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BINNED GROUP ALGEBRA FACTORIZATION FOR DIFFERENTIALLY
PRIVATE CONTINUAL COUNTING

MONIKA HENZINGER, NIKITA P. KALININ, AND JALAJ UPADHYAY

ABSTRACT. We study memory-efficient matrix factorization for differentially private counting under
continual observation. While recent work by Henzinger and Upadhyay 2024 [20] introduced a
factorization method with reduced error based on group algebra, its practicality in streaming settings
remains limited by computational constraints. We present new structural properties of the group
algebra factorization, enabling the use of a binning technique from Andersson and Pagh (2024) [2].
By grouping similar values in rows, the binning method reduces memory usage and running time
to O(\/ﬁ), where n is the length of the input stream, while maintaining a low error. Our work
bridges the gap between theoretical improvements in factorization accuracy and practical efficiency
in large-scale private learning systems.

1. INTRODUCTION

With the expansion of data collection, protecting individuals’ sensitive information has become a
fundamental challenge in modern computing. Differential Privacy (DP) [14] is a well-established
framework that provides strong theoretical guarantees for protecting individual privacy. However,
ensuring DP under continual observation—where data is accessed and updated over time—introduces
additional challenges [1l [3l 4], 29 24 [16, [10].

In this work, we focus on the problem of private prefix sums under continual observation [15],
a fundamental challenge in privacy-preserving computations. This problem arises in a wide range of
applications, including differentially private Stochastic Gradient Descent (DP-SGD) for machine
learning [12] 22] 28 [8, [7, [33], 1], private histogram estimation [5] [6, 31, [17], private clustering [25],
and graph analysis [32] 18].

A promising approach for computing prefix sums under differential privacy is to use a Matrix
Factorization Mechanism [26]. This method represents the prefix sum computation as a matrix-
vector multiplication: Mz, where M = (1,<;) € R"*" is a lower triangular matrix of coefficients
and x € R" is the private data. To ensure differential privacy, we first factorize M into the product
of two matrices: M™*"™ = L™ x R™*"  Using this decomposition, we compute the intermediate
product Rz, add appropriately scaled Gaussian noise z € R, and then apply a post-processing step
using matrix L: Mz = L(Rx + z) = Mz + Lz. A common way to measure the introduced error is
through the expected mean square error or the maximum expected square error:

(1) \/Eum —Mz|}/n (MeanSE),  max \/E[(m — Mz)2 (MaxSE).

Matrix factorization allows us to achieve better accuracy than trivial factorizations, where noise is
added directly to  or Mz via the Gaussian mechanism, while maintaining the same level of privacy.
However, one of the main challenges is that the optimal factorization of M is unknown, which
motivates the study of efficient factorizations that minimize error while maintaining computational
feasibility.
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The problem of optimal matrix factorization has been extensively studied in recent years |8,
9, 211, 22), 23], 13], 12} 19, B0]. The lowest currently known factorization error has been achieved
using Group Algebra Factorization [20], which decomposes M into two non-square matrices of
sizes n X 2n and 2n X n with potentially complex values given by polynomials of the powers of the
2n-th root of unity. Formally, the group algebra factorization M"™*" = L["*2" x R2nX" g oiven by
Lij = R;j = by(w’™"), with an appropriate range of indices i, j for each matrix, for

| 2] n—1 1/2
_ ! Kl
2 o) = 5 3 (zw> ,

where w = ¢™/™ a 2n-th root of unity. To evaluate the quality of this factorization, we use the
Maximum Squared Error (MaxSE) and Mean Squared Error (MeanSE), computed as:

1
(3) MaxSE(L, R) = || L||2oo||Rlli»2 and MeanSE(L, R) = —nHLHpHRHl_Q,

where |.||1-2 is the maximum /3 column norm and ||.|l2—y00 is the maximum ¢ row norm. It has
been shown that the Group Algebra Factorization satisfies the following upper bound for both
MaxSE and MeanSE:

11 1 1
(4) max {MeanSE(L, R), MaxSE(L, R)} < = + <14 281

2 2n ~ sin (ﬂ@zl;l)) T

achieving the lowest currently known theoretical bound for the factorization error. The general
known lower bound is given by Matousek et al. [27]:

2n+1
(5) inf min {MeanSE(L,R), MaxSE(L,R)} > —log( 3 )T 2;
R=M ™
resulting in a constant gap of ~ 0.49 between this lower bound and the best known upper bound.
A fundamental limitation of the matrix factorization mechanism is its higher computational and
memory cost compared to directly adding noise to the private vector x, which corresponds to a
trivial but suboptimal factorization. Several works have explored ways to reduce this overhead
[13, 2, 23]. In this work, we adapt a technique introduced by Andersson and Pagh 2024 |2], which
improves efficiency through binningf_f]. The key idea is to group the structurally similar subsegments
of each row of the matrix L and replace them with a shared representative value, a bin. This process
decreases memory usage while preserving the essential structure of the factorization. Furthermore,
it accelerates the computation of the product with a vector z. This acceleration is achieved by
precomputing the prefix sums of z or generating noise directly in the form of prefix sums, enabling us
to compute the product with a binned row in time proportional to the number of bins by efficiently
retrieving partial sums of z in constant time.
While binning improves efficiency, it inevitably introduces some additional approximation error.
Our goal is to design a binning scheme that minimizes this error, striking a balance between
computational gains and accuracy with respect to the original matrix.

1.1. Contribution. In this work, we present several structural properties of group algebra
factorization matrices, allowing for a more precise analysis of their values and relationships. We
prove that the values bf(w”) are real, resulting in a real-valued factorization for prefix sums.

INot to be confused with quantization (which approximates individual values, not subsegments, by mapping them
to discrete levels).
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Specifically, we represent the values by (wk) as an alternating sum:

(22
»

for t € [-n,n — 1], where (t+nl) = 0 for t +nl < 0. This directly implies that L and R are real
matrices. We use this representation to prove upper and lower bounds for the values by (wk) and
identify the monotonicity regions, namely the values by (w*) increase for k from —n 4 1 to 0 and
decrease for k from 0 to n. We also prove that the group algebra factorization is equivalent to the
factorization:

) b = 5=t 5
=0

E cC _E C L+%
@) M= (3 + m—z)x<2)§ﬁ_c>’
2vn 2
where F is an n x n matrix of all ones, and
1 -1 ... -1 —1\"7?
1 ... -1 -1
(8) C=02M-E)Y/? =
1 1 ... 1 1

Using these insights, we address a key limitation of the group algebra factorization: memory
efficiency. The binning method introduced in Andersson and Pagh [3] cannot be directly applied
to group algebra factorization, as the matrices L and R are non-square, contain negative values, and
do not satisfy the monotone ratio condition required in their work. Therefore, we propose a novel
adaptation of the binning approach tailored for group algebra factorization. Specifically, we prove
that group algebra factorization can be made memory- and time-efficient, which is stated by our
main theorem:

Theorem 1. (Main Theorem) Given a group algebra factorization M = L x R, where L = (L1, Lo) €
R™2" and R = (Ry, R2)T € R?™¥" we can find a binned matriz L = (L, La) and a corresponding
matrix R = (Ll_lLlRl, L2_1L2R2)T such that, for any 0 < <1,

(9)  MeanSE(L, R) < MeanSE(L, R)(1+¢) and MazSE(L, R) < MazSE(L, R)(1 + ¢).

Moreover, the product of the matriz L with a vector z € R2" can be computed in time O¢(v/n(logn)®/2)

per row. The factorization matriz L requires O¢(v/n(log n)3/2) memory for storage and can be con-
structed efficiently in O(n) time.

Remark (Difference from Related Works). Our work builds on the combination of Group Algebra
factorization [20)] and Continual Counting via Binning [2]. The difference from the former is that
we make it memory- and time-efficient, while the difference from the latter is that they use a Square
Root factorization, which results in worse accuracy compared to Group Algebra factorization.

2. PRELIMINARIES
Recent work by Henzinger and Upadhyay 2024 [20] presented the following factorization of the
matrix M = L x R, where:
(10)
bf(wo) bf(w2n_l) bf(wo) bf(wn_l)
L= : . ; cCvn R= ; - ; € C2nxn



with the values by (w*) given by the function:

12n—1 n—1 1/2
11 _ 1 ! kl
) o= 3 (£4)

=0
where w = /™ a 2n-th root of unity. The values b ¥ (w¥) are 2n-periodic, which makes the matrices
L and R row- and column-circulant, respectively. The factorization quality is expressed by the

following theorem:

Theorem 2 (Theorem 1.1 from [20]). The group algebra factorization M™ " = LX2n x R2nxn
where L; ; = R; j = by(w?™"), satisfies

n

11 1 1
(12) MagSE(L,R) < = + — 3 | <1+ -2

2 2n < Sin(ﬂ?l—l)) T

2n

Later, we relate this factorization to the Square Root factorization [2I], given by M"™*" =
Cm*m x O™*™ where

1 0 ... 0
(13) C = M1/2: fjl 1 0 ’
fnfl fnf2 o1

with fr = |(7}€/2) |. The coefficients fj, have the generating function 72 fra® = (1 —x)~'/2 and
satisfy the bounds [13]:

1

1
Vrlk+1) shes o

For binning as introduced by Andersson and Pagh [2], we need the following definitions, adjusted
for non-square matrices.

(14)

Definition 1 ((n, u)-perturbation). For matrices L, P € R™™ ™ and n,u > 0, L + P is an (n, p)-
perturbation of L zf |P; ;| < n|Li ;| + p for all (i,7) € [n] x [m].

We consider a more flexible definition of the binned matrix than that of [2], without imposing
restrictions on how partitions vary between rows:

Definition 2 (Binned Matrix). A binned matriz is a matriz in which each row is assigned a binning,
meaning that the elements of a row are partitioned into k > 1 disjoint subsegments, such that the
entries of each have the same value.

3. REsuULTS

3.1. Group Algebra Properties. In this subsection, we establish several key properties of the
group algebra factorization. The results build on each other, leading to insights into the structure
and behavior of the factorization. Proofs for all lemmas are provided in the Appendix.

We begin by showing that the factorization is real-valued.

Lemma 1 (Factorization is real-valued). The values
1 2n—1 1/2
(15) br(w') =5~ D ' (Z wkl> eR

=0
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are real for all t € Z, where w = €™™ is a 2n-th root of unity.

The proof follows from summing values for [ and 2n — 1 — [, with imaginary components canceling
each other. Next, we derive an explicit decomposition for by(w™").

Lemma 2 (Closed-form expression of factors). The values by(w™") are given by:

B

Using this decomposition, we identify the monotonicity regions of the coefficient by (w™h).

bp(w™") =

fort € [—n,n — 1], where (;:7/5) =0 fort+nl <O0.

Lemma 3 (Monotonicity Property). The values bg(w™") increase for t from —n to 0 and decrease
for t from 0 to n — 1. By periodicity, this implies that bg(w™") also increases for t from n to 2n and
decreases for t from —2n to —n — 1.

We further prove upper and lower bounds for by (w™h).

Lemma 4. The following inequalities hold:

ft frn 4 1 ft frn 6 3
BT Tags T awr SWW S s s et g

fort € [-n,n — 1], where fy =0 fort < 0.

Combining monotonicity with the bounds on the values bf(w™"), we formulate the following
lemma:

Lemma 5. The values in the last row of the matrix L, defined in , are given by

(16) [bp(w™™ ), o bp(w0), bp(wh), .. bp(w™)].
These values satisfy 0 < bp(w™1) <. <bp(wP) <1 for the first n values, and 1 > bp(w') > -+ >
br(w™) > —1 for the next n values.

Next, we connect group algebra-based factorization to the square root of a specific type of matrix.

Lemma 6. The decomposition M = L x R, as defined in , is equivalent to:

(17) M=(3%+5 3% -9)x(sm+5 5=~ %),

where E is an n X n matriz of all ones, and

1 -1 ... -1 —1\Y?

1 ... -1 -1
(18) C=(2M-E)"/?=

11 ... 1 1
Finally, we refine the analysis of the row and column norms of the factorization matrices L and R
to show that the previously established upper bounds are indeed tight.

Lemma 7. The maximum row norm of the matriz L is equal to the maximum column norm of the
matriz R, and they are given by:

1 1 — 1 logn
19 R} o =|ILl30e = = + <14 ——.
(19) IRI 2 = 1L e = 5+ 5 2 o (=) :
This result confirms that the norms match the previously established upper bounds, thereby
validating the accuracy of the factorization error analysis given in [20].
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3.2. Sparsification via Binning. In this subsection, we provide several technical lemmas that lead
to the proof of our main theorem [Il We first establish an upper bound on the minimal number of
bins required to get an (7, p)-perturbation of a sequence of decreasing positive values:

Lemma 8 (Binning for decreasing sequence). For any decreasing sequence 1 > a; > ag > -++ >

an > 0, we can efficiently in O(n) time find a (n, p)-perturbation with at most % + 1 bins.

Proof. We use the following binning algorithm. First, we collect all values smaller than p. Since
the sequence is decreasing, these values form a contiguous segment. For the remaining values, we
iteratively create bins from left to right. Specifically, for each new segment [ay, a;], we choose the
largest ¢ such that a; > 11’“277. We then assign the representative value ‘”“TJ““ to this segment. This
procedure runs efficiently in O(n) time.

To bound the number of bins, we observe that each binning step reduces the value by at least a

log(1/p)
log(142n)

factor of 1 4 2n but never below p. Thus, the total number of bins is at most , plus one
additional bin for values smaller than p.
The resulting partition satisfies the (7, u)-perturbation condition. For each segment [ag, a;] with

values larger than p (otherwise, the condition holds trivially), we verify that
0 T

‘ 2
Since the sequence is decreasing, it suffices to check the boundary values a; and a;, leading to the
conditions

(20) < na;.

(21) 5 S0 and 5 =7k
The first condition is stronger and requires that a; > 11—’“27], which is guaranteed by the algorithm.
This completes the proof. O

Andersson and Pagh (2024) [2] achieved a (c% — 1, p)-perturbation with 0(11?%((11% )) ) bins. However,
1

Jitn yields the same asymptotic bound, differing only by a constant factor. Next,
we state a general perturbation theorem for non-square matrices.

Theorem 3. Given a factorization L x R, where L € R™?" and R € R**"™ with invertible
submatrices L = (L1, L2) and R = (R1, Ra), we consider a (n, u)-perturbation of L, given by the
matric P = (P1, Py), such that L1 + P; and Ly + Py are invertible. For the perturbed factorization
L=L+Pand R= ((L1 +P) " LRy, (Lo + Pg)*lLQRg), for any 0 < ¢ <1 andi € {1,2}, where
n and p are given by

substituting ¢ =

_ ¢ _ ¢
(22) n= T K= -
17 - max;e g1 2y (1 Lill P[1 Ly [|2) 17n - max;eqy 23 (1L [|2)
we have:
MeanSE(L, R) < MeanSE(L, R)(1 + ) and MazSE(L, R) < MazSE(L, R)(1 + ¢)

The perturbation in the previous theorem is expressed in terms of the submatrices L™"*?" =

(L™, LE*™) and their inverses. While the Frobenius norm of L; and Ly can be easily bounded by
the Frobenius norm of the whole matrix L, bounding the spectral norm of the inverse matrices is a
real challenge. We will prove that there is a constant bound on their spectral norms by the following
lemma:

Lemma 9. For a group algebra factorization , given by M = L x R, the submatrices L™*?" =
(L™, LY*™) satisfy

(23) max {|| L7 |2, | L3 |l2} < 250,
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where ||.||2 denotes the spectral norm.

We combine the algorithm from Lemma [8] the general approximation guarantees for non-square
matrices from Theorem (3] and a bound on the spectral norm of the inverse submatrices given by
Lemma [9 into the final technical theorem.

Theorem 4. Given a Group Algebra Factorization M = L x R, where L = (L1, Ly) € R™?n
and R = (R1,Ry)T € R* " we can find a binned matric L = (L1, Ls) and a corresponding
matriz R = (ﬁflLlRl, ﬁ;ngRg)T such that, for any 0 < ( <1, each row off/ has no more than
O¢(v/n(logn)3/?) bins, and

MeanSE(L, R) < MeanSE(L, R)(1 + ) and ~ MazSE(L, R) < MazSE(L, R)(1 + ¢)

Proof. We apply the binning algorithm from Lemma [§] to the last row of L three times: First, to the
first n values, which are increasing, positive, and within [0, 1], as stated in Lemma [5| Second, to the
next n values, which we split into two segments—one for positive values and one for negative values.
We then multiply the negative values by —1 and bin these three segments separately. The matrix
L is circulant; hence, the remaining rows can be obtained by shifting the last row, allowing for an
efficient computation of their binning by reusing the computed binning of the last row. This results
in at most

log(1
(24) 108(1/1) 4 i,
log(1 + 2n)
Next, we apply Theorem [3| with the parameters

n= - ) - .
17 maxie 1,2} (| Lill 11 L5 [2) 17nmax;eqs oy (17 2)

This ensures the required factorization error. Substituting these values into the bin count, and using
the previously proven bounds

(26) ILillr < [ILlF < VAllL]l2-00 = O(v/nlogn),  max (L7 *]2) = O(1),

ie{1,2}

combining Lemmas [7] and [9] Thus, the total number of bins is at most

(27) Oc(vn(logn)*/?),
concluding the proof. O

Finally, by combining the previous theorem with the properties of the binned matrix ﬁ—speciﬁcally,
that we store only the binning of the last row and shift it for the remaining rows—we achieve memory
efficiency. Furthermore, precomputing the prefix sums of a vector z leads to time efficiency in
matrix-vector multiplication, as we only need to retrieve the binned values in a constant time and
shift them according to the row index. This constitutes our main theorem:

Theorem 1. (Main Theorem) Given a group algebra factorization M = Lx R, where L = (L1, Lo) €
R™2" and R = (Ry, R2)T € R?™¥" we can find a binned matriz L = (L1, La) and a corresponding
matrix R = (Ll_lLlRl, L2_1L2R2)T such that, for any 0 < ( <1,

(9)  MeanSE(L, R) < MeanSE(L, R)(1+¢) and MazSE(L, R) < MazSE(L, R)(1 + ¢).

Moreover, the product of the matriz L with a vector z € R®™ can be computed in time O¢(v/n(logn)3/?)

per row. The factorization matriz L requires O¢(v/n(log n)3/2) memory for storage and can be con-
structed efficiently in O(n) time.
7



4. CONCLUSION AND OPEN QUESTIONS

We established several structural properties of the group algebra factorization and incorporated
the binning method to improve memory and time efficiency, making this factorization more practical
for streaming settings.

However, several open problems remain. While we focused on prefix sum matrices, extending these
techniques to other workload matrices like exponential, momentum, and sliding window matrices is an
important direction for future work. Additionally, it is unknown whether group algebra factorization
can achieve logarithmic error bounds, as shown in prior work for square root factorization [13].
Further research should explore the theoretical limits of group algebra factorization and optimize its
efficiency for broader applications in private continual observation tasks.
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APPENDIX A. APPENDIX

A.1. Proof of Lemma [1l

Proof. To show that by(w w') € R, we begin by observing the symmetry of the summand under

conjugation. For each [, note that wt = w=t and py wkl = Zk o w M. Pairing terms with
indices [ and 2n — [ in the summation reveals that they are complex conjugates, as w20 = =t
and the inner sum also matches its conjugate under this pairing.

However, there is an additional consideration since we are taking the square root of the sum
Zk 0 w* which is generally a complex number. To ensure that the square root is consistent under
kl

conjugation, we need to check that EZ;[I) w™ is never a negative real number (see \/—1 = —i # i =

V=),

Consider [ # 0. The inner sum can be written as:

n—1

(28) Zw,d:1—wl":1—(—1)l.

1—w! 1—w!
k=0

The numerator is a positive real number, and the denominator 1 — w' is a non-real complex number
for [ # 0. Therefore, the inner sum is never a negative real number, ensuring the square root is
consistent under conjugation.

Special cases | = 0 and [ = n are straightforward. When [ = 0, the term is w’" = 1 with a purely
real inner sum of n. For | = n, w'™ contributes a real factor, and the inner sum is also real since

"=—1.
Therefore, every term in the summation is either real or part of a conjugate pair, ensuring that
the full sum is real. Hence, bf(w') € R. O

A.2. Proof of Lemma [2l

Proof. Starting with the expression for bs(w™):

t | 2l ; n—1 . 1/2 1 | 2] (1=t 1/2
br(w ):%;w kz_ow :2\/ﬁ+2n;w <1—wl>

nl

where w = €™/" is a 2n-th root of unity. For even values of [, the term 1 — w™ is equal to 0.

Therefore, the summation can be restricted to just odd values of [.
n—1

1 1 1
—t —t(21+1)
bf(w™) = 2\f Von dw (1 — w2 t1)1/2

=0

We can consider the power series of (1 — 2)~'/2, which has the following form:

( 1/2 kax

10



where fi = ‘ 1/ 2 } are the coefficients given by the binomial series. We substitute w?*! using

Abel’s test|f|7 as the sequence fi is monotonically decreasing and satisfies lim f = 0.

k—oo
1 1 n—1 [e's)
bf(w—t) _ + Zw—t(Ql—‘rl) Z fkwk(2l+1).
2vn - Vo iz k=0

By changing the order of summation, we obtain:

br(w™) = £, S wE-DE) Frht § 2000
d Q\f \f kzo kz Z k Z

If k=1t (mod n), then the inner sum is n, and we sum over ¢ 4+ nl; otherwise, the inner sum is
zero, as 1 — w?™* =1 — 0. Therefore:

B 1 1 & 1 1 —
by(w t)zm+\/§l§:%ft+nl(—l)l=2n+2z

which completes the proof. O

A.3. Proof of Lemma [3l

Proof. We compute the difference between consecutive values:

1 o0 1 o0
bp(w™ ) = by( =7 ; fraten(—1)F = 7 ; fran(=1)
1 oo
(29) = NG Z (Frt1nt — froemt) (1),
1=0
where f = ’ 1/2 41k (2kk)

Let g = fr— ka denote the discrete derivative of the sequence fi. Proving that g is a decreasing
sequence implies that the difference by(w™"') — by(w™") has the same sign as the first term of the
alternating sum.

For t > 0, the first term fi;11 — f; is negative, so the sequence is decreasing for t > 0. For
t = —1, the first term fo = 1 is positive, and the next term (f, — fn,—1)(—1) is also positive.
Thus, the alternating sum is positive. For ¢t < —1, the first term is zero, and the sum starts from
(ft+14n — fr4n)(—1), which is positive. Therefore, the sequence increases for ¢ from —n to 0.

It remains to show that the sequence g = fr — fr+1 is decreasing. Specifically, we need to prove
the inequality:

(30) fre = fr41 = fop1 — fryo

2Abel’s test: Ifa sequence of positive real numbers (a,) is monotonically decreasing (a» > an+1) and limp— 00 Gn =
0, then the power series f(z) = > o7, anz" converges for all |z| = 1 except at z = 1.
11



This is equivalent to

1 (2k 2 (2k+2 1 [(2k+4
fk—2fk+1+fk+2:4k<k>_4’€+1<k+1)+4k+2(k+2>
1(2k+1)(2k+2) 1 (2k +1)(2k + 2)(2k + 3)(2k + 4)
f( 2 (k+1)2 42 (k+1)2(k +2)2 )
f (4 42k+1 (2k+1)(2k+3))
4 k+1 ' (k+1)(k+2)

fk: (
4k+1)(kE+2)

3/k
4k+1)(k+2) —
This completes the proof.

A.4. Proof of Lemma [l

4k? + 12k + 8 — 8k* — 20k — 8 + 4k + 8k + 3)

(31) =

Proof. We begin with the decomposition of b f(w_t) from Lemma 2 E

_ 1 R
bpw ™) = ; N NeD thm =3 f f( = Jen) 75 l;‘ Frvomt = Frvn(rn))-
The bounds for fj are given by:
1 1
— < < —.
m(k+1) fi < vk

To bound the sum of differences, we continue as follows:

1
;ft”"’_f”“l“) \FZ\/HM VE+2nl+n+1

n+1

:ﬁz\/t—|—2nl\/t—|—2nl—|—n+1(\/t—i—2nl—i—n—|—1—|—\/t—i—2nl)
n+1 n—l—l >
—sz t~|—2nl3/2_2 3/22 2n+l3/2

o0

n+1 1 C(n+1)(2vV2-1)¢(3/2)
4\/5713/2 Z ( )

—L4p32 4+/27n3/2
Similarly, for the lower bound:

Z (ft+2nl - ft+n(2l+1))
=1

> -7
_\/77'121 Vit+2nl+1 Vt+2nl+n

n—1
_ﬁz\/t+2nz+1\/t+2nz+n(\/t+2nl+n+\/t+2nz+1)

. 2\F (t+2nl +n)3/2 2f (2n) 3/2 (Lin 4 )°?

o0

n—1 1 _(n—=1)(¢ (3/2)—1)
= 4y/27n3/? ; (141)3/2 4y/27n3/? .
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Substituting these bounds back into the expression for bs(w™"), we derive the following:

1 1 1 (n4+1)¢(3/2)(2v2 1)

brlw™) < m-i-ﬁ(ft—fwn)-i-ﬁ NG
S e, (1 CBRRVE-DY /e
V2 V2 i\ 2 8y/m 8y/mn3/2
fi fom 0837  0.337
Vi va v
ft  Jtin 6 3
BRI N
For the lower bound:
4 1 1 1 (n—=1)(¢(3/2) —1)
by(w )Zﬁ+ﬁ(ft_ft+")+ﬁ YNGR
g fem, L1 CO1) o)
V2 V2 Vn\2 8/ 8y/mn3/2
o fe fen 0614 0114
V2 V2 yn 032
St ft+n 4 1
~ V2 V2 7f 8n3/2’
completing the proof. ]

A.5. Proof of Lemma [5l

Proof. The monotonicity follows directly from Lemma [3] The remaining task is to establish four
bounds: bp(w®) <1, bp(w!) <1, bp(w 1) >0, and bp(w™) > —1.
For the first inequality, we use the bound from Lemma [

1 fn 6 3 1 1 6 3
32 bpwl) < —— Iy 24 < <1,
( ) ( )—\[ f+7\/ﬁ+8n3/2_\/§ \/T 8n3/2_
where the last inequality holds for n > 5. For 1 <n <4, we verify numerlcally that bs(w?) < 1.
The second inequality follows from the first, combined with Lemma [3] since bs(w?) > bs(w!)
The third and fourth inequalities follow trivially from Lemma

_ _ 4 1 4 1
33 b —n+1 > fn 1 f2n 1 _ > _ >0
(33) A e RV, B v = Ry o
1 4 1 1
34 bWy > ——t — — —— > —— > 1.
This concludes the proof. ]

A.6. Proof of Lemma [6l

Proof. We start by splitting the matrices L and R into four n x n matrices: L1, Lo, Ry, and Rs. We
first notice that L1 = Ry and Ly = Rs:

(35) Li=R, =



bf(w” bf(w”“‘l) bf(w2”_1) bf(w_”) bf(w_”‘H) bf(w_l)
bp(w™1)  bp(w") ... bp(w?) By — bp(w™ 1) bp(w™) o bp(w?)

€

Lo =
bW by .. by(w) by(w™2HY) by ) L by(w )

The values b (w™ %) = b (w™"**) for all k since w is a 2n-th root of unity and therefore periodic.
This implies that Lo and Ry are equal.

Next, we establish a connection between the matrices Ry and Ry using the following identity,
which we prove for all &:

1 1
(50) ) = e == () - 5
Using the definition of bs(w*), we show that
| 2l n—1 1/2 | 2l n—1 1/2
n+k ky _ + (n+k)l kl L kl kl
(37) b ) + by (W) = o~ Y w (Zw ) to- D w (Zw >
1=0 k=0 1=0 k=0
| 2l n—1 1/2
- (n+k)l kl kl
(38) —2n2(w +w )(Zw )
=0 k=0
2n—1 1/2
1 1 y (1= (=1) 1
= —+4+ — 14 (-1 —_— = —
(39) it (T -
concluding the proof of equality . Subtracting % from both R; and Ry shows that they sum
to zero, meaning we can define the matrix C such that
E C E C
4 = 4+ = d - _ =
(40) M=o m e md =g 05,

which concludes the first part of the lemma. The second part follows by computing C from the
factorization:

E O\’ E C\* ¢* E
41 M=|—"—"rt+ = = ) == 4=
(41) (2\/ﬁ+2>+(2\/ﬁ 2) > Ty
where for the second equality we used the property E? = nE. From this it follows that C' =
(2M — E)V/2.

As a corollary, this representation implies Lemma [2 To show it we first need to introduce an
auxiliary matrix A:

1, ifi—j=1,
(42) (Aij) =14 -1, ifi=0,j=n—1,
0, otherwise.

It follows that:

(43) OIM —E=2(1—-A)"1,
14



which we can verify by direct matrix multiplication:

1 -1 ... -1 -1 1 0 0 1
1 1 ... -1 -1 -1 1 ... 0 O
(44) < =2
1 1 ... 1 1 0 0 -1 1
Thus, we express C' as:
(45) C=V2(I- A= \/Z frA*,

which, when divided by 2 and adding gives the componentwise formula from Lemma

B
2/n’
O

A.7. Proof of Lemma [T

Proof. The squared norm of any column of matrix R and any row of matrix L can be found as

2n—1 on—1 [2n-1 n—1 1/2\ 2
tl
w0 S gy (S (Sa)
k=0 =0
2n—1 o k(2+1) 2
(47) 4 a2 Z f+fz (1 — w2Hyi/2
2n—1 o—k(21+1) nolo =kl 2
(48) 4 2 Z n+2v2 Z 2T 12z Z (1 - W2H)12
=

There are three terms. The first term trivially evaluates to %, while the second term can be shown
to be 0:

2n—1n—1 w—k(21+1) n—1 2n—1
() 33 ey = 2 g 3 -
_ +1)1/2 21+1 1/2
oo (W2 (1w /
Therefore,
2n—1 , . 1 1 2n—1 /n—1 w—k(2l+1) 2
(50) Z by(w™) = 5T 92 Z Z 1 — W21/
k=0 k=0 l:O
2n—1 n—1 n—1 —k:(2l +1) _k(212+1)
1 1 w 1 w
(51) =5t523 Z Z (1 — w2 t1)1/2 (1 — 22+1)1/2
k=0 [1=012=0
1 1 n—1 n—1 1 on—1
=4 k(201 4212+2)
(52) =9 + o2 ZZ ZZ (1— w211+1)1/2(1 _ w2l?+1)1/2 kZ Rl ale
1=012=0 0

The latter sum equals 0 as long as 2[1+2ls+2 # 2n. Otherwise, summing over [y with l[o = n—1—1y,
we denote the summation variable as [ again, which gives:
15



(53) kZ:O b?(w_k) = % + % ; (1 — w2+1)1/2(1 1_ w2(n—1=0)+1)1/2
(54) = % ig (1- w2l+1)1/2(11 — w2112
(56) :;+;lzgsin(£z(12l—l)) <1+10%,

where the final bound has been proved by [13], concluding the proof.

A.8. Proof of Theorem [3l

Proof. We follow the proof technique of [2], adapting it to the case where the matrix L is not square
but L € R™?" with invertible submatrices L; and Lg, which may contain negative elements. We
begin by proving some fundamental properties of the (7, u)-perturbation of such a matrix.

Fact 1.
(57) IL+Pllr < (1 +n0)|Ll|F + pnv/2,
(58) IL + Pll2os00 < (14 10)||1Lll2—s00 + pV2n.
The first bound follows from
(59) IL+ Pllp < ILIlF + 10| L] + puxanllp < (1+0)||LlF + pnv/2,

where Jy, 2, is an all-ones matrix of size n x 2n, with Frobenius norm v/2n. The second bound is
proved almost identically, using the fact that ||Jpxon|2-—00 = V2n.

Fact 2.
(60) 1Pille < nllLillp + pn, € {1,2}.
We prove it as follows:
(61) 1Bll2 < 1Pl = [[|1Plll7 < lInlLil + pdnxnlle < nllLillp 4 pn.
Fact 3.
(62) 1Rz < IR (142 ma (1P2)12712)-

The proof differs slightly from Lemma 3 of [2]. We first express R in matrix form as:

(L + P, 0 R\ _
o ( 0 (LQ + Pz)_lLQ Ry) GR.

=

(63)

Then, we bound the norm as

(64) IRllis2 = sup [|GRellz < |Gl sup [|Rzllz = [|G]|2]| R]l1-2.
llzll <1 lzlli<1
16



The remaining step is to bound the spectral norm of the matrix GG. Since G is a block matrix, its
maximum singular value is the maximum of the singular values of (L1 + P;)~*L; and (La + Py) "' Lo,
s0:

(65) 1Gll2 = max (I(Ly + P1) ™ Lo, I (L2 + P2) ™' Lall2).

We bound the first term, with the second term being bounded analogously:
(66) I(Ly+ Pr) "' Lalla = [[In = (Ly + P1) " Pilla < 1+ [[(Ly+ Pr) " Pyl
(67) < T+ (1L ol Pl (T + L PO o

To proceed, we need a bound ||L7 P2 < 2 5, which we prove as follows, using Fact |2 and a
specific choice of values n and u:

_ _ _ 2¢ 1

(68) 1L Pull2 < LT 2l Pulle < (1272 ()l La |l e + pn) < 7 <3

We then obtain the bound:
(69) I(In + L' PY) 72 = || In +Z Ly P)*(=1)* <1+ZH L' Po)¥|ls

k=1

(70) <1+ZH Lyip)|k <2

Thus, we conclude:
(71) 1Gll2 = ax, I(Li 4+ P) "' Lilla <1+ 2m?X(HL51H2HBH2)7

Z 9

which completes the proof.
Main Proof. We now proceed with the error bounds:
(72)

MeanSE(ﬁ7 R) ||£|| ||R||1—>2
MeanSE(L, R) — ||L||% IR}, —

by using Fact [[]and Fact [3] Then, we use the bound for || P2 from Fact

2
V2
1Ll

_ _ 2
< (1+ 2max(IPi 2 Ly la. [ Ball2 23 12))* <1+n+

MeanSE(L, R)
MeanSE(L, R) —

1L F

We can bound the maximum of two sums as the sum of maximums. For convenience, let us define

M\/§n>2

2
< (1 + 2max((l| L] + pn)ILT Iz, (0 Lallr + pm)[[ L3 12)) ><<1+77+

(73) v = max(| Ly pIlLT Iz | L2l F I L3 2),  xz = max(|L 2, L3 ]12),
then:
MeanSE(L, R) ,u\fn
4 — - < (1+2 2 1
(74) MeanSE(L, R) < (14 2mpn + 2umxe)” > ( AR L] F
We now substitute the values for n = W and p = ﬁ, which gives:
AN 2
MeanSE(L, 4¢\° 2
(75) MeanSE(L,R) _ () A\T () ¢ V2 .
MeanSE(L, R) — 17 17y 17xc||LllF

17



Next, we use the inequality

(76) 1= Lull2 < ILallallZ 2 < Ll 127 2 < ILIFILT

to show that ¢z, > 1 and || L||pxz > 1. Therefore,

MeanSE(L, R) 4\ ? C(14v2) ’
(77) MeanSE(L, R) <1+17> 8 <1+ 17 ) =1+e

This holds for ¢ < 1.03736, and in particular, for ¢ < 1, which concludes the proof of the bound
for MeanSE. For the MaxSE error, we have:

MaxSE(L, B) _ |ILI3 sl RIT s _ (1 o+

(78)

MaxSE(L, R)  ||L]3_,o I RIIT IRI7.,,

by Fact |1} We then use the bound ||L||2—00 > ﬁHLHF, which brings us back to the same inequality
, concluding the proof.

[1L]l2-00

2 N
uv/2n ) 1IR3,

O

A.9. Proof of Lemma [9l

Proof. We begin with the matrix representations of L; and Lo, as stated in Lemmal6|and its corollary
given by equation :
).

(79) (L1, Lo) = (g +

where E is the n x n all-ones matrix, and

ol
&

2o
3
e}

(80) C =20 -A)12= ﬁi frAF,
=0

where the matrix A is defined as
1, ifi—j=1,

(81) (Aij) =14 -1, ifi=0,j=n—1,
0, otherwise.

T

To express L1_1 and Lo ! we use the Sherman—Morrison formula, since E = ee! is a rank-one

perturbation of +C"

-1, T -1
(82) Li_1:2<iC’1 ¢ cc © >

- /ntelCle
Thus, the spectral norm is bounded by:

_ 2|Ctee C Yo
83 max ||L; e < 2||C7 Y2 + .
(83) ic{1.2} 1271l = 216 min([e7C—Te — \/n, [eTC~Te + /n))
To bound the spectral norm, we will bound these three terms separately. Before proceeding with the
bounds, we compute the values of the matrix C~!. as it is the main object in the aforementioned
18



formula:

q0 qg-1 --- QG—n+1
(84) o1 q1 q0 <o G2
dn—-1 4n-2 .. q0

with elements ¢; expressed by the following formula:

(85) qe = \}5 ; ferm(=1)

where fk = (—1)* (1142) = 551 L f.. The proof of this equation follows from the following matrix series:

o0

1

86 Cl=—(I-A)Y?=

(86) \/5( EZ:
We now state and prove several facts.
Fact 0.

t=0

We recall that fk has the generating function v/1 — z, which, when multiplied by ﬁ, gives \/1177,

the generating function of fi, implying the convolution identity.
Fact 1.

(88) |[C7Y2 < 3.

We use Lemma 13 from [2] for the full Toeplitz matrix to show that:

1
(89) I~z < !qo|+Z\qt|+Z\q el < ﬂ 22|ft|+2’fn ¢l
1
(90) <\f+\fz —f) <\f+\f2;2t_1m
= A
Fact 2.
(92) IC™ ee"C7Hjo = |[C 2| C™Tell2 < 2+ 21og(n)

19



We first find the bound for the k-th row sum:

k n—1—k koo n—1—k oo
_ 1 ~ -
93)  (CTlew =) a+ q-t = 722 et (—1)' + 7 > Fapm(=1)
t=0 t=1 =0 1=0 t=1 =1
1 koo ~ 1 n—1 oo ~
(94) =5 S ferm(=1)' + 7 > Ferna-1(=1)
=0 1=0 t=k+1 =1
1 00 k ~ n—1
(95) =7 SED D = D fram
1=0 t=0 t=k+1

We now use Fact 0 for the partial sums of f;, therefore:

(96) ( 6 k= \/» Z 2fnl+k f—1+nl - fn—l—i—nl \[Z fk+nl < \[fk

Analogously, the k-th column sum is given by:

k n—1-—k k oo n—1—-k oo
_ 1 ~ 1 -
(97) (C Te)kzzqft‘k Z Qtzizztf +nl Z Zf—i—nl
t=1 t=0 205 2 t=0 =0
1 00 n—1—k
(98) = =2 (-1 Z Fram + Z frin
=0 t=n—k
1 o
(99) G ;( DY 2 e ktint — faotanl — f-14n1)
(100) = V2 (-1 facko14m < V2fn_k
1=0
Thus,
n—1 n—1
(101) ICee™C Y a = [C el C Tella = | Y (C7le)E x D (C-Te)?
k=0 k=0
n—1 n—1
(102) <2 ka ng k— 1*22fk <2+ 2log(n).
k= k=0

For the last inequality, we used an upper bound from Lemma 7 in [23], thus concluding the proof.
Fact 3. For n > 2, the following holds:

(103) el'C7te > 1.02¢/n.

We first assume that n > 40; for smaller values, we verify numerically that the inequality holds.
20



1 1
(104) ef'Cte = nq—o2 + 7 (n—t)q + 7 (n—1t)q—¢
t=1 2 t=1
0 n—1 o0 n—1 o0
n ~ ~ 1 ~
(105) :ﬁz (=D + ==Y (=1 frrml 1)14‘*2 (n—1)> frpm(=1)
=0 t=1 =0 t=1 =0
n © n—1 © 1 n—1 oo ~
(106) =% Y Ful=D'+ == (=0 frrm(-1)' - i £ frem(—1)
1=0 t=1 1=0 t=1 (=0
n—1 oo
n
(107) G > frim(= \fz Z Femi(—
t=0 =0 t=1 I=
00 n—1 o0 n—1
n ~ ~
(108) =/ > (=1 it = V2 (=1t ey
1=0 =0 1=0 t=1
By Fact 0, we have:
n—1
(109) t+nl — fn—1+nl - f—l—l—nl'
t=0

Thus, substituting:

8

00 n—1
(110) TC % Z 1)l(fn71+nl - fflJrnl) - \@Z(_l)l Z tftJrnl
t=1

=0

(111) Y ST TARNY. o ST} o S e foru
=0 =0 t=1 Q(t + 7’Ll
112 =on (bplw D 1 V2 1 IS t
(112) = "<f(w )_M>+ ZZ;(— ) ;Z(tjtnl)—lftm'

For the first sum, we use the inequality from Lemma [4}

(113) om (bf(w_(n—l)) _ 23/77) > 2n (f\nfl f2\nf1 4 Oﬁlll On;/l;l . 2\1/ﬁ>

1 1 0.114 0.114
114 > 2n — + —
(114) - (\/27771 \/27r(2n -1) Vvn n3/2 )
20 0.228

115 > 2 +0.114
(115) v (\/271' 797 ) Vn

0.228
116 > 0.458 - —
(116) > 0.8 - 222,

where we have used that ———— < /=22, for n > 40. For the second sum, we recognize that
\/m — 797mn> = ’

it is an alternating sum with decreasing values, therefore it is lower bounded by the first term minus
the second term:
21



n—1 n—1
t
117 l ——ftin 2 ——— fian
(117) \fz < 12t+nl) p et 2 2t—1 f;Q(t—i—n)—lfH
(118) > 1 Z -2 il f
T V2r S Vi dn—1""
V2 V2 40
119 > Vi /n—va) - YE
(119) 2 == V2) - Teie
119
(120) = 159\[\/5—>0597\/ﬁ—1129
assuming n > 40. Combining these bounds, we obtain:
S 0.228
(121) e C e > 0.458y/n — v +0.597/n — 1.129
0.228

(122) > 1.05v/n — —1.129 > 1.02/n,

NG
where the last inequality holds for n > 38. Since we have assumed n > 40, this concludes the proof
of Fact 3.

Main proof.

We combine all the facts to obtain a bound:

2|[C~teeCYo
123 L2 <2l
(123) s, 1L M2 < 2C7 2 + min(|eZC—Te — \/n,|eTC—Te + /n|)

4(1 +logn) 2
——— <64 200—= < 250.
0.02yn TN ES

We note that, numerically, the maximum spectral norm does not appear to exceed 19. ]

(124) <6+
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