
ar
X

iv
:2

31
0.

17
82

7v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 2

7 
O

ct
 2

02
3

A hierarchy of eigencomputations for polynomial

optimization on the sphere

Nathaniel Johnston *†, Benjamin Lovitz∗‡, and Aravindan Vijayaraghavan∗§

†Department of Mathematics and Computer Science, Mount Allison University, Sackville,
New Brunswick, Canada

‡Department of Mathematics, Northeastern University, Boston, Massachusetts, USA
§Department of Computer Science, Northwestern University, Evanston, Illinois, USA

October 30, 2023

Abstract

We introduce a convergent hierarchy of lower bounds on the minimum value of a real
homogeneous polynomial over the sphere. The main practical advantage of our hierarchy over
the sum-of-squares (SOS) hierarchy is that the lower bound at each level of our hierarchy is
obtained by a minimum eigenvalue computation, as opposed to the full semidefinite program
(SDP) required at each level of SOS. In practice, this allows us to go to much higher levels
than are computationally feasible for the SOS hierarchy. For both hierarchies, the underlying
space at the k-th level is the set of homogeneous polynomials of degree 2k. We prove that
our hierarchy converges as O(1/k) in the level k, matching the best-known convergence of
the SOS hierarchy when the number of variables n is less than the half-degree d (the best-
known convergence of SOS when n ≥ d is O(1/k2)). More generally, we introduce a convergent
hierarchy of minimum eigenvalue computations for minimizing the inner product between a
real tensor and an element of the spherical Segre-Veronese variety, with similar convergence
guarantees. As examples, we obtain hierarchies for computing the (real) tensor spectral norm,
and for minimizing biquadratic forms over the sphere. Hierarchies of eigencomputations for
more general constrained polynomial optimization problems are discussed.
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1 Introduction

We consider the fundamental task of minimizing a homogeneous degree-D polynomial
p(x) ∈ R[x]D in n variables x = (x1, . . . , xn) over the unit sphere

pmin = min
x∈S(Rn)

p(x), (1)

where S(Rn) = {x ∈ Rn : ‖x‖ = 1} and ‖·‖ denotes the Euclidean norm. Optimization problems
of this form have applications in several areas [FF21]. For example, for a special class of degree-
three polynomials this corresponds to computing the largest stable set of a graph [N+03, DK08].
As another example, computing the 2 → 4 norm (i.e., hypercontractivity) of a matrix A is equiv-
alent to maximizing the degree-four polynomial p(x) = ‖Ax‖4

4 on the unit sphere and has many
connections to problems in computational complexity, quantum information and designing ma-
trices for compressive sensing [BBH+12]. For D = 2 this problem is equivalent to computing the
minimum eigenvalue of a symmetric matrix, which can be solved efficiently. However, already for
D = 3 this problem is NP-hard as it contains the stable set problem as a special case [N+03].

The sum-of-squares (SOS) hierarchy is a hierarchy of semidefinite programs (SDPs) of increas-
ing size whose optimum values approach pmin from below. We propose a hierarchy of minimum
eigenvalue computations that also approach pmin from below. At the k-th level of both our hi-
erarchy and the SOS hierarchy, the underlying space is the set of homogeneous polynomials
of degree 2k. However, our hierarchy has the advantage of merely requiring an eigencomputa-
tion at each level, as opposed to the full SDP required at each level of SOS.1 In addition, we
prove that the convergence of our hierarchy in the level k is similar to SOS: The difference be-
tween the lower bound computed by our hierarchy and the true minimum pmin goes as O(1/k) in
the level k. This is quadratically slower than the best-known convergence O(1/k2) of SOS when
D ≤ 2n, and matches the best-known convergence of SOS when D > 2n [Rez95, DW12, FF21].2

In particular, our convergence result gives an alternate proof of the O(1/k) convergence results of
[Rez95, DW12] for the SOS hierarchy. The main ingredient in our proof is the quantum de Finetti
theorem, which is a convergence result for a certain complex optimization problem known as the
quantum separability problem (see [DPS04, Wat18]). We bypass the need to develop a specialized
real quantum de Finetti theorem (as was done in [DW12]) by proving that the real optimization
problem (1) is related to a certain complex optimization problem up to a constant (Proposition 6).
These results are presented in Section 3.

In Section 4 we describe an implementation of our hierarchy in MATLAB, and present several
examples to demonstrate its performance in comparison to the SOS and Diagonally Dominant
Sum-of-Squares (DSOS) hierarchies [AM19]. The latter hierarchy optimizes over polynomials that
admit a diagonally dominant Gram matrix, which is stronger than being a sum-of-squares, in
hopes of computational savings.3 We find that we can compute much higher levels of our hier-
archy than either of these, and can often outperform them in terms of time budget. For example,
for the Motzkin polynomial we can compute our hierarchy up to level 2000, as opposed to level
∼ 10 for SOS or DSOS (Table 1). As another example, for random homogeneous polynomials our

1We note that other works have also designed alternatives to the SOS hierarchy that are based on spectral or eigen-
vector computation [HSSS16, SS17]. However these algorithms are specialized for average-case analysis (i.e., random
instances) of tensor decompositions and finding planted sparse vectors.

2See also [BGG+17] which gives multiplicative approximation guarantees for polynomial optimization over the
sphere using the sum of squares hierarchy.

3In contrast to our hierarchy and the SOS hierarchy, the DSOS hierarchy does not always converge [AM19, Proposi-
tion 3.15].
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hierarchy outperforms DSOS in numerical tests even at a fixed level (Table 2). Here, both hierar-
chies are performing computations in the space of homogeneous polynomials of degree 2k, but
our hierarchy is using less computational resources and obtaining better bounds. Our hierarchy
can also compute non-trivial bounds for random dense polynomials in as many as 90 variables,
which surpasses the 25 variables possible with SOS and 70 variables possible with DSOS (Table 3).

Let SD(Rn) ⊆ (Rn)⊗D be the symmetric subspace (see Section 2). Under the standard isomor-
phism between R[x]D and SD(Rn), one can view the optimization problem (1) as minimizing the
inner product between a symmetric tensor and a unit symmetric product tensor (i.e. an element
of the spherical Veronese variety). More generally, we develop a hierarchy of eigencomputations for
minimizing the inner product between a real tensor and a unit partially-symmetric product tensor
(i.e. an element of the spherical Segre-Veronese variety). We prove that this more general hierarchy
also converges as O(1/k). In particular, this gives hierarchies for computing the real spectral norm
of a real tensor, and for minimizing a biquadratic form over the unit sphere. Computing the ten-
sor spectral norm is a well-studied problem with connections to planted clique, tensor PCA and
tensor decompositions [FK08, BV09, RM14]. These results are presented in Section 5.

In Section 6 we consider minimizing a real homogeneous polynomial under more general
constraints. We develop a similar hierarchy of eigencomputations to lower bound the constrained
optimum, which converge to a certain analogous complex constrained optimization problem. As
mentioned above, in the case of real polynomial optimization over the sphere (and more generally
tensor optimization over the spherical Segre-Veronese), we obtained our convergent hierarchy by
showing that this complex optimum is related to the real optimum up to a constant (Proposition 6).
It remains an interesting problem for future work to determine how the complex optimum is
related to the real optimum under more general constraints.

In the remainder of this introduction, we describe the sum-of-squares hierarchy for the poly-
nomial optimization problem (1), introduce our hierarchy for this problem, and describe the gen-
eralization of our hierarchy to tensor optimization problems. For the sake of readability, we will
defer some definitions until Section 2.

1.1 The sum-of-squares hierarchy

Let us begin by considering the optimization problem (1). By [DW12, Lemma B.2], we can (and
will) assume D is even.4 We let d = D/2. The sum-of-squares (SOS) hierarchy is a hierarchy
of lower bounds on pmin which can be computed by semidefinite programming (see e.g. [Par03,
Section 3] and the references therein for background on semidefinite programming). Let R[x] be
the real polynomial ring in n variables x = (x1, . . . , xn), let R[x]k be the set of homogeneous
polynomials of degree k, let Σn,k ⊆ R[x]2k (or simply Σk when n is understood) be the set of
n-variate polynomials which are sums of squares of homogeneous polynomials of degree k, let

s(x) =
n

∑
i=1

x2
i ∈ Σ1

be the Euclidean norm squared, and let sn,d(x) = s(x)d (see Section 2 for more details). For an
integer k ≥ d, the k-th level of the SOS hierarchy computes the following SDP:

4If D is odd, then

min
x∈S(Rn)

p(x) =
(D + 1)(D+1)/2

DD/2
min

(x,xn+1)∈S(Rn+1)
(xn+1 · p)(x, xn+1),

where (xn+1 · p)(x, xn+1) is an (even) degree D + 1 homogeneous polynomial.
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maximize: γ

subject to: p(x) · s(x)k−d − γ · s(x)k ∈ Σk

(2)

This optimization can indeed be computed by semidefinite programming by maximizing over γ

for which p(x) · s(x)k−d − γ · s(x)k admits a positive semidefinite Gram matrix (see Section 2). To
see equivalences between the formulation (2) and other, perhaps more familiar forms of the SOS
hierarchy, see e.g. [dKLP05, Proposition 2] or [Lau19, Lemma 1.3]. Let γk be the optimum value
of this SDP. Then γ1 ≤ γ2 ≤ . . . and limk→∞ γk = pmin [Rez95] (see also [DW12]). Moreover,
it is known that pmin − γk = O(1/k) [Rez95, DW12], which can be improved to O(1/k2) when
d ≤ n [FF21].5

The dual SDP to (2) is given as follows:

minimize: Ẽ(p(x) · s(x)k−d)

subject to: Ẽ : R[x]2k → R linear

Ẽ

(

s(x)k
)

= 1

Ẽ(q2) ≥ 0 for all q ∈ R[x]k.

(3)

The linear forms Ẽ are called pseudoexpectations. As both the primal and dual problems are strictly
feasible, there is no duality gap and the optimum values of the SDPs (2) and (3) are equal.

1.2 Our polynomial optimization hierarchy

Like the SOS hierarchy, ours is a hierarchy of computations of increasing size which converge to
pmin. The k-th level of both hierarchies perform computations in the space R[x]2k. Our hierarchy
has the computational advantage of merely performing a minimum eigenvalue computation at
each level, as opposed to the full SDP required at each level of SOS. As a result, we can compute
hundreds (and in some cases, thousands) of levels of our hierarchy in practice.

Let Sd(Rn) ⊆ (Rn)⊗d be the symmetric subspace, and let M(p) ∈ HomR(S
d(Rn)) be the poly-

nomial p after the sequence of maps

R[x]2d
∼= S2d(Rn) ⊆ Sd(Rn)⊗ Sd(Rn) ∼= HomR(S

d(Rn))

(see Section 2 for details). We often view M(p) as a linear map on (Rn)⊗d by setting it equal
to zero on the orthogonal complement to Sd(Rn). It is not difficult to check that M(p) is a
Gram matrix for p, and we call it the canonical Gram matrix for p. In Section 2 we prove that
M(sn,d) ∈ HomR(S

d(Rn)) is positive definite.
At the k-th level, our hierarchy computes νk := λmin(Mk(p)Mk(sn,d)

−1), where λmin(·) denotes
the minimum eigenvalue and

Mk(p) := Πn,k(M(p)⊗ 1
⊗k−d
n )Πn,k.

Here, Πn,k : (Rn)⊗k → (Rn)⊗k is the orthogonal projection onto the symmetric subspace Sk(Rn).
An explicit (and efficient) formula for the coordinates of Mk(p) is derived in Appendix A. We
prove that ν1 ≤ ν2 ≤ . . . and limk→∞ νk = pmin. Moreover, we prove that pmin − νk = O(1/k).

5In particular, our analysis provides an alternate proof of the O(1/k) convergence result of [Rez95, DW12] for the
SOS hierarchy.
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Note that νk is equal to the optimum value of the SDP

minimize: Ω̃(Mk(p)Mk(sn,d)
−1)

subject to: Ω̃ : Hom(Sk(Rn)) → R linear

Ω̃(1⊗k
n ) = 1

Ω̃(qqT) ≥ 0 for all q ∈ Sk(Rn).

(4)

Indeed, the first, second and third conditions on Ω̃ are equivalent to i) Ω(M) = Tr(ρM) where
ρ : Sk(Rn) → Sk(Rn) is linear, ii) Tr(ρ) = 1 and iii) ρ is positive semidefinite. This expression for νk

reveals similarities between our hierarchy and the SOS hierarchy: These conditions are analogous
to the first, second, and third conditions on the pseudoexpectation Ẽ in the SDP (3). Note that
νk = max{ν : Mk(p − ν · s(x)d) � 0} where � is the Loewner order; i.e. νk is the largest ν for
which the particular Gram matrix Mk(p − ν · s(x)d) for the polynomial p(x) · s(x)k−d − ν · s(x)k is
positive semidefinite.6 This reveals that νk ≤ γk, i.e. the k-th level of our hierarchy is weaker than
the k-th level of the SOS hierarchy.

The dual SDP to (4) also has a satisfying comparison to the SOS SDP (2):

maximize: ν

subject to: Mk(p − ν · sn,d) � 0.

For example, suppose we wish to determine whether pmin ≥ 0.7 We would use the SOS hierarchy
to do this by checking whether γk ≥ 0 at each level, or equivalently whether there exists a positive
semidefinite Gram matrix for p(x) · s(x)k−d. In contrast, we would use our hierarchy to do this by
checking whether νk ≥ 0, or equivalently whether the single Gram matrix Mk(p) for p(x) · s(x)k−d

is positive semidefinite. Surprisingly, our hierarchy still converges at a rate of O(1/k). This is
quadratically slower than the best-known convergence O(1/k2) of SOS when d ≤ n, and matches
the best-known convergence of SOS when d > n [Rez95, DW12, FF21].

1.3 Our tensor optimization hierarchy

More generally, our techniques can be used to minimize the inner product between a real tensor
and an element of the spherical Segre-Veronese variety. Let p(x) ∈ R[x]D be a homogeneous
degree-D polynomial in n variables. Note that

min
x∈S(Rn)

p(x) = min
v∈S(Rn)

〈~p, v⊗D〉,

where ~p ∈ SD(Rn) is the polynomial p after the isomorphism R[x]D ∼= SD(Rn) (see Section 2).
So minimizing p(x) over the unit sphere is equivalent to minimizing the inner product of the

6To see this, note that

νk = λmin(Mk(p)Mk(sn,d)
−1)

= λmin(Mk(sn,d)
−1/2Mk(p)Mk(sn,d)

−1/2)

= max{ν : Mk(sn,d)
−1/2Mk(p)Mk(sn,d)

−1/2 − ν 1Sk(Rn) � 0}
= max{ν : Mk(p − ν · s(x)d) � 0}.

7Both our hierarchy and the SOS hierarchy can more generally be used to determine whether an arbitrary poly-
nomial (not necessarily homogeneous) is globally non-negative: Given a polynomial q(x) of degree D, let p(x, y) =
yD · q(x1/y, . . . , xn/y) be its homogenization. Then q is globally non-negative if and only if pmin ≥ 0 [Mar08].
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symmetric tensor~p with a unit symmetric product tensor v⊗D (i.e. an element of the (real) spherical
Veronese variety). More generally, one can choose positive integers n1, . . . , nm and D1, . . . , Dm, and
a tensor p ∈ (Rn1)⊗D1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (Rnm)⊗Dm , and consider the minimization problem

min
vj∈S(R

nj)
〈p, v⊗D1

1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v⊗Dm
m 〉. (5)

Tensors of the form v⊗D1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v⊗Dm

m are by definition elements of the (real) Segre-Veronese variety.
Our hierarchy extends naturally to this setting, with similar convergence guarantees. As was the
case for real polynomial optimization, we can assume that each Dj = 2dj is even (see Proposi-

tion 11), and that p ∈ S2d1(Rn1)⊗ · · · ⊗ S2dm(Rnm). For k ≥ maxj dj, the k-th level of our hierarchy

computes the minimum eigenvalue of the matrix Mk(p)Mk(sn1,d1
⊗ · · · ⊗ snm ,dm

)−1, where

Mk(p) = (Πn1,k ⊗ · · · ⊗ Πnm,k)(M(p)⊗ 1
⊗k−d1
n1

⊗ · · · ⊗ 1
⊗k−dm
nm

)(Πn1,k ⊗ · · · ⊗ Πnm,k).

Here, Πnj,k is the orthogonal projection onto Sk(Rnj), and M(p) is p viewed as an element of

HomR(S
d1(Rn1)⊗ · · · ⊗ Sdm(Rnm)). Just like our hierarchy for polynomial minimization, we prove

that this gives rise to a sequence of lower bounds on the true minimum (5) converging as O(1/k)
in additive error. As applications, we use this hierarchy to compute the tensor spectral norm and
to minimize biquadratic forms over the unit sphere.

2 Background

Let F be either R or C, and let n, d be positive integers. Let e1, . . . , en be the standard basis of Fn.
Let F[x1, . . . , xn]d be the vector space of homogeneous degree-d polynomials in n variables over F.
The permutation group Sd on d letters acts on (Fn)⊗d by permuting factors, i.e. for σ ∈ Sd we have

σ · (v1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ vd) = vσ−1(1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ vσ−1(d).

Define the symmetric subspace Sd(Fn) ⊆ (Fn)⊗d to be the linear subspace of tensors invariant under
Sd. The symmetric subspace Sd(Fn) is isomorphic as an F-vector space to F[x1, . . . , xn]d via the
map which sends xi1 · · · xid

to 1
d! f(i1,...,id), where

f(i1,...,id) := ∑
σ∈Sd

eiσ(1)
⊗ · · · ⊗ eiσ(d)

.

For a polynomial p ∈ F[x1, . . . , xn]d we let ~p ∈ Sd(Fn) be the polynomial p after this isomorphism.
For an F-vector space U , let HomF(U) denote the space of F-linear maps from U to U . We will

also write Hom(U) when the field is clear from the context, and identify Hom(Fn) with n × n
matrices. For positive integers d ≤ k, let [d] = {1, 2, . . . , d} and [d + 1 · ·k] = {d + 1, d + 2, . . . , k}.

Let 〈·, ·〉 be the standard bilinear form on Fn, extended to a bilinear form on (Fn)⊗d (and hence
Sd(Fn)) by setting 〈u1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ud, v1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ vd〉 = 〈u1, v1〉 · · · 〈ud, vd〉 and extending linearly. For an
R-vector space U with a bilinear form 〈·, ·〉 we say that a map M ∈ HomR(U) is positive semidefinite
(M � 0) if 〈u, Mu〉 ≥ 0 for all u ∈ S(U), and positive definite (M ≻ 0) if 〈u, Mu〉 > 0 for all
u ∈ S(U). Let 〈·|·〉 be the standard sesquilinear form on Cn, extended to a sesquilinear form on
(Cn)⊗d. For a C-vector space U with a sesquilinear form 〈·|·〉 we say that a map M ∈ HomC(U)
is positive semidefinite (M � 0) if 〈u|Mu〉 ≥ 0 for all u ∈ S(U), and positive definite (M ≻ 0) if
〈u|Mu〉 > 0 for all u ∈ S(U). For a vector v ∈ Cn, let v∗ be the conjugate-transpose of v. For
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a matrix M ∈ Hom(Fn) and a real number p ∈ [1, ∞) ∪ {∞} we let ‖M‖p be the Schatten p-
norm of M (see e.g. [Wat18]). We define the condition number of a positive definite matrix M to be
κ(M) := λmax(M)/λmin(M).

An orthonormal basis for Sd(Fn) is given by

{

e(i1,...,id) := f (i1, . . . , id) f(i1,...,id) : 1 ≤ i1 ≤ · · · ≤ id ≤ n
}

,

where

f (i1, . . . , id) := (d! · r
(i1,...,id)
1 ! · · · r

(i1,...,id)
n !)−1/2

and r
(i1,...,id)
j is the number of times j appears in (i1, . . . , id) (see Appendix A).

The transpose map T ∈ Hom(Hom(Fn)) is the map which sends a matrix M to its trans-
pose T(M) = MT. The partial transpose map on the first factor of (Fn)⊗d is defined as
T ⊗ 1Hom((Fn)⊗d−1), where 1Hom((Fn)⊗d−1) ∈ Hom(Hom((Fn)⊗d−1)) is the identity map. For a

matrix M ∈ Hom((Fn)⊗d), we let

MΓ1 := (T ⊗ 1Hom((Fn)⊗d−1))(M)

be the partial transpose of M in the first factor. We define the partial transpose map in the j-th
factor for j ∈ [d] similarly, and let MΓj be the partial transpose of M in the j-th factor. We extend
these definitions to linear maps on Fn1 ⊗ · · · ⊗Fnd for potentially distinct n1, . . . , nd in the obvious
way. See also [Wat18, Section 6.2.3].

The trace map Tr ∈ Hom(Hom(Fn)) is the map which sends a matrix M to its trace. The
partial trace map on the first factor of (Fn)⊗d is defined as Tr⊗1Hom((Fn)⊗d−1). For a matrix

M ∈ Hom((Fn)⊗d), we let

Tr1(M) := (Tr⊗1Hom((Fn)⊗d−1))(M) ∈ Hom((Fn)⊗d−1)

be the partial trace of M in the first factor. We define the partial trace map on the j-th factor for
j ∈ [d] similarly, and let Trj(M) be the partial trace of M in the j-th factor. For a subset S ⊆ [d], we

let TrS(M) ∈ Hom((Fn)⊗d−|S|) be the composition of the partial traces of M with respect to the
factors indexed by S. See also [DW12] or [Wat18]. We extend these definitions to linear maps on
Fn1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Fnd for potentially distinct n1, . . . , nd in the obvious way.

For a homogeneous polynomial p ∈ R[x1, . . . , xn]2d, a Gram matrix for p is a matrix
M ∈ HomR(S

d(Rn)) for which p(x) = 〈x⊗d, Mx⊗d〉 for all x ∈ Rn. We say that p is a sum of squares
if there exist homogeneous polynomials q1, . . . , qℓ ∈ R[x1, . . . , xn]d for which p = q2

1 + · · ·+ q2
ℓ
. We

denote the set of homogeneous polynomials of degree 2d which are sums of squares by Σn,d, or
simply Σd when the number of variables n is clear from the context. It is well-known that p ∈ Σd

if and only if there exists a positive semi-definite Gram matrix for p (see e.g. [Net16, Lemma 12]).
As mentioned in the introduction, we let M(p) be the polynomial p after the sequence of maps

R[x]2d
∼= S2d(Rn) ⊆ Sd(Rn)⊗ Sd(Rn) ∼= HomR(S

d(Rn)).

The first isomorphism is described above. The inclusion is clear: A (2d)-factor tensor that is invari-
ant under permutations of all 2d factors is in particular invariant under permutations of the first
d factors and permutations of the second d factors (one could alternatively choose any bipartition
of the 2d factors into equally numbered parts). The last isomorphism is standard and invokes the
bilinear pairing to identity Sd(Rn) with Sd(Rn)∗ (here, (·)∗ denotes the dual vector space). It is
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easy to check that M(p) forms a Gram matrix for p. We will call M(p) the canonical Gram matrix
for p. Note that M(p)T = M(p) and M(p)Γj = M(p) for all j ∈ [d].

A recipe for obtaining M(p) is also given in [Lau19, Section 1.1.3], and we write down an
explicit formula for the coordinates of M(p) in Appendix A. We often view M(p) as a linear map
on (Rn)⊗d by setting it equal to zero on the orthogonal complement to Sd(Rn). For an integer
k ≥ d we define

Mk(p) := Πn,k(M(p)⊗ 1
⊗k−d
n )Πn,k ∈ Hom(Sk(Rn)),

where Πn,k is the orthogonal projection onto Sk(Rn). Note that Mk(p) is a Gram matrix for the
polynomial p(x) · s(x)k−d, where s(x) := x2

1 + · · ·+ x2
n. Recall the definition sn,d(x) = s(x)d.

We close this section by providing a few examples of M(p), and proving that M(sn,d) is positive
definite.

Example 1. Let p(x, y) = x2 + y2 + xy. Then

M(p) =

[

1 1/2
1/2 1

]

∈ Hom(R2).

Example 2. Let p(x, y) := s(x, y)2 = (x2 + y2)2. Viewing M(p) as a linear map on (R2)⊗2, we
obtain

M(p) =









1 0 0 1/3
0 1/3 1/3 0
0 1/3 1/3 0

1/3 0 0 1









∈ Hom((R2)⊗2).

This can be verified by noting that p(x, y) = 〈(x, y)⊗2, M(p)(x, y)⊗2〉, and if we reshape M(p) into
an element of (R2)⊗4 (a 16-dimensional vector), then it is invariant under S4. With respect to the
orthonormal basis e(1,1), e(1,2), e(2,2) of S2(R2), M(p) is given by

M(p) =





1 0 1/3
0 2/3 0

1/3 0 1



 ∈ Hom(S2(R2)).

Example 3. Let p(x, y) := s(x, y)3 = (x2 + y2)3. With respect to the orthonormal basis
e(1,1,1), e(1,1,2), e(1,2,2), e(2,2,2) of S3(R2), M(p) is given by

M(p) =









1 0
√

3/5 0

0 3/5 0
√

3/5√
3/5 0 3/5 0

0
√

3/5 0 1









∈ Hom(S3(R2)).

This can be verified directly or using the formula derived in Appendix A.

Proposition 4. Let n, d be positive integers, and let sn,d = (x2
1 + · · · + x2

n)
d ∈ R[x1, . . . , xn]2d. It holds

that M(sn,d) ≻ 0.

9



Proof. We need to prove that 〈v, M(sn,d)v〉 > 0 for all v ∈ S(Sd(Rn)). This follows from

〈v, M(sn,d)v〉 = 〈Πn,2d(v ⊗ v),~sn,d〉
= 〈~q2,~sn,d〉

=
∫

x∈S(Rn)
q2(x)dµ(x)

> 0,

where µ is the normalized Lebesgue measure on S(Rn) and q(x) ∈ R[x]d is the symmetric tensor
v after the isomorphism Sd(Rn) ∼= R[x]d. The third line is [Rez95, Proposition 6.6]. This completes
the proof.

3 Proof of convergence

In this section we prove that our polynomial optimization hierarchy converges as O(1/k). We
fix positive integers n, d, and k ≥ d, and a homogeneous n-variate polynomial p ∈ R[x]2d. We
also recall the definitions sn,d = (x2

1 + · · · + x2
n)

d, pmin = minx∈S(Rn) p(x), Mk(p) = Πn,k(M(p)⊗
1
⊗k−d
n )Πn,k and νk = λmin(Mk(p)Mk(sn,d)

−1). Recall also the condition number of a positive definite
matrix M is defined as κ(M) = λmax(M)/λmin(M). Note that Mk(sn,d) is invertible and moreover
positive definite by Proposition 4. Furthermore, let

cd =

√

√

√

√

√

1

2d

d

∑
j=0

(d
j)

2

(2d
2j)

.

Theorem 5. For each natural number k ≥ d, it holds that νk ≤ pmin and

pmin − νk ≤ ‖M(p)‖∞ (1 + κ(M(sn,d)))
4d(n − 1)

cd(k + 1)
= O

(

1

k

)

.

In particular, limk→∞ νk = pmin.

Numerics suggest that

κ(M(sn,d)) =

(

n/2 + d − 1

⌊d/2⌋

)

,

where the binomial function is extended to non-integer inputs via the Gamma function. While
the quantity ‖M(p)‖∞ is perhaps unnatural in the setting of polynomial optimization, it is equal
to Cn,d‖p‖S(1), where ‖p‖S(1) is the somewhat more natural quantity maxx∈S(Rn)|p(x)|, for some
constant Cn,d which depends only on n and d. This follows from the equivalence of norms on
finite-dimensional spaces and the fact that ‖·‖S(1) defines a norm on R[x]2d. Unsatisfying though
this may be, it is not unprecedented: a similar phenomenon occurs in the convergence results
presented in [DW12] (and clarified in [Lau19]) for the SOS hierarchy.

To prove Theorem 5 we require the following proposition, which relates pmin to the optimum
value of a certain complex optimization problem.

10



Proposition 6. Let

pmin := min
x∈S(Rn)

p(x),

pC

min := min
v∈S(Cn)

Tr((vv∗)⊗dM(p)).

Then

pC

min ≤ pmin ≤ pC

min

cd
.

This proposition will allow us to apply the quantum de Finetti theorem (Theorem 7) directly
in our analysis. Our O(1/k) convergence result in Theorem 5 in particular reproduces the known
O(1/k) convergence result for the sum of squares hierarchy [DW12] (and also strengthens this to
a convergence result for our weaker hierarchy of eigencomputations).

Proof of Proposition 6. Let v ∈ S(Cn) be such that pC

min = Tr((vv∗)⊗dM(p)). Let u = Re(v) and
w = Im(v). Recall that M(p) is invariant under partial transposition along any of the d factors of
Cn. In particular, M(p) = 1

2(M(p) + M(p)Γ1), where (·)Γ1 = (T ⊗ 1
⊗d−1
Hom(Rn)

)(·) denotes the partial

transpose on the first factor (see Section 2). Thus,

Tr((vv∗)⊗dM(p)) =
1

2
Tr((vv∗)⊗dM(p)) +

1

2
Tr((vv∗)⊗dM(p)Γ1)

=
1

2
Tr((vv∗)⊗dM(p)) +

1

2
Tr((vvT)⊗ (vv∗)⊗d−1M(p))

= Tr

(

(uuT + wwT)⊗ (vv∗)⊗d−1M(p)

)

.

Continuing in this way for the other factors, we obtain

Tr((vv∗)⊗dM(p)) = Tr
(

(uuT + wwT)⊗dM(p)
)

= 〈~p, (u ⊗ u + w ⊗ w)⊗d〉
= 〈~p, Πn,2d((u ⊗ u + w ⊗ w)⊗d)〉,

where ~p is the polynomial p after the isomorphism R[x]2d
∼= S2d(Rn) (see Section 2), and Πn,2d is

the orthogonal projection onto S2d(Rn). Let

c = ‖Πn,2d((u ⊗ u + w ⊗ w)⊗d)‖.

By [Rez13, Corollary 5.6] there exist real unit vectors v1, . . . , vd+1 ∈ S(Rn) for which

1

c
Πn,2d((u ⊗ u + w ⊗ w)⊗d) ∈ conv{v⊗2d

1 , . . . , v⊗2d
d+1},

where conv denotes the convex hull. Viewing these as elements of Hom(Sd(Rn)) and taking the
trace of both sides, we obtain

pC

min

c
∈ conv{Tr((vivi

T)⊗dM(p)) : i ∈ [d + 1]}.

Thus, there exists i ∈ [d + 1] for which Tr((vivi
T)⊗dM(p)) ≤ pC

min
c .

11



To complete the proof, it suffices to show that c ≥ cd. Let U ∈ Hom(Rn) be an orthogonal
matrix for which U(uuT + wwT)UT = te1eT1 + (1 − t)e2eT2 for some t ∈ [0, 1]. Let p(x, y) = (tx2 +
(1 − t)y2)d ∈ R[x, y]2d. Note that

~p = Πn,2d((te1 ⊗ e1 + (1 − t)e2 ⊗ e2)
⊗d)

=
1

(2d)!

d

∑
j=0

(

d

j

)

tj(1 − t)d−j f Ij
eIj

,

where Ij = (1(2j), 2(2(d−j))), and i(j) represents the number i repeated j times. It follows that

c2 = ‖Πn,2d((te1 ⊗ e1 + (1 − t)e2 ⊗ e2)
⊗d)‖2

= ‖~p‖2

=
1

(2d)!

d

∑
j=0

(

d

j

)2

(2d)!(2j)!(2(d − j))! tj(1 − t)d−j

=
d

∑
j=0

(d
j)

2

(2d
2j)

tj(1 − t)d−j.

To complete the proof, we will show that this quantity is minimized when t = 1/2. If we make
the change of variables x = t − 1/2 then we see that

c2 =
d

∑
j=0

(d
j)

2

(2d
2j)

(

1

2
+ x

)j (1

2
− x

)d−j

=
d

∑
j=0

(d
j)

2

(2d
2j)

(

j

∑
k=0

(

j

k

)

xk

2j−k

)(

d−j

∑
ℓ=0

(

d − j

ℓ

)

(−x)ℓ

2d−j−ℓ

)

=
d

∑
j=0

(d
j)

2

(2d
2j)

j

∑
k=0

d−j

∑
ℓ=0

(−1)ℓ
(

j

k

)(

d − j

ℓ

)

xk+ℓ

2d−k−ℓ
.

If we define s = k + ℓ then the above expression can be rewritten as

c2 =
1

2d

d

∑
j,s=0

(d
j)

2

(2d
2j)

(−2)s
s

∑
k=0

(−1)k

(

j

k

)(

d − j

s − k

)

xs.

If s is odd then the coefficient of xs above equals

−2s−d
d

∑
j=0

s

∑
k=0

(−1)k
(d

j)
2
( j

k
)(d−j

s−k
)

(2d
2j)

,

which equals 0 since replacing j by d − j and k by s − k in the term

(−1)k
(d

j)
2
( j

k)(
d−j
s−k)

(2d
2j)

results in another term with the same absolute value but its sign flipped. It follows that c2 is a sum
of even powers of x, so it is minimized when x = 0 (i.e., when t = 1/2), completing the proof.
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Our proof of convergence also relies on the quantum de Finetti theorem [CKMR07]. We use
the form of this theorem stated and proven in [Wat18, Theorem 7.26].

Theorem 7 (Quantum de Finetti theorem). For any symmetric unit vector v ∈ S(Sk(Cn)), there exists
a matrix

τ ∈ conv{(uu∗)⊗d : u ∈ S(Cn)} ⊆ Hom(Sd(Cn))

for which

‖Tr[d+1··k](vv∗)− τ‖1 ≤ 4d(n − 1)

k + 1
.

In the theorem statement, conv denotes the convex hull, and Tr[d+1··k](vv∗) ∈ Hom((Cn)⊗d−k)
denotes the partial trace of vv∗ over the subsystems d + 1, . . . , k (see Section 2). Now we can prove
Theorem 5.

Proof of Theorem 5. Note that νk = max{ν : Mk(p− ν · sn,d) � 0} (see Footnote 6). For the inequality
νk ≤ pmin, note that since Mk(p(x)− νksn,d) � 0, we have

p(x)− νk = 〈x⊗k, Mk(p(x)− νk sn,d)x⊗k〉 ≥ 0

for all x ∈ S(Rn), so pmin − νk ≥ 0.
For the bound, let qk(x) = p(x)− νk · sn,d ∈ R[x]2d, and let v ∈ S(Sk(Rn)) be a minimum (zero)

eigenvector of Mk(qk). By the quantum de Finetti theorem, there exists a matrix

τ ∈ conv{(uu∗)⊗d : u ∈ S(Cn)} ⊆ Hom(Sd(Cn))

for which

‖Tr[d+1··k](vvT)− τ‖1 ≤ 4d(n − 1)

k + 1
.

Let

qk,min := min
x∈S(Rn)

qk(x) = pmin − νk

qC

k,min := min
v∈S(Cn)

Tr((vv∗)⊗dM(qk)).

Then

qC

k,min ≤ Tr(M(qk)τ)

= Tr(M(qk)(τ − Tr[d+1··k](vvT)))

≤ ‖M(qk)‖∞

4d(n − 1)

k + 1

≤ ‖M(p)‖∞ (1 + κ(M(sn,d)))
4d(n − 1)

k + 1

The first line follows from convexity, the second line follows from the chain of equalities

Tr(M(qk)Tr[d+1··k](vvT)) = Tr((M(qk)⊗ 1
⊗k−d
n )vvT) = Tr(Mk(qk)vvT) = 0,

13



the third line follows from the quantum de Finetti theorem and the matrix norm inequality
Tr(AB) ≤ ‖A‖∞‖B‖1, and the fourth line follows from

‖M(qk)‖∞ ≤ ‖M(p)‖∞ + |νk |‖M(sn,d)‖∞

≤ ‖M(p)‖∞

(

1 +
λmax(M(sn,d))

λmin(M(sn,d))

)

Here, the first line is the triangle inequality. The second line follows from ‖M(sn,d)‖∞ =
λmax(M(sn,d)) by Proposition 4, and |νk| ≤ ‖M(p)‖∞ λmin(M(sn,d))

−1 since choosing ν equal to
minus the righthand side would guarantee M(p − ν sn,d) � 0. It follows from Proposition 6 that

pmin − νk = qk,min

≤
qC

k,min

cd

= ‖M(p)‖∞ (1 + κ(M(sn,d)))
4d(n − 1)

cd(k + 1)
.

This completes the proof.

4 Numerical implementation and examples

While the quantity νk = λmin(Mk(p)Mk(sn,d)
−1) that defines the k-th level of our hierarchy is the

minimum eigenvalue of a matrix, it should not be computed as such, since doing so would require
computation of the inverse of the matrix Mk(sn,d).

8 An alternate way of computing νk is to instead
solve the generalized eigenvalue/eigenvector problem

Mk(p)v = λMk(sn,d)v. (6)

It is straightforward to show that the minimum generalized eigenvalue λ (i.e., the minimal
λ for which there is a vector v solving Equation (6)) is equal to νk = λmin(Mk(p)Mk(sn,d)

−1).
However, this generalized eigenvalue can be found without inverting or multiplying any matri-
ces. Furthermore, there are extremely fast numerical algorithms for solving this problem that can
exploit the extreme sparsity of Mk(p) and Mk(sn,d) [Ste02]; Mk(sn,d) is sparse because sn,d itself is
sparse (i.e., most of its coefficients are equal to 0), and Mk(p) is sparse when k is large even if p is
dense (since

Mk(p) = Πn,k(M(p)⊗ 1
⊗k−d
n )Πn,k,

and 1
⊗k−d
n is sparse). These generalized eigenvalue algorithms have been implemented in

ARPACK [LSY98], making them available out-of-the-box in SciPy, Mathematica, MATLAB, and
many other popular computational software packages. We have implemented the computation of
νk in the QETLAB package for MATLAB [Joh16].

Example 8 (Homogeneous Motzkin polynomial). Let

p(x) = x2
1x2

2(x2
1 + x2

2 − 3x2
3) + x6

3

8One could also store Mk(sn,d)
−1 in a lookup table, or possibly write down an explicit formula similar to Ap-

pendix A. We have chosen to rephrase the problem as a generalized eigenvalue/eigenvector problem instead.
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be the homogeneous Motzkin polynomial [Lau09, Section 3.2] of degree 2d = 6. This polynomial
is non-negative but not a sum of squares; in fact, its minimum value on the unit sphere is exactly 0.
Because this polynomial has so few non-zero coefficients, the matrix Mk(p) is extremely sparse, so
our hierarchy can be run at extremely high levels—on standard desktop hardware we have been
able to go up to level k − d = 2000. Lower bounds on the minimum value of this polynomial at
various levels of the hierarchy, and the time required to compute those bounds, are provided in
Table 1.

k − d lower bound time

0 −0.500000 < 0.01 s
1 −0.200649 < 0.01 s
2 −0.127006 < 0.01 s
3 −0.084855 < 0.01 s
4 −0.053542 0.01 s
5 −0.045059 0.02 s
10 −0.018898 0.06 s
15 −0.011980 0.12 s
20 −0.008835 0.21 s
25 −0.007004 0.33 s
30 −0.005804 0.77 s
50 −0.003445 1.85 s

k − d lower bound time

75 −0.002285 4.96 s
100 −0.001710 10.9 s
200 −0.000852 1.27 min
300 −0.000567 4.02 min
400 −0.000425 10.4 min
500 −0.000340 19.4 min
750 −0.000227 1.36 h
1000 −0.000170 3.99 h
1250 −0.000136 5.86 h
1500 −0.000113 10.5 h
1750 −0.000097 19.2 h
2000 −0.000085 30.4 h

Table 1: Lower bounds on the minimum value of the Motzkin polynomial, as computed by the
(k − d)-th level of our hierarchy, as well as the time required to compute those bounds.

Another lightweight alternative to the sum-of-squares hierarchy was introduced in [AM19].
Their diagonally-dominant sum-of-squares (DSOS) hierarchy can compute bounds on homoge-
neous polynomials via linear programming, which is less memory-intensive than the semidefinite
programs required by the sum-of-squares hierarchy. However, our hierarchy based on (general-
ized) eigenvalues is even less memory-intensive and can thus be used to bound polynomials of
even higher degree and even more variables. Furthermore, it seems to produce better bounds on
randomly-generated polynomials than the DSOS hierarchy does.

Example 9 (Random dense quartic polynomials). Our hierarchy seems to perform quite well on
randomly-generated polynomials. To illustrate this fact, we generated a 10-variable degree-4 ho-
mogeneous polynomial with all (10+4−1

4 ) = 715 coefficients independently drawn from a standard
normal distribution. Upper bounds on the maximum value of this polynomial on the unit sphere,
as computed by the SOS hierarchy, DSOS hierarchy, and our hierarchy, are given in Table 2.9

Of particular note is the fact the bound arising from the first (i.e., k − d = 0) level of our
hierarchy is better than the bound arising from the first level of the DSOS hierarchy (or even
the 2nd level of that hierarchy), despite requiring fewer computational resources. We saw similar
behaviour with every randomly-generated example that we tried.

Our hierarchy is also less memory intensive; it was noted in [AM19] that while the SOS hierar-
chy can only be used for quartic polynomials with up to 25 variables or so, the DSOS hierarchy can

9In both Table 2 and Table 3, we use the timings reported in [AM19] for the DSOS and SOS hierarchies, since their
implementations of those hierarchies seem to be a bit quicker than our implementations of them.
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hierarchy k − d upper bound time

DSOS 0 5.9578 0.30 s
1 4.7756 0.92 s

Ours 0 3.5674 0.16 s
1 2.6235 0.87 s
2 2.3612 5.94 s
3 2.2320 46.5 s
4 2.1547 5.03 min
5 2.1025 31.8 min
6 2.0650 3.48 h
7 2.0365 16.4 h

SOS 0 1.8290 0.24 s

Table 2: Upper bounds on the maximum value of a particular (randomly-generated) dense 10-
variable quartic polynomial, and the times required to compute these bounds by various hierar-
chies.

be used for much larger quartic polynomials with as many as 70 variables. Our hierarchy can go
even farther, producing bounds on dense quartic polynomials with up to 90 variables, as detailed
in Table 3.

SOS DSOS Ours

n k − d = 0 k − d = 0 k − d = 1 k − d = 0 k − d = 1 k − d = 2

10 0.24 s 0.30 s 0.92 s 0.16 s 0.86 s 6.61 s
15 5.60 s 0.38 s 6.26 s 0.99 s 8.80 s 4.24 min
20 1.37 min 0.74 s 38.0 s 4.42 s 1.47 min 1.90 h
25 17.8 min 15.51 s 6.15 min 12.7 s 10.5 min 27.7 h
30 ∞ 7.88 s ∞ 31.6 s 1.07 h ∞

40 ∞ 10.7 s ∞ 2.56 min 21.1 h ∞

50 ∞ 26.0 s ∞ 9.39 min ∞ ∞

60 ∞ 58.1 s ∞ 31.2 min ∞ ∞

70 ∞ 5.71 min ∞ 1.55 h ∞ ∞

80 ∞ ∞ ∞ 4.56 h ∞ ∞

90 ∞ ∞ ∞ 11.4 h ∞ ∞

Table 3: The time it takes for various levels of various hierarchies to produce an upper bound on
the maximum value of an n-variable quartic polynomial. Values of ∞ indicate that memory limi-
tations were exceeded, so no bound could be computed on a standard desktop computer running
MATLAB with 16 GB of RAM.
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5 Tensor optimization hierarchy

Let n1, . . . , nm and D1, . . . , Dm be positive integers, and let p ∈ (Rn1)⊗D1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (Rnm)⊗Dm be a
tensor. In this section we generalize our hierarchy to solve the following minimization problem:

min
vj∈S(R

nj)
〈p, v⊗D1

1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v⊗Dm
m 〉.

We let n = (n1, . . . , nm) and D = (D1, . . . , Dm), and denote this minimum value by p
(n,D/2)
min (soon

we will restrict without loss of generality to the case when D1, . . . , Dm are even, so dividing by 2
in the index now will ease notation later).10

Remark 10. Note that if any of D1, . . . , Dm are odd, then

p
(n,D/2)
min = − max

vj∈S(R
nj)
|〈p, v⊗D1

1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v⊗Dm
m 〉|.

However these quantities may differ if D1, . . . , Dm are all even. For example, if p(x1, x2) = x2
1, then

pmin = 0, but

max
v∈S(R2)

|〈~p, v⊗2〉| = 1.

Note also that

p
(2,2),(1,1)/2
min = min

u,v∈S(R2)
〈e⊗2

1 , u ⊗ v〉 = −1 6= pmin,

so the minimum depends on the choice of D.

We can assume p ∈ SD1(Rn1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ SDm(Rnm) without loss of generality by replacing p →
(Πn1,D1

⊗ · · · ⊗ Πnm,Dm)p, where Πnj,Dj
is the orthogonal projection onto SDj(Rnj). The following

proposition establishes that it suffices to assume D1, . . . , Dm are all even.

Proposition 11. If D1 is odd, then

p
(n,D/2)
min =

(D1 + 1)(D1+1)/2

DD1/2
1

(en1+1 ⊗ p)
(ñ,D̃/2)
min

=
(D1 + 1)(D1+1)/2

DD1/2
1

min
vj∈S(R

nj)
1 6=j∈[m]

min
v1∈S(Rn1+1)

〈en1+1 ⊗ p, v⊗D1+1
1 ⊗ v⊗D2

2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v⊗Dm
m 〉,

where D̃ = (D1 + 1, D2, . . . , Dm) and ñ = (n1 + 1, n2, . . . , nm), and we have embedded Rn1 into the first
n1 coordinates of Rn1+1.

10Note that pn,D/2
min can also be computed using standard polynomial optimization techniques (such as SOS) by setting

p̃n,D/2(v1, . . . , vm) = 〈p, v⊗D1

1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v⊗Dm
m 〉,

which is a homogeneous degree-(∑i Di) polynomial in the m(∑i ni) variables v1, . . . , vm, and minimizing over S(Rn1)×
· · · × S(Rnm). However it is not obvious that pn,D/2

min can be computed by a hierarchy of minimum eigenvalue compu-
tations, which is the main result of this section.
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Note that D̃1 = D1 + 1 is even and D̃j = Dj for all 1 6= j ∈ [m]. By symmetry, Proposition 11
implies analogous statements for other j ∈ [m]. So one can assume D1, . . . , Dm are all even, at the
expense of adding up to m new variables.

Proof of Proposition 11. For v := (v2, . . . , vm) fixed, define a polynomial pv ∈ R[x1, . . . , xn1
]D1

as

pv(v1) = 〈p, v⊗D1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v⊗Dm

m 〉.

By [DW12, Lemma B.2], we have

p
(n,D/2)
min = min

vj∈S(R
nj)

1 6=j∈[m]

min
v1∈S(Rn1)

pv(v1)

=
(D1 + 1)(D1+1)/2

DD1/2
1

min
vj∈S(R

nj)
1 6=j∈[m]

min
v1∈S(Rn1+1)

(xn+1 · pv)(v1)

=
(D1 + 1)(D1+1)/2

DD1/2
1

min
vj∈S(R

nj)
1 6=j∈[m]

min
v1∈S(Rn1+1)

〈en1+1 ⊗ p, v⊗D1+1
1 ⊗ v⊗D2

2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v⊗Dm
m 〉.

This completes the proof.

In the remainder of this section, we assume D1, . . . , Dm are even without loss of generality.
Let dj = Dj/2 for all j ∈ [m], and let d = D/2 = (d1, . . . , dm). For positive integers n, d let

~sn,d ∈ S2d(Rn) be the polynomial sn,d = (x2
1 + · · · + x2

n)
d ∈ R[x1, . . . , xn]2d after the isomorphism

R[x1, . . . , xn]2d
∼= S2d(Rn). For a tensor q ∈ S2d1(Rn1)⊗ · · · ⊗ S2dm(Rnm) and an integer k ≥ maxj dj,

let

M
(n,d)
k (q) := (Πn1,k ⊗ · · · ⊗ Πnm,k)(M(q)⊗ 1

⊗k−d1
n1

⊗ · · · ⊗ 1
⊗k−dm
nm

)(Πn1,k ⊗ · · · ⊗ Πnm,k),

where Πnj,k is the orthogonal projection onto Sk(Rnj), and M(q) is q viewed as an element of

HomR(S
d1(Rn1)⊗ · · · ⊗ Sdm(Rnm)). The k-th level of our hierarchy computes

ν
(n,d)
k := λmin(M

(n,d)
k (p) M

(n,d)
k (~sn,d)

−1),

where~sn,d :=~sn1,d1
⊗ · · · ⊗~snm,dm

. Note that

M
(n,d)
k (~sn,d) = Mk(sn1,d1

)⊗ · · · ⊗ Mk(snm,dm
)

is positive definite (hence invertible) by Proposition 4. In Section 5.1 we prove that the ν
(n,d)
k con-

verge to p
(n,d)
min from below at rate O(1/k), and in Section 5.2 we use this hierarchy to minimize

biquadratic forms and compute the real spectral norm of a tensor.

5.1 Proof of convergence

The following theorem proves that our hierarchy of minimum eigenvalue computations ν
(n,d)
k

converges to p
(n,d)
min at a rate of O(1/k). Let cd = cd1

· · · cdm
, where for a positive integer d we define

cd =

√

√

√

√

√

1

2d

d

∑
j=0

(d
j)

2

(2d
2j)

.
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Theorem 12. It holds that ν
(n,d)
k ≤ p

(n,d)
min , and

p
(n,d)
min − ν

(n,d)
k ≤ ‖M(p)‖∞ (1 + κ(M(sn,d)))

4d(maxj nj − 1)

cd(k + 1)
= O

(

1

k

)

,

where d = d1 + · · ·+ dm. In particular, limk→∞ ν
(n,d)
k = p

(n,d)
min .

Numerics indicate that

κ(M(sn,d)) =

(

n1/2 + d1 − 1

⌊d1/2⌋

)

· · ·
(

nm/2 + dm − 1

⌊dm/2⌋

)

,

where the binomial function is extended to non-integer inputs via the Gamma function. We can
make a similar remark as we did after Theorem 5: While the quantity ‖M(p)‖∞ is perhaps unnat-
ural, it is equal to C(n,d)‖p‖S(n,d)(1)

, where ‖p‖S(n,d)(1)
is the somewhat more natural quantity

max
vj∈S(R

nj)
|〈p, v⊗2d1

1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v⊗2dm
m 〉|,

for some constant C(n,d) which depends only on n and d. This follows from the equivalence of

norms on finite-dimensional spaces and the fact that ‖·‖S(n,d)(1)
defines a norm on S2d1(Rn1) ⊗

· · · ⊗ S2dm(Rnm). Alternatively, one can use the bound ‖M(p)‖∞ ≤ ‖p‖2.
To prove the theorem we require the following proposition. In the proposition we view M(p)

as an element of HomC(S
d1(Cn1)⊗ · · · ⊗ Sdm(Cnm)) under the standard inclusion R ⊆ C, and recall

that v∗ denotes the conjugate-transpose of v.

Proposition 13. Let pmin = p
(n,d)
min and

pC

min = min
vj∈S(C

nj)
Tr((v1v∗1)

⊗d1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (vmv∗m)
⊗dm M(p)).

It holds that

pC

min ≤ pmin ≤ pC

min

cd
.

Proof. It will be convenient to view M(p) as a map on (Cn)⊗d by setting it equal to zero on the
orthogonal complement to Sd(Cn). Let v1 ∈ S(Cn1), . . . , vm ∈ S(Cnm) be such that

pC

min = Tr((v1v∗1)
⊗d1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (vmv∗m)

⊗dm M(p)).

Let uj = Re(vj) and wj = Im(vj) for each j ∈ [m]. Note that M(p) is invariant under partial

transposition along any of the d1 factors of Cn1 . In particular, M(p) = 1
2(M(p) + M(p)Γ1), where

(·)Γ1 denotes the partial transpose on the first factor of Cn1 . Thus,

Tr((v1v∗1)
⊗d1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (vmv∗m)

⊗dm M(p))

=
1

2
Tr((v1v∗1)

⊗d1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (vmv∗m)
⊗dm M(p)) +

1

2
Tr((v1v∗1)

⊗d1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (vmv∗m)
⊗dm M(p)Γ1)

=
1

2
Tr((v1v∗1)

⊗d1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (vmv∗m)
⊗dm M(p)) +

1

2
Tr((v1vT

1)⊗ (v1v∗1)
⊗d1−1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (vmv∗m)

⊗dm M(p))

= Tr

(

(u1uT

1 + w1wT

1)⊗ (v1v∗1)
⊗d1−1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (vmv∗m)

⊗dm M(p)

)

.
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Continuing in this way for the other factors, we obtain

Tr((v1v∗1)
⊗d1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (vmv∗m)

⊗dm M(p))

= Tr((u1uT

1 + w1wT

1)
⊗d1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (umuT

m + wmwT

m)
⊗dm M(p))

= 〈p, (u1 ⊗ u1 + w1 ⊗ w1)
⊗d1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (um ⊗ um + wm ⊗ wm)

⊗dm〉
= 〈p, Πn1,2d1

((u1 ⊗ u1 + w1 ⊗ w1)
⊗d1)⊗ · · · ⊗ Πnm,2dm

((um ⊗ um + wm ⊗ wm)
⊗dm)〉,

where Πnj,2dj
is the orthogonal projection onto S2dj(Rnj). For each j ∈ [m], let

c(j) = ‖Πnj,2dj
((uj ⊗ uj + wj ⊗ wj)

⊗dj)‖

By [Rez13, Corollary 5.6] for each j ∈ [m] there exist real unit vectors zj,1, . . . , zj,dj+1 ∈ S(Rnj) for
which

1

c(j)
Πnj,2dj

((uj ⊗ uj + wj ⊗ wj)
⊗dj) ∈ conv{z

⊗2dj

j,1 , . . . , z
⊗2dj

j,dj+1}.

Thus,

pC

min

c(1) · · · c(m)
∈ conv{Tr((z1,i1 zT

1,i1
)⊗d1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (zm,im

zT

m,im
)⊗dm M(p)) : ij ∈ [dj + 1]}.

Thus, there exist i1 ∈ [d1 + 1], . . . , im ∈ [dm + 1] for which

Tr((z1,i1 zT

1,i1
)⊗d1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (zm,im

zT

m,im
)⊗dm M(p)) ≤ pC

min

c(1) · · · c(m)
.

Note that c(j) ≥ cdj
for each j ∈ [m], by the proof of Proposition 6. This completes the proof.

We also require a slightly more general quantum de Finetti theorem.

Theorem 14 (More general quantum de Finetti theorem). Let k ≥ maxj dj be an integer, and let

v ∈ S(Sk(Cn1)⊗ · · · ⊗ Sk(Cnm)). Then there exists a matrix

τ ∈ conv{(u1u∗
1)

⊗d1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (umu∗
m)

⊗dm : uj ∈ S(Cnj)}

for which

‖Tr[d1+1··k],...,[dm+1··k](vv∗)− τ‖1 ≤ 4d(maxj nj − 1)

k + 1
,

where d = d1 + · · ·+ dm, and Tr[d1+1··k],...,[dm+1··k](vv∗) denotes the partial trace over k − dj copies of C
nj

for each j ∈ [m].

This theorem can be seen as a special case of [KM09, Theorem III.3, Remark III.4], or a slight
generalization of [CKMR07, Theorem II.2’] and [Wat18, Theorem 7.26]. We will prove the theorem
as a corollary to [KM09, Theorem III.3, Remark III.4].

Proof of Theorem 14. Let

A = Sd1(Cn1)⊗ · · · ⊗ Sdm(Cnm)

B = Sk−d1(Cn1)⊗ · · · ⊗ Sk−dm(Cnm)

C = Sk(Cn1)⊗ · · · ⊗ Sk(Cnm)

X = u⊗d1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ u⊗dm

m ,
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where the uj ∈ S(Cnj) are arbitrary but fixed. Then C ⊆ A⊗B is an irreducible subrepresentation
(with multiplicity one) of the product unitary group U(Cn1)× · · · × U(Cnm). It is also straightfor-
ward to check that the quantity δ(X ) defined in [KM09, Definition III.2] is equal to

dim(B)
dim(C) =

m

∏
j=1

(
nj+k−dj−1

k−dj
)

(
nj+k−1

k
)

≥
m

∏
j=1

(

1 − dj(nj − 1)

k + 1

)

≥ 1 − d(maxj nj − 1)

k + 1
,

where the second line is a standard inequality that can be found e.g. in [Wat18, Eq. (7.196)] The
desired bound then follows directly from the bound given in [KM09, Theorem III.3, Remark III.4]
in terms of δ(X ).

Now we can prove Theorem 12.

Proof of Theorem 12. Note that

ν
(n,d)
k = max{ν : M

(n,d)
k (p − ν sn,d) � 0}.

For the inequality ν
(n,d)
k ≤ p

(n,d)
min , note that since M

(n,d)
k (p − ν

(n,d)
k sn,d) � 0, we have

〈p, v⊗2d1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v⊗2dm

m 〉 − ν
(n,d)
k = Tr((v1vT

1)
⊗k ⊗ · · · ⊗ (vmvT

m)
⊗kM

(n,d)
k (p − ν

(n,d)
k sn,d)) ≥ 0

for any v1 ∈ S(Rn1), . . . , vm ∈ S(Rnm). For the bound, let

qk = p − ν
(n,d)
k sn,d ∈ S2d1(Rn1)⊗ · · · ⊗ S2dm(Rnm),

and let v ∈ S(S2k(Rn1)⊗ · · · ⊗ S2k(Rnm) be a minimum (zero) eigenvector of M
(n,d)
k (qk). By Theo-

rem 14, there exists a matrix

τ ∈ conv{(u1u∗
1)

⊗d1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (umu∗
m)

⊗dm : uj ∈ S(Cnj)}
for which

‖Tr[d1+1··k],...,[dm+1··k](vvT)− τ‖1 ≤ 4d(maxj nj − 1)

k + 1
.

Let

qk,min = q
(n,d)
k,min = min

vj∈S(R
nj)
〈qk, v⊗2d1

1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v⊗2dm
m 〉

qC

k,min = min
vj∈S(C

nj)
Tr((v1v∗1)

⊗d1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ (vmv∗m)
⊗dm M(qk)).

Then

qC

k,min ≤ Tr(M(qk)τ)

= Tr(M(qk)(τ − Tr[d1+1··k],...,[dm+1··k](vvT)))

≤ ‖M(qk)‖∞

4d(maxj nj − 1)

k + 1

≤ ‖M(p)‖∞ (1 + κ(M(sn,d)))
4d(maxj nj − 1)

k + 1
.
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The first line follows from convexity. The second line follows from the chain of equalities

Tr(M(qk)Tr[d1+1··k],...,[dm+1··k](vvT)) = Tr((M(qk)⊗ 1
⊗k−d1
n1

⊗ · · · ⊗ 1
⊗k−dm
nm

)vvT)

= Tr(Mk(qk)vvT)

= 0.

The third line follows from Theorem 14 and the matrix norm inequality Tr(AB) ≤ ‖A‖∞‖B‖1.
The fourth line follows from

‖M(qk)‖∞ ≤ ‖M(p)‖∞ + |ν(n,d)
k |‖M(sn,d)‖∞

≤ ‖M(p)‖∞ (1 + κ(M(sn,d))) .

Here, the first line is the triangle inequality, and the second line follows from ‖M(sn,d)‖∞ =

λmax(M(sn,d)) by Proposition 4, and |ν(n,d)
k | ≤ ‖M(p)‖∞λmin(M(sn,d))

−1 since choosing ν equal
to minus the righthand side would guarantee M(p)− νM(sn,d) � 0. It follows from Proposition 13
that

p
(n,d)
min − νk = qk,min

≤
qC

k,min

cd

≤ ‖M(p)‖∞ (1 + κ(M(sn,d)))
4d(maxj nj − 1)

cd(k + 1)
.

This completes the proof.

5.2 Examples: Biquadratic forms and the real spectral norm of a tensor

In this section we use our tensor optimization hierarchy and Theorem 12 to give hierarchies of
eigencomputations for two tasks: minimizing a biquadratic form over the unit sphere, and com-
puting the real spectral norm of a real tensor.

Example 15 (Biquadratic forms and bihomogeneous forms). A bihomogeneous form of degree d is a
polynomial r(x, y) ∈ R[x, y]2d in two sets of variables x = (x1, . . . , xn1

) and y = (y1, . . . , yn2) for
which there exists a tensor p ∈ Sd(Rn1)⊗ Sd(Rn2) that satisfies

r(x, y) = 〈p, x⊗d ⊗ y⊗d〉.

A biquadratic form is a bihomogeneous form of degree 2. We will focus on biquadratic forms,
but analogous results are easily shown for bihomogeneous forms of higher degree. Let q(x, y) ∈
R[x, y]4 be a biquadratic form, let

Mk = (Πn1,k ⊗ Πn2,k)(M(q)⊗ 1
⊗k−1
n1

⊗ 1
⊗k−1
n2

)(Πn1,k ⊗ Πn2,k)

and let νk = λmin(Mk). By Theorem 12, the νk converge to minx∈S(Rn1),y∈S(Rn2) q(x, y) from below

at a rate of O(1/k).11 In particular, suppose we wish to determine whether q is strictly positive i.e.
q(x, y) > 0 for all x, y 6= 0. Our hierarchy establishes that this holds if and only if Mk is positive
definite for some k. Note that

〈x⊗k ⊗ y⊗k, Mk x⊗k ⊗ y⊗k〉 = q(x, y) · s(x)k · s(y)k,

11To see this, note that M
(n,(1,1))
k (q) = Mk and M

(n,(1,1))
k (sn,(1,1)) = 1Sk(Rn1 ) ⊗ 1Sk(Rn2 ).
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so Mk is a Gram matrix for q.12 In particular, a biquadratic form is strictly positive on non-zero
inputs if and only if q(x, y) · s(x)k · s(y)k admits a positive definite Gram matrix for some k.

Example 16 (The real spectral norm of a tensor). Let p ∈ Rn1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Rnm be a tensor. Assume
without loss of generality that ‖p‖2 = 1, where ‖·‖2 denotes the Euclidean norm. The (real) spectral
norm of p is defined as

‖p‖σ,R := max
vj∈S(R

nj)
|〈p, v1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ vm〉|.

We can use our hierarchy to compute the spectral norm of p as follows. First note that

−‖p‖σ,R = min
vj∈S(R

nj)
〈p, v1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ vm〉,

so it suffices to compute the righthand side of this expression. Let

q = p ⊗ en1+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ enm+1 ∈
( m
⊗

j=1

R
nj+1

)⊗2

,

where we embed each R
nj into the first nj coordinates of R

nj+1. Let

r = (Πn1+1,k ⊗ · · · ⊗ Πnm+1,k)(σ · q) ∈ S2(Rn1+1)⊗ · · · ⊗ S2(Rnm+1),

where σ ∈ S2m is the permutation that sends (1, 2, . . . , 2m) to (1, m + 1, 2, m + 2, . . . , m, 2m). Direct
calculation shows that ‖r‖2 = 2−m/2. By Proposition 11 it holds that

2−m · min
vj∈S(R

nj)
〈p, v1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ vm〉 = min

vj∈S(R
nj+1

)

〈r, v⊗2
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v⊗2

m 〉. (7)

Our hierarchy can be used to compute the righthand side of (7) as follows. Let M(r) ∈
Hom(⊗jR

nj+1) be the tensor r after the isomorphism ⊗jS
2(Rnj+1) ∼= Hom(⊗jR

nj+1). For each
k ∈ N, let

Mk = (Πn1+1,k ⊗ · · · ⊗ Πnm+1,k)(M(r)⊗ 1
⊗k−1
n1+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ 1

⊗k−1
nm+1)(Πn1+1,k ⊗ · · · ⊗ Πnm+1,k).

Then by our Theorem 12, the minimum eigenvalues νk := λmin(Mk) converge to the righthand
side of (7) from below at a rate of O(1/k) (for similar reasons as in Footnote 11). More precisely,
we have the following convergence guarantee:

Theorem 17 (Convergence guarantee for spectral norm). For each k ∈ N let µk = −2mλmin(Mk).
Then µk ≥ ‖p‖σ,R for all k, and

µk − ‖p‖σ,R ≤ 2m · ‖M(r)‖∞

(

1 + κ(M(sn,1(m)))
) 4m(maxj nj − 1)

c(1(m))(k + 1)
(8)

≤ 2m/2+3m(maxj nj − 1)

k + 1

= O

(

1

k

)

,

where 1(m) = (1, . . . , 1) (m times). In particular, limk→∞ κk = ‖p‖σ,R .

12Here we define the Gram matrix of a bihomogeneous form r(x, y) ∈ R[x, y]2k as a matrix M ∈ Hom(Sk(Rn1 ) ⊗
Sk(Rn2 )) for which r(x, y) = 〈x⊗k ⊗ y⊗k, M x⊗k ⊗ y⊗k〉.
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Proof. For the first line in (8), note that

µk − ‖p‖σ,R = −2mνk + min
vj∈S(R

nj)
〈p, v1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ vm〉

= −2mνk + 2m min
vj∈S(R

nj+1
)

〈r, v⊗2
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v⊗2

m 〉

= 2m(r
(n,(1(m)))
min − νk).

So the first line follows from Theorem 12. The second line follows from c(1(m)) = 1,

κ(M(sn,1(m))) = 1, and ‖M(r)‖∞ ≤ ‖r‖2 = 2−m/2. This completes the proof.

6 Constrained polynomial optimization

To obtain our hierarchy for computing the minimum value pmin of a real polynomial p over the
real sphere, we showed that it was related to the minimum value pC

min of a certain minimization
problem over the complex sphere (Proposition 6), and invoked the quantum de Finetti theorem
for this complex problem (Theorem 7). In more details, we proved that pC

min ≤ pmin ≤ 1
cd

pC

min for a
constant cd; in particular,

pmin = 0 ⇐⇒ pC

min = 0. (9)

In Section 5 we generalized these results to obtain hierarchies of eigencomputations for a certain
class of constrained polynomial optimization problems: minimizing the inner product between a
real tensor and an element of the real spherical Segre-Veronese variety.

In this section, we consider whether our hierarchy can be generalized to handle other poly-
nomial constraints. We focus here on hierarchies of eigencomputations (see the end of this section
for two natural choices of hierarchies which are not eigencomputations). We first note that the
complex minimization hierarchy can indeed be generalized, but find an example where the real
minimum is zero but the complex minimum is non-zero (i.e. the corresponding generalization
of (9) does not hold). This indicates to us that a corresponding generalization of Proposition 6
seems non-trivial. We will require a bit of algebraic geometry in this section; we refer the reader
to [Har13] for background.

Let us consider constrained optimization problems of the form

pq,min = min
x∈S(Rn)

q1(x)=···=qℓ(x)=0

p(x), (10)

where p ∈ R[x]2d and q1, . . . , qℓ ∈ R[x] are homogeneous polynomials.13 Identifying the polyno-
mials qi with symmetric tensors, let I = 〈q1, . . . , qℓ〉 ⊆ S(Rn) be the ideal generated by q1, . . . , qℓ in
the symmetric algebra S(Rn) :=

⊕

d≥0 Sd(Rn). For each positive integer k, let Ik ⊆ Sk(Rn) be the
degree-k part of I, and let Πn,k,I ∈ Hom((Rn)⊗k) be the orthogonal projection onto the orthogonal
complement of Ik. Note that Πn,k,0 = Πn,k is the orthogonal projection onto Sk(Rn).

For a field F ∈ {R, C} and subset J ⊆ F[x], we let

VF(J) = {x ∈ F
n : q(x) = 0 for all q ∈ J}.

13One can replace the multiple equality constraints q1(x) = · · · = qℓ(x) = 0 with the single constraint q(x) :=
q1(x)

2 + · · ·+ qℓ(x)
2 = 0. However we will soon consider a complex analogue to this problem for which this cannot

necessarily be done. We therefore stick with multiple equality constraints throughout to keep the notation uniform.
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The sets VF(J) ⊆ Fn form the closed sets in the Zariski topology on Fn. We denote the Zariski
closure of a set S ⊆ Fn by ClF(S). An F-variety is a set of the form VF(J) for some J ⊆ F[x].

The following result gives a hierarchy of minimum eigenvalue computations for solving a
certain complex analogue to the constrained minimization problem (10).

Theorem 18. Let M ∈ Hom(Sd(Rn)) be any Gram matrix of p for which M = MT. For each integer
k ≥ d, let νk = λmin(Mk), where

Mk = Πn,k,I(M ⊗ 1
⊗k−d
n )Πn,k,I .

Then νd ≤ νd+1 ≤ νd+2 ≤ . . . , and

lim
k→∞

νk = min
v∈S(Cn)

q1(v)=···=qℓ(v)=0

Tr((vv∗)⊗dM).

In the unconstrained case I = 0, Theorem 18 follows from the quantum de Finetti theo-
rem (Theorem 7). A proof of Theorem 18 in full generality will be presented in the forthcoming
work [DJLV23].

Proposition 19. Let

p(x, y, z) = xz ∈ R[x, y, z]2, (11)

q(x, y, z) = x2 + y2 − 1√
3

xz ∈ R[x, y, z]2.

Then

pq,min = 0 > − 1

2
√

3
≥ min

v∈S(C3)
q(v)=0

Tr(vv∗M(p)).

This proposition indicates to us that there is no obvious generalization of Proposition 6, be-
cause in particular no natural generalization of (9) seems to hold. The example provided by this
proposition is non-trivial in two ways:

1. For the general constrained polynomial optimization problem (10) it always holds that

pq,min ≥ min
v∈S(Cn)

q1(v)=···=qℓ(v)=0

Tr((vv∗)⊗dM)

for any symmetric (M = MT) Gram matrix M, since VC(q) ∩ Rn = VR(q). It is natural to
ask if one could get equality in the above proposition by instead minimizing the righthand
side over a smaller variety in Cn whose intersection with Rn still equals VR(q) (optimizing
over larger varieties can only make the inequality worse). This is not the case, since for
q defined as in (11) it holds that ClC(VR(q)) = VC(q) i.e. VC(q) is the smallest C-variety
containing VR(q). Indeed, it is easily checked that q is irreducible over C and that VC(q)
contains at least one real smooth point (the only singular point of VC(q) is (0, 0, 0)). Hence
ClC(VR(q)) = VC(q) by [Man20, Theorem 2.2.9(2)].

2. It is also natural to ask if equality holds under a different choice of Gram matrix for p that sat-
isfies M = MT (so that Theorem 18 applies). This is not the case because when p is quadratic,
M(p) is the unique Gram matrix for p satisfying this property.
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In short, there does not seem to be an obvious way to compute pq,min by some natural adaptation
of the complex problem.

Proof of Proposition 19. Let us first verify that pq,min = 0. It is clear that pq,min ≥ 0 because any solu-

tion must satisfy xz =
√

3(x2 + y2) ≥ 0. For the equality to zero, note that q(0, 0, 1) = p(0, 0, 1) =
0. For the last inequality, consider the point v = ( 1√

6
, i√

3
,− 1√

2
)T ∈ S(C3), which is a zero of q.

Note that

M(p) =





0 0 1/2
0 0 0

1/2 0 0



 ,

and Tr(vv∗M(p)) = − 1
2
√

3
. This completes the proof.

We conclude this section by noting that there are two other natural ways to adapt our hierar-
chy to handle constraints, neither of which produce hierarchies of eigencomputations: First, one
can use the method described in [AH19] for adapting certificates of global positivity to perform
constrained polynomial optimization, but each step of the resulting hierarchy would require the
use of bisection. Second, one could simply replace the sum-of-squares polynomials that appear
in standard positivstellensatze with polynomials that our hierarchy certifies to be globally non-
negative at some level. For example, a special case of Putinar’s positivestellensatz says that a
polynomial p(x) is strictly positive on VR(q) if and only if there exists a sum-of-squares polyno-
mial σ(x) and a polynomial h(x) for which p(x) = σ(x) + h(x)q(x) [Put93]. Instead of searching
for a sum-of-squares polynomial σ, one could impose that some fixed level of our hierarchy certi-
fies global non-negativity of σ. This would give a sequence of semidefinite programs, indexed by
the degrees of σ and h, and by the level of our hierarchy that we consider, which successfully finds
such a pair (σ, h) in some high enough degrees and level if and only if p(x) is strictly positive on
VR(q).
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A Formula for Mk(p)

In this section we derive an explicit formula for the coordinates of Mk(p) = Πn,k(M(p) ⊗
1
⊗k−d
n )Πn,k. We make the following definitions.

1. For positive integers n and d, let [n]∨d = {(i1, . . . , id) ∈ [n]×d : 1 ≤ i1 ≤ · · · ≤ id ≤ n} be the
non-decreasing d-tuples of integers from 1 to n.

2. For I ∈ [n]∨d, j ∈ [n], let rI
j be the number of times j appears in I.

3. For I ∈ [n]∨d, let f (I) = (d!rI
1! · · · rI

n!)1/2.

4. For I ∈ [n]∨d, let m(I) = d!
r I

1!···r I
n!

be the multinomial coefficient.

5. For non-negative integers a and b, let ab = ∏
b−1
i=0 (a − i) be the falling factorial.

6. For a positive integer k ≥ d and tuples I ∈ [n]∨k, H ∈ [n]∨(k−d), let g(I, H) = (rI
1)

rH
1 · · · (rI

n)
rH

n .

7. For I, J ∈ [n]×k, we say I ∼ J if I = J up to reordering indices. We extend all of the above
definitions to tuples in [n]×k by reordering indices. Let δI,J equal 1 if I ∼ J and zero other-
wise.

We will use the orthonormal basis {eI : I ∈ [n]∨d} for Sd(Rn), where

eI :=
1

f (I) ∑
σ∈Sd

eiσ(1)
⊗ · · · ⊗ eiσ(d)

.

For each I ∈ [n]∨d, let f I = f (I)eI .

Proposition 20. For I, L ∈ [n]∨k, let Mk(p)I,L be the (I, L)-coordinate of Mk(p) in the basis {eI : I ∈
[n]∨k}. It holds that

Mk(p)I,L = (d!)2 f (I)−1 f (L)−1 ∑
J,K∈[n]∨d

α(J,K)m((J, K))−1 ∑
H∈[n]∨k−d

δI,(J,H)δL,(K,H)m(H)g(I, H)g(L, H).

In particular, for J, K ∈ [n]∨d we have

M(p)J,K = α(J,K) (d!)2 m((J, K))−1 f (J)−1 f (K)−1.

Proof. First let’s write down the coordinates of M(p) = Md(p). If

p = ∑
I∈[n]∨2d

αI xi1 · · · xi2d
,

then after the isomorphism R[x]2d
∼= S2d(Rn) we obtain

~p =
1

(2d)! ∑
I∈[n]∨2d

αI f I .
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Note that

f I = (Πn,d ⊗ Πn,d) f I

= (Πn,d ⊗ Πn,d) ∑
σ∈S2d

eiσ(1)
⊗ · · · ⊗ eiσ(2d)

=
1

(d!)2 ∑
σ∈S2d

fσ(I)[d]
⊗ fσ(I)[d+1..2d]

=
1

(d!)2 ∑
J,K∈[n]∨d

(J,K)∼I

µI,J f J ⊗ fK

= ∑
J,K∈[n]∨d

(J,K)∼I

(

rI
1

r J
1

)

· · ·
(

rI
n

rJ
n

)

f J ⊗ fK

where σ(I)[d] is the first d elements of σ(I); σ(I)[d+1..2d] is the last d elements of σ(I); and µI,J is the
number of permutations σ ∈ S2d for which σ(I)[d] ∼ J. The last line follows from the fact that

µI,J = (d!)2

(

rI
1

r J
1

)

· · ·
(

rI
n

rJ
n

)

.

This formula holds because, for each j, σ can take r J
j elements from rI

j to [d], and permute the

resulting d elements arbitrarily, and also permute the leftover d elements arbitrarily. This gives

~p =
1

(2d)! ∑
I∈[n]∨2d

αI ∑
J,K∈[n]∨d

(J,K)∼I

(

rI
1

rJ
1

)

· · ·
(

rI
n

r J
n

)

f J ⊗ fK

=
1

(2d)! ∑
I∈[n]∨2d

αI ∑
J,K∈[n]∨d

(J,K)∼I

f (J) f (K)

(

rI
1

rJ
1

)

· · ·
(

rI
n

r J
n

)

f J ⊗ fK

Thus,

M(p)J,K = α(J,K)
1

(2d)!
f (J) f (K)

(

rI
1

rJ
1

)

· · ·
(

rI
n

rJ
n

)

= α(J,K) (d!)2 m((J, K))−1 f (J)−1 f (K)−1.

Now let’s compute the coordinates of Mk(p). First note that for I, L ∈ [n]∨k, J, K ∈ [n]∨d, and
H ∈ [n]∨k−d, we have

e∗I (eJ ⊗ eh1
⊗ · · · ⊗ ehk−d

) = δI,(J,H) f (I)−1 f (J)g(I, H),

and

e∗I (eJe
∗
K ⊗ 1

⊗k−d
n )eL = ∑

H∈[n]∨k−d

δI,(J,H)δL,(K,H) m(H) e∗I (eJ ⊗ eh1
⊗ · · · ⊗ ehk−d

)(e∗K ⊗ e∗h1
⊗ · · · ⊗ e∗hk−d

)eL

= f (I)−1 f (J) f (K) f (L)−1 ∑
H∈[n]∨k−d

δI,(J,H)δL,(K,H)m(H)g(I, H)g(L, H).
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Thus,

Mk(p)I,L = e∗I



 ∑
J,K∈[n]∨d

M(p)(J,K)eJe
∗
K ⊗ 1

⊗k−d
n



 eL

= (d!)2 f (I)−1 f (L)−1 ∑
J,K∈[n]∨d

α(J,K)m((J, K))−1 ∑
H∈[n]∨k−d

δI,(J,H)δL,(K,H)m(H)g(I, H)g(L, H).

This completes the proof.
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