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Abstract. In a recent paper [9] we analyzed a numerical algorithm for computing
the number of real zeros of a polynomial system. The analysis relied on a condition
number «(f) for the input system f. In this paper we continue this analysis by looking
at k(f) as a random variable derived from imposing a probability measure on the space
of polynomial systems. We give bounds for both the tail P{«x(f) > a} and the expected
value E(log x(f)).

1 Introduction

1.1 Context

Condition numbers were introduced in the late 1940’s by von Neumann and Goldstine [33]
and Turing [32] with the aim of understanding the loss of precision in the solution of linear
systems of equations using digital computers. With time they were similarly used for other
problems. And they got new applications as well. Notably, they were used to bound con-
vergence rates in iterative algorithms, a paradigm of this being the analysis of the conjugate
gradient method [3T, Theorem 38.5]. For both purposes (accuracy and complexity analyses),
however, condition numbers have as a drawback the fact that they are not known a priori.
It would seem that to know the condition number of a given data one needs to solve the
problem at hand on this data.

A solution pioneered by John von Neumann and collaborators (see [16] §2.1] and refer-
ences therein) and reintroduced by Steve Smale [28] [29] is to assume a probability measure
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on the space of data and to study the condition number at data a, cond(a), as a random
variable. This approach yields bounds on accuracy or complexity for random data and
has been pursued in several contexts: systems of linear equations [I4] [I5], polyhedral conic
systems [0l 8, [LT], 18] [30], linear programs [7], complex polynomial systems [24], [20], ...

In [9] a finite-precision algorithm was proposed to count the number of real zeros of a
(square) real polynomial system. Both its complexity and the machine precision needed to
ensure a correct answer were bounded by expressions involving a condition number k(f) of
the input system f. The goal of the present paper is to add further understanding to this
algorithm analysis by giving bounds (with respect to a given probability measure in the
space of data, to be specified in §I.2 below) for both the tail P{x(f) > a} and the expected
value E(log x(f)).

1.2 Basic definitions and main result

For d € N we denote by H4 the subspace of R[zg,...,2,] of homogeneous polynomials of
degree d and, for d := (dy,...,d,), we set Hq := Hg, X -+ X Hg, . We endow H4 with the
Weyl norm wich is defined, for f € Ha, f =3 ;_y ajz’, by

where © = (z0,...,%n), 5 = (Jo,---sJn)s |J] == do+ - + jn, 2/ = xé“---x{{l and (‘;) =
d!

We then endow Hq with the norm given by

171:= ma 17l
For f = (f1,..., fn) € Ha, as in [9], we define the following condition number
k(f) = max min {unorm(f, x), L}
zes™ 1/ () loo
with
Nnorm(fu ,T) = \/ﬁ ||f|| HDw(f)ilMH .
Here

D.(f) = Df(z)|r,sn is the derivative of f along the unit sphere S™ C R"*! at the
point z, a linear operator from the tangent space T,(S™) to R,

Vdy

M = is the scaling n x n diagonal matrix with diagonal entries

Vd,

the square roots of the degrees d; = deg(f;),

the mnorm | D.(f)"'M]| is the spectral mnorm, i.e., the operator norm
max{|| D, (f)"*Myll2;y € S",y L x} with respect to || |2,

I f(x)]loo = maxi<i<n |fi(z)| denotes as usual the infinity norm.



We next impose the probability measure on Hq defined by Eric Kostlan [19] and Shub-
(9)

Smale [24]. This measure assumes the coefficients of the polynomials f; = Z‘ jl=d; @) 27 are

independent, Gaussian, centered random variables, with variances

ot~ ()

For this distribution, and for z,y € R**1 1 <4, i < n, covariances are given by (see Lemma
below)
E(fi(z)fe(y)) = Sz, y) %
where ;5 is the Kronecker symbol.
This probability law is invariant under the action of the orthogonal group and permits to
perform the computations below, which appear to be much more complicated under other
distributions sharing this invariance property.

To state our main results a number of quantities will be useful. Firstly, we define

n

1 2

D= @ag(ndi, mg = Ezd“ va = Zdi(di —1).
=1 i=1

We may assume here that d; > 2 for 1 < i < n since otherwise we could restrict to a

system with less equations and unknowns. Therefore 2 < my < D and, it is easy to see,

vg < 2D(mg —1). We will also use

N, :=dimHg = Z (n + ) and Lg:=Cy ng/z,
i=1 "
where
D 1/2 1/2 DL/2n(9 -1
K4 := max (7) ; (70(1 ) and Cy:= D™ (2ma —1) mdl 5 ).
2(md — 1) 2mg — 1 (H?:l dz) /2n

We observe that N,, < nP*2 and that K; < D'/2 since both terms in the max expression

are thus bounded. Moreover, Cy < 22131_/—41 and therefore Ly < 22Dl/_41 eP/2,

We are now ready to state our main result.

Theorem 1.1. Let the random system f satisfy the conditions of the Shub-Smale model
and assume n > 2. Then,

(i) For a > 2v/2n one has

VR (Lt In(a/ V2 ) ooy Vi

a a

P(k(f) > a) <19NYV2 LY

(ii)
E(Ink(f)) <38+ 10InN,, +20nlnL; = O(Dn).

For (i), an exponential bound in Dn is essentially the best that could be expected, in
view of [4, Th.1 p.256].

The proof of this theorem is given in the next two sections. Section [3] contains a certain
number of auxiliary results we need. They are separated from the main body of the proof,
which is in Section 2] with the aim of isolating (and in this way highlighting) the basic ideas.



1.3 Relations with previous work

Probably the most successful combination of algorithmics, conditioning, and probability
occurs in the study of complex polynomial systems (a setting similar to ours but with the
coefficients of the polynomials now drawn from C and considering projective complex zeros).
This study spans an impressive collection of papers, which began with [23] 24 25| [27] 26] and
continued on [2] and [22] [3]. The final outcome of these efforts is a randomized algorithm
producing an approximate zero of the input system in expected time which is polynomial
in the size of the system. The expectation is with respect to both the random choices in the
algorithm and a probability measure on the input data.
The condition number of a system f in this setting is defined to be

finorm (f) : gesg?%):o finorm (f5€)- (1)
Here pinorm (f, €) is roughly the quantity we defined above. Over the reals, the right-hand
side in ([I) may not be well-defined since the zero set of f may be empty. If one restricts
attention to the subset Rq C Hgq of those systems having at least a real zero one may define
a measure fiworst(f) as in () (but maximizing over the set of real zeros). This has been
done in [5] where bounds for the tail and the expected value of piworst(f) are given. These
bounds are very satisfying (for instance, the tail ]P’(,uworst > a) is bounded by an expression
in =2, a fact ensuring the finiteness of E(worst (f))). The measure piworst(f), however, is
hardly a condition number for the problem of real zeros counting, not even restricted to the
subset Rq. To understand why, consider a polynomial as in the left-hand side of the figure

A NS

For this polynomial one has piyworst = 00.

An upward small perturbation (as in the right-hand side) yields a low value of fworst-
This value admits a finite limit when such perturbations are small enough ! The measure
Iworst (f) appears to be insensitive to the closeness to ill-posedness. This runs contrary to
the notion of conditioning [13, [I7, 2T [34].

A condition number p*(f) for the feasibility problem of real systems (which, obviously,
needs to be defined on all of Hq) was given in [10] by taking

cestin tnorm (f,€) if f € Ra

w(f) = I/l
vest /(@]

As of today, there is no probabilistic analysis for it. The results and ideas in [5] could
probably be used to carry out such analysis.

otherwise.




2 Proof of Theorem [1.1]

For our purposes, it is convenient to consider the following quantity %(f) instead of x(f):

- fllw
() = — W o
(mingesn {1 Da(f) M2 + || f(2)]3})
where [[f|[f, = Y <icp I filfy is the Weyl norm of the system and |[|f(z)* :=

> 1<i<n fi(x)? denotes the usual Euclidean norm.

Although K(f) is not necessary always > 1, the quantities «(f) and &(f) are strongly
related as shown in next result.

Lemma 2.1.

< K(f) < V2n &(f).

PROOF.  For fixed x € S™ we set L, := | D.(f) ' M||72 + | f()]]3.
Therefore Ly > || Do (f) 7' M||72 and Ly > [[f(2)[3 = [ f(2)]1%, Le.

1 11
VL VL = @)l

Since || f|lw < v/n || f||, this implies that for any = € S,

=

< |[Do(f)~' M| and

£ 1w : . I/
ﬁ < \/ﬁmln{|f||Dw(f) M I f(z )”oo}
7 min n - M}
< vamin {valsl |- -
and therefore
W) =l g L

Mmingegn V6L,  2€S" /L,

< Vamycmin {7 D0 a1 b = Vi),

On the other side, since for any z € S™,

. 1 1 2
“““{ 1D, ()M’ IIf(:v)I%} = . M2 [f @B

we get
o o Al wind 1 /1]
L oa - < i L oa-ta v 0
VIl
< VL

This finally implies

k(f) = max min{\/ﬁllfll | D) M|, ”f”f)”|m} < migﬂf\l/'/: = V2nE(f).

O

We will therefore obtain Theorem [[T] as a direct consequence of the following result.



Theorem 2.2. Let the random system f satisfy the conditions of the Shub-Smale model
and assume n > 2. Then,

(i) For a > 2 one has

1/2
]p(g(f) > a) < 19]\]711/2 L M

(ii)
E(In" %(f)) <38 +10InN,, +20n1n Lg,

where as usual, for real y, yT = max{y,0}.

This is because P(k(f) > a) < P(K(f) > a/V2n), since (f) > a = V2nE(f) > &(f) > a.

Proof of Theorem The proof relies on the so-called Rice Formula for the expectation
of the number of local minima of a real-valued random field. This is described precisely in
Step 2 below. Previously, in Step 1, we use large deviations to reduce our problem to one
where such a formula would apply. Steps 3, 4, and 5 estimate the different expressions
occurring in Rice formula. Finally, Step 6 wraps up all these estimates to yield the upper
bound for the density and Step 7 derives from it the bounds claimed in the statement of
Theorem [I.1]

During the rest of the proof, we set L = L(f) := mingegn{||Dz(f)"*M||72 + || f(2)]|3}
so that %(f) = || fllw/+v/L. We observe that

I1D2(f)"" M| ™" = omin (M ™' Dy (f)) = min{[|M ' Dy (f)yll - y € S™,y L a},
(where opin denotes the minimum singular value), and therefore
L =min{|[M D (Nyl> + | f(@)]I3 : z,y € S,y Lz}

is the minimum of the random field {L(x,y) : (z,y) € V'} where

Lizy) = M Dalfl* + 173,
= Y2 ah@asi @ |+ ) 2)
= W k=0 i=1
and V= {(ry) RV xR o] =yl = L. (2.5) = 0},

Here y = (y0,...,yn) and, for 1 < ¢ < n and 0 < j < n, 9;fi(z) denotes the partial
derivative of f; with respect to z; at the point z.

Step 1. Our first step consists in replacing the Weyl norm in the numerator of k(f) by a
non-random constant, at the cost of adding a small probability, which will be controlled
using large deviations.

Let a > 1 and n :=1na > 0. We have

]P’(’/%(f)>a)_]P>( ) <i)§P(L<

£ a?

DN ) 4P (IR 2 (14 ).



Using Lemma B of Section Bl we may bound P (|| f||3, > (1 +n)N,) to obtain

PN > o) <P (L< i) e (<520 -+ 1)) 3)

The second term in the right-hand side of @) can be easily estimated. We therefore turn
our attention to the first. Given o > 0, we want to compute an upper bound for

P(L<a).

Step 2. Our second step consists in giving a bound for the density function pr (u) of the
random variable L, i.e. such that

PL<a)= [ pulu)du
0

since L is non-negative.

We recall that the quantity L is the minimum of the random field {L(z,y) : (z,y) € V},
for L and V defined in (2).

Notice that V is the Stieffel manifold S(2,n+ 1), a compact € °°-differentiable manifold
of dimension 2n — 1, embedded in R™+! x R™+1,

The orthogonal group of R"™! acts on V by means of (z,y) ~ (Uz,Uy) for U an
orthogonal transformation of R**1.

At a generic point (z,y) of the manifold V', the normal space N(, (V') has dimension

(2n+2) — (2n — 1) = 3, and is generated by the orthonormal set {(:1:, 0), (0,y), \/ii(y,x)}

Therefore, if {22,...,2,} C R"™! is such that {x,y,22,...,2,} is an orthonormal basis of
R" 1, the set

Br, ., = {(22, 0),...,(2n,0),(0,22),...,(0,2,), %(y, —3:)} (4)

is an orthonormal basis of the tangent space T, (V).

We denote by oy (d(x,y)) the geometric measure on V (i.e. the measure induced by the
Riemannian distance on V'), which is invariant under the action of the orthogonal group. It
is not hard to compute (see for example [I, Lemma 13.5]) the total measure

UV(V) = \/50'710'"71, (5)

where o,, = 1?&%% is the total nth dimensional measure of the unit sphere S™.

For a > 0, denote by mq (L, V) the number of local minima of the random function L
on the set V', having value smaller than «. Clearly:

P(L < a) = ]P)(ma(La V) > 1) < E(ma(La V)) (6)

Under certain general conditions, the right-hand side of (@) can be written using the
following integral formula (Chapter 6 of [1], formula (6.18)):



E(ma(L,V)) = /Oa du/vE(|det(E”(x,y))| N(Er ooy | L@ y) = u, (2, y) :o)

X pL(z,y),Z’(z,y)(u’ 0)ov (d(x,y)).

(7)

Here L is the restriction of L to V, and the first two derivatives L', L” are taken along
this manifold, x4 means indicator function of the set A, > positive definite, PL(2y), L ()
is the joint density in R! x Tz (V) = R! x R?"~1 of the pair of random variables
(L(a:, Y), Z’(x,y)) The question of the independence of this formula with respect to the
choice of the parametrizations of the manifold V' is also considered in the above mentioned

reference.

Whenever formula (7] holds true, it follows that the distribution of the random variable
L has a density satisfying inequality:

pr(u) < /E det(L” z, X (T (e L(x,y) = u,i/ z,y) =0
L < | (14et(T" @ 9D X Foargy0y / L@ 0) (2.y) = 0) .
X pL(m,y),Z’(w,y) (u7 O)Uv(d(,’t, y))

However, if one computes the ingredients in the integrand of the right-hand side of (),
it turns out that the value of the density is +oco and the conditional expectation vanishes.
So, the formula is meaningless in this form.

To overcome this difficulty we proceed as follows:
Let S, , = span(za,...,2,) C R""! be the orthogonal complement of span(z,y) C R"*!

and 7., : R"" — S, . the orthogonal projection. For (z,y) € V, we introduce a new
random vector (; , defined as

Coy = (T (F1(2)), By i), 1 S i <) € (Spy xR)™ = R™, (9)

where for 1 < ¢ <mn, f/(x) is the free derivative (the gradient) of f; at x, the first (n — 1)
coordinates are given by the coordinates of the projection of f!(x) onto S, , in the or-
thonormal basis {2, ..., 2, } and the nth one is the second derivative in the direction y at z.

Instead of (7)) we write the formula

Bma(L. V) = [du [ [ B (|4et@ )] X (oo /L 0) =
0 V J(Sz,yxR)™
i

Z (xvy) = 07 Cﬂc,y = Z) X pL(z,y),Z’(z,y),(jz,y (’LL, 07 Z) dZ UV(d(Ia y))
(10)

Formally, formula () is obtained from (I{) by integrating in z.



To prove the validity of (I0) one could follow exactly the proof of formula (6.18) of [1],
if the random field {L(z,y) : (z,y) € V} were Gaussian. This is not our case.

However, it is in fact a simple function of a Gaussian field, namely it is a quadratic form
in the coordinates of f and its first derivatives as shown in formula [@2]). It is easy to show
that formula (IQ) holds true for non-Gaussian random fields as it is done for the general
Rice formulas in Chapter 6, Section 1.4. of [1]. This requires to prove: 1) the existence and

regularity of the density PLay) ()¢ (u,0,2) and 2) with probability 1, 0 is a regular

value of L' (z,y).

1) is contained below in the present proof (see Step 4). As for 2), once the regularity of
this density will be established, it follows in the same way as Proposition 6.5, part (a) of

.

So, instead of () we get the inequality:

pi(u) < / / E (| det@” (2, 9)| Xy 20 o/ L) = w L (@,y) = 0, Gy = 2
L B — (‘ | X420 @m0y v )

X DL, (2:9),Conn (u,0,2) dz oy (d(z,y)).

(11)

Step 3. For the rest of the proof we fix the following orthonormal basis By (given by
@) of the tangent space T := Te, ¢,:

Br = {(e2.0). . (€0,0), (0.62),... (0,2), %(el, —e0) ). (12)

Notation. To simplify notations, from now on we write f; (resp. Okf; and Okefi,
0 < k,£ < n) for fi(eo) (resp. dxfileo) = 5L (eo), uefileo) = 5o4i=(e0), 0 < k, £ < n).

In the same spirit we write L and L’ for L(eg,e1) and L'(eo,e1), and L, L' and L” for
L(eg,e1), L'(eg,e1) and L (e, e1). Finally we write ¢ for {(eg,e1) and S for Se e, -

Using these notations, and the invariance of the inner integral and the measure oy under
the action of the orthogonal group, we rewrite (Il as

pr(u) <ov(V) / E (‘ det(L")| Nirwoy /L= u,L' =0, = z) Py pc(u,0,2) dz.
(SXR)™

(13)
Here, according to the definition of L(z,y) in (2] we have that

L:=L(eo,e1) = Y _ E(alfl-)Q +> 1 (14)
i=1 " i=1
and, from Definition (@),

Ci=Coprer = ((Bafir oy Onfis 001 fi),1 <i<n) eR™. (15)



We also set [ N8y = (&2, &ny M2y - - -, M, 0) for the coordinates of the derivative E'(eo, e1)
of L(z,y) along the manifold V at (e, e1) in the basis Br.

Using that the (free) partial derivatives of L at (eg,e;) are given (look at the Definition
of L(x,y) in (@) by the following formulas

oL "2
a—xk(eo,el) Zld_l(aklfz (01 f3) —0—212]“1 Ofi) for 0<k<n
oL " ) ' (16)
_— —_ </ <
aw(eo,el) ;dz (O1f1)(Befi) for 0< € <n,
we obtain
"1
gj :< (60761 6J7 =2 d_ al]fl alfz +2Zf1 a fz 2 S.] < n,
i=1 ¢ =1

RN
&

n; = (L'(eo, e1), (0, ¢5)) = 2 -(01fi)(95fi), 2<j <,

(2

0= (L'(eg,e1),27%(e1, —ep)) (17)

dl(alfl a11fz +Zfz alfz:| Zdi(ao.fl)(alfl)
i=1 ’

=1

Here, (, ) denotes the usual inner product in R"™! x R"*! and the last equality in (I7)
follows from the equalities 0y f; = d; f; (1 < i < n) which are easily verified.

Step 4. In this step we focus on the term p; 7, -(u,0,z) of [I3). To this aim we factor this
density as

Pr i c(w,0,2) = qL,Z//g:z(uaO) - pe(2) (18)
where q; 7, o=z (u,0) denotes conditional density.

We study the two terms in the right-hand side of (Ig]).

Computation of pc(z). Lemma of Section [ shows that the n? coordinates of ¢ are
independent Gaussian centered random variables satisfying, for 1 <7 < n and 2 < k < n,
that Var((?kfl-) = dl and Var(allfl-) = 2d1(d1 — 1)

Although we are not going to use the exact expression in the sequel, we can immediately

deduce for z = ((zi2, - - - » Zin, 2i11), 1 <4 < n) that
) 1 1 . 12": Z”: z3; L2
Pcl\R) = xXp | —= — - -
S eI, d P, (2di(d — 1) 2o\ d 2 - T)

10



Computation of qy, 7,/_, (0). We factor it as
5 yc=s (U 0) = Uy frmo,c=- (1) - qf//g:z(o)-
Remembering that [Z’]BT = (&, ..., &2, -, M0, 0), We can write qZ//g:z(O) as

qz//g‘:z(o) = q(fZ)~~~7£7l)/(772)~~~777n;Q):O; CZZ(O) ! q(n2;~~~7n71)9)/C:Z(0)'

We first compute qy,....n,.0)/¢c==(0). The condition ¢ = z says that for 1 < i < n and
2 <j<n,0jfi = zj; and 011 fi = zi11. Therefore, from Identities (), we have

2_2 2 2
T2 o1f1 NI 12 oo V. n2
. Vi : :
= A(2) , where Az) = 5 5 € R™"
M 01 fu V& A e g Fnn
e Vin \/\/%2111 %Znu

is non-singular for almost every z € R"". By Lemma B3, 0,fi/vVd;, 1 < i < n, are
independent standard normal random variables that are independent from (. Applying the
change of variables formula, we get

0) = L .
na....nnr0)/¢=2(0) = (2m)n/2 | det A(z)|

Now we compute qe,... c.)/(na,...n,0)=0,c==(0). Since A(z) is non-singular for almost
every z, the condition 172 = ... =1, = ¢ = 0 implies 01 f; = 0 for 1 < i < n. Therefore,
from Identities (I7)) and since ¢ = z, we have

52 fl 212 ... Zn2
=2DB(z) , where B(z)= c R(n=1)xn
5" fn 21ln -+ Znn
Again, the f;, 1 < i < n, are independent standard normal variables independent from
(7727 ceostn, O C) and thus

1 1
Uor-ntn) e 1=0, =) = GG T T (o (B B 2

where B(z)" denotes the transpose of the matrix B(z).
We therefore obtain

qf’/C:z(O) = (&2, 60)/ (02,0051m,0) =0, CZZ(O)'Q(nz ..... nn,g)/c:z(o)
1

(2m)"—22n=1| det A(2)|(det(B(2)B(2)t))1/2

11



We now compute Ap 50— (u). The conditions L' =0 and ¢ = z imply that 01 f; = 0 for
1 <i < n. Plugging this into ([I4]) we get

L= Zn:ff.
i=1

Moreover the same conditions also imply that Y7 | fiz;; = 0, 2 < j < n, which indicates
that the vector (f1,..., fn) of independent standard normal variables is orthogonal to the
(n — 1)-dimensional subspace S spanned by the n — 1 vectors (z1,...,2n;), 2 < j < n.
Thus f2+ -+ f2 equals the square of the distance of (f1,..., fn) to S. Since the property
of being a vector of independent standard normal variables is independent of the choice of
the orthonormal basis, writing (f1,..., f») in a basis obtained completing n — 1 vectors of
S, we conclude that fZ + --- + f2 equals the square of the last coordinate, i.e. has the
x3-distribution. So, for u > 0,

1

—u/2
e .
V2T

-0, ¢=-(0) =
We therefore obtain

qL,Zl/(:z(“7 0) = qL/E/:o,q:z(“) : qZ'/C:z(O)
1 1 —u/2

= —e

@r) 2 1] det A(Z)[(det(B(z) B()))' 7 v

Step 5. In this step we focus on the conditional expectation
E (] det(L")]  X(grgp /D=1 L' =0,¢ = z)
in the integrand of (I3)).

_ Let M be the symmetric block-matrix REn=1x(En=1) of the linear operator L' =
L"(eg,e1) in the fixed orthonormal basis By under the conditions L = u,L’ = 0 and
¢ = z. These conditions imply that, for almost every z, one has 9;f; = 0 (1 < i < n),

iy fiziy =0(2<j<n)and 31, f} = u.

The conditions .
fo =u, Zfizij =0, 2<j<n,

i i=1
represent a system of n equations and n unknowns, which has exactly two solutions
= (ff, ..., fF) and —f* for almost every z and u > 0, since the solutions of the n — 1
last equations are, for almost every z, a line and therefore, for u > 0, this gives exactly
the two stated solutions for the first equation. Moreover the symmetry of the Gaussian
distribution implies that the coordinates of the matrix | det(L”)| do not change under the
stated conditions when replacing f1,..., f, by either one of them.

Thanks to the formulas of Corollary [3.4] of Section Bl we get

Ma'a’ MG’T Mo’G
M = MTU MTT M7'9
Mps  Mor  Mpg

12



where

" /1 . . .
(Moo)jj = Z (d_ (O fi)* + 255 + [ (055 f3) — dif; 2) for 2 <j <n,
i=1
(el = 23 (U@ + 2z + £ 0nf)) Tor2 <Ak <n,
(Mor)je = 22 3, Oifi)zn for2< gk <,
(Mog)j1 = \@Z d_(aljfi)zill for 2 < j <n,
i=1
1
(MTT)jk = 22 d_Z'LJZ'Lk for 2 S j,k S n,
i=1 "
"1
(M79)j1 = \/52 PRt for 2 < j < n,

Moy = Z( — i 2111)

(Here we skipped the details of the computations, let us just note that we also use that

dofi = difi.)

Since the only random variables that appear in these coefficients are 0 f;, 1 < k <
n,2 < j < n, which by Lemma [3.2] are independent from L and ¢, we have

E (Jdet(T")| X gy / L=,/ =0,¢ =2) = E(|det(M)] xpareop) . (20)
This is the expectation we are going to bound, in terms of u and z.

We denote by My the following n x n sub-block of M (which does not have random variables
in it),
M Mg
M — TT T E Rn)(’n,'
0 ( Myr  Myy )

Whenever the event {M > 0} occurs, it is elementary to show that My, > 0, My > 0 and
the inequality
0 < det(M) < det(M,,) det(Mp)

holds true (in particular the determinant of a positive definite matrix is bounded by the
product of its diagonal elements, which are all positive). Therefore,

E (| det(M)| - x{rr-0}) < E (det(Moo)X {1, ~0}) det(Mo)x{nto-0} (21)

where we assume M, and Mj are positive definite. Here we used the fact that My € R™*™,
Applying again and the fact that 01;f; and 01 f; are independent for j # k we obtain

13



the inequalities:

E (det(Myo)) < 2" 'E H Z (di(aljfi)z + 25+ |fi*(6jjfi)|)

i

<2 ']E (Z (%(%‘fi)z + Z?j) +ut/? (Z(ajjfi)2> (22)

=1
. N 1/2
<2 D0 (di =1+ 22) + '/ (dei - 1>>

- : i=1

Now we bound det(My). For that purpose, we introduce some additional notations. For
1<i<nand2<j<n we write

Zij = 225/ ds, Zit1 = 2211/ ds, fi=Vdif?,
and B B N
With these notations, we can rewrite My as

3((Z5, Z))2<sksn w'
MQ = 1)~ - 1,7 ~ ’
w Z<2117211>—§<f7211>
where
V2
4
We can also rewrite the matrix A(z) of Step 4 by rows as

w = (<22;511>7---7<5n;211>)-

Z2
: B z
Az) = N = . (N) :
S Vehis
Wzll

where we introduce the matrix B(z) to denote the first (n — 1) rows of A(z).
Computing det(My) by splitting the last column of My we get

det(Mp) = 2in ((det(A(z)))2 —(F, %11 det (E(z)ﬁ(z)t)) .

On the other hand, | det(A(z))| is the n-volume of the parallellotope generated in R™ by the
rows of A(z), that is

n _ 1 _
|det(A(Z))| = Vol {Z/\ij-l-/\ll—le 0< /\2;---;/\n7)\11 < 1}
Jj=2 \/5
1 ~ ~ ~
= dist (75511,5) det(B(z)B!(2))'/?,

14



where S := span(Za, ..., 2,) C R™ is the hyperplane spanned by the the first n — 1 rows of
A(2) (i.e. the rows of B(z)). This is clear since the volume is the product of the distance
from the last row of A( ) to S with the volume of the parallellotope generated by its first
n—1 rows, i.e. det(B(z)B(z))"/2.

Now, we recall that (ff,...,f;) satisfies the conditions Y ., fFz;; = 0, 2 < j < n,
which implies

<fvgj>:2z.fi*zij:0a 2<j<n.

=1

This means that fis orthogonal to S so that

A O YA s
dist (EZH,S) = \/5 ’ < |f||7211> ‘

Therefore we get

|det(A(2))| = \lf ] < T ~||,z11> | det(B(2)B!(2))V/2, (23)

2
det(My) = 2%(% <|—j;”,zn> - <f, zu>) det (E( )B(z)t). (24)

Plugging ([21)), 22)) and ([4) into (20) we obtain

E(|det(L")| - X(zrsoy / L=, L' =0,( = 2) = E(|det(M)] x(arr0})

n n n 1/2
< % H Z (di — 1+ 2}) +u'/? (Z2di(di — 1))

(25)

Step 6. We now put together the calculations of Steps 4 and 5 to compute an upper bound

15



for pr,(u). To this aim we plug (&), 23), (IF), (@I and 23) into (I3)) to obtain

ov(V) /(SXR)R E (| det(L")| - X(Ersoy / L =u, L' =0, C:z) dp Frye=s(,0) - pe(z) dz

IN

pr(v)

1/2
orn/2  op(nt1)/2 1o [ — -
2 - (di — 1+ 22 1/2 2d;(d; — 1
VA T+ 7 sy 2 L | 25 (71 2b) e 2 2k =)

(SXR)™ j=2 \i=1

! <|_jj”> (72| ] det (BaBer)

! L e

JF L, d
S TNt 1)/ Vi /2/< H(ZZ% +"(md_1)+(mdu)1/2>

where we recall that mg := £ 37" | d; and vg := 23" | di(d; — 1).
We can bound the quotient

det(B(z)B(2)")
det(B(2)B(z)t)

in the following way. According to the definitions of the matrices B(z) and B(z) we have

Vidn

Now denote by By(z) (resp. By(z)) the matrix obtained by deleting the kth column of B(z)

(resp. B(z)), and by Hj, the matrix obtained by deleting the kth row and column of H.
Therefore, using Binet-Cauchy’s formula for the determinant of the square product of two
non-square matrices, we get

det(B(2)B(2))) = idet(ﬁk(z det(By (= Zdet (B (2)Hy) det(HE By (2)")

3" det(Hy)? det(By(2)) det (B (2))

k=1
< 2;”[:1?édet(Bk(z))det(Bk(Z)t) - 2?[1_62111) det(B(2)B(2)").

16



Here we recall D := max; d; and we used the fact that det(Hy)? = H#k % < 221_[".*;13'

Using these bounds in the bound for pr (u) at the beginning of this step, we get

U (v D)'/2 . ie_u/2 .
pr(u) < 22T (n/2)0((n + 1)/2) ([[1=y di) /2 Vu

/(S - (%”EUH + |f||) : H (Z 27;2]‘ +n(mg —1) + (nvdu)1/2> - pe(2) de.

7j=2 \i=1

We observe that the integral can be expressed as the expectation of the corresponding func-
tion of the vector of random variables ¢ := (¢, .e,, which in turn can be easily computed since
(as we already noted) the components of ¢ are centered Gaussian independent random vari-

ables, with known variances. We recall that 211 = 2(2i11/v/d;)1<i<n and f= (Vi f)1<i<n

where 3 f#* = u. Then,

/(S R)" (%ﬁll' - Hﬂ) H <Z zij +nlmg —1) + (m}du)l/2> - pe(z) dz

n 1 1/2 n 1/2
i=1 i=1

Il

=2

A

iafz +n md—l)—f—(nfudu)l/Q)

<.

n 1/2
< <Z 4 E((011.fi) )) + (Du)'/?
ﬁ (Zn: ((8;£1)?) + n(ma — 1) + (nvdu)1/2>
= ((2n ))1/2 + (Du)1/2) (n(de —1)+ (m)du)l/z)"f

IN

md—l

172\ 1
(om0 (i) )

A (e e BT )

< 2n/2nn—1/2(md —1/2)" eXp(an(u/n)l/Q)
= 2n/2nn71/2(md —1/2)" eXp(Kd(nu)l/Q),

1/2
n" 2 (2(mg — 1))? <1 + (72( D ) %) ) (2mg — 1)~ 1/2

IN

17



where, we recall,

D 1/2 1/2
K4 := K4, = max _ , _ v .
’ 2(md - 1) 2mg —1

Now, for n > 3 we use the standard lower bound
D(z) > (z—1)""te* 1 2n(x —1) fora>1,

and the fact that

oV 2n=/2 < 930 (2 — 1)V (0 +1)/2 — 1)FV/27N /2 — 1/ (n+1)/2 — 1.
Therefore,

22n+1 D1/2 (md _ 1/2)77,

1
< 1/2) . = ,—u/2
P S gy o (Kam)?) - e
< EDV? (é)n (mi_ /2" ] ieKd\/ﬁ—u/2
T VT e) (Ilieyd)? Vu
<

1
9 Og %eKd\/mfu/?

where, we also recall,
_ DY?(2my — 1)

Cqgi=———F—.
1/2
(H?:l di) "
(We observe that Cy > 1 due to the arithmetic-geometric mean inequality.)

It is easy to verify, since I'(1) = 1 and T'(3/2) = /7/2, that the same bound holds for
n=2.

Step 7. We finally complete the proof of Theorem

(i) For a > 0,
PL<a) = [ puwd
0
a Va—Kayn
< 90&1/ ieK”“/m*“/Qdu :9036”1(5/2/ 2efy2/2dy
0 Vu —Kayn

IN

Va—Ka/n
QLS/ 2dy = 18L3\/E
—Kavn

after performing the change of variables y = \/u — K4/n and setting

Ld = Od 6K§/2.
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Let us go back to the starting inequality ([B]). For a > 2, :=Ina and o := a—12 (1+Ina)N,
we get

1 N,
PR(f) >a) < P (L <=0+ lna)Nn> + exp (—7(111@ —In(lna + 1)))
a
1 1
< 18LY=((1+Wma)N,)"* + =
a a
1/2
< 19N711/2L3(1 +1na) 7
a

where we used that the second term in the right-hand side of the first row is bounded by
1/a (use a > 2 and the simple inequality N,, > 6).
This proves Part (i).

(ii) This part is a straightforward consequence of part (i). Indeed, if z,, > In2, we can write

+oo +oo
E(lnt&(f)) = /0 P(n&(f) > z)dx < z, +/ P(R(f) > €*)dx

—+o0
< x, +19NY2L" / (1+x)e %dr = x, +19 NY2L (2 4 2,)e .

Choosing z,, = ln(N%/ 2L;l‘)7 the result follows:

NA2L? (24 In(Ny/2LD))

E(nt%(f)) < In(NM2L%)+19 73
N2

= 38+ 10InN,, +20nInL,.

O

3 Auxiliary lemmas

Lemma 3.1. Set

N, :=dimHa =Y ("+ di)
n

i=1
Then, forn > 0,

P (”f”%/[/ > (1+ n)Nn> < e~ =(n+1)]

PROOF.  According to the definition of the Weyl norm,

17 =>" D &, (26)

=1 |j|=d:
where, due to the distribution, the random variables
(@)

bij=—275
di\1/2
(5)

are independent identically distributed (i.i.d.) standard normal.
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It is easy to see that the number of terms in the sum (28] is equal to N,,, so that

X1+...+ XNn
PSR 2 (1 mN) =B (€~ 1 (&, 1) 2 ) =P (25550 )
where X1,..., Xy, arei.i.d. random variables having the distribution of £2 — 1, ¢ a normal

standard random variable.
The logarithmic moment generating function of £2 — 1 is

“A—iln(1-2)) ifr<

A(N) = nE{ M€} =
() = mEfe J +o00 if A>

SIS

and its Fenchel-Legendre transform

A*(z) =sup(Ax — A(N)) =

{ fz—In(z+1)) ifz>-1
AR

+00 if x < —1.
A basic result on large deviations [I2, Ch. 2] states that, for any integer m and any x > 0,

X1+ + X,
IP’( 1+ +

m

> :v) < exp(—mA*(2)).

This implies the statement. O

The next lemma contains the ingredients to compute the distributions and conditional
expectations needed for the proof of Theorem [T}

Lemma 3.2. Let f € R[Xy,...,X,] be an homogeneous random polynomial of degree d.
Assume that f satisfies the Shub-Smale model for the probability law of the coefficients, that
is, the coefficients of the polynomial f = Zm:d a; X7 are independent, Gaussian, centered
random variables with variances
Var(a;) = (d)
J i)

e For x,y € R""L the covariances satisfy

E(f(2)f(y) = (x,y)* Va,y e R",

where { , ) is the usual inner product in R"1.

Then

Moreover, if eg := (1,0, ...,0) is the first vector of the canonical basis of R"+1 and we write
[ (resp. Onf and Oef, 0 < k,& < n) for f(e) (resp. Opf(eo) = L(eq), Onef(eo) =

%(eo), 0 <k,¢<n), we get the following covariances:

o E(fOrf) = 0dkod for 0<k<n.
o [E ((8kf)(8k/f)) = O [d—|— 5k0d(d — 1)] for 0 <k, K <n.
o E(f(Oref)) = Oredpod(d — 1) for 0 <k, ¢ <n.
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o E ((8Mf)(8k,f)) = d(d — 1) [(d — 2)5€05k06k’0 + 0ro0kre + 5@05;”@/} for 0 <k, k', {<n.
o E((Okef)(Oref)) = d(d — 1){(d — 2)(d — 3)0k06e00r00e0 + (d — 2)[6rodkr0deer +
Sr0000ke + Ok0000kr ¢ + 6000000k | + Okkr Seer + 5k2/5w} for 0 < kK 0,0 <n.

PrOOF.  For the first item, from the fact that E(aja;) = E(a;)E(a; ) = 0 for j # 5/ (by
the independence of the a;), we have

B0 =& | E ey’ | = Bty = 3 ()’ = o

For the following items, we observe that we can differentiate under the expectation sign the
function (x,y) — E(f(x)f(y)) = (z,5)%, c.g.

o((z,y)?)

E(f(2)0kf(y)) = Tyk(%y) = duy (z, )"
E (k. ()0 [ (y)) = O (2, 9)7) = S, )™ + d(d — Dawye (2, y)* 2
This gives the covariances when specializing x = y = eg. O

Our next lemma deals with the analytic description of the geometry of the manifold V.
We define the function

(VR B(0;6) c R?n—1 — R+ x R

c D )
(0'2,...,0'7“7'2,...,7'",9) = (||C||n+17 ||D||n+1)

where B(0;5) C R?"~! is the open ball centered at the origin and radius § sufficiently small,
||./[n+1 is the Euclidean norm in R"*! and where the definition of C' and D is given in several
steps by the following:

e Weset oy :=(1—0% —...—02)'2, myi=(1—713 —... =)V
a(o, 1) = — (Z?:z UjTj) /(o1 + 1), n(o,7):=+/1+a?(0,7).
o A:= ﬁ (0'160 + 3y 05e; +alo, 7')61), and
B:= ﬁ (7'161 + Z?:z Tie; + a(o, T)eo).
o C:=cos(0/v2)A +sin(0/v2)o1e1, and D := cos(0/+v/2)B — sin(0/v/2) 1 €.

Lemma 3.3. [Geometry of V]

1. v is a parametrization of a neighborhood of the point (e, e1) in the manifold V' with
$(0) = (eo, €1)-

2. For2 <j <n,

9
8aj

0)= (¢,0), 5o ()= (0.¢;) and T2(0) =

or; o0 (e1, —¢0).
J
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Therefore the orthonormal basis Br (defined in ([I2)) of the tangent space of V' at the
point (eg,e1) satisfies

Br = (e Oeves (0 520 5201 550))

3. The curvatures are given by:

0%y 0%y 0%y 1 .
_— = —_ L — = —_ M = — — < <
aO_JQ_ (0) ( €o, 0)7 aTJ2 (07 el), 80_]87_] 2 (61, 60) fOT 2 <Jsn,
9% 9%y 0%y ,
= = ——(0)= < <
90,00, 0 = Fryom O T Gojorn ) = (00 for2sjtk<n,
9%y 1 0% 829

W(O) = —5(60761); 80489( )= 97,00 =(0,0) for2<j<n.
J

PROOF. If 6 is small enough, v is well defined and is €°°. It is easy to check that
(C, D)gn+1 =0, so that ¢(o2,...,0n,72,...,Tn,0) € V.

A routine calculation of first derivatives allows to check (2) and also implies that if ¢
is small enough, ¢ is a diffeomorphism from B(0,d) onto its image. The computation of
second order derivatives is also immediate. O

Corollary 3.4. Let us set L' := L'(eg,e1) and L := L"(eg,e1) for the free first order and
second order derivatives of L at (eg,e1). Following the notations introduced in the previous

Lemma, the following symmetric matriz M is the matriz of the linear operator Z”(eo,el)
in the orthonormal basis Br of the tangent space T(e, e, )(V),

Ma'a’ ng- Mmg
M = M., M., Mg c R(?nfl)X(anl)
MOU MGT M99

where for 2 < 5.k < n,

(ool = Oty = S (7200, 220} + (1,52 0)

0o 0oy, 0o ; 0oy, " Do ;0o
. {<L"<ej,0),<ej,0>>—<L',(eo,0>> for j=k
<L/I(ej70)7(ek70)> for jF#k
B g%?—g—;) for j=k
gl for j#k
(Mot = Mgy = L2 @) Do)\ [y D0
or/jk = \Hrekj = 80]8Tk o; (9Tk " 00Ty,
{ (L"(e;,0), (0 76) — 3(L, (e1,e0))  for j=k
<L/I(637 )a( y €k )> fOT J #k
B M) o -k
% for j#k
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Ot =ty = HED - (10200, 22 0) + (1 2 0)

107, ot Oty 0107
— { <L”(07 ej)v (07 ej)> - <LI7 (07 el)> fOT Jj= k
<L/I(07 ej)v (07 ek)> for j#k
B % — % for 7=k
e A

for 2 <j<n,

0%*(L o 0 0 0?
(Moo = (s = S (1220, 500) + (2 )

’L %L
8Ij8$1 8:1:j8y0 ’

1 ” = i
- ﬁ@ (€5,0), (e1, —eo)) = 2<

2 o 2
(Mro)j1 = (Mor)1; = % = <L"(§—Z(O), 2—2(0)> + <L’, 8(3;59 (O)>
Loy 1 9*L L
= e ) = 5 ( )

8yj8:z:1 B 3%8190

S

and finally

_ P(Loyp) /00 - O , 0%
Moy = oz <L %(0),%(0)>+<L,W(0)>

((L"(e1, —eo), (e1, —e0)) — (L', (€0, €1)))
(32L 0%L 0%L OL 8L> '

0z? B 0x10Yo + 8—y(2) drg Own

N = N =
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