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Abstract. It is well known that matrices with low Hessenberg-structured displacement rank
enjoy fast algorithms for certain matrix factorizations. We show how n× n principal finite sections
of the Gram matrix for the orthogonal polynomial measure modification problem has such a dis-
placement structure, unlocking a collection of fast algorithms for computing connection coefficients
(as the upper-triangular Cholesky factor) between a known orthogonal polynomial family and the
modified family. In general, the O(n3) complexity is reduced to O(n2), and if the symmetric Gram
matrix has upper and lower bandwidth b, then the O(b2n) complexity for a banded Cholesky factor-
ization is reduced to O(bn). In the case of modified Chebyshev polynomials, we show that the Gram
matrix is a symmetric Toeplitz-plus-Hankel matrix, and if the modified Chebyshev moments decay
algebraically, then a hierarchical off-diagonal low-rank structure is observed in the Gram matrix,
enabling a further reduction in the complexity of an approximate Cholesky factorization powered by
randomized numerical linear algebra.
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1. Introduction. Let λ be a positive Borel measure on the real line whose
support contains an infinite number of points and has finite moments:

−∞ <

∫
R
xn dλ(x) <∞, ∀n ∈ N0.

Then there exists a family of orthogonal polynomialsP(x) = (p0(x) p1(x) p2(x) · · · )
with respect to the inner-product:

⟨f, g⟩λ =

∫
R
f(x)g(x) dλ(x).

That is, ⟨pm, pn⟩w = knδm,n, where kn > 0. Moreover, if kn ≡ 1, then we say that
P(x) are orthonormal. This inner-product induces a norm, ∥f∥2λ = ⟨f, f⟩λ, and the
Hilbert space L2(R, dλ).

Orthonormal polynomials are important in numerical analysis for their ability to
represent f ∈ L2(R, dλ) isomorphically as an ℓ2 infinite vector of expansion coeffi-
cients via:

f(x) =

∞∑
k=0

⟨f, pk⟩λ pk(x) =: P(x)f .

Given a known family of orthogonal polynomials, P(x), we wish to describe efficient
algorithms to compute the orthonormal polynomials Q(x) in L2(R, dµ). Our numer-
ical apparatus is centred on the computation of the connection coefficients between
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the original and the modified families:

P(x) = Q(x)R.

That is, the computation of the coefficients Rk,n (the entries of the upper-triangular
matrix R) such that:

pn(x) =

n∑
k=0

qk(x)Rk,n.

Every family of orthogonal polynomials has an irreducible infinite tridiagonal
matrix (the transpose of the Jacobi matrix) that implements multiplication by x:

xP(x) = P(x)XP .

If P(x) is orthonormal, then XP is symmetric. As a characterizing object, it is
essential to provide methods to compute the matrix XQ in xQ(x) = Q(x)XQ. Indeed,
a result due to Gautschi [13] states that RXP = XQR. Since XP and XQ are both
tridiagonal matrices, the computation of XQ involves only the main diagonal and the
first super-diagonal of the connection coefficients [16].

Definition 1.1. The Gram matrix is defined by:

(1.1) WP =

∫
R
P(x)⊤P(x) dµ(x).

Proposition 1.2. Properties of the Gram matrix include:
1. WP is symmetric and positive-definite;
2. If WP = R⊤R is a Cholesky factorization, then P(x) = Q(x)R and the

converse is true; and,
3. X⊤

PWP −WPXP = 0.

Proof. Properties 1 and 2 are proved in [16]. The last property follows from:∫
R
P(x)⊤xP(x) dµ(x) =

∫
R
P(x)⊤P(x) dµ(x)XP =WPXP ,

= X⊤
P

∫
R
P(x)⊤P(x) dµ(x) = X⊤

PWP .

The fast algorithms in this work are a consequence of this third property.

2. Fast Cholesky decomposition of the Gram matrix.

Definition 2.1. Let en be the nth canonical basis vector.

Definition 2.2. Let Pn ∈ Rn×∞ denote the projection operator:

(2.1) Pn =
(
In 0

)
,

where In is the n× n identity.

Definition 2.3. The modified OP moments of µ are defined by:

µ =

∫
R
P(x)⊤ dµ(x).

Theorem 2.4 (Gautschi [13]). Let the first 2n−1 modified OP moments of µ be
known. Then these uniquely define PnWPP

⊤
n and thereby PnRP

⊤
n and Pn−1XQP

⊤
n−1.
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Proof. The first column of the Gram matrix is equal to the constant P0(x) times
the modified OP moments. In the standard normalization, all classical OPs satisfy
P0(x) = 1, but if P(x) are orthonormal, the constant may be different [1]. Thus the
first 2n − 1 entries of the first column of WP are known. In general, Property 3 in
Proposition 1.2 defines a five-term recurrence relation about the entry m,n as follows,
dropping subscripts for clarity:

(2.2)
Xm−1,mWm−1,n +Xm,mWm,n +Xm+1,mWm+1,n

=Wm,n+1Xn+1,n +Wm,nXn,n +Wm,n−1Xn−1,n.

For n = 1, the term Wm,n−1Xn−1,n is omitted. This recurrence relation allows the
first 2n − 1 entries in the first column to define the first 2n − 2 entries in the sec-
ond column, and more generally the first 2n − m entries in the mth column. Thus
PnWPP

⊤
n is defined, its Cholesky factorization exists and is unique, and the compu-

tation Pn−1XQP
⊤
n−1 = (Pn−1RP

⊤
n )(PnXPP

⊤
n )(PnR

−1P⊤
n−1) is well-defined.

Remark 2.5. Eq. (2.2) allows for all entries in the n × n principal finite section
of the Gram matrix to be computed in O(n2) flops. If, however, every entry in the
moment vector past the first b+ 1 is zero, then WP is banded with upper and lower
bandwidths b, and the same section can be computed in O(bn) flops.

Property 3 in Proposition 1.2 can be restated in finite dimensions as follows.

Lemma 2.6. If G = (en| − PnWP en+1(XP )n+1,n) ∈ Rn×2 and J =

(
0 1
−1 0

)
,

then:

(2.3) (PnX
⊤
P P

⊤
n )(PnWPP

⊤
n )− (PnWPP

⊤
n )(PnXPP

⊤
n ) = GJG⊤.

Proof. The skew-symmetry of the left-hand side of Eq. (2.3) justifies the storage
of the right-hand side in skew-symmetric form. Since XP is tridiagonal, projection of
the second half of the infinite-dimensional matrix equation reads:

PnWPXPP
⊤
n = PnWPP

⊤
n+1Pn+1XPP

⊤
n ,

= PnWP

[
P⊤
n Pn +

(
P⊤
n+1Pn+1 − P⊤

n Pn

)]
XPP

⊤
n ,

= (PnWPP
⊤
n )(PnXPP

⊤
n ) + (PnWP en+1)(PnX

⊤
P en+1)

⊤,

= (PnWPP
⊤
n )(PnXPP

⊤
n ) + (PnWP en+1)(XP )n+1,ne

⊤
n .

Remark 2.7. While Lemma 2.6 proves that the n×n principal finite section of the
Gram matrix satisfies a skew-symmetric rank-2 displacement equation with PnXPP

⊤
n ,

it does so by establishing an impractical form of the generators, G. The above formulas
for G require the n+1st columns of WP and XP , which may not be readily available
when already working with truncations. As a remedy, we observe that the nonzero
entries in the difference:

(PnX
⊤
P P

⊤
n )(PnWPP

⊤
n )− (PnWPP

⊤
n )(PnXPP

⊤
n ),

live only in the last row and the last column. Thus, an alternative form for G reads:

G =
(
en

∣∣∣(PnWP en−1)(XP )n−1,n + (PnWP en)(XP )n,n − (PnX
⊤
P P

⊤
n )(PnWP en)

)
,
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which follows from:[
(PnX

⊤
P P

⊤
n )(PnWPP

⊤
n )− (PnWPP

⊤
n )(PnXPP

⊤
n )
]
en,

= (PnX
⊤
P P

⊤
n )(PnWP en)− (PnWPP

⊤
n )(PnXP en),

= (PnX
⊤
P P

⊤
n )(PnWP en)− (PnWPP

⊤
n ) [(XP )n−1,nen−1 + (XP )n,nen] ,

= (PnX
⊤
P P

⊤
n )(PnWP en)− (PnWP en−1)(XP )n−1,n − (PnWP en)(XP )n,n.

Fortunately, much has been done [14, 18, 21] to analyze matrix equations with
displacement structure such as Eq. (2.3), and it turns out that its Cholesky factoriza-
tion can be computed in O(n2) flops instead of O(n3). This algorithm uses the low
displacement rank to perform the symmetric transformations implied by a Cholesky
factorization and apply them to the matrix of generators, G, and to PnXPP

⊤
n rather

than working directly on PnWPP
⊤
n .

The following lemma is special case of [18, Lemma 2.1] applied to Sylvester-type
matrix equations with tridiagonal-plus-first-row Hessenberg structure.

Lemma 2.8. Suppose we have a Sylvester-type displacement equation for a sym-
metric and positive-definite W1 ∈ Rn×n:

X⊤
1 W1 −W1X1 = G1JG

⊤
1 ,

where G1 ∈ Rn×2 and J ∈ R2×2, and where X1 ∈ Rn×n is an irreducible tridiagonal
matrix with nonzero entries in the first row. That is:

X1 =

(
α βe⊤1
γe1 X̂1

)
+ e1r

⊤
1 ,

where X̂1 ∈ R(n−1)×(n−1) is a tridiagonal matrix. Furthermore, let W1 =

(
d1 l⊤1
l1 Ŵ1

)
and let L1 =

(√
d1 0
l1√
d1

I

)
so that:

W1 = L1

(
1 0
0 W2

)
L⊤
1 ,

is a partial Cholesky factorization, where W2 = Ŵ1− 1
d1
l1l

⊤
1 is the Schur complement.

If d1 ̸= 0, then the Schur complement satisfies another Sylvester-type displacement
equation of the same form:

X⊤
2 W2 −W2X2 = G2JG

⊤
2 ,

where:
X2 = X̂1 + e1r

⊤
2 , r2 = − γ

d1
l1,

and if G1 =

(
g1
Ĝ1

)
, then:

G2 = Ĝ1 −
l1g1
d1

.

Proof. The original matrix equation is equivalent to:

X⊤
1 L1

(
1

W2

)
L⊤
1 − L1

(
1

W2

)
L⊤
1 X1 = G1JG

⊤
1 .
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After applying L−1
1 from the left and L−⊤

1 from the right, we have:

L−1
1 X⊤

1 L1

(
1

W2

)
−
(
1

W2

)
L⊤
1 X1L

−⊤
1 = L−1

1 G1JG
⊤
1 L

−⊤
1 .

Computing the product:

L⊤
1 X1L

−⊤
1 =

(√
d1

l⊤1√
d1

0 I

)[(
α βe⊤1
γe1 X̂1

)
+ e1r

⊤
1

](
1√
d1

− l⊤1
d1

0 I

)
,

=

(
× ×
× X̂1 − γ

d1
e1l

⊤
1

)
,

where the × indicate entries that are not of interest, the second term in the original
matrix equation becomes:(

1
W2

)
L⊤
1 X1L

−⊤
1 =

(
× ×
× W2X2

)
.

Finally, (
×
G2

)
= L−1

1 G1.

This lemma nearly forms the full induction step from a matrix equation of size
n × n to one of size (n − 1) × (n − 1). To begin the computations, the first column
of W1 is required to form the partial Cholesky factor L1. Indeed, for the Gram
matrix, this first column is simply proportional to the modified OP moments, but
to continue the inductive process, we must also compute the first column of W2.
For Sylvester-type matrix equations with Hessenberg structure, this is known as the
second-column problem [18], because the first column of W2 may be constructed from
L1 and the second column of W1. This second column is computed by applying the
matrix equation to e1:

X⊤
1 W1e1 −W1X1e1 = G1JG

⊤
1 e1,

X⊤
1 W1e1 −W1

[(
α βe⊤1
γe1 X̂1

)
+ e1r

⊤
1

]
e1 = G1Jg1,

or:

γW1e2 =
[
X⊤

1 − (α+ r⊤1 e1)
]
W1e1 −G1Jg1.

Since X1 is assumed to be irreducible, γ ̸= 0.
Algorithm 2 describes the fast Cholesky factorization of the principal finite section

of the Gram matrix as a consequence of Lemmas 2.6 and 2.8.
Surprisingly, Algorithm 2 appears symbolically identical to a fastQR factorization

of a Toeplitz-plus-Hankel matrix [21, Algorithm 2.31] with rank-2 generators in this
case instead of rank-8 generators for the QR factorization. The relationship follows
from the fact that the Chebyshev–Gram matrix, as described in § 4, is a special
symmetric Toeplitz-plus-Hankel matrix whose defining constants are drawn from the
same moment vector.
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Algorithm 2.1 Fast Cholesky factorization of symmetric positive-definiteW ∈ Rn×n.

Require: X ∈ Rn×n is an irreducible tridiagonal matrix and X⊤W −WX = GJG⊤.
function Cholesky(W,X,G, J)

L = In
c =W:,1

for k = 1 : n− 1 do
d =

√
c1

Lk:n,k = l = c/d
ĉ = ((X⊤ −X1,1I)c−GJG1,:)/X2,1 ▷ The second column.
c = ĉ2:n−k+1 − (c2/d)l2:n−k+1 ▷ The next first column.
X = X2:n−k+1,2:n−k+1 − (X2,1/d)e1l

⊤
2:n−k+1

G = G2:n−k+1,: − l2:n−k+1G1,:/d
end for
Ln,n =

√
c1

return L
end function

Ensure: W = LL⊤.

2.1. Computing modified orthogonal polynomial moments. By Theo-
rem 2.4 and Remark 2.5, entries of PnWPP

⊤
n may be computed by recurrence starting

with the modified OP moments. In this section, we shall describe two strategies to
compute these moments for classical OPs. That is, we shall discuss strategies in case
dµ(x) = w(x)χ(a,b)(x) dx, where χI is the indicator function on the set I and P(x)
are classical orthogonal polynomials [1, §18] with respect to weight wc(x):

µ = µ[w] =

∫ b

a

P(x)⊤w(x) dx.

We shall use the fact that the classical orthogonal polynomial weight wc(x) satis-
fies the Pearson differential equation (σwc)

′ = τwc, where deg(σ) ≤ 2 and deg(τ) ≤ 1,
and there exists [16, 25] a banded differentiation matrix in which:

DP(x) = P′(x)DP ′

P ,

banded raising (upper triangular) and lowering (lower triangular) matrices:

P(x) = P′(x)RP ′

P , and σP′(x) = P(x)LP
P ′ ,

and a diagonal mass matrix:∫ b

a

P(x)⊤P(x)wc(x) dx =MP .

The upper bandwidth of DP ′

P is 1, and the upper bandwidth of RP ′

P and the lower
bandwidth of LP

P ′ are both equal to deg(σ).

2.1.1. From differential equation to recurrence relation.

Theorem 2.9. Let w(x)/wc(x) ∈ L2
wc

(a, b) and let w satisfy the following differ-
ential equation:

(2.4) a(x)(σw)′ + b(x)w(x) = c(x),
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where a(x) and b(x) are polynomials with respective degrees a and b and the modified
moments of c are known. Then there exists a linear recurrence relation for the modified
moments µ[w] of length at most max{2a+ 3, 2b+ 1}.

Proof. The 2-norm convergent series w(x) = wc(x)P(x)w also encodes a rela-
tionship between the modified moments µ[w] and the coefficients w. Multiplying by
P(x)⊤ and integrating, we find:

µ[w] =MPw.

Inserting this series into the differential equation:

a(x)D [σwcP(x)w] + b(x)wc(x)P(x)w

= a(x)wc(x)
{
σP′(x)DP ′

P w + τ(x)P(x)w
}
+ b(x)wc(x)P(x)w

= a(x)wc(x)P(x)
[
LP
P ′DP ′

P + τ(XP )
]
w + b(x)wc(x)P(x)w

= wc(x)P(x)
{
a(XP )

[
LP
P ′DP ′

P + τ(XP )
]
+ b(XP )

}
w = c(x).

The recurrence is thus:

MP

{
a(XP )

[
LP
P ′DP ′

P + τ(XP )
]
+ b(XP )

}
M−1

P µ[w] = µ[c].

Table 1 illustrates two classical weights and many nonclassical weights that satisfy
such a differential equation, which, when coupled with a sufficient number of initial
conditions, leads to a finite-length recurrence relation for the modified moments. In

this table, we use the shorthands t + x =

k∏
i=1

ti + x and |t + x|γ =

k∏
i=1

|ti + x|γi to

denote weights with k algebraic factors.

Table 1
A collection of weights satisfying Eq. (2.4). In the upper part, σ(x) = 1− x2 and in the lower

part, σ(x) = x.

w(x) Differential equation

(1− x)α(1 + x)β (σw)′ + [α− β + (α+ β + 2)x]w = 0

log
(

2
1−x

)
(1− x)α(1 + x)β (σw)′ + [α− β + (α+ β + 2)x]w = (1− x)α(1 + x)β+1

|t+ x|γ (t+ x)w′ = w

k∑
i=1

γi

k∏
j=1
j ̸=i

tj + x

xαe−x (σw)′ + (x− α− 1)w = 0

log(t+ x)xαe−x (t+ x)(σw)′ + (t+ x)(x− α− 1)w = xα+1e−x

|t+ x|γe−x (t+ x)(w′ + w) = w

k∑
i=1

γi

k∏
j=1
j ̸=i

tj + x

Rather than being exhaustive, Table 1 is intended to be exemplary: algebraic
powers satisfy a first-order linear differential equation with polynomial coefficients,
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logarithmic factors require inhomogeneous linear differential equations, but in Table 1
the moments of the inhomogeneities also satisfy recurrence relations. The differential
equations are written as compactly as possible, and sometimes not exactly in the form
of Eq (2.4), but by (σw)′ = σw′ + σ′w, it is easy to convert between representations.

2.1.2. Simple function approximation. Not every weight satisfies a differen-
tial equation with the conditions outlined above. Therefore, we present a computa-
tional framework based on simple function approximation.

Definition 2.10. Let a = x0 < x1 < · · · < xn = b be a partition of the interval
[a, b] into a disjoint union of measurable sets. Then s(x) is a simple function on [a, b]
if it is constant on every open subinterval of the partition. That is:

s(x) =

n∑
k=1

skχ(xk−1,xk)(x).

Theorem 2.11 (Theorem 10.19 in [3]). Let f ∈ L1(I). For every ϵ > 0, there
exists a simple function s such that:

∥f − s∥1 < ϵ.

Theorem 2.12. Let w be a simple function on [a, b]:

w(x) =

n∑
k=1

wkχ(xk−1,xk)(x).

Then:

µ[w] =
[
(DP ′

P )+RP ′

P

]⊤ n∑
k=1

wk [P(xk)−P(xk−1)]
⊤
.

Proof. Let (DP ′

P )+ be the Moore–Penrose pseudoinverse of the classical orthogo-

nal polynomial differentiation matrix DP ′

P [16]. Then:∫ β

α

P(x) dx = [P(β)−P(α)] (DP ′

P )+RP ′

P .

The identity follows from:∫ β

α

P(x) dx =

∫ β

α

P′(x) dxRP ′

P =

∫ β

α

DP(x) dx(DP ′

P )+RP ′

P .

Theorem 2.12 requires the simple function be 0 for sufficiently large x on un-
bounded intervals, causing the approximation of the Gram matrix to be semi-definite
— which can be a numerical problem for Cholesky factorization. Therefore, we next
describe a variant of this process useful on unbounded intervals.

Theorem 2.13. Let w be the pointwise product of a classical weight and a simple
function on [a, b]:

w(x) = wc(x)

n∑
k=1

wkχ(xk−1,xk)(x).

Then:

µ[w] = (DP ′

P )+
n∑

k=1

wk [σ(xk−1)wc(xk−1)P
′(xk−1)− σ(xk)wc(xk)P

′(xk)]
⊤
.
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Proof. The transpose classical orthogonal polynomial differentiation matrix sat-
isfies [16]:

(−D)[σ(x)wc(x)P
′(x)] = wc(x)P(x)(DP ′

P )⊤.

It follows that:∫ β

α

P(x)wc(x) dx = [P′(α)σ(α)wc(α)−P′(β)σ(β)wc(β)]
[
(DP ′

P )⊤
]+

.

3. Numerical experiments. Our numerical experiments are conducted on an
iMac Pro (Early 2018) with a 2.3 GHz Intel Xeon W-2191B with 128 GB 2.67 GHz
DDR4 RAM. Our algorithms are available in Julia in FastTransforms.jl [28].

3.1. A single algebraic factor on (−1, 1). In this example, we consider or-
thogonal polynomials with respect to the weight:

w(x) =
1√

1 + δ − x
, for δ > 0.

This problem is related to the half-range Chebyshev polynomials [19] but the inclusion
of the parameter δ makes it a more interesting benchmark. The weight is analytic on
(−1, 1) and its Legendre series is known in closed form [1, §18.12.11]:

w(x) =

√
2

ρ

∞∑
n=0

Pn(x)

ρn
.

Here, ρ = 1 + δ +
√
δ2 + 2δ > 1 is the Bernstein ellipse parameter on which the

singularity of the weight lives. By [16, Theorem 2.14], suffice it to consider the
truncation of the Legendre series as a proxy for the weight itself: given an ϵ > 0, such
as ϵmach ≈ 2.22× 10−16, if:

b = logρ

(√
δ

ϵ

√
2/ρ

ρ− 1

)
,

then: ∥∥∥∥∥w −
√

2

ρ

b∑
n=0

Pn(x)

ρn

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ ϵ ∥w∥∞ ,

and w is to all intents and purposes a degree-b polynomial. Moreover, using this
polynomial results in a Legendre–Gram matrix with the same ϵ-bound on the relative
induced 2-norm. This problem will allow us to distinguish the O(bn) algorithms in
this work from the O(b2n) algorithms of [16]. Figure 1 illustrates the differences in
error growth and calculation time between both algorithms. As the eigenvalues of the
Legendre–Gram matrix are contained in the interval [(2 + δ)−

1
2 , δ−

1
2 ], corresponding

to the extrema of w(x), the 2-norm condition number of the finite sections does not
exhibit n-dependent growth. The mild algebraic growth observed in the error in the
displacement algorithm, therefore, is an indication that it is less stable than a direct
Cholesky factorization, consistent with previous experiments [14].
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Fig. 1. Comparison of performance between the O(b2n) algorithms of [16] (solid lines) and
the O(bn) algorithms in the present work (dashed lines). In both plots, the dashed lines correspond
to the same δ value as the solid lines of the same colour. Left: the relative error measured in
the Frobenius norm

∥∥PnWPP⊤
n − (PnRP⊤

n )⊤PnRP⊤
n

∥∥
F
/
∥∥PnWPP⊤

n

∥∥
F
. Right: calculation times

of the construction of the Legendre–Gram matrix and its Cholesky factorization for four different
values of δ. The difference in the bandwidth scalings results in gaps between the solid lines being
twice as wide as those between the dashed lines.

3.2. Multiple algebraic factors on (−1, 1). In [10, 27], orthogonal polyno-
mials are constructed with respect to algebraic weights with singularities at the end-
points and off the interval (−1, 1). While algebraic singularities off the interval can
be well approximated by polynomials and rationals, when an integrable singularity is
inside the interval, the methodology of [16] breaks down. Here, we find orthogonal
polynomials with respect to the weight:

(3.1) w(x) = |x− 1
2 |

− 1
2 |x− 1

4 |
− 1

4 |x+ 1
4 |

1
4 |x+ 1

2 |
1
2 .

Our algorithm is as follows:
1. We subdivide the unit interval as [−1,− 1

2 ]∪ [− 1
2 ,−

1
4 ]∪ [− 1

4 ,
1
4 ]∪ [ 14 ,

1
2 ]∪ [ 12 , 1].

2. On each subinterval, we approximate the weight function with an algebraic
endpoint-weighted mapped Chebyshev series. Each of these series converges
geometrically by analyticity of w(x) divided by the algebraic powers with
singularities at the endpoints of each respective subinterval.

3. We compute the first four modified Chebyshev moments using this numerical
approximation of w(x).

4. We use Theorem 2.9 to construct an at most nine-term recurrence relation
for subsequent moments (that is degenerately m-term up to the mth moment
for m < 9).

5. We fill the Chebyshev–Gram matrix by Theorem 2.4, and Algorithm 2 com-
putes the connection from Chebyshev polynomials to the desired Q(x).

Figure 2 illustrates the results of this algorithm by plotting the relative error in
the computation of the first 10, 000 modified Chebyshev moments and by synthesizing
the degree-500 polynomial.

For this particular weight, the locations of the singularities are known in advance.
More generally, the edge detection technique of [26] can be used to determine the sub-
division of the interval on-the-fly. In such a scenario, the differential structure may
also be missing, but so long as there are a finite number of subintervals, the com-
plexity of computing the first 2n moments would cost approximately O(n2 log n) by
the fast inverse discrete cosine transform (iDCT) [12]. Modified Chebyshev moments
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Fig. 2. A weight with multiple algebraic factors on (−1, 1). Left: the relative error in the mod-
ified Chebyshev moments. This is calculated by comparison with an extended precision calculation
using MPFR [11] following the same steps. Right: synthesis of q500(x) and the Szegő evelope [30,
Theorem 12.1.4].

(and Jacobi more generally) can also be viewed within the framework of oscillatory
integrals [9]. It is thus possible to develop rigorous asymptotic expansions that are
more accurate for large degrees, facilitating an O(n) calculation the first 2n moments.

3.3. A simple modified exponential on R+. We close this section with the
modified Laguerre weight:

w(x) =
[
4, 096χ[0,4)(x) + χ[4,∞)(x)

]
e−x,

and a word of caution. When working on unbounded domains, multiplication by x is
an unbounded matrix. This makes the calculation of the Gram matrix exceptionally
difficult because both the Clenshaw algorithm [8, 16] and the Gram matrix recurrence
are unstable with unbounded multiplication matrices even when the Gram matrix is
well-conditioned. Nevertheless, with an accurate Gram matrix in hand, its Cholesky
factorization proceeds naturally in double precision. Here, we use Theorem 2.13
to compute the moments with respect to the standard Laguerre polynomials. In
Table 2, we report the number of bits required using MPFR’s extended precision
arithmetic [11] to ensure that the n×n principal finite section of the Laguerre–Gram
matrix agrees with the same matrix calculated using double the number of bits to
ϵmach ≈ 2.22 × 10−16 in the relative Frobenius norm. The number of bits are all
multiples of 64, consistent with the storage structure of the MPFR number type.

Table 2
Bits for an accurate Laguerre–Gram matrix PnWLP

⊤
n .

n 32 64 128 256 512 1, 024
bits 192 256 448 896 1, 664 3, 328

As can be seen in Table 2, approximately three times as many bits are required as
the truncation size. This is eventually problematic, and so we make another observa-
tion. With two accurate final rows and columns of PnWLP

⊤
n , the recurrence relation

in Eq. (2.2) is stable in the downward direction. Suffice it to rapidly compute the
entries in these last two columns! One might be tempted to linearize the product of
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Laguerre polynomials [4, 5]:

Lm(x)Ln(x) =

m+n∑
k=|m−n|

∑
j≥0

j!(−1)k+m+n2k+m+n−2j

(j − k)!(j −m)!(j − n)!(k +m+ n− 2j)!
Lk(x).

However, the factorial growth and alternation in sign in the coefficients combine to
cause subtractive cancellation when used to express the final columns of the Laguerre–
Gram matrix in terms of the modified Laguerre moments. It is possible that a fast
Laguerre transform could be used to compute these coefficients in the right complexity;
this is left for future exploration.

While this connection matrix is well-conditioned, with singular values contained in
the interval [1, 64], the eigenvalues suggest that the modified orthogonal polynomials
multiplied by the square root of the weight will be localized to the interval [0, 4] at
low degree or will treat the weight almost like the Laguerre weight at high degree,
with a transition region in between. This phenomenon is plotted in Figure 3.

0 100 200 300 400 500
n
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24

25

26

(R
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q n
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n=0
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n=500

Fig. 3. Modified Laguerre polynomials. Left: the eigenvalues of the connection matrix
P512RP⊤

512. Right: three of the modified orthogonal polynomials multiplied by
√

w(x). At low
degree, this function is highly localized to the interval [0, 4], whereas at high degree, the function is
not so different from e−x/2Ln(x), with a phase shift in the tail.

4. Hierarchical Cholesky factorization of the Gram matrix. We shall
utilize the algorithm of Benner and Mach [6] to provide accelerated matrix-vector
products and solutions of linear systems with the connection coefficients under the
assumption that the associated Gram matrix has a hierarchical off-diagonal low rank
structure. If W ∈ Rn×n is a symmetric positive definite matrix, it is an Hℓ-matrix of
rank r, denoted by Hℓ(r), if it can be expressed as:

(4.1) W =

(
W11 UΣV ⊤

V Σ⊤U⊤ W22

)
,

where rank(UΣV ⊤) = r and W11 and W22 are Hℓ−1(r)-matrices. In this context,
ℓ refers to the number of levels in the hierarchical data structure that are used to
store the matrix. With a conformably partitioned upper-triangular Cholesky factor,
R ∈ Rn×n, the Hℓ(r)-matrix structure is not preserved under Cholesky factorization:(

W11 UΣV ⊤

V ΣU⊤ W22

)
=

(
R⊤

11

R⊤
12 R⊤

22

)(
R11 R12

R22

)
=

(
R⊤

11R11 R⊤
11R12

R⊤
12R11 R⊤

12R12 +R⊤
22R22

)
.
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While the Cholesky factorization ofW11 proceeds recursively, and it is plain to see that
rank(R12) ≤ r, the Schur complement in the bottom right corner causes R22 to be the
Cholesky factorization of the rank-r downdate of an Hℓ−1(r)-matrix. Nevertheless,
the Cholesky factor of an Hℓ(r)-matrix is an Hℓ(rℓ)-matrix [6, §3.4], and compression
of low-rank matrices in each level can keep the numerical ranks in the Cholesky
factor as low as possible. By using the hierarchical matrix arithmetic [7], it can be
seen that the Cholesky factorization of an Hℓ(r)-matrix costs O(r2n log2 n) flops and
matrix-vector products with R cost O(rn log2 n) flops. As will be seen, a mild n-
dependent growth in the rank, such as r = O(log n), can be included while preserving
the quasi-linear asymptotic complexity of the Cholesky factorization. In this case, the
complexity of the factorization is O(n log4 n) and the matrix-vector products with R
cost O(n log3 n). We shall make one final observation. With compression of low-rank
matrices at every step, it is often the case in our numerical experiments that the
Cholesky factor is in fact an Hℓ(r̂)-matrix, where r̂ is more comparable to r than to
rℓ. If this assumption is made, then the complexity of the factorization more closely
resembles O(n log3 n) and the matrix-vector products then cost only O(n log2 n) flops.

To use this hierarchical approach, we must approximate finite sections of the Gram
matrix by Eq. (4.1). This question can be answered practically and theoretically. In
the practical sense, our implementation uses randomized numerical linear algebra [22,
17, 24] to compute, with high probability, low-rank approximations to the off-diagonal
blocks in Eq. (4.1) in the form of a partial singular value decomposition (SVD). The
following theorem is but one of a collection of results describing how these algorithms
work [17, §10].

Theorem 4.1 (Theorem 10.7 in [17]). Let A ∈ Rm×n. For a rank-r approxi-
mation and an oversampling parameter p ≥ 4, such that r + p ≤ min{m,n}, let
Ω ∈ Rn×(r+p) be a standard Gaussian sampling matrix. From the factorization
AΩ = QR, for all u, t ≥ 1:

∥A−QQ⊤A∥F ≤
(
1 + t

√
3r

p+ 1

)√∑
j>r

σj(A)2 + ut
e
√
r + p

p+ 1
σr+1(A),

with failure probability at most 2t−p + e−u2/2.

A reduced QR factorization can be converted into one of several other factorizations,
including the partial SVD. A crucial observation of Xia and Gu [33, Proposition 2.1]
states that when computing R22 by R⊤

22R22 = W11 − R⊤
12R12, the approximation

R22 is guaranteed to exist when approximating the off-diagonal blocks of PnWPP
⊤
n

by a partial SVD. This is because the downdating step with a partial SVD is even
more positive-definite than the full downdate with the dense off-diagonal block. In
general, therefore, randomized algorithms will require O(n2) flops to approximate
PnWPP

⊤
n ≈ W as an Hℓ(r)-matrix. But there is at least one family of classical

orthogonal polynomials for which this complexity can be reduced. By the Chebyshev
linearization formula [1, §18.18.21], 2Tm(x)Tn(x) = Tm+n(x) + T|m−n|(x), entries of
the Chebyshev–Gram matrix are the average of two modified Chebyshev moments:

(4.2) 2(WT )m,n = µm+n[w] + µ|m−n|[w].

By the structure of the indexing of the modified moments, we would call WT a sym-
metric Toeplitz-plus-Hankel matrix, a property preserved under canonical orthogonal
projection. By the fast Fourier transform (FFT) [12], matrix-vector products with
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any m×n contiguous subblock of the Chebyshev–Gram matrix cost O(N logN) flops,
where N = max{m,n}. This allows the randomized numerical linear algebra to pro-
duce low-rank approximations of contiguous subblocks in O(rn log2 n) flops.

For a theoretical understanding, that is, a rigorous bound on the numerical rank
of the off-diagonal subblocks, the symmetric Toeplitz-plus-Hankel structure of WT is
also useful. Certain modified Chebyshev moments are known in closed form. By the
popularity of the Clenshaw–Curtis quadrature rule, it is well known [31] that:

(4.3) µn[1] =

{
2

1−n2 for n even,

0 for n odd.

Analysis of these modified moments would reveal the rank structure behind the
Chebyshev–Legendre transform, which was discovered by Alpert and Rokhlin [2] and
refined by Keiner [20]. For a nonclassical transform, we will consider instead the
log-Chebyshev weight [29, Eq. (65)]:

µn

[
log

(
2

1− x

)
1√

1− x2

]
=

{
2π log 2 for n = 0,

π
n otherwise.

It can be shown by Theorem A.7 that the off-diagonal blocks have numerical rank
O(log n), confirmed in Figure 4, where the numerical ranks in all subblocks of the
Chebyshev–Gram matrix and its Cholesky factor are illustrated. Consequently, the
error and calculation times of Figure 5 are to be expected.

Fig. 4. Left: Numerical ranks of the hierarchical approximation of the principal finite section

of the Chebyshev–Gram matrix for the log-Chebyshev weight w(x) = log

(
2

1− x

)
1

√
1− x2

. Right:

numerical ranks of the corresponding Cholesky factor. In both panels, green blocks indicate low-rank
approximations and red indicates that dense blocks are used. The opacity α ∈ (0, 1) of a green block
of size m× n and numerical rank r is proportional to its data-sparsity compared to a dense filling:
αmn = (m+ n)r.

While we are not aware of a universal proof that all modified Chebyshev polyno-
mials can be well-approximated by an Hℓ-matrix approach, we return to the example
of § 3.2 to illustrate through Figure 6 that this particular Chebyshev–Gram matrix
also has a logarithmic growth in the ranks of the off-diagonal subblocks, a growth
that is nearly preserved under Cholesky factorization.
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Fig. 5. Conversion of a degree-n− 1 expansion in log-Chebyshev OPs with standard normally
distributed pseudorandom coefficients to Chebyshev polynomials. Left: 2-norm and ∞-norm relative
error in the forward and backward transformation. Right: calculation times of the hierarchical
construction of the Chebyshev–Gram matrix, its hierarchical Cholesky factorization, and the matrix-
vector product with the hierarchical Cholesky factor.

Fig. 6. Left: Numerical ranks of the hierarchical approximation of the principal finite section of
the Chebyshev–Gram matrix for the weight in Eq. (3.1). Right: numerical ranks of the corresponding
Cholesky factor. The colours and opacities are produced in the same way as in Figure 4.

5. Conclusions & future explorations. We describe fast algorithms to pro-
duce and factor the Gram matrix that makes working with modified orthogonal poly-
nomials numerically a breeze. There are a few promising extensions to consider. In
the multivariate setting, OPs in Rd are characterized by a collection of d multiplica-
tion matrices, such as multiplication by each of the Cartesian coordinates. Thus, the
multivariate Gram matrices satisfy d simultaneous matrix equations, and it remains
to be seen how these can be combined to produce a fast Cholesky factorization. For
a bivariate degree-b polynomial measure modification of total degree-n, the direct
banded Cholesky cost is O[(bn)2n2] = O(b2n4), though the Cholesky factor contains
only O(bn3) nontrivial entries. Can displacement algorithms be used to produce
the Cholesky factor in the optimal complexity? In Figure 5, the execution time of
the hierarchical Cholesky factor’s matrix-vector product is quite competitive but the
construction and factorization costs trail by about three orders of magnitude. Can
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the costs of these precomputations be reduced? With Sobolev orthogonal polyno-
mials [23], the inner products with derivatives no longer satisfy the simple matrix
equation X⊤W = WX, but perhaps another matrix equation may be found to con-
nect Sobolev polynomials to OPs with a standard inner product.
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Appendix A. Chebyshev polynomials. The Chebyshev polynomials of the
first kind, Tn(x) = cos[n cos−1(x)], are orthogonal polynomials on (−1, 1) with respect
to the classical weight wc(x) = 1√

1−x2
. Next, we include a number of propositions

that provide a self-contained description of all the formulas required to build the
recurrence relations for the modified Chebyshev moments according to Theorem 2.9.

Proposition A.1 (§18.9.1 and 18.9.2 in [1]). Multiplication by x of first kind
Chebyshev polynomials:

(A.1) xT(x) = T(x)


0 1

2
1 0 1

2

1
2 0

. . .

. . .
. . .


︸ ︷︷ ︸

XT

.

Proposition A.2 (Table 18.3.1 in [1]). The first kind Chebyshev polynomial
mass matrix:

(A.2)

∫ 1

−1

T⊤(x)T(x)
dx√
1− x2

=


π

π
2

π
2

. . .


︸ ︷︷ ︸

MT

.

Proposition A.3 (§18.9.9 in [1]). Conversion of first kind Chebyshev polyno-
mials:

(A.3) T(x) = U(x)


1 0 − 1

2

1
2 0

. . .

1
2

. . .

. . .


︸ ︷︷ ︸

RU
T

.
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Proposition A.4 (§18.9.10 in [1]). Weighted conversion of second kind Cheby-
shev polynomials:

(A.4) (1− x2)U(x) = T(x)


1
2
0 1

2
− 1

2 0 1
2

. . .
. . .

. . .


︸ ︷︷ ︸

LT
U

.

Proposition A.5 (§18.9.21 in [1]). Differentiation of first kind Chebyshev poly-
nomials:

(A.5) DT(x) = U(x)


0 1

2
3

. . .


︸ ︷︷ ︸

DU
T

.

A.1. Modified Chebyshev moments. Beyond the Clenshaw–Curtis and log-
Chebyshev weights in § 4, some other modified Chebyshev moments are easy to de-
scribe, including the absolute value weight:

µn[|x|] =
{ 1

1−(n/2)2 for n a multiple of 4,

0 otherwise.

Next, we will use the pure log weight to illustrate how Theorem 2.9 is useful in
an analytical setting. Let ψ(n) denote the digamma function, or the logarithmic
derivative of the gamma function [1, §5.2.2] and let γ = 0.577 . . . denote the Euler–
Mascheroni constant [1, §5.2.3].

Lemma A.6. For n > 1, the modified Chebyshev moments of the log weight are:

(n2 − 1)µn

[
log

(
2

1− x

)]
=

{
2− 2γ − 4 ln 2− 4n

n2−1 − 2ψ(n−1
2 ) for n even,

2− 2γ − 4 ln 2− 2
n − 2ψ(n2 ) for n odd.

Proof. By Table 1, the weight function w(x) = log

(
2

1− x

)
satisfies the inhomo-

geneous differential equation:

(1− x2)w′ = [(1− x2)w]′ + 2xw = 1 + x.

By Theorem 2.9 and Propositions A.1, A.2, A.4, and A.5, this equation can be con-
verted into the following three-term recurrence relation:

µ0[w] = 2,

µ1[w] = 1,

(n+ 2)µn+1[w]− (n− 2)µn−1[w] = 2µn[1 + x] =

{ 4
1−n2 for n even,

4
4−n2 for n odd.

Separating even and odd modified moments, we find two-term recurrence relations for
each of these. For even moments:

(2n+ 3)µ2n+2[w]− (2n− 1)µ2n[w] =
4

4− (2n+ 1)2
,
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and for odd moments:

(2n+ 4)µ2n+3[w]− 2nµ2n+1[w] =
1

4− (2n+ 2)2
.

In the former:

(1− 4n2)µ2n[w] = 2−
n−1∑
k=0

4(2k + 1)

4− (2k + 1)2
,

and in the latter:

2n(2n+ 2)µ2n+1[w] =

n−1∑
k=0

4(2k + 2)

1− (2k + 2)2
.

As can be seen by the explicit examples, many modified Chebyshev moments have
slow algebraic decay as a function of the degree of the Chebyshev polynomial. In this
case, we develop of theory of low-rank approximation for such an ansatz. This result
is similar to the constructions of [2, 15, 20].

Theorem A.7. Suppose µn = 2
nα for some α > 0 and for every n > 0. Then,

for s = ⌊n
2 ⌋, there exists a rank-r matrix W̃T such that:

|(WT )j,k − (W̃T )j,k| ≤ ϵ, for 0 ≤ j < s, s ≤ k < n,

where:

r = r(α, ϵ, n) = log

[
ϵ

2

(
(s− 1)(1− z(s))2

4z(s)

)α]/
log

(
2αez(s)

1− z(s)

)
,

where z(s) = s−1
s+1+2

√
s
.

Proof. By Eq. (4.2):

(WT )j,k =
1

(k − j)α
+

1

(k + j)α
, for k > j.

We shall create a polynomial approximation to a fixed column s ≤ k < n. Consider

the mapm : x 7→ (s−1)(1+x)
2 from the unit interval [−1, 1] to [0, s−1]. We will consider

the function:

WT (x; k) =
1(

k − (s−1)(1+x)
2

)α +
1(

k + (s−1)(1+x)
2

)α .
By the ultraspherical polynomial generating function [1, §18.12.4]:

1(
z + z−1

2
− x

)λ
= |2z|λ

∞∑
n=0

C(λ)
n (x)zn, for λ > 0, |z| < 1, |x| ≤ 1,

we can find a series representation for WT (x; k):(
s− 1

2

)α

WT (x; k) =
1(

2k
s−1 − 1− x

)α +
1(

2k
s−1 + 1 + x

)α ,
= [2z1(k, s)]

α
∞∑

n=0

C(α)
n (x)z1(k, s)

n + [2z2(k, s)]
α

∞∑
n=0

C(α)
n (−x)z2(k, s)n,



20 K. GUMEROV, S. RIGG, R. M. SLEVINSKY

where z1(k, s) and z2(k, s) are the smallest (positive) respective roots of:

z21 −
(

4k

s− 1
− 2

)
z1 + 1 = 0, and

z22 −
(

4k

s− 1
+ 2

)
z2 + 1 = 0.

Since the slopes of the linear terms dictate that z2(k, s) < z1(k, s) < 1, the error
incurred in truncating the series after N terms is:∣∣∣∣∣WT (x; k)−

(
4z1(k, s)

s− 1

)α N−1∑
n=0

C(α)
n (x)z1(k, s)

n −
(
4z2(k, s)

s− 1

)α N−1∑
n=0

C(α)
n (−x)z2(k, s)n

∣∣∣∣∣ ,
≤
(
4z1(k, s)

s− 1

)α ∞∑
n=N

∣∣∣C(α)
n (x)

∣∣∣ z1(k, s)n +

(
4z2(k, s)

s− 1

)α ∞∑
n=N

∣∣∣C(α)
n (−x)

∣∣∣ z2(k, s)n,
≤
(
4z1(k, s)

s− 1

)α ∞∑
n=N

(2α)n
n!

z1(k, s)
n +

(
4z2(k, s)

s− 1

)α ∞∑
n=N

(2α)n
n!

z2(k, s)
n,

≤ 2

(
4z1(k, s)

s− 1

)α ∞∑
n=N

(2α)n
n!

z1(k, s)
n,

= 2

(
4z1(k, s)

s− 1

)α
(2α)N
N !

z1(k, s)
N

∞∑
n=0

(2α+N)n
(1 +N)n

z1(k, s)
n,

≤ 2

(
4z1(k, s)

s− 1

)α
(2α)N
N !

z1(k, s)
N

∞∑
n=0

(2α+N)n
n!

z1(k, s)
n,

= 2

(
4z1(k, s)

s− 1

)α
(2α)N
N !

z1(k, s)
N

(1− z1(k, s))2α+N
,

where we have used the uniform upper bound on ultraspherical polynomials [1, 18.14.4],

|C(λ)
n (x)| ≤ (2λ)n

n! for |x| ≤ 1. By the binomial inequality:

(2α)N
N !

=

(
N + 2α− 1

N

)
≤ (2αe)N ,

the absolute error is less than or equal to ϵ when:

N = log

[
ϵ

2

(
(s− 1)(1− z1(k, s))

2

4z1(k, s)

)α]/
log

(
2αez1(k, s)

1− z1(k, s)

)
.

At worst:

z1(k, s) ≤ z1(s, s) = z(s) =
s− 1

s+ 1 + 2
√
s
.

Thus, if we take N = r(α, ϵ, n), we have secured a degree-(r − 1) polynomial that
absolutely approximates every entry in any fixed column of the subblock. The matrix
W̃T is formed by the outer product of two matrices: the first contains evaluations of
the first r ultraspherical polynomials at the points −1 + 2j/(s − 1) for 0 ≤ j < s.
The second contains the r coefficients from the generating functions for each column
s ≤ k < n. By construction, rank(W̃T ) = r.
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Notice that since 1− z(⌊n
2 ⌋) = O(1/

√
n), it follows that r = O(log n) as n→ ∞.

While this bound on the rank is by no means sharp, the logarithmic growth with
respect to n is rigorously achieved, and we leave the computation of the best numerical
approximation to the algorithms from randomized numerical linear algebra. It is also
trivial to convert this into a relative bound on the whole subblock by depressing ϵ.
If the moments require an even-odd piecewise definition, such as in Eq. (4.3), the
numerical rank is at most the sum of the numerical ranks of both pieces.

Finally, we conclude with bounds on the modified Chebyshev moments based on
the smoothness of the weight, similar in spirit to Trefethen’s [32, Theorem 7.1]. These
bounds enrich the picture on the near-universal decay rates of modified Chebyshev
moments. Decay rates alone, however, do not imply low-rank approximation as can
be seen by taking pseudorandom coefficients scaled by a prescribed decay. As in
Theorem A.7, usually stronger assumptions on the modified moments are necessary,
such as analyticity of an underlying function that is sampled discretely to produce
the moment vector.

Definition A.8. The total variation of a function f : [a, b] → R is:

V b
a (f) = sup

P∈P

nP−1∑
i=0

|f(xi+1)− f(xi)|,

where P = {P = (x0, . . . , xnP
) : a = x0 < · · · < xnP

= b}.
Definition A.9. A function f : [a, b] → R is said to be of bounded variation if

its total variation is finite.

Theorem A.10. Let w : [−1, 1] → R be of bounded variation. Then for n ≥ 2,
the modified Chebyshev moments of w satisfy:

(A.6) µn[w] ≤
2 ∥w∥∞
(n− 1)2

+
V 1
−1(w)

n− 1
.

Moreover, if w is absolutely continuous on [−1, 1] and w′ is of bounded variation, then
for n ≥ 3, the modified Chebyshev moments of w satisfy:

(A.7) µn[w] ≤
2 ∥w∥∞
(n− 1)2

+
2 ∥w′∥∞
(n− 2)3

+
V 1
−1(w

′)

(n− 2)2
.

Proof. By definition:

µn[w] =

∫ 1

−1

Tn(x)w(x) dx,

=
w(x)

2

(
Tn+1(x)

n+ 1
− Tn−1(x)

n− 1

)∣∣∣∣1
−1

− 1

2

∫ 1

−1

(
Tn+1(x)

n+ 1
− Tn−1(x)

n− 1

)
w′(x) dx,

=
w(1) + (−1)nw(−1)

2

2

1− n2
− 1

2

∫ 1

−1

(
Tn+1(x)

n+ 1
− Tn−1(x)

n− 1

)
w′(x) dx.

Then (A.6) follows from:

µn[w] ≤
2 ∥w∥∞
n2 − 1

+
n ∥w′∥1
n2 − 1

,
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where the derivative of w may be interpreted in a distributional sense if necessary [34,
Chapter 5]. As for (A.7), since:

µn[w
′] ≤

2 ∥w′∥∞
n2 − 1

+
n ∥w′′∥1
n2 − 1

,

and:

µn[w] =
w(1) + (−1)nw(−1)

2

2

1− n2
− 1

2

(
µn+1[w

′]

n+ 1
− µn−1[w

′]

n− 1

)
,

it follows that:

µn[w] ≤
2 ∥w∥∞
n2 − 1

+
∥w′∥∞

(n+ 1)[(n+ 1)2 − 1]
+

∥w′∥∞
(n− 1)[(n− 1)2 − 1]

,

+
n+ 1

(n+ 1)2 − 1
∥w′′∥1

1

2(n+ 1)
+

n− 1

(n− 1)2 − 1
∥w′′∥1

1

2(n− 1)
,

≤
2 ∥w∥∞
n2 − 1

+
2 ∥w′∥∞

(n− 1)[(n− 1)2 − 1]
+

∥w′′∥1
(n− 1)2 − 1

,

≤
2 ∥w∥∞
(n− 1)2

+
2 ∥w′∥∞
(n− 2)3

+
∥w′′∥1
(n− 2)2

.
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