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Abstract

The stability of the representation of finite rank operators in terms of a basis is analyzed.
A conditioning is introduced as a measure of the stability properties. This conditioning
improves some other conditionings because it is closer to the Lebesgue function.
Improved bounds for the conditioning of the Fourier sums with respect to an orthogonal
basis are obtained, in particular, for Legendre, Chebyshev, and disk polynomials. The
Lagrange and Newton formulae for the interpolating polynomial are also considered.
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1 Introduction

The representation of a continuous function in a finite dimensional space depends on
the choice of a basis. A first possibility consists of expanding the function in terms of
a Lagrange basis with respect to some set of nodes so that the coefficients with respect
to the basis are values of the function. The representation in terms of the Lagrange
basis with respect to the Chebyshev sites turns out to be a very stable representation
of polynomials (see pp. 12—-15 of [2]).
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A related problem is the representation of operators of finite rank in terms of a given
basis. The Lebesgue function provides a pointwise bound for the error propagation
of an operator independently of the formula used for evaluation. However, the choice
of a basis for expressing the operator might provide worse stability results for the
evaluation than those predicted by the Lebesgue function. Some operators, such as
orthogonal projections, have good stability properties if an orthogonal basis is used
[5]. In order to measure the stability properties, we introduce a condition number
associated with the representation.

The bound provided by the Lebesgue function is lower than the conditioning of any
representation of the operator with respect to a basis. It would be an ideal situation to
have an evaluation formula for the operator whose condition is exactly the Lebesgue
function. However, many common formulae for the operator in terms of an orthog-
onal basis give rise to a condition number higher than the Lebesgue function. If the
conditioning is closer to the Lebesgue function, then the corresponding representation
is more stable. In the case that the conditioning coincides with the Lebesgue function,
the representation is optimal. The Lagrange formula for the interpolation operator is
optimally stable as we will show in Section5 (see also [3]). In contrast, the Newton
formula may present numerical instability [1].

In previous research, a different conditioning for comparing different representa-
tions of an operator has been considered [3-6, 8]. However, this conditioning tends to
overestimate the instability, especially when dealing with Fourier representations with
respect to orthogonal polynomials, as we shall see later. The conditioning proposed
in this paper is sharper in the sense that it resembles more closely the Lebesgue func-
tion. This conditioning might be harder to compute in some cases, but it can be easily
bounded in the case of orthogonal projections, giving rise to sharper and practical
bounds.

In Sect.2, we introduce a conditioning « (x, B, B_l) of a basis B, and we show
that it is smaller than the condition number cond(x, B, B’l) used in [3]. In fact,
Example 1 illustrates that it can be considerably smaller. In Sect.3, we extend the
proposed conditioning to the case of representations of a continuous linear operator on
the space of continuous functions on a compact domain with finite rank « (x, B, ®). We
compare it with the condition number cond(x, B, ®), discussed in [5], and prove that
k(x, B, ®) < cond(x, B, ®). We also show that both conditionings are invariant under
reordering or rescaling of the basis. Moreover, both conditionings coincide in the case
where the functionals associated with the representation are nonnegative. In Sect. 4, we
consider the conditioning of least squares problems. The Christoffel function relates
the values of the Fourier sum operator S, [ f](x) with || f]|2, the norm associated
with the scalar product. This relation allows us to provide practical bounds for the
conditioning k (x, P, @) of the representation of S, in terms of an orthogonal basis P.
In Theorem 1, we provide bounds for both conditionings, and we can say that the bound
for k (x, P, ®) is lower than the corresponding bound for cond(x, P, ®). We describe
some relevant examples, considering Legendre polynomials, Chebyshev polynomials,
and disk polynomials. In the three cases, the bounds for « (x, P, ®) considerably
improve the bounds for cond(x, P, ®). Section5 focusses on the conditioning of
Lagrange interpolation. The representation of the interpolation operator with respect to
the Lagrange basis L and the evaluation functionals X' is optimal, because « (x, L, X”)
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coincides with the Lebesgue function. Moreover, both condition numbers coincide,
k(x, L, X’) = cond(x, L, X’). In Sect. 6, we consider the conditioning of the Newton
representation of the interpolating polynomial. In this case, the conditioning depends
on the ordering of the nodes. We characterize the orderings such that both conditionings
coincide. As a consequence, if the nodes are increasingly ordered or, more generally,
if they follow a central ordering with respect to a center (see [4]), both conditionings
coincide. Finally, Sect.7 considers the discrete case, which can be analyzed as a
particular case of a Lagrange interpolation operator.

2 Conditioning of a basis

Let K be a compact domain in RY. Let U = (bo, ..., by) be the vector space gener-
ated by (bo, ..., b,) with linearly independent by, ..., b, € C(K). Then, the linear

mapping
n
B:ceR'" Zcibi eU

i=0
can be regarded as a basis of U whose inverse B! is the corresponding coordinate
mapping. Letus denote by 7; () := (B’lu),-,i =0, ..., n,the coordinate projections.
Each function u € U can be written in terms of the basis

n
u(x) = B(mou, ... muu)(x) = »_mi@bi(x), xeKk.
i=0
In order to compute u(x) expressed in terms of a given basis, we evaluate each of the
terms 7; (u)b; (x) and sum up all of them. Since the computation of each coefficient
wi(u),i =0,...,n,can be affected by an error ;, we shall obtain instead

n n

D (i) + ebi(x) =u(x) + Y _eibi(x), x €K,

i=0 i=0
So, we can assume that the computed value is the exact expression of a perturbed
function u(x) + e(x), where the perturbation e(x) = Z?:o &ibi(x) belongs to the
space U. The sign of the errors in the coefficients is difficult to predict. In the worst
of the cases, when we evaluate the function u at a given point x, all summands may
have the same nonstrict sign, for instance, ¢;b;(x) > O foralli = 0, ..., n. So, the
size of the perturbation can reach the following upper bound

n
le()] < Y leillbix)l, x € K.
i=0

We can write
n

le()] < llelloo Y Ibi(x)l, x € K,

i=0
and bound the size of the perturbation in terms of the norm of the error vector ¢ =
(€0, ..., €n). SO, Y i |bi(x)| gives a bound for the relative error |e(x)|/|&]loc-
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The size of the error of a coefficient depends on how the coefficient has been
computed. However, the previous bound does not reveal the influence of the error ¢;
of each coefficient to the error propagation e(x). Moreover, the starting point in some
problems is a perturbed function, and we want to measure how the perturbation might
affect the evaluation of the function in terms of a given basis. For this purpose, we
note that &; = m;(e),i = 0,...,n, and then Y 7 |&;|1bi(x)| = >/ I7i(e)bi (x)].
In order to measure the size of the error, we introduce

lelloo := max |e(x)].
xekK

The quantity sup,. U.lleloo=1 Z?:o |ri (e)b;(x)| can be regarded as a pointwise bound
for the error in the computation of a function in U at x with respect to a given basis B,
relative to the size of the perturbation ||e||~. This suggests the following definition.

Definition 1 Let B be a basis of a (n + 1)-dimensional space of functions U. The
conditioning of B at a point x of the domain K is
n
k(x,B,B™) = sup > |mi(e)bi(x)], xe€K.

el |lelloc=1 i=0

Since any e € U with |le|]|ooc = | can be expressed in the form

e(x) = —ZLO cibi(x) xeK
120 cibillo
for some ¢ = (co, ..., c,) # 0, we can write
"o leilbi (x
k(x, B, B~ = sup 2o lcillbi ()| xeKk.

20 | 2 i—ocibilloo

Proposition 1 Let B be a basis of an (n+ 1)-dimensional space of continous functions
U defined on a compact set K and let wy, ..., w, be the corresponding coordinate
projections. Let us define

n
cond(x, B, B™") := ) " IImillclbi®)], x € K,
i=0

where |7 || 0o 1= SUPecl, lefloo=1 |rie|. Then, we have
k(x,B,B™") <cond(x, B, B™"), xeK.
Proof Since for each ¢ € U we have

i (e)| < [I7illoollell oo
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we can write

n n
k(x, B,B™)="sup D |mi()b;i(x)| <) IImilloolbi (x)| =cond(x, B, B~").
ecU, |lellco=1 i=0 i=0

O

The conditioning cond(x, B, B~!) has been used in previous papers [3-5]. We
want to show that, in some cases, cond(x, B, B’]) is much bigger than « (x, B, B’l)
and so, cond(x, B, B~!) overestimates the error propagation of the representation of
a function in terms of a basis.

Example 1 Let us consider the basis bg(x) = 1, b1 (x) = x of the space P; of polyno-
mials of degree less than or equal to 1 on the domain [—1, 1]. Then, the corresponding
basis mapping is B(co, c1) = co + c1x. Let us show that the coordinate projections
have unit norm. Since 7o(p) = (p(—1) 4+ p(1))/2, we have that

1
|To(p)| = Elp(—l) +pM)| = |Ipllec, Yp € Py.

Taking p(x) = bo(x), we see that [mo(p)| = 1 = ||plleo and conclude that ||7g||ec =
1. On the other hand, we can write 71 (p) = (p(1) — p(—1))/2 and deduce that

1
lT1(p)| = Elp(l) —p(=D| = llpllec, VYp € Pr.

Taking p(x) = by (x), we see that |1 (p)| = 1 = || pllec and we deduce that |71 ||oc =
1. Then, in this case
cond(x, B, B™") =1+ |x|.

On the other hand, we can write

k(x, B, B~ = sup (Imo(e)| + |mi(e)llx])

lelloo=1

1
= sup S(e()+e(=Dl+ le(1) —e(=D]lx]).

lelloo=1
Denoting ag := |e(1) + e(—1)|/2 > 0 and a; := |e(1) — e(—1)|/2 > 0, we find that
ap + a1 = max(le(=1)][, [e(D)]) <1

and
ap+ailx| <ap+a < 1.

Therefore, «(x, B, B’]) < 1 and, since the value 1 is attained for e(x) = 1, we
conclude that
k(x,B,B~H) =1.
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So, we find that k' (x, B, B~') < cond(x, B, B~!) if x # 0. In particular, for x = 1,
we have
«(1,B,B~Y) =1, cond(l,B, B~ =2.

3 Conditioning of an operator

The norm of a continuous linear operator on the space of continuous functions on a
compact domain K C R
T:C(K)— C(K),

is also called the Lebesgue constant. We can introduce a Lebesgue function as

A(x; T):= sup |T[e](x)].

lelloo=1

The following result proves that the supremum value of the Lebesgue function coin-
cides with the Lebesgue constant.

Proposition2 Let T : C(K) — C(K) be a continuous linear operator on the space
of continuous functions defined on the compact domain K. Then, we have

ITlloo = sup A(x; T).

xekK

Proof From

A(x;T) = sup [Tle]l()] = sup [T[ellloc = IT]lco,

lelloo=1 llelloo=1

we deduce that
sup Ax; T) < |IT |l oo-
xek

On the other hand, for each e € C(K) with |le|looc = 1, we have that

[T[e]lx)] = ”fS”uP 1 ITLAIO] = A(x; T).

Then, we deduce that

IT[ellloo < sup A(x; T), e € C(K), lelleo=1,

xek
and

ITlloo = sup [IT[e]lloo < sup A(x; T).

llelloo=1 xek
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If T has finite rank, dimU = n + 1, with U = T[C(K)], we can obtain the
representation of 7' with respect to a basis B : R"*! — U of the form

TIf1x) =Y mTIf1bi(x).

i=0

Defining ® := B~ 'oT,wehavethat ® f = (¢of, ..., ¢nf), where ¢; : C(K) — R
is the linear functional obtained applying the i-th coordinate map to 7'[ f]

éif =mTIf], [ e CK).

In this way, the relation 7 = B o ® can be understood as a way of representing the
operator by choosing a basis (by, . .., b,) and a system of functionals (¢, . .., ¢n).

Definition 2 Let U be a finite dimensional subspace of C(K) with dimU = n + 1
and let B : R"*! — U be a basis mapping for U. Let ® : C(K) — R"*! whose
components ¢; : C(K) — R,i =1, ..., n, are continuous linear functionals defined
on C(K). We define

€0, B,®) = sup > |di(e)bi(x)].

ecC(K)llelloo=1 125

The conditioning « (x, B, ®) can be regarded as a pointwise bound for the error in
the computation of the operator 7 = B o ® expressed in terms of the basis B, relative
to the size of any perturbation e € C(K).

Proposition3 Let T : C(K) — C(K) be a continuous linear operator of finite rank
U = T[C(K)]withdim(U) =n+ 1. Let B : U — R"*! be a basis mapping and let
® = B~ o T. Then, we have

IT(f1(x) =TI < k(x, B, D f — fllos, x €K, f,feCK).

We also have the following inequality relating k (x, B, ®) and the Lebesgue function
AMx;T)
AMx;T) <k(x,B,P), xe€K,

and so,
IT oo < maxk(x, B, ®).
xekK

Proof Let ¢; : C(K) — R be the components of ®,i =0, ...,n,and lete = f— f
be the perturbation function. Since T[e] = Z?:o ¢i(e)b;, we can write

ITLf +el(x) = TIFI0)] = [Tlel@)] < Y i(e)bi(x)] < k(x, B, ®)[elloo. (1)

i=0
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By the above inequality, we have that

Ax;T)= sup [T[e](x)| <«(x, B, P)

llelloo=1
and

ITlleo = sup |Tlelllco = sup max|T[e](x)| < maxk(x,B, P).

llelloo=1 lleloo=1 €K
O

Note that, in contrast to « (x, B, ®), the Lebesgue function A(x; 7)) depends only
on the finite rank operator and not on the choice of the basis. Different bases B may
lead to different conditionings k (x, B, ®). If k (x, B, ®) is close to A(x; T), the basis
B provides a quasi-optimal conditioned representation of the operator at the point x.

In [5], the following measure for the conditioning was introduced:

cond(x, B, ®) := Z @i llooDi (X))
i=0

Let us show that «(x, B, ®) provides a measure of the conditioning sharper than
cond(x, B, ®).

Proposition 4 Let U be a finite dimensional subspace of C(K) withdimU = n + 1
and let B : R"T' — U be a basis mapping for U. Let ® : C(K) — R"*! whose

components ¢; : C(K) — R, i = 0,1,...,n, are continuous linear functionals
defined on C(K). Then, we have the following inequality:

k(x, B, ®) <cond(x, B, ®), xeK.

Proof Taking into account that |¢; (e)| < ||p; |l ll€]lco, We have
n n
KO, B.®) = sup Y [i(@bi(x)] < D lIilloclbi ()] = cond(x, B, P).
lello=1;—¢ i=0
O
For a given operator 7 : C(K) — C(K), with U := T[C(K)], we can compare

different representations with respect to different bases. If B and B are two basis
mappings of U, we can write

TIAX) =Y $i(Hbi(x) =Y gi(fHbi(x),

i=0 i=0
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where ® = B~! o T and ® = B~! o T. We have already mentioned that the con-
ditioning depends on the choice of the basis. A reordering of the elements of a basis
corresponds to a reordering of the associated functionals. In the same way, a rescaling
of the basis b; (x) = k;b; (x), implies a rescaling of the functions ¢_>,- = kl,-d)i' Let us
show now that the conditionings cond(x, B, ®) and «(x, B, ®) are invariant under
reordering or rescaling of the basis.

Proposition5 Let¢; : C(K) —> R, i =0, ...,n, be a sequence of linear functionals
and B be a basis mapping of a finite dimensional space U C C(K). Let ki # 0,
i=0,...,n,ando : {0, 1,...,n} = {0, 1, ..., n} be any permutation. Let b; (x) =

kibo i)(x) and ¢i(f) = o i)(f)/ki. Then
cond(x, B, ®) = cond(x, B, ®), «(x,B,d) =«(x,B,P), x K.

Proof Clearly,

3 Ui lloo i ()] = Z 1900l 11y 5y )1 = Z 16 1ol (1)1

pr =0

which implies that cond(x, B, ®) = cond(x, B, Ci)). On the other hand,

> 1gi(@)llbi ()] = Z 00N 15y 5,001 = Z i €)1 i (x)].

i=0 i=0 kil i=0

and taking the supremum when ||¢| s = 1, we deduce that k (x, B, ®) = k (x, B, D).
O

In some cases, we can deduce the equality of both conditionings. We say that a
functional ¢ : C(K) — R isnonnegative if ¢ (f) > 0 for any nonnegative continuous
function f € C(K), f > 0.

Lemma1l If ¢ : C(K) — R is a nonnegative continuous linear functional, then

[@lloo = @(D).

Proof Clearly,
o) =1lp()] = sup [P = [[Plloo-

lelloo=1

On the other hand, we have for any e € C(K) with |le||cc = 1 that both 1 + e(x)
and 1 — e(x) are nonnegative functions. By the nonnegativity of ¢, ¢ (1) + ¢(e) and
¢ (1) — ¢ (e) are nonnegative values and hence |¢ (e)| < ¢ (1). Therefore

[¢llooc = sup [@(e)] < @(1).

lelloo=1
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Now, we deduce the equality of both conditionings if the corresponding functionals
are nonnegative.

Proposition6 Let¢; : C(K) — R,i =0, ...,n, bea sequence of nonnegative linear
functionals and B be a basis mapping of a finite dimensional space U C C(K). Then

k(x, B, ®) =cond(x, B, ®), x € K.
Proof By Lemma 1, we have that ¢; (1) = ||¢; ||sc- S0, we deduce that
n n
k(x, B, ®) = Y ¢i(DIbi(x)] = Y _ lI¢illoolbi(x)| = cond(x, B, ®)
i=0 i=0
and, using Proposition 4, the result follows. O

In some cases, the basis B of the space U can be chosen such that all functions
b; attain its maximum absolute value at the same point. Legendre and Chebyshev
polynomials form relevant bases of the space of polynomials of degree not greater
than n and attain its maximum absolute value on [—1, 1] at x = 1.

Proposition 7 Let U be a finite dimensional subspace of C(K) withdimU = n + 1
and let B : R"*' — U be a basis mapping for U such that there exists x° € K such
that all basis functions attain its maximum at the same point x° € K,

max |b; (x)| = |b; (x°)]
xek

and ® : C(K) — R whose components ¢; : C(K) — R, i = 0,1,...,n,
are continuous linear functionals defined on C(K). Then, the maximum condition is
attained at x°,

max cond(x, B, ) = cond(xo, B, ®), max«(x, B, d) = K()CO, B, ®).
xekK xekK

Proof Clearly, we have

cond(x, B, ®) = Y 1§ lloolbi ()] < D Iilloclbi (x%)] = cond(x°, B, ®)

i=0 i=0

and

k(x, B, ®) = sup Z|¢l(e>||b ()] < sup Z|¢,(e>||b @ =x(", B, ®).

lelloo=1 125 lelloo=1 125
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4 Conditioning of least squares problems

In this section, orthogonal projections arising in least squares problems will be con-
sidered. We first deduce some general properties of the conditioning of projectors.

Definition3 Let 7 : C(K) — C(K) be a linear operator. We say that 7 is a projector
if T{u] = u forallu € U, where U := T[C(K)].

If T is a projector, then T o B = B for any basis mapping of U. So,if ® = B~ o T,

we have
®oB=B 'oToB=1,

where I is the identity map from R**! — R"*! In other words, the system of
functionals (¢o, ..., ¢) is dual to the basis (b, ..., b,) in the sense that

¢i(bj) =65, i,j=0,...,n,

where §;; is the Kronecker symbol. This implies that the restriction of ® to the space
U coincides with the coordinate mapping B~!, that is,

du :B_lu, uedl.

The following proposition shows that the condition of the representation of a projector
is always greater than or equal to the corresponding condition of the basis.

Proposition8 Let T : C(K) — C(K) be a projector on a finite dimensional space
U and let B be a basis mapping of U. If ® = B~ o T, then

cond(x, B, B_l) <cond(x, B, ®), x e K,

and
k(x, B, B_l) <xk(x,B,P), xeKk.
Proof Let my, ..., m, be the coordinate mappings with respect to B. Since T is a
projector, then ¢;u = mju forallu e U,i =0, ..., n. Then
[9illcc = sup |piel = sup  |die| = sup [mie| = [|7illo

ecC(K), lleflo=1 ecl, |lello=1 ecl, Jlello=1

and we conclude that

n n
cond(x, B, ®) = Y |§illoolbi (x)| = D |7 lloolbi (x)| = cond(x, B, B™).
i=0 i=0
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In the same way, we deduce that

k(x,B,®)=  sup Z|¢,(e>b WI=  sup D [gi(e)bi)]

e€C(K), llelow=1 iy ecU llello=11 25

= sup Dm(e)b (0] =w(x. B, B,

eeU, ||e||oo—1l —0

m}

Let K be a compact set of R? and  be a nonnegative regular Borel measure with
0 < u(K) < oo. Let us define the semidefinite symmetric bilinear form

(f. 8 =/Kf(X)g(X)dM(X), @)

and || f |2 := (f, f)"/2. The best approximation of f € C(K) in a finite dimensional
subspace U is a function minimizing || f — u||2, u € U.If the bilinear form is positive
definite on the finite dimensional subspace U, then the best approximation exists, it is
unique and it is characterized by the property that the error is orthogonal to the space
U.If P = (po, ..., pn) is an orthogonal basis of U, then the solution of the least
squares problem can be given as the n-th Fourier sum

Sulf1= Z Vi), e,

2
= pill3

Introducing the Christoffel-Darboux kernel

Z pi(xX)pi(y)

Ky(x,y) =
2

we can express the n-th Fourier sum in the form

SuLf10x) = /K Ko ) )R ().

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

1S,L£1(0)]* < /K Kn(x,y)zdu(y)/K O duy) = Ku(x, )1 £113,

we deduce that the values of the Fourier sum at x and the norm || f||> for f € C(K)
can be related by the Christoffel function 1/ K, (x, x) (see Theorem 3.6.6 of [7]). Since
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the measure of K is finite, we have that

LFIB < 17 13n(K)

and the following upper bound for the Lebesgue function in terms of the Christoffel

function follows
(5 S < I1llay/Kn(x, x).

The next result shows that the same bound can be deduced for the conditioning
k(x, P, @) for the Fourier sum expressed in terms of an orthogonal basis P.

Theorem 1 Let K be a compact set of R? and ju be a nonnegative finite Borel measure.

Let P = (po, - .., pn) be an orthogonal basis of a space U with respect to the bilinear
form (f, g) = [ f(x)g(x)du(x) and
¢ f = M, i=0,...,n.
I pill3
Let

pi(xX)pi ()
R S Ipil3
i=0 L2

be the Christoffel-Darboux kernel associated to the basis P. Then, the Lebesgue
function of the Fourier sum operator S,[ f1(x) := Y 7_, ¢ fpi(x) is given by

Alx; Sp) = fK | K (x, Ydu(y),

and we have the following bounds for the conditionings

condx, P, @y = Y 1P < ||1||zZ il 3)

“pil3 — pill2

|pi (0)[*\1/2

K(X,P,(D)S||1||2\/Kn(X,X)=||1||2<Z ||p‘||2) . @

i=0 12

Proof Let
Kn(x,y) i= Z pi(xX)pi(y)
i=0 ||Pz||2

be the Christoffel-Darboux kernel associated to the orthogonal basis P. The Lebesgue
function of the projector S, can be written in the form

M= s | [ Kae)duc).
lello=1"JK
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Choosing for each x € K a sequence e, (y) of functions in C(K) with |le;|lcc = 1
converging to sign(K (x, y)), where

-1, x <0,
sign(x) := 130, x=0,

1, x>0,

we deduce that
AGx; S) = / K e )l ().
K

By the Riesz representation Theorem (see Theorem 6.19 of Chapter 6 of [9]),

Jx Ipi)Iduy)  lpilh
Ipilloo = daSLAR L
Il pill5 lpill5

where || pill1 := fK |pi (x)|dw(x). Then, we obtain (see Proposition 1 of [5])

n
lpills
cond(x, P, ®) = Z l 5 1pi ()]
= lpillz

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality fK |pi () |du(x) < ||pill2ll1]l2, the bound (3)
follows. Now, let us bound

n

P @y = sup YLl )

lelo=1i—=g llPill3

From the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

n

n . 2 n . 2
Z I(e,plz>l|pi(x)| < (Z l{e, pi)] )1/2(2 | pi (x)] )1/2_

2 2
= pill3 ~ ipil3 = pill3

Using Bessel inequality and the fact that |e(x)| < 1, for all x, we deduce that

n

(e, pi)
Y =< el = w(K) = 113,
= il

Then, the bound (4) follows. O
We remark that the bound in (4) is lower than the bound in (3) because
n n

3 |pi ()2 - (Z |pi<x)|)2_

2 .
i lpillz = lpill2
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Now, let us analyze some common Fourier approximations with respect to different
scalar products, giving rise to classical orthogonal polynomials.
In the case that p is the Lebesgue measure on [—1, 1], we can take the basis of

Legendre polynomials P = (P, ..., P,). Taking into account that
2 2

P; 2 = —, P; < \/E P; = —

IPIG = 50 1P = V2P = ———

we have that

cond(x, P, ®) = Z” Pl )|_Z¢2z+ 1P, (x)].

P13

From the fact that the Legendre polynomials attain its maximum value P, (1) = 1 at
x = 1 (see Section 7.2 of [10]), we deduce from Proposition 7 that

n
max cond(x, P, ®) = cond(l, P, ®) < Z«/Zi +1

xe[—1,1] P
=l

(see Proposition 2 of [5]). Using Proposition 7, we deduce that « (x, P, ®) attains its
maximum value at x = 1, and from (4), we get

2i + 1\1/2
max K(qu))—K(IPCD)<\/_( Lt ) —n+l.
xe[—1,1] , 2
i=0
We remark that
24/2 " 14 (4n +52n + 1
Tf‘/(n+l)3§§ V2i+1< +(n+6) ntl

i=0

which implies that the bound for cond(x, P, ®) is higher than the bound for
k(x, P, D).

Example 2 Let us consider the Fourier sum that associates to each function its best
approximation in the least squares sense in the space of polynomials of degree not
greater than 1

1 /! 3 1 1143
SiLf10x) :=5/1f<t>dr+7x/lrf<t>dr=/l T .

Let us first compute the Lebesgue function of S;. By Theorem 1,

A S)) = sup ‘/ + 3xt ()d(_—/ 11+ 3xt|dr.

lelloo=1
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Using the change of variables T = —t, we deduce
1! 1!

A(—x;Sl)=§/ |1—3xt|dt=§/ |1+ 3xtldT = A(x; S1).
—1 -1

So, the Lebesgue function is an even function.
If |x] < 1/3, then 1 4 3x¢ is nonnegative for each r € [—1, 1], and we obtain

1 ! 1 !
A(x;sl)=§/ ‘1+3xt|dl=§/ (1+3xndt =1, |x|<1/3.
-1 —1

Otherwise, if |x| > 1/3, then 1 + 3x¢ changes its sign at t = 3x , and we deduce that

%/11|1+3xt|dt=%< /Tl(1+3xt)dt’+’/;(1+3x;)dt’)
1 1 3 1 1 3 1
=515 2 (ga)l+ e+ 5 (0-59))
S-F-al e )
2( 2 6x 2 6x

Using the identity max(|a|, |b|) = |a + b|/2 + |a — b|/2, we obtain

)\(x;S1)=max(1,¥+ﬁ) (||+ﬁ) x| > 1/3.

The continuous linear functionals for the representation of S; with respect to the
basis of Legendre polynomials Py(x) = 1, P;(x) = x, are

1 ! 3 (!
wolfl =5 / o, piif1=3 / L ().
—1 —1

The corresponding norms are ||¢g|lco = 1, |@1]lcc = 3/2. So, a direct computation
gives
3
cond(x, P, ®) =1+ §|x|.

Now, we compute

1
K(x, P, ®) = sup %’f e(r)dr +—’/ t(t)dt
-1

lelloo=1
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We use the identity |a| + |b| = max(|la — b|, |a + b]), to obtain

lj/I (r)d¢]+3"“']/lt (| ! \/l( +3lxIne(ndr] <
— _— e —= — Imax S
2 ,16 2 _1 2 se{-1,1} 1 J_4 e -

1
lelloo max / |s+3|x|t|dt.
2 sel-11} J_

By the symmetry of the functions t € [—1, 1] — |1 4+ 3|x|¢|,t € [-1, 1]~ | — 1+
3|x|t|, we see that both have the same integral and obtain

1 1
k(x, P, ®) < 5/ |1+ 3|x|t|dt = A(lx]; S1) = A(x; ).
-1

From Proposition 3, we deduce that

1 1
k(x,B,®)=A(x;T) = 5/ |14 3xt|dt.
-1

So, we have that
AMx; S1) =«k(x, P, ®) < cond(x, P, D).

Thus, we can say that the basis of Legendre polynomials has the optimal condi-
tioning x (x, B, ®) = A(x; T). However, the conditioning cond(x, P, ®) does not
show the good behavior of the basis. By Proposition 7, the maximum value of both
conditionings is attained at x = 1

5
I7lloe = k(1 P.®) = 3 < 7 = cond(1. P, ®).

W] W

Chebyshev polynomials T = (T, . .., T,) are orthogonal with respect to du(x) =
dx/~/1 — x2ontheinterval [—1, 1]. Taking into account that || Ty||> = 27, || T}, ||§ =,
for n > 1, we deduce from (4) that

k(x,T, 1) < JE(% +%Xn:Ti(x)2)l/2 _ (1 +22n:Ti(x)2>1/2.
i=1

i=1

The norm of the functionals 7; f = (f, T;)/||T;||> can be computed from the fact
that | To||; = 7 and || 7|1 = 2, forn > 1,

4
Itolloc =1, lTulloc = peri >1,
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giving rise to
n 4 n
cond(x, T, 7) = 3 [tillocl i0)| = 14 — > ITi (),

So, we find again that the bound for «(x, T, 7) is lower than cond(x, T, 7). Since
Chebyshev polynomials attain its maximum absolute value at x = 1, we deduce
from Proposition 7, that the maximum conditionings « (x, 7', 7) and cond(x, T, ) are
attained at x = 1

4
max ]cond(x, T,t)=cond(1,T,7) =1+ il
T

xe[—1,1

and
IPalx k(x, T,t)=«(1,T,7) <+/2n+1.
xel—
Disk polynomials (cf. section 2.6 of [7]) can be used for approximation of functions
in the disk D = {(rcosf,rsin0)|0 <r < 1;60 € [—m, w]}. An orthogonal basis of
Gegegenbauer-like orthogonal polynomials with respect to the measure

|
A 0) = 210 — 2 drag
T

is given by
r)cos(|m|0), ifm >0, .
/m( 0) = J\ml( ) cos(|m|6), ! > 2t ml <. )
J,\m|(V) sin(jm|6), ifm <0,
where .
P2 — 1)
Jslm| P;a,|m|)(1)

and P;a’m) denotes the usual Jacobi polynomial of degree j in [—1, 1]. In Theorem 3
of [6], the conditioning of the basis has been computed as

/2] go
cond(r,6, 2%, &%) = 3 LIRS () ©)
j=0 "
n |(n—m)/2]
T Z Z hojter”Ra (M1(Icosmb| + | sinmb|),
m=1 Jjt+m,j
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where

HY,, ;= 2(a+1)/ IR, (MIr(1 = r?)dr,

2 1
WS g = P((fm——)k(l))z Pj(a,m)(zr2 — 2 — 2y
J

The integral defining hj‘ 4, j Can be expressed in terms of the square of the norm of
the usual Jacobi polynomials (see formula (8) of [6]) giving rise to

e (j +m)1j!
T (@ £ 2j Fm o+ D@+ 2)jam1 @+ 1))

j+m>0,

where (t); := t(t +1)---(t + j — 1) denotes the usual Pochhammer symbol. For
Jj = m =0, we have hj , = 1. First, we provide the values of the norm of the basis
(see the proof of Theorem 3 of [61)

ha

o _ o o

JJ’

We now compute a bound for « (r, 6, Z*, ®%) using formula (4).

|."/2J (r 9)2 n  L(n—m)/2] Zot (V 9)2 + Z¢ r 9)2
2 0 ’ Jj,—m\'
woomwrs S Agl g TS .
j=0 Jj+m,j
[n/2] R(xo(r)Z Xn: L('lf/ﬂ RO! (}’)2
j h(j){+m,j

Since the polynomials Z; ,, attain their maximum value at the boundary r = 1, we
get that R?‘ () =< R?‘ (1) = 1 and deduce the following bound

n/2) T A
max k(r,0,2% 0 = (Y . :
ref0,11,6€[0,27] = L 2o Mjam.

Since h% . is adecreasing function of o, o € [0, 00), we deduce that the least bound

is attained for the Zernike polynomials corresponding to o« = 0

[n/2] n L(n—m)/2)
(r.0,2°, ¢°)<(Z(2]+1)+2Z 3 (2]+m+1)>

[01]06[0271
j=0 m=1  j=0
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Then, we can write

1n/2] n_ Lo=m)/2)
2(2]+1)+2Z Z 2j+m+1)
m=1
WZJ (n+ D +2)2n +3)
—Z(Z]-i—l)-i—ZZl_—J(l-}-l)—Z(l-i-l)z . ,
j=0 1=0

and obtain the bound

max K(r, 0 70 (I)O) < n+1mn+2)2n +3)
refo,11,0€[0,27] - 6 '

In Proposition 2 of [6] it was shown that

n/2] n_ Ln—m)/2]
1 42 1
max cond(r, 0, Z%, ®%) < E 2

S S -
rel0,11,6€[0.27] e T Z Z o
=0 JsJ m=1 j=0 j+m,j

With an analogous reasoning, we get that the bound is a decreasing function of o €
[0, o0) and the least bound is obtained for « = 0

42
cond(r, 6, Z2°, ®%) < 5“—:(;1 +5/2)(n +3/2)3/2.

max
rel0,1]1,6€[0,2r]

Clearly, the bound for « (7, 9, 79 @9 is lower than the bound for cond(r, 6, Z°, ®9).

5 Conditioning of Lagrange interpolation
An interesting case of a projector is the Lagrange interpolation operator. Given a

sequence of distinct nodes X = (xg, ..., x,) with xo,...x, € K and a subspace
U C C(K) withdim U = n + 1 such that the Lagrange interpolation problem

u(lx;) = f(x;), i=0,...,n,
has a unique solution in U, we can define the operator
T:C(K)— C(K),
which associates to each f € C(K) its unique interpolant in U at the sequence of
nodes. Let [y, ..., I, € U be the fundamental solution associated to the sequence of

nodes, that is
lj(xi) = &ij,
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where §;; is the Kronecker symbol. Then, we can express the operator in terms of the

Lagrange basis
n

LZCER”+1—>ZCili€U,

i=0
as follows .,
TIf1=) fxlix).
i=0
The functionals X’ := L~! o T associated to the Lagrange representation of the

interpolant L[ f] are the evaluation functionals at the nodes

xif=f(), i=0,...,n
Theorem 2 Let U be a subspace of C(K) withdim U = n+1andlet X = (xg, ..., Xn)
be a sequence of nodes such that the Lagrange interpolation problem has a unique

solutionin U. Let T be the Lagrange interpolation operator, L be the Lagrange basis
and let X' = (x(, ..., x;,) be the evaluation functionals at the nodes,

X/ fi=f(), i=0,...,n.

Then

AMx;T) =«(x,L,X") =cond(x, L, X") = Z ll;(x)] x€K. @)
i=0

If, in addition, the constant functions belong to U, we also have that

n
k(x,L, L™ =cond(x,L,L™") = Z i(x)|>1, xeKk.
i=0

Proof By propositions 3 and 4, we have that
Ax;T) <k(x,L,X') <cond(x,L,X’), xeKk.

The evaluation functionals have unit norm, and we can write

cond(x, L, X') = Y " [Ixlloolli ()| = Y _ 1li(x)].

i=0 i=0
Given & € K, let u € U be the solution of the interpolation problem

u(x;) =signl;(¢§), i=0,...,n.
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Let us define
1, if u(x) > 1,

e(x) = Julx), if|lu(x)| <1,
—1, ifu(x) <—1.

Then, we have that |le]l.c = 1 and e € C(K). For this function, we can write

el(x) = Z sign(l; (€)1 (x).

i=0

In particular,

Tlel(€) =Y sign(; )i ) = Y 1 (©)l.

i=0
So, the value |T[e](§)| = Y 7_ |1;(§)] is attained and we deduce that

MET) =Y (L)

i=0

for each £ € K. So, we have shown (7).

Since the interpolation operator is a projection, we deduce from Proposition 8 that
cond(x, L, L~") < cond(x, L, X")and x(x, L, L™ < k(x, L, X'). Let 7q, ..., 7Tn
be the coordinate projections corresponding to the Lagrange basis. If 1 € U, by
Proposition 1, we have that

cond(x, L, L™ > k(x, L,L™Yy = sup Z|m(e)l (x)|>Z|m(l)l €3]

eeU, ”eHoo—ll =0 i=0

n
= > |li(x)] = cond(x, L, X') > cond(x, L, L™").
i=0

Finally, if 1 € U, we also have that ) 7_,/;(x) = 1 and, by the triangular inequality,
Y olli(x)| > 1forallx € K. -

So, we have shown that the Lagrange representation of the interpolation L[ f] =
> f (xi)l; has optimal conditioning and that both « (x, L, X”) and cond(x, L, X")
coincide for this representation.

We observe that the Lagrange representation is a particular case of a representation
with respect to a set of nonnegative functionals and that the equality of « (x, L, X’)
and cond(x, L, X’) could also be obtained by direct application of Proposition 6.

Let us compute the conditionings of the representation of the interpolant L[ f] with
respect to any other basis. Let us denote

skeel(A) := H|A71||A|H )
o0
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the Skeel condition number, where |A| stands for the matrix whose entries are the
absolute values of the entries of A.

Theorem 3 Let U be a subspace of C(K) withdim U = n+1andlet X = (xg, ..., Xn)
be a sequence of nodes such that the Lagrange interpolation problem has a unique
solution in U. Let T be the Lagrange interpolation operator and B : R — U
be a basis mapping. Let ® = B~! o T be the corresponding set of functionals of

the representation of T with respect to the basis B. Let bo(x), ..., b,(x) be the basis
functions associated to B and let

M(B, X) := (bj(x)))i,j=0,...n € RUFD*CHD
be the collocation matrix of the basis B at the set of nodes X. Then, we have

cond(x, B, ®) = (|bo(x)|, ..., |by(X)DIM(B, X)" "1, 1,..., DT, )

,,,,,

©
k(x, B, ®) = max  (|bo()l, ..., 1ba(x)DIM(B, X) "el, (10)
€0,...,en€{—1,1}
and
max «(x, B, ®) =  max ”|M(B, X)[|M (B, X)*16|H Can
k=0,...,n €0,...,en€{—1,1} 00
Proof The matrix M (B, X) is the matrix of change of basis between (b, .. ., b,) and

the Lagrange basis (lg, ..., ;)
(bOa LI ) bn) = (107 ] ln)M(37 X)

Let us observe that the basis mapping corresponding to (b, .. ., b,) is given by

n

n n
Be=) cibj=Y Y bj(xcjli=LM(B, X)c, i=0,....n.
i=0

i=0 j=0

The corresponding functionals ® = B~! o T can be expressed in terms of the inverse
of the matrix M (B, X)

¢o(u) u(xg)
O (u) = : =B N (Tw)=MB,X)"'X'wy=M®B,X)""| :
n(u) u(xp)

@ Springer



52 Page240f33 Carnicer et al.

n
¢i(u) = Zmiju(xj)-
o
Proposition 2 of [3] can be immediately generalized to a multivariate setting to derive

n
il =" lmyjl.
j=0

Then, we deduce that

llpollo 1
= |M(B, X))

lénll oo 1
And we obtain a formula for cond(x, B, ®)
cond(x, B, @)= 191l 161 (1) | = (Ib0@)]. . .. 14 GO M(B. Xy (1,1, 1)
i=0
and (8) holds. In particular, we can write

cond(xg, B, B™1) 1
: = |M(B, X)||M(B, X)™"|
cond(x,, B, B™") 1
and (9) follows.

For the computation of « (x, B, ®), we take into account that

€(x. B, ®) = max > 1gi(e)Ibi(x)| = ma D leGinlbi (o)l
~i=0 “=rizo

Denoting ¢, = e(x;),i = 0,...,n and € = (e, . ..., we can write ®(e) =
M(B, X) e and

k(x, B, ®) = rﬁlax (1bo(X)], ... |bu(X)]) | M (B, X) €l.

lelloo=

Taking into account that for each x

Feo, o en) i= (ol . g DM B, X) el = 3 [bin) Y mige|
i=0 j=0
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is a convex function in each of the variables g, ..., &, and that a convex function
defined on an interval attains its maximum value at the ends, we deduce that the
maximum is attained only for gy, ..., &, € {—1, 1} and then

€ B, @)= max (b, b ODIM(B, X) el

that is, (10) holds. In particular, we have

Ko, B @)= - max - (bo(ol. - Ibn () DIM(B, X) el

€05--ns €Ep€1—

and (11) follows. |

6 Conditioning of the Newton interpolation formula

Let us now compute the conditioning of the Newton representation of the Lagrange
interpolation formula

n
LIf1=Y difw;.
where
dif = I[xo0,....x1f,
is the i-th order divided difference of f at the nodes xo, ..., x; and

w;i(x) = H(x —xj), i=1,...,n,
with the convention that wq is the constant polynomial wg(x) = 1. Since

di f = Z S (k)

,+1 (%)’
we deduce (see Proposition 2 of [3]) that

i
1
ldilloe = o

k=0 W; 1 (Xk)'

and

cond(x, ,d) = Z lewi (x)] Z

,+1(x il
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Using formula (10), the conditioning « (x, @, d) can be computed in the following
way

& o,d) = €0 Ian?{(ll}z"(x)z

z+1(x’<)‘

Definition 4 Let xo, ..., x, be a sequence of distinct nodes. We say that x, leaves
the other nodes at one side if either x; < x,, k = 0,...,n — 1, 0r x;x > x,, k =
0,...,n — 1, that is, there exist ¢ € {—1, 1} such that
sign(xg —x,) =0, k=0,...,n—1.
Theorem 4 Let xo, ..., x, be a sequence of distinct nodes. Then, we have that
k(x,w,d) = cond(x, w,d)
if and only if each node x; leaves the previous nodes X, . . ., Xj—1 at one side, that is,

there exist o1, . .., o, such that
sign(xy — x;) =0i, k=0,...,i —1.
Proof Let us define s¢ := 1 and
sii=o01---0;, I=1,...,n.

Then, we have that

|
—
2z
ag
2
=
I
Rl
N—'
|
—
)
T
—
Q

sign(w; . (xx)) =

k k .
(—ox) opt1 -+ 0i = (—o)"spsi, k <1.
Choosing g := (—Uk)ksk, k=0, ...,n, we have that

sign(wj | (xx)) = six

and .
1
Ek .
ldilleo =5t 3 % i=0.....n.
oo =52 s
So,
n
0. )2 )w,oc)z ()j 3 11 oo i ()] = cond(x, @, d).
l+1 i=0
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From Proposition 4, we deduce that « (x, , d) = cond(x, w, d).
Conversely, let us assume that «(x, w,d) = cond(x,w,d) for a given x ¢
{x0,...,xn}. Leteg,..., &, € {—1, 1} be such that

k(x,w,d) = Z‘wl(x)z

t+1(xk)‘

Since

|w,(x>|(Z )(_|w,(x)|2

z+1( l+1(xk)|

we have that

k(x, . d) = Z|a),(x)|’z ()‘ Z|a),(x)|z = cond(x, . d).

k=0 l+1 l+l( k)|

Since w; (x) # 0, equality k (x, w, d) = cond(x, w, d) holds if and only if

i |

7, < =V, s 1,
| Z ,H(xk) |- ol (ol
which implies that eka)lf Jrl(xk), k = 0,...,i, have the same strict sign s; for any
i =0,...,n. So we have that
sign(wj, (x¢)) = siex, k=0,...,i, i=0,...,n.

Now, we use the recurrence

Wi (%) = (xx — xpo;(xg), i <k,
to deduce that

Si€k = sign(xk — xi)Si—lr‘Jk-

Defining o; := s;s;—1, we conclude that

sign(xy —x;) =03, k=0,...,i—1,
that is, each x; leaves the previous nodes xo, ..., x;—1 to the left (o; = —1) or to the
right (o; = 1). O
Definition 5 We say that the sequence (xo, . . . , x;;) follows a central order with respect

to a center c if the sequence of distances of the nodes to the center is monotonically
increasing, that is,
lxo—cl < |x1—c| = =[xy — .
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If the nodes form a monotonic sequence, we can consider that they follow a central

order with respect to the first node x¢. In fact, if x9 < --- < x,,, then the distances
|xi —xo| = x; —x0,1 =0, ..., n,form an increasing sequence. If xo > --- > x,, then
the distances |x; — xo| = xo — x;, i =0, ..., n, also form an increasing sequence.

Corollary 1 Let xq, ..., x, be a sequence of distinct nodes following a central order

with respect to a center c. Then,
k(x,w,d) = cond(x, w, d).

Proof In order to apply the characterization of Theorem 4, let us show that each x;,
i €{l,...,n},leaves the previous nodes at one side. Let 0; := sign(c—x;) € {—1, 1}.
If 0;(c — xj) > O for some j € {0,...,i — 1}, then c leaves x; and x; at the same
side and, since both nodes are distinct, we have that |x; — ¢| > |x; — ¢| and

oi(xj —x;) =0i(c—x;) —oi(c—xj) =|x; —c| —|xj —c| > 0.
Otherwise, if 0;(c — x;) < O for some j € {0, ...,7 — 1}, then
0i(xj —x;) = 0i(c —x;) —oi(c —xj) = |x; —c|+ |xj —c| > 0.
Therefore,
sign(x; —x;) =sign(c —x;) =o0;, j=0,...,i—1,
that is, x; leaves all previous nodes at the same side as c. O

In [4], some nice properties of the central ordering were described. In particular, for
equidistant nodes, the central ordering with respect to the center of the interval provides
lower bounds for the conditioning of the Newton formula than the corresponding
bounds for increasing nodes.

An ordering of the nodes giving rise to conditionings that are relatively close to
the Lebesgue function is the central ordering with respect to the evaluation point (see
Section 4 of [4]). Using Corollary 1, we also deduce that

k(x,w,d) =cond(x, w,d),

for evaluation of the Newton formula using nodes following a central ordering with
respect to x, that is,

|xp — x| > > |x1 — x| = |xo — x].

Let us illustrate with an example that « (x, w, d) can be lower than cond(x, w, d).

Example 3 Let us consider the set of nodes xo = 0, x; = 2, x = 1 on the interval
[0, 2]. Then, the conditioning of the Newton formula

fx) — f(XO)x n S(x2) =2f(x1) + f(XO)x

5 > (x —2),

p(x) = f(xo) +
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can be computed as follows:

- -2
Kk(x,w,d) = sup leo| + €1 €O|x+ €2 o +€0|x(2—x), x € [0, 2].
€.er,e2e{—1,1} 2 2

We can easily deduce that the supremum can be achieved either for (eg, €1, €2) =
(1,1, —1) or (g, €1, €2) = (1, —1, 1) and we have that

1+2x2—x), xe]0,1],

,o,d) =max(14+2x2—x), 1 +x+x2— =
Kk(x,w,d) x( x(2—x) x+x(2—x)) | 43— 2, e lL2l,

On the other hand,
cond(x, w,d) =1+ x +2x(2 — x).

Evaluating at x = 1, we have
3=k(1,w,d) < cond(1l, w,d) = 4.

The maximum value of « is attained at x = 3/2, and we have
13
325 = T k(3/2) < cond(3/2) = 4.
On the other hand, the maximum value of cond is attained at x = 5/4 and

51 33
31875 = T = #(5/4) < cond(5/4) = - = 4.125.

7 Conditioning in the discrete case

The discrete case corresponds to K = {xo, ..., x,}, where xo, ..., x, are distinct
points in R?. Each real function f defined on K can be completely described by the
vector (f(x0), ..., f(xy)) € R""L. The functions /; € RX defined by /;(x;) = &;;,
j=0,...,n, form a basis of C(K) = RX corresponding to the basis mapping

n
L:(co,...,cn) € RV chlj e RK.
Jj=0

Since

f) =) fxplj),

j=0

the coordinate projectors 7; are the evaluation functionals
nlf:f(xl)a i:(),.-.,n.
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Considering the whole set K as a set of nodes, the functions l, . . ., /,, can be regarded
as the Lagrange basis with respect to the Lagrange interpolation problem, find u € RX
such that

u(xj) = f(xj), i=0,...,n.

This problem has a unique solution and the interpolation operator 7 : R — RX is the
identity mapping because the interpolation space coincides with the whole set C(K).
Since T is the identity mapping, the evaluation functionals are just the coordinate
projections B! =7 = (m, ..., 7). The discrete case can be analyzed using the
tools of Sect. 5. Any basis B of RX can be identified with the corresponding collocation
matrix M (B, K) = (bj(x;))i, j=0,...n- By Theorem 2, the maximum conditioning in
this case can be expressed with the formulae

max (cond(xx, B, B™')) = skeel(M(B, K)™ 1),
=0,...,n

max k(. B.B~ )=  max H|M(B,K)||M(B,K)—1e|H.
k=0,...,n 1} 00

€0,....€n€{—1,

Any linear operator T : RK — RX is described by the effect on the basis L

n
T[lj] = Za,‘jl,‘
i=0

and, since f = >"_ f(x;)l;, we can write

n n

TUf1=) Y aijf(x)li.

j=0i=0

and we have .
TIf1) =Y aij f(x)).
j=0

The coordinate mapping r transforms each function f into a vector  f in such a way
that

Iflloo = max 1f(xi)] = 7 flloo -

,,,,,

Defining A = (a;)i, j=0,...n € RO+DX0+D e can express the norm of the operator
T in terms of the norm of the matrix A. From 7 T[f] = Ax f, we obtain

ITlloo = max [A€lloo = | Alloo = max > lail.
i n“

lelloo= =0,...,

Conversely, since any square matrix A € RO#+D*@+D defines the mapping x €
R**1 > Ax € R"*! and the space R"*! can be regarded as the space of real functions

@ Springer



On the stability of the representation... Page 310f33 52

on the set K = {0, 1, ..., n}, we can view any matrix as an operator. Let us show
that the different conditionings coincide with the Lebesgue function and give rise to a
corresponding vector, whose maximum entry is the infinity norm of the matrix.

Proposition 9 Let A € RTD>x0+D gng jor T - RIO-Lon} 5 RIOLond o the linear
operator defined by

TU =Y ay f(Dli. feROL,

Jj=0
where l; is the function defined on {0, 1, ..., n} whose values are given by [;(j) =
8ij» J =0,...,n, foreachi = 0,...,n. Let 1 = (mo, ..., m,) be the evaluation

SJunctionals w; f = f(i),i =0,...,n, and ® = 7 o T. Then, the Lebesgue function

is given by
n

Wi T) =y laijl, i=0,....m,

J=0

and
k(x,T,®)=cond(x,T,d)=A(x;T), xe€{0,1,...,n}.

Proof For each error function e, we obtain an error vector
_ _ T
e=me = (e(0),...,e(n))

such that w7 [e] = Ae. So, the values of the Lebesgue function at x = i are given by

n

n
M T) = max (Tl = max | D aiejl =) laijl.
o= j=0

llelloo=1 =0
Collecting all the values of the Lebesgue function, we can form a vector
a5 T) = A, ..., DT.

From the definition of ®, we have that
n
pie = mi(Tle]) = Tlel(i) = Y _ aije())
j=0
and we deduce that

n n
Iilloo = max |T[e]()| = max | ajjejl=) lajl.
lelloo=1 lelloo=1" 2=

j=0
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So,

cond(x, L, @)=Y " llgillo [l ()| =Y A(i: T)li(x) = A(x: T), x €{0.1,....n).

i=0 i=0
We also have
n n
ki, L, ®) = sup Y |pj(@|;j(i) = sup p;()l = lilloc= Y laijl.
llellw=1 j=0 lelloo=1 j=0
Therefore, the result follows. O
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