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Abstract. We study nonlinear determination problems in Hilbert spaces in
which inner products are observed up to prescribed rotations in the complex
plane. Given a Hilbert space H and a subset Θ of the unit circle T, we say
that a system G ⊆ H does Θ-phase retrieval (Θ-PR) if for all f, h ∈ H the
condition that for every g ∈ G there exists θg ∈ Θ with ⟨f, g⟩ = θg⟨h, g⟩
forces f = θh for some θ ∈ Θ. This framework unifies classical phase retrieval
(Θ = T) and sign retrieval (Θ = {1,−1}). For every countable Θ we give a
complete characterization of Θ-PR in terms of covers of G and geometric rela-
tions among vectors in the corresponding orthogonal complements, extending
the complement-property characterization of Cahill, Casazza, and Daubechies.
For cyclic phase sets we show that Θ-PR is equivalent to the existence of spe-
cific second-order recurrence relations. We apply this to obtain a sharp lattice
density criterion for Θ-PR of exponential systems. For uncountable Θ we ob-
tain a topological dichotomy in the Fourier determination setting, showing that
Θ-PR is characterized in terms of connectedness of Θ. We further develop a
Möbius-invariant framework, proving that Θ-PR is preserved under circle au-
tomorphisms and is governed by projective invariants such as the cross ratio.
Finally, in Cd we determine sharp impossibility thresholds and prove that for
countable Θ the property is generic once one passes the failure regime, yielding
the minimal number of vectors required for Θ-PR.

1. Introduction and main results

Let H be a complex Hilbert space with inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ and let G ⊆ H be a
system of vectors. Given f, h ∈ H, assume that for every g ∈ G we have

⟨f, g⟩ = ⟨h, g⟩. (1.1)

If G is complete in H, i.e., the linear span of G is dense in H, then condition (1.1)
forces f = h. In other words, the collection of scalar products {⟨f, g⟩ : g ∈ G}
uniquely determines the vector f . Now consider the situation where these scalar
products are not observed exactly, but only up to prescribed rotations in the
complex plane. Precisely, suppose that for each g ∈ G the inner products ⟨f, g⟩
and ⟨h, g⟩ are allowed to differ by a rotation factor θg belonging to a fixed subset
Θ of the unit circle T := {z ∈ C : |z| = 1}. The linear constraint (1.1) is therefore
replaced by the following nonlinear condition: for every g ∈ G there exists θg ∈ Θ
such that

⟨f, g⟩ = θg⟨h, g⟩.
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As before, we would like this family of constraints to determine f . In general,
we can no longer conclude that f and h coincide; the best one can expect is that
there exists θ ∈ Θ such that f = θh. Moreover, as we will observe, if Θ has at
least two elements then completeness of the system G alone does not imply that
f = θh and one has to impose specific redundancy in G.

Two classical special cases fit into this framework. If Θ = T, then for each
g ∈ G the existence of some θg ∈ T with ⟨f, g⟩ = θg⟨h, g⟩ is equivalent to the
magnitude equality

|⟨f, g⟩| = |⟨h, g⟩|. (1.2)

In this case, the problem of deciding whether the family of equalities in (1.2)
implies f = θh for some θ ∈ T is known as the uniqueness problem in phase
retrieval (PR) (see, for instance, the survey [25] and the references therein). This
problem was first considered in form of the Pauli problem, which is concerned
with the question of whether a function is determined from its absolute value and
the absolute value of its Fourier transform [41,44].

If H is a real Hilbert space, then condition 1.2 reduces to

⟨f, g⟩ = ±⟨h, g⟩

and one speaks of the sign retrieval problem, which we will also refer to as real
phase retrieval (real PR). Phase retrieval and its real analogue arise naturally in
a variety of applications where phase information is lost or unobservable. Promi-
nent examples include X-ray crystallography [22, 51], diffraction imaging [39, 46],
and quantum mechanics [40, 45]. Beyond these applications, phase retrieval has
become increasingly relevant in signal processing and data analysis [38]. From a
mathematical perspective, these applications have motivated an extensive mathe-
matical theory concerned with the fundamental questions of uniqueness and sta-
bility. These questions have been investigated from a wide range of viewpoints,
for instance, functional analytic perspectives [5,7,19,23,24], convex geometry [14],
complex analysis [29,33,53], sampling theory [2,28,35,44], finite-dimensional and
algebraic perspectives [8, 13], group-theoretical settings [12] and algorithmic ap-
proaches [16,17,49].

In the present paper we consider a unified version of these problems, allowing
an arbitrary rotation set Θ ⊆ T. This leads us to the following definition.

Definition 1.1. Let H be a Hilbert space, let G ⊆ H and let Θ ⊆ T. We say that
G does Θ-PR (in H) if for every f, h ∈ H the following holds: if for every g ∈ G
there exists θg ∈ Θ such that

⟨f, g⟩ = θg⟨h, g⟩,

then f = θh for some θ ∈ Θ.

Classical spanning properties are related to Θ-PR, but none of them alone
provide a complete description of the systems G doing Θ-PR. On the one hand,
any system doing Θ-PR must be complete. On the other hand, for finite sets
Θ, imposing sufficiently strong redundancy such as overcompleteness, reduces the
nonlinear determination problem to a linear one and implies that a system does
Θ-PR. However, overcompleteness is neither necessary nor intrinsic to Θ-PR. We
refer to Section 2.1 for detailed comparisons between Θ-PR and classical spanning
properties.
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A sharper picture emerges when exactly two phases are allowed, i.e., |Θ| = 2,
where |X| denotes the cardinality of a set X. In this case, Θ-PR is governed by a
strengthened form of completeness, known as the complement property: G ⊆ H
has the complement property if for every S ⊆ G it holds that S is complete in H
or G \ S is complete in H. We show the following.

Proposition 1.2. Let G ⊆ H and let Θ ⊆ T satisfy |Θ| = 2. Then G does Θ-PR
if and only if G has the complement property.

When specified to systems in real Hilbert spaces doing real PR (that is Θ-PR
with respect to Θ = {−1, 1}), then the latter Proposition is a classical result in
the literature. In the finite dimensional setting this was shown in [10], in general
Hilbert spaces it was proved in [15], and the setting of Banach spaces was treated
in [4]. Moreover, in these references it is shown that for complex Hilbert spaces
the complement property is only a necessary condition for systems to do PR (i.e.
Θ-PR with Θ = T). In our broader framework of Θ-PR, the distinction between
real and complex PR disappears. In particular, Proposition 1.2 shows that the
property of a system doing Θ-PR does not depend on Θ ⊆ T, whenever |Θ| = 2.

In the language of failure, Proposition 1.2 allows us to deduce the following
equivalent statement: given Θ ⊆ T with |Θ| = 2, a system G fails Θ-PR precisely
when there exist G1,G2 ⊆ G such that G1 ∪ G2 = G, with both G1 and G2

being incomplete in H. The failure of Θ-PR for larger rotation sets Θ is encoded
in a more delicate geometrical structure. In particular, obstructions can no longer
be detected by mere completeness properties of a partition, but instead arise from
a coherent interaction between multiple subsets of G. The next theorem makes
this phenomenon precise by characterizing failure of Θ-PR for countable sets Θ
in terms of covers of G and algebraic relations among vectors in the associated
orthogonal complements. It may be viewed as a far-reaching extension of the
characterization in Hilbert spaces based on the complement property obtained by
Cahill, Casazza, and Daubechies [15, Theorem 1.2]. We say that {Gj}j∈N is a
cover of G if for every j ∈ N we have Gj ⊆ G and

⋃∞
j=1Gj = G. Moreover, we

denote the orthogonal complement of a set X ⊆ H by X⊥.

Theorem 1.3. Let H be a Hilbert space and suppose that Θ = {θj}j∈N ⊆ T
satisfies θ1 ̸= θ2. Then G ⊆ H fails Θ-PR if and only if there exist a cover
{Gj}j∈N of G and a sequence {xj}j∈N ⊆ H satisfying

(1) 0 ̸= xj ∈ G⊥
j for every j ∈ N,

(2) x1 and x2 are linearly independent,
(3) for every j ≥ 3 it holds that

xj =
θj − θ1
θ2 − θ1

x2 −
θj − θ2
θ2 − θ1

x1.

A careful examination of Theorem 1.3 will allow us to deduce that in the case
when |Θ| = 3, similarly to the case of |Θ| = 2, the property of a system doing Θ-PR
is independent of the choice of Θ (see Corollary 3.1). Furthermore, Theorem 1.3
yields a particularly transparent description when the rotation set Θ is generated
by a single element. In this case, the relations appearing in Theorem 1.3 allow us
to view failure of Θ-PR through the lens of existence of a recurrence relation.
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Proposition 1.4. Let H be a Hilbert space and let Θ = {θj}j∈N ⊆ T be defined
by θj = ωj for some ω ∈ T \ {1}. Then G ⊆ H fails Θ-PR if and only if there
exist a cover {Gj}j∈N of G and a sequence {xj}j∈N ⊆ H satisfying

(1) 0 ̸= xj ∈ G⊥
j for every j ∈ N,

(2) x1 and x2 are linearly independent,
(3) for every j ≥ 3, the vector xj is given by the second-order recurrence

relation xj = (1 + ω)xj−1 − ωxj−2.

Proposition 1.4 turns out to be a particularly useful tool in the study of Fourier
uniqueness problems under nonlinear constraints. Questions of this type are
commonly studied under the names phase retrieval and sign retrieval in the Pa-
ley–Wiener space [1, 2, 3, 34,36,43,50,53].

To discuss this setting, define for λ ∈ C the exponential function eλ(x) = e2πiλx.
Given Λ ⊆ C, we denote by E(Λ) = {eλ}λ∈Λ the associated exponential system
with frequencies in Λ. For a function f ∈ L2[0, a] with a > 0, let cn(f) denote its
Fourier coefficients,

cn(f) :=

∫ a

0
f(t)e−2πin

a
t dt, n ∈ Z.

By the classical Fourier uniqueness theorem, if cn(f) = 0 for all n ∈ Z, then
f = 0. Equivalently, the exponential system E( 1aZ) is complete in L2[0, a]. More

generally, for a lattice Λ = αZ, the system E(Λ) is complete in L2[0, a] if and only
if its (asymptotic) density

D(Λ) = lim
r→∞

|Λ ∩ [−r, r]|
2r

=
1

α

satisfies D(Λ) ≥ a [55]. This classical completeness condition can be reformulated
as follows: for a lattice Λ, the implication∫ a

0
f(t)e−2πiλt dt =

∫ a

0
h(t)e−2πiλt dt, λ ∈ Λ =⇒ f = h (1.3)

holds for all f, h ∈ L2[0, a] precisely when D(Λ) ≥ a. If instead we ask whether
E(Λ) does Θ-PR, then the linear condition on the left-hand side of (1.3) is replaced
by the nonlinear constraint∫ a

0
f(t)e−2πiλt dt = θλ

∫ a

0
h(t)e−2πiλt dt, λ ∈ Λ, θλ ∈ Θ.

When Θ consists of roots of unity, Proposition 1.4 yields a concise characterization
of Θ-PR in terms of a density condition on Λ. This result may be viewed as
a nonlinear analogue of the classical Fourier uniqueness theorem. Moreover, it
generalizes results by Alaifari, Daubechies, Grohs, and Thakur who studied the
case Θ = {1,−1} [3, 50].

Theorem 1.5. Let Λ ⊆ R be a lattice and let Θ = {e2πik/n : k = 0, . . . , n − 1}.
Then E(Λ) does Θ-PR in L2[0, a] if and only if D(Λ) ≥ na.

The previous theorem implies, in particular, that the full exponential system
E(R) does Θ-PR in L2[0, a] for every set Θ consisting of n-th roots of unity. In the
special case Θ = {1,−1}, this result was obtained in [50]. On the other hand, it
is known that when Θ = T, the system E(R) does not do PR, as counterexamples
can be constructed using the so-called zero-flipping technique [1]. What happens
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if Θ is a general set, different from roots of unity or the whole torus T? In the
following statement, we provide a topological characterization of all Θ for which
the (full) exponential system E(R) does Θ-PR.

Theorem 1.6. The exponential system E(R) does Θ-PR in L2[0, a] if and only if
Θ is totally disconnected.

Next, we develop a Möbius-invariant framework for Θ-PR. Concretely, the up-
coming statement shows that Θ-PR is invariant under Möbius transforms that
preserve the unit circle T. This invariance under Möbius transforms turns out
to be a powerful tool in the study of Θ-PR. We denote by Aut(T) the group of
bijections on T and by M(Θ) the image of Θ under M ∈ Aut(T).

Theorem 1.7. Let H be a Hilbert space. Then for every G ⊆ H and every Θ ⊆ T,
the following statements are equivalent:

(1) G does Θ-PR.
(2) There exists a Möbius transform M ∈ Aut(T) such that G does M(Θ)-PR.
(3) For every Möbius transform M ∈ Aut(T) it holds that G does M(Θ)-PR.

As mentioned earlier, the property of a system G doing Θ-PR does not depend
on Θ, whenever |Θ| ≤ 3. The above theorem showcases the underlying principle
governing this property: it is a classical fact that for any two Θ,Θ′ ⊆ T with
|Θ| = |Θ′| ≤ 3, there exists a Möbius transform M ∈ Aut(T) such that M(Θ) =
Θ′. For sets Θ consisting of four elements the property of doing Θ-PR is governed
by projective invariants such as the cross ratio. Recall that the cross ratio of
pairwise distinct z1, z2, z3, z4 ∈ C is defined by

CR(z1, z2; z3, z4) =
(z1 − z3)(z2 − z4)

(z1 − z4)(z2 − z3)
.

With the help of Theorem 1.7 we are able to deduce that if Θ,Θ′ ⊆ T satisfy
|Θ| = |Θ′| = 4 and CR(Θ) = CR(Θ′), then a system G does Θ-PR if and only if
it does Θ′-PR (see Corollary 4.1). On the other hand, we will show in Section 5.1
that in general the property of a system doing Θ-PR is dependent on the choice
of Θ, whenever |Θ| ≥ 4. In particular there exist Θ,Θ′ and G with |Θ| = |Θ′| = 4
and CR(Θ) ̸= CR(Θ′) such that G does Θ-PR but not Θ′-PR.

The remaining results focus on the finite dimensional setting H = Cd which
constitutes an active and extensively studied research area in phase retrieval [9,
10,21,54]. A central question in this setting is the minimality problem: determine
the smallest m for which there exists a system G = {gj}mj=1 ⊆ Cd that does

phase retrieval in Cd (or analogously real phase retrieval in Rd). Motivated by
this question, we define the minimality quantity N (Cd,Θ) via

N (Cd,Θ) = min
{
m ∈ N : ∃G ⊆ Cd with |G| = m that does Θ-PR in Cd

}
.

A closely related line of research studies genericity: for a fixed m, how large is the
collection of systems {gj}mj=1 that do phase retrieval, and does a random or generic
choice already guarantee this property? In this section we address these questions
for Θ-PR. We begin with necessary conditions, showing that Θ-PR cannot hold
below certain thresholds.

Theorem 1.8. Let d ≥ 2 and let G = {gj}mj=1 ⊆ Cd.

(1) If m ≤ 2d− 2, then G fails Θ-PR for every Θ ⊆ T with |Θ| ≥ 2.
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(2) If m = 2d− 1, then G fails Θ-PR for every Θ ⊆ T with |Θ| ≥ 3.

Theorem 1.8 identifies a regime in which Θ-PR is impossible, regardless of the
choice of vectors {gj}mj=1. Beyond this regime, the situation changes noticeably.

For instance, it follows from Proposition 1.2 that if |Θ| = 2 and m ≥ 2d − 1,
every full-spark system {gj}mj=1 does Θ-PR in Cd. Recall that a system is called
full-spark if every subset of d vectors is linearly independent. It is known that
for fixed d and m ≥ 2d − 1, the collection of full-spark systems is generic in an
algebraic sense: it forms a non-empty Zariski-open subset of Cd×m ≃ Cdm [6] (see
Section 5.3 for details on Zariski topology). This implies that N (Cd,Θ) = 2d− 1.

The case Θ = T, corresponding to classical phase retrieval, is substantially more
delicate. It is known that the collection of systems {gj}mj=1 ⊆ Cd with m ≥ 4d− 4

doing phase retrieval contains a non-empty Zariski-open set [21], although the
exact minimal number N (Cd,T) remains unknown for general d ∈ N. Using
embedding results for complex projective spaces, it has been shown that the bound
4d− 4 is optimal up to a logarithmic term in the dimension d [31]. However, it is
not sharp, i.e., there exists d for which N (Cd,T) < 4d− 4 [52].

The following theorem demonstrates that, once the failure regime of Theorem
1.8 is exceeded, Θ-PR becomes a generic phenomenon. More precisely, for finite
Θ the property holds on a non-empty Zariski-open set, while for countably infinite
Θ it holds on a dense (in Euclidean topology) Gδ-set of full Lebesgue measure.
This demonstrates that in both the finite and countable case, the systems doing
Θ-PR is a rich class. In particular, such systems occur with probability one when
the vectors are drawn from any continuous probability distribution.

Theorem 1.9. Let d ≥ 2, let m ≥ 2d, and let Θ ⊆ T. Moreover, let C ⊆ Cd×m

denote all systems {gj}mj=1 ≃ (g1, . . . , gm) ∈ Cd×m doing Θ-PR in Cd.

(1) If Θ is finite then C contains a non-empty Zariski-open set.
(2) If Θ is countable then C contains a dense Gδ-set of full Lebesgue measure.

We note that in the literature, a statement as the first one in Theorem 1.9
is commonly described by saying that Θ-PR holds generically, or more precisely,
Zariski-generically, meaning that it holds on a non-empty Zariski-open subset of
Cd×m. Theorem 1.8 and Theorem 1.9 imply the following result.

Corollary 1.10. Let d ≥ 2 and let Θ ⊆ T be countable. Then

N (Cd,Θ) =


d, |Θ| = 1

2d− 1, |Θ| = 2

2d, |Θ| ≥ 3

.

This completely resolves the minimality problem for all countable sets Θ. More-
over, for every m ≥ N (Cd,Θ), the collection C of systems with m elements doing
Θ-PR is dense in Cd×m. Hence, C is either the empty set (for m < N (Cd,Θ)) or it
is dense. Whether a similarly sharp transition occurs in the case Θ = T remains
an open problem in the literature (see, for example, [15, Section 2]).

Note that Corollary 1.10 applies to every countable set Θ, including sets that
are dense in T. However, the situation changes when Θ is uncountable. Consider
for instance the case when Θ contains a non-trivial arc of the form {eit : t ∈ [a, b]}
where a < b. In this case, Θ-PR in finite dimensions turns out to be equivalent
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to PR. In particular, the minimality quantity N (Cd,Θ) jumps from 2d in the
countable case to approximately 4d.

Proposition 1.11. Suppose that Θ ⊆ T contains a non-trivial arc. Then G ⊆ Cd

does Θ-PR if and only if it does PR. In particular,

N (Cd,Θ) ≥ 4d− 4− 2 log2(d).

Outline. In Section 2 we revisit completeness and overcompleteness, and ex-
plain how they interact with Θ-PR. We also treat the two-phase regime |Θ| = 2,
proving that Θ-PR is equivalent to the complement property (Proposition 1.2).

Section 3 develops the theory for countable phase sets Θ: we prove the general
characterization of failure of Θ-PR via covers and orthogonality relations (Theo-
rem 1.3) and derive Proposition 1.4 that treats cyclic phase sets. We then apply
this framework to exponential systems and obtain a sharp lattice density criterion
for Θ-PR in L2[0, a] (Theorem 1.5). In addition, we provide a proof of Theorem
1.6.

In Section 4 we introduce the Möbius-invariant perspective. We prove that Θ-
PR is preserved under Möbius transforms mapping T onto itself (Theorem 1.7)
and relate changes in Θ to projective invariants such as cross ratios.

Finally, Section 5 focuses on the finite-dimensional setting H = Cd. We first
analyze Θ-PR in C2 in terms of explicit algebraic and geometric conditions. We
then address minimality and genericity in higher dimensions: we prove sharp
impossibility thresholds (Theorem 1.8), show that Θ-PR becomes generic once
m ≥ 2d for finite and countable Θ (Theorem 1.9), and conclude with the behavior
for uncountable Θ, including the arc case where Θ-PR reduces to standard PR
(Proposition 1.11).

2. Completeness, overcompleteness, and complement property

2.1. Completeness and overcompleteness. Unless specified otherwise, H de-
notes a complex Hilbert space with dim(H) ≥ 2, equipped with a scalar product
⟨·, ·⟩ that is linear in the first argument and conjugate linear in the second ar-
gument. Furthermore, whenever we write Θ ⊆ T and G ⊆ H we assume that
Θ ̸= ∅ and G ̸= ∅, respectively. For a subset G ⊆ H we denote by span(G)
the linear span of G, consisting of all finite linear combinations of elements in G.
Recall that G is said to be complete in H if the closure of span(G) coincides with
H. By an application of the Hahn-Banach theorem, G is complete in H if and
only if for every f ∈ H, the condition ⟨f, g⟩ = 0 for all g ∈ G forces f = 0, or
equivalently, G⊥ = {0}, where G⊥ denotes the orthogonal complement of set G.
The connection between completeness and Θ-PR is summarized in the following
observation.

Lemma 2.1. Let Θ ⊆ T. If G ⊆ H does Θ-PR then G is complete. Furthermore,
if G is complete and Θ is a singleton, then G does Θ-PR.

Proof. If f ∈ H satisfies ⟨f, g⟩ = 0 for every g ∈ G then, in particular,

⟨f, g⟩ = θg⟨0, g⟩

for all g ∈ G and arbitrary θg ∈ Θ. Since G does Θ-PR, we obtain f = θ · 0 = 0.
Since f was arbitrary, it follows that G is complete.
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Now, let G be complete and suppose that Θ = {θ} for some θ ∈ T. Fix any
f, h ∈ H and suppose that for every g ∈ G we have

⟨f, g⟩ = θg⟨h, g⟩
with θg ∈ Θ. By assumption on Θ we have θg = θ for all g ∈ G. Hence,
⟨f − θh, g⟩ = 0 for all g ∈ G and completeness yields f = θh. □

Using the statement above we can easily derive the following lemma, that will
be applied throughout this article.

Lemma 2.2. Let Θ,Θ′ ⊆ T such that Θ′ ⊆ Θ. If G ⊆ H does Θ-PR then G does
Θ′-PR.

Proof. SupposeG does Θ-PR. In order to show thatG does Θ′-PR, we fix f, h ∈ H
and suppose that for every g ∈ G there exists θg ∈ Θ′ such that

⟨f, g⟩ = θg⟨h, g⟩. (2.1)

Since Θ′ ⊆ Θ, and since G does Θ-PR, it follows that f = θh for some θ ∈ Θ. It
remains to show that θ ∈ Θ′. Suppose f = θh for some θ ∈ Θ\Θ′,. Using equation
(2.1) in combination with the property θ − θg ̸= 0 for all g ∈ G, we obtain that

h ∈ G⊥. By Lemma 2.1, since G is complete we get h = 0 and thus also f = 0,
which shows that f = θh for any θ ∈ Θ′, giving a contradiction. □

Another useful observation that we will use throughout the article is the fol-
lowing.

Lemma 2.3. Let Θ ⊆ T and let G ⊆ H. Then G fails Θ-PR if and only there
exist linearly independent f, h ∈ H witnessing this failure.

Proof. It suffices to show the forward implication, as the reverse implication is
immediate. We consider two cases.

Case 1: G is complete. Since G fails Θ-PR we can find f, h ∈ H such that for
every g ∈ G there exists θg ∈ Θ with

⟨f, g⟩ = θg⟨h, g⟩,
and yet f ̸= θh for any θ ∈ Θ. Observe that in particular this gives f, h ̸= 0.
Suppose that f = ch for some c ∈ C \Θ. Then for every g ∈ G

c⟨h, g⟩ = ⟨f, g⟩ = θg⟨h, g⟩.
Since h ̸= 0 and G is complete, we can find g ∈ G such that ⟨h, g⟩ ̸= 0. This gives
c = θg ∈ Θ, a contradiction.

Case 2: G is not complete. If G = {0}, then any linearly independent f, h ∈ H
witness this failure. Suppose G ̸= {0}. We pick any non-zero f ∈ G⊥, h ∈ G
and any θ ∈ Θ. We first observe that x = f + θh and h are linearly independent.
Indeed, if f + θh = ch for some c ∈ C, then f + (θ− c)h = 0. If c = θ then f = 0,
giving a contradiction. If c ̸= θ, then f = (c−θ)h, hence f ∈ G⊥∩G, thus f = 0,
also resulting in a contradiction. Finally, observe that for every g ∈ G we have

⟨x, g⟩ = ⟨f + θh, g⟩ = θ⟨h, g⟩,
which shows that the linearly independent vectors x and h witness the failure of
Θ-PR. □

We also make use of the following elementary fact.
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Lemma 2.4. Let H1, H2 be Hilbert spaces, let G ⊆ H1, and let Θ ⊆ T.
(1) If T : H1 → H2 is an invertible bounded linear operator, then G does

Θ-PR in H1 if and only if T (G) = {Tg : g ∈ G} does Θ-PR in H2.
(2) If {cg}g∈G ⊆ C\{0}, then G does Θ-PR in H1 if and only if {cgg : g ∈ G}

does Θ-PR in H1.

Proof. Part (2) of the statement follows directly from the definition of a system
doing Θ-PR. To prove part (1), suppose that G does Θ-PR in H1 and let f, h ∈ H2

such that

⟨f, Tg⟩H2 = θg⟨h, Tg⟩H2

for all g ∈ G and some θg ∈ Θ. The latter is equivalent to the condition that the
adjoint T ∗ : H2 → H1 of T satisfies

⟨T ∗f, g⟩H1 = θg⟨T ∗h, g⟩H1

for all g ∈ G, which implies that T ∗f = θT ∗h for some θ ∈ Θ. Since T ∗ is linear
and invertible, we have f = θh, which implies that T (G) does Θ-PR in H2. The
reverse implication follows analogously. □

Lemma 2.1 shows that the completeness of a system is sufficient for doing Θ-PR
for singletons. If Θ consists of more than one element, then Θ-PR can be achieved
by replacing completeness with the notion of overcompleteness. Recall that a
countable system G = {gj}j∈N ⊆ H is said to be overcomplete (or hypercomplete
or densely closed) if every subsequence {gjk}k∈N of G is complete [48]. Here we
use the classical notion of overcompleteness commonly found in the Banach space
literature; alternative notions appear in the theory of frames [20, 30]. A concrete
example of an overcomplete system is provided by exponential systems E(Λ) with
Λ satisfying a certain topological property, as described below. Recall that for
Λ ⊆ C the exponential system E(Λ) consists of all exponentials eλ(x) = e2πiλx

with λ ∈ Λ. It follows from [18, Theorem 4.3], that for a > 0, the exponential
system E(Λ) is overcomplete in L2[0, a] if and only if Λ has an accumulation point.
Our next result provides a comparison between overcompleteness and Θ-PR.

Lemma 2.5. If G ⊆ H is overcomplete then G does Θ-PR for every finite Θ ⊆ T.

Proof. Suppose that G = {gn}n∈N is overcomplete and let Θ be finite with Θ =
{θ1, . . . , θN}. To show that G does Θ-PR let f, h ∈ H be such that

⟨f, gn⟩ = θgn⟨h, gn⟩

with θgn ∈ Θ. Define index sets Ij via

Ij = {n ∈ N : ⟨f, gn⟩ = θj⟨h, gn⟩}.

Then N = I1 ∪ · · · ∪ IN and at least one of the index sets Ij is infinite. Denote
this set by Iℓ. Since G is overcomplete it follows that {gn}n∈Iℓ is complete and
satisfies

⟨f − θℓh, gn⟩ = 0

for all n ∈ Iℓ. Hence f − θℓh = 0. □

The reverse implication of the latter statement is in general not true, as the
following example shows.
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Example 2.6. Consider the exponential system G = E(−iN) = {e2πnx}n∈N in
H = L2[0, 1]. According to [18], G is not overcomplete in L2[0, 1]. On the other
hand, G does Θ-PR for any finite Θ: let Θ = {γ1, . . . , γN} and f, h ∈ H with

⟨f, e2πnx⟩ = θn⟨f, e2πnx⟩
for some θn ∈ Θ. Let

Ij = {n ∈ N : ⟨f, e2πnx⟩ = γj⟨h, e2πnx⟩}.
Since

∞ =
∞∑
n=1

1

n
=

N∑
j=1

∑
n∈Ij

1

n

there exists ℓ such that
∑

n∈Iℓ
1
n = ∞. By a change of variables and the Müntz-

Szasz Theorem [55] it follows that {e2πnx}n∈Iℓ is complete in L2[0, 1]. Since

⟨f − θℓh, e
2πnx⟩ = 0

for all n ∈ Iℓ, from completeness of {e2πnx}n∈Iℓ we get f = θℓh. Hence, {e2πnx}n∈N
does Θ-PR. Since Θ was an arbitrary finite set, the statement follows.

Finally, we point out that overcompleteness is in general incomparable to PR.

Example 2.7. (1) Consider the Hilbert space H = L2[0, 1] and the set

S =

{
1

n
: n ∈ N

}
Moreover, consider the full exponential system E(R). It is well-known that E(R)
fails PR in L2[0, 1]. Since E(S) ⊆ E(R), we get that E(S) also fails PR in
L2[0, 1]. On the other hand, it follows from [18] that E(S) is overcomplete in
L2[0, 1]. Hence, overcompleteness does not imply PR.

(2) Consider the Hilbert space H = L2(R) and the set

S =
{
(±

√
n,±

√
k) : (n, k) ∈ N2

}
⊆ R2.

In [26] it was shown that there exists g ∈ L2(R) such that the Gabor system

G = {e2πiωxg(x− t) : (t, ω) ∈ S}
does PR in L2(R). Notice that the system of translates

G′ = {g(x− n) : n ∈ Z}
forms an incomplete subset of G. This follows from the well-known fact that a
system of integer translates of a function g ∈ L2(R) is never complete in L2(R).
Considering G as a sequence in L2(R) and G′ as a subsequence of G shows that
G is not overcomplete but it does PR.

2.2. Complement property. Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.5 show that complete-
ness and overcompleteness provide sufficient conditions for Θ-PR for singletons
and finite sets, respectively. However, neither of these conditions yields a charac-
terization of Θ-PR. Thus, to obtain a genuine characterization, one must replace
completeness by a stronger condition - yet one that remains strictly weaker than
overcompleteness. We will obtain such a characterization in Section 3 for every
countable set Θ ⊆ T. In the present section we focus on the special case when Θ
consists of two elements.
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In the case of real Hilbert spaces, a characterization for the sign retrieval prob-
lem has been established in terms of the so-called complement property. This
property may be viewed as a strengthened form of completeness: whereas com-
pleteness requires that the closure of span(G) is all of H, the complement property
imposes a more robust spanning condition on every two-element partition of G.

Definition 2.8. We say that G ⊆ H has the complement property if for every
S ⊆ G it holds that S is complete in H or G \ S is complete in H.

The following proposition establishes a fundamental link between phase retrieval
and the complement property [15].

Proposition 2.9. If G ⊆ H does PR, then G has the complement property. If
H is a real Hilbert space and G ⊆ H has the complement property, then G does
(real) PR.

According to the latter result, the complement property characterizes phase
retrieval only in the setting of real Hilbert spaces. Proposition 1.2 shows that, in
fact, the complement property always characterizes Θ-PR whenever Θ consists of
exactly two elements. In this broader framework, the distinction between real and
complex phase retrieval disappears, and Proposition 2.9 becomes an immediate
corollary.

Proof of Proposition 1.2. Necessity. Assume that G does {θ1, θ2}-PR and G
does not have the complement property. Then there exists S ⊆ G such that both
S and G\S are not complete. Therefore, we can find non-zero f, h ∈ H such that
⟨f, g⟩ = 0 for all g ∈ S and ⟨h, g⟩ = 0 for all g ∈ G \ S. Hence,

⟨θ1f + θ2h, g⟩ =

{
θ1⟨f, g⟩, g ∈ G \ S
θ2⟨h, g⟩, g ∈ S

.

The latter implies that, for every g ∈ G there exists θg ∈ {θ1, θ2} such that

⟨θ1f + θ2h, g⟩ = θg⟨f + h, g⟩.
Since by assumption G does {θ1, θ2}-PR, it follows that there exists θ ∈ {θ1, θ2}
such that θ1f+θ2h = θ(f+h), or equivalently, (θ1−θ)f+(θ2−θ)h = 0. If θ = θ1,
then from h ̸= 0 we get θ2 = θ, which contradicts the assumption that θ1 ̸= θ2.
The case when θ = θ2 leads to an analogous contradiction.

Sufficiency. Assume that G has the complement property but fails {θ1, θ2}-
PR. Then we can find f, h ∈ H, with f ̸= θ1h and f ̸= θ2h such that for every
g ∈ G there exists θg ∈ {θ1, θ2} so that

⟨f, g⟩ = θg⟨h, g⟩
Define S := {g ∈ G : ⟨f, g⟩ = θ1⟨h, g⟩}. Using the complement property, at least
one of S and G \ S is complete. Suppose the former. Then since ⟨f − θ1h, g⟩ = 0
for all g ∈ S we obtain f − θ1h = 0, giving a contradiction. The case where G \ S
is complete gives a similar contradiction. □

Notice, that the latter proposition implies that if Θ ⊆ T and Θ′ ⊆ T satisfy
|Θ| = |Θ′| = 2, then G ⊆ H does Θ-PR if and only if it does Θ′-PR. This
observation motivates the following definition.

Definition 2.10. We say that G ⊆ H does 2-PR if it does Θ-PR for any (hence
all) Θ ⊆ T with |Θ| = 2.



12 LUKAS LIEHR AND TOMASZ SZCZEPANSKI

Next, we consider the question how real phase retrieval fits into the framework
of 2-PR when one passes to the complexification of a Hilbert space. Recall that
given a real Hilbert space H we define its complexification as a complex Hilbert
space HC given by HC = H ⊕ iH, with addition

(f1 + if2) + (h1 + ih2) := (f1 + h1) + i(f2 + h2)

and multiplication by complex scalars λ = λ1 + iλ2

(λ1 + iλ2)(f1 + if2) := (λ1f1 − λ2f2) + i(λ2f1 + λ1f2).

The inner product on HC is defined in the natural way

⟨f1 + if2, h1 + ih2⟩ := ⟨f1, h1⟩ − ⟨f2, h2⟩+ i(⟨f2, h1⟩+ ⟨f1, h2⟩).

Although real and complex phase retrieval behave differently in general, the
case of two phases is special: the two-phase ambiguity already captures exactly
the sign ambiguity inherent in real phase retrieval. This connection is made precise
in the next statement.

Corollary 2.11. Let H be a real Hilbert space and let G ⊆ H. Then G does
(real) PR in H if and only if G does 2-PR in HC.

Proof. Since real PR and 2-PR are equivalent to the (real and complex) comple-
ment property, it’s enough to show that G has the complement property in H if
and only if it has the complement property in HC. We fix S ⊆ G. In both of the
implications we additionally assume S is complete, as the second case of G \ S
being complete is proved the same way.

Necessity. Assume S is complete in H. To show that S is complete in HC,
fix any vector f ∈ HC such that for every g ∈ S we have ⟨f, g⟩ = 0. We write
f = f1 + if2 where f1, f2 ∈ H. Then for every g ∈ S we have

0 = ⟨f, g⟩ = ⟨f1, g⟩+ i⟨f2, g⟩.

Since ⟨fj , g⟩ ∈ R for j = 1, 2, this forces ⟨fj , g⟩ = 0 for j = 1, 2. Due to complete-
ness of S in H we get f1, f2 = 0. Thus f = 0, which gives completeness of S in
HC.

Sufficiency. Assume S is complete in HC. Fix any f ∈ H such that ⟨f, g⟩ = 0
for every g ∈ S. Since S is complete in HC and since f can be identified as an
element of HC, we get that f = 0, which gives completeness of S in H. □

3. Characterization of Θ-PR

3.1. Characterization for countable Θ. In this section we provide a concrete
characterization of all systems in a Hilbert space that do Θ-PR for a countable set
Θ ⊆ T. When |Θ| = 2, such a characterization was obtained in Section 2.2 in terms
of the complement property. Theorem 1.3 provides a substantial generalization of
this criterion to arbitrary countable phase sets Θ.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Necessity. Assume that G fails Θ-PR. We have to con-
struct a cover {Gj}j∈N and a sequence {xj}j∈N ⊆ H satisfying properties (1), (2)
and (3). By Lemma 2.3, we can pick linearly independent f, h ∈ H such that for
every g ∈ G there exists θg ∈ Θ with

⟨f, g⟩ = θg⟨h, g⟩.
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For every j ∈ N define Gj ⊆ G via

Gj := {g ∈ G : ⟨f, g⟩ = θj⟨h, g⟩}.

Since for every g ∈ G there exists j ∈ N such that ⟨f, g⟩ = θj⟨h, g⟩, it follows that
{Gj}j∈N is a cover of G. Further, define xj ∈ H by

xj := f − θjh.

Since f, h are linearly independent we have xj ̸= 0 for all j ∈ N. Moreover, for
every g ∈ Gj we have

⟨xj , g⟩ = 0

which implies that xj ∈ G⊥
j . Next, we show that x1, x2 are linearly independent:

suppose by contradiction that x1, x2 are linearly dependent. Then there exists
α ∈ C such that x1 = αx2 which is equivalent to

f − θ1h = α(f − θ2h).

Rearranging shows that

(1− α)f + (−θ1 + αθ2)h = 0.

Since f, h are linearly independent we have

1− α = −θ1 + αθ2 = 0.

The latter implies that θ1 = θ2 which contradicts the assumption θ1 ̸= θ2.
It remains to show property (3). To do so, we observe that for every z ∈ C we

have the vector identity

(θ2 − θ1)(f − zh) = (z − θ1)(f − θ2h)− (z − θ2)(f − θ1h). (3.1)

Setting z = θj , dividing by θ2 − θ1 ̸= 0, and using the definition of xj , it follows
that

xj =
θj − θ1
θ2 − θ1

x2 −
θj − θ2
θ2 − θ1

x1.

Sufficiency. Assume that {Gj}j∈N and {xj}j∈N exist and satisfy (1), (2) and
(3). We have to show that G fails Θ-PR. To do so, let f and h be the unique
solution to the system given by

f − θ1h = x1, f − θ2h = x2.

Note that such a unique solution exists as the matrix

(
1 −θ1
1 −θ2

)
is invertible.

Moreover, linear independence of x1 and x2 gives linear independence of f and h.
Hence to show that G fails Θ-PR on f and h, it’s enough to show that for every
g ∈ G we have ⟨f, g⟩ = θg⟨h, g⟩ for some θ ∈ Θ.

First, from the definition of x1 and x2 together with property (1), if g ∈ Gj for
j = 1, 2 then ⟨xj , g⟩ = 0, which gives ⟨f, g⟩ = θj⟨h, g⟩. Next, fix j ≥ 3. Using the
vector identity (3.1) with z = θj and property (3) we get

f − θjh =
θj − θ1
θ2 − θ1

x2 −
θj − θ2
θ2 − θ1

x1 = xj .

Since xj ∈ G⊥
j by assumption, we have ⟨f − θjh, g⟩ = ⟨xj , g⟩ = 0 for all g ∈ Gj ,

or equivalently ⟨f, g⟩ = θj⟨h, g⟩. □
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3.2. Cyclic Θ. If the set Θ carries an algebraic structure in the sense that it is
generated by a single phase ω ∈ Θ, then Theorem 1.3 admits a particularly simple
reformulation. In this case, the criterion for failure of Θ-PR can be expressed in
terms of a second-order recurrence relation.

Proof of Proposition 1.4. Since ω ∈ T \ {1} it holds that ω ̸= ω2. According to
Theorem 1.3, it suffices to show that

xj =
ωj − ω

ω2 − ω
x2 −

ωj − ω2

ω2 − ω
x1, j ≥ 3, (3.2)

is equivalent to the recurrence relation

xj = (1 + ω)xj−1 − ωxj−2, j ≥ 3.

To do so, observe that the relation (3.2) is equivalent to

xj =
ωj−1 − 1

ω − 1
x2 −

ωj−1 − ω

ω − 1
x1.

For j ≥ 3, let Aj =
∑j−2

k=0 ω
k and Bj = ω

∑j−3
k=0 ω

k. Using the identities

ωj−1 − 1

ω − 1
=

j−2∑
k=0

ωk,
ωj−1 − ω

ω − 1
=

j−2∑
k=1

ωk,

we can rewrite xj as
xj = Ajx2 −Bjx1.

A direct calculation shows that

Aj = (1 + ω)Aj−1 − ωAj−2, j ≥ 3.

Indeed, since Aj = Aj−1 + ωj−2 and Aj−1 = Aj−2 + ωj−3, we have

(1 + ω)Aj−1 − ωAj−2 = (1 + ω)Aj−1 − ω(Aj−1 − ωj−3) = Aj .

An analogous calculation implies that

Bj = (1 + ω)Bj−1 − ωBj−2, j ≥ 3.

Therefore, for every j ≥ 3, we have

xj = Ajx2 −Bjx1

= (1 + ω)(Aj−1x2 +Bj−1x1)− ω(Aj−2x2 +Bj−2x1)

= (1 + ω)xj−1 − ωxj−2.

□

If Θ consists of three elements, from Theorem 1.3 we can also deduce that the
ability of a system to do Θ-PR is independent of the particular elements in Θ and
depends only on the cardinality of the set. In this special case we get the following
characterization, which will be used in Section 5.2 to study failure of Θ-PR for
systems in Cd

Corollary 3.1. Let Θ = {θ1, θ2, θ3} ⊆ T be with pairwise distinct elements. Then
G ⊆ H fails Θ-PR if and only if there exist G1,G2,G3 ⊆ G with G1∪G2∪G3 =
G and x1, x3, x3 ∈ H such that

(1) 0 ̸= xj ∈ G⊥
j for j = 1, 2, 3,

(2) x1 and x2 are linearly independent,
(3) x3 ∈ span{x1, x2}.
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Proof. The forward implication is an immediate consequence of Theorem 1.3 with
Θ consisting of three elements. Hence, it suffices to show the reverse implication.

To that end, suppose there exist a cover {G1,G2,G3} of G and x1, x2, x3 ∈ H
satisfying the conditions (1), (2) and (3).

If x3 = ax1 for some a ̸= 0, then G fails the complement property since S = G2

and G\S = G1∪G3 are both incomplete. Thus, G fails 2-PR by Proposition 1.2
and therefore it also fails Θ-PR from Lemma 2.2.

An analogous argument as before implies that if x3 = ax2 for some a ̸= 0, then
G fails Θ-PR.

It remains to consider the case when x3 = ax1 + bx2 for some a, b ̸= 0. In this
case, define auxillary vectors x′1, x

′
2, x

′
3 via

x′1 = −a
θ2 − θ1
θ3 − θ1

x1, x′2 = b
θ2 − θ1
θ3 − θ2

x2, x′3 = x3.

Then 0 ̸= x′j ∈ G⊥
j for every j ∈ {1, 2, 3}. Moreover x′1 and x′2 are linearly

independent. Finally

θ3 − θ1
θ2 − θ1

x′2 −
θ3 − θ2
θ2 − θ1

x′1 = ax1 + bx2 = x′3.

Consequently, Theorem 1.3 shows that G fails Θ-PR. □

Since the latter corollary shows that the property of a system doing Θ-PR for
a three-element set Θ is independent of the choice of elements in Θ, this suggests
the following definition, which may be viewed as a natural extension of Definition
2.10.

Definition 3.2. We say G ⊆ H does 3-PR if it does Θ-PR for any (hence all)
Θ ⊆ T with |Θ| = 3.

A natural question to ask is if this trend continues for all finite Θ ⊆ T. In
Section 4 we will show that given Θ,Θ′ ⊆ T with |Θ| = |Θ′| = 4, the properties of
doing Θ-PR and Θ′-PR are equivalent, provided that Θ and Θ′ have the same cross
ratios. Nevertheless, in Section 5.1 we will observe that without extra assumptions
on Θ and Θ′, such an equivalence is in general false.

3.3. Exponential systems. This subsection is concerned with the proof of The-
orem 1.5 and Theorem 1.6. In order to prove these statements we start with some
preliminary definitions and observations.

We define the Fourier transform Ff of a function f ∈ L1(R) ∩ L2(R) by

Ff(s) =

∫
R
f(t)e−2πist dt.

The Fourier transform F extends from L1(R) ∩ L2(R) to a unitary operator on
L2(R) in the usual way. For a > 0, we let PWa be the Paley-Wiener spaces
of functions f ∈ L2(R) such that the support of the Fourier transform of f is
contained in [−a

2 ,
a
2 ],

PWa :=
{
f ∈ L2(R) : supp(f) ⊆

[
−a

2
,
a

2

]}
.

We also define the abbreviation PW := PW1. The convolution of f, g is given by

(f ∗ g)(x) =
∫
R
f(x− y)g(y) dy,
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whenever this expression is well-defined. Recall that the support of the convolution
satisfies the relation

supp(f ∗ g) ⊆ cl(supp(f) + supp(g))

where cl(X) denotes the closure of a set X.
In order to prove Theorem 1.5, we start with a convenient reformulation of

Proposition 1.4 which says that the study of Θ-PR for an exponential system
reduces to the study of zero-sets of functions in the Paley-Wiener space.

Corollary 3.3. Let Θ = {e2πik/n : k = 0, . . . , n − 1}, let Λ ⊆ R and let a > 0.
Then E(Λ) fails Θ-PR in L2[0, a] if and only if there exist a cover {Λj}j∈N of Λ
and functions {xj}j∈N ⊆ PWa \ {0} satisfying

(1) xj vanishes on Λj,
(2) x1 and x2 are linearly independent,

(3) for every j ≥ 3, it holds that xj = (1 + e
2πi
n )xj−1 − e

2πi
n xj−2.

Proof. It suffices to consider the case a = 1 since the general case follows from
scaling.

We start by observing that E(Λ) does Θ-PR in L2[0, 1] if and only if E(Λ)
does Θ-PR in L2[−1

2 ,
1
2 ]. By Proposition 1.4 it suffices to show that the existence

of a cover {Λj}j∈N of Λ and functions {xj}j∈N ⊆ PW \ {0} satisfying (1), (2)
and (3) is equivalent to the existence of a cover {Gj}j∈N of E(Λ) and a sequence

{yj}j∈N ⊆ L2[−1
2 ,

1
2 ] satisfying

(1) 0 ̸= yj ∈ G⊥
j for every j ∈ N,

(2) y1 and y2 are linearly independent,
(3) for every j ≥ 3, the vector yj is given by the second-order recurrence

relation yj = (1 + ω)yj−1 − ωyj−2 with ω = e
2πi
n .

To do so, we observe that the functions xj ∈ PW satisfy for every λ ∈ Λ the
relation

xj(λ) = FF−1xj(λ) = ⟨F−1xj , eλ⟩. (3.3)

Since F is unitary we have that xj ̸= 0 if and only if F−1xj ̸= 0. Defining
yj := F−1xj and Gj := E(Λj) implies that xj vanishes on Λj if and only if

yj ∈ G⊥
j . Moreover, supp(yj) ⊆ [−1

2 ,
1
2 ] and hence every yj can be identified with

an element in L2[−1
2 ,

1
2 ]. The fact that properties (2) and (3) in the language of

covers of Λ are equivalent to properties (2) and (3) in the language of covers of
E(Λ) follow directly from the definition of yj and Gj . □

We are ready to derive Theorem 1.5

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Without loss of generality, we can assume that a = 1. The
general result follows by scaling. Moreover, we can assume that n ≥ 2, as the case
n = 1 is a consequence of the classical Fourier uniqueness theorem.

Sufficiency. For λ ∈ Λ define as usual eλ(x) = e2πiλx. Let f, h ∈ L2[0, 1] and
suppose that for every λ ∈ Λ there exists θλ ∈ Θ such that

⟨f, eλ⟩ = θλ⟨h, eλ⟩. (3.4)

Using the definition of the Fourier transform it follows that for λ ∈ Λ, the identity
(3.4) is equivalent to the property that

F(f − θλh)(λ) = 0.
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Now let ωj = e2πij/n and define for j ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1} functions pj ∈ L2[0, 1] via

pj := f − ωjh.

Consider each pj as a function in L2(R) with support in [0, 1]. By our assumption
on f, h we have that

n−1∏
j=0

F(pj)(λ) = 0, λ ∈ Λ.

Using the convolution theorem for the Fourier transform, the latter relation is
equivalent to the property that the n-fold convolution

p := p1 ∗ · · · ∗ pn
satisfies

Fp(λ) = ⟨p, eλ⟩ = 0, λ ∈ Λ.

Notice that the support of p is contained in

[0, 1] + [0, 1] + · · ·+ [0, 1] = [0, n],

and moreover, p ∈ L2[0, n] by Young’s convolution theorem. Since D(Λ) ≥ n,
it follows from Fourier uniqueness that p = 0. Applying the Fourier transform
shows that Fp =

∏n
j=1Fpj vanishes identically. Since pj has compact support,

each factor Fpj is analytic. Hence, one of the factors must vanish identically which
means that there exists k ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1} so that pk = f − ωkh = 0. This shows
that E(Λ) does Θ-PR in L2[0, 1].

Necessity. Let Λ be a lattice of density D(Λ) < n, i.e., Λ = αZ for some
α > n. We prove that E(Λ) does not do Θ-PR in L2[0, 1]. In order to prove this,
we show that the assumptions of Corollary 3.3 are satisfied.

To do so, we define Λj = α(nZ + j) for j = 0, ..., n − 1, which implies that

{Λj}n−1
j=0 is a cover of Λ. Next, we construct the functions xj . To do so, let

ξ :=
1

2nα
.

Since 2 ≤ n < α < ∞, it holds that 0 < ξ < 1
2 . Further, define functions Sj via

Sj(x) = sin

(
2πξx− jπ

n

)
, j ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}.

Clearly, each Sj vanishes on Λj . Using the trigonometric identity

sin(v − v′) + sin(v + v′) = 2 sin(v) cos(v′), v, v′ ∈ R,
and substituting v = 2πξx− (j − 1)πn and v′ = π

n , it follows that

Sj = 2 cos(πn)Sj−1 − Sj−2, j ≥ 3

Next, choose Φ ∈ PW such that Φ̂ has support in [−(12 − ξ), 12 − ξ], and Φ(0) ̸= 0.

To obtain such a function, we can take ϕ ∈ L2(R) \ {0} satisfying

supp(ϕ) ⊆ [−(12 − ξ), 12 − ξ],

∫
R
ϕ(x) dx ̸= 0,

and define Φ := F−1ϕ. Since the sine-function Sj can be written as a linear

combination of the exponentials e2πiξx and e−2πiξx,

Sj(x) = Ce2πiξx + C ′e−2πiξx, C = − i

2
e−

ijπ
n , C ′ =

i

2
e

ijπ
n ,
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it follows that multiplying Φ with Sj shifts the support of F(SjΦ) by ±ξ. This and
the choice of Φ implies that SjΦ is an element of PW . It also holds that SjΦ is not
the zero function: if it would be zero, then the product of the two analytic functions
Ce2πiξx + C ′e−2πiξx and Φ would vanish identically. Since Φ ̸= 0, it follows that
Ce2πiξx+C ′e−2πiξx is the zero function. Using the linear independence of complex
exponentials, we have C = C ′ = 0, which gives a contradiction.

Now let ω := e
2πi
n , ζ := e

2πi
2n , and define xj ∈ PW via

xj := ζjSjΦ.

Then xj ̸= 0 and xj vanishes on Λj . Using the recurrence relation for Sj it follows
from a direct calculation that

xj = 2 cos(πn)ζ · xj−1 − ζ2 · xj−2. (3.5)

By Euler’s identity we have

2 cos(πn)ζ = 2
ei

π
n + e−iπ

n

2
e

2πi
2n = 1 + ω.

Combining this with ζ2 = ω, shows that (3.5) can be re-written as

xj = (1 + ω)xj−1 − ωxj−2.

□

Our final goal for this subsection is to prove Theorem 1.6. To do so, we make
use of the following Lemma.

Lemma 3.4. For v1 > v2 > 0 and β ∈ R define

m(z) := eiβ
z + iv1
z − iv1

z − iv2
z + iv2

.

Then m maps the real line onto the arc
{
eit : t ∈ [β − L, β + L]

}
, where L > 0 is

given by

L = 4arctan

√
v1
v2

− π.

Proof. Fix x ∈ R. As a preliminary step, it is easy to see that for every v > 0 we
have x+iv

x−iv ∈ T. Writing x+ iv = reiθ with r =
√
x2 + v2 and θ = arctan v

x , we get

x+ iv

x− iv
= e2i arctan(v/x).

Consider the function m(z) defined as in the statement of the lemma. Using the
preliminary step for v1 > v2 > 0 gives

m(x) = ei(β+2arctan(v1/x)−2 arctan(v2/x)).

Therefore

argm(x) = β + 2arctan
v1
x

− 2 arctan
v2
x
.

Now define

Φ(x) = 2 arctan
v1
x

− 2 arctan
v2
x
.

We also put Φ(0) := 0. Then Φ is continuous on R with Φ(x) → 0 as |x| → ∞.
It suffices to show that maxx∈RΦ(x) = L and minx∈RΦ(x) = −L, from which we



NONLINEAR DETERMINATION UNDER UNIMODULAR CONSTRAINTS 19

can deduce Φ(R) = [−L,L], hence arg(m(x)) = [β − L, β + L]. An elementary
calculation shows that

d

dx
Φ(x) =

2 (v1 − v2) (v1v2 − x2)

(x2 + v21)(x
2 + v22)

.

Since v1 > v2 > 0, it follows that Φ is strictly increasing on (−√
v1v2,

√
v1v2) and

strictly decreasing on each of (−∞,−√
v1v2) and (

√
v1v2,∞). Moreover, the only

critical points of Φ are ±√
v1v2. Since Φ is an odd function, we see that

√
v1v2

yields the global maximum of Φ and −√
v1v2 the global minimum.

At x =
√
v1v2, we have

Φ (
√
v1v2) = 2

(
arctan

√
v1
v2

− arctan

√
v2
v1

)
.

For σ > 0 the identity arctanσ + arctan(1/σ) = π/2 gives

arctan

√
v1
v2

− arctan

√
v2
v1

= 2arctan

√
v1
v2

− π

2
,

whence

Φ
(√

v1v2
)
= 4arctan

√
v1
v2

− π = L.

By oddness, Φ(−√
v1v2) = −L, which gives that Φ(R) = [−L,L] as claimed. □

As a second ingredient for the proof of Theorem 1.6, we require the classical
Paley-Wiener theorem which says that a function f belongs to the Paley-Wiener
space PW if and only if f ∈ L2(R) and f is the restriction to R of an entire
function F : C → C of exponential type at most π [55]. Recall that the latter
means that for every ε > 0 there exists Cε > 0 such that

|f(z)| ≤ Cεe
(π+ε)|z|, z ∈ C. (3.6)

We also observe that using equation (3.3) with Λ = R, Theorem 1.6 admits the
following reformulation, which will turn out more convenient to prove. Namely, Θ
is totally disconnected if and only if for every f, h ∈ PW the following implication
holds:

∀t ∈ R ∃θt ∈ Θ such that f(t) = θth(t) =⇒ f = θh for some θ ∈ Θ. (3.7)

Proof of Theorem 1.6. Necessity. Suppose that Θ is not totally disconnected.
We construct f, h ∈ PW so that the implication (3.7) fails.

To do so, observe that if Θ is not totally disconnected then there exist ε̃ > 0
and β̃ ∈ R such that

A := {ei(β̃+t) : t ∈ [−ε̃, ε̃]} ⊆ Θ. (3.8)

We choose v1 > v2 > 0 such that

0 < 4 arctan
v1
v2

− π ≤ ε̃.

Let s ∈ C∞
c (R) be a smooth function with support in [−1

2 ,
1
2 ] and put S := F−1s.

Then S is a Schwartz function that belongs to PW . In particular S has an analytic
extension to the complex plane. Now define

f : C → C, f(z) = (z + iv1)(z − iv2)S(z).

Clearly, f is again a Schwartz function when considered as a function on the
real line. Moreover, the prefactor P (z) = (z + iv1)(z − iv2) does not affect the
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exponential type of PS in the sense that both PS and S satisfy the groth estimte
(3.6). By the Paley-Wiener theorem, we have f ∈ PW . Let m(z) be the function

from Lemma 3.4 with ε := ε̃ and β := β̃. Observe that f has the property that
the set of poles of m is a subset of the set of zeros of f . This allows us to define
a second Schwartz function h via

h(z) :=
1

m(z)
f(z) = e−iβ(z − iv1)(z + iv2)S(z).

By an analogous argument as for the function f , it follows that h ∈ PW . Thus,
f and h are related via

f = mh

By Lemma 3.4 and the inclusion (3.8), it follows that m(t) ∈ Θ for every t ∈ R.
Since the quotient f/h is not a constant function, it follows that f ̸= θh for every
θ ∈ Θ. This proves the necessity part of the statement.

Sufficiency. It remains to show that if Θ is totally disconnected, then (3.7)
holds true. Therefore, let f, h ∈ PW such that for every t ∈ R there exists θt ∈ Θ
with

f(t) = θth(t). (3.9)

We have to show that there exists θ ∈ Θ such that f = θh.
If f = 0 then also h = 0 and we are done. If f does not vanish identically, then

there exists t ∈ R such that f(t) ̸= 0. Since f extends to an entire function, there
exists an open disc D ⊆ C around t such that f does not vanish on D.

As f(t) ̸= 0, it follows from (3.9) that h(t) ̸= 0. Hence, there exists a second
disc D′ ⊆ C around t such that h does not vanish on D′ (the disc D′ can be
possibly smaller that D, since h can have a zero in D \ R). In particular, both
f, h do not vanish on the intersection

D′′ := D ∩D′,

and the quotient f/h is holomorphic in D′′.
We will now show that f/h must be constant on D′′ ∩ R. Suppose not. The

continuity of f/h on D′′ ∩ R (which is a proper interval, hence a connected set)
implies that the image of D′′ ∩ R under f/h must be connected and contain a
proper arc. Since{

f(t)

h(t)
: t ∈ D′′ ∩ R

}
= {θt : t ∈ D′′ ∩ R} ⊆ Θ,

it follows that Θ contains a connected set, a contradiction to the assumption on
Θ.

Thus f/h is constant on D′′ ∩ R. It follows from (3.9), that there exists θ ∈ Θ
such that

f(t)

h(t)
= θ, t ∈ D′′ ∩ R.

Hence, f(t) = θh(t) for all t ∈ D′′ ∩ R. Since D′′ ∩ R is a proper interval and
f, h are holomorphic on the entire complex plane, it follows from the uniqueness
theorem of holomorphic functions that f = θh. □
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4. Möbius invariance and cross ratios

The purpose of this section is to develop a systematic connection between clas-
sical topics in projective geometry - most notably Möbius transforms and cross
ratios - and the theory of Θ-PR. In particular, we show that Möbius transforms
play a central role in analyzing Θ-PR. Both Möbius transforms and cross ratios
serve as essential tools in the proofs of Corollaries 4.1 and 5.3, as well as Propo-
sition 1.11.

4.1. Möbius invariance. Recall that for an invertible matrix A =

(
a b
c d

)
with

complex entries a, b, c, d ∈ C, the Möbius transform corresponding to A is defined
by

MA(z) =
az + b

cz + d
.

Let U(1, 1) denote the group of all matrices A ∈ GL(2,C) such that

A∗JA = J, J =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
.

If A ∈ U(1, 1), then MA ∈ Aut(T), where Aut(T) denotes the group of bijections
on T. Conversely, every Möbius transform M ∈ Aut(T) comes from A ∈ U(1, 1)
up to multiplication of A by a unimodular scalar [47, Chapter 10.4]. For a given
set Θ ⊆ T and a Möbius transform M ∈ Aut(T), we denote by M(Θ) the image
of Θ under M , i.e., M(Θ) = {M(θ) : θ ∈ Θ}. We are ready to prove Theorem 1.7.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. The implications (1) =⇒ (2) and (3) =⇒ (1) follow
from the fact that the identity map is a Möbius transform. Therefore, the three
statements become equivalent once we have shown that (2) =⇒ (3).

We show that (2) =⇒ (3) via contraposition: assume that there exists a Möbius
transform M ∈ Aut(T) such that G fails M(Θ)-PR. For a fixed M ′ ∈ Aut(T) we
will show that G also fails M ′(Θ)-PR.

From failure of M(Θ)-PR and Lemma 2.3, we can find linearly independent
f, h ∈ H such that for every g ∈ G there exists θg ∈ M(Θ) with

⟨f, g⟩ = θg⟨h, g⟩.
Let M0 ∈ Aut(T) be a Möbius transform of the form

M0(z) =
az + b

cz + d
,

with ad− bc ̸= 0 (M0 will be specified later). Define x, y ∈ H via

x = af + bh, y = cf + dh.

Since f and h are linearly independent and since ad − bc ̸= 0 it follows that x
and y are linearly independent. We will show that for every g ∈ G there exists
θg ∈ (M0 ◦M)(Θ) such that

⟨x, g⟩ = θg⟨y, g⟩.
Fix g ∈ G. If ⟨h, g⟩ = 0, then also ⟨f, g⟩ = 0, hence ⟨x, g⟩ = 0 = θg⟨y, g⟩ for any
θg ∈ (M0 ◦M)(Θ). Suppose ⟨f, g⟩, ⟨h, g⟩ ̸= 0. Then the quotient

⟨f, g⟩
⟨h, g⟩
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is a well-defined complex number on the unit circle which satisfies

M0

( ⟨f, g⟩
⟨h, g⟩

)
=

a ⟨f,g⟩
⟨h,g⟩ + b

c ⟨f,g⟩⟨h,g⟩ + d
=

a⟨f, g⟩+ b⟨h, g⟩
c⟨f, g⟩+ d⟨h, g⟩

=
⟨x, g⟩
⟨y, g⟩

.

Thus, we obtain

⟨x, g⟩
⟨y, g⟩

= M0(θg) ∈ (M0 ◦M)(Θ).

Since x, y are linearly independent, it follows that G fails (M0 ◦M)(Θ)-PR. Since
M0 was arbitrary, picking M0 := M ′ ◦M−1 implies that G fails M ′(Θ)-PR. □

4.2. Relation to cross ratios. Our next goal is to establish a relation between
Θ-PR and projective invariants. To do so, we first recall some basic facts about
cross ratios. For pairwise distinct z1, z2, z3, z4 ∈ C, the cross ratio is defined by

CR(z1, z2; z3, z4) =
(z1 − z3)(z2 − z4)

(z1 − z4)(z2 − z3)
.

It is known that the cross ratio is invariant under Möbius transforms, in the sense
that for every Möbius transform M and every pairwise distinct z1, z2, z3, z4 ∈ C
we have

CR(M(z1),M(z2);M(z3),M(z4)) = CR(z1, z2; z3, z4).

Finally, the cross ratio CR(z1, z2; z3, z4) is real if and only if z1, z2, z3, z4 ∈ C are
four distinct points on the same circle or line. The cross ratio can be used to
give a criterion under which two quadruples are related by a Möbius transform: if
{θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4} ⊆ T and {θ′1, θ′2, θ′3, θ′4} ⊆ T are two quadruples then

CR(θ1, θ2; θ3, θ4) = CR(θ′1, θ
′
2; θ

′
3, θ

′
4)

if and only if there exists a Möbius transform M ∈ Aut(T) such that M(θj) = θ′j
for every j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4} (see for example [32] for an explicit proof). We are ready
to prove the following statement.

Corollary 4.1. Let H be a Hilbert space, let G ⊆ H and let Θ,Θ′ ⊆ T satisfy
|Θ| = |Θ′| = 4. If CR(Θ) = CR(Θ′), then G does Θ-PR if and only if G does
Θ′-PR.

Proof. Suppose Θ,Θ′ ⊆ T satisfy CR(Θ) = CR(Θ′). This implies that there exists
a Möbius transform M ∈ Aut(T) such that M(Θ) = Θ′. From Theorem 1.7 we
get that G does Θ-PR if and only if G does Θ′-PR. □

Example 4.2. The reverse implication in the latter corollary is in general not
true. Indeed, take any system G doing PR. From Lemma 2.2, such G does Θ-PR
for any Θ ⊆ T. In particular, we can pick any Θ,Θ′ ⊆ T satisfying |Θ| = |Θ′| = 4
and CR(Θ) ̸= CR(Θ′).

5. Θ-PR in Cd

In this section we study Θ-PR in the finite dimensional Hilbert space H = Cd.
Note that if d = 1 then for any Θ ⊆ T, G does Θ-PR if and only if G ̸= {0}. We
therefore restrict our attention to the case d ≥ 2.
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5.1. Θ-PR in C2. The first nontrivial setting in which Θ-PR can be analyzed
is the space C2. In this case, the so-called 4d − 4 conjecture is known to hold:
there exist systems of four vectors that do phase retrieval in C2, while no system
with fewer than four vectors does [11, Theorem 10]. Moreover, the collection of
complete systems consisting of four-element doing phase retrieval in C2 has been
explicitly characterized in [27]. It is shown there that, up to an appropriate linear
change of coordinates, the problem reduces to studying systems of the form

G(a, b, c) =

{(
1
0

)
,

(
a
1

)
,

(
b
1

)
,

(
c
1

)}
,

where a, b, c ∈ C. The failure of phase retrieval for such a system admits a geo-
metric characterization [27, Theorem 1.4]: G(a, b, c) fails phase retrieval in C2 if
and only if a, b, c are collinear. To the best of our knowledge, C2 remains the only
Hilbert space for which such a concrete and complete characterization of phase
retrieval is available. In the present subsection, we study the systems G(a, b, c) in
the context of Θ-PR; we note that the same technique used to reduce the study
of PR of G ⊆ C2 to systems of the form G(a, b, c) also works for Θ-PR due to
Lemma 2.4. We also point out that it is not needed to characterize Θ-PR for
every Θ ⊆ T. Indeed, straight from the definition of PR and Θ-PR we obtain the
following.

Lemma 5.1. Let G ⊆ Cd satisfy |G| = m. Then G does PR if and only if for
every Θ ⊆ T, with |Θ| ≤ m, G does Θ-PR.

The latter lemma essentially says that in order to understand PR for a system
G it suffices to study Θ-PR for |Θ| ≤ |G|. Since in this section we restrict our
attention to C2 and systems G(a, b, c), it suffices to analyze whenever G(a, b, c)
does Θ-PR for |Θ| ≤ 4.

Proposition 5.2. Let a, b, c ∈ C. Then the following holds:

(1) G(a, b, c) fails 2-PR if and only if a = b = c.
(2) G(a, b, c) fails 3-PR if and only if a = b or b = c, or a = c.
(3) G(a, b, c) fails Θ-PR with |Θ| = 4 if and only if a = b or b = c, or a = c,

or there exists an order (θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4) of Θ such that

c− a

b− a
= CR(θ1, θ2; θ3, θ4).

Proof. (1). According to Proposition 1.2 it suffices to show that G fails the com-
plement property if and only if a = b = c.

Suppose G fails the complement property. We can find S ⊆ G such that S nor
G \ S are complete. A quick elimination of potential cases shows that the only
option when this is possible is when S = {(1, 0)} and G \ S = {(a, 1), (b, 1), (c, 1)}.
As G \ S is not complete, this forces a = b = c.

If a = b = c we get failure of the complement property for S = {(1, 0)}.
(2). We will use the characterization from Corollary 3.1. Suppose a = b.

Consider G1 = {(1, 0)}, G2 = {(a, 1), (b, 1)} = {(a, 1)} and G3 = {(c, 1)}. Then
by taking x1 = (0, 1), x2 = (1,−a) and x3 = (1,−c) we get that xj ∈ G⊥

j for

j = 1, 2, 3. Moreover, since xj ∈ C2, the system x3 = Ax1 + Bx2 has a non-zero
solution (A,B). The cases when a = c or b = c are proved similarly.

Now, suppose there exists a cover G1,G2,G3 or G and non-zero xj ∈ G⊥
j with

x1, x2 linearly independent and x3 ∈ span{x1, x2}. In particular this means that
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Gj for j = 1, 2, 3 is not complete. Since the sets {(1, 0), (a, 1)}, {(1, 0), (b, 1)} and
{(1, 0), (c, 1)} are always complete, the only option for the case where all three
subsets are incomplete forces G1 = {(1, 0)}. If say G2 = {(a, 1), (b, 1)}, then
incompleteness of G2 gives a = b. The other cases give a = b or a = c.

(3). Fix Θ with |Θ| = 4. We first reduce this problem further. Consider the
invertible matrix T ∈ C2×2 and constants p, q ∈ C defined by

T =

(
1 −a
0 1

)
, p = b− a, q = c− a.

The image of G(a, b, c) under T satisfies

T (G(a, b, c)) = G̃(p, q) :=

{(
1
0

)
,

(
0
1

)
,

(
p
1

)
,

(
q
1

)}
= {g1, g2, g3, g4}.

According to Lemma 2.4, it’s enough to show that G̃(p, q) fails Θ-PR if and only
if p = 0 or q = 0 or p = q or there exists an order (θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4) of Θ such that

CR(θ1, θ2; θ3, θ4) =
q
p .

For the forward direction, suppose G fails Θ-PR. If additionally G̃(p, q) fails

3-PR, then p = 0 or q = 0, or p = q from part (b). Suppose G̃(p, q) does 3-PR.
This means we find f, h ∈ H and an order (θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4) of Θ such that f ̸= θh for

θ ∈ Θ and yet ⟨f, gj⟩ = θj⟨h, gj⟩ for j = 1, 2, 3, 4. Using the definition of G̃(p, q)
we get

f1 = θ1h1

f2 = θ2h2

pf1 + f2 = θ3(ph1 + h2)

qf1 + f2 = θ4(qh1 + h2).

Reorganizing it gives

ph1(θ1 − θ3) + h2(θ2 − θ3) = 0

qh1(θ1 − θ4) + h2(θ2 − θ4) = 0.

Note, if h1 = 0 and h2 ̸= 0 we get f1 = 0 and since f2 = θ2h2 this gives f = θ2h
contradicting failure of Θ-PR. Hence h1 ̸= 0. Similar argument shows that h2 ̸= 0.
Solving the system of equations gives

q

p
=

(θ1 − θ3)(θ2 − θ4)

(θ2 − θ3)(θ1 − θ4)
= CR(θ1, θ2; θ3, θ4).

For the reverse implication, if p = 0 or q = 0 or p = q then G̃(p, q) fails 3-PR
from part (b), hence Θ-PR from Lemma 2.2. Assume that p, q ̸= 0. Suppose there

exists an order (θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4) of Θ such that q
p = CR(θ1, θ2; θ3, θ4). Take

f =

(
θ1
p

−θ2
θ1−θ3
θ2−θ3

)
, h =

(
1
p

− θ1−θ3
θ2−θ3

)
.

Since elements of Θ are pairwise distinct, we have f ̸= θh for any θ ∈ Θ. Next,
we immediately get that ⟨f, gj⟩ = θj⟨h, gj⟩ for j = 1, 2. To show that ⟨f, g3⟩ =
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θ3⟨h, g3⟩ we first note that a direct calculation shows

θ1 − θ2
θ1 − θ3
θ2 − θ3

= θ3

(
1− θ1 − θ3

θ2 − θ3

)
.

This gives

⟨f, g3⟩ = θ1 − θ2
θ1 − θ3
θ2 − θ3

= θ3

(
1− θ1 − θ3

θ2 − θ3

)
= θ3⟨h, g3⟩.

Finally, to show that ⟨f, g4⟩ = θ4⟨h, g4⟩ we observe that

θ2 − θ1
θ2 − θ4
θ1 − θ4

= θ4

(
1− θ2 − θ4

θ1 − θ4

)
.

Using the assumption that q
p = CR(Θ) we get

⟨f, g4⟩ = θ1
q

p
− θ2

θ1 − θ3
θ2 − θ3

= θ1
(θ1 − θ3)(θ2 − θ4)

(θ2 − θ3)(θ1 − θ4)
− θ2

θ1 − θ3
θ2 − θ3

= −θ1 − θ3
θ2 − θ3

(
θ2 − θ1

θ2 − θ4
θ1 − θ4

)
= −θ1 − θ3

θ2 − θ3
θ4

(
1− θ2 − θ4

θ1 − θ4

)
= θ4

(q
p
− θ1 − θ3

θ2 − θ3

)
= θ4⟨h, g4⟩.

□

Using characterization from Proposition 5.2 and the observation that cross ratio
of elements from the unit circle is a real number, we obtain a different method of
characterizing PR in C2, equivalent to the one obtained in [27, Theorem 1.4].

Corollary 5.3. Let G = {(1, 0), (a, 1), (b, 1), (c, 1)} ⊆ C2. Then G fails PR if
and only if b = a or c−a

b−a ∈ R.

Proof. Necessity. Suppose G fails PR. From the definition of PR we can find
f, h ∈ C2 and Θ = {θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4} witnessing this failure. From Proposition 5.2
part (c) this forces that a = b or a = c, or b = c (the latter two giving c−a

b−a ∈ R),
or c−a

b−a = CR(Θ). Since CR(Θ) is always a real number, we get c−a
b−a ∈ R.

Sufficiency. If a = b G fails 3-PR from Proposition 5.2 part (b), thus PR
from Lemma 2.2. Suppose a ̸= b and c−a

b−a ∈ R. We will show that one can find

Θ = {θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4} ⊆ T such that c−a
b−a = CR(Θ) which will show failure of Θ-

PR from Proposition 5.2 part (c), hence failure of PR from Lemma 2.2. Denote

r = c−a
b−a ∈ R. Let α ∈ [0, 2π] and choose θ1 = 1, θ2 = eiα, θ3 = ei(α+π) and

θ4 = ei(α+π/2). We will show that one can find α making the cross ratio equal r.
A direct calculations gives

(θ2 − θ4)(θ1 − θ3)

(θ1 − θ4)(θ2 − θ3)
=

(1− ei(α+π/2))(eiα − ei(α+π))

(1− ei(α+π))(eiα − ei(α+π/2))
=

1− ieiα

1 + eiα
2eiα

eiα − ieiα

=
1− ieiα

1 + eiα
(1 + i) =

1− ieiα + i+ eiα

1 + eiα
= 1 + i

1− eiα

1 + eiα

= 1 + i
(
1− 2eiα

1 + eiα

)
= 1 +

sinα

1 + cosα

As the function 1+ sinα
1+cosα is onto R we get that there exists α such that CR(Θ) = r,

finishing the proof. □
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Let us now take a closer look at the characterization obtained in Proposition
5.2. When we regard the parameters (a, b, c) defining the system G(a, b, c) as a
point in C3, the failure of Θ-PR can be described by explicit algebraic conditions
on (a, b, c). For example, G(a, b, c) fails 2-PR if and only if (a, b, c) lies in the zero
set of the polynomial

P : C3 → C, P (x, y, z) = (x− y)2 + (y − z)2 + (x− z)2.

Similarly, 3-PR can be fully characterized via the zero set of

Q : C3 → C, Q(x, y, z) = (x− y)(y − z)(x− z).

For the four-point case of Θ = {θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4}, define

RΘ : C3 → C, RΘ(x, y, z) = (z − x)− CR(θ1, θ2; θ3, θ4) · (y − x).

Proposition 5.2 shows that G(a, b, c) fails Θ-PR if and only if (a, b, c) belongs to
the zero set of Q or RΘ. Since the zero set of a nontrivial polynomial is a proper
algebraic subset of the ambient space, its complement is Zariski-open and therefore
dense (and of full Lebesgue measure) in the Euclidean topology. This shows that
a ”generic” choice of (a, b, c) implies that G(a, b, c) does Θ-PR. If Θ consists of
exactly two elements, then as pointed out in the introduction, every full-spark
system does Θ-PR and full-spark systems form again a non-empty Zariski-open
set. In the next section, we make these observation precise and show that, in every
dimension d, the property of doing Θ-PR is generically satisfied.

5.2. Failure of Θ-PR in Cd for d ≥ 2. To formulate a precise statement about
generic Θ-PR, we begin by identifying a condition under which Θ-PR fails. This
is the content of Theorem 1.8, which proof follows next.

Proof of Theorem 1.8. First, if m ≤ d− 1 then G is not complete. Thus, Lemma
2.1 implies that G fails Θ-PR. Therefore we assume m ≥ d.

(1). If d ≤ m ≤ 2d− 2, we set S = {g1, ..., gd−1}. Since S and G \ S cannot be
complete in Cd, this shows that G does not have the complement property. Hence
from Proposition 1.2 G fails 2-PR, and thus by Lemma 2.2 it also fails Θ-PR for
any Θ ⊆ T with |Θ| ≥ 2.

(2). Assume m = 2d − 1 and consider the cover G1 = {g1, ..., gd−1}, G2 =
{gd, ..., g2d−2} and G3 = {g2d−1}. Since for every j ∈ {1, 2, 3} it holds that Gj is

not complete, there exists x1, x2, x3 ∈ Cd such that xj ∈ G⊥
j .

If for every such choice of x1, x2 it holds that x1 and x2 are linearly dependent,
then span(G1) = span(G2) and both systems S = G1 ∪ G2 and G \ S = G3

are incomplete. In particular, G does not have the complement property and
therefore fails 2-PR. By Lemma 2.2, this implies that G fails Θ-PR for every Θ
with |Θ| ≥ 3.

It remains to consider the case when x1 and x2 can be chosen to be linearly
independent. In this case, we show that the assumptions of Corollary 3.1 are
satisfied. To do so, it suffices to prove that x3 ∈ span{x1, x2}, or equivalently, the
existence of a solution to the equation

a⟨x, g2d−1⟩+ b⟨y, g2d−1⟩ = 0.

If ⟨x, g2d−1⟩ = 0, we can take a = 1 and b = 0. If ⟨x, g2d−1⟩ ̸= 0 then the choices

b = 1 and a = − ⟨y,g2d−1⟩
⟨x,g2d−1⟩ will do the job. From Corollary 3.1 it follows that G fails

3-PR, and thus by Lemma 2.2 it also fails Θ-PR for any Θ ⊆ T with |Θ| ≥ 3. □
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Given Θ ⊆ T, we next investigate what one can expect if G ⊆ Cd satisfies
|G| ≥ 2d. Obviously, not every such G does Θ-PR and it is natural to ask how
likely it is for G with |G| ≥ 2d to do Θ-PR. We answer this question using
the framework of Zariski topology. To do so, we start with several preliminary
definitions.

5.3. Generic Θ-PR. Consider the space CN with coordinates x = (x1, . . . , xN ).
A polynomial in the variables x1, . . . , xN is a finite linear combination of monomi-
als xα := xα1

1 · · ·xαN
N where α = (α1, . . . , αN ) ∈ NN

0 . Let P denote the collection
of all polynomials in x1, . . . , xN . Given P ⊆ P, let

V (P ) = {x ∈ CN : p(x) = 0 for every p ∈ P}
denote the common zeros of the elements in P . A subset C ⊆ CN is said to be
Zariski-closed in CN if there exists P ⊆ P such that C = V (P ). A set O ⊆ CN is
called Zariski-open if it is the complement of a Zariski-closed set.

According to Theorem 1.8, a system of m elements does Θ-PR in Cd for any
|Θ| ≥ 3, only if m ≥ 2d. The purpose of this section is to show that when Θ is
finite, this necessary condition is in fact generically sufficient: among all systems
of m ≥ 2d elements, those that do Θ-PR contain a Zariski-open set.

In order to prove the latter result, we require the following combinatorial lemma.

Lemma 5.4. Let Θ ⊆ T and d ≥ 2. Further, let θ = (θ1, . . . , θ2d) ∈ Θ2d and let
s1 ≥ s2 ≥ · · · ≥ st ≥ 1 be the multiplicities of the distinct values appearing in θ.
If s1 ≤ d, then there exists a partition of the index set {1, . . . , 2d} into d disjoint
pairs such that two indices in every pair take different values of θ. Formally,

{1, . . . , 2d} = {j1, k1} ∪̇ · · · ∪̇ {jd, kd}, θjr ̸= θkr , r = 1, . . . , d.

Proof. Let the distinct values corresponding to the multiplicities s1 ≥ s2 ≥ · · · ≥
st ≥ 1 be given by a1, . . . , at. For each i ∈ {1, ..., t} we denote by Ai the set of
indices from {1, ..., 2d} returning ai,

Ai = {j ∈ {1, . . . , 2d} : θj = ai}.
Then |Ai| = si ≤ d for every i ∈ {1, . . . , t}. Let the elements in Ai be denoted by
ai,1, . . . ai,si . We form a permutation of {1, . . . , 2d} by concatenating the blocks
Ai:

(π(1), . . . , π(2d)) = (a1,1, . . . , a1,s1 , a2,1, . . . , a2,s2 , at,1, . . . , at,st).

Hence, in this list, indices with the same θ-value appear consecutively in a block
of length si. Now define for every r ∈ {1, . . . , d} the pairs

{jr, kr} := {π(r), π(r + d)}.
The latter pairs form a partition of {1, . . . , 2d}. Moreover, every two elements in
each pair have different θ-values: fix r and suppose that θπ(r) = θπ(r+d) = ai. Since
all indices with value ai appear consecutively, the latter implies that si ≥ d + 1,
which yields a contradiction. □

Remark 5.5. The previous lemma admits an alternative proof in the language
of matching theory: if the sets Ai are defined as in the proof of Lemma 5.4,
then one can consider them as so-called matching classes attached to (θ1, . . . , θ2d).
Moreover, one considers the index set {1, . . . , 2d} as vertices V of a finite undi-
rected graph and defines a complete multipartite graph Ks1,...,st on the vertex set
V = {1, . . . , 2d} with respect to the classes Ai. This graph has the property that
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{u, v} is an edge if and only if θu ̸= θv. With this, the existence of the claimed
partition in Lemma 5.4 is equivalent to the existence of a so-called perfect match-
ing in Ks1,...,st. The existence of such a matching is guaranteed by Tutte’s 1-factor
theorem [37,42].

We are now prepared to prove the first part of Theorem 1.9

Proof of Theorem 1.9 (1). It suffices to prove the statement for m = 2d. For, if
O is a non-empty Zariski-open subset of Cd×m such that every system {gj}mj=1 ≃
(g1, . . . , gm) ∈ O does Θ-PR in Cd, then for every b ∈ N the set O × Cd×b is a

non-empty Zariski-open subset of Cd×(m+b) and every {gj}m+b
j=1 ≃ (g1, . . . , gm+b) ∈

O × Cd×b does Θ-PR in Cd.
Step 1: Preliminaries and approach. Fix d ≥ 2, let m = 2d and let Θ ⊆ T

be finite. Given a choice of m elements from Θ, we identify it with a vector
θ = (θ1, . . . , θm) ∈ Θm. We also denote the vector consisting of the complex-
conjugate entries of θ by θ̄ := (θ1, . . . , θm). Moreover, let D(θ̄) = diag(θ̄) ∈ Cm×m

denote the diagonal matrix whose entries are θ̄. For a finite sequence of m vectors
{gj}mj=1 ⊆ Cd we denote by F the matrix in Cd×m that has columns gj ,

F = (g1, . . . , gm) ∈ Cd×m,

and let xkl denote the elements of the matrix F (the entry of F in row k and
column l). Next, for f, h ∈ Cd we define a column vector vf,h via

vf,h =

(
f̄
h̄

)
∈ C2d.

Finally, we define the matrix M(θ̄, F ) via

M(θ̄, F ) :=
(
F T ,−D(θ̄)F T

)
∈ Cm×2d,

where F T denotes the transpose of F .
Using the notation introduced in this step, we observe that the columns in F

do Θ-PR, if and only if for every f, h ∈ Cd the following implication is satisfied:

M(θ̄, F )vf,h = 0 for some θ ∈ Θm, then f = θ0h for some θ0 ∈ Θ.

The goal is to show that there exists a non-empty Zariski-open subset O ⊆ Cd×m ∼=
Cdm such that every F ∈ O does Θ-PR. To do so, we first observe that the set
Θm is finite. Hence, if for every θ ∈ Θm, there exists a non-empty Zariski-open
subset Oθ such that every F ∈ Oθ satisfies

M(θ̄, F )vf,h = 0 for f, h ∈ Cd =⇒ f = θ0h for some θ0 ∈ Θ, (5.1)

then

O =
⋂

θ∈Θm

Oθ

will have the desired property (here we use that a finite intersection of non-empty
Zariski-open subsets is non-empty Zariski-open).

For the remainder of the proof, we aim to construct for every θ a set Oθ with
the above property.

We fix θ ∈ Θm and consider two separate cases.
Step 2: θ with at least d repetitions. Let θ = (θ1, . . . , θm) ∈ Θm and

suppose that θ has the property that there exist a coordinate that repeats at least
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d times. Hence, there exists θ0 ∈ Θ and an index set I ⊆ {1, . . . , 2d} of cardinality
|I| = d such that

θj = θ0, j ∈ I.

Define Oθ to be the collection of full-spark systems (g1, . . . , gm) ∈ Cd×m. It is
known that such a collection forms a non-empty Zariski-open set [6]. Then for
every F ∈ Oθ and f, h ∈ Cd, the relation

M(θ̄, F )vf,h = 0

implies that

⟨f − θ0h, gj⟩ = 0, j ∈ I.

The full-spark property implies that the system {gj}j∈I is a spanning set for Cd.
Consequently, f = θ0h.

Step 3: θ with less than d repetitions. We now assume that each of the
coordinates of vector θ repeats less than d times. Define

Oθ = {F ∈ Cd×m : M(θ̄, F ) is invertible}.

We note that this question is well-posed, since M(θ̄, F ) ∈ Cm×2d = C2d×2d.
We have to show three properties of Oθ: i) every F ∈ Oθ satisfies (5.1); ii) Oθ

is Zariski-open; iii) Oθ is non-empty.
To show i), observe that if F ∈ Oθ then M(θ̄, F )vf,h = 0 implies that vf,h = 0.

Equivalently, f = h = 0. In particular f = θ0h for any θ0 ∈ Θ.
We next show ii). Notice that each entry of the matrix M(θ̄, F ) is a polynomial

in the entries of F (in fact, each entry is a linear function of the entries in F ).
Since composition of polynomials are polynomials, the function F 7→ detM(θ̄, F )
is a polynomial in the entries of F . Re-writing Oθ as

Oθ = {F ∈ Cd×m : detM(θ̄, F ) = 0}c,

implies that Oθ is Zariski-open.
It remains to show iii), i.e., Oθ is non-empty. We do this by explicitly construct-

ing a matrix F such that M(θ̄, F ) is invertible. To do so, let s1 ≥ s2 ≥ · · · ≥ st
be the multiplicities of the distinct values appearing in θ = (θ1, . . . , θ2d). Because
of the additional assumption on θ, it holds that s1 ≤ d− 1. By Lemma 5.4, there
exists a partition

{1, . . . , 2d} = {j1, k1} ∪̇ · · · ∪̇ {jd, kd},
such that θjr ̸= θkr for every r = 1, . . . , d. We now define a matrix F in terms of
the latter partition: for every r = 1, . . . , d set

gjr = gkr = er

where er denotes the r-th unit vector in Cd. Having defined F , we look at the
respective matrix M(θ̄, F ). Recall, that M(θ̄, F ) is given by

M(θ̄, F ) =
(
F T ,−D(θ̄)F T

)
=

gT1 −θ1g
T
1

... · · ·
gT2d −θ2dg

T
2d

 .

The determinant of M(θ̄, F ) is (up to ±1 factors) invariant under reordering of
the rows. Considering the row-ordering

j1, k1, j2, k2, . . . , jd, kd,
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it follows that the determinant of M(θ̄, F ) is up to a ±1 factor equal to the
determinant of

1 0 · · · · · · 0 −θj1 0 · · · · · · 0

1 0 · · · · · · 0 −θk1 0 · · · · · · 0

0 1 0 · · · 0 0 −θj2 0 · · · 0

0 1 0 · · · 0 0 −θk2 0 · · · 0
...

...
...

...
...

...
...

...
...

...

0 · · · · · · 0 1 0 · · · · · · 0 −θjd
0 · · · · · · 0 1 0 · · · · · · 0 −θkd


.

After an additional re-ordering (this time of the columns), it follows that the
determinant of M(θ̄, F ) is up to a ±1 factor equal to the determinant of the
block-diagonal matrix

1 −θj1
1 −θk1

1 −θj2
1 −θk2

. . .

1 −θjd
1 −θkd


.

The determinant of this block-diagonal matrix is equal to the complex conjugate
of the product

d∏
r=1

(θjr − θkr) .

Since θjr ̸= θkr for every r = 1, . . . , d, it follows that this product does not
vanish. We have therefore constructed a matrix F such that detM(θ̄, F ) ̸= 0.
Consequently, Oθ ̸= ∅ and part iii) is proved. □

Next, we prove the second part of Theorem 1.9.

Proof of Theorem 1.9 (2). Let {θj : j ∈ N} be an enumeration of the elements in
Θ. Further, define the subset consisting of the first n elements of Θ via

Θn := {θ1, . . . , θn}.
Since Θn is finite, the first part of Theorem 1.9 implies that there exists a non-
empty Zariski-open subset On ⊆ Cd×m such that every {gj}mj=1

∼= (g1, . . . , gm) ∈
On does Θn-PR. Since every non-empty Zariski-open subset of CN with N ∈ N is
open and dense in the Euclidean topology, it follows from Baire’s category theorem
that the intersection

B =
⋂
n∈N

On

is a Gδ-set that is still dense in Euclidean topology. In particular, B is non-empty.
Furthermore B has full measure. Indeed, let µ denote the Lebesgue measure on
Cd×m ∼= Cdm. Since for every n ∈ N we have µ(Oc

n) = 0, it follows that

µ(Bc) = µ(
⋃
n∈N

Oc
n) ≤

∞∑
n=1

µ(Oc
n) = 0.
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Now let {gj}mj=1 ∈ B and suppose that f, h ∈ Cd are such that

⟨f, gj⟩ = θj⟨h, gj⟩, j = 1, . . . ,m,

for some θ1, . . . , θm ∈ Θ. For large enough n, it holds that θ1, . . . , θm ∈ Θn. Since
{gj}mj=1 lies in the intersection of all On, it does Θn-PR. Consequently, f = θ0h

for some θ0 ∈ Θn ⊆ Θ, which shows that {gj}mj=1 does Θ-PR. □

Finally, combining Theorem 1.8 with Theorem 1.9, we obtain Corollary 1.10.

5.4. Θ-PR in Cd for an uncountable Θ. The goal for this section is to prove
Proposition 1.11. To do so, we start with some preliminary definitions.

First, we recall that the Caley transform is the Möbius transform

C(z) := i
1 + z

1− z
,

with inverse

C−1(w) :=
w − i

w + i
.

The map C is a biholomorphism from the open unit disc D := {z ∈ C : |z| < 1}
onto the upper half-plane H := {w ∈ C : Imw > 0}. On the boundary T of D, the
Caley transform extends continuously to a homeomorphism

C : T → R̂, C(1) = ∞,

sending T onto the extended real line R̂ = R ∪ {∞}. A direct computation shows
that for t ∈ (0, 2π),

C(eit) = i
1 + eit

1− eit
= − cot

( t
2

)
= cot

(
− t

2

)
. (5.2)

Thus the map t 7→ C(eit) is strictly increasing on (0, 2π) and maps this interval
bijectively onto R. In particular, any closed arc of T is carried by C onto a closed
interval in R̂. Observe further that for any b ∈ R the horizontal translation

Tb(w) := w + b

is an automorphism of H preserving R̂, and therefore

M(z) := C−1
(
C(z) + b

)
yields an automorphism of D whose boundary values give a Möbius automorphism
of T, that is, M ∈ Aut(T).

We are prepared to prove the following lemma.

Lemma 5.6. Let

A := {eit : t ∈ [α, α+ ℓ]}, A := {eit : t ∈ [β, β + L]},

be two arcs on T with α, β ∈ R and ℓ, L ∈ (0, 2π). Then there exists a Möbius
transform M ∈ Aut(T) such that M(A) = A.

Proof. First we consider a special case when α = 0 = β. Using equation (5.2), for
t ∈ (0, ℓ] we have

C(eit) = − cot
( t
2

)
∈ R.
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As t increases from 0 to ℓ, this expression increases from −∞ to − cot(ℓ/2). To-
gether with C(1) = ∞, this shows that

C(A) =

{
− cot

(
t

2

)
: t ∈ (0, ℓ]

}
∪ {∞}

is a closed interval in R̂ with finite endpoint − cot(ℓ/2) and infinite endpoint ∞.
Now let b ∈ R be such that

− cot
( ℓ
2

)
+ b = − cot

(L
2

)
,

The translation Tb(w) = w+b is an automorphism of H preserving R̂, and it maps
the finite endpoint of C(A) to the finite endpoint of

C(A) =

{
− cot

(
t

2

)
: t ∈ (0, L]

}
∪ {∞}.

We therefore obtain

Tb

(
C(A)

)
= C(A).

Now define

F (z) := C−1
(
C(z) + b

)
.

Then F ∈ Aut(T) is a Möbius transform that satisfies F
(
A
)
= A.

Consider now the general case of any α, β ∈ R. The rotation z 7→ eiβz maps
{eit : t ∈ [0, L]} onto A, and the rotation z 7→ e−iαz maps A onto {eit : t ∈ [0, ℓ]}.
Therefore, using the Möbius transform F ∈ Aut(T) from the special case, the
composition

M(z) := eiβ F (e−iαz)

is a Möbius transform in Aut(T) that satisfies M(A) = A. □

The previous lemma in combination with Theorem 1.7 implies that if Θ and Θ′

are two non-trivial arcs then G does Θ-PR if and only if G does Θ′-PR. In the
special case of finite dimensional Hilbert spaces we have the following statement.

Proposition 5.7. Suppose that Θ ⊆ T contains a non-trivial arc. Then G =
{gj}mj=1 ⊆ Cd does Θ-PR if and only if it does PR. In particular,

N (Cd,Θ) ≥ 4d− 4− 2 log2(d).

Proof. From Lemma 2.2, if G does PR then it does Θ-PR. It remains to show the
reverse direction. To do so, we show that if G fails PR then it also fails Θ-PR.

Thus, suppose that G fails PR. Hence, by Lemma 2.3, there exist linearly
independent f, h ∈ Cd and Θ′ = {θ′1, ..., θ′m} ⊆ T such that for every j ∈ {1, . . . ,m}
one has

⟨f, gj⟩ = θ′j⟨h, gj⟩.
Since Θ′ is a finite subset of T, there exists a proper arc A of T with Θ′ ⊆ A. From
Lemma 2.2 we obtain that G fails A-PR. Next, according to Lemma 5.6, there
exists a Möbius transform M ∈ Aut(T) such that M(A) = A. From Theorem 1.7
this gives that G fails A-PR, thus again from Lemma 2.2 it implies that G fails
Θ-PR.

To prove the second part of the statement, we observe that the first part implies

N (Cd,Θ) = N (Cd,T). (5.3)
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According to [31], it holds that

N (Cd,T) ≥


4d− 4− 2α(d) + 2, d odd, and α(d) = 2 mod 4

4d− 4− 2α(d) + 3, d odd, and α(d) = 3 mod 4

4d− 4− 2α(d) + 1, else,

, (5.4)

where α(d) denotes the number of ones in the binary expansion of d − 1. The
quantity α(d) satisfies the inequality α(d) ≤ log2(d). Inserting this estimate into
(5.4) and using identity (5.3) yields the statement.

□
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