not know an error bound for the AAA algorithm. Hence, we keep running the block-AAA algorithm until it yields an accurate approximation. Then, we use the HNA algorithm, whose a priori error bound is known, to reduce the approximation to the desired degree. Our new algorithm outperforms the block-AAA algorithm in accuracy and beats the HNA algorithm in computational time. To combine the two algorithms in a numerically stable way, we need to regularize the block-AAA algorithm. Moreover, we deal with some numerical issues in the HNA algorithm to make the reduced system numerically robust.

∗This work is supported by National Science Foundation grants DMS-1952757 and DMS-2045646. †Center for Applied Mathematics, Cornell University, Ithaca, 14853, NY, USA (ay262@cornell.edu).

‡Department of Mathematics, Cornell University, Ithaca, 14853, NY, USA (townsend@cornell.edu). 1

More formally, a continuous-time LTI dynamical system is given by [3, 37]

(1.1) x^′(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t), y(t) = Cx(t) + Du(t), t ≥ 0, where A ∈ C^{n×n} , B ∈ C^{n×m} , C ∈ C^{p×n} , D ∈ C^{p×m} , and n, m, p are fixed positive integers. Here, u(t) ∈ C^m , x(t) ∈ C^n , and y(t) ∈ C^p are the vectors of inputs, states, and outputs, respectively. The system is called stable if the spectrum of A is contained in the open left half-plane, i.e., Re(z) < 0 for all z ∈ σ(A). Associated with the LTI system (A, B, C, D) is the so-called transfer function defined by

(1.2) G(z) = D + C(zI − A)^{−1}B,

where we used I for an identity matrix. The transfer function in (1.2) maps the inputs of the system to the outputs in the Laplace domain by multiplication if x(0) = 0, i.e.,

(1.3) (Ly)(z) = G(z)(Lu)(z),

where L is the Laplace transform operator [37]. The task of model reduction is to find a reduced LTI system (Â, B̂, Ĉ, D̂) with the transfer function Ĝ, where Â ∈ C^{k×k} for some k ≪ n, that well-approximates the original system. The notion of a good approximation has a couple of different interpretations, among which the most widely used measurements are the H^2, H^∞, and Hankel error of the transfer functions [10, 16], all of which measure the difference between G and Ĝ in a (semi)norm. This makes function approximation an important theme in most model reduction algorithms.

Given a set of samples {(z_i, G(z_i))}^N_{i=1} of the transfer function corresponding to the system in (1.1), we propose an algorithm for finding a stable reduced-order model (Â, B̂, Ĉ, D̂) of degree k ≪ n. The algorithm, summarized in Figure 1, has two stages (see Figure 1):

• Stage I: We use the block-AAA algorithm [29] to find a degree-d rational approximation R_d of the transfer function G and extract a stable intermediate LTI system (Ã, B̃, C̃, D̃) corresponding to the transfer function R_d.

• Stage II: Given the intermediate system (Ã, B̃, C̃, D̃) from stage I, we apply the HNA algorithm [16] to find the final reduced system (Â, B̂, Ĉ, D̂).

Model reduction algorithms based on approximating the transfer function G are called moment-matching algorithms. Typical examples are the Krylov subspace methods based on the Padé approximation [19, 22], the Loewner framework [4, 31], the Astolfi framework [6, 21], and the AAA algorithm [17, 26, 29] that we use in our first stage. On the other hand, the HNA algorithm that we use in our second stage, along with several different popular model reduction algorithms such as balanced truncation [13, 28] and singular perturbation approximation [24, 27], are based on computing the SVD of a square matrix of size n × n. Such methods are referred to as SVD-based algorithms.

In our two-stage algorithm, the degree d is a parameter we can choose. We consider the two extreme cases to understand the effect of d and the benefits of the twostage algorithm. For ease of exposition, we assume the system is single-in, single-out (SISO), i.e., m = p = 1. On the one hand, by setting d = n, we may exactly reproduce (A, B, C, D) in our first stage, and therefore the algorithm reduces to applying the HNA algorithm on (A, B, C, D). In this case, we are guaranteed to obtain an accurate reduced system [16], but the computational cost is often prohibitive, requiring O(n^3) operations [5]. On the other hand, setting d = k allows us to complete the model reduction task within the first stage using only O(Nk^3) operations [29]. However, the

(A,B,C,D) regularized block-AAA stabilize (Ã,B̃,C̃,D̃) modified HNA stabilize (Â,B̂,Ĉ,D̂) (sect. 3.1) (sect. 3.2)

(sect. 5) (sect. 3.3) (sect. 3.2)

(sect. 5)

Fig. 1: A flowchart of our two-stage algorithm.

error made by this reduced system is entirely controlled by the approximation error of G − R_k, which is not guaranteed to be optimal. Our two-stage algorithm displays both accuracy and efficiency by allowing us to choose the degree d adaptively so that we have control on ‖G − R_d‖_∞ (see subsection 2.3 for the definition of ‖·‖_∞), leaving the task of further reducing the system to the desired rank k to the HNA algorithm, requiring O(d^3) operations.

While any combination of a moment-matching algorithm and an SVD-based algorithm leads to a two-stage algorithm, we advocate for using the block-AAA and HNA algorithms. Such a combination allows us to adapt our algorithm to model reduction tasks that use different measurements of accuracy (see section 5), enhancing our algorithm’s flexibility. However, both algorithms need to be modified to be numerically stable. For the output of the AAA algorithm to be useful for the HNA algorithm, we must find a system realization of the rational approximation. Whereas the system generated by the canonical block-AAA algorithm [7, 17] causes numerical issues in the second stage (see subsection 3.1), we propose a modification of the block-AAA algorithm that sacrifices some accuracy for numerical stability. In addition, the HNA formulas proposed in [16] are algebraic and can lead to an ill-conditioned output system (Â, B̂, Ĉ, D̂) (see subsection 3.3). To promote the robustness of our two-stage algorithm, we also modify the HNA algorithm and provide a careful analysis to show that our modification resolves numerical issues.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we review background information and introduce notation. In section 3, we describe our two-stage algorithm for model reduction problems in the Hankel norm, followed by a careful analysis of the algorithm in section 4. We adapt the algorithm to the model reduction problem in the H^∞ norm in section 5 and discuss the choice of our algorithm’s parameters in section 6. Finally, in section 7, we conclude with numerical experiments on real-world datasets.

2. Preliminaries. In this section, we review some background information.

2.1. The Lyapunov equations, controllability, and observability. Let (A, B, C, D) be a stable LTI system defined in (1.1). Let P and Q be Hermitian, positive semi-definite matrices that satisfy the following Lyapunov equations:

(2.1) AP + P A^∗ + BB^∗ = 0, A^∗Q + QA + C^∗C = 0.

The matrices P and Q can be explicitly expressed by the following matrix integrals:

(2.2) P =

�_∞ 0 exp(At)BB^∗exp(A^∗t)dt, Q = �_∞ 0 exp(A^∗t)C^∗Cexp(At)dt.

The Lyapunov equations are important in understanding the controllability and observability of the LTI system. In particular, the matrix P is called the controllability Gramian and is positive definite if and only if the system (1.1) is controllable. That is, for any x_0, x_1 ∈ C^n and any T > 0, there exists an input u on [0, T ] that makes x(T ) = x_1 when x(0) = x_0. Likewise, Q is called the observability Gramian and is positive definite if and only if the system (1.1) is observable. That is, for any T > 0, the initial state x(0) can be determined by the input u and the output y on [0, T ] [37]. The Lyapunov equations motivate SVD-based model reduction algorithms and are important in analyzing our modified HNA algorithm (see section 4).

2.2. The Hankel operator. Associated with the matrices A, B, and C in (2.1) is the Hankel operator Γ_{(A,B,C)} : L^2((0, ∞), C^m ) → L^2((0, ∞), C^p ) defined by

(2.3) (Γ_{(A,B,C)}f)(t) =

�_∞ 0 Cexp(A(t + s))Bf(s)ds. The Hankel operator maps the past inputs to the future outputs with the initial state x(0) [16]. To see this, assume u(t), x(t), and y(t) form a solution to the system (1.1), where u(t) = 0 for t ≥ 0 (i.e., no inputs are given in the future). Define v(t) = u(−t) as the inputs given backwards in time. Then, we have (Γ_{(A,B,C)}v)(t) = y(t) for all t ≥ 0. Motivated by this physical interpretation, we propose the following problem of model reduction in the Hankel norm.

Problem 2.1. Find a stable reduced system (Â, B̂, Ĉ, D̂) to (1.1) with the transfer function Ĝ, where Â ∈ C^{k×k} , B̂ ∈ C^{k×m} , Ĉ ∈ C^{p×k} , and D̂ ∈ C^{p×m} that minimizes the operator norm ‖ ‖Γ_{(A,B,C)} − Γ_{(Â,B̂,Ĉ)} ‖ ‖_{L2→L2} . The fact that the Hankel operators are close to each other means that the systems on the same past inputs give close future outputs. To show that the problem is well-posed, we note that the Hankel operator Γ_{(A,B,C)} is a bounded linear operator between two separable Hilbert spaces. It has a finite rank of ≤ n, i.e., it can be represented as Γ_{(A,B,C)}f = n∑ j=1 σ_j ⟨f, ϕ_j ⟩_L2 ψ_j , f ∈ L^2((0, ∞), C^m ),

where {ϕ_j }^n_{j=1} and {ψ_j }^n_{j=1} are orthonormal sets in L^2((0, ∞),C^m ) and L^2((0, ∞),C^p ), respectively, and σ_1 ≥ · · · ≥ σ_n ≥ 0 are called the Hankel singular values of Γ_{(A,B,C)}. It turns out that σ_1, . . . , σ_n are exactly the singular values of P Q, where P and Q are given in (2.2). As we show next, the Hankel singular values are related to the theory of low-rank Hankel approximations of the Hankel operator.

2.3. The Adamyan–Arov–Krein theory. Given the Hankel operator Γ_{(A,B,C)} defined in (2.3), for any 0 ≤ k ≤ n − 1, we have min_Γ ‖ ‖Γ_{(A,B,C)} − Γ ‖ ‖_{L2→L2} = σ_{k+1}, where Γ ranges over all bounded linear operators of rank ≤ k. However, this does not solve Problem 2.1 because the optimal Γ may not necessarily be a Hankel operator. Adamyan, Arov, and Krein studied optimal Hankel approximation in the 1960s and 70s, and their main results are commonly referred to as AAK theory [2, 1]. To introduce AAK theory, we define the following norm, denoted by ‖·‖_∞, for matrixvalued functions on the imaginary axis:

(2.4) ‖f‖_∞ = ess sup_{Re(z)=0} ‖f(z)‖_2 , where ‖·‖_2 is the matrix 2-norm. Let H^∞ be the Hardy space that contains all functions h : C → C^{p×m} that are analytic in the open left half-plane and whose nontangential limits on the imaginary axis are bounded in the ‖·‖_∞ norm. AAK theory states the following:

Theorem 2.2 (Adamyan–Arov–Krein). Using the notation defined in this section, for any fixed 0 ≤ k ≤ n − 1, there exists Â ∈ C^{k×k} , B̂ ∈ C^{k×m} , Ĉ ∈ C^{p×k} , and D̂ ∈ C p×m such that the transfer function of the reduced system Ĝ(z) = D̂ + Ĉ(zI − Â)−1B̂ satisfies

(2.5) σ_{k+1} = inf_{F ∈H∞} ‖ ‖G − Ĝ − F ‖ ‖_∞, where we take Ĝ(z) ≡ 0 when k = 0.

Proof. See [1, Thm. 0.1].

In particular, applying Theorem 2.2 with k = 0, we have that

σ_1 = ‖ ‖Γ_{(A,B,C)} ‖ ‖_{L2→L2} = inf_{F ∈H∞} ‖G − F ‖_∞ , i.e., the norm of a Hankel operator is equivalent to the ‖·‖_∞ distance of its transfer function to the Hardy space H^∞. If we identify the transfer function G with the class of functions {G+F | F ∈ H^∞}, which is an equivalence class under the equivalence relation G_1 ∼G_2 ⇔ G_1 −G_2 ∈H^∞, we can define a norm on the equivalence classes: (2.6) ‖G‖_H = inf_{F ∈H∞} ‖G − F ‖_∞ . The norm in (2.6) is equal to the operator norm of Γ_{(A,B,C)}. Hence, the goal of Problem 2.1 is equivalent to minimizing ‖ ‖G − Ĝ ‖ ‖_H . We can assume, without loss of generality, that p ≤ m; otherwise, we can solve the model reduction problem on the dual system (A^∗, C^∗, B^∗, D^∗) with the transfer function G^∗ and obtain the reduced dual system (Â^∗, Ĉ^∗, B̂^∗, D̂^∗) with the transfer function Ĝ^∗ with ‖ ‖G − Ĝ ‖ ‖_H = ‖ ‖G^∗ − Ĝ^∗ ‖ ‖_H .

As the degree of the rational approximation d in our two-stage algorithm increases, the Hankel error of the reduced system, i.e., ‖ ‖G − Ĝ ‖ ‖_H , approaches σ_{k+1}, which is the theoretically optimal Hankel error bound of a rank-k Hankel approximation.

2.4. The adaptive Antoulas–Anderson (AAA) algorithm. The AAA algorithm was first proposed in [29]. It provides a fast and empirically robust way to construct rational approximations of a scalar-valued function. The algorithm was later generalized to matrix-valued functions [17, 26]. Given a set of samples {(z_i, G(z_i))}^N_{i=1} of G : Ω → C^{p×m} on a domain Ω ⊂ C , the block-AAA algorithm [17] computes rational approximations R_0, R_1, . . . adaptively, where R_0(z) = 0 for all z ∈ C and^1

(2.7) R_d(z) = I + d∑ j=1 W^{(d)}_j z − z_{ij} −1 d∑ j=1 W^{(d)}_j G(z_{ij} ) z − z_{ij} , d ≥ 1,

where W^{(d)}_j ∈ C^{p×p} for 1 ≤ j ≤ d are weight matrices. It is comprised of two ideas. First, given R_{d−1}, we choose the next support point z_{id} ∈ {z_i}^N_{i=1} to be at a

1The original barycentric formula proposed in [17] is slightly different. The form in (2.7) is suggested in [7] to enable one to find a system realization of R_d (see subsection 3.1).

location that maximizes ‖R_{d−1}(z_i) − G(z_i)‖_F for 1 ≤ i ≤ N. To greedily make R_d approximate well at z_{id} , we compute W^{(d)}_j in (2.7) by solving a least-squares problem (2.8) [ W^{(d)}_1 · · · W^{(d)}_d ]

W^{(d)}

G(z_{k1} )−G(z_{i1} ) z_{k1} −z_{i1} · · · G(z_{kN −d} )−G(z_{i1} ) z_{kN −d} −z_{i1} . . . . . . . G(z_{k1} )−G(z_{id} ) z_{k1} −z_{id} · · · G(z_{kN −d} )−G(z_{id} ) z_{kN −d} −z_{id} M^{(d)}

= [ −G(z_{k1} ) · · · −G(z_{kN −d} ) ] G^{(d)} ,

where {k_1, . . . , k_{N−d}} = [N] \ {i_1, . . . , i_d}. As long as the weights W^{(d)}_j are nonsingular, R_d interpolates G at z_{id} . The block-AAA algorithm is important in our algorithmic design because it serves as an efficient way to reduce the system to a rank that is not so large that the (modified) HNA algorithm in our second stage is computationally prohibitive, and not so small that the approximation accuracy of the intermediate system is poor. We show, in particular, that when using our two-stage algorithm to solve Problem 2.1, the value of ‖ ‖G − Ĝ ‖ ‖_H − σ_{k+1} is roughly bounded by twice the block-AAA approximation error given by ‖G − R_d‖_∞ (see section 4).

2.5. Balanced realizations and Hankel norm approximations. Given a stable system (A, B, C, D) and assume that for some r ≥ 1, its Hankel singular values satisfy σ_1 ≥ · · · ≥ σ_k > σ_{k+1} = · · · = σ_{k+r} > σ_{k+r+1} ≥ · · · ≥ σ_n. One can use the SVD to compute a balanced realization (A_b, B_b, C_b, D_b) [25] with the associated matrices P_b = Q_b = diag(σ_1, . . . , σ_k, σ_{k+r+1}, . . . , σ_n, σ_{k+1}, . . . , σ_{k+r} ). The matrices in the balanced realization satisfy the Lyapunov equations given by

A_bP_b + P_bA^∗_b + B_bB^∗_b = 0, A^∗_b Q_b + Q_bA_b + C^∗_b C_b = 0,

such that the transfer function G_b(z) = D_b + C_b(zI − A_b)^{−1}B_b = G(z). Suppose we partition the matrices so that

(2.9) A_b = [ A_{11} A_{12} A_{21} A_{22} ] , B_b = [ B_1 B_2 ] , C_b = [ C_1 C_2 ] , P_b = [ Σ_1 0 0 σ_{k+1}I_r ] , where Σ_1 = diag(σ_1, . . . , σ_k , σ_{k+r+1}, . . . , σ_n), A_{11} ∈ C^{(n−r)×(n−r)} , B_1 ∈ C^{(n−r)×m} , and C_1 ∈ C^{p×(n−r)} . The sizes of the other matrices in (2.9) can be inferred. Glover proposed the following HNA algorithm [16]:

(2.10)

Â = (Σ^2_1 − σ^2_{k+1}I)^{−1}(σ^2_{k+1}A^∗_{11} + Σ_1A_{11}Σ̃_1 − σ_{k+1}C^∗_1 UB^∗_1 ),

B̂ = (Σ^2_1 − σ^2_{k+1}I)^{−1}(Σ_1B_1 + σ_{k+1}C^∗_1 U),

Ĉ = C_1Σ_1 + σ_{k+1}UB^∗_1 , D̂ = D − σ_{k+1}U, where U = −C_2(B^∗_2 )^†. We denote (2.10) by HNA(A_{ij} , B_i, C_j , D, Σ_1, σ_{k+1}, U). The system (Â, B̂, Ĉ, D̂) is unstable so it is not a solution to Problem 2.1. Nevertheless, the transfer function defined by Ĝ(z) = D̂ + Ĉ(zI − Â)^{−1}B̂ satisfies ‖ ‖G − Ĝ ‖ ‖_∞ = ‖ ‖G − Ĝ ‖ ‖_H = σ_{k+1} [16]. Moreover, Ĝ can be written as the sum of a transfer function Ĝs of a stable rank-k system and an H ∞ function Ĝu. By Theorem 2.2, we have ‖ ‖G − Ĝs ‖ ‖_H = ‖ ‖G − Ĝ ‖ ‖_H = σ_{k+1} and thus Ĝs is an optimal solution to Problem 2.1.

The HNA algorithm extends the so-called suboptimal HNA algorithm [3], both of which produce a reduced system with (G(z) − Ĝ(z))^∗(G(z) − Ĝ(z)) = cI for every z on the imaginary axis, where c is a constant close to σ^2_{k+1}. Such a reduced system is called an all-pass dilation, and it is guaranteed to be equivalent to a rank-k system in the Hankel norm (see subsection 2.3). Note that in the HNA algorithm, the condition σ_k > σ_{k+1} = · · · = σ_{k+r} > σ_{k+r+1} is algebraic in nature and numerical issues arise when σ_k − σ_{k+1} or σ_{k+r} − σ_{k+r+1} is small (see subsection 3.3). We propose a choice of Σ_1 to remedy the numerical issue. While the reduced system from our modified HNA algorithm is no longer an all-pass dilation, the subsequent analysis shows that the reduced system remains almost optimal with this modification. As a result, the modified HNA algorithm becomes a powerful tool to reduce the intermediate system generated by the block-AAA algorithm to the desired rank.

3. Our two-stage algorithm for model reduction. This section combines the block-AAA and HNA algorithms to obtain an efficient, robust, and flexible twostage algorithm for reducing the LTI system in (1.1) given a set of samples on the imaginary axis from the transfer function in (1.2) (see Algorithm 3.1). The output of Algorithm 3.1 aims to solve Problem 2.1. Later, in section 5, we adapt our algorithm to solve a different model reduction problem.

Algorithm 3.1 Computing a ROM with the block-AAA algorithm and the HNA algorithm

Input A set of samples {(z_i, G(z_i))}^N_{i=1} from the transfer function in (1.2), where Re(z_i) = 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ N, a target rank k, a regularization parameter λ ≥ 0, a tolerance ϵ≥0, and a threshold γ ≥0. Stage I: The block-AAA algorithm 1: Construct a degree-d rational approximation R_d from {(z_i, G(z_i))}^N_{i=1} using the block-AAA algorithm with parameter λ and find a system (Ã, B̃, C̃, D̃) of rank K ≤ pd whose transfer function is R_d (see subsection 3.1) 2: Stabilize the system (Ã, B̃, C̃, D̃) (see subsection 3.2) Stage II: The modified HNA algorithm 3: Compute a balanced realization (Ã, B̃, C̃, D̃) of the system to obtain the Hankel singular values σ̃_1, . . . , σ̃_K , where K is the rank of the system 4: Find all Hankel singular values within the distance of ϵ to σ̃_{k+1} and construct Ã_{ij} , B̃_i, C̃_j , Σ̃_i for i, j = 1, 2 and U using γ (see subsection 3.3) 5: Construct (Â, B̂, Ĉ, D̂) using HNA(Ã_{ij} , B̃_i, C̃_j , D̃, Σ̃_1, σ̃_{k+1}, U) 6: Find a stable system of rank k using (Â, B̂, Ĉ, D̂) (see subsection 3.2)

3.1. Finding a stable realization of a rational approximation. Applying the block-AAA algorithm gives us a rational approximation R_d of G in the form of (2.7). To apply the subsequent HNA algorithm to this intermediate system, we must explicitly find the associated LTI system (Ã, B̃, C̃, D̃) that corresponds to the transfer function R_d. In [7], it is shown that R_d can be realized by

Ã = diag(z_{i1} , . . . , z_{id} )⊗I_p −(1_d ⊗I_p)C̃, B̃ = [G(z_{i1} )^∗ · · · G(z_{id} )^∗]^∗ , C̃ = W^{(d)},

where W^{(d)} is defined in (2.8). Unfortunately, as d increases, the matrix M^{(d)} in (2.8) becomes ill-conditioned in practice, resulting in very large entries in W^{(d)}. Therefore, the first term diag(z_{i1} , . . . , z_{id} ) ⊗ I_p of Ã has a much smaller order of magnitude than that of the second term (1_d ⊗ I_p)C̃. This makes the numerical computation with Ã difficult because diag(z_{i1} , . . . , z_{id} ) ⊗ I_p is easily contaminated by numerical errors. To combat this potential failure, we propose to solve the following regularized least-squares problem instead of (2.8):

(3.1) W^{(d)} = arg min_W ‖ ‖ ‖G^{(d)} − W M^{(d)} ‖ ‖ ‖^2_F + λ ‖W ‖^2_F ,

where λ ≥ 0 is a regularization parameter. When λ = 0, we reproduce the leastsquares problem in (2.8). As λ increases, the magnitudes of entries in W become smaller, making the computation with Ã more stable, whereas R_d may become a less accurate approximation of G. In section 6, we discuss the choice of λ, and in section 7, we test the effect of the regularization parameter λ.

3.2. Stabilizing an LTI system while preserving the Hankel operator. The system (Ã, B̃, C̃, D̃) in subsection 3.1 is unstable in general. To apply the modified HNA algorithm (see subsection 3.3), we want to work with a stable system. We can stabilize a general LTI system (A, B, C, D) without changing its Hankel operator if A ∈ C^{n×n} is diagonalizable with no purely imaginary eigenvalue.

Suppose we diagonalize A = XΛX^{−1}, where Λ = diag(λ_1, . . . , λ_ι, λ_{ι+1}, . . . , λ_{n−r}) is a diagonal matrix with Re(λ_i) < 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ ι and Re(λ_i) > 0 for i ≥ ι + 1. If we define A_s = diag(λ_1, . . . , λ_ι), B_s and B_u to be the first ι and the last n − r − ι rows of X^{−1}B, respectively, and C_s and C_u to be the first ι and the last n − r − ι columns of CX, respectively, then we have

G^s(z) := D + C_s(zI − A_s)^{−1}B_s = D + CX(zI − Λ)^{−1}X^{−1}B − C_u(zI − diag(λ_{ι+1}, . . . , λ_{n−r}))^{−1}B_u. The map z → C_u(zI − diag(λ_{ι+1}, . . . , λ_{n−r}))^{−1}B_u is in H^∞ because λ_{ι+1}, . . . , λ_{n−r} are in the right half-plane. Hence, (A, B, C, D) and (A_s, B_s, C_s, D) define the same Hankel operator. We use this stabilization procedure on both the intermediate system (Ã, B̃, C̃, D̃) and the final reduced system (Â, B̂, Ĉ, D̂).

3.3. The modified HNA algorithm. Let σ̃_1, . . . , σ̃_K be the Hankel singular values of the intermediate system (Ã, B̃, C̃, D̃). The HNA algorithm requires us to separate all the singular values equal to σ̃_{k+1}. In practical applications, we rarely encounter two singular values of a system that are the same. Nevertheless, it is common for two singular values to be close to each other. In particular, if σ̃_k −σ̃_{k+1} or σ̃_{k+1} −σ̃_{k+2} are small, then the matrix Σ̃^2_1 −σ̃^2_{k+1}I, which appears in the HNA formulas in (2.10), becomes ill-conditioned. While this does not affect the (relative) accuracy of the computed entries of Â and B̂ because Σ̃^2_1 − σ̂^2I is a diagonal matrix, it usually makes Â and B̂ have large entries. Consequently, the operator norm of the Hankel operator of (Â, B̂, Ĉ, D̂) is much smaller than the magnitudes of the matrix entries. Such a system is numerically challenging in floating point arithmetic because there can be a significant loss of numerical precision due to cancellation errors (see subsection 4.4 for an example). This numerical issue is also witnessed by the suboptimal HNA algorithm [3, sect. 8.4.4].

To resolve this issue, we propose the modified HNA algorithm. Let σ̃_1 ≥ · · · ≥ σ̃_K ≥ 0 be the Hankel singular values of the intermediate system and let j_1 ≤ k + 1 ≤ j_2 be two indices such that σ̃_{j1} , . . . , σ̃_{k+1}, . . . , σ̃_{j2} are the Hankel singular values σ̃_j such that |σ̃_j − σ̃_{k+1}| ≤ ϵ, and let r = j_2 − j_1 + 1 be the number of such singular values. Assume the system (Ã, B̃, C̃, D̃) and the Gramians

P̃ = Q̃ = diag(σ̃_1, . . . , σ̃_{j1 −1}, σ̃_{j2 +1}, . . . , σ̃_K , σ̃_{j1} , . . . , σ̃_{j2} ) are the balanced realization of R^s_d satisfying the Lyapunov equations in (2.1). We define

(3.2) Ã= [~ A_{11} Ã_{12} Ã_{21} Ã_{22} ] , B̃ = [~ B_1 B̃_2 ] , C̃ = [~ C_1 C̃_2 ] , P̃ =Q̃= [~ Σ_1 0 0 Σ̃_2 ] , where Ã_{11} ∈ C^{(K−r)×(K−r)} , B̃_1 ∈ C^{(K−r)×m} , C̃_1 ∈ C^{p×(K−r)} , and Σ̃_1 ∈ C^{(K−r)×(K−r)} . By setting σ̂ = σ̃_{k+1}, we are guaranteed that multiplying (Σ̃^2_1 − σ̂^2I)^{−1} to a matrix increases the magnitudes of its entries by at most a factor of (σ̂ϵ)^{−1}.

Next, we explain the construction of the matrix U appearing in the modified HNA algorithm (see Algorithm 3.1). Let C̃^∗_2 = U_C S_C V^∗_C be the SVD of C̃^∗_2 . We partition U_C and S_C so that

U_C = [ U^{(1)}_C U^{(2)}_C ] ∈ C^{r×r} , S_C = [ S^{(1)}_C 0 0 S^{(2)}_C ] ∈ C^{r×p} ,

where S^{(1)}_C ∈ R^{q×q} , U^{(1)}_C ∈ C^{r×q} , and 1 ≤ q ≤ r is chosen to be the maximum number such that ‖ ‖S^{(2)}_C ‖ ‖ ≥ γ. Let (V^{(1)}_B )∗ ∈ Rq×m be the least-squares solution of

(U^{(1)}_C S^{(1)}_C )X = −B̃_2, i.e.,

(3.3) (V^{(1)}_B )^∗ =− ( (S^{(1)}_C )^∗(U^{(1)}_C )^∗U^{(1)}_C S^{(1)}_C )_{−1} (S^{(1)}_C )^∗(U^{(1)}_C )^∗B̃_2 =−(S^{(1)}_C )^{−1}(U^{(1)}_C )^∗B̃_2.

Then, we construct V_B ∈ R^{p×m} by appending p − q arbitrary orthonormal columns to V^{(1)}_B that are also orthogonal to the column space of V^{(1)}_B . We denote the appended (p − q) × m matrix by V^{(2)}_B . Finally, we set U = V_C V^∗_B . This construction guarantees that both ‖I − UU^∗‖ and ‖B̃_2 + C̃^∗_2 U‖ are small (see Theorem 4.3), which is crucial to analyzing the modified HNA algorithm (see section 4).

The modified HNA algorithm is almost identical to the original one, except that Σ̃_2 is no longer a multiple of the identity matrix. Consequently, Glover’s results on the optimal Hankel approximation (see subsection 2.5) no longer apply. In section 4, we analyze the effect of ϵ on the rank and the approximation accuracy of the reduced order model to justify our modification.

3.4. An example: system identification using our two-stage algorithm. We now present a synthetic example to illustrate our two-stage algorithm (see section 7 for applications). Consider the case where we cannot access the matrices A, B, C, and D that define the LTI system. Instead, we have a protocol to evaluate the transfer function G at a point along the imaginary axis. The task of system identification/approximation is to find a system (Â, B̂, Ĉ, D̂), possibly with a prescribed rank, whose transfer function is close to G in the ‖·‖_∞ norm or the Hankel norm.

Since our two-stage algorithm requires only a set of samples, it is appropriate for this task. Here, we define G(z) =

∑_{500} j=1 j^{−1}(1 + z)^{−j} (1 − z)^j , which comes from truncating the formal power series that defines the Hilbert operator [32]. In this case, the singular values of the associated Hankel operator decay slowly, making the system hard to approximate. We sample G on a grid of over 600 points z_i placed logarithmically on [−i, −10^{−4}i] and [10^{−4}i, i] and use the two-stage algorithm to compute a rank-10 system (Â, B̂, Ĉ, D̂) so that Ĝ approximates G in the Hankel norm. Given only Ĝ and G, estimating the Hankel error ‖ ‖Ĝ − G ‖ ‖_H is difficult [15]. Hence, we

measure the H^∞ error ‖ ‖Ĝ − G − H̃ − Ĥ ‖ ‖_∞, where H̃ and Ĥ are the H ∞ functions

d

‖Ĝ − G‖_H

(a) Approximation error d time

(b) Execution time

Fig. 2: Model reduction on the truncated Hilbert example. Left: The approximation error as the degree d increases. Right: The execution time of the block-AAA, balanced realization (BR), and modified HNA algorithms as d increases.

coming from stabilizing the intermediate and the final reduced systems, respectively (see subsection 3.2). This H^∞ error is an upper bound of the Hankel error (see Theorem 2.2). We apply our two-stage algorithm with different values of d, the degree of the rational approximation. As shown in Figure 2, as d increases, the approximation error tends to decrease because the rational approximation tends to be more accurate, and the execution time increases. This shows a trade-off between accuracy and time, which makes our two-stage algorithm flexible: one can select a degree d within the block-AAA algorithm based on a preference for accuracy or efficiency.

4. Analysis of our two-stage algorithm. Let Ĝ and G̃ be the transfer functions of the final reduced and intermediate systems, respectively. We have ‖ ‖Ĝ − G ‖ ‖_H = ‖ ‖Ĝ − G ‖ ‖_H ≤ ‖ ‖Ĝ − G̃ ‖ ‖_H + ‖ ‖G̃ − G ‖ ‖_H . When ϵ = 0 in Algorithm 3.1, i.e., Glover’s original HNA algorithm [16] is used, we have by Weyl’s inequality

(4.1) ‖ ‖Ĝ − G ‖ ‖_H ≤ σ̃_{k+1} + ‖ ‖G̃ − G ‖ ‖_H ≤ σ_{k+1} + 2 ‖ ‖G̃ − G ‖ ‖_H ≤ σ_{k+1} + 2 ‖ ‖R_d − G ‖ ‖_∞, where σ̃_{k+1} and σ_{k+1} are the (k + 1)th Hankel singular value of the Hankel operators associated with G̃ and G, respectively. Since σ_{k+1} is the optimal Hankel error of a rank-k approximation of G (see Theorem 2.2), the Hankel error of Ĝ is larger than the optimal value by at most twice the rational approximation error ‖ ‖R_d − G ‖ ‖_∞. When we select ϵ > 0 (see subsection 3.3), we are no longer guaranteed to have (4.1). Hence, a careful analysis of the modified HNA algorithm is needed. To do so, we define two non-negative quantities by Q_E = ‖Δ_1‖ , Q_U = ‖Δ_2‖, where

(4.2) Δ_1 = B̃_2 + C̃^∗_2 U, Δ_2 = I − UU^∗.

We first use Q_E and Q_U to study the reduced system’s rank and Hankel approximation error. Then, we prove that our construction of U (see subsection 3.3) makes both Q_E and Q_U small. In addition, we define

δ = min{σ̃_{j1 −1} − σ̃_{k+1}, σ̃_{k+1} − σ̃_{j2 +1}}, where we take δ = σ̃_{j1 −1} − σ̃_{k+1} if j_2 = K. Of course, we have δ > ϵ by definition. Moreover, in most cases where we need a positive ϵ to select singular values that are numerically close to σ̃_{k+1}, we expect that δ ≫ ϵ because σ̃_{j1} , . . . , σ̃_{j2} form a cluster of singular values that is relatively far away from the rest.

4.1. Rank of the reduced system. According to the discussion in subsection 3.2, the rank of the reduced system is equivalent to the number of eigenvalues of Â in the open left half-plane. Using this fact, we study the rank of the reduced system by proving that under mild conditions, Â has exactly k eigenvalues in the left half-plane and K − r − k in the right half-plane. In the following statement, in which σ_ρ(X) denote the ρ-pseudospectrum of the matrix X [34], i.e., σ_ρ(X) = { z ∈ C | | ‖ ‖(zI − X)^{−1} ‖ ‖ > ρ^{−1}}. Theorem 4.1. Using the notation introduced in section 3 and section 4, suppose any one of the following conditions holds:

(a) {z | Re(z) = 0} ∩ σ_{ρ1} (Â) = ∅, where

ρ_1 = ‖ ‖C̃_1 ‖ ‖^2δ^{−1}Q_U /2.

(b) {z | Re(z) = 0} ∩ σ_{ρ2} (Ã_{11}) = ∅, where

ρ_2 = ρ_1 + ‖ ‖B̃_1 ‖ ‖ √‖ ‖C̃_1 ‖ ‖^2Q_U δ−2 + 2ρ_1δ−1.

(c) {z | Re(z) = 0} ∩ σ_{ρ3} (Ã) = ∅, where

ρ_3 = 2ρ_2 + δ^{−1} ( ϵ ‖ ‖Ã_{21} ‖ ‖ + ϵ ‖ ‖Ã_{12} ‖ ‖ + Q_E √ 1+Q_U ‖ ‖C̃_1 ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖C̃_1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖C̃_2 ‖ ‖Q_U ). Then, Â has exactly k eigenvalues in the left half-plane and K − r − k eigenvalues in the right half-plane. In particular, the rank of the Hankel operator defined by (Â_s, B̂_s, Ĉ_s, D̂_s) is equal to k.

Proof. See Appendix A.

One can understand Theorem 4.1 from the Bauer–Fike Theorem [34, Thm. 2.3], which states that for a diagonalizable matrix X = V ΛV^{−1}, we have

σ(X) + B_ρ(0) ⊂ σ_ρ(X) ⊂ σ(X) + B_{ρκ(V )}(0),

where σ(X) is the spectrum of X, B_R(0) is the open ball of radius R centered at the origin and κ(V ) is the condition number of V . Hence, the condition that {z | Re(z) = 0} ∩ σ_{ρ1} (Â) = ∅ is saying that if the eigenvector matrix of Â is well-conditioned, then the eigenvalues of Â are separated from the imaginary axis by a distance on the order of ρ_1. This aligns with our intuition because when we perturbed the inputs of our algorithm to introduce an ϵ > 0, the eigenvalues of Â are perturbed. If an eigenvalue is too close to the imaginary axis, then there is a chance that it could be perturbed across the imaginary axis, changing the rank of the associated Hankel operator. Therefore, in theory, we can guarantee that the rank of the reduced system is k by taking ϵ small enough. While Theorem 4.1 gives explicit criteria for guaranteeing that the reduced system has the desired rank, it does not tell us what the perturbed rank is if these criteria are violated. To come up with such a statement, one has to study the perturbation of every eigenvalue of Â. In practice, one can instead use the stabilization procedure in subsection 3.2 to reveal the rank of the reduced system automatically.

4.2. Hankel error of the reduced system. In the previous subsection, we studied the effect of ϵ > 0 on the rank of the reduced system. To justify our modified HNA algorithm, we also need to understand the approximation error ‖ ‖Ĝ − G̃ ‖ ‖_H under our modification, which is analyzed by the following theorem.

Theorem 4.2. There exists a degree-4 multivariate polynomial R : R^6 → R with positive coefficients, such that given any ρ > 0 with {z | Re(z) = 0} ∩ σ_ρ(A) = ∅, the transfer function G̃ associated with (Ã, B̃, C̃, D̃) and Ĝ(z) associated with (Â, B̂, Ĉ, D̂) satisfy (4.3) ‖ ‖Ĝ−G̃ ‖ ‖^2_∞ ≤σ̃^2_{k+1} +M ( ρ^{−1} sup

Re(z)=0

‖X(z)‖^{−1}(ϵ+Q_E +Q_U )+ sup_{Re(z)=0}‖X(z)‖^{−2}Q_U +ρ^{−2}ϵ ) ,

where M = R (‖~ A ‖ ‖, ‖ ‖B̃ ‖ ‖, ‖ ‖C̃ ‖ ‖, σ̃_1, 1 + Q_E , 1 + Q_U ) and

X(z) = −z(Σ̃^2_1 − σ̃^2_{k+1}I_{K−r}) − σ̃^2_{k+1}Ã_{11} + Σ̃_1Ã^∗_{11}Σ̃_1 − σ̃_{k+1}B̃_1U^∗C̃_1.

Proof. See Appendix B.

One can write an explicit but complicated expression for R (see Appendix B). Since R is a fixed polynomial, for a system (Ã, B̃, C̃, D̃), we find that M is bounded as ϵ → 0 as long as Q_E and Q_U are bounded (see Theorem 4.3). The matrix X(z) adds complication to the expressions. Unfortunately, this term is due to the resolvent (zI − Ã)^{−1} in the transfer function G̃ and cannot be avoided. While it is possible to bound ‖X(z)‖^{−1} using δ^{−1}, in practice, the effect of δ^{−1} is rarely witnessed (see subsection 4.4). In subsection 4.3, we show that given our construction of U (see subsection 3.3), Q_E and Q_U are on the order of ϵ. Hence, unless sup_{Re(z)=0} ‖X(z)‖^{−1} grows rapidly as ϵ → 0, ‖ ‖Ĝ − G ‖ ‖_H − σ̃_{k+1} is on the order of ϵ. This shows that with a small ϵ, the Hankel error of the reduced system produced by the modified HNA algorithm does not deviate from the optimal error, i.e., σ̃_{k+1}, by too much.

4.3. Completing the analysis of the modified HNA algorithm. In the previous subsections, we showed the consequences of modifying the HNA algorithm on the rank and the approximation error of the reduced system. The claim that the modified HNA algorithm is near-optimal is based on the assumption that Q_E and Q_U are small, where Q_E and Q_U depend on U. Here, we provide upper bounds on Q_E and Q_U .

Theorem 4.3. Using the notation introduced in section 3 and section 4, let s_1 ≥ · · · ≥ s_p ≥ 0 be the singular values of C̃_2 and s_q − s_{q+1}, where we define s_{p+1} = 0 when p = q. The following statements hold:

(a) The quantity Q_E satisfies

(4.4) Q_E ≤ Q_1 + Q_2,

where

Q_1 = γ + √ γ^2 + 4ϵ ‖ ‖Ã_{22} ‖ ‖, Q_2 = 4 √ 2ϵ ‖~ A_{22} ‖ F (s_q − s_{q+1}) − 4ϵ ‖ ‖Ã_{22} ‖ ‖_F ‖ ‖B̃_2 ‖ ‖.

Moreover, Q_1 = 0 when q = r and Q_2 = 0 when q = r or Ã_{22} is Hermitian.

(b) The quantity Q_U satisfies

(4.5) Q_U ≤ 4s^{−2}_q ϵ ‖ ‖Ã_{22} ‖ ‖, which is zero when Ã_{22} is Hermitian.

Proof. See Appendix C.

In most circumstances, r is a very small integer since it is unlikely that a lot of singular values of Γ_{G̃} are numerically close to each other (relative to their magnitudes), in which case one only needs to be concerned with Q_U by taking q = r. When r > p or C̃^∗_2 contains very small singular values, we must take q < r. Then, we have a problem balancing γ and s^{−1}_q . That is, as q increases, γ decreases but s^{−1}_q increases, so we need to select q so that Q_E ≈ Q_U . The factor ν that appears in Q_2 comes from the theory of singular vectors perturbation. It is inevitable in the worst-case scenario, although the upper bound is rarely attained in practice.

4.4. An experiment that corroborates the theory of the modified HNA algorithm. In Theorem 4.2, we provide an upper bound on the error of ‖ ‖G̃ − Ĝ ‖ ‖_∞.

The error mainly depends on the value of ϵ, and we observe that δ does not play an important role in the approximation error. To numerically verify Theorem 4.2, we let A ∈ C^{16×16} be a random Hermitian, negative definite matrix and

P =Q=diag ( 1 10 , . . . , 4 10 , 5 10 −δ, 5 10 −ϵ, 5 10 − ϵ 2 , 5 10 , 5 10 + ϵ 2 , 5 10 +ϵ, 5 10 +δ, 6 10 , . . . , 1 ) . We select ϵ and δ from a logarithmic grid. For each pair of ϵ and δ, since A is Hermitian and negative definite, we can compute B and C that satisfy the Lyapunov’s equations (2.1) by computing the Cholesky factorization of −AP − P A^∗ and −A^∗Q − QA, respectively. We then apply the modified HNA algorithm with σ_{k+1} = 1/2 and (σ_{j1} , . . . , σ_{j2} ) = (1/2 − ϵ, 1/2 − ϵ/2, 1/2, 1/2 + ϵ/2, 1/2 + ϵ). Let G be the transfer function of the system (A, B, C, D). In Figure 3a, we observe that ‖ ‖G − Ĝ ‖ ‖_∞ −1/2 = O(ϵ), whereas it does not depend on δ in this example. Surprisingly, Figure 3a shows that the algorithm works even when δ < ϵ, i.e., when we separate out σ_5, σ_6, σ_8, σ_{10} and σ_{11} but leave σ_7 and σ_9 in Σ_1. When ϵ and δ are both small, we find a region in Figure 3a where the errors do not follow the general pattern. This happens because the matrices Â and B̂ contain large entries, making computation with the reduced matrices (i.e., evaluating the transfer function Ĝ) numerically unstable (see Figure 3b). This experimentally justifies the necessity of the modified HNA algorithm.

5. Adaptations of our two-stage algorithm. Our two-stage algorithm (see Algorithm 3.1) solves Problem 2.1, which approximates the system by a reduced one in the Hankel norm. Sometimes, however, we must consider a stronger approximation metric that guarantees the reduced system inherits more features from the original one. It turns out that one can do so by using the ‖·‖_∞ norm (see (2.4)):

Problem 5.1. Find a stable reduced system (Â, B̂, Ĉ, D̂) with the transfer function Ĝ, where Â ∈ C k×k , B̂ ∈ C k×m , Ĉ ∈ C p×k , and D̂ ∈ C p×m , that minimizes ‖ ‖G−Ĝ ‖ ‖_∞.

By (1.3), if the transfer functions of the two systems are close pointwise on the imaginary axis, then the outputs of the two systems given the same input are close. Therefore, Problem 5.1 is ideal for preserving the frequency response of the system. The implementation discussed in section 3, where we “throw away” the H^∞ functions when stabilizing the systems (see subsection 3.2), does not suffice to solve Problem 5.1.

δ ϵ

‖ ‖G−Ĝ ‖ ‖_∞−0.5

(a) Approximation error i j

| |Â_{i,j} | |

(b) Sizes of matrix entries

Fig. 3: Left: The approximation error ‖ G − Ĝ ‖ ∞ −0.5 as a function of ϵ and δ. Right:

The absolute values of matrix entires of Â when ϵ = 1 × 10^{−11} and δ = 2.5 × 10^{−11}.

To modify the implementation of line 2 and 6 in Algorithm 3.1, we instead apply the procedure in [23, sect. 3.3], which is implemented and tested in [18]. This procedure approximates an unstable system by a stable system of the same rank and guarantees that their transfer functions are the closest in the infinity norm. Instead of using this stabilizing algorithm for a generic unstable system, one can use an ad hoc postprocessing procedure discussed in Glover’s paper [16, sect. 10], which was designed for the HNA outputs, to stabilize the final reduced system (i.e., line 6 of Algorithm 3.1). This algorithm has an explicit error bound on the ‖·‖_∞ error of the stabilized transfer function (see [16, Thm. 9.7]).

6. Selecting the parameters in our two-stage algorithm. Algorithm 3.1 involves several input values we must select. The parameters ϵ and γ are used to avoid numerical issues, and in practice, we often want to set them to numbers smaller than σ̃_{k+1} and larger than machine precision.

In some cases, we are given a set of samples and do not have control of the locations of z_i’s. However, when we can select the samples’ locations, our choice impacts the block-AAA algorithm’s performance. The imaginary axis is an unbounded domain, and to sample this domain, we take the Möbius transforms given by z = s − 1 s + 1 ⇔ s = 1 + z 1 − z , which map between the imaginary axis and the unit circle.^2 Without any prior information about the transfer function, a natural way of choosing the samples is to place an evenly spaced grid of size N on the unit circle and then map them onto the imaginary axis using a Möbius transform. When specific properties of the transfer function G are known, samples can be placed in a more informed way, e.g., we can make the samples cluster in regions where G is more oscillatory (see subsection 7.2).

The choice of d is also crucial because it controls the time-accuracy trade-off of our two-stage algorithm. If we assume that m and p are constants, then constructing

2In the setting for discrete-time LTI systems, the transfer functions are typically analyzed on the unit circle [16].

the rational approximation using the block-AAA algorithm takes O(Nd^3) flops [29]. Since K = O(d), applying the modified HNA algorithm takes O(d^3) flops. Overall, the time complexity of our two-stage algorithm is O(Nd^3). We want d to be large enough so that the first stage produces an intermediate system that is accurate and yet not too large to make our algorithm computationally inefficient. In practice, we can choose d adaptively in the block-AAA algorithm. That is, we predetermine an error threshold and a maximum degree d_{max}. We run the block-AAA algorithm until the error gets lower than the threshold or the degree reaches d_{max}.

The regularization parameter λ in (3.1) is hard to determine a priori. However, one can choose λ by running the block-AAA algorithm and comparing two errors. Let fl(Ã), fl(B̃), and fl(C̃) be the floating-point representations of the matrices Ã, B̃, and C̃ (see subsection 3.1). Let fl(R_d)(z) be the evaluation of fl(C̃)(zI − fl(Ã))−1fl(B̃) in floating-point arithmetic. We consider the block-AAA error E_1 = ‖G − R_d‖_∞ and the numerical error E_2 = ‖R_d − fl(R_d)‖_∞. As λ increases, we expect that E_1 increases because the least-squares system (2.8) is solved less accurately and that E_2 decreases because ‖ ‖W^{(d)} ‖ ‖_F is suppressed by the regularization, which cures the numerical issues discussed in subsection 3.1. We leverage the regularized least-squares solver when we make E_1 and E_2 to have the same order of magnitude. In practice, using the bisection method, one can search for such a λ.

7. Experiments on real-world problems. This section presents two experiments to demonstrate our two-stage algorithm on real-world problems.

7.1. An experiment on the ATMOS example. The first example models the track of a storm in the atmosphere [8, 14]. In this example, A is a 598 × 598 matrix and m = p = 1. The Hankel singular values decay relatively fast. We apply our two-stage algorithm with different values of d to compute a rank-10 reduced model. We sample from evenly spaced points on the unit circle (see section 6). We apply three algorithms: balanced truncation (BT), our two-stage algorithm that is based on the least-squares solver in the AAA algorithm (LS), and one that is based on the regularized least-squares solver (RLS). In Figure 4a, we see that as d increases, using the least-squares solver induces numerical instabilities and causes a decrease in the accuracy, while using the regularized least-squares solver rectifies the issue. In Figure 4b, we see that our two-stage algorithm runs faster than a pure SVD-based algorithm, and yet the approximation error is tiny.

7.2. An experiment on the C-DISC example. Next, we consider an example of track-following for a CD player. Details of the problem specification and the model can be found in [8, 12, 36]. In this example, we have A ∈ C^{120×120} and m = p = 2. This is a multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) model, and we seek a rank-10 Hankel approximation. Since the transfer function changes more rapidly near z = 0, we sample logarithmically on [−10^3, −10]i and [10, 10^3]i on the imaginary axis (see Figure 5a). This problem is multi-scale in the sense that the magnitude of the transfer function is at the order of 10^5, whereas σ_{11} = 8.70. This makes it challenging to construct the intermediate system in a numerically stable way (see subsection 3.1). To attack this issue, we apply the block-AAA algorithm twice with different values of λ. First, we construct a degree-10 rational approximation R^{(1)}_{10} of G using λ = 10^{−2} to obtain a coarse approximation that reduces the scale of G − R^{(1)}_{10} . Then, we set λ = 10^{−9} to obtain an accurate approximation R^{(2)}_{d−10} of G − R^{(1)}_{10} . The systems associated with R^{(1)}_{10} and R^{(2)}_{d−10} can then be concatenated to obtain the intermediate system. In Figure 5b, we see that applying the block-AAA algorithm twice outper-

d

‖Ĝ − G‖_H − σ_{11}

(a) Approximation error d time

(b) Execution time

Fig. 4: Model reduction on the ATMOS example. Left: The approximation error minus the optimal error of our two-stage algorithm as d increases and the approximation error of the balanced truncation output. Right: The execution time of the block-AAA, balanced realization (BR), and modified HNA algorithms as d increases, and the time of the balanced truncation algorithm.

θ transfer function density

(a) Transfer function and samples’ distribution d

‖Ĝ − G‖_H − σ_{11}

(b) Approximation error

Fig. 5: Model reduction on the C-DISC example. Left: The transfer function G (left vertical axis) and the density of the sample locations (right vertical axis) on the unit circle (see section 6) parameterized by the angle θ. Right: The approximation error minus the optimal error of our two-stage algorithm as d increases and the approximation error of the balanced truncation output.

forms using a single execution of the block-AAA algorithm. In both cases, using the regularized least-squares solver is important for the numerical stability concerns.

8. Conclusion. This paper proposed a robust and efficient two-stage algorithm for reducing an LTI system based on the block-AAA and modified HNA algorithms. Our two-stage algorithm has a parameter d that allows us to choose a balance between computational time and accuracy. The algorithm contained many parameters and interchangeable components, which allows an independent study of any combination of them to develop an accurate, fast, and numerically stable algorithm for model reduction.

Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 4.1.

This section presents the proof of Theorem 4.1. The matrix Σ̃^2_1 −σ̂^2I plays an important role in the analysis, and we denote it by Φ. Recall that Σ̃_2=diag(σ̃_{j1} , . . . , σ̃_{j2} ). We also introduce a list of auxiliary matrices appearing in the technical equations in Lemma A.1. We define an augmented system by (A.1)

A_e =

Ã_{11} Ã_{12} 0 Ã_{21} Ã_{22} 0 0 0 Â , B_e = B̃_1 B̃_2 B̂ , C_e = [ C̃_1 C̃_2 −Ĉ ] , D_e =D̃ − D̂,

and let

(A.2) P_e =

Σ̃_1 0 I_{K−r} 0 σ̂I_r 0 I_{K−r} 0 Σ̃_1Φ^{−1} .

When ϵ = 0, P_e is the controllability gramian of the system (A_e, B_e, C_e, D_e), i.e., it satisfies A_eP_e + P_eA^∗_e + B_eB^∗_e = 0 [16]. However, the equation is not satisfied with a positive ϵ > 0. We define the error term as

(A.3)

A_eP_e +P_eA^∗_e +B_eB^∗_e = Ω =

Ω_{11} Ω_{12} Ω_{13} Ω^∗_{12} Ω_{22} Ω_{23} Ω^∗_{13} Ω^∗_{23} Ω_{33} = Ã_{11}Σ̃_1 +Σ̃_1Ã∗_{11} +B̃_1B̃∗_1 σ̂Ã_{12} +Σ̃_1Ã∗_{21} +B̃_1B̃∗_2 Ã_{11} + Â∗ +B̃_1B̂∗ σ̂Ã^∗_{12} +Ã_{21}Σ̃_1 +B̃_2B̃^∗_1 σ̂Ã_{22} +σ̂Ã^∗_{22} +B̃_2B̃^∗_2 Ã_{21} + B̃_2B̂^∗ Ã∗_{11} +Â+B̂B̃∗_1 Ã∗_{21} +B̂B̃∗_2 ÂΣ̃_1Φ−1+Σ̃_1Φ−1Â∗+B̂B̂∗ .

Let Ω_1 be the top-left K ×K sub-block of Ω, Ω_2 be the top-right K ×(K −r) sub-block of Ω, and Ω_3 be the bottom-right (K − r) × (K − r) sub-block of Ω. We provide a list of technical equations used in the analysis. Some of them are not used until the next section. However, we present all technical equations here for cleanness.

Lemma A.1. The following equations hold:

B_2U^∗ = Δ_1U^∗ + C^∗_2 Δ_2 − C^∗_2 .

(A.4)

Ã_{11} + Â^∗ + B̃_1B̂^∗ = 0, (A.5)

Ã_{21} +B̃_2B̂^∗ =(σ̂(Σ̃_2 −σ̂I)Ã_{21} +(σ̂I −Σ̃_2)Ã^∗_{12}Σ̃_1 +σ̂Δ_1U^∗C̃_1 +σ̂C̃^∗_2 Δ_2C̃_1)Φ^{−1}, (A.6)

ÂΣ̃_1Φ^{−1} +Σ̃_1Φ^{−1}Â^∗ +B̂B̂^∗ = −σ̂^2Φ^{−1}C̃^∗_1 Δ_2C̃_1Φ^{−1}, (A.7)

Ã^∗_{11}Φ + ΦÂ + C̃^∗_1 Ĉ = 0, (A.8)

Ã^∗_{12}Φ + C̃^∗_2 Ĉ = σ̂(Σ̃_2 − σ̂I)Ã^∗_{12} − (Σ̃_2 − σ̂I)Ã_{21}Σ̃_1 + σ̂Δ_1B̃^∗_1 , (A.9)

Δ̃ := D_eB^∗_e + C_eP_e = [ 0 σ̂(UΔ∗_1 + Δ∗_2C̃_2) −σ̂2Δ_2C̃_1Φ−1 ] . (A.10)

Proof. To prove (A.4), we have

B_2U^∗ = (Δ_1 − C^∗_2 U)U^∗ = Δ_1U^∗ − C^∗_2 UU^∗ = Δ_1U^∗ + C^∗_2 Δ_2 − C^∗_2 .

Next, note that B̃_1B̂^∗ = (B̃_1B̃^∗_1Σ̃_1 + σ̂B̃_1U^∗C̃_1)Φ^{−1}

= (−Ã_{11}Σ̃^2_1 − Σ̃_1Ã^∗_{11}Σ̃_1 + σ̂B̃_1U^∗C̃_1)Φ^{−1} = −Ã_{11} − Â^∗, where the first step follows from the Lyapunov equations (2.1) and the second step follows from the definition of Â. This proves (A.5). Next, we have B̃_2B̂^∗ =B̃_2(B̃^∗_1 Σ̃_1 + σ̂U^∗C̃_1)Φ^{−1} = (B̃_2B̃^∗_1 Σ̃_1 − σ̂C̃^∗_2 C̃_1 + σ̂Δ_1U^∗C̃_1 + σ̂C̃^∗_2 Δ_2C̃_1)Φ^{−1} =([−Ã_{21}Σ̃_1 − Σ̃_2Ã^∗_{12}]Σ̃_1 + σ̂[Ã^∗_{12}Σ̃_1 + Σ̃_2Ã_{21}] + σ̂Δ_1U^∗C̃_1 + σ̂C̃^∗_2 Δ_2C̃_1)Φ^{−1} =((−σ̂^2Ã_{21}−Σ̃_2Ã^∗_{12})Σ̃_1+σ̂(Ã^∗_{12}Σ̃_1+Σ̃_2Ã_{21})+σ̂Δ_1U^∗C̃_1+σ̂C̃^∗_2 Δ_2C̃_1)Φ^{−1}−Ã_{21}(Σ̃^2_1−σ̂^2I)Φ^{−1} =(σ̂(Σ̃_2 − σ̂I)Ã_{21} + (σ̂I − Σ̃_2)Ã^∗_{12}Σ̃_1 + σ̂Δ_1U^∗C̃_1 + σ̂C̃^∗_2 Δ_2C̃_1)Φ^{−1} − Ã_{21}, which proves (A.6). To verify (A.7), we have ΦÂΣ̃_1 +Σ̃_1Â^∗Φ =(σ̂^2Ã^∗_{11}+Σ̃_1Ã_{11}Σ̃_1−σ̂C̃^∗_1 UB̃^∗_1 )Σ̃_1+Σ̃_1(σ̂^2Ã^∗_{11}+Σ̃_1Ã_{11}Σ̃_1−σ̂C̃^∗_1 UB̃^∗_1 )^∗ =(σ̂^2Ã^∗_{11}+Σ̃_1Ã_{11}Σ̃_1−σ̂C̃^∗_1 UB̃^∗_1 )Σ̃_1+Σ̃_1(σ̂^2Ã_{11}+Σ̃_1Ã^∗_{11}Σ̃_1−σ̂B̃_1U^∗C̃_1) =−(Σ̃_1B̃_1 + σ̂C̃^∗_1 U)(B̃^∗_1 Σ̃_1 + σ̂U^∗C̃_1) + σ̂^2(Ã^∗_{11}Σ̃_1 + Σ̃_1Ã_{11} + C̃^∗_1 C̃_1) + Σ̃_1(Ã_{11}Σ̃_1 + Σ̃_1Ã^∗_{11} + B̃_1B̃^∗_1 )Σ̃_1 + σ̂^2C̃^∗_1 (UU^∗ − I)C̃_1 =−ΦB̂B̂^∗Φ − σ̂^2C̃^∗_1 Δ_2C̃_1,

where the last step follows from the definition of B̂ and the Lyapunov equations. Multiplying Φ^{−1} on the left and the right, we obtain (A.7). Next, we have C̃^∗_1 Ĉ = C̃^∗_1 (C̃_1Σ̃_1 + σ̂UB̃^∗_1 ) = −(Ã^∗_{11}Σ̃_1 + Σ̃_1Ã_{11})Σ̃_1 + σ̂C̃^∗_1 UB̃^∗_1 = −ΦÂ + σ̂^2Ã^∗_{11} − Ã^∗_{11}Σ̃^2_1 = −ΦÂ − Ã^∗_{11}Φ and C̃^∗_2 Ĉ = C̃^∗_2 (C̃_1Σ̃_1 + σ̂UB̃^∗_1 ) = (−Ã^∗_{12}Σ̃_1 − Σ̃_2Ã_{21})Σ̃_1 − σ̂B̃_2B̃^∗_1 + σ̂Δ_1B̃^∗_1 = (−Ã^∗_{12}Σ̃_1 − Σ̃_2Ã_{21})Σ̃_1 + σ̂(Ã_{21}Σ̃_1 + Σ̃_2Ã^∗_{12}) + σ̂Δ_1B̃^∗_1 = −Ã^∗_{12}Φ − (Σ̃_2 − σ̂I)Ã_{21}Σ̃_1 + σ̂(Σ̃_2 − σ̂I)Ã^∗_{12} + σ̂Δ_1B̃^∗_1 , which prove (A.8) and (A.9), respectively. Finally, to prove (A.10), we have

D_eB^∗_e + C_eP_e = σ̂U [~ B^∗_1 B̃^∗_2 B̂^∗ ] + [~ C_1 C̃_2 −Ĉ ] Σ̃_1 0 I 0 σ̂I 0 I 0 Σ̃_1Φ^{−1} = [ σ̂UB̃^∗_1 + C̃_1Σ̃_1 − Ĉ σ̂UB̃^∗_2 + σ̂C̃_2 σ̂UB̂^∗ + C̃_1 − ĈΣ̃_1Φ^{−1} ] , where σ̂UB̃^∗_1 +C̃_1Σ̃_1−Ĉ =0 by definition, σ̂UB̃^∗_2 +σ̂C̃_2 =σ̂(UΔ^∗_1+Δ^∗_2C̃_2) by (A.4), and σ̂UB̂^∗ + C̃_1 − ĈΣ̃_1Φ^{−1} = σ̂U(B̃^∗_1Σ̃_1 + σ̂U^∗C̃_1)Φ^{−1} + C̃_1 − (C̃_1Σ̃_1 + σ̂UB̃^∗_1 )Σ̃_1Φ^{−1} = σ̂^2C̃_1Φ^{−1} − σ̂^2Δ_2C̃_1Φ^{−1} + C̃_1 − C̃_1Σ̃^2_1Φ^{−1} = −σ̂^2Δ_2C̃_1Φ^{−1}.

This concludes the proof of the lemma.

Given a square matrix X, we define its inertia, denoted by In(X), to be the 3-

tuple consisting of the number of eigenvalues of X whose real parts are < 0, = 0, and

> 0, respectively. We now prove Theorem 4.1, which gives criteria for the rank of the

system reduced by the modified HNA algorithm being equal to k.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. By (A.7), we have the equation

−Σ̃^{−1}_1 ΦÂ − Â^∗ΦΣ̃^{−1}_1 = Σ̃^{−1}_1 ΦB̂B̂^∗ΦΣ̃^{−1}_1 + σ̂^2Σ̃^{−1}_1 C̃^∗_1 Δ_2C̃_1Σ̃^{−1}_1 ,

where Σ̃^{−1}_1 ΦB̂B̂^∗ΦΣ̃^{−1}_1 is positive semidefinite and ‖ ‖σ̂^2Σ̃^{−1}_1 C̃^∗_1 Δ_2C̃_1Σ̃^{−1}_1 ‖ ‖ < Q_U ‖ ‖C̃_1 ‖ ‖^2.

Hence, setting α_0 = Q_U ‖ ‖C̃_1 ‖ ‖^2, we have Σ̃^{−1}_1 ΦB̂B̂∗ΦΣ̃^{−1}_1 + σ̂2Σ̃^{−1}_1 C̃∗_1 Δ_2C̃_1Σ̃^{−1}_1 + α_0I

is positive definite. Since ( −Σ̃^{−1}_1 ΦÂ+α_0I/2 ) + ( −Â^∗ΦΣ̃^{−1}_1 +α_0I/2 ) =Σ̃^{−1}_1 ΦB̂B̂^∗ΦΣ̃^{−1}_1 +σ̂^2Σ̃^{−1}_1 C̃^∗_1 Δ_2C̃_1Σ̃^{−1}_1 +α_0I,

by [30, Cor. 3], we have

(A.11) In (^ A^∗ − α_0Σ̃_1Φ^{−1}/2 ) = In ( − Σ̃_1Φ^{−1} ) . By the way we construct Φ, we have In ( − Σ̃_1Φ^{−1} ) = In (−Φ) = (k, 0, K − r − k).

Note that ‖ ‖α_0Σ̃_1Φ^{−1}/2 ‖ ‖ ≤ (Q_U ‖ ‖C̃_1 ‖ ‖^2/2) ‖ ‖Σ̃_1Φ^{−1} ‖ ‖ ≤ Q_U ‖ ‖C̃_1 ‖ ‖^2δ^{−1}/2.

Now, assume Â^∗ and Â^∗ − α_0Σ̃_1Φ^{−1}/2 have different inertia, then as α ranges from 0

to α_0, by continuity, there exists an α^′ ∈ (0, α_0] such that Â^∗ − α^′Σ̃_1Φ^{−1}/2 contains

an eigenvalue with zero real part, but this eigenvalue is then contained in

σ‖_{α′Σ̃1 Φ−1 /2}‖(Â^∗) ⊂ σ_{QU} ‖_{C̃1}‖2_{δ−1 /2}(Â^∗),

which is a contradiction to (a). Hence, if (a) holds, then we have

In(Â) = In(Â^∗ − α_0Σ̃_1Φ^{−1}/2) = In ( − Σ̃_1Φ^{−1} ) = (k, 0, K − r − k). Now, assume (a) does not hold. Then, there exists a λ ∈ σ_{ρ1} (Â) = σ_{ρ1} (Â^∗) with

Re(λ) = 0. This means there exists a unit vector v such that

(A.12) ‖ ‖(Â^∗ − λI)v ‖ ‖ < ρ_1. Set ξ = Â^∗v − λv. Since

ÂΣ̃_1Φ^{−1} + Σ̃_1Φ^{−1}Â^∗ + B̂B̂^∗ = −σ̂^2Φ^{−1}C̃^∗_1 Δ_2C̃_1Φ^{−1},

we have

− σ̂^2v^∗Φ^{−1}C̃^∗_1 Δ_2C̃_1Φ^{−1}v = v^∗ÂΣ̃_1Φ^{−1}v + v^∗Σ̃_1Φ^{−1}Â^∗v + v^∗B̂B̂^∗v

=(−λv^∗+ξ^∗)Σ̃_1Φ^{−1}v+v^∗Σ̃_1Φ^{−1}(λv+ξ)+v^∗B̂B̂^∗v = ξ^∗Σ̃_1Φ^{−1}v+v^∗Σ̃_1Φ^{−1}ξ+v^∗B̂B̂^∗v.

This shows

(A.13) ‖ ‖B̂^∗v ‖ ‖^2≤ ‖ ‖σ̂^2v^∗Φ^{−1}C̃^∗_1 Δ_2C̃_1Φ^{−1}v ‖ ‖+2 ‖ ‖ξ^∗Σ̃_1Φ^{−1}v ‖ ‖< ‖ ‖C̃_1 ‖ ‖^2Q_U δ^{−2} +2ρ_1δ^{−1}.

Since Ã_{11} + Â^∗ + B̃_1B̂^∗ = 0, we have

0 = Ã_{11}v + Â^∗v + B̃_1B̂^∗v = Ã_{11}v + ξ + λv + B̃_1B̂^∗v.

By (A.13), we now have

(A.14) ‖ ‖(Ã_{11} + λI)v ‖ ‖ < ρ_1 + ‖ ‖B̃_1 ‖ ‖ √‖ ‖C̃_1 ‖ ‖^2Q_U δ−2 + 2ρ_1δ−1 = ρ_2.

Therefore, −λ ∈ σ_{ρ2} (Ã_{11}), which proves the contrapositive of (b) ⇒ (a).

Finally, with the same assumptions of (A.12), since

Ã_{21} + B̃_2B̂^∗ = (σ̂(Σ̃_2 − σ̂I)Ã_{21} + (σ̂I − Σ̃_2)Ã^∗_{12}Σ̃_1 + σ̂Δ_1U^∗C̃_1 + σ̂C̃^∗_2 Δ_2C̃_1)Φ^{−1},

we have

Ã_{21}v = [(σ̂(Σ̃_2 −σ̂I)Ã_{21} +(σ̂I −Σ̃_2)Ã^∗_{12}Σ̃_1 +σ̂Δ_1U^∗C̃_1 +σ̂C̃^∗_2 Δ_2C̃_1)Φ^{−1} −B̃_2B̂^∗] Ξ v,

which gives us Ã [ v 0 ] = [ −λv − ξ − B̃_1B̂^∗v Ξv ] = −λ [ v 0 ] v_′ + [ −ξ − B̃_1B̂^∗v Ξv ]

ξ^′ ,

which implies (Ã + λI)v^′ = ξ^′. Hence, −λ ∈ σ_{ρ3} (Ã), where

ρ_3 =‖ξ^′‖≤2ρ_2 + δ^{−1} ( ϵ ‖~ A_{21} ‖ + ϵ ‖~ A_{12} ‖ + Q_E √ 1+Q_U ‖~ C_1 ‖ + ‖~ C_1 ‖‖~ C_2 ‖ Q_U ) . This shows the contrapositive of (c) ⇒ (a).

Appendix B. Proof of Theorem 4.2.

In this section, we prove Theorem 4.2 on the Hankel approximation error of the modified HNA algorithm. We will continue to use the notations introduced at the beginning of Appendix A.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Set σ̂ = σ̃_{k+1} and define E(z) = D_e + C_e(zI − A_e)^{−1}B_e. Then, we have (B.1) E(z) = (D̃ − D̂) + C̃(zI − Ã)^{−1}B̃ − Ĉ(zI − Â)^{−1}B̂ = G̃(z) − Ĝ(z). Hence, for any fixed z, we have

(B.2) ‖ ‖Ĝ(z)−G̃(z) ‖ ‖ = ‖ ‖(G̃(z)−Ĝ(z))(G̃(z)−Ĝ(z))^∗ ‖ ‖^{1/2} = ‖E(z)E(z)^∗‖^{1/2} .

Let z ∈ C , Re(z) = 0 be given. We have

(B.3) E(z)E(z)^∗ = (D_e + C_e(zI − A_e)^{−1}B_e)(D^∗_e + B^∗_e (−zI − A^∗_e )^{−1}C^∗_e ).

Note from the definition of D_e that

(B.4) D_eD^∗_e = (D̃ − D̂)(D̃ − D̂)^∗ = σ̂^2UU^∗ = σ̂^2I − σ̂^2Δ_2.

By (A.10), we have

(B.5) D_eB^∗_e (−zI − A^∗_e )^{−1}C^∗_e = (Δ̃ − C_eP_e)(−zI − A^∗_e )^{−1}C^∗_e ,

Next, by (A.3), we have

(B.6) C_e(zI − A_e)^{−1}B_eB^∗_e (−zI − A^∗_e )^{−1}C^∗_e =C_e(zI −A_e)^{−1}(Ω+(zI − A_e)P_e +P_e(−zI −A^∗_e))(−zI −A^∗_e )^{−1}C^∗_e =C_eP_e(−zI −A^∗_e )^{−1}C^∗_e +C_e(zI −A_e)^{−1}P_eC^∗_e +C_e(zI −A_e)^{−1}Ω(−zI −A^∗_e )^{−1}C^∗_e .

Combining (B.3), (B.4), (B.5), and (B.6), we have

(B.7)

E(z)E(z)^∗ = σ̂^2I − σ̂^2Δ_2 + Δ̃(−zI − A^∗_e )^{−1}C^∗_e + C_e(zI − A_e)^{−1}Δ̃^∗

+ C_e(zI − A_e)^{−1}Ω(−zI − A^∗_e )^{−1}C^∗_e .

We prove the theorem by controlling each term added to σ̂^2I. By definition, we have

(B.8) e_1 := ‖ ‖σ̂^2Δ_2 ‖ ‖ ≤ σ̂^2Q_U . To control the third and the fourth term, we note that

Δ̃(−zI −A^∗_e)^{−1}C^∗_e =[0 σ̂(UΔ∗_1 +Δ∗_2C̃_2) −σ̂2Δ_2C̃_1Φ−1] [ (zI −Ã)^{−1} 0 0 (zI −Â)^{−1} ] C̃∗_1 C̃∗_2 −Ĉ^∗ = [ 0 σ̂(UΔ^∗_1 +Δ^∗_2C̃_2) ] (zI − Ã)^{−1}C̃^∗ + σ̂^2Δ_2C̃_1Φ^{−1}(zI −Â)^{−1}Ĉ^∗,

where the norm of twice the first term can be bounded as

e_2 := 2 ‖ ‖[ 0 σ̂(UΔ∗_1 +Δ∗_2C̃_2) ] (zI − Ã)^{−1}C̃^∗ ‖ ‖ ≤ 2σ̂( √ 1+Q_U Q_E +Q_U ‖ ‖C̃_2 ‖ ‖)ρ^{−1} ‖ ‖C̃ ‖ ‖ and the norm of twice the second term can be bounded as

e_3 := 2 ‖ σ̂^2Δ_2C̃_1Φ^{−1}(zI −Â)^{−1}Ĉ^∗ ‖ ≤ 2σ̂^2Q_U ‖~ C_1 ‖ ‖ X(z)^{−1} ‖ ‖^ C ‖ , where ‖ ‖Ĉ ‖ ‖ ≤ σ̃_1 ‖ ‖C̃_1 ‖ ‖+σ̂√1+Q_U ‖ ‖B̃_1 ‖ ‖. Therefore, we have

(B.9) ‖ ‖Δ̃(−zI − A^∗_e )^{−1}C^∗_e + C_e(zI − A_e)^{−1}Δ̃^∗ ‖ ‖ ≤ e_2 + e_3.

To control the last term in (B.7), we note that C_e(zI − A_e)^{−1}Ω(−zI − A^∗_e )^{−1}C^∗_e = C̃(zI − Ã)^{−1}Ω_1(−zI − Ã^∗)^{−1}C̃^∗ − C̃(zI − Ã)^{−1}Ω_2(−zI − Â^∗)^{−1}Ĉ^∗

− Ĉ(zI − Â)^{−1}Ω^∗_2(−zI − Ã^∗)^{−1}C̃^∗ + Ĉ(zI − Â)^{−1}Ω_3(−zI − Â^∗)^{−1}Ĉ^∗.

We control each of these terms separately. By (2.1) and (A.3), we have

Ω_1 = [ 0 σ̂Ã_{12} +Σ̃_1Ã^∗_{21} −Ã_{12}Σ̃_2 −Σ̃_1Ã^∗_{21}

σ̂Ã^∗_{12} +Ã_{21}Σ̃_1 −Σ̃_2Ã^∗_{12} −Ã_{21}Σ̃_1 σ̂Ã^∗_{22} +σ̂Ã_{22} −Ã_{22}Σ̃_2 −Σ̃_2Ã^∗_{22} ] , whose norm is ≤ 2ϵ (‖~ A_{12} ‖ + ‖~ A_{21} ‖ + ‖~ A_{22} ‖) . Hence,

(B.10)

e_4 := ‖ ‖C̃(zI −Ã)^{−1}Ω_1(−zI −Ã^∗)^{−1}C̃^∗ ‖ ‖≤2ϵρ^{−2} ‖ ‖C̃ ‖ ‖^2( ‖ ‖Ã_{12} ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖Ã_{21} ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖Ã_{22} ‖ ‖). Next, by (A.5) and (A.6), we have

Ω_2 = [ 0 σ̂(Σ̃_2 −σ̂I)Ã_{21} +(σ̂I −Σ̃_2)Ã^∗_{12}Σ̃_1 +σ̂Δ_1U^∗C̃_1 +σ̂C̃^∗_2 Δ_2C̃_1 ] Φ^{−1}.

Hence,

(B.11)

e_5 := 2 ‖ ‖C̃(zI − Ã)^{−1}Ω_2(−zI − Ã^∗)^{−1}Ĉ^∗ ‖ ‖ ≤ ‖~ C ‖ ρ^{−1} ‖ σ̂(Σ̃_2 −σ̂I)Ã_{21} +(σ̂I −Σ̃_2)Ã^∗_{12}Σ̃_1 +σ̂Δ_1U^∗C̃_1 +σ̂C̃^∗_2 Δ_2C̃_1 ‖ ‖ X(z)^{−1} ‖ ‖^ C ‖ ≤ ‖ ‖C̃ ‖ ‖ρ^{−1}(ϵσ̂ ‖ ‖Ã_{21} ‖ ‖+ϵσ̃_1 ‖ ‖Ã_{12} ‖ ‖+σ̂Q_E √ 1+Q_U ‖ ‖C̃_1 ‖ ‖+σ̂Q_U ‖ ‖C̃_1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖C̃_2 ‖ ‖) ‖ ‖X(z)^{−1} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖Ĉ ‖ ‖. Finally, by (A.7), we have Ω_3 = −σ̂^2Φ^{−1}C̃^∗_1 Δ_2C̃_1Φ^{−1}. Hence, we have

(B.12) e_6 := ‖ ‖Ĉ(zI − Â)^{−1}Ω_3(−zI − Â^∗)^{−1}Ĉ^∗ ‖ ‖ ≤ σ̂^2 ‖ ‖Ĉ ‖ ‖^2 ‖ ‖X(z)^{−1} ‖ ‖^2 ‖ ‖C̃_1 ‖ ‖^2Q_U .

Combining (B.2), (B.7), (B.8), (B.9), (B.10), (B.11) and (B.12) and using the triangle

inequality, we have ‖^ G(z)−G̃(z) ‖_2 ≤ σ̂^2 +

∑_6

j=1 e_j , where for for some C > 0 that is

bounded by a fixed product of ‖~ A ‖ , ‖~ B ‖ , ‖~ C ‖ , σ̃_1, 1 + Q_E, and 1 + Q_U , we have

e_1+e_2+e_3+e_5 ≤ Cρ^{−1} ‖X(z)‖^{−1} (ϵ+Q_E+Q_U ), e_6 ≤ C ‖X(z)‖^{−2} Q_U , e_4 ≤ Cρ^{−2}ϵ.

This completes the proof.

Appendix C. Proof of Theorem 4.3.

In this section, we prove the upper bounds on Q_E and Q_U given our construction

of U in subsection 3.3. Recall that Theorem 4.3 suggests that Q_E and Q_U are on the

order of ϵ under mild assumptions.

Proof of Theorem 4.3. Let ν = s_q − s_{q+1}. Let B̃_2 = U_B S_B W^∗_B be an SVD of B̃_2

and define U^{(1)}_B ∈ C^{r×q} , U^{(2)}_B ∈ C^{r×(r−q)} , S^{(1)}_B ∈ C^{q×q} , S^{(2)}_B ∈ C^{(r−q)×(m−q)} , W^{(1)}_B ∈

C^{m×q} , W^{(2)}_B ∈ C^{m×(m−q)} so that

U_B = [ U^{(1)}_B U^{(2)}_B ] , S_B = [ S^{(1)}_B 0

0 S^{(2)}_B ] , W_B = [ W^{(1)}_B W^{(2)}_B ] .

We have that U_B S^2_B U^∗_B is an SVD of B̃_2B̃^∗_2 and U_C S^2_C U^∗_C is an SVD of C̃^∗_2 C̃_2. Since

by Lyapunov equations (2.1), we have

− B̃_2B̃^∗_2 + C̃^∗_2 C̃_2 = Ã_{22}Σ̃_2 + Σ̃_2Ã^∗_{22} − Ã^∗_{22}Σ̃_2 − Σ̃_2Ã_{22}

= Ã_{22}(Σ̃_2 −σ̂I +σ̂I) + (Σ̃_2 −σ̂I +σ̂I)Ã^∗_{22} − Ã^∗_{22}(Σ̃_2 −σ̂I +σ̂I) − (Σ̃_2 −σ̂I +σ̂I)Ã_{22}

= Ã_{22}(Σ̃_2 − σ̂I) + (Σ̃_2 − σ̂I)Ã^∗_{22} − Ã^∗_{22}(Σ̃_2 − σ̂I) − (Σ̃_2 − σ̂I)Ã_{22},

we know that ‖ ‖B̃_2B̃^∗_2 − C̃^∗_2 C̃_2 ‖ ‖_F ≤ 4ϵ ‖ ‖Ã_{22} ‖ ‖_F and ‖ ‖B̃_2B̃^∗_2 − C̃^∗_2 C̃_2 ‖ ‖_F = 0 when Ã_{22} is Hermitian. Then, by Weyl’s inequality and

the Davis–Kahan Theorem [9], we have ‖ ‖U^{(1)}_B (U^{(1)}_B )^∗ − U^{(1)}_C (U^{(1)}_C )^∗ ‖ ‖_F ≤ 4 √ 2ϵ ‖ ‖Ã_{22} ‖ ‖_F ν − 4ϵ ‖ ‖Ã_{22} ‖ ‖_F and ‖ ‖U^{(1)}_B (U^{(1)}_B )∗ − U^{(1)}_C (U^{(1)}_C )∗ ‖ ‖_F = 0 when Ã_{22} is Hermitian. To prove (a), we have

(C.1) C̃^∗_2 U = U_C S_C V^∗_C V_C V^∗_B = U_C S_C V^∗_B = U^{(1)}_C S^{(1)}_C (V^{(1)}_B )^∗ + U^{(2)}_C S^{(2)}_C (V^{(2)}_B )^∗

By the definition of V^{(1)}_B (see (3.3)), we have

U^{(1)}_C S^{(1)}_C (V^{(1)}_B )^∗=−U^{(1)}_C (U^{(1)}_C )^∗B̃_2 =−U^{(1)}_B (U^{(1)}_B )^∗B̃_2 +(U^{(1)}_B (U^{(1)}_B )^∗−U^{(1)}_C (U^{(1)}_C )^∗)B̃_2,

where

−U^{(1)}_B (U^{(1)}_B )^∗B̃_2 =−U^{(1)}_B [(U^{(1)}_B )^∗U^{(1)}_B ]S^{(1)}_B (W^{(1)}_B )^∗ −U^{(1)}_B [ (U^{(1)}_B )^∗U^{(2)}_B ] S^{(2)}_B (W^{(2)}_B )^∗

=−U^{(1)}_B S^{(1)}_B (W^{(1)}_B )^∗ −U^{(2)}_B S^{(2)}_B (W^{(2)}_B )^∗ +U^{(2)}_B S^{(2)}_B (W^{(2)}_B )^∗ =−B̃_2 +U^{(2)}_B S^{(2)}_B (W^{(2)}_B )^∗

since (U^{(1)}_B )^∗U^{(1)}_B = I and (U^{(1)}_B )^∗U^{(2)}_B = 0. Thus, (C.1) shows that

(C.2) C̃^∗_2 U =−B̃_2+U^{(2)}_B S^{(2)}_B (W^{(2)}_B )^∗+(U^{(1)}_B (U^{(1)}_B )^∗−U^{(1)}_C (U^{(1)}_C )^∗)B̃_2+U^{(2)}_C S^{(2)}_C (V^{(2)}_B )^∗.

When q = r, we have U^{(1)}_C (U^{(1)}_C )^∗ = I and S^{(2)}_C = 0 so that C̃^∗_2 U = −B̃_2; otherwise,

(C.3) ‖ ‖U^{(2)}_C S^{(2)}_C (V^{(2)}_B )^∗ ‖ ‖ ≤ γ, ‖ ‖U^{(2)}_B S^{(2)}_B (W^{(2)}_B )^∗ ‖ ‖ ≤ √ γ^2 + 4ϵ ‖ ‖Ã_{22} ‖ ‖_F . Moreover, we have

(C.4) ‖ ‖(U^{(1)}_B (U^{(1)}_B )^∗ − U^{(1)}_C (U^{(1)}_C )^∗)B̃_2 ‖ ‖ ≤ 4 √ 2ϵ ‖~ A_{22} ‖ F ν − 4ϵ ‖~ A_{22} ‖ F ‖ ‖B̃_2 ‖ ‖ and is equal to zero when A_{22} is Hermitian. Combining (C.2), (C.3) and (C.4), we proved part (a).

Next, we prove part (b). Since V_C is unitary, we have ‖I − UU^∗‖ = ‖V^∗_C (I − UU^∗)V_C ‖ = ‖I − V^∗_B V_B ‖ . By our construction, we can write V^∗_B V_B as

V^∗_B V_B = [ (V^{(1)}_B )^∗ (V^{(2)}_B )^∗ ] [ V^{(1)}_B V^{(2)}_B ] = [ (V^{(1)}_B )^∗V^{(1)}_B 0 0 I ] , which shows ‖I − V^∗_B V_B ‖ = ‖ ‖I − (V^{(1)}_B )^∗V^{(1)}_B ‖ ‖. Now, we have

(V^{(1)}_B )^∗V^{(1)}_B = (S^{(1)}_C )^{−1}(U^{(1)}_C )^∗B̃_2B̃^∗_2 U^{(1)}_C (S^{(1)}_C )^{−1}

= (S^{(1)}_C )^{−1}(U^{(1)}_C )^∗C̃^∗_2 C̃_2U^{(1)}_C (S^{(1)}_C )^{−1} +(S^{(1)}_C )^{−1}(U^{(1)}_C )^∗(B̃_2B̃^∗_2 −C̃^∗_2 C̃_2)U^{(1)}_C (S^{(1)}_C )^{−1}

= (S^{(1)}_C )^{−1}(U^{(1)}_C )^∗U_C S_C V^∗_C V_C S^∗_C U^∗_C U^{(1)}_C (S^{(1)}_C )^{−1}

+ (S^{(1)}_C )^{−1}(U^{(1)}_C )^∗(B̃_2B̃^∗_2 − C̃^∗_2 C̃_2)U^{(1)}_C (S^{(1)}_C )^{−1}.

The first term in the last expression can be expanded as

(S^{(1)}_C )^{−1}(U^{(1)}_C )^∗U_C S_C V^∗_C V_C S^∗_C U^∗_C U^{(1)}_C (S^{(1)}_C )^{−1}

= (S^{(1)}_C )^{−1}(U^{(1)}_C )^∗U_C S_C S^∗_C U^∗_C U^{(1)}_C (S^{(1)}_C )^{−1} =(S^{(1)}_C )^{−1} [ I 0 ] S_C S^∗_C [ I 0 ] (S^{(1)}_C )^{−1} =I.

The residual term can be bounded by ‖I − UU^∗‖ ≤ ‖ ‖(S^{(1)}_C )^{−1}(U^{(1)}_C )^∗(B̃_2B̃^∗_2 − C̃^∗_2 C̃_2)U^{(1)}_C (S^{(1)}_C )^{−1} ‖ ‖ ≤ 4s^{−2}_q ϵ ‖ ‖Ã_{22} ‖ ‖ and is zero when Ã_{22} is Hermitian. This finishes the proof.

24 A. YU AND A. TOWNSEND

Acknowledgments. We want to thank Serkan Gugercin for discussions about this manuscript.

REFERENCES

[1] V. M. Adamjan, D. Z. Arov, and M. G. Kreĭn, Infinite Hankel matrices and generalized Carathéodory-Fejér and I. Schur problems, Funkcional. Anal. i Priložen., 2 (1968), pp. 1– 17. [2] V. M. Adamjan, D. Z. Arov, and M. G. Kreĭn, Analytic properties of the Schmidt pairs of a Hankel operator and the generalized Schur-Takagi problem, Mat. Sb. (N.S.), 86(128) (1971), pp. 34–75.

[3] A. C. Antoulas, Approximation of large-scale dynamical systems, vol. 6 of Advances in Design and Control, SIAM Philadelphia, PA, 2005.

[4] A. C. Antoulas, S. Lefteriu, and A. C. Ionita, A tutorial introduction to the Loewner framework for model reduction, in Model reduction and approximation, vol. 15 of Comput. Sci. Eng., SIAM, Philadelphia, PA, 2017, pp. 335–376.

[5] A. C. Antoulas, D. C. Sorensen, and S. Gugercin, A survey of model reduction methods for large-scale systems, tech. report, 2000.

[6] A. Astolfi, Model reduction by moment matching for linear and nonlinear systems, IEEE Trans. Automat. Control, 55 (2010), pp. 2321–2336.

[7] Q. Aumann and I. V. Gosea, Practical challenges in data-driven interpolation: dealing with noise, enforcing stability, and computing realizations, arXiv preprint arXiv:2301.04906, (2023).

[8] Y. Chahlaoui and P. Van Dooren, Benchmark examples for model reduction of linear timeinvariant dynamical systems, in Dimension reduction of large-scale systems, vol. 45 of Lect. Notes Comput. Sci. Eng., Springer, Berlin, 2005, pp. 379–392.

[9] C. Davis and W. M. Kahan, The rotation of eigenvectors by a perturbation. III, SIAM J.

Numer. Anal., 7 (1970), pp. 1–46.

[10] F. De Bruyne, B. D. O. Anderson, and M. Gevers, Relating H_2 and H_∞ bounds for finitedimensional systems, Systems Control Lett., 24 (1995), pp. 173–181.

[11] P. S. Diniz, E. A. Da Silva, and S. L. Netto, Digital signal processing: system analysis and design, Cambridge University Press, 2010.

[12] W. Draijer, M. Steinbuch, and O. H. Bosgra, Adaptive control of the radial servo system of a compact disc player, Automatica, 28 (1992), pp. 455–462.

[13] G. Dullerud and F. Paganini, A Course in Robust Control Theory: A Convex Approach, Texts in Applied Mathematics, Springer New York, 2013.

[14] B. F. Farrell and P. J. Ioannou, Stochastic dynamics of the midlatitude atmospheric jet, J.

Atmos. Sci., 52 (1995), pp. 1642–1656.

[15] J. B. Garnett, Bounded analytic functions, vol. 236 of Graduate Texts in Mathematics, Springer, New York, first ed., 2007.

[16] K. Glover, All optimal Hankel-norm approximations of linear multivariable systems and their L^∞-error bounds, Internat. J. Control, 39 (1984), pp. 1115–1193.

[17] I. V. Gosea and S. Güttel, Algorithms for the rational approximation of matrix-valued functions, SIAM J. Sci. Comput., 43 (2021), pp. A3033–A3054.

[18] I. V. Gosea, C. Poussot-Vassal, and A. C. Antoulas, On enforcing stability for data-driven reduced-order models, in 2021 29th Mediterranean Conference on Control and Automation (MED), IEEE, 2021, pp. 487–493.

[19] E. J. Grimme, Krylov projection methods for model reduction, PhD thesis, 1997. [20] Y. Inouye, Criteria for blind deconvolution of multichannel linear time-invariant systems, IEEE trans. on signal process., 46 (1998), pp. 3432–3436.

[21] T. C. Ionescu, A. Astolfi, and P. Colaneri, Families of moment matching based, low order approximations for linear systems, Systems Control Lett., 64 (2014), pp. 47–56.

[22] I. M. Jaimoukha and E. M. Kasenally, Implicitly restarted Krylov subspace methods for stable partial realizations, SIAM J. Matrix Anal. Appl., 18 (1997), pp. 633–652.

[23] M. Köhler, On the closest stable descriptor system in the respective spaces RH_2 and RH_∞, Linear Algebra Appl., 443 (2014), pp. 34–49.

[24] P. V. Kokotović, R. E. O’Malley, Jr., and P. Sannuti, Singular perturbations and order reduction in control theory—an overview, Automatica J. IFAC, 12 (1976), pp. 123–132.

[25] A. J. Laub, M. Heath, C. Paige, and R. Ward, Computation of system balancing transformations and other applications of simultaneous diagonalization algorithms, IEEE Trans. Automat. Contr., 32 (1987), pp. 115–122.

[26] P. Lietaert, K. Meerbergen, J. Pérez, and B. Vandereycken, Automatic rational approximation and linearization of nonlinear eigenvalue problems, IMA J. Numer. Anal., 42 (2022), pp. 1087–1115.

[27] Y. Liu and B. D. O. Anderson, Singular perturbation approximation of balanced systems, Internat. J. Control, 50 (1989), pp. 1379–1405.

[28] B. C. Moore, Principal component analysis in linear systems: controllability, observability, and model reduction, IEEE Trans. Automat. Control, 26 (1981), pp. 17–32.

[29] Y. Nakatsukasa, O. Sète, and L. N. Trefethen, The AAA algorithm for rational approximation, SIAM J. Sci. Comput., 40 (2018), pp. A1494–A1522.

[30] A. Ostrowski and H. Schneider, Some theorems on the inertia of general matrices, J. Math.

Anal. Appl., 4 (1962), pp. 72–84.

[31] B. Peherstorfer and K. Willcox, Data-driven operator inference for nonintrusive projection-based model reduction, Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Engrg., 306 (2016), pp. 196–215.

[32] V. V. Peller, Hankel operators and their applications, Springer Monographs in Mathematics, Springer-Verlag, New York, 2003.

[33] W. M. Siebert, Circuits, signals, and systems, MIT press, 1986.

[34] L. N. Trefethen and M. Embree, Spectra and pseudospectra: The behavior of nonnormal matrices and operators, Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2005.

[35] G. D. Wood et al., Control of parameter-dependent mechanical systems, PhD thesis, University of Cambridge, 1995.

[36] P. M. Wortelboer, M. Steinbuch, and O. H. Bosgra, Iterative model and controller reduction using closed-loop balancing, with application to a compact disc mechanism, Int. J. Robust Nonlinear Control, 9 (1996), pp. 123–142.

[37] K. Zhou and J. C. Doyle, Essentials of robust control, vol. 104, Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River, NJ, 1998.