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Abstract

We consider the problem of efficiently solving a system of n non-linear equations in R?.
Addressing Smale’s 17th problem stated in 1998, we consider a setting whereby the n equations
are random homogeneous polynomials of arbitrary degrees. In the complex case and for n = d—1,
Beltran and Pardo proved the existence of an efficient randomized algorithm and Lairez recently
showed it can be de-randomized to produce a deterministic efficient algorithm. Here we consider
the real setting, to which previously developed methods do not apply. We describe an algorithm
that efficiently finds solutions (with high probability) for n = d — O(y/dlogd). If the maximal
degree is very large, we also give an algorithm that works up ton =d — 1.
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1 Introduction and main result

In 1998 Steve Smale published a list of ‘Mathematical problems for the next century’ [Sma9s].
Quoting from the original, his 17th problem asked:

“Can a zero of n complex polynomial equations in n unknowns be found approximately,
on the average, in polynomial time with a uniform algorithm?”

The precise setting of the problem, originally introduced in the so-called Bézout series [SS93a, SS93b,
SS93c, SS96, SS94] of Shub and Smale, is as follows. First, the assumption that the polynomials are
homogeneous is made. In this case, for the set of solutions to be discrete, if the number of equations
is n, the number of variables needs to be d = n 4 1, and one either has to restrict to solutions in
the projective space as in the Bézout series, or equivalently to solutions on the unit sphere as we
shall in the current work. Second, the question is a probabilistic one. Namely, it concerns a random
polynomial system F(x) := (Fi(x),..., F,(x)) consisting of independent polynomials

1

pi! 3 (i k k
Fi(z) := Z <k‘1| .. k:d|> a](gl)v---vkdxll g (1)
kitetka=pi ’
where & = (x1,...,24) € C%, a](;) .k, are i.i.d. complex standard Gaussian variables and p1,...,pn

is some sequence of degrees. By classical results of Abel and Galois, polynomials generically do
not have closed-form solutions. The 17th problem therefore asks for an algorithm that finds an
‘approximate solution’. The latter is defined as a point on the unit sphere such that (projected)
Newton’s method started from it converges immediately and quadratically fast to a solution, see
Section 1.1. The model of computation allows storing real numbers and complexity is measured by
the number of read/writes and elementary operations with real numbers (formally, a Blum-Shub-
Smale machine [BSS89]). To avoid technicalities we will also assume that the square root of a
positive real number can be computed in a single time unit. The algorithm receives as input the
coefficients of the system F' and is required to have a polynomial time complexity on average in
N:=>", (d+§ 2_1), the total number of coefficients. Roughly speaking, a uniform algorithm is an
algorithm that can be implemented as a single program, whereas for non-uniform algorithms the
implementation may depend on the input (in our setting, on d, n and p,...,p,). For the precise
definition, see [BCSS98| and [BP09, Section 1.3].

In its original form, Smale’s 17th problem was recently solved after several major breakthroughs
[BP09, BP08, BS09, BC11, Lail7| (see more below in Section 1.5). We, however, will be interested
in the real version of it. Indeed, after stating the problem in [Sma98], Smale also mentioned
that the same problem is very interesting, and even more difficult, in the real case. Namely,

(%)

when the coefficients a;’ K, are assumed to be real Gaussian variables instead of complex and

one searches for solutions on the unit sphere in R? instead of C?. We note that in the real case



the specific choice of the combinatorial factor above makes Fj(x) rotationally invariant in law.

Namely, F;(x) £ F;(Ox) as processes for any orthogonal matrix O, where £ denotes equality in
law. Henceforth, we shall assume this setting. Moreover, we will consider an under-determined
variant of Smale’s 17th problem in the real case, by allowing the number of equations n to be
strictly smaller than d — 1. We still keep the notation n for the number of equations and d for the
number of variables. Our main results are polynomial time algorithms to find approximate solutions,
which we now state in two separate regimes. We denote by pmax = max;<, p; the maximal degree,

— pi! 3, () >
by @ := ((kllmkd!) et rka) i byt kg
the unit sphere. From now on, we shall always assume that p; > 2 for all 4, since for p; = 1 the
zero set of F;(x) is the orthogonal space to (agl), .. ,a[(;)) and, thanks to rotational invariance, via
a pre-processing stage by a change of basis we may remove F;(x) from the system and reduce the

dimension by one.

the set of real Gaussian coefficients, and by S ¢ R¢

Theorem 1 (Moderate ppax). Assume that pmax < d?. For some absolute constants A,C,Cy, if
n = |d— A(dlogd)'/?] then there exists an algorithm which takes as inputs the random coefficients
a and returns as output =& € ST such that the following holds:

(i) The real complezity x of the algorithm is bounded by
X < CoNd”2py o (14 Dinae/ ) 108 (Prma)* 2)

(i) The output & is an approzimate solution with probability at least 1 — C'e=%C.

Theorem 2 (Large puax). Assume that pmax > d?. For some absolute constants C,Cy, ifn =d—1
then there exists an algorithm which takes as inputs the random coefficients a and returns as output
x% € S such that the following holds:

(¢) The real complexity x of the algorithm is bounded by

d d
X < Ndpmax - (Cod®p? o 10g(Pmax) ) < N3p2 . (d1)? (Cod® 1og (pmax))

(ii) The output & is an approrimate solution with probability at least 1 — Cds.

The two algorithms will be described in Sections 1.3 and 1.4 below. They output an approximate
solution on an event of high probability which we describe in Section 5. While in the complex case
Smale’s problem seem to ask for an algorithm whose complexity is bounded on average but always
finds an approximate solution, in the real case this is not possible. Indeed, if p; is even, with positive
probability F';(x) > 0 for all  # 0. In fact, only very recently it was shown [Sub23] that a solution
exists with high probability as d — oo (previously, this was known only in the i.i.d. case p; = p
[Wsc05]). We emphasize that our algorithms are not randomized, in the sense that they do not use
a source of randomness (other than the coefficients as input).

The main discrepancy between our results and Smale’s problem over the reals is, of course, that
Theorem 1 about the moderate case does not work up to n = d—1, but only for n = d—O(y/dlog d).
To the best of our knowledge, however, the real case of Smale’s problem is completely open and this
is a significant progress. It also seems to be more difficult than the complex case which was solved
only recently after intensive research going back at least to the works of Shub and Smale from the
early 90s (see Section 1.5).



1.1 Approximate solutions

Since we work on the unit sphere S¥1 := {z € R?: ||z|| = 1}, we define Newton’s method by taking
a step in an orthogonal direction and projecting back to the sphere. This definition is basically a
variant of Newton’s Method in the projective space, defined by Shub [Shu93] for polynomial systems
of n =d — 1 equations in d complex variables. Here we also allow for n < d — 1.

Given a matrix A € R™*™ or a linear operator A : Vi — Vo, with dim(V;) = n; (we will
often identify the two objects), for n; < ng we denote by omin(A) := min{||Az| : ||z|| = 1} the
minimum singular value of A. For ny > na, omin(A) = O'min(AT).

We denote by DF (z) := (9;Fi(x));; € R"4 the differential or Jacobian matrix and by T, C R?
the orthogonal space to . Given a point € S ! we define Newton’s operator as follows. The
matrix DF(x) defines a linear operator and its restriction to a subspace is defined as an operator
in the obvious way. If Jmm(DF(m)|Tm) > 0, let v € R? be the unique solution to

F(z)+ DF(x)v =0 subjectto v Lz, v Lker(DF(x)), (4)

where ker(A) := {y : Ay = 0}, and define

T +v

) =
(@) =

Otherwise, if amin(DF(w)|Tw) = 0, arbitrarily define

@NM(w) =x.

Definition 1.1 (Approximate solution). Let € S¥! and define the sequence x° = z, ! =

dnm(x?) by Newton’s method. We say that = is an approzimate solution of the system F' if there
exists z € ST such that F(z) =0 and ||z° — 2|2 < 2'72'||2° — 2||o for all i > 0.

1.2 Optimization

We define the “energy function”
1
H(w) = 3| F(@)|*. (©)

Of course, F(x) = 0 if and only if H(xz) = 0. In other words, the solutions of the polynomial
system are exactly the minimizers of the energy function. This simple observation allows us to
change perspective and try to algorithmically minimize a real-valued function over the sphere S~1,
instead of working with a vector-valued function.

Problems not very different from this have been studied recently in the context of spin glass
models. In the terminology of spin glass theory, Fj(x) as in (1) is the energy function of the
spherical p-spin model (with p; = p), up to normalization. For the spin glass model, it is customary
to consider F;(x) as a function on the sphere of radius Vd and multiply it by d~®=1/2. More
generally, for mixed p-spin the energy is defined as a linear combinations of the pure p-spin energies
with deterministic coefficients. Given a model, those coefficients are fixed and one is interested in
the d — oo asymptotics.

In [Subl18| an algorithm for minimizing the energy of a spherical mixed p-spin model by Hessian
descent was proposed and analyzed. The algorithm constructs a discrete path x, ..., x; from the
origin to the sphere with ||x;|| = /7 - d/k, whose increments at each step x; 1 —x; are orthogonal to
the position x;, and are approximately in the span of the eigenvectors corresponding to the minimal
eigenvalues of the Hessian of the energy. Related Approximate Message Passing algorithms for Ising



models, which use the same energy functions but on the hyper-cube {+1, —1}d, were proposed and
studied in [Mon19, EAMS21|. Both types of algorithms [Sub18, Mon19, EAMS21]| were proved to
be optimal within a certain large class of appropriately defined Lipschitz algorithms in [HS21].

In light of the close connections to the spherical spin glass models, it is natural to wonder
whether the Hessian descent algorithm of [Sub18| can be adapted to minimize H(x). In an earlier
work [MS23| we studied this question for Fj(x) that correspond to general mixed models. In other
words, the Fj(x) studied in [MS23] are given by linear combinations of the functions as in (1).
The functions F;(x) were also allowed to have a zero order term. Namely, one of the terms in
the linear combination was given by ~W; where 79 > 0 and W; ~ N(0,1). We assumed there
that the functions F;(x) are i.i.d. and our goal was only to find points @, such that H(x.) = o(n)
asymptotically, while the typical value is H(x) = ©(n) for most points on the sphere. The objective
H(x.) = o(n) is better suited for the methods developed for algorithmic optimization of spin glasses
[Sub18, Mon19, EAMS21].

In the present work, we adapt the Hessian descent algorithm to the problem of finding approx-
imate solutions.

1.3 Hessian descent: the case of moderate p,,, < d?

In the present paper, the functions Fj(x) are homogeneous, and therefore changing the norm ||z||
does not change the problem (apart from a scaling factor). As mentioned above, the earlier papers
[Sub18, MS23| construct a path in the interior of the unit ball, hence effectively changing the energy
landscape as ||x|| increases. This is irrelevant in the homogeneous case. Instead, we may take an
orthogonal step in R? and project back to the unit sphere S¢1.

Moreover, here we wish to achieve energy values much smaller than in the spin glass optimiza-
tion problems, and we therefore have to take steps which depend on the value of the energy at each
step and run the algorithm with a much larger number of steps. Below C1,¢y > 0 are absolute
constants which will be determined in Lemma 2.1 and the proof of Theorem 1. In pseudo-code, the
algorithm we use in the moderate pyax < d? setting of the Theorem 1 is given below.

Algorithm 1: Hessian descent

Input: The coefficients a := (( kl!;l') -i-!kd!) Za,(jl)

Output: =" ¢ S¢!
Initialize xo = (1,0,...,0) € S41;
for i € {0,...,k—1} do

Find v; 1 x;, ||’UZH = 1, s.t.: <V2H(ml)

& ) , number of iterations k
ot/ i<n, k4 +ka=p;

v¥?) <

? 7

1
_ : v2H i), ®2 :
3 wsdbig | )
5 (1 1 (d—n)H(z;) 1 vz

L 30C, p;lnax IOg(pmax) d Pmax ’
s; = sign (H (x; + 6;v;) — H(x; — 6;v;));
Yip1 = Ti — 8i0;V;;

Ti+1 = ”Z;—E” )
if H(x;11) <p2¢ then
‘ return "° = x;, 1 ;
end
end

return z'"° = x,,




Above we use the convention that sign(0) = 1.

Remark 1.1. In the pseudo-code above we allowed ourselves to be imprecise, to improve readability.
Specifically, we did not explain how we ‘find’ the vector v; or when it is even possible. More
accurately, our algorithm will use a sub-routine which we define in Section 7. On an event of
overwhelmingly high probability, uniformly in «;, the sub-routine outputs a vector v; as required.

To explain the basic idea, consider a Taylor expansion of H(x) of degree 3 around «;. The
choice of the sign s; in the pseudocode above guarantees that the first and third order terms in
the expansion may only decrease the energy as we move from z; to y,,;. Hence, assuming an
appropriate bound on the fourth order derivative along the path from from z; to y,,;, we may
conclude a decrease in the energy by an amount which we can explicitly bound using the condition

(V2H (z;),v?) < (VZ2H (x;), u®?) .

1
- min
2 ulw;,||ul=1

Since Fj(x) are homogeneous, projecting ¥, to x;41 can only reduce the energy.

The algorithm of Theorem 1 runs the Hessian descent algorithm for k = C'd3/?p2 .. 1og(pmax)?
iterations, for some absolute constant C'. We will prove that the algorithm outputs an approximate
solution when a certain ‘good’ event £ holds. The event £ is defined in Section 5 by: (1) upper
bounds on the derivatives of H(x) of different orders and certain Lipschitz constants uniformly over
S%-1; (2) a uniform lower bound on the smallest eigenvalue of V2H (x) restricted to the orthogonal
space; and (3) a lower bound on the singular value of DF'(x) uniformly over the solutions of the
system F'(x) = 0.

Using (3), we will show quantitatively in Section 6 that in order for & to be an approximate
solution, it is sufficient for it to be close enough to some exact solution a. In our analysis of the
Hessian descent algorithm in Theorem 4, we will prove bounds for H(x;) and ||&; —x;||, which holds
for any ¢ > 1 (even if we produce an infinite sequence x; by running the Hessian descent indefinitely).
These bounds imply that & = lim; o x; is well-defined and is a solution F(x,) = 0, and that
for k as above, for some i < k, ||@; — ool is small enough to conclude that x; is an approximate
solution.

1.4 Brute-force search: the case of large pp.. > d?

The algorithm in this case is much simpler. Since the input size

e () )

is extremely large, we can perform a brute-force search by sampling the space on a dense enough
net. We look for a point where the norm, or energy, is small and the minimal singular value of
the projected differential is not too small. As the minimal singular value opin(A) of a matrix A is
equal to the minimal solution of the characteristic polynomial, we can only approximate it. What
we mean below by an approximation of o, (D F(x) |Tm) will be made precise in Section 7 where we
will also define a sub-routine that computes the approximation. In the proof of Theorem 2 we will
show that, for appropriate choice of the parameters § and 7, with high probability the algorithm in
the following pseudo-code returns an approximate solution.



Algorithm 2: Brute-force search

l .
Data: The coefficients a := ((klll')'i'!kd!) Zagl) kg

Result: z°F € Sd_g
Set §g =

parameters 9,7
)iSm kit-+ka=pi’ i

)
= ;

2C’0d5pf’nax log(pmax) d4pr2nax log(pmax)
forye N :={z=(21,...,2q4) € [-1,1]%: 2;/60 € Z} do

z=y/llyl:

Compute Spin(x) an approximation of amin(DF(w)‘T );

if |[F(z)|| <t, smin(x) > 77 then

| return z®" =z
end

end
return " = (1,0,...,0)

1.5 Smale’s 17th problem in the complex case

The study of Smale’s 17th problem actually started in Shub and Smale’s ‘Bézout series’ [SS93a,
SS93b, SS93c, SS96, SS94], several years before it was posed in [Sma98]. This sequence of papers
studies a homotopy continuation method, which in turn builds on numerical analysis approaches that
were studied since the seventies [Dre78, GZ79, Kel78]. The basic idea of this approach is to define
an interpolation tF + (1 — t)F, t € [0,1], between the system one wishes to solve F and another
system F' of homogeneous polynomials of the same degrees with a root xy which we know of. If
the system F' is not singular, then a.s. the number of roots in the projective space of each of the
systems F' = 0 and F = 0 is exactly the Bézout number Hfi_ll pi. On the unit sphere the number
of solutions is double. These roots come in pairs (z(0), (1)), where (0) solves F(x(0)) = 0 and
x(1) solves F(x(1)) = 0. Each pair is connected by a smooth path [0,1] > t — «(t) of solutions
to tF + (1 — t)F = 0. Homotopy based algorithms start at time ¢ = 0 with F' and x(0) and
iteratively increase the time parameter t by a small step while trying to keep track of the root by
an iteration of Newton’s method, in order to end at time t = 1 with F' and an approximate root
x1. The size of the step was analyzed in terms of a condition number in the Bézout series and in
[BP11, BC11, Shu09, ABB"16]. However, major difficulties remained in how to choose the system
F and root x to start from.

In the last paper in the Bézout series [SS94], Shub and Smale proved that there exists a good
system and a root to start from, but their argument was not constructive and no practical way
(an algorithm) to pick such a system and a root was provided. In major breakthroughs [BP0S,
BP09], Beltran and Pardo had an ingenious idea for how to choose a good system and a starting
solution at random, which led to a randomized polynomial time algorithm (on average). This
solved Smale’s problem, up to the point of using randomization as opposed to a deterministic
algorithm. Another breakthrough was made by Biirgisser and Cucker [BC11] who performed a
smoothed analysis of the algorithm of Beltran and Pardo, leading to a deterministic algorithm of
(almost polynomial) complexity NOUoglogN) = Rinally, Lairez [Lail7| found a remarkable way to
de-randomize the algorithm of Beltrdn and Pardo by using the random input itself to generate the
initial pair. The combination of those works gave a solution to Smale’s problem in the complex
case. Important improvements to the latter algorithms were recently established in [BCL23, Lai20].



2 Preliminaries

For any ¢, let G = (G(Z) - ),-1,,”7,-W§d be a tensor with i.i.d. entries Gz(f? -~ N(0,1). We will

215-50py lpy

also assume that G'¥) are independent for different values of £. We define G\ = (G(Z) Vit yoosipy <d

11, 72pl

the symmetrization of GY by

~(0) e n-—1 €
Gil:“'vip[ T (pf) Z Gi‘rr(l)v"wi‘rr(pl) : (8)
TESp,
Observe that
1
Pl N2 0 e O ©
(kll “ o kd!> ak17"'7kd and Z Gllv " P[ - Z Gll7 >lpy (9)
klv 7k ) klv 7k )
have the same law, where J(ki,...,kq) is the set of indices i1,...,4,, such that Ty o Ty, =
:E'fl . -:Efld. Hence we can assume that they are defined on the same probability space such that

both sides of (9) are equal and thus
Fi(@) = (GO, %) = (@, a®"). (10)

We will often work with this representation for the random polynomials. As the representation in
(1) requires less variables to describe Fy(x), it is used to define the input in the algorithmic problem.
Yet another equivalent way to describe the polynomials is through their covariance function

E[Fl(azl)Fj(mz)] = Z-j&((ml,m2>) s where fl(t) = tpi . (11)

Recall that we denote by DF(z) := (0;F;(x));; € R™¢ the differential or Jacobian matrix
and by T, C R? the orthogonal space to &, which we identify with the tangent space to the sphere
of radius /g, S*"!(,/q) at @, when |z||3 = ¢ > 0. We often view V*Fi(x) = (0;,,..;, F1 (%)), ip<d
as a k-th order tensor VFFy(x) € (RN)®* and VFF(x) = (0;, i, Fo(®))i<niy. ip<d as a (k + 1)-th
order tensor VFF(z) € R" @ (R?)®*. The operator norm of a tensor T € R™ @ --- ® R™ is

IT|op ;== max -+ max (T,v1® - QvVk). (12)
v1eSn1—1 v,ES"E 1
Finally, we denote by B4(r) := {& € R? : |z|| < r} the ball of radius r, and let B(ry,rq) :=
BY(r2) \ B(r1).

Throughout, we will write W ~ GOE(N) if W = WT and (W;;);<j<n are independent with
Wi ~ N(0,2), Wi; ~ N(0,1) for i < j. We write Z ~ GOE(M, N) if (Z;;)i<m,j<n are independent
with Z;; ~ N(0,1). It is useful to recall that (under the present setting) Fy(x) and its derivatives
are jointly Gaussian and

0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0
E{ axh o axlk Fg(w)ayjl . 8yjm FZ(y)} B axil o axlk 8yjl o 8yjm

E{F(x)Fi(y)}. (13)

Our first preliminary result provides bounds on the norm of F(x) and its derivatives.

Lemma 2.1. Assume that n < d. Then, for any kmax > 2 there exist constants C, C1 depending
on kmax, such that, with probability at least 1 — Cy exp(—d/C\)

o |1F(2)]]2 < C1v/dlog(pmax) (14)



max ”DF( )Hop S Clpmax dlog(pmax)a (15)

zeBd(1)
mex [|[VEF(@)]],, < C1phuav/d108 P, V2 < K < i (16)
aS
mrérg;}((l HV H(x )Hop < C’lpfnaxdlogpmax. V1 <k < kpax - (17)

In fact, it will be clear from the proof that the last two inequalities follow for 2 < k < K with
general K, if one allows the constants Cy, Cy to depend on K.

Proof. Tt will be enough to prove a bound on the probability for each of the inequalities (14)-(17)
separately, and conclude the lemma by a union bound.

Proof of Eq. (14). Consider the following Gaussian process indexed by w € S*~1, & € S41:

Zo(’LL, w) = <u7 F(m)> ) (18)

and notice that, using homogeneity,
max || F = max Zo(u,x). 19
max [Fla)la=  max | Zo(u.2) (19)

With e; = (1,0,...,0) denoting the standard basis element, define the spherical cap Cap,(7/4) :=
{x € S¥1: (x,e1) > 1/v/2} and note that for any x;,xs € Capy(7/4), (x1,x2) > 0. We claim
that to prove (14), it is enough to prove that for some absolute Cq,Co,C5 > 0,

P <MO = max Zo(u, ) > C1Ppmax dlog(pmax)> < Cyexp(—Csd/Cy). (20)
ueS*~1 xeCapy(m/4)

Indeed, by the Borell-TIS inequality, by increasing C7 we can make sure that the same bound
holds with Cj is as large as we wish. Thus, noting that S%! can be covered by ¢©’@ rotations of
Cap,(m/4) for some absolute constant C’ > 0, by rotational invariance and a union bound we obtain
the required bound with = maximized over S¥~! instead of Cap,(/4).

In order to prove Eq. (20), we compute the canonical distance of this process to get (using

&i(1)=1)

o, @1iuz, @2)” 1= E { (w1, F(@1)) — (ug, F(x2)))” |

=3 {uds - 2u s & (@1, 22) + ;)
i=1
- % Z(u%z + u%,i)(2 —2¢((®1, 22))) + Z(Ul,i —u2,i)°&((21, 2))
— i=1

< max (2 = 26 (@1, @2))) + [lur — ualf3

< Emin([21]*) = 2min ({1, 22)) + Gmin([|22]*) + 1 — walf3,

where &min(¢) 1= min;<y, &i(q) = ¢P™> and we assume that x;, xo € Capy(m/4) so that (x1,x2) > 0.

We recognize that the right-hand side is the canonical distance of the process Z(u,x) := (g, u) +

Finax (), where g ~ N(0, I,,) and F},,ay is the centered Gaussian process with covariance (x1, x)Pmax.
Using [MS23, Proposition Al], we get

E  max 17(u,az) <Elg|l + E max Fiax(z) < Cvn + C/dlog pmax - (21)
eSe—

ueSn—lgpeSd—



Hence, for My as in (20), using the Sudakov-Fernique inequality we get, for n < d,

EMy < C+/dlog pmax - (22)

On the other hand, Zy(u,x) is a Lipschitz function of G, hence so is My, whence, by Gaussian
concentration

P(My>EMy +1t) <e /2. (23)

Equation (20), and thus (14), follow from the last two displays.
Proof of Eq. (15). We have

(a) DF
max |[[DF(x)|,, < max max |DF(x)v||+ max IDF(z)a]
xeBd(1) xeBd (1) vesi—1:(v,z)=0 x€B4(1)\0 |||
(b)
< max |DF(z)v| + max ||DF(x)x|
z,veSI1:(v,x)=0 zeSd-1
(c)
< ma Zi(u,xz,v)+ max ||[DF(x)x|, 24
S o 1 )+ max |DF(x)x| (24)

where (a) follows by triangle inequality, (b) by homogeneity, and in (¢) we defined:

Apa = {(u,z,v) €S x (S : (v,z) =0}, (25)
Zi(u,z,v) := (u, DF(x)v). (26)

The second term in the upper bound (24) is easily treated since
(DF(z)z), = p;(GY, z®P") = p; Fi(x),
and therefore
E[|[DF(2)z| < pmaxE| F(2)[| < Cpmaxy/d10g(Pmax) - (27)

It is therefore sufficient to bound the first term in Eq. (24).
We next compute the canonical distance associated to the process Z;. For (us, s, vs) € Ay 4,
s € {1,2}, we get

di (w1, 01, 15 U2, 09, 2)° = Ay (u1, 01,15 ug, Vo, Ta) + Ag(ur, v1,21; up, v, T3) (28)
n
A (1,01, 815U, V2, To) 1= —2(@1, Vo) (@2, v1) Y _ g jup & (X1, T2))
i=1
Ag(ur, v1, 15 U2, 02, T2) = Z% &i(1) + Z% & (1) = 2(v1,v2) Zul iugi&((x1, 1)) . (29)
i=1

Denoting by PSl the projector orthogonal to @, we have
A (ur,v1, 15Uz, V2, T2) < 2 I?gf&”(l)HPllwzH P3|

= 2pmax(pmax - 1)(1 - (mla m2>2) (30)

< 292 x|l — 2%
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On the other hand,
n
Ag(u1,v1, @15 Uz, V2, T2) < Zul & (1) + Zuz (1) = 2wy gug & (@1, 1)) + Prmasc |1 — va[* .
i=1 i=1

Putting the above bounds together and using Sudakov-Fernique inequality, we see that

E max Zi(w,z,0) <E max  {V2pmax(g, ) + Dmax (R, 0) + (u, F(z))},  (31)

(uvwvv)EAn,d ('U,,w,'U)EAn,d

where g, h are mutually independent standard normal vectors, independent of IA"', a centered Gaus-
sian process (taking values in R"™) with covariance E{Fj(x1)Fj(x2)} = 0;;&,((x1,x2)). By the same
argument used for F', we have Emax cga-1 || F(x)]] < Cpmaxv/d10g pmax. We then have

E max Zl(u,m,v) < Cpmax\/(_i"FE InSadxl Hﬁ’(m)H < CPmax V d10g prmax -
ISR

(u,z,v)EA, 4

Using this bound together with (27), we thus obtain

E[[DF ()| < Cpmaxy/d10g pmax - (32)

The tail probability is controlled by Gaussian concentration as in the case of max,cga—1 || F()]|
treated above.

Proof of Eq. (16). To generalize the argument at the previous point, we define the process
Z(u,z,v) Zuz (VFE;(z), o) . (33)
The quantity we want to upper bound is

max HV F(x)

xeBd(1

= max max max Zi(u,x,v). (34)
op wEBd(l) ueSn—1 peSd—1

Note that we can always decompose v = ax + v, where (v, ,x) = 0, and therefore!

k

Zi(u,x,v) = Z( > k= JZu, (VEF(z){z" 7}, 0% 7y (35)

7=0

By homogeneity, V*F;(z){@* "7} = (pi — j)--- (ni — k + 1)V/ F;(z), and therefore all terms except
the one with j = k can be controlled by bounds on lower order derivatives k. We therefore need to
bound E max(y ¢ v)ea, , Zk(8, T, ), i.e. to consider the case (v,z) = 0.

Define the covaraince function

Cr(ur, v, @15 u2,v2,@2) = E{Zy(u1, x1,v1) Z(ug, @2,v2) } = Zul,iuliaﬁlaﬁgfi“wlyw2>)

n
= k) up s, €7 (@1, @) (v1, @) 927 (g, @1 )T () 2

J1,J2 i=1

!Given symmetric tensors A € (R™)®*, B € (R")®*~7) we denote by T = A{B} the tensor with components
Tiy.a; = Zijﬂmik Ay iy Bij iy,

11



=> an )y up g€ (@1, 2)) (1, @2)T " (va, 1) F (w1, 02) 7
7 =

where 0, denotes the directional derivative corresponding to v; w.r.t. the coordinates of x;, a;, j, 1
and a;j, are combinatorial factors and the summation is over j or ji, j2 such that all the exponents
above are non-negative. Define Ck(ul,vl,wl;UQ,vg,wg) by the same expression as above with
summation only over j # k and note that, for (u,x,v) € A, 4, we have that

A

Ci(u,v,z;u,v,z) =0,
n
) 24(k)
Ck(u,'v,w, ’U/,’U, ZU) - ak,k Zuz 67, (1) .
i=1
Thus, for (u;, x;,v;) € A, 4, the squared canonical distance of Z;(u,x,v) is given by
. 2
dk(’U;l,’Ul,ZULUQ,’UQ,wQ)
= Cy(u1,v1,z15u1,v1, 1) — 2Ck(U1, V1, T1; U2, V2, T2) + C (U2, V2, T2; U2, V2, T2)

= C’k(ubvl,mlsul,vl,ﬂﬂl) - QC'k(uhUl’iEl;uz,U%iEz) + C(ug, va, To; U, v, ®y)  (36)
k) k)
+akk<zu1 €00 +ZU2 €00 —QZul itz 6" $17w2>)(’017’v2>k>- (37)

The expression in (36) is bounded by

A max €27 (1)|(vy, @) (vg, 1) < App2h ||y — s,
i<n,j<k

where Ay, is a combinatorial factor and we used the same bound as in (30). On the other hand,
assuming that (v, vs) > 0, the expression in (37) is bounded by

akk(Zul £ +Zu2z§ _22“1 un € w17w2>)) + kpaxlv1 — 02|
Hence, by the Sudakov-Fernique inequality

E Zi(u,z,v) <E VAE (g, kpk  (h, F ,
)™ o) k(w, 2, v) < (u’mg%‘md{ KPmax (9> ) + \/ kphiax (R, ) + (u, F(2)) }
where g, h are mutually independent standard normal vectors independent of F , a centered Gaus-

sian process (taking values in R") with covariance E{Fj(z1)Fj(z2)} = (5,]5 ((wl, @2)). The proof
of Eq. (16) thus follows by a similar argument to that followmg (31) and the argument used in the
proof of Eq. (14) to move from Cap,(m/4) to the whole sphere.

Proof of Eq. (17). We use

|VFH(2)|| < 2" max |V F(2)||_||VFF()._,
op 0<i<k op op
and therefore this claim follows from the previous ones. O

For any = € R%\ {0}, we let U, € R¥(4=1) be an arbitray matrix whose columns form a basis
of T,. For 1,25 € R%\ {0}, define Uz, z, = Ry, 2,Uy,, where Ry, 4, is the rotation that keeps
unchanged the space orthogonal to x1, 2, and maps @1 /|x1||2 to xo/||x2||2. We will need the
following geometric fact.

12



Lemma 2.2. For any non-zero x1, s € BY(1), we have

lx1 — 22|l

U -U —_—.
[Voree = Vel < o R

(38)

Proof. Note that ||(Rg, 2, — I)v||2 is constant for any unit vector v € span(x;, x2), and vanishes if
v L span(x1,x2). By using v = vy := @1 /||@1||2, we then have

HUml,mQ - Uml Hop = ||Rm1 2 IHop

- H €T1, L2 )'U1H2
H E ||982H H
|21 — 222

e YN EA P

O
Definition 2.3. For Q C RY, we define the following Lipschitz constants:
F - F
Lip(F;Q) := sup 1 (1) () 7 (30)
zitesen [T — @22
DF — DF
Lip(DF§ Q) = sup H (wl) (wQ)HOP , (40)
T1AT2EQ e — 22]|2
V2F, — V2F,
Lip(V2F: Q) = sup max LY L@ = VIF@3) ey "
@1 #waeQ LS |1 — 222
We also define the following Lipschitz constants for projections onto the tangent space:
DF U, — DF U
Lipl(DF; Q) = sup H (wl) T1 (w2) T1,x2 Hop 7 (42)
T1£T26Q Hllil — w2|]2
UL V2F)(x)) Uy, — UL . V2F)(xo)U .
LlpJ_(V2F, Q) = sup max ” T Z( 1) 1 1,22 Z( 2) :1:1,:1:2” D ‘ (43)
@y FaaeQ (= |1 — 222

The next lemma is an immediate consequence of Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.2.

Lemma 2.4. Assume thatn < d. Then there exist absolute constants Cy, Cy such that the following
hold with probability at least 1 — Cy exp(—d/Cy):

Lip(F; B4 (1)) < Copmax/d10g(Pmax) ; (44)
Lip(DF;B%(1)) < CopfaxV/d10g(pmax) . Lip, (DF;BY(p,1)) < %pfnax dlog(pmax),  (45)

C
Lip(V2F;B%(1)) < CopaxV/d10g(pmax) . Lip, (V2F;B%(p, 1)) < fpiax d10g(pmax) - (46)
Proof. The bounds on Lip(F;B9(1)), Lip(DF;B%(1)), Lip(V2F;B%(1)) follow immediately from
Lemma 2.1. The bounds on Lip, (DF;B%(1)), Lip, (V2F;B%(1)) are proved similarly and we limit

ourselves to the last one. Writing U := Uy, , Uy := Uy, g,, and assuming without loss of generality
[z1][2 < [Jz2]l2,

max U] V2 Fy(x1)Us — Uy V2 Fy(2) U)o,
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< 2 o2 2 B

_I?SaHXHV Fg(wl) \% FZ(m2)Hop+3%1£‘nXHV Fg(:l:l)Hop U, —-U; op
V2Ey (1)

< 2F _ 2F || op _

< I?gaanv (1) =V e(wz)Hop +3C1;1§a;< T le1 — x2]|2

C
< Cop2 sV A10g (Prmax) |21 — T2 |2 + 70p?nax\/ d1og(pmax)||T1 — x2||2 -

3 Bounds on the Hessian

In this section we derive the main lower bound on the eigenvalues of the Hessian, which will be used
in the analysis of the Hessian descent algorithm.

Denote by H(x) := VZH (x)|1, the restriction of the Hessian on the tangent space. In a matrix
representation, this is given by

H(z) = zn: Fy(x)UIV?F)(2)Uy + UL DF(z)" DF(2)U, (47)
/=1
= Hi(x) + Ha(x). (48)

We omit the calculation for the next lemma, which is similar e.g. to [ABAClS, MS23, Subl7,
Sub23|. Recall that &(t) := tPi.

Lemma 3.1. Define for k € N, ¢q € [0,1] define Si(q) := diag( fi(k)(q) S n), where §Z-(k) is

the k-th derivative of &. For a fived x € R with ||z||3 = q, we have F(z) = So(q) g, DF(x)U, =
Si1(q) Z, ULV?Fy(x)Uy = /€] (q) Wy. Where g,(W)i<n, Z are mutually independent with

g~N(0,I,), Wy;~GOE(d—1), Z~ GOE(n,d—1). (49)
As a consequence
H(z) = |So(q)S2(0)gl.W + Z2781(¢)*Z, (50)
H(w) = 51S0(@)gl 61)
where
(g,W,Z) ~N(0,I,)® GOE(d — 1) ® GOE(n,d — 1). (52)

We denote by \;(M) the i-th smallest eigenvalue of a symmetric matrix M.
Theorem 3. Fort € (0,1), define & .. (t) := min;<, &(t) and &7, (t) := min;<, &/ (t). Then for

min min

any s € N, there exist constants Cy, Cyx, and dy = do(s) such that the following holds. Define
A#,B# via

10g Pmax , [ —log[&l 5, (p*) A p]
Ay = 1V v min 53
#=C \/ log d \/ log d ’ (53)
By = Cy ( 108 Prna V 1/~ 108 (€ (2)0% A 1) V /log d> . (54)

14



Ifn<d—4Ay (dlogd)'/?, n < d — By d'/?, then the following holds for all d > dy(s):

P(va € BY(p,1) A (H(w)) < —% (d = )PP H (@)) 21— Coe 0 (55)

Proof. For a € R", define the symmetric form M (x;a) on T, by

n
M(z: ) = 2 )
(z; ) Zaev Fy(x) - (56)
(=1
Let vi(x),...,vq—1(x) be right singular vectors of DF(x)|t, corresponding to singular values

o1(DF(x)|t,) > o2(DF(x)|t,) > -+ > 04-1(DF(x)|t,) (whereby we include zero singular val-
ues). For m € {1,...,n+ 1}, define

Vm(m) = Span(vn_m+2(m), s 7vd—1(m)) . (57)

Let null(DF(x)|t,) € T4 denote the null space of DF(x)|t, (in the basis U, this is equivalent
to the null space of DF(x)U). Since dim(null(DF(x)|t,)) > d — 1 — n, we have

Vi(x) Cnull(DF(x)|t,), (58)
Vi(z) € Va(x) € -+ € Vo (@) . (59)

(with Vi (x) = null(DF(z)|r,) if DF(x)|t, has full row rank.) We will define d,,, := dim(V,,,(x))
d —n+m — 2 and, for each m,

Lk,m(m; a) = Mg (M(ma a)|Vm(m)) . (60)

where A\¢(A) denotes the ¢-th smallest eigenvalue of matrix A.
Defining o (x) := F(x)/||F(x)||2, we then have

As(H(z)) < As(Hi (@) au(DF (2)U)) (61)
— [F@)> - A (M (@; 0 (2) ipreyy) (62)
< [[F(@)ll2 - As(M (25 () v (o)) (63)
= [[F(@)ll2 - L1 (2 () - (64)
Further notice that, by the variational representation of eigenvalues, we have, for each k, m,
Ligm(z; @) < Lgy1my1(z; ) (65)

To see this, writing for simplicity M = M (s; «) and V,,, = V,,(x), note that

Mey1(Mv,,,,) = X A(M|y)
Am(U)=dum 41—k

>

= g M)
dim (U)=dom — (k—1)

= \(Mly,,)

where the inequality holds, since V,, C V,,,41 and dpi1 — k =d,, — (K —1).
We then have

1

Prea 1= (¥ € B(p, 1) \(H(@)) < — 351/ (d = )l () H ()
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>IP>< L <__ ). 66
> P(, x| mo, L (w300 < =55 €l (7)(d ) (66

Now note that, for fixed o, x, with ||a||s = 1, we have
d
(M(z; ), DF (2)lr,) = (v(as||2]3) - W, S1(llz]3) - G), (67)
1/2
(Za2£ ) (68)

where W ~ GOE(d — 1), G ~ GOE(n,d — 1) are independent random matrices (cf. Lemma 3.1).
Hence M (x; )|y, (z) ~ v(a; q)GOE(dy,), ¢ = ||||3. Since [|allz = 1, we have v(a;q) > /€0 (q).

min

Therefore, by Lemma B.1, there exists an absolute constant Co > 0 such that, for any & < 3(d—n)/8,

B (Lin (@3 @) 2 — £ (2l (d — m)) < e O (69)

Define the following events, depending on absolute constants Cy, C7 > 0, which will be chosen
below

&1(Co) = {| Lo (@3 001) — Ly (@5 00)| < Codphasllon — aslls Ve € BI(1) Vo, ap € 771,

(70)
Eam(Cr,p) == {Ls,l(fﬂl; @) < Liys—1,m(To; @) + %Hwo — x4}z Vo, w1 € B(p,1)Var € Sn_1}7
(71)
where we recall that & . (¢) := min;<,, £(¢). Further, define
E(Ch, p) = Eg = (d—n)/4) (C1, p)- (72)

Let N%(n) be an n-net in B%(p,1) x S*~!. Denoting by (x",a") the projection of (z, ) €
BY(p,1) x S* ! onto N%(n), we have that, on £1(Cp) N E(C1, p),

(Co + C1)d*p5 e

Loa(@; @) < Lnts-rm(@®; @) + 10 [0€in (P)1/?] ()
Taking
n= ! e (Y[ (P2 A1, (74)

10(Co + C1)d?p3,

this implies Lg 1(2; ) < Lyt s1.m(2"; a) + &, (p*)1/2/10. Then continuing from Eq. (66), with
m = |(d —n)/4]| we obtain, for C, Cy absolute constants and s < (d —n)/8,

1
Poves = 1= [NU)| | maxt, (s (i) = =/, (02)d ) — BEEF(CY) ~ B(ES(Ch )

2d
. (%) e=C2d=m? _ p(e(Cy)) — P(ES(Ch, p)
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where the last step follows from Lemma 3.2 and Lemma 3.3 (since n < d — 4A4(dlogd)'/? holds
by assumption), and A = C(d — n)?/d — 2log(C/n) is bounded by

As o) c’<1 dvl vl ! > (75)
z Uy — og ogp O 7 aN32 |

d o Emin(P?)0?
for some absolute C’, where we used the fact that pmax&i(p?) > &/(p?)p®. The requirement that
n<d-— By d'/? with sufficiently large Cy4 guarantees that A > ¢ for some absolute ¢ > 0. O

Lemma 3.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3, there exists an absolute constant C, such that,
defining & as per Eq. (70), we have

P(£5(C,)) < Cy e (76)
Proof. By Weyl’s inequality,

|Lop(z;001) — Lop(w;00)| < || M (2 001) — M (a; az)Hop

< Vnllag — asllz -max |V2Ey ()|,

< CVnllar — as2pf v/ d10g Pax

where the last step holds with probability at least 1 — C'exp(—d/C) by Lemma 2.1. O

op

Lemma 3.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3, there exist absolute constants Cx,Cy > 0 such
that the following holds. Define & as per Eq. (71), and let Ay be defined by

10g prax , [ —108(§in () A P)
Ay =cy 1 min .
#=Cx |1V ¢ logd " \/ log d (77)

Ifn<d— Ay (dlogd)'/?, m = [(d —n)/4] then we have
P(E5,(Carp)) < Cue™ (78)

Before proving Lemma 3.3, it is useful to state and prove an auxiliary result.

Lemma 3.4. Fort € (0,1), let £ . (t) := min;<, €(t). For = € BY(1), denote by o1(x) > o2(x) >
<o > 04-1(x) the singular values of DF (x)|t, (including the vanishing ones).

Then there exist absolute constants Cy, Cy, €9 > 0 such that the following holds, with Ay
defined as per Eq. (77). For any ¢ € (0,g0], p € (0,1), m > (d —n)e andn < d— Ayg+/e~1d(logd),

we have

1

P(Vm € Bd(pv 1) : O-n—m+1(m) > F

Gunll2H(Va— V) 2 1= Ce™% . (79)

Proof. If a; € RU=1 i < n 41, define Qij = (a;,a;), and Q := (Qij)ij<e € R, then, by the
variational principle, for any ¢ < n

Note that o, _pmi1(2)? = An_1(Q,,) for Q,, := DF(x)U,(DF(x)U,)". In particular, removing
one row of DF(x) cannot increase these eigenvalues. Hence, without loss of generality we can
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assume throughout the proof that n > d/2. Also note that since m is an integer, we may assume
that e(d —n) > 1.

First consider a fixed point & € B%(1). Recall that, by Lemma 3.1, DF (z)U, = SY(||z||3) Z,
with Z ~ GOE(n,d — 1). Denoting the eigenvalues of ZZT by \(ZZ7) < M (ZZ7) < --- <
M(ZZT), we have that, for any 1 < m < n,

(121 M) (ZZ7) < Guin([2])An(ZZ7) < 0nmir(2)?, (81)

where we define k(¢) = |e(d —n)].
By Lemma B.2, with N =d — 1, M = n, £ = k(e), there exists constants g9 > 0, A, > 0, such
that for all € € (0,¢9),

P</\k(a)(ZZT) < 4Az(\/g _ \/ﬁ)2> < e_a(d_n)2 ’ (82)

where we used that vd — v/n < v/d — 1 — /n — 1. Therefore, for n < d — Ad'/?>(log d)*/?, we have
]P’()\k(a)(ZZT) < 4A2(Vd — \/5)2) < exp ( — A%(dlog d)) . (83)

Let N%(n) be an n-net in B%(p,1). For x € B%(p, 1), let &7 = argmingc yac || — yll2 be its
projection onto the net. Then, using v/d — v/n > 1/(2V/d),

]P)<E|m € Bd(ﬂ, 1) : |0'n—m+1(m) - O'n—m—l—l(mn)‘ > A, \/ gr/nm(HmH%)(\/a - \/ﬁ)>
. A* /
< P(LipL (DFiBY(D) 2 5 n/6nlr?)

where the last inequality holds by Lemma 2.4 for n < C d_lp;lixp\/ggﬁn(pQ) with C a sufficiently
small constant, and C, > 0 an absolute constant. For any m > k(¢) we therefore get, using (81)
and (83),

P(3z € B%(p. 1) : 0t (@) < Auy /(21D (VE - Vi)

<P(3z € N0): on-mir(®@) < 28\/€0 (IlB) (VA = Vi) ) + Coe™ O
< |N4(n)| exp ( — A%(dlog d)) + e YO
1
< exp (d log;O — A%edlog d> + Che™ Y0
We then choose n = C'd~'p 3 p\/€ .. (p?) and A = Ay/\/e, with Cyx a sufficiently large absolute
constant to conclude the proof. O

We are now in position to prove Lemma 3.3.

Proof of Lemma 3.3. Denote by G; and Gy the high probability events of Lemmas 2.1 and 2.4.
Further, let G3 be the high probability event of Lemma 3.4 with m = [(d — n)/4] and some fixed
e < 1/4. We suppose that n < d — Ag+/d(logd). Since ¢ is fixed, by increasing Cy if needed, we
may assume that the conclusion of Lemma 3.4 holds. Namely, that G3 holds with probability at
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least 1 — Ce= %%+, To complete the proof of the lemma, we will prove that the constant ¢y > 0 can
be chosen so that Ex(co, p) 2 G1 N Ga N Gs. Hence, we hereafter assume that events Gy, Ga, G3 hold.

In the following we will identify T, with V*(zx) (the orthogonal complement of ) in the
obvious way, and therefore identify Tg,, Tz, when @; = axy for a € R\ {0}. We also recall the
rotation Ry, 4, € R¥? defined Section 2, which maps Ty, to Ta,. We will use the same notation
for the restriction Ry, z, : Tz, — Ta,, which is the parallel transport on the sphere, along the

geodesic connecting the two points @1 /||x1]| and x2/||x2||. Note that Ry, 5, = szzl,m = Rlz,m
Fix two points g, x; € BY(1), and define the following linear operators:
D := DF(a:o)‘Tmo , Dy:= DF(m1)|TmlRm07m1 : (84)
Mg :=M(zo;a), M;:=R, , M(z1;0)Reyu, - (85)

We view Dy, D; as linear operators Do, D; : T, — R", and M, M as symmetric forms
Moy, M : Ty, x Tz, — R. We note that below restrictions M;|y to a linear subspace V' C T, are
defined as V' x V — R symmetric forms.

Recall definition (57), which we repeat here for the reader’s convenience

Vin(2) == span(vnp—mi2(x), ..., va-1(x)) C Ta, (86)
where vi(x),...,v4-1(x) denote the right singular vectors of DF(x)|r, (corresponding to the
singular values in decreasing order). In particular, letting v41,...,v4,4—1 denote the right singular

vectors of D,, we introduce the shorthands
Voom = Vin(o) = span(vo,n_erg, ... 7’Uo,d—1) , (87)
Vi = span('ul,n_SJrg, .. 7'Ul,d—1) . (88)
Note that we have V| ¢ = Ry, 4,Vs(21) and therefore we obtain the following identities:
Lgm(zo; ) = A\e(Molvy ), Lsa(xi;e) = As(Milvy ) - (89)

Recall that d,, := dim(Vp,,) = d —n+m — 2. Let Eg € R¥™% be a matrix whose columns form
an orthonormal basis of Vg ,,, and E; € R4t 5 matrix whose columns form an orthonormal basis
of Vi.1. Then we can rewrite the above formulas as

Lim(xo; @) = M (E{ MoEg), Lsi(z1;0) = A\(E{ M1Ey). (90)
By the variational representation of eigenvalues, for m > s, k > s, we have

Lim(xo; ) = M\(QTEIME(Q) , 91
ko (0; @) codE (Q EyMyE(Q) (91)

where the maximization is over the Stiefel manifold O(d,, dp, — k + s) C R X(dm=k+5) of matrices
whose columns form an orthonormal frame.
Let Ey € R¥*(d=1=dn) he guch that [Eo|Eq] € R~ is an orthonormal basis of T,. Note

that EOEOT and EOEOT are the projections to the column space of Eq and E, respectively. We
then have

— =T
ETM\E, = E]|E(EM |EyEE, + E]E,E,M,E\E} E;
+ E-lrEoEa—Mlﬁ()EgEl + EIE(]ES-Mlﬁ(]EgEl
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= ATE{M1EyA + 2| E]Ey|.,|M1|., - I + |ETEol2, || M1]|., - I
= ATES M EgA + 3| E{Eo||,,| M1, - I

where we defined A := EgEl € Rimxdi lAll., < 1 and we write By < By if By — By is
non-negative definite. Continuing from the previous sequence of inequalities,

E[M\E, X ATE{MoEoA + |[Mo— Mo, - I + 3| E{ Eo|lop | M1, - T. (92)

op|

Let A = Q.,S0O", Q. € O(d,,dy), O € O(dy,dy), S = 0 diagonal, be the reduced singular
value decomposition of A (if rank(A) < dj, orthogonal columns are added to Q,, O), and define
Ap = Q,0". Noting that ||S||,, < 1 we have

HA - AOHOP = ”I - S”op = HI S2”Op
= [[I - ATA|,, = I — E{ EoEj E\|,,
S A

op ’

where for the last equality we used that I = EqE{ + EOES— + xoz{ /||Zo]|? and ! E1 = 0. Hence
ATETMEoA < AJETMEoAg + 3| E) E: |12, || Moll,, - T
Substituting this in Eq. (92) and using ||[E{ E;[%, < 1, we get
E{M\E; < OQIE]MyEqQ.O" + Mo — Mi||uy - I + 3| E] Eo|p (I Mol + [|M1]l.s) - I
and therefore
As(ET M1 E1) < A(QIE]MoEoQ.) + | Mo — Milo, + 3| ET Eollop (| Mollop + [|M1l0p) -

By Eq. (90) we have A\(E{ M1E;) = Lg1(z1; ). Further, by Eq. (91), \J(QI E{ M(E,Q,) <
Lppts—1,m(xo; o). We thus obtained

Ls,l(wl; a) < Lm-i—s—l,m(a:O; a) + HMO - MlHOp + 3HE-1|—E0”0P(”M0”0P + HMl”op) : (93)

We finally bound the error terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (93). Recall the definitions of
Eqgs. (84), (85). We now choose an orthonormal basis on Tg,, which we write as an orthogonal
matrix Uy € O(d,d — 1), and an orthonormal basis for T,,, given by Uy = Ry, »,Up. We then
obtain (identifying operators with their matrix representation)

DO = DF(%(])UO s D1 = DF(ml)Rmowon = DF(a:l)Ul s (94)
M = Z UV E (x0) Uy, M := ZagUlTVQFg(a:l)Ul . (95)
=1 =1
We then have
”MQ - Ml”op < Ha”l max HU—OI—V2FE(:IZQ)UQ - U—er2Fg(w1)U1HOp (96)

< _dpmax \% IOg pmax ”wO - a:lH (97)
where we used |a||; < /7 < V/d. The last inequality holds on the event Gy of Lemma 2.4.
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By a similar argument,
”Mluop = ”aH1 max HV2F£($0)HOP = Cldpmax \% log(pmax) . (98)

on the event G; of Lemma 2.1, and similarly for || Mj|,p-
Further,

”DO — Dl”op = HDF wQ)UQ — DF(wl)Ulu (99)
C
Opgnax V leg Pmax Hm(] - m1||

where the last step we used once more the fact that event Gy of Lemma 2.4 holds.
Finally, by Corollary A.1 (applied with A; = D;, and d replaced by d — 1), we get

| 1
= On—m+1(Do)

(@) CO/C* 2
< PmaxV dlog(pmaX)Ha:O - wl” (100)
(Vd = )&, (lol2)1/2p

(b 200/0 dpmax lOg(pmaX)

B Ernin(|0l2)12p
Here (a) holds by the bound (99), on the event G3 of Lemma 3.4 (with m = |(d —n)/4]) and (b)

since, we have v/d — /n > (d —n)/(2Vd) > 1/(2V/d).
Using the bounds (97), (98), and (101) in Eq. (93), we finally obtain

Do — D1l|op

[zo — @1 (101)

Co Cd*pt . log(p
L1300 = Lt (03 0) 2/ W0l 0 — 1+ 222 BlPma) g

tin([lo[|?)1/2p
C'd?p?
< Lyts—1,m(@o; @) + 01— 2o — 21l
e Emnin (0712
for some absolute constants C,C’ > 0, which concludes the proof. O

4 Minimal singular value at solutions

In Section 6 we will prove that w.h.p. any point sufficiently close to a solution is an approximate
solution. The distance from the solution will be controlled by Lipschitz constants which we have
already analyzed in Section 2, and the minimal singular value of the Jacobian D F(x) at the solution
which we study in this section.

In the analysis of the brute-force search algorithm (Algorithm 2) that applies to pmax > d2,
we will use the following proposition, controlling the mazimal value of oy (DF(x)U) over all
solutions.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose n =d — 1. For some universal constants C,n > 0,

P (333 €S+t F(z) =0, opin(DF(2)Ug) > #) >1- %. (102)

In contrast, in the analysis of the Hessian descent algorithm (Algorithm 1) for ppa.e < d2,
we will use the following proposition, concerning the minimal value of oy, (DF (x)U) over the
solutions.
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Proposition 4.2. There exist universal constants C,C' > 0 such that, defining, ford/2 <n < d—1,
-1
3
7= (it gl OVt ) (108)

we have that

P <min{amin(DF(ac)Um) cx eSS Fx) = 0} > 7') >1—C'exp(—d/C"). (104)

4.1 Upper bound on volume in expectation

Consider the set
(r) = {@ € §7: F(@) = 0, oin(DF (2)U,) <7}

Denote by Vol the k-dimensional Hausdorff measure. We start by proving an upper bound for the
volume of ¥(7) in expectation. This bound will be used in the proof of both propositions above.

Lemma 4.3. Let Z ~ GOE(n,d —1). Then,

E Volg_1-n(¥(r)) < Voly—1 (8 ) [ \/%IEO det(ZZT) V21 {omin(Z) < T}) . (105)

i<n

Moreover, if we assume that T < 1/n, then for some universal constant Cy > 0,
E Voly1-(¥(7)) < Vola1 (5" ) [ /ﬁE(y det(ZZT)\1/2> : Cld5/2T]P’(amin(Z) < T) . (106)
i<n 2m

Proof. The expectation EVoly_1_,(¥(7)) can be expressed by a variant of the Kac-Rice formula,
e.g. as in [AW09, Theorem 6.8| (see [Sub23, Remark 3] for a discussion on the regularity conditions
required for its application). Precisely, abbreviating A(x) = DF(x)U,, the formula gives

EVOld—l—n(\I’(T))
- /S @F(w)(O)E[\ det(A(z)A(z)) V2 L{omn(A(2)) < 7} ‘ F(z) = o] dVoly_1(x)
- Vold_l(Sd_l)(%)_"/QE[\ det(A(2)A ()72 L{omin(A(z)) < 7} ‘ F(z) = o] ,

—n/2

where pp(q)(0) = (27) is the density of the random vector F'(x) evaluated at the origin and,

using symmetry, in the second line @ is an arbitrary point in S¢1.

Recall that by Lemma 3.1, conditional on F(x) = 0, A(x) 4 S1(1)Z where Si(1) :
diag(/pi : @ < n) and Z ~ GOE(n,d — 1). Note that omin(S1(1)Z) > omin(Z), since omin(A) =
Minyegn—1 Max,cga—2 VT Au for any A € R”*(@=D This proves (105).

The random matrix ZZ7 is a Wishart matrix. Recall that its eigenvalues Ay < --- < A, have
density cq¢p 4—1 where ¢4 is a normalizing constant and

Snaci(@,... xq) = [[al P22 ] i — a4 (107)
i i<j
on B, :={(x1,...,2y): 0< 21 <--- < x,}. Since
St (@1, 2p) = 2l e/ 11z — z1lén-1a-2(z2, ..., 20n),
i=2
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by conditioning on oy (Z )2 =\,
- B T A2 — 1 > o]

B[ 1A — 100 > 1)

E ]det(ZZT)]1/2‘omin(Z) < T] :/0 fra(H)VEdt,  (108)

where A\; < --- < \,_1 are the eigenvalues of ZZ" with Z ~ GOE(n —1,d — 2) and fr.d—1(t) is the

density of A\; normalized so that f0T2 frd—1(t)dt = 1.
The numerator on the right-hand side of (108) is bounded from above by

E [| det(ZZT)P/ﬂ .

Using the density (107), we can write the denominator as

n—1
Cd—1 / H |x; — t|$§d_n_2)/2e_x"/2 H |z; — xj|dey - - - dzp—
Bp_1+t i=1 i<j
n—1 1
> Cd—l/ H |xi|$§d_n_2)/2e_(xi+t)/2 H |z; — aj|dey - - dep—1 > 5E[| det(ZZT)|] ,
anl =1 i<j

where by an abuse of notation we denote by B,,_1 + t the Minkowski sum of B,_1 and {(¢,...,t)}
and the inequality holds if ¢ < 1/n.

Recall that for any matrix A € RM*N | det(AAT)Y/2 = [[,2u, 1©i(A)||, where ©;(A) is
the projection of the i-th row of A onto the orthogonal space to its first i« — 1 rows. Hence,
|det(ZZ")| = [1'' x3_,_; and |det(ZZT)| = [}, x3_, in distribution, where x7 are i.i.d. chi-
squared variables of k degrees of freedom. Using this, one can verify that, for absolute C > 0,

E [|det(ZZ7)*] s E[lde(zZD)]
E[|det(Z27)||E||det(Z27)/2] ~ E [|det(Z2Z7)|'/2]

<C/Vd.

Combining the above with (108) and plugging back into (105) completes the proof. O

4.2 Lower bound on the volume of a neighborhood

Recall the definitions of Lip(DF';2) and Lip | (DF;Q) in Egs. (40), (42).
Lemma 4.4. Let ¢, 7,7 > 0 such that r < 1/10 and (1 — r)Pmaxr — ren/d > 7/2. On the event that
Lip, (DF;S% (1)) v Lip(DF; B%(1)) < ¢V, (109)

if there exists a point x € ST71(1) such that F(x) = 0 and omin(DF(x)U,) € [1,27] then

Volg_n-1(¥(37)) >

<i§)d_n_l\/old_n_1(Bd_"_l(l)) . (110)

Proof. Assume throughout the proof that the event in (109) occurs and let & be a point as in the
lemma. Since the F; are homogeneous, DF(x)x = 0. Setting t = 1 — r, for z = tx we have that
DF(z) =diag(t?!: 1<i <n)DF(x) and opin(DF(2)) = omin(DF(2)U ) € tPmax|[r, 27].
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Let V := {DF(2)T-v: v € R?} C T,, let T € R¥" be a matrix whose columns are an
orthonormal basis of V and let K € R%*(@=n=1) }o 5 matrix whose columns are an orthonormal

basis of V- N T,. For (a,b) € R&"1 x R" define
F(a,b)=F(z+K-a+T-b),

and note that

N d -
D F(a,b) = (deFi(a, b))igwgd_n_1 —DF(z+K-a+T-b)-K
d -
D»>F(a,b) := (EFi(a, b)) o =DF(+K atT-b).T
j i<n,j<n

Since Amin(D2F(0,0)) = omin(DF(2)) and, for i = 1,2,

ID;F(a,b) — DiF(0,0)|l,, < |DF(z+ K -a+T-b) - DF()|.,
<||K -a+T-b|Lip(DF;B(1)) < cVd|(a,b)]

if ||(a,b)|| = | K - @+ T - b|| < r then, using the assumption (1 — 7)Pmaxr — rey/d > 7/2,
Omin(D2F(a,b)), omin(DF (2 + K -a+T-b)) > 7/2. (111)

Suppose that (@, b) is a point such that ||(a,b)| < r and F(a,b) = 0. Then by the implicit
function theorem, there is a unique continuously differentiable function g from an open neighborhood
of @ to R™ such that g(a) = b and for any @' in this neighborhood F(a’,g(a’)) = 0. From
compactness, there exists a closed set A € R4 ™! containing the origin and a unique g : A —
R™ continuous on A and continuously differentiable on its interior A° such that g(0) = 0 and
F(a,g(a)) = 0 for any a € A, and such that ||(a,g(a))|| < r on A° and |/(a,g(a))| = 7 on
0A = A\ A°. Moreover, by the implicit function theorem, on A,

Dy(a) = (gro@) _ = -DaFlag(@) - DiPla.gla),

Since D1F(0,9(0)) = 0 € R™(*="=1 on ||(a, g(a))|| <,
ID1F(a,9(a))llo < cVd - |[(a, g(a))|| < 7/2

and therefore, by Eq. (111),
[Dg(a)llo, < 1.

Define B = {a € R : ||la|| < r/v/2}. Obviously, A D B for otherwise we would have some

a € 0AN B for which ||(a,g(a))|| = r while ||a| V ||g(a)| < r/v2. Define P(y) := y/||y| and
y(a)=z+ K -a+T - g(a). We have that

lyes™ Fly)=0} > P({y(a) -aeB}). (112)
We note that (using that » < 1/10)) for any a1,as € B,
_ P(y(a 1 y(a1) y(as . —a
IPtotan) - Potendl > 3| e~ e ey | gl — el (19
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It thus follows that
Voly_n—1 (P({y(a) ca€ B})) > 2_(d_"_1)Vold_n_1(B)

_ (%)d_n_l\/old_n_l(Bd_"_l(l)) .

Moreover, for any a in the set on the right-hand side of (112), if w = P(y(a)) then ||lw — x| < 2r
and thus o (DF(w)U,,) < 27 4 2revd < 37. O

4.3 Proof of Proposition 4.1

We assume throughout this proof that n = d—1, and therefore Volg_1_,,(¥(7)) =: |¥(7)] is just the
cardinality of the set W(7). Note that ¥U(co0) = {x € S¥1: F(x) = 0}. By Eq. (2.2) of [Sub23]|,
we have that Eq. (105) holds with equality for 7 = co, namely

_ d—1 i Ty(1/2
E |¥(c0)| = Voly_1 (S )EL,/%TE(]det(ZZ )l ) . (114)
Using Eq. (106) in Lemma 4.3 and Corollary B.4, we obtain that, for some absolute constant Cp,
E[W(r)| 3,2
——— < Cod’7".
E[W(o0)]

Hence, by Markov’s inequality,
1
P(1w(r)| = SE[¥(x0)|) < 2Cod*r?.
By Theorem 2 of [Sub23], for some absolute constant C1,
1 —1/2
P(1(o0)| < SEN(o0)]) < Crd ™2,
The proof is completed since
P(¥(00) \ U(7) # @) > 1 — C1d~"/* — 2Cod*r2.

4.4  Proof of Proposition 4.2

Let Cp and Cy be the absolute constants as in Lemmas 2.4 and 4.3 and denote by £ the event that
(45) occurs. For any 7 < 1/n, from Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4 and Markov’s inequality,

P(en {5z e8! Fz) =0, owin(DF(@)Us) € [1,27]}) < Man(7),

where
Volg_1 (S ], g—;EQ det(ZZT)|1/2> : 01d5/23719>(amm(2) < 37)
Md,n(T) = — d—n—1 ) (115)
(2\"@) Voly_p_1 (BE7-1(1))
provided that that
1 9 T
r< 10 (1 — r)Pmaxr — rCopi sV 108 (Pmax)d > ok (116)
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To satisfy these two inequalities, we shall assume without loss of generality that Cy > 1, and set

T

r= .
400p12nax log (pmax ) d

(117)

Recall that Voly_ (S¥~1) = 27%/2/I'(%) and Volj,(B¥(1)) = #*/2) /T'(k/2+1) and E| det(Z ZT)|/2 =
27/21(d/2) /T ((d—n)/2) (e.g., by the relation to chi-variables as in the proof of Lemma 4.3). Hence,

Voly-1 (871 [T, \/2E (I det(227)[1?)

<evd—n,
Vol—n1 (B 1(1)) S
for some universal ¢ > 0. By Corollary B.4, for universal ¢ > 0,
P(0mm(2) < 37) < ’r o
Omin SOoT ) >
(mnt2) <37) < (== =)

Combining the above and substituting r as in (117), we have that My, (7), defined in Eq. (115), is
bounded as

n 2 ]og(p )d d—n—1 T d—n
My, < pd-n I%axds/z d— Pmax max
an(T) < g "p V= - ) <\/d—1—\/n—1>

n d—n—1
<7l (P 108 (Pme)d) =i 724,

for some universal constant c¢g > 0.
By a union bound,

P (5 N {Ela: €S Fa) =0, omin(DF(z)Uy) < T}) < i(r%)m < 24,
i=1

Since P(€) > 1 — Cyexp(—d/C,) by Lemma 2.4, taking 7 as in (103) with large enough C, this
completes the proof. O

5 Good events

Our algorithms output an approximate solution on an event with high probability, which we now
define precisely. We treat the two cases pmax < d? and pmax > d? separately. Denote the left-hand
side of (44), (45) and (46) by Lip® (F), Lip™" (F) and Lip® (F), respectively, with Q = B%(1). With
p=1and Ay and By as in Theorem 3, define A = 444V By so that A(dlogd)/? > 4A4(dlog d)'/?
and A(dlogd)'/? > Byd'/?. Let C, Cy and C} be the absolute constants from Proposition 4.2 and
Lemmas 2.4 and 2.1, and let n > 0 be the absolute constant as in Proposition 4.1. As in (103), we

define
-1

_ 3
T = <eCdenl1a)%n ! log(pmax)i(d_n_l)di(d_n—%))

Definition 5.1 (Good event for ppax < d?). Suppose that pmax < d* and % <n<d—A(dlog d)l/z.
We denote by € = E(d,n) the event that:

1. max) | F(x)|l2 < C1v/dlog(pmax) -

xeBI(1
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2. Lip® (F) < Copti \/dlog(pmax) , for i =0,1,2.
3. min {o—mm(DF(ac)Um) cxe S Fx) = 0} >T.

LoV estl: A (H(x) < _%

5. V& € BY 1,1+ 1/pmax), 2 < k <4: [|[VEH(@)||, < 9C1dpy 0 108 (Pmax) -

(d—n)H(x).

6. For ' = (1,0,...,0), H(z%) < d.
Lemma 5.2. Assume the setting of Definition 5.1. Then, for some universal constant C' > 0,
P(&(d,n)) >1—Cexp(—d/C).

Proof. 1t is enough to prove the bound on the probability for each of the events in Items 1-6 of Defi-
nition 5.1 separately. For Items 1-5 the bound follows from Lemma 2.1, Lemma 2.4, Proposition 4.2
and Theorem 3, V4H(tw)H0p < 2pmax ||\ V4 H () o’
since V¥ F(tx) = tP""*V*F;(z). The bound for Item 6 is trivial. O

Definition 5.3 (Good event for ppax > d?). Suppose that pmax > d*> and n = d — 1. Denote by
E = &(d) the event that:
1. Lip® (F) < Copiti/dlog(pmax) » for i =0,1.

max

< HIlBE}i}({l [DF(2)|op < C1Pmax\/ d10g(Pmax)-

3. There exists o € S™1 such that F(a) = 0 and omin(DF(a)Ugq) > n/d"/*.
Lemma 5.4. Assume the setting of Definition 5.53. Then, for some universal constant C > 0,
P(E(d) >1—Cd /2.
Proof. Here too it will be enough to prove the bound for each item separately. Items 1 and 2 follow
from Lemma 2.4 and Lemma 2.1. Item 3 follows from Proposition 4.1 O
6 Sufficient conditions for approximate solutions

Throughout the section, we consider the Newton iteration introduced in Section 1.1, and denoted
formally by

2 =x, M=oy (ah), (118)

for a general initialization z € S¥~1. More explicitly, we have ®xy(z*) = (xF + vF)/||=F + v*||,
where v* solves

F(z*) + DF(2*)v" =0 subject to v* L &, v* L ker(DF(x")). (119)

In this section we will always work on the event that o, (DF (x*)|t,) > 0, so that a solution to
the above indeed exits. Assuming that there exists at least one non-zero solution to F(x) = 0, we
will denote by

ot —argmm{Hm —al: aest Fla ) =0}
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the closest solution to «* (if more than one solution with minimal distance exists, choose one
arbitrarily). We will prove sufficient conditions for a point & € S¥~! to be an approximate solution.
We shall treat the two cases pmax < d? and ppax > d? separately. In both we will rely on the
following.

Proposition 6.1 (Quadratic convergence). Assume that F(x) =0 has at least one non-zero solu-
tion. Let L = Lip(DF;S% Y)VLip | (DF;S%1) as defined in (40) and (42), M := supgesa—1 | DF(x)z||
and T := infy>¢ Jmin(DF(ak)hak), Assume that T > 0 and set B := 3 + (8L + 4M)/T. If the
initial point £° € ST satisfies ||£° — || < 1/B, then

VE>0: |zfT — oM < |2t - of| < Blj2® — oF|%. (120)

Proof. The first inequality in (120) follows by definition. We claim that to prove the proposition,
it will be enough to show that

VE >0, |x*+v* —aof| < B|z* - oF|?. (121)

Indeed, this will imply that ||z* +v* — a¥|| < ||&”|| = 1 and (a*, ¥ +v*) > 0, from which one can
easily verify that
lz* ! — af|| < fJa* +o* — o]

To prove (121) by induction, we let & > 0 be an arbitrary integer number. Assuming that
(121) holds for any 0 < i < k — 1, we will show that it holds for k. Note that by assumption,
|2° — a®|| < 1/B. Since we assume (121) for 0 < i < k — 1, we have from the above that for
0 <i<k, |x" — || is a decreasing sequence and therefore also ||z* — a*|| < 1/B.

Denote V(x) := ker(DF(a:)|Tm) C Ty and let V(z)t = {u € T, : u L V(x)} be its
orthogonal complement in Tg. Denote by Py gk, P‘J;(wk) and P_r the orthogonal projection matrices
onto V(x¥), V(z*)+ and x*. We claim that

Omin(DF(@")]1 ) = Omin(DF (2)U 1) = omin(DF (2*) P 1))

Tmin(DF(a®)| 1 ) = omin(DF (&)U o) = 0min(DF () .

Tk

The first equality in both lines follows by definition. From homogeneity of F(x) and since F(a¥) =
0, the rows of DF(a) are orthogonal to a®. The second equality in the second line follows
from this. The second equality in the first line holds whenever oy, (DF (2*)U ) > 0. Indeed,
using ||xF — || < &, opin(DF(x®)U,) > T — L||z* — oF|| > T/2. Note that by assumption,
Omin(DF () > T.

Hence, to prove (121), using that Py g + P&(mk) + P, = I it will be sufficient to show that

2(L + M)
pl I S NI k k)2 199
Iy (at + o = ah)l < o e — (122)
4L
ek ko kY < k k)2
1Py (@ + 0 = ) < (24— s e - afP (128)
| Par(a + 0 — ab)] < it — ok, (124)

Denote by d(x,y) = arccos((z,y)) be the geodesic distance on S~ and let t; := d(a, z").
For t € [0,t;], let x¥(t) € S¥! be a geodesic from x* to o with constant speed 1 (so that, in
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particular, ¥(0) = ¥ and x*(t;) = o). Using (119) we write
e dF (x"(t
0= F(a*) = F(zF) + / Mdt
) at
22
— _DF(a*)ot + / DF (2" (8))&k (1)dt
0

= —DF (") Py 0" + DF (a") Py (@ — z¥) (125)

+ / " [DF(*(1) - DF@")) &k (1)t
0

=Ry
+ DF(wk)PV(wk)(ak — 2%+ DF (2")P,.(a* — z*),

=:Rs =:R3

where integrals of vector valued functions are carried out elementwise.
By the definition of V(x), DF(mk)Pv(mk) is the zero matrix and Ry = 0. Moreover,

IRyl < tisup [|DF(2"(t)) — DF(a")|l,, < d(e*,a")- Ll|lz" — || < 2L||z" — a*||?
t<tg

and
IRs|| < [|DF(2")z"| - |(z", 2" — ") = | DF(z")2"|| - 2" — a¥[|?/2 < M]|a* — o],
Continuing from (125) we have that
0= DF(a:k)P‘}(wk)(ak —zF— ")+ R,

where R := Ry + Ry + R3 and ||R|| < 2(L 4+ M)||z* — o||?, from which (122) follows.

Next, we prove (123). Since we assume that 7" > 0, note that by the implicit function theorem,
for any u € V(o) there exist small € > 0 and a function ¢ : (—¢,¢) — R? such that ||p(t)|| = O(t?)
and, for any t € (—¢,¢),
(t) = ok +tu + p(t) c gi-1

la® + tu + @(t)]

is a solution (i.e., F(y(t)) = 0). If there existed vector u € V(a) such that (&*(t),u) < 0, we
would have ||y(t) — z*|| < ||a* — 2¥|| for sufficiently small ¢+ > 0. We conclude that no such vector
exists, i.e., that &*(t;) L V(a*) or, equivalently, PV(ak)a’ck(tk) = 0. From homogeneity of F;(x), at
the solution o we have that ker(DF(a*)) = V(a¥) @ span{a*}. Since &*(t) L oF, we also have
that Pker(DF(ak))ik(tk) =0.

Using that v* L V(z*), we write

tk

tg
— _/ Py iy (&5 () — &*(tg))dt — t, Py (1) -
0
Noting that ||@* () — &*(t;)|| is maximal over [0,t] for t = 0 and recalling that |&*(t3)|| = 1,

[Py (gt (2" + 0% — oF)|| < tg||&*(0) — & (t) ]| + trl| Py (i) (T = Breor(pr(at)))llop -
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Since t; < 2||x* — ||, the first term is bounded by
tl|&*(0) — " (ty) ]| = tall®(0) — & (t)|| < 2/|2z* — o*|?.
For any & € S, V(z) C ker(DF(x)). Thus,
1Py @ry (I = Peer(pF (@)oo < [ Prer(DF@r) (L — Prer(DF(ak)))llop - (126)

Applying Theorem 5 (specifically, Eq. (145)) with Ay = DF(xF), Ay = DF(a*) and k(a) =
rank(A4,) so that A = o (DF(a)) > 0 (by Eq. (104)), we obtain that the right-hand side of
(126) is bounded as follows:

|DF(x*) — DF(a®)
I Beer(ppai) (I = Ps(ppiasy)lor < 27— 55

2L||:1:k — akH
= omin(DF(ak))”

Combining the above and using again that t; < 2||x* — ||, we obtain (123).
Finally, (124) follows since

1
1Pk (2 + o) = [[Por(a® — )| =1~ (2", ") = §||-’Bk — o
O

Corollary 6.2. Assume that F(x) = 0 has at least one non-zero solution. Define L and M as in

Proposition 6.1 and

T := omin(DF(x —5L||z° — .

o)
Assume that T > 0 and set B := 3 + (8L + 4M)/T. If the initial point ° € S satisfies
|20 — a®|| < 1/4B, then

VE>0: |zfT — oM < 2Pt - of|| < Bljx® - oF|%. (127)

Proof. As in Proposition 6.1, we will prove (127) by induction on k. Here, however, we do not
assume the uniform bound on the minimal singular Value at o and k > 0.
We start with & = 0. By definition, omin(DF(c ‘T ) > T. Observe that the proof of (127)

in Proposition 6.1 for £ = 0 only relied the latter bound on the singular value at a® but did not
use the same bound for o’ with i > 0. Hence, by exactly the same argument as in Proposition 6.1,
(127) follows for k = 0.

Now, assume that (127) holds for any 0 < i < k — 1. Then, by induction, for any 1 <i < k,

. ) ) ) i 1\ 2°0-1
o’ — o] < [l — a7 < |2 = ]| (Bll2" - a°l)* 7" < [la* — | (5) (128)
and therefore
. ) ) ) ) ) 5 1\27 -1
o =&Y < o' — a4+ 2 — T < Sl —alll(3) (129)
Thus,

loe” —a®|| < flo” —a'|| + [’ — 2| + [|z° — |
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And we conclude that

Omin(DF(cx ) > Opmin(DF (z —5L)z° — | =T. (130)

‘T i ‘T

The proof of (127) for k follows by the same induction argument we used in the proof of
Proposition 6.1, which relied on the bound amin(DF(ai)‘T ) > T with ¢ <k only and not on the

same bound for 7 > k. O

6.1 The case of moderate p. < d°

We prove the following sufficient condition for an approximate solution.

Proposition 6.3. Assume the same setting and notation as in Definition 5.1 and that points 1, 2
and 3 in the definition hold. Let T be defined as in (103) and let

2 dl max
B = PwaxVOO8Pmax . 15000 v 0y V1), (131)

T

If |z — a| < 75 and F(a) = 0 for some x,cc € SY=1, then x is an approzimate solution.

Proof. Let 2° = x and define 't! = ®ny(x') by Newton’s method as in Egs. (118), (119).
Let L, M and T be as defined in Proposition 6.1. By Points 2 and 3 of Definition 5.1, L <
Cop2 ax\/A10g(Pmax) and T > 7. Note that for any & € S, the i-th element of DF(zx)z is the
radial derivative of F; at @ which is equal to p; F;(x), since F; is homogeneous. Thus, by Point 1 of
Definition 5.1, M < C1pmaxy\/d10g(pmax). Hence, for B as defined in (131), % +3< B. By
Proposition 6.1, it follows that (120) holds.

Therefore, as in (128) and (129),

k 2k-1_1

1\2°-1 9 1 -
lof — ot <[’ —a(7)  and [ -2t < 2’ —a’(5) -

Thus, the limit & = limy_o ¥ limj_,o, & is well-defined, F(&) = 0 and, for k > 1,

¥ —all < 3 it - o) <2 0||Z41 Y < (2) )2 - a4 < o — a2
i=k

6.2 The case of large py. > d°

Corollary 6.4. Let n < d—1 be arbitrary and assume that the bounds of Points 1 and 2 in Definition
5.3 occur for some constants Co and Cy. Then, there exists § = §(Cy, C1,7) such that any x € S
that satisfies

) i
F < d omin(DF(x)Ug) > 132
IF@)| £ e and oun(DF@Ua) > 375 (182)

s an approximate solution.
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Proof. Assume that € S?! satisfies (132), for some 0 < § which will be assumed to be small
enough whenever needed and may depend on Cy, C; and 7. First, we will show that there exists a
solution close to « by appealing to [MS23, Lemma E.1| about gradient flow.

Since, assuming 4 is small,

]

Lip, (DF; ST Y| F(@)[| < Coppax v/ d10g(Pmax) -
d4p12nax log (pmax)

2

—_

n 2
< 16d7/2 < Z(Umln(DF(w)Uw)) )

by [MS23, Lemma E.1], gradient flow (t) on S! started from x(0) = & converges to a solution
o = limy_, x(t). Namely, F(a) = 0. By Eq. (162) of [MS23],

Lo 2 |
Omin(DF (2)Ug) — nd/4p2 . \/10g(Pmax)

|l — af <2

For Newton’s method started from x° = x, in the notation of Corollary 6.2, L = Lip(l)(F) <

Cop2 o v/ A10g(Pmax); M < C1Pmaxy/d10g(pmax) (see the proof of Proposition 6.3 for the last in-
equality),

7 ) 48 n— 40C05/77
T > — 5C dl max ) ° Z ’
= gai7 POV 108 (Pmax) 1A%/ 4P /108 (Prnacx) 2d7/4

Therefore, for small §, we have T' > 0 and

d7/4
B < 8(Cy + C1)p2 i v/ d10g(Prmax) - ) +3
and
0
I2° - el < o
Hence, (127) follows, by Corollary 6.2. The fact that « is an approximate solution follows by
the same argument in the last paragraph of the proof of Proposition 6.3. O

7 Sub-routines and their complexity

In this section we define and analyze sub-routines that are used by the main algorithms. The first
is for finding vectors v; as in Algorithm 1. Its pseudo-code is given below. Below e; denotes the
standard basis of R and C} and ¢y are constants as in Lemma 2.1 and Algorithm 1. (The value of
¢o will be determined in the proof of Theorem 1.) The absolute constant ¢ = ¢(C1,¢p) > 0 in the
pseudo-code will be determined in the proof of Lemma 7.1.
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Algorithm 3: Find a good direction

Input: The coefficients a, a point « € S¢!
Output: A unit vector v € S~ ! orthogonal to x
n= 901dp12nax log(pmax) )

A= (I —zx")(ul — V2 H(x))(I — zxT);

k=1,

while k < ecldtHlospmax) do
| A=A k=2k;

end

1o = argminigd(vzH(w)a (Ae;/||Aei])*?);
return v = Ae;, /|| Ae; ||

In our running time analysis below, we compare the number of operation with the input size
N (the number of coefficients to specify the function F'). Recall that

N:i(d“’fl). (133)

i=1 pi

Lemma 7.1. The running time of Algorithm 3 is O(Nd>(1 + pmax/d)). On the event that Points
4 and 5 of Definition 5.1 hold, for any & € S*1 such that H(x) > p;2%, the algorithm outputs a
vector v such that v L x, ||v| =1 and

1
(V?H (x;),v®?) < 3 lmHin” 1(V2H(a}),u®2>. (134)
Proof. Let vq,...,v4_1 and \y < --- < A\g_1 be the eigenvectors and eigenvalues of V2H(:c)]1-w.

On the event as in the statement of the lemma, [A;| < p and A\; < —15+/(d — n)H(x). We have
that

Ale;= Y (n—Xj)(ei,vj)v;
j<d—1

and

> i<t (b — A1) (e, v5)%N;
D<= Aj)**(ei, v))?

s\ 2k _ kM|
<Zjel (Z—Xi) (€i,v;)2 ) + pe” e
ka7

B2 2k 2 -1
Ser (553) e vi)2 e

provided that the numerator in the second ratio is negative, where I is the set of indices such that
Aj < %/\1 and we used that, for j ¢ I,

(V2H (), (A e/ Afe;]))*?) =

poX gl
p—= A 81
LIESY
For some i, (e;,v1)? > 1/d. Hence, (134) follows since |\{|/(10d) > ue_Tul and 1/(10d) >

LIRS
e i if k < ecldtlogpna) and ¢ = ¢(Cy, cp) is sufficiently large.
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By induction on p;, one can check that computing all products of the form a:lfl . --a;fld that
appear in (1) requires ¢; (d;?’ 1) operations for some constant ¢;. Hence, calculating F;(x) from the
coefficients a requires ¢; N (1 + ppax/d) operations at most. Any first or second order derivative of
F;(x) can be obtained with the same running time. Therefore, A can be computed in ¢, Nd3(1 +
Pmax/d) operations. The number of iterations in the while-loop is bounded by 1+c¢(d+1log pmax)/ log 2
and each iteration requires O(d?) operations. The complexity of running the while-loop can therefore

be absorbed in the previous term. O

The next sub-routines approximate the maximal and minimal singular value of a matrix. Denote
by wr, the time complexity for L x L matrix multiplication.

Lemma 7.2. There are an absolute constant ¢ > 0 and an algorithm that, given a matriv A €

RMXL - computes in time complexity c(loglog M - wyr +wr)) a value
1
Smax € | 50max(A), Omax(4) | (135)

Proof. Define B = AAT and denote its eigenvalues by 0 < A\; < --- < Apy. Let k£ = 2% with s =
[log, log M. We claim that smax := max;<y || B"e;||'/* satisfies u € [$Aar, Anr]. Indeed, denoting
by v; the eigenvector corresponding to \;, A3k > || B¥e;||? = > )\?k<e,~,v]~>2 > A2k(e;, vpr)2. The
claim thus follows since max;(e;,vy)? > 1/M. Exploiting the fact that k is a power of 2 as
in Algorithm 3, the time complexity for computing u is as stated in the lemma. We note that
computing the k-th root for k a power of two can be done by iterative computing the square root,
which we assume as part of our computational model. O

Lemma 7.3. There are an absolute constant ¢ > 0 and an algorithm that, given a symmetric matrix
A € RMXL gnd > 1, computes in time complexity c((log k + loglog M)wys +wr)) a value

Smin € [Omin(A), min(A) + 1/ 20ma(A) (1 = M-1/2) | (136)

Proof. Define B = AAT, \; and sy, as in the previous proof. Define D = 2s,,.,. ] — B and set k' =
2Mogs £ - Similarly to the previous proof, S := max; HD“/ e; Hl/“/ € [M_l/z"‘/ (28max — A1), 28max — A1)
Therefore, Smin := v28max — S satisfies (136).

The time complexity for computing spax is O(loglog M -wy+wy)). Exploiting the fact that «’ is
a power of 2 as in Algorithm 3, the running time for computing Spyin given spyayx is O(log(k)wys). O

8 Analysis of Hessian descent: Proof of Theorem 1

We start with an analysis of the Hessian Descent algorithm (Algorithm 1). In the theorem below
we will assume that (x;,y;,vi,d;)i>0 is an infinite sequence as follows. For i = 0, g = yy =

(1,0,...,0). For any i > 0, v; is a unit vector such that v; L x;,
1
(VZH (z;),v{?) < ~20 (d —n)H(z;), (137)

Y;41 = T; £ 0;v;, with the sign chosen such that H(y; ;) < min{H (x; + 0,v;), H(x; — §;v;)}, and
ZTir1 = Yir1/|Yip1ll- 0i is as defined in Algorithm 1.
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Theorem 4. Suppose the sequence (i, y;, Vi, 0i)i>0 is as above and that the event in Point 5 of
Definition 5.1 occurs. For some universal constants c1,co we have the following. If

V(d —n)H (x;) > 30C1dp3,,. 108 (Pmax) (138)
then 3
H(mi-l-l) - H(ml) < _gcldpfnax IOg(pmax) . (139)

Otherwise, if (138) does not hold, for any j > 1,

H(z;) < H(x;) - (1_ 2 d—n)j—i

140
Phax 108 (Pmax)  d (140)

and
H:c, - ij2 < CQH(wi)%pfnaX\/dlog(pmaX). (141)

Proof. By Taylor’s theorem,
3 54
H(y;y) — H(wi) < Y 25(VPH (@), vP%) + 4_2'3Cldp;1nax log(pmax)
2 ®2 64 4
H i)y Y5 — 1 max
o4
< —Lt\/(d—n)H(x;) + 4—"3Cldpf‘nax 10g(Pmax)

—zqV(d—n)H(z;),

where for (a) we used that 0; < \/1/pmax and Point 5 of Definition 5.1 and Cj is as there, for (b)
we used the fact that the same bound holds whether we take y,;,; = x; + v; or y,, | = &; — v; and
we choose the sign that minimizes H(y,, ), for (c¢) we used (137), and (d) follows from the choice
of §; as in Algorithm 1.

We have that §; = \/1/pmax if and only if (138) holds, in which case, using homogeneity for
the first inequality,

3
H(wi-i-l) - H(wl) < H(yi—i-l) - H(wl) < _gcldpgnax log(pmax) )

and (139) follows.
Now, suppose (138) does not hold for some given i. Then, using (142) and the definition of §;,

1 1 d—n
H(xiy1) — H(x;) < H(Y; ) — H(x) < —
(@i1) = H(@) < Hlyiy) ~ @) <~

H(ml) )

and for ¢; = 1/2400C",

H(wis1) < H(:m)(l _ “ d— n) |

pﬁ]ax log(pmax) d

which completes the proof of (140).
For any 7 > 1,

j—1 j—1 Jj—1
s — @il <Y Mk — el <Y yprn — @kl =D o
k=i k=1 k=1
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= 4
<3001 pmax IOg(pmax) > i wk
1\ —1

et (g1 /T ) ( o __d-ny)

30Ch pmax log (pmax pmax log (pmax) d

-1

< @)} gper e =

3001 pilnax log(pmax 4 pmax log pmax) d

which proves (141) with co = 1/8/(15C;c7). O

8.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Consider the Hessian Descent algorithm (Algorithm 1), with k = C}d®/?pt  1og(pmax)? iterations
for some absolute C{ > 0 to be determined below. Recall that to find a vector v; we use the
sub-routine from Section 7. By Lemma 7.1, the time complexity for a single iteration is O(Nd>(1 +
Pmax/d)) and the total time complexity is

X S C’Ong/Zpﬁ]aX(l + pmax/d) lOg(pmaX)2

for appropriate Cj, which proves (2).

Next, we will assume that the good event £(d,n) of Definition 5.1 occurs and prove that the
output x"P is an approximate solution (recall Definition 1.1). Indeed, in light of the lower bound
on P(E(d,n)) in Lemma 5.2, this will complete the proof of the theorem.

Suppose that i is the largest index for which x;, is computed before the algorithm terminates.
By Lemma 7.1, on &£(d,n), for all indices i < ig,

(V2H(mi),v®2> <

7

From that bound of Point 4 Definition 5.1, v; therefore also satisfies (137). By the same point in
Definition 5.1, for i > ig there exists v; such that (137) holds. Hence, we may extend the sequence
(zi,Y;,vi, 6;)i<i, produced by the Algorithm 1 to an infinite sequence (x;,y;,v;,d;)i>0 as in the
setting of Theorem 4.

From (139) and the bound H (x() < d as in Point 6 of Definition 5.1, for some absolute constant
¢ > 0, for any ¢ > cd the condition in (138) does not hold.

By (140) and (141), x; is a Cauchy sequence, and o := lim; o ; € S¥~! is an exact solution,
F(a) = 0. Moreover, for any i > cd,

cl d >z cd
Pihax 108(Pmax)  d '

H(z;)<d- (1—

Therefore, if the number of steps k is as above with sufficiently large C{, then of some i < k we
have that H(x;) < pp&¢, and the algorithm outputs ™ = ;. By (141),

max ?

2 — || < coppt®p2 . \/d1og (Pmax) -

If ¢¢ is sufficiently large, then in the notation of Proposition 6.3 we have that ||#"™® — a|| < 1/4B
and x"P is therefore an approximate solution. O
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9 Analysis of brute-force search: Proof of Theorem 2

Recall the good event & = £(d) of Definition 5.3. Below we use the same notation as in the latter
definition and Algorithm 2. We assume that the algorithm is run with 77 = 1/2 for n as in Definition
5.3 and § = §(Cy, C1,7) A n/2, where 6(Cy, C1,7) is as in Corollary 6.4.

Equipped with the sub-routines of Lemma 7.3, we now make precise the approximation of
Omin(DF (x ‘T in Algorithm 2. Namely, we define spyin(2) as the output of the algorithm of

Lemma 7.3 with input A = DF(x)U, and & = 27~ C1pmax /108 Pmaxd”/* log d, with an arbitrary
matrix U, whose columns form an orthonormal basis of T,.

The number of iterations of the for-loop is [2/80]? at most. By the explanation in the proof
of Lemma 7.1, ||F(x)|| and DF(x) can be computed from a in O(N (1 + ppax/d)nd) operations.
By Lemma 7.3, smin(x) can be computed in O(log k + loglog dw,) operations. Hence, the total
complexity of the algorithm is bounded, for some absolute constant ¢, by

( dspmax 10g(pmax))de2(1 + pmax/d)'

By Lemma 5.4, the probability of event £(d) is at least 1 — C/ Vd. To complete the proof,
we will show that on &£, Algorithm 2 outputs an approximate solution. The value of x above was
chosen so that, by Lemma 7.3,

n

Smin(€) € |omin(DF(x ‘T o T/A

|-|— Umln(DF
Suppose that on one of the iterations of the for- loop, a point T € S?1 such that ||F(z)| <t and
Smin(X) > # is found. Then, oy, (DF(x Hence, by Corollary 6.4 the output will
be an approximate solution.

It remains to show that on &£, a point as above is indeed found in the for-loop (instead of
returning %" = (1,0,...,0)). Namely, denoting by N the projection of N to S4 1, we need to
show that there exists some & € A such that ||F ()| <t and spin(x) > —#z- The set N over which
the for-loop runs is a V/ddp-net of the cube [—1,1]¢. Suppose that w is an arbitrary point in S¢~*
and let y be the closest point to it in N. Since ||ly — y/||y|||| < ||w — y|| < V/ddy, the projection N
is a 2v/ddgp-net of S1,

By Point 3 of Definition 5.3, there exists some solution o € S¥~! such that oyin(DF(a)Ug) >
77/\/3 Let  be the closest point to a in A'. Then, from Points 1 and 2 of Definition 5.3,

|T = 2d7/4

20C
|F ()] < ||F()|| + 2Vddo Lip” (F) < 0 =t,
A*PFrax v/ 108 (Pmax)
and
Smin(€) > Omin(DF(2)U ) > omin(DF ()U o) — 2Vdd, Lipt! (F)
n 0 n n

> — > = .

A dippac/10g(pmax) 2470 dTA
This completes the proof. O
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A Tools: Linear algebra

Theorem 5 (Wedin [Wed72|). Let Ay, A1 € R"™ " have singular value decomposition (for a €

{0,1})
A, =U,2, V], (143)

with Za containing the singular values in decreasing order. Further let U, € Rm*k(a) Vit €
R™ k() e formed by the first k(a) columns of Ug, V4, so that

Ui=[Us+|Us-], Vai=[Vas|Va-]. (144)

Finally assume A = op1)(A1) — og0)41(Ao) > 0. Let P, = Va,JrVaTHr (respectively Q, =
Ua7+UaT7+) denote the projector onto the right singular space (left singular space) corresponding
to large singular values of A,. Then we have

[T~ Po) Py, < < {1~ Q)40 — ANPI|, v |Qu(A0 — ANT - Po)l|, },  (145)

If instead we have A = oy0)(Ao) — Op1)+1(A1) > 0, then

| Po(Z — Py, < i {H(I —Q1)(Ag — A1) Pol| v [[Qo(Ao — A1)(T - Pl)Hop} - (146)

A
Corollary A.1. Let Ag, A; € R™*? and denote by vi(a),...,v,(a), a € {0,1} two bases of right
singular vectors of these matrices, with associated singular values 01(Aq) > -+ > 04(Aq) (including
vanishing singular values). Assume n < d and define, for m > 1,
V(),m = Span(vn—m+2(0)a v 7vd(0)) ’ (147)
Vix = span(unsi (1), .., v4(1)) (148)

(In particular, Vi1 is a subspace of the null space of Ay.) Finally, denote by E; € RAx(d=n)

matriz whose columns form an orthonormal basis of Vi1, and by Ey € RX(d=ntm=1) o matriz
whose columns form an orthonormal basis of VOJ;m
Then we have
— 1
El <—||[Ag — Aillop - 149
|BTEl,, < ;5 o (149)

B Tools: Random matrix theory

Given the symmetric matrix M € R™ " we denote by A\ (M) < 2( ) < - < Ap(M) its the

eigenvalues in increasing order. We denote by Fy.(t) = % f_t V(=2 \/ — 22 dx the semicircle
distribution.

Lemma B.1. For any t € (—2,2) and € > 0 there exists a constant Cy = Cy(t,e) such that for
W ~ GOE(N) and any k such that k/N < Fy.(t) — e,

P(Ak(W) > NN) < Cpe~N*/Co (150)
Proof. Since A\y(W) > t/N if and only if #{\;(W) < tv/N} < k, the lemma follows from the large

deviation principle for the empirical measure of eigenvalues of a GOE matrix proved in [BAGI7,
Theorem 2.1.1]. O
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Lemma B.2. For all cg > 0, there exists Cy(co) such that the following holds. If Z ~ GOE(M, N),
coN < M < N and 1 <{ < M/2 then, for any A >0,

IP’()\Z(ZZT) <AX(VN - VM - 1)2) < (Cy(co)A)N=M+0) (151)

Proof. Let f(u) = f(u1,...,upr) denote the joint density of the ordered eigenvalues Ay < --- < Ay,
\i = M(ZZT). We have [AGZ09, Proposition 4.1.3]

(N M-1)/2 —uz/2 _
ZMNH H u;) 1y, (), (152)

1<j

where Jy = Jur(0) and Jps(a) € RM s the set Jys(a) :={u: a <wuyp <--- <upy}, and

oN\MP N i1y M —it1

Zun == r( )r( ). 153

MAN ( ™ > 131 2 2 (153)

We denote joint density of the lowest ¢ eigenvalues u<y = (u1,...,us) by fo. It is given by
Fo(uy) M ¢ Mo
/2 ,~u
fr(u<) = gzig/ IT ITw—wm) I el T (uj — ug)duse,
MN-JIn—e(ue) 1231 m=1 =011 t<i<j

N-M-1 o,
Fplu<e) ==Ju; = e 2 J] (uj—w) 1y, (u<).

i=1 i<j<t

We can bound the integral as

M
F
fe(u<e) < ;(UQ)/ [T w02 T (uy — wi)dusy
MN  JInr—e(ue) ;Zpyq 0<i<j
P M
< g(’u,<g)/ H (N=M+20=1)/2 ,—u; /2 H i — ug)dus,
ZM.N Jar—e(0) ;29 1<5<j
ZN—,N+¢
= Zi’—l—Fg(’uSZ) .
M,N
Therefore

Zor-
P(M(227) <) < M/Fg(uﬁnwgduﬁg

ZMN
¢
Zm—t,N+e 1
= "Zun Zyn 1 /H I 1w - “i’HlongaduSz
i<j<t i=1
< Dattvar Lo (N oML, Ly govarseys

1. —
- ZMN 4 2 79

9

where #(a, 8,7) is Selberg’s integral [AGZ09, Theorem 2,5.8|. In particular, we have

1 (a YT(1+ (i/2)T((3 +14)/2)
(e, 1,1/2) = H) a+1+(£+z—1)/2) (3/2)
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After reordering we can write the above bound as

1 Quny AN_As0)2
e q T .5 154
D(3/2)000 Ry v MoAE AN , (154)

IP></\Z(ZZT) < 5) <

where

QMmN (= 9 s (N=M)=5 1/2
20
Ry Ny = HP((N — M+i)/2) ,
i=1

COT((N +i)/2
H (( )/2)

SMNe = P((M—€+z‘)/2)’
(N = M +1i)/2 co .
TrrN _H (- M+€+1+3)/2) i];[lr((z+1)/2)r((z+2)/2).

We estimate the above quantities in the following lemma.

Lemma B.3. For all ¢y > 0, there exists a constant C; = C1(co) such that the following holds. If
coN <M <N and 1 < ¢ < M/2, then

T
log LML < _¢(N — M + €)log(N — M + €) + C14(N — M + (), (155)
M,N,l
N-M
log Sarn.e < 5% log M + C1(N — M +1). (156)

The proof of this lemma is postponed. We will now use it to prove the claim of the present
one. Continuing from Eq. (154) (and denoting by C' constants that depend on ¢y and can change
from line to line):

</\Z(ZZT) < AX(VN - VM —1) ) < P(AZ(ZZT) < oMM)

N
< 34V A (N M+£) .
Sy Sune- (CA) N
< (CA) N=MFD) exp(Bane)
where, for C,Cs depending on ¢,
Enine = — 6N — M+ €)log(N — M + ) +5W log M + C1(N — M +0)

+€(N—M+€)log(N—M)—%E(N—M+€)logN
<Cl(N—M+1).

Substituting above, and adjusting the constant C' yields the claim. O

We now complete the last proof by proving Lemma B.3.
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Proof of Lemma B.3. Recalling the Legendre duplication formula, T'(2)T (z + 3) = 2'72% /7 I'(2z),
we have that

Tune _ ﬁ T((i +1)/2)T((i +2)/2)
r

SID((N =M+ L+1+9)/2)D((N =M +0+1)/2)

¢ .
|| I(i+1)
I

LID(N =M+ L414)

Using |log(n!) — nlogn| < Cn for some absolute constant C' > 0, (155) follows since

T
log (M—”> < 2(C +log 2)0(N — M + 20)
Ry Ny

V4
+Z(ilog(z’)—(N—M—|—€+z'—1)log(N—M+€—|—i—1))
i=1

<2(C+1log2)(N — M +20) —4(N — M +{¢—1)log(N — M+ 7).

In order to prove Eq. (156), we use Stirling’s formula to get, for some absolute constant C' > 0,

-

N+i N+i N+i 1. N+i
1 < 1 - — 21
OgSM,N,z_ZZI{ 5 18— 5 5 log —5
Mg Mot Mot 1 ML)
2 87 2 2 %

1
5 8 i 2 6T

_Z{N+z’1 N 41 N-—-M+/¢ M—E+z’}
=1

_ZZ:{N—MJJ 1 N+

2 *510gm}+05

i=1

@ N4 N — M+ N —M+/¢
< - log(1—-——~2"° L T e M
< ; 5 og< N >+€ 5 og M + Ct

® N
2 eW log M + Cl + Cy (co) (N — M),

where in (a) we omitted the negative sum and for (b) we applied the inequality —log(1l — z) < Cx
for0<z<1-ClwithC=(1-2)"ttox=(N—-M-+10)/(N+1i). O

Since (omin(Z))? = M (ZZ7), the following is an immediate consequence of Lemma B.2.

Corollary B.4. In the setting of Lemma B.2,

]P’(amin(Z) <e(VN- VM- 1)) < (Cy(co)e)N M+, (157)
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