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Trace reconstruction of matrices and hypermatrices

Wenjie Zhong* and Xiande Zhang T

Abstract

A trace of a sequence is generated by deleting each bit of the sequence independently with a fixed
probability. The well-studied trace reconstruction problem asks how many traces are required to recon-
struct an unknown binary sequence with high probability. In this paper, we study the multivariate version
of this problem for matrices and hypermatrices, where a trace is generated by deleting each row/column
of the matrix or each slice of the hypermatrix independently with a constant probability. Previously,
Krishnamurthy et al. showed that exp(O(n® (%)) traces suffice to reconstruct any unknown n x n
matrix (for d = 2) and any unknown n*? hypermatrix. By developing a dimension reduction procedure
and establishing a multivariate version of the Littlewood-type result, we improve this upper bound by
showing that exp(O(n®/7)) traces suffice to reconstruct any unknown n x n matrix, and exp(O(n®/®))
traces suffice to reconstruct any unknown n*? hypermatrix. This breaks the tendency to trivial exp(O(n))

as the dimension d grows.

1 Introduction

Reconstructing a combinatorial object from a limited amount of sub-information is a fundamental problem
in computer science and has been widely studied, for example, the sequence reconstruction problem initiated
by Levenshtein in 1997 [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6], the deck problem introduced by Kalashnik in 1973 [7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12],
and the graph reconstruction problem with the famous Ulam’s conjecture [13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18].

Motivated by the study of reconstructing DNA sequences, the trace reconstruction problem is a proba-
bilistic version of the sequence reconstruction problem, which was first introduced by Batu et al. [19]. The
goal of this problem is to determine the minimum number of traces T'(n) that are required to reconstruct an
unknown string « € {0,1}" with high probability. Here, a trace of z is a random substring of = obtained by
deleting each bit of z with a fixed probability g independently. The term with high probability means that
the probability can be arbitrarily close to 1 as the string length n grows.

For the upper bound of T'(n), Holenstein et al. [20] first showed that exp(y/npoly(logn)) traces suffice.
Then Nazarov and Peres [21] and De et al. [22] independently proved that T'(n) < exp(O(n'/3)), which was
recently improved to exp(O(n'/® log® n)) by Chase [23]. As for the lower bound, Batu et. al. [19] first proved
that Q(n) traces are necessary. Then Holden and Lyons [24] later proved that T'(n) > Q(n®/*//Togn), which
was recently improved to Q(n3/?/ log” n)) by Chase [25]. More works on the trace reconstruction problem
can be found in [26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37].

For a generalization of the trace reconstruction problem to dimension two, Krishnamurthy et al. [35]
considered this problem for matrices. Here a trace of a matrix X € {0,1}"*" is a random submatrix of X by

deleting each row and each column independently with probability q. They showed that exp(é(nl/ ) traces
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suffice to recover an arbitrary matrix. This problem can be further extended to general higher dimensions,
say dimension d, for which a trace is defined to be a random sub-hypermatrix obtained by deleting each
slice, i.e., a (d — 1)-dimensional sub-hypermatrix of full size, independently with a constant probability q.
Krishnamurthy et al. [35] similarly proved that exp(O(n?/(@+2)) traces suffice to recover an arbitrary d-
dimensional hypermatrix X € {0, 1}"Xd. Note that this bound gets closer to trivial when the dimension d
becomes big.

In this paper, we aim to improve the upper bounds given by Krishnamurthy et al. [35] for general
dimensions. We show that exp(O(n®/7)) traces are enough for trace reconstruction of a matrix, exp(O(n®/9))
traces are enough for trace reconstruction of a 3-dimensional hypermatrix, say a cube. For general dimension
d, we further improve the upper bound exp(O(n¥(@+2))) to exp(O(n3/?)), where the main exponential term

3/5

n>/° is independent of d, breaking the asymptotic tendency to trivial n as d grows. Our results are stated as

follows.
Theorem 1.1. For any fized deletion probability q € (0,1), the following hold with high probability:

(1) exp(O(n®"10g"%3 n)) traces suffice to reconstruct an arbitrary matriz X € {0,1}"%";

(2) exp(O(n®910g”/? n)) traces suffice to reconstruct an arbitrary 3-dimensional hypermatriz X € {0,1}"*"*";

and

(3) for any fived dimension d > 4, exp(O(n®/®logn)) traces suffice to reconstruct an arbitrary hypermatriz
X e {0,1}"""

To get the upper bound exp(O(n/5)) in Theorem 1.1 (3), we generalize the Littlewood-type result for
single-variable polynomials in [38] to multi-variable polynomials in the following theorem, which we think is
interesting itself. We actually concern about a stronger version with sparse property, which was established
by Chase [23, Theorem 6.2| for single-variable polynomials. Let h(z1,...,zq) = 3. Cry .ok, 22" ~-~z§d be a
d-variable complex polynomial with each coefficient cg, ...k, € {0, £1}. We say h is s-sparse, if there is some
1 <j < dsuch that |k; — k7| > s whenever two coefficients cy, ...k, = cx;..r7, # 0.

Theorem 1.2. Let h(z1,...,24) = Y jepne ekt -2k be @ nonzero n-sparse polynomial with p € [0,1)
and each cy € {0,£1}. Then for any A > 1 and any L with 1 < L < n®,

_ 1—p
max |h| >e O(ALn logn)'

21,...,24€7Y(L)
Here [n] = {0,1,...,n— 1} and y(L) := {*® : —n/L <0 < 7/L} for any L > 1.

Note that when p = 0, the sparse condition in Theorem 1.2 is trivial, where we can get a lightly stronger
result

max |h| > e*O(Lnlogn),

for any L > 1. When L > CnTT for a large constant C, this greatly improves the lower bound e~ O(L%logn)
in [35, Lemma 22| by Krishnamurthy et al.

We further remark that as established by Chase [23], there are intriguing similarities between trace
reconstruction and the k-deck problem?, including their proof methods. However, the best known upper
bound on k for the d-dimensional k-deck problem is k = O(n#) [12], which is close to trivial when d grows.
The problem whether an absolute constant « € (0, 1) exists such that k¥ = O(n®) for all d was raised in [12].

2The k-deck problem for sequences is to find the minimum value of k such that we can reconstruct any binary sequence of

length n from the multi-set of all subsequences of length k.



We wonder that whether our method for trace reconstruction is applicable to improve the upper bound to
the k-deck problem.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we first recall the proof idea of Nazarov and Peres [21] and
Chase [23] for trace reconstruction of sequences, then we set up the general framework for trace reconstruction
of (hyper)matrices, including the concepts of multidimensional generating function (identity), and the key
tools for our trace reconstruction. In Section 3, we design a dimension reduction procedure, which helps to
analyse the recursive structure and sparsity of certain generating functions. In Section 4, we improve the
previous upper bounds for trace reconstruction of matrices and cubes, that is Theorem 1.1 (1)-(2). In Section
5, we prove Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.1 (3) for d > 4.

2 Preliminary

In this section, we first briefly review the proof framework of Nazarov and Peres [21] and Chase [23] for
trace reconstruction of sequences. Then based on their ideas, we set up necessary notations and the general
framework for trace reconstruction of (hyper)matrices.

For any integer [, let [/] :={0,1,...,1—1} and [-1,{] :={-I,—(l—-1),...,—1,0,1,...,1}. For a number
a and a set S of numbers, let a + S :={a+s:s€ S} andaS={a-s:s€S}. Let y:={e?: -7 <0 <n}
be the unit circle in the complex plane, and v(L) := {e? : —x/L < § < w/L} for any L > 1. Numbers
p,q € (0,1) are always fixed and satisfy p =1 — ¢. By|[21, Eq. (2.3)], for any z € (L), the norm of w = =1

always satisfies

| < exp(O(L72)). (2.1)

2.1 Trace reconstruction of sequences

To obtain the upper bound exp(O(n'/?)), Nazarov and Peres [21] used single-bit statistics to distinguish
between any two distinct sequences x,y € {0,1}". The main idea is to find a certain index j such that the
number of traces with a 1 at this position will differ substantially enough in expectation for x and y. To
establish the existence of such a j, they used the following simple but useful relation between the entries of

traces and the entries of the original sequence,

n—1
E[Z X;w] :prkzk, (2.2)

§>0 k>0
which is valid for any w, 2z € C satisfying z = pw + ¢q. Here x = (xg,...,2n—1) € {0,1}" is the original
sequence, X is a random trace of z (pad X with zeros to the right) through the deletion channel with

probability ¢. Applying Eq. (2.2) with a = (ag,...,an—1) := & — y, one obtains

n—1
ED (X; —Y)uw!] =p Y arz® £ pA(z). (2.3)
3>0 k=0

Then it suffices to show that the polynomial A(z) is not too small for some z close to 1 on the unit circle,
which will deduce the existence of j satisfying |IE[)? = 17]]| > exp(—O0(n'/?)) by pigeonhole principle.

To further improve the upper bound exp(O(n/3)) to exp(O(n/3)), Chase [23] used the multiple-bit
statistics to distinguish sequences x,y € {0,1}™ when they coincide on a long prefix, that is, y looks like x

from the beginning. Note that this is the hard case to distinguish x and y.



The idea of multiple-bit statistics is to find a set of [ indices, say 0 < jg < j1 < -+ < ji—-1 < n—1,
such that the number of traces with a certain subsequence, say W € {0, 1}l, on these indices will differ
substantially enough in expectation for z and y. To find such a set of indices, Chase generalized Eq. (2.3) to

the following similar but much more complicated identity?,

ED (gow —lyow)w™] ="y (lomw — Ly=w)z* £ p'B(2), (2.4)
J k
which is valid for any w = (wo, ...,w;_1),2 = (20,...,2_1) € C satisfying z; = pw; +¢, 0 < i <[ — 1. Here,
the two indices j = (jo, j1,---,Ji—1) and k = (ko, k1, ..., ki—1) of the two sums run over

Z(n,1) :={(Gos j1,---r1-1) €Z':0<jo < j1 < -+ < ji—1 <n—1},

which is the collection of all sets of [ positions among the n positions. Then xy := (g, , Tk, - .-, Tk,_, ), and
29F is defined as

Z®/€ — Zgoziﬂ*ko*1 . .Zfi_ki—l_l L Zlkifll—szz—l'
When | =1 and W =1, Eq. (2.4) reduces to Eq. (2.3).

As before, one needs to show that B(z) in Eq. (2.4) is not too small on certain point, which is a multi-
variable power series. Note that when k is a set of consecutive positions, for example, k = ko + [I], then
20k = z(]f” is single-variable. The following corollary from Chase [23] tells that the partial sum over such

consecutive positions is enough to control the total sum.

Lemma 2.1 (Corollary 6.4, Chase [23]). For any distinct x,y € {0,1}" and any p € (0,1), if for some
W € {0, 1} with | < n, some 29 € v and some constant C > 0, we have

|B/(ZO)| = | Z(1$k+[”:W - 1yk+[”:W)Z§| Z eXp(—CZ 10g5 n)? (25)
E>0
then there are z1,...,2-1 € [1 —2p, 1] and a constant C' > 0 such that

| Z (Lpp=w — Ly=w)2%%| > exp(—C'l1og® n),
kEL(n,1)

where z = (20,21, -+, 21-1)-

Because z and y coincide on a long prefix, the polynomial B’(zg) in Eq. (2.5) could be very sparse for some
carefully chosen W, i.e., a lot of zero coefficients for lower degrees. Combining with the following result with
1 =2n'% 1 =1/5 and some complex analysis, Chase [23] gave a better lower bound [E[lg _;, — 1 _p/]| >

exp(—0(n'/5)) for some j, and then exp(O(n'/5)) traces suffice.

Theorem 2.1 (Theorem 6.2, Chase [23]). For any u € (0,1), there is some constant C > 0 such that for
any n > 2 and any polynomial f(z) =1 — ez + D i cjz? with 1 <d < n* e € {0,1} and |c;| < 1 for each
7, it holds that

o, |f (€")] > exp(—Cn' log®n).

31In this paper, we abuse the notations to make formulas tidy, whose meaning can be got from the content.



2.2 Set up for higher dimensions

In this subsection, we set up necessary notations and preliminary results for trace reconstruction of (hy-
per)matrices. For a fixed integer d > 2, we write {0, 1}”Xd instead of {0,1}™**™ for convenience, each
element of which is an n*%-hypermatrix. We call n the length and d the dimension.

For X € {0,1}""", the position of every entry is indexed by an element k = (k1, ks, . .., kq) € [n]?, and this
entry is denoted by X. For a sub-hypermatrix of X with length [ projected to the first » dimensions, we can
also define its position by a single notation, still using k& = (k1, k2, ..., kq), where k; = (kio, ki1, ..., kig—1) €
Z(n,0) for 1 <i<randk; €[n]forr+1<i<d Then the sub-hypermatrix is also denoted by Xj. Let
Z(n*?,1*") be the collection of all such positions & for fixed 0 < [ < n and 0 < r < d. For example, when
X € {o, 1}"X2 and k = ((1,4,5),2), Xr = (X(1,2), X(4,2), X(5,2))- When X} is a block, then each of the r
former k;’s for 1 <4 < r must be of the form k;o + [I]. In this case, we simply denote the position by k + [I]”
with k = (k1, ko, ...,kq) € [n]? indicating the first corner entry’s position. Note that when [ = 1 or r = 0,
Z(n*4,1) = [n]<.

Similarly for 0 < r < d, let C(d,1*") = C! x --- x C! x C x - - - x C, where C! repeats r times and C repeats
d — r times. So any (z1,...,2q) € C(d,1*") satisfies z; = (%0,...,2i1-1) € Clfor1<i<randz eC for
r+1<i<d Whenl=1orr=0,C(d,1)=C%L

Now, for a W € {0,1}'"" and a hypermatrix X € {0, 1}”“, we define the W -generating function of X as

_ E Ok Ok, krt1 k
g(Z) - 1Xk:WZ1 ! TRy 'Zr—Ti-l '“de7
k

where k = (k1, ..., kq) runs through Z(n*¢,1*"), and z = (21,..., z4) € C(d,1*"). In fact, this is a polynomial
over C with rl + d — r variables. When d = 1, r = 0 and W = 1, it reduces to A(z) in Eq. (2.3). When
d =r =1, it reduces to B(z) in Eq. (2.4). Note that when r < d, this function is determined by all [*"-
subhypermatrices inside the first » dimensions of X. For instance, when d = 2 and r = 1, g is the generating
function of columns in the matrix X.

Accordingly, we have the following W -generating identity of X, for any W € {0,1}'"" and X € {0, 1}”“,
which generalizes Eq. (2.3) and Eq. (2.4),

E[Y 1y g -l = g 2) (26)
J

Here j = (j1,...,jq) runs through Z(n*%,1*"), and w = (w1, ...,wq) € C(d,1*") satisfies z = pw + ¢, i.e.,
each pair of corresponding entries in z and w satisfies this relation. From now on, all appeared w accompanied
by z satisfy this relation. We move the proof of Eq. (2.6) to Appendix.

To state the general framework of trace reconstruction of hypermatrices, we define a function ¢(w) =
max{|w|, 1} for all w € C. Then for simplicity, no matter w € C, or in C!, or in C(d,1*"), we define ¢(w) to

be the product of ¢-values of all complex numbers in w.

Lemma 2.2. For any deletion probability q € (0,1), and any hypermatriz X € {0, 1}"Xd through the deletion
channel, let m = Q(logn) be a positive integer. If for any other Y € {0,1}""", there is some W € {0,1}1""
with | = O(m/logn) and 0 < r < d such that, the W -generating function* g of X — Y satisfies

lg(2)| > exp(—=Cm) for some w € C(d, ") with {(w) < exp(Cm/n),

for some constant C > 0, then exp(O(m)) traces suffice to reconstruct X with high probability.

4The W-generating function of X —Y is the one of X minus the one of Y.



Proof. By Eq. (2.6), we write the W-generating identity of X —Y:

oY} i i a1 -
E[Y (g, _y — Ly, oy )wf? - w@ wliy - wlt] = g 2).

J

For the right hand side, [p"+9~"g(z)| > exp(—O(l + m)) > exp(—O(m)). Then by the identity,
exp(=0(m)) < [E[Y (Lg, _yy — Ly, )wf? - wr - w] - wl]|
J
< D El gy — 15—yl lE(w)”
J
< Z |E[1)@:W — 1}7]:W]| exp(Cm).
J

By Pigeonhole Principle, we can find some j € Z(n*?,1%") and some constant C; > 0 such that

|E[1)~(j:W — 1}7]:W]| > exp(—Cim).

Suppose that T"i.i.d. traces (71, ey UT of the original hypermatrix X are observed. We establish a simple
algorithm that on input T traces and a pair (X,Y), outputs X if

—_

T
- - 1 - -
|§:§ Uﬁ—EXM%H<|§;§ U; — Ey[Yj]|
t=1

t=1

for the index set j fixed above. By the union bound and Hoeffding’s inequality,

T
Px[X cannot be recovered] < Z Px[Y is output from (X,Y)] < on’ exp(—E exp(—2C1m)),
Y#X

Taking T' = exp(Cam) with Cy > 2Cy + dk’% makes the above probability tend to 0. O

Lemma 2.2 reduces the trace reconstruction problem to the existence of a smaller hypermatrix W such
that the W-generating function of X —Y has a big value at some restricted point. Next, we give a useful
result about lower bounding a complex polynomial, which will be repeatedly used to derive lower bounds of

W-generating functions.

Lemma 2.3. Let m be a sufficiently large integer and a = a(m) € (0,1]. For a polynomial f(z) = 2™°(co +
c1z + ) € Clz] with mo < m, if |eo| > e ™) and 37, |e;| < €9 then there exist some w € C with
|w| <1 and some constant C' > 0, such that

142a

5 ), where z = pw + q.

[/ (2)] = exp(=C'm
In particular, when |co| = 1 and |c;| < 1, there exists some w with |w| < 1, such that | f(2)| > exp(—O(m!/3)).

Proof. Denote f(z) = 2™ f1(z). Then |f1(2)] < Y, |ei| < ") for any z with |2| < 1. For some positive
integer L, define a polynomial

F(z)= [] Alze’™E).

1<a<L

By the maximum modulus principle, there exists some 2’ € py with p =1 — p% such that

E(E)] > [F )] = [(0)]" = |eol* > e~ D),



We may choose a in {1,2,..., L} such that z := 2e?>™% € py(L). Fixing this z, we have

e"OM" L) < |P(2)| < |fy(2)] - O ),

Then |f1(2)| > e~ C" L) Taking L = [%ml%], we have
m 7 m a 1+2a
[f(2) =p"fr1(2) = (1 - m) -exp(—=0(m®L)) > exp(—=Cm "5 ")
for some constant C' > 0.
It is left to show that the corresponding w = % satisfies |w| < 1, which is true by the following fact:
lw] <1 hy € py(L) 'thL>4 dp=1 (2.7)
w| <1, whenever z € py(L) wi _pan p= R .
Indeed, since z = pe’ with |0 < 7/L, we have
e —1 2 1 2 1
lw*> = |1 + pi|2 <14+—=(p—1)+ —2|p619 —1P=1+=(p—1)+ = (p* —2pcosf + 1)
p p p p
P 1 p—1 72
<1+=(p-1D)+—=(p—-1)+6*) < (1+—) 1.
<1421+ (- 0P +) < (4 P T

When |cg| = 1 and |¢;| < 1, we prove the result slightly differently. Write z = pz’ € py with the same
p=1- p%. Then f(z) = 2™ f'(2'), where f/(2') = co + pc12’ + -+ + pici(2')" + - - - with |pic;| < 1. Apply
Corollary 3.2 of Borwein and Erdélyi [38] to get |f/(z")| > e~ ©") for some 2’ € y(L). Fixing 2’ and taking
L =m'/3, we have

)] = 0™F()] = (1 = —)™ - exp(=O(L)) = exp(~O(m!/?).

-
The corresponding w = <74 satisfies [w| <1 by (2.7). The proof is completed. O
Before closing this section, we introduce the so-called W-contiguous generating function. For any distinct

hypermatrices X,Y € {0, 1}”Xd and any hypermatrix W € {0, 1}le with | < n, we define the W -contiguous
generating function of X —Y by

h(Zl, ceey Zd) = Z[1Xk+[l]d:W — 1yk+md:W]zf1 s st, (28)
k
where k = (ki,...,kq) runs through [n]?. Note that W is of the same dimension d as X,Y but of a shorter
length. When d = 1, the function h reduces to the function B’ in Eq. (2.5).

3 Dimension reduction

Recall that Chase [23] applied the W-generating identity to distinguish sequences 2 and y which coincide
each other on a prefix of length ©(n'/%), that is, ©(n'/®) contiguous zeros at the beginning of a = = — y, by
establishing the existence a powerful W-generating function; for the other case, that is, x does not look like
y at the beginning, they can be easily distinguished by a trick of Peres and Zhai [26]. It is a natural thought
to apply this case-by-case discussion to hypermatrices. However, the criterion for a similar classification
becomes complicated.

To make an effective classification, we design a dimension reduction procedure on A = X —Y € {0, :I:l}"Xd,

to measure the similarities between X and Y. Roughly speaking, we reduce A to a sub-hypermatrix with



one dimension lower, one can view it as a slice of A, which separates the thinnest all-zero part of A from
the other part. Repeating this procedure on the sub-hypermatrix iteratively until the dimension reduces
to zero. Then the thicknesses of the all-zero parts ()\;’s below) in this reduction will be our criterion for a
classification. This procedure will provide a nice structure of all related generating functions, and enable us
to analyse bounds of those functions case-by-case. We give a formal definition of dimension reductions below.

For any hypermatrices A € {0, :I:l}"Xd, let f be the generating function of A, that is f(z1,22,...,24) =
S A2t 2hd swhere k = (K, ..., kq) runs over [n]?. Now, we define a sequence of hypermatrices A% =
A AL AL AY = 41, associated with a sequence of integers Ay < Ag_1 < ... < A; as follows. Each A’
will be a nonzero sub-hypermatrix of A on some position (ki,...,kq) in Z(n*?, n*?%) for 0 < i < d, but we
index its entry position only using the first i parameters (ki,...,k;). So in fact, A® will be of dimension 1.

For each i > 1, we define the reduction from A* to A*~! iteratively. Suppose we have obtained a sequence
of nonzero hypermatrices A% = A, A% 1 ... A’ and a sequence of non-negative integers A\g < A\g_1 < ... <
Ai+1- Let A; be the least integer such that

some entry Ailq---yki # 0 with min{ky,..., k;} = X\; or max{ky,....ki}=n—1- ).

Clearly \; < L"T_lj After a permutation on the set of dimensions and possibly an element reversion along

some dimension, we have
any entry Ay =0 with k; < \;; and some entry A}, # 0 with k; = \;.

Then let A~! be a sub-hypermatrix of A® by restricting k; = \;, that is a slice of A?. Clearly A*~! # O. Let

(21,..., %) be the generating function of A%, then it can be written as
g g

filzr, o 2) = 20 (fima (21, - 2i1) + 20 %), (3.1)

where f;_; is the generating function of A*~! and the symbol * denotes an uncertain polynomial.

After d steps, we succeed to make a dimension reduction R : A — A"t — ... - Al 5 A% = +1, with a
sequence of integers 0 < A\g < A\g_1 <--- <\ < L"T_lj, such that each A*! is a slice of A* whose small side
contains only zero entries. If A = X — Y, then we say the two hypermatrices X and Y are (A, A2, ..., \q)-
identical with respect to the dimension reduction R : A =X —Y — A4l ... 5 A! - +1. Note that in
the case that \.41 <1 < A, for some r > 1 and some proper threshold [, it roughly means that on some r

dimensions X looks like Y, but on the other dimensions, X does not look like Y.

Before giving a construction of the required W in Lemma 2.2, we introduce the conception of periodic
hypermatrices. For any positive integers s < [, we say a hypermatrix W € {0, l}le is s-periodic, if W has a
nonzero period t € [—s, s]¢, that is, for any k € [I]? with k+t € [I]¢, we have W), = Wj,1;. Otherwise, we say
W is s-aperiodic.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that distinct hypermatrices X,Y € {0, 1}"Xd are (A1, Aa, ..., Ag)-identical with respect
to a dimension reduction R : A =X —-Y — A%l 5 ... 5 A 5 +1. If \, > 1 for some r > 1 and an odd
number | < L"T_lj, then there exists a hypermatriz W € {0, l}lw, such that the followings hold.

(a) For each r < i <d, let g; be the W-generating function of A*. Then
A .
gi+1(21; e ,Zi+1) = zi_ﬁl(gi(zl, ceey Zl) —+ Zi+1 " *), T S 1 S d — 1, (32)
where x denotes uncertain polynomials;
-1

(b) Let h be the W -contiguous generating function of A™. Then h is nonzero and |~ |-sparse.



Proof. Property (a) trivially holds for any W by the definitions of \;.

For Property (b), let A" = X" — Y", where X" and Y" are the corresponding r-dimensional sub-
hypermatrices of X and Y, respectively. We will find the hypermatrix W in X" or Y". Let H = {j €
[n]" : A7 # 0} be the collection of positions with nonzero entries in A”. View H as a point set in the
Euclidean space E”. Then there is an (r — 1)-dimensional hyperplane « such that N H = j for some j € H
and the whole set H lies on exactly one side of a. Geometrically, the hyperplane « is tangent to H. Since
Ar > 1, we have j + [-151, 5] := 5 C [n]". Let Wy = X7 and Wy = Y;". Then Wy # W, since X # Y.
So if we take W € {W1, W5}, then the W-contiguous generating function

_ E k1 k2 k
h(Zl, e ,ZT) = [1X]:+[L]7':W — 1Y1§+[1]T:W]21 29T 2",

ke[n]m

is nonzero.

It is left to show the sparsity of h. Denote s = \_llej First, we claim that if W is s-aperiodic, then h is
s-sparse. Otherwise, suppose that there exist distinct &', k" € [n]” with |k} — k| < s for all 1 <7 <r, such
that, without loss of generality, X}, . = Xy, = W. Then for any k € [[]" with k + (k" — k) € [I]",
Wi = Xpw = Xpggr -1y = Witev—k)- This implies that W has a period (K" — k') € [~s,s]",
contradicting to the aperiodicity of W.

By the claim, we need to show that one of W7 and W5 is s-aperiodic. Suppose that both W7 and W5 are
s-periodic, and let p1,pa € [—s, s]” be their periods, respectively. Then j + p; + p2 € 5. Choose suitable p;
from {£p1}, p2 from {£po}, such that p; + p2 # 0 and they point to the same side of a against H. On this
side, corresponding entries in X" and Y are equal except X # Y. However, combining the periodicity of
W1 and W5, we have

XJT = X;+P1 = YJ'Ter = ererlJr:Dz = X;+P1+P2 = X;+P2 = qum = YJ'T’
a contradiction. So we complete the proof. O
In what follows, under the notation of a dimension reduction R : A — A4l — ... 5 Al — 41, we

always denote f; the generating function of A%, g; the W-generating function of A’ for some related W, and

* an uncertain polynomial.

4 Trace reconstruction of matrices and cubes

In this section, we will give upper bounds for trace reconstruction of matrices and cubes, proving Theorem 1.1
(1)-(2). For matrices, we only need to show that for any matrix pair (X,Y), we can find the existence
of a matrix W so that the W-generating function of X — Y satisfies the conditions in Lemma 2.2 with

m = n3/7 loglo/3 n.

Lemma 4.1. For any distinct matrices X, Y € {0,1}"*" there exists some W € {0, 1} with | = 4n"/7 41
and 0 <r <1, such that the W-generating function g(z1,22) of X —Y satisfies

l9(21, 22)| = exp(—Cn®/Tlog!™® n) for some w = (wy,wy) € C(2,1%7) with £(w) < exp(Cn~*7),
where C > 0 is a constant.

Proof. Suppose that X and Y are (A1, A2)-identical with respect to a dimension reduction R : A =X —-Y —
Al — +1.



Case 1. \; <.
Set r =0 and W = 1. Let f(z1,22) be the generating function of A. It is sufficient to show that

|f (21, 22)| > e~ for some wy,wy € C with |wy], Jwe| < 1.

By Eq. (3.1),
Fz1,20) = 22 (filz1) + 22+ %), fi(z1) = 200 (L + 21 - ).

Applying Lemma 2.3 for m =1 and |cg| = 1,]|¢;| < 1, we have
[fi(z1)] > e~ for some wy € C with |wy] < 1.

Fix wy and z1, and let f/(z2) := f(z1,22). We would like to apply Lemma 2.3 to f’(z2) again. Since
mo = A < M\ <, |eo] = |f1(z1)] > e~ " and >, leil is at most the number of nonzero terms in A,

o@?)

which is upper bounded by n? <e , then by Lemma 2.3 with m =1 and a = 1/3, we have

£ (21, 22)] = |F/(22)] = e O for some wy € C with |ws| < 1.

Case 2. \; > [.
Set r = 1 and take the sequence W € {0,1}! in Lemma 3.1. Let g(21, 22) be the W-generating function
of A, where (21,22) € C(2,1*'). By Eq. (3.2),

9(21,22) = 237 (g1(21) + 22 - %),

where g; is the W-generating function of the sequence A'. By Lemma 3.1 (b), the W-contiguous generating
function of A', say h(z), is nonzero and n'/7-sparse. Let dy be the minimum degree of h. Then we can write

h(z) =229 (1 —ex™ + Y ¢;27) = £2%ng(2)

j:n1/7

with 1 < d; < n'/7 e € {0,1} and |¢;| < 1 for each j. Clearly, ho(z) satisfies the condition in Theorem 2.1 for
1= 1/7. Hence, |ho(e?)| > exp(—O(n'/"log® n)) for some |8 < n=2/7. Let 2y = € € y(mn?/T) C ~(n?/7).
Then |h(z0)| = |ho(20)| > exp(—O(n'/"log® n)). Applying Lemma 2.1, we get

|g1 (21)| > e*O(nl/7 log® n)

for some z1 = (#10,...,21,1—-1) With z19 = 20 and z1; € [1 — 2p, 1], j > 1. By Eq. (2.1), the corresponding
1 : O(n=%7)
wy € C' satisfies (wy) < e .
Fixing w; and z1, let ¢'(z2) = g(z1, 22) which is single-variable. We apply Lemma 2.3 to ¢’(z2). Since
_onY/
mo = Ao < n, |co| = |g1(z1)] > e omH/7

5 . .
log”n) “and 3. |c;| is at most the number of nonzero terms in

the Littlewood polynomial g(z1, 22), which is upper bounded by n(?) < Olllogn) < eOn'/Tlog? ") then by

loglogn
5 logn

O3/
9(21, 20)| = |¢/ (22)] > e=O* " log

Lemma 2.3 with m =n and a = % + we have

"% 1) for some wy € C with |wa] < 1.

Combining Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 4.1, Theorem 1.1 (1) immediately follows.
As for trace reconstruction of cubes, we can make the same classification as for matrices, resulting the
following lemma, whose proof is moved to Appendix. Hence Theorem 1.1 (2) follows by applying Lemma 2.2

with m = n5/? logf’/2 n.
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Lemma 4.2. For any distinct cubes X, Y € {0,1}"*" " there exists some W € {0,1}""" with | = 4n'/? +1
and 0 < r <1, such that the W-generating function g(z1,22,23) of X —Y satisfies

C 10g5/2 n

19(2)| > exp(—Cn®/?log®? n) for some w = (w1, wa, ws) € C(3,1%") with £(w) < exp(T),
n

where C > 0 is a constant.

Following the proof ideas for matrices and cubes, one may get an upper bound exp(é(nl_ﬁ)) for
hypermatrices of general dimension d > 4, which is slightly better than the bound exp(a(nd/ (d+2))) of
Krishnamurthy et al. [35]. However, this is still close to the trivial bound exp(O(n)) for high dimensions
unfortunately. To settle this problem, we establish a Littlewood-type result for multi-variable polynomials
with certain sparse property, that is Theorem 1.2, which generalizes the single-variable version in Theorem 2.1.
Such a result on lower bounding sparse polynomials at some restricted point is useful, since certain W-

contiguous generating function is sparse by Lemma 3.1 (b). See details in the next section.

5 Trace reconstruction of hypermatrices

In this section, we always assume d > 4 is fixed. First, we recall Theorem 1.2 and give a proof of it. In
this proof, we apply a technical method to reduce the sparse multi-variable polynomial to one-variable. We
realize this by finding a suitable hyperplane tangent to a sparse set of points with at most two tangent points
in the Euclidean space, based on the ideas in [12]. This is different from the proof of Theorem 2.1 for the

one-variable case by using complex analysis.

Theorem 1.2. Let h(z1,...,24) = Eke[n]d cszl e zsd be a nonzero nt-sparse polynomial with p € [0,1)
and each cp € {0,£1}. Then for any A > 1 and any L with 1 < L < n®,

1—
max |h| > e*O(ALn "logn)'

21,..,24€7(L)

Proof. The idea of this proof is to reduce the multi-variable polynomial h to a single-variable polynomial,
for which we can find a big positive value at some restricted point by the similar technique as in the proof of
Lemma 2.3. The way of reduction is to set z; = u’ for some b = (by,...,bq) € Z¢, then h becomes Y, cru’*,
a polynomial say & in u. By this way, the coefficient of a monomial ©™ in £ is the sum of ¢; over all k’s
satisfying b - Kk = m, which are locating on a hyperplane. However, a randomly chosen b may result in all
coeflicients in & being zero, thus £ is a zero function, and useless. For this reason, we need the integer vector
b satisfying the following property,

(P): If mq is the smallest integer such that b -k = mq for some k € H := {k € [n]? : ¢ # 0}, then the
number of such k’s in H is at most two. This could be guaranteed by the sparsity of h.

Note that mg might be the possible minimum degree of nonzero monomials in A. If there is only one
k € H satisfying b - k = my, then the coefficient of u™° is ¢; # 0, thus mg is the minimum degree and £ is
nonzero. However, if there are two such k’s, say k', k2, then the coefficient is cj1 4 c;> which might be zero if
¢ = —cgz. In this case, we will introduce a unit root number v and set z; = ubv for some index i to make
sure the coefficient of u™° nonzero.

Further, since we aim to lower bound h on some point with each z; close to 1 on the unit circle, or
equivalently, we aim to lower bound % on some point u € « with u’ close to 1, then each integer b; should
be small, or the vector b should be of a short length.

Now we formally construct b, which will be chosen from the following set

N(R) = {(b1,...,ba) € Z : ged(by,...,bg) = 1,1/b} +--- + b2 < R},

11



where R = dn'~*. View H as a point set in the d-dimensional Euclidean space E?. Take a sphere shell S of
radius @n enclosing H, and a circumscribed hyperpolygon P of S that is formed by all (d — 1)-dimensional
hyperplanes with normal vectors in N'(R). By a geometric argument, we obtain a claim below, whose proof

is moved to Appendix.

Claim 1. For n sufficiently large, each facet of P has a diameter less than n*.

Translate P until P touches H for the first time, that is, PN H # () and H is still inside P. Let 8 be a
facet of P touching H, and b = (b1,...,bq) € N(R) be the normal vector of 3. Then H lies on one side of
B. Choose b € {£b} such that b points to the H-side with respect to 8. Then S belongs to the hyperplane
b-x =mg, and mo =min{b-k: k € H}.

By the claim, 8 has a diameter less than n#*. Let Hy ={k€ H: ¢, =1} and Hy ={k € H : ¢, = —1}
form a bipartition of H. For each i = 1,2, the Euclidean distance of any two distinct points in H; is at least
nt by the n*-sparsity of h. Hence |3 N Hy| <1, |8 N Hs| <1, and thus |8 N H| < 2 satisfying property (P).
b1 b2 zq = ub where

Given b above, we are able to take a variable substitution that z; = u”v, 22 = u

v = e2n? is a fixed number. Now we write

h(z1,...,24) = Z crzt ~-~z§d = Z e ubt = h(u).

ke[n]d k€[n]d

Then A has possible minimum degree mg, so we write
h(u) == u™(Cy +u - x) = u™ho(u).

Note that C, is the coefficient of u™°, which equals ZkeBmH cxv®. When |3 N H| = 1, since v € v, we
have |C,| = |ho(0)] = 1. When |3N H| = 2, then |3 N Hy| = |3N Ha| = 1. Denote k' = SN H;, i = 1,2.
Without loss of generality, we assume the first coordinates ki # k%, and assume ki > k?. (For other cases,
say ki # k2, we just move v to z; in the variable substitution step). Since 3 has a diameter less than n#, we
have 1 < ¢ :=k{ — ki < n*. Then

Cy = crav™ + cpavfi = :I:ka(l —h).
So _ _
Fi(0)] = |Gl = |1 = v!| = |1 — €208 | > |1 — g5 | > ¢~ O(Alogm),

where the first inequality follows from 1 < t < n* < n®.
Next, for any L with 1 < L < n®, we will lower bound |A(u)|, and consequently lower bound |h| when
each z; belongs to the arc v(L). Define a polynomial

Fuy= [[ ho(ue*™ir)

1<a<L’

for some integer L'. Then |F(0)| = |fig(0)|L" > e~C(AL"logn) By the maximum modulus principle, |F(u)| >
|F(0)] > e~ (AL logn) for some u € . We may choose a such that ue?™ <7 € v(L'), which is still denoted by
u. Then

emOBEIE M) < |F(u)| < [ho(u)[n™ ™Y < [hg(u)]e™" 5",

where we use the fact that |hg(u)| < n?. Taking L' = 2dLn'~*, we have

|h(z1, ..., 2za)| = |A(w)] = |ho(u)] > e*O(ALnLulogn)

12



g

for some z; = ubv, 29 = ub2, ..., zg = ub with u € y(2dLn'""),v = em& € y(2n?) and |b;| < dn'~* for
1 <4 <d. It is left to show that z1,...,24 € y(L). Indeed,

2dLnt=+

] ) €v(2L) €A(L), 2<i<d.

Zi :Ubi € "Y(

For 21, since ubt € y(2L), v € v(2n?) and L < n®, then
__,b1 AN _
21 =uv € y(L) Un(n®) = y(L).

This completes the proof.
O

Note that any d-variable polynomial of the form Zke[n]d cszl e zgd is trivially 1-sparse, which is the
case of 4 = 0 in Theorem 1.2. However, by Claim 1 saying that each facet S of the hyperpolygon P has a
diameter less than 1, |8 N H| = 1 must happen. So the parameter v becomes unnecessary, and the variable
substitution and the remaining arguments can be simplified. This is different from the case of 1 > 1, and
leads to the following corollary. When L > Cna=1 for a large constant C, Corollary 5.1 greatly improves the
lower bound e~O(E"108m) in [35, Lemma 22| by Krishnamurthy et al.

Corollary 5.1. Let h(z1,...,2a) = Y jepnje crait ---zsd be a nonzero polynomial with each ¢y € {0,£1}.
Then

max |h| > e—O(Lnlogn)'
21,...,24€7(L)

Next, we prove the reduction from lower bounding a W-generating function to lower bounding the cor-
responding W-contiguous generating function, where W is a sub-hypermatrix of full dimensions. This is a

multivariate version of Lemma 2.1.

Lemma 5.2. For any distinct hypermatrices X,Y € {0,1}""" and a hypermatrizc W € {0,1}'"" with | < n,
let g(z1,...,2-) be the W-generating function of X —Y with z; = (20,...,2i1-1) € CL,1 < i < r, and let
h(z10, .-, 2r0) be the W-contiguous generating function of X =Y. If

|h| > e~ OWogn) for some zg €v,1 <i<r,
then fizing {zio}, there exist z;; € [1 —2p,1] for 1 <i<r1<j<l—1 such that

|g| > e—O(l logn)'

Proof. For k = (k1,...,k.) € [n]"~! x Z(n,1) with k. = (kyo,...,kr1—1) € Z(n,1), let k denote the position
of an [*"-sub-hypermatrix that is contiguous along the first » — 1 dimensions starting at (ki,...,k-—1) and

k, on the last dimension. Consider the partial sum in g over such positions, denoted by

_ k . .
9(21, cee aZT) = Z[lX;C:W - 1Y;;:W]216 e Zr—lTO ! Z? )
k
where k runs over [n]"~! x Z(n,1) and 2; = (20, ..., 2i1-1) € C',1 <4 < r. Fix 2z € 7,1 < i < r such that

|h| > e~OUlogn)  We claim that there exist z.; € [1 —2p,1] for 1 < j <[ — 1 such that |g| > e~ OUlosn),
that is, the norm of the partial sum in the W-generating function over sub-hypermatrices whose position is
contiguous along the first 7 — 1 dimensions can also be lower bounded by e~©(1°8™)  Then using the similar
argument, we could remove the contiguous conditions of the rest » — 1 dimensions one by one. Since r is a
constant, we finally obtain |g| > e~ O(logn) for some zij €1-2p,1,1<i<rl1<j<Ii-1.
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Now we prove the claim. Consider the case when 2,1 = 2,2 = ... = 2z,;—1. Then g becomes a single-

variable polynomial

= _ k1 kr—1 kro kri—1—kro—(1—1)
g(zr1) = E [1X,;:W - 1Y,;:W]210 211,00 %00 %1 .
k

Note that when z,.; = 0, we have zf{’l’l_km_(l_l) = 1lonly when k,;_1 —k,o—(l—1) = 0, that is, k. = kro+][l].

So, §(0) keeps the terms corresponding to contiguous sub-hypermatrices. Thus §(0) = h(z10,. .., 2zr0). Denote
h(zr1) = (7)" " g(zr1). Since each coefficient of (z,1) has norm at most 1, then by [42, Theorem 5.1], there

are absolute constants c¢1, cy > 0, such that

r c1/(2p)
max  |h(ze1)| 2[R(0)[0/@Pe=e2/2p) > [ (M) ¢—Ollogn) e—c2/(2p)
zr1€[1-2p,1] - - l
Ze—O(llog n)
Taking a z,; realizing this maximum, we have
|g(zr1)] = <7) |B(2’r1)| > ¢ Olllogn)
Thus the claim is proved. O

Now, we are able to give the existence of a hypermatrix W such that the W-generating function has a

big norm at some restricted point.

Lemma 5.3. For any distinct hypermatrices X,Y € {0, 1}”Xd, there exists some W e {0,110 with | =
4n3/5 +1 and 0 < r < d, such that the W -generating function g of X —Y satisfies

l9(2)| > exp(—Cn®/®logn) for some w € C(d,1*") with L(w) < exp(%),
n

where C > 0 is a constant.

Proof. Let A% = X — Y. Suppose that X and Y are (A1, Aa, ..., \g)-identical with respect to a dimension
reduction R : AT — A4l ... 5 A & +1.

Case 1. \y < [.

Set 7 =0 and W = 1. Let f; be the generating function of A’ for 1 < i < d. Then

fir1(z1,. 0 2i01) = Z?-Hl(fi(zla e Zi) Fzipr %), 1<i<d -1,
Since f1(z1) is a Littlewood polynomial, we can apply [38, Corollary 3.2] to get
|f1(21)] > e W for some 2z € ().

Then the corresponding w; satisfies |w| < O™ by Eq. (2.1). Fix wy and z;. Since Ay < I, we can apply
Lemma 2.3 to fa(z1, 22) with m =1 and a =1 to get

|f2(z1, 22)| > e~ 90 for some wy € C with |wa| < 1.
Repeatedly applying Lemma 2.3 (d — 1) times, we finally obtain

|fal = €O for some {w;} with |w;| < 1,2 < i< d and |w;| < P ).
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Case 2. \y1 <1 <\, for some r > 2.
Take the hypermatrix W € {0,1}'"" in Lemma 3.1 and let g(z) be the W-generating function of X — Y,
where z = (z1,...,24) € C(d,1*"). We will show that for some w = (w1, ...,wq) € C(d,1*"),

lg(2)| > e=Om*Plogn) it [T, f(w;) < ™) and lw;| <1,r+1<i<d.

Let g; be the W-generating function of the i-dimensional sub-hypermatrix A°* for r < ¢ < d — 1. Then we

have the same recursions as in Eq. (3.2). Let h(z10, ..., 2r0) be the W-contiguous generating function of A”.

3/5

By Lemma 3.1 (b), h is nonzero and n*/°-sparse. We apply Theorem 1.2 for u = 3/5,L = n'/% A =1 to get

|h(z105 - -5 2r0)] = e~ 0" logn) o1 some 2104+ - -5 2r0 € 7(n1/5).
Then by Lemma 5.2, for some zjg, . . ., 2.0 € Y(n'/%) and z;; € [1 - 2p,1],1 <i <71 <j<1—1,
lgr(z1, -, 20)] > e~ O™/ logn)

By Eq. (2.1), we have [];_, {(w;) < 027 correspondingly. Fixing ws,...,w, and z1,...,2,, and let
d (Zr41) = gry1(21, - - -, 2p, 2rg1). We apply Lemma 2.3 to ¢/ (2z,41). Since mo = A\p41 < I < n3/5logn, |co| =
|ge| > O 7 logn) and 3 ¢ < n(})" < eOllem) < O logn) by Temma 2.3 with m = n®/®logn and
a =1, we have

lgre1(21,s -y 2my 2r41)| = 19 (2r41)| = e—0**logn) fo1 some wy41 € C with |wy41] < 1.
Applying Lemma 2.3 (d — r) times, we finally obtain
lg| > e=OM*/"logn) with [T, b(w;) < O ™*"") and |lwi] <1,r+1<i<d.

Combining Case 1 and Case 2, we complete the proof. O

Combining Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 5.3 with m = n3/5logn, Theorem 1.1 (3) immediately follows.

Appendix

5.1 Proof of Eq. (2.6)

Proof. For r +1 < ¢ <d, from z; = pw; + ¢q, we have pzic = p(pw; + q)F = ZJ (l;.?')pji"’lqki_ji wfl For
1 <i<r, we have

| Ok _ 1 ki kii—kio—1 ki, - 7ki, _2—1
Pz =D "'Zi,lill o

i1—kio—1 | )ki,Lflfki,szfl

=p' (pwio + @)"*° (pwir + q)* - (pwig—1+q

:pl Z (‘I;Z-S)pjioqkiojiow%o - Z (kll — kio — 1)pji1ji01q(ki1ki())(jiljio)wljiljiol
- i
Jio

- - TR |
Ji1>73i0 Jil Jio

. [ . ( E (kiJ—l - ki>l_2 - 1)pji,ll_ji,12_lq(k7i,ll_ki,l2)_(ji,ll_ji,l2)w-zjlxlll_ji,l2_l)]}

4 / jig—1— Jijg—2 — 1
Jil—1>Ji,1—2 Ji, Ji,

-1
:Z <k.i0> H (km —kipn-1— 1>pji,11+1qki,11—ji,11 _wZjS_
Jio/) ;25

= Jin — Jih—1 — 1
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Therefore, the left hand side of the W-generating identity is

-1
k kin—kip—1—1\ . . .
2 :2 :1)?k—W[( 170) || ( 1,h 1,h—1 >p]1,11+1qk1,11—h,11 ,w?h]
7 k

' f1h — Jih-1— 1
J1,0 hel J1,h — J1,h—1

-1
k krn —krp—1—1\ . ) )
[< nO) ] [ < r.h r,h—1 )pjr,ll“l’lqkT,lle,ll ,ngr]
h=1

jr,O jr,h - jr,h—l -1
(et g (M) g
Jr+1 Jd

S SUE S SIS 3 ot oot

k J k Jo g1 Jd

ok 1ok, Ky k

=Y Lo 0 - ') - (02 - (02

k
:prl+d7rg(zl, ey Zd).

5.2 Proof of Lemma 4.2

Proof. Suppose that X and Y are (A1, A2, A3)-identical with respect to a dimension reduction R : A =
X—-Y — A% = A — 41,

Case 1. \; <.

Set r =0 and W = 1. Let f(z1, 22, 23) be the generating function of A. Similar to Case 1 of matrices, we

apply Lemma 2.3 three times to get
lf| > e~ for some wy, wo, w3 € C with [wi], Jwal, Jws] < 1.

Case 2. \; > [.
Set r = 1 and take the sequence W € {0,1}! in Lemma 3.1. Let g(z1, 29, 23), ga(21, 22), g1(21) be the
W-generating function of A, A%, AL, respectively, where (21, 22, z3) € C(3,1*!). By Eq. (3.2), we write
g(21, 22, 23) = Zgg (92(21,22) + 2395(21, 22)) , and ga(z1, 22) = 252 (91(21) + 2291 (21)),
where ¢4 and g] are polynomials. Similar to Case 2 of matrices, we have

lg1] > e—O(m'/%log® n) o1 some wy € C! with £(w;) < O™,

Fix wy and 21, and define the polynomial for some integer L,

2759 273 L
F(22,23) = H g(z1, 206" 23" T,
1<a,b<L
Further, define

G(z,2) = [] (92(217226277i%) + Z3€2m%9§(21,22€2m%)> ;
1<ab<L

H(z) = H (91(21) + 2" E g (21)) -
1<a<IL

Then for any 22,23 € 7, |G(22,23)] = |F(22,23)|, |G(22,0)] = |H(22)|* and |H(0)| = |g1(z1)|*. By the
maximum modulus principle, there exist some z2, 23 € v such that

|F (22, 28)] = |G(22, 25)| = |Gl22,0)| = [H(23)[" = [HO)|" = |g1(21)"" > exp(—O(n'/*L? 1og” n)).
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We may choose a, b such that ze?™1 23€2™T € ~(L), which are still denoted by 2z, 23, respectively. Then

n

L*-1
l)) < |g(21, 22, 23)| exp(Tn'/*L* log n),

exp(-O( L2108 ) < [Fz2.20)] < e, 22, 20)| (o
where we use the fact that |g(z1,22,23)] < n?(7). By Eq. (2.1), |wsl,|ws| < exp(O(L~%)). Taking L =
n?// 10g5/4 n,

10g5/2 n

g > exp(—O(n®/?log®? n)) for some w = (wy,ws, w3) € C(3,1%") with £(w) < exp(O(Tg)).
n

Combining Case 1 and Case 2, we complete the proof. O

5.3 Proof of Claim 1

Proof. Let n be sufficiently large, then R = dn'~* is large. Assume that the center of S is the origin o.
Take x¢9 € P maximizing the Euclidean distance from o. Let oXy be the segment ending at o and xg,
then take a point x € 6Xg such that [|x|| = R — +/d. Without loss of generality, let x = (z1,...,24) with
X1 > a9 > -+ > xq > 0. Clearly z; > % — 1. Take another point y € 6Xg such that y = (p,y2,...,¥d)
with p > yo > -+ > yg > 0, where p is the largest prime satisfying p < z;. Clearly p = (1 — o(1))x; and
Iyl = (1 —o(1))(R — Vd). Take a = (p,az,...,aq) € Z% with a; € [p—1] and |a; —y;| <1for 2 <i<d—1.
Clearly, ged(p, az, . ..,aq4) =1, |a—y|| < +v/d—1 and thus ||la|| = (1 — o(1))R. Therefore, a € N'(R).
Let 6 be the angle formed by 0a and Oy. Since ||a —y|| = o(||a]|), we have

la—yll d—1
tan6 < (14 o(1)) <(1+40(1)—.
all R
Extend the segment 0a to intersect S at point ag, then ||ag| = @n. Since a € N'(R), ag is a tangent point

of S and some facet a of P. Extend 0Xy to intersect v at a point yg, then agyg and ago span a right angle.
On the other hand, by the extreme property of xg, the point yq is either the point xq itself or outside P.
Therefore, each facet of P has a diameter at most

did—1)n dn

< — =nt.

2l[yo — aoll = 2ljac[| tan 8 < (1 + o(1))~—— i
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