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Abstract
Non-Gaussian Component Analysis (NGCA) is the statistical task of finding a non-Gaussian

direction in a high-dimensional dataset. Specifically, given i.i.d. samples from a distribution
PA

v on Rn that behaves like a known distribution A in a hidden direction v and like a standard
Gaussian in the orthogonal complement, the goal is to approximate the hidden direction. The
standard formulation posits that the first k − 1 moments of A match those of the standard
Gaussian and the k-th moment differs. Under mild assumptions, this problem has sample
complexity O(n). On the other hand, all known efficient algorithms require Ω(nk/2) samples.
Prior work developed sharp Statistical Query and low-degree testing lower bounds suggesting an
information-computation tradeoff for this problem.

Here we study the complexity of NGCA in the Sum-of-Squares (SoS) framework. Our main
contribution is the first super-constant degree SoS lower bound for NGCA. Specifically, we
show that if the non-Gaussian distribution A matches the first (k − 1) moments of N(0, 1) and
satisfies other mild conditions, then with fewer than n(1−ε)k/2 many samples from the normal
distribution, with high probability, degree (logn) 1

2 −on(1) SoS fails to refute the existence of such
a direction v. Our result significantly strengthens prior work by establishing a super-polynomial
information-computation tradeoff against a broader family of algorithms. As corollaries, we
obtain SoS lower bounds for several problems in robust statistics and the learning of mixture
models.

Our SoS lower bound proof introduces a novel technique, that we believe may be of broader
interest, and a number of refinements over existing methods. As in previous work, we use the
framework of [Barak et al. FOCS 2016], where we express the moment matrix M as a sum of
graph matrices, find a factorization M ≈ LQLT using minimum vertex separators, and show
that with high probability Q is positive semidefinite (PSD) while the errors are small. Our
technical innovations are as follows. First, instead of the minimum weight separator used in prior
work, we crucially make use of the minimum square separator. Second, proving that Q is PSD
poses significant challenges due to an intrinsic reason. In all prior work, the major part of Q
was always a constant term, meaning a matrix whose entries are constant functions of the input.
Here, however, even after removing a small error term, Q remains a nontrivial linear combination
of non-constant, equally dominating terms. We develop an algebraic method to address this
difficulty, which may have wider applications. Specifically, we model the multiplications between
the “important” graph matrices by an R-algebra, construct a representation of this algebra,
and use it to analyze Q. Via this approach, we show that the PSDness of Q boils down to the
multiplicative identities of Hermite polynomials.
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1 Introduction
Non-Gaussian Component Analysis (NGCA) is a statistical estimation task first considered in the
signal processing literature [BKS+06] and subsequently extensively studied (see, e.g., Chapter 8
of [DK23] and references therein). As the name suggests, the objective of this task is to find a
non-Gaussian direction (or, more generally, low-dimensional subspace) in a high-dimensional dataset.
Since its introduction, the NGCA problem has been studied in a range of works from an algorithmic
standpoint; see [TKM11, SKBM08, DJSS10, DJNS13, SNS16, VNO16, TV18, GS19, DH24, CV23].
Here we explore this problem from a hardness perspective with a focus on Sum-of-Squares algorithms.

The standard formulation of NGCA is the following. Fix a univariate distribution A. For a
unit vector direction v, let PA

v be the distribution on Rn defined as follows: The projection of PA
v

in the v-direction is equal to A, and its projection in the orthogonal complement is the standard
Gaussian distribution. Observe that PA

v is a product distribution with respect to a non-standard
coordinate system. It is further assumed that, for some parameter k, the first k − 1 moments of the
univariate distribution A match those of the standard Gaussian N(0, 1) and the k-th moment differs
by a non-trivial amount. Given i.i.d. samples from a distribution PA

v , for an unknown v, the goal is
to estimate the hidden direction v. It is known that, under mild assumptions on the distribution A,
this problem has sample complexity O(n). Unfortunately, all known methods to achieve this sample
upper bound run in time exponential in n, by essentially using brute-force over a cover of the unit
sphere to identify the hidden direction. On the other hand, if we have ≫ nk/2 samples, a simple
spectral algorithm (on the k-th moment tensor) solves the problem in sample-polynomial time (see
e.g., [DH24]). A natural question is whether more sample-efficient polynomial-time algorithms exist
or if the observed gap is inherent—i.e., the problem exhibits a statistical-computational tradeoff. As
our main result, we show (roughly speaking) that the gap is inherent for SoS algorithms of degree
o(
√

log n
log log n).
In addition to being interesting on its own merits, further concrete motivation to understand the

hardness of NGCA comes from its applications to various well-studied learning problems. Specifically,
the NGCA problem captures interesting (hard) instances of several statistical estimation problems
that superficially appear very different. The idea is simple: Let Π be a statistical estimation task.
It suffices to find a univariate distribution AΠ such that for any direction v the high-dimensional
distribution PAΠ

v is a valid instance of problem Π. Solving Π then requires solving NGCA on these
instances. We provide two illustrative examples below.

Example 1: Robust Mean Estimation Consider the following task, known as (outlier-)robust
mean estimation: Given i.i.d. samples from a distribution D on Rn such that dTV(D,N(µ, I)) ≤ ε
for some small ε > 0, the goal is to approximate the mean vector µ in ℓ2-norm. Suppose that
A is an ε-corrupted one-dimensional Gaussian distribution in total variation distance, namely a
distribution that satisfies dTV(A,G) ≤ ε where G ∼ N(δ, 1) for some δ ∈ R. For any unit vector
v, the distribution PA

v is an ε-corrupted Gaussian on Rn, i.e., dTV(PA
v ,N(δv, Id)) ≤ ε. It is then

easy to see that the NGCA task on this family of PA
v ’s is an instance of robust mean estimation.

Namely, approximating v is equivalent to approximating the target mean vector (once we know v,
the one-dimensional problem of estimating δ robustly is easy).

Example 2: Learning Mixtures of Gaussians A k-mixture of Gaussians (GMM) on Rn

is a convex combination of Gaussians, i.e., a distribution of the form F (x) = ∑k
i=1wiN(µi,Σi)

where ∑k
i=1wi = 1. The prototypical learning problem for GMMs is the following: Given i.i.d.

samples from an unknown GMM, the goal is to learn the underlying distribution in total variation
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distance (or, more ambitiously, approximate its parameters). Suppose that A is a k-mixture of
one-dimensional Gaussians ∑k

i=1wiN(ti, δ2) and the ti are chosen to be sufficiently far apart such
that each pair of components has small overlap. For any unit vector v, the distribution PA

v is a
mixture of k Gaussians on Rn of the form ∑k

i=1wiN(tiv, Id− (1− δ2)vvT ). For small δ, this can be
thought of as k “parallel pancakes”, in which the means lie in the direction v.

All n− 1 orthogonal directions to v will have an eigenvalue of 1, which is much larger than the
smallest eigenvalue in this direction (which is δ). In other words, for each unit vector v, the k-GMM
PA

v will consist of k “skinny” Gaussians whose mean vectors all lie in the direction of v. Once
again, the NGCA task on this family of PA

v ’s is an instance of learning GMMs: once the direction
v is identified, the corresponding problem collapses to the problem of learning a one-dimensional
mixture, which is easy to solve.

By leveraging the aforementioned connection, hardness of NGCA can be used to obtain similar
hardness for a number of well-studied learning problems that superficially appear very different.
These include learning mixture models [DKS17, DKPZ23, DKS23], robust mean/covariance esti-
mation [DKS17], robust linear regression [DKS19], learning halfspaces and other natural concepts
with adversarial or semi-random label noise [DKZ20, GGK20, DK22a, DKPZ21, DKK+22b, Tie24],
list-decodable mean estimation and linear regression [DKS18, DKP+21], learning simple neural
networks [DKKZ20, GGJ+20], and even learning simple generative models [CLL22]. Concretely, to
achieve this it suffices to find a distribution A of the required form that matches as many moments
with the standard Gaussian as possible.

Hypothesis testing version of NGCA Since we are focusing on establishing hardness, we will
consider the natural hypothesis testing version of NGCA, noticing that the learning version of the
problem typically reduces to the testing problem. Specifically, our goal is to distinguish between
a standard multivariate Gaussian and the product distribution that is equal to a pre-specified
univariate distribution A in a hidden direction v and is the standard Gaussian in the orthogonal
complement.

Problem 1.1 (Non-Gaussian Component Analysis, Testing Version). Let A be a one-dimensional
distribution that matches the 1st to the (k − 1) moments with N(0, 1). Given m i.i.d. samples
{x1, . . . , xm} ⊆ Rn drawn from one of the following two distributions, the goal is to determine which
one generated them.

1. (Reference distribution, Dref ) The true n-dimensional multivariate normal distribution
N(0, Idn).

2. (Planted distribution, Dpl) Choose v ∈ {±1/
√
n}n uniformly at random (called the hid-

den/planted direction) and draw x′ ∼ N(0, Idn), then we take x = x′ − ⟨x′, v⟩v + av, where
a ∼ A, to be the result. In other words, the distribution is N(0, Idn−1)v⊥ × Av where v is
chosen uniformly at random from {±1/

√
n}n.

We use Boolean planted directions v ∈ {±1/
√
n}n in Definition 1.1 for technical convenience (cf.

the calculation in Lemma A.1). Lower bounds in this setting imply, in particular, that NGCA is
hard w.r.t. an adversarial distribution of v.

Prior Evidence of Hardness Prior work [DKS17] established hardness of NGCA in a restricted
computational model, known as the Statistical Query (SQ) model (see also [DKRS23] for a recent
refinement). SQ algorithms are a class of algorithms that are allowed to query expectations
of bounded functions on the underlying distribution through an SQ oracle rather than directly
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access samples. The model was introduced by Kearns [Kea98] as a natural restriction of the PAC
model [Val84] in the context of learning Boolean functions. Since then, the SQ model has been
extensively studied in a range of settings, including unsupervised learning [FGR+17].

[DKS17] gave an SQ lower bound for NGCA under the moment-matching assumption and
an additional regularity assumption about the distribution A (which was removed in [DKRS23]).
Intuitively, the desired hardness result amounts to the following statistical-computational trade-off:
Suppose that A matches its first k−1 moments with the standard Gaussian. Then any SQ algorithm
for the hypothesis testing version of NGCA requires either nΩ(k) samples, where n is the ambient
dimension, or super-polynomial time in n.

Lower bounds on NGCA have also been shown for the low-degree testing framework where
we use a low-degree polynomial to distinguish1 between the reference and planted distributions.
Ghosh et al. [GJJ+20] implicitly showed a low-degree testing lower bound for NGCA2 and Mao
and Wein [MW22] directly showed a low-degree testing lower bound for an essentially equivalent
problem. Such a lower bound can also be deduced from the result of Brennan et al. [BBH+21] that
under certain conditions (which are satisfied by NGCA), SQ algorithms are essentially equivalent to
low-degree polynomial tests.

While the SQ and low-degree testing models are quite broad, they do not in general capture
the class of algorithms obtained via convex relaxations. With this motivation, in this work we
focus on establishing lower bounds for NGCA for the Sum-of-Squares hierarchy (SoS). We remark
that SoS lower bounds that are proved via pseudo-calibration subsume low-degree testing lower
bounds [Hop18] so since we prove our SoS lower bound via pseudo-calibration, our SoS lower
bound subsumes both low-degree testing lower bounds and SQ lower bounds (via the connection of
[BBH+21]).

Informal Main Result A necessary condition for this testing problem to be computationally hard
is that the univariate distribution A matches its low-degree moments with the standard Gaussian.
At a high-level, our main contribution is to prove that this condition is also sufficient in the SoS
framework (subject to mild additional conditions). Here, we state an informal version of our main
theorem, Theorem 2.12.

Theorem 1.2 (Main Theorem, Informal). Given n, suppose 2 ≤ k ≤ (logn)O(1) and A is a
distribution on R such that:

1. (Moment matching) The first k − 1 moments of A match those of N(0, 1).

2. (Moment bounds) |EA[ht(x)]| ≤ (logn)O(t) for all Hermite polynomials of degree up to
2k(logn)2, and EA[p2(x)]

Ex∼N(0,1)[p2(x)]≥(logn)−O
(

deg(p)
)

for all nonzero polynomial p(x) of degree up
to
√

logn.

If n is sufficiently large, then with high probability, given fewer than n(1−ε)k/2 many samples, Sum-
of-Squares of degree o(

√
ε log n

log log n) fails to distinguish between the random and planted distributions
for the corresponding NGCA Problem 1.1.3

1More precisely, we want to find a low-degree polynomial which has large expected value under the planted
distribution but mean 0 and variance 1 under the reference distribution

2As noted in their Remark 5.9, Attempt 1 for the proof of Lemma 5.7 there shows that w.h.p. Ẽ[1] = 1 ± o(1),
which is equivalent to a low-degree polynomial lower bound

3As is usual for SoS lower bounds for average-case problems, technically what we show is that if we apply
pseudo-calibration, the moment matrix is PSD with high probability.

3



The SoS algorithms we consider are semi-definite programs whose variables are all degree ≤ D
monomials in v which represents the unknown planted direction. The constraints are “v2

i = 1/n”
and that for any low-degree polynomial p(·), the average value of p evaluated on the inner product
between v and the samples should be reasonably close to Ex∼A[p(x)]. As a corollary of Theorem 1.2,
any such algorithm requires either a large number of samples (≥ n(1−ε)k/2 many) or super-polynomial
time to solve the corresponding NGCA. Note that the bound here is sharp, since with O(nk/2)
samples it is possible to efficiently solve the problem (see, e.g., [DH24]).

Remark 1.3. We highlight that NGCA can be viewed as a “meta-problem”, parameterized by the
“structure” of the one-dimensional distribution A, which captures hard instances of a wide variety of
learning problems. Our main contribution is to establish SoS-hardness of NGCA for any moment-
matching distribution A (under mild conditions). This is a powerful result for showing SoS-hardness
for other learning problems via reductions. For certain special cases of A—specifically when A is
(essentially) a mixture of Gaussians—there exists reduction-based hardness for the problem under
cryptographic assumptions (namely, the sub-exponential hardness of LWE) [BRST21, GVV22].
However, these reductions are tailored to that specific choice of A. For other choices of A, no such
reduction-based hardness is known, and it appears that LWE may not be the right starting point.
For all other applications in this work, with the exception of learning GMMs, the only prior evidence
of hardness was from the aforementioned SQ or low-degree testing lower bounds.

Remark 1.4. It is worth noting that for the special case where the distribution A is discrete,
recent works [DK22b, ZSWB22] showed polynomial-time algorithms for this version of the problem
with sample complexity O(n), regardless of the number of matched moments. Such a result is
not surprising, as these algorithms are based on the LLL-method for lattice basis reduction which
is not captured by the SoS framework. Importantly, these algorithms are extremely fragile and
dramatically fail if we add a small amount of “noise” to A.

Applications to Robust Statistics and Mixture Models Our main result (Theorem 1.2)
implies information-computation tradeoffs in the SoS framework for a range of fundamental problems
in learning theory and robust statistics. (See Table 1 for a description of the problems we consider
and the guarantees we obtain.) For the problems we consider, SQ and low-degree testing lower
bounds were previously known.

At a high level, for all our problems, our SoS lower bounds follow using the same template: we
show that for specific choices of the distribution A, the problem NGCA is an instance of a hypothesis
testing problem known to be efficiently reducible to the learning problem in question. As long as the
one-dimensional moment-matching distribution A in question satisfies the hypotheses required for
our main theorem to hold, we directly obtain an SoS lower bound for the corresponding hypothesis
testing problem.

As an illustrative example, we explain how to reduce the hypothesis testing version of special
NGCA instances to the problem of learning a mixture of k Gaussians in n dimensions. Consider the
distribution A = ∑n

k=1
1
k N(µi, σ

2
i ), which is a mixture of Gaussians, and let the planted distribution

be given by N(0, Idn−1)v⊥ × Av where the hidden direction v is from {± 1√
n
}n. Expanding the

expression, we see that the hypothesis testing problem is exactly to distinguish a true Gaussian
from the mixture ∑k

i=1
1
k N(µiv, Id− (1− σ2

i )vvT ).
Table 1 gives a list of problems where this work shows SoS lower bounds. It compares the

information-theoretic sample complexity (the minimum sample size achievable by any algorithm)
with the “computational” sample complexity implied by our SoS lower bound.
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Sample Complexity versus Computational Sample Complexity

Statistical Estimation Task Information-Theoretic Degree-O(
√

ε log n
log log n) SoS

RME (Σ ⪯ Id) to ℓ2-error Ω(
√
τ) O(n) Ω(n2(1−ε))

RME (Σ = Id) to ℓ2-error Ω( τ log(1/τ)1/2

k2 ) O(n) Ω(nk(1−ε)/2)
List-decodable Mean Estimation to error O(τ−1/k) O(n) Ω(nk(1−ε)/2)
RCE (multiplicative) to constant error O(n) Ω(n2(1−ε))
RCE (additive) to spectral error O( τ log(1/τ)

k4 ) O(n) Ω(nk(1−ε)/2)
Estimating k-GMM Õ(kn) Ω(nk(1−ε))
Estimating 2-GMM (common unknown covariance) O(n) Ω(n2(1−ε))

Table 1: A contrast between the information-theoretic sample complexity and the sample complexity
required by degree-O(

√
ε logn/ log logn)-SoS for a range of natural tasks in robust statistics and

learning mixture models. This includes robust mean estimation (RME), robust covariance estimation
(RCE), learning Gaussian mixture models, and list-decodable mean estimation. The parameter τ ,
when it appears, is related to the proportion of contamination; see Section 9.2.

1.1 Technical Overview of the Lower Bound

In this section, we provide a brief high-level overview of our lower bound proof.

Pseudo-calibration technique and graph matrices. We employ the general technique of
pseudo-calibration as introduced in [BHK+16] to produce a suitable candidate SoS solution Ẽ. For
a given degree D, this solution can be described by a moment matrix indexed by sets I, J ⊆ [n]
where |I|, |J | ≤ D. The matrix entries are defined as M

Ẽ
(I, J) := Ẽ(vI+J), with vI+J representing

the monomial ∏n
i=1 vI(i)+J(i)

i . These entries are functions of the input x1, . . . , xm ∈ Rn and are
expressed in terms of Hermite polynomials (see Definition 2.2 and Equation (4)).

As in most SoS lower bounds, the most challenging part is to show that M
Ẽ

is PSD. We provide
an overview of the new ideas required for the proof in the proceeding discussion. Similar to prior
works such as [BHK+16, GJJ+20, PR20, JPR+21, Pan21, JPRX23], we expand M

Ẽ
as a linear

combination of special matrices called graph matrices [AMP21], whose spectral norm we can bound
in terms of combinatorial properties of the underlying shapes (Theorem 3.15)4. Using graph matrices,
we carefully factorize M as M = LQL⊤ + (error terms) where M is M

Ẽ
rescaled for technical

convenience, thus reducing the task to showing that Q ≻ 0. Here, the construction of matrices
L,Q in the factorization uses a recursive procedure like in previous works, where we repeatedly use
minimum vertex separators of a shape to decompose the shape, and hence the associated graph
matrix, in a canonical way; see Definition 3.34.

Minimum square separators. The first technical novelty in this work is the introduction of
the minimum square vertex separators in the factorization of M . Rather than using the minimum
weight vertex separator or the sparse minimum vertex separator as in previous works, we define this
new concept for bipartite graphs with two types of vertices—–circles and squares–—which naturally
arise in our analysis of the NGCA problem (Definition 3.11).

4A shape is, roughly speaking, a graph plus two distinguished vertex subsets called the left and right sides. The
two sides are used to identify rows and columns of the associated matrix.
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Choosing the correct notion of vertex separators is a crucial first step in our analysis. This is
because the combinatoroial properties of minimum square separators and minimum weight separators
are key to controlling the norms of all the error terms generated in the resulting factorization
M ≈ LQL⊤ (see Section 7), which we will use throughout our analysis. Importantly, the use of
minimum square separators leads to a characterization of the dominant terms in the expansion of
Q, which we describe now.

The dominant family in Q and well-behaved products. Recall that our goal is to show that
with high probability, the matrix Q from factorization M ≈ LQL⊤ is positive-definite. We view Q
as a linear combination, where each term is a graph matrix multiplied by its coefficient. In all prior
works that utilize the factorization approach [BHK+16, GJJ+20, PR20, JPR+21, Pan21, JPRX23],
the dominant term in Q was a constant term, i.e., a matrix whose entries are numbers independent
of the input. Here, however, we encounter a new and intrinsic difficulty: Q contains an entire family
of non-constant terms that are almost equally dominant.

Using the refined tools developed in our error analysis (Section 7), we are able to characterize
the shapes of the dominant terms, which we refer to as simple spider disjoint unions (SSD)
(Definition 3.8). A related but less restrictive family of shapes, called “spiders”, was introduced in
[GJJ+20] in the context of the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick problem, which can be seen as a special case
of NGCA where the unknown distribution A is the uniform distribution on {±1}. Their technique
of using the null-space to annihilate all spiders relies on A being a discrete distribution, which does
not apply to our setting. Additionally, we note that their work establishes a sample complexity
lower bound of n3/2, in contrast to the O(n2) upper bound [DH24]. To achieve an almost optimal
lower bound of n(1−ε)k/2 (see the second paragraph of the introduction), we need to study of the
‘rigid’ structure of these shapes and their linear combinations.

As discussed earlier, the dominant terms in Q are simple spider disjoint union graph matrices.
To prove that their sum in Q is positive-definite with high probability, we begin by examining the
recursive factorization procedure that generates Q. Roughly speaking, Q is a sum of numerous matrix
products derived during the factorization. Among these products, we identify those that significantly
impact Q—referred as the well-behaved intersection configurations (Definition 4.1)—and use the
error analysis in Section 7 to show that the remaining other terms altogether contribute minimally.
This leads to an expression of a dominating part of Q denoted by [Q]well−behaved, or QSSD for short
(Definition 4.5, Definition 4.22), along with a characterizing equation LSSD∗wbQSSD∗wbL

⊤
SSD = MSSD

(Lemma 4.25). Here, LSSD,MSSD denotes the SSD part of L,M respectively, and ∗wb denotes what
we call the well-behaved product between graph matrices.

Before giving an overview of the proof of the positive-definiteness of QSSD, we make two
important remarks. First, the coefficients of the graph matrices in L and M are delicate. For
instance, in L, the coefficient of a simple spider is n−|E|/2 · EA[hj ], where j denotes the degree of
the unique circle vertex of the spider, and hj is a Probabilist’s Hermite polynomial; for disjoint
union shapes, the coefficient is the product of those of its components. When matrices multiply, the
coefficients multiply as well, and at several places we need to handle them in an exact way rather
than doing mere magnitude estimates. Second, and more subtly, we will not analyze the matrix
LSSD or MSSD in the same way we analyze QSSD, as both of them contain terms with larger norms.
Instead, we focus our analysis on QSSD.

PSDness via representation. To show that QSSD is positive-definite, we start with simple
spiders. We use an algebraic method to study their multiplicative structure. The multiplication of
general graph matrices is very complicated, but for simple spiders, an algebraic study turns out to
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be feasible. It goes as follows.
First, we show that QSS—a further restricted matrix that collects all simple spider terms in

QSSD—is positive-definite in a non-standard sense. Specifically, we model the multiplications of
simple spiders as an associative R-algebra, which we call SAD (simple-spider algebra of degree
D), given by Definition 4.9. The multiplication in SAD is the well-behaved product restricted by
taking only simple spiders in the result (Definition 4.15). This is a non-commutative algebra, and
it approximates the major terms in the multiplication of simple spiders graph matrices in special
cases, although not always. To understand the structure of SAD, we construct essentially all its
irreducible representations in Section 5.3 and obtain a concrete Artin-Wedderburn decomposition as
a direct sum of matrix algebras (Lemma 5.14). This decomposition greatly simplifies the objects
under study: it maps elements of SAD, which represent graph matrices of dimension nΘ(D), to real
matrices of dimension at most D + 1, while preserving algebra operations and matrix transposes.
Using this decomposition, we prove in Lemma 5.22 that the matrix LSSQSSL

⊤
SS is “positive-definite”,

and hence so is QSS. Here, LSS,MSS are the simple spider part of L,M respectively. The proof of
this fact somewhat surprisingly boils down to the multiplicative identities of Hermite polynomials.

The quotation mark around “positive-definite” means that we obtain a sum-of-squares expression
of LSSQSSL

⊤
SS in the approximation algebra, SAD. In reality, since the well-behaved product only

approximates real matrix products of certain simple spiders but not all, to extend the “positive-
definiteness in SAD” to the positive-definiteness of the matrix QSS, we need to make sure that QSS
contains only special simple spiders where this approximation works well. This requires additional
analytic arguments which are given in Section 5.6.

Our second step is to extend the positive-definiteness from QSS to QSSD. Recall that QSSD is the
dominant part of Q, and it is a linear combination of simple spider disjoint unions (SSD). This time,
we do not have to model the multiplication of SSD shapes algebraically (as we did for simple spiders),
but instead, given the sum-of-squares expression of QSS obtained from the above, we can directly
construct a square root of QSSD via an operation which we call D-combination (Definition 6.2).
The intuition is that given a linear combination α of simple spiders, its D-combination linearly
combines all possible disjoint union of shapes in α with their coefficients multiplied together.5 This
construction is combinatorial rather than algebraic, but it turns out that a useful algebraic property
holds: D-combination commutes, in a sense, with well-behaved products (Lemma 6.4). Using this
property, we prove that if X · X⊤ ≈ QSS then [X]D · ([X]D)⊤ ≈ QSSD, where [X]D means the
D-combination of X. The positive-definiteness of QSSD follows as Lemma 6.1. Again, additional
analytic arguments are required in the actual proof, where we also need to show that [X]D is not
too close to being singular so that we can use [X]D · ([X]D)⊤ to compensate for the error terms.
This is done in Lemma 6.7.

To summarize, from the error analysis we have ∥Q−QSSD∥ ≤ n−Ω(ε). By the above steps, we
show that QSSD ≻ n−o(ε)Id assuming that A satisfies some mild conditions besides matching (k− 1)
moments. Together, we get the positive-definiteness of Q. From here, it is not hard to show that
M ≈ LQL⊤ is PSD, as is done in Section 8. We now turn to handling the error terms.

Handling error terms via configurations. We handle the error terms in Section 7, which is
largely independent of Section 5 and Section 6. As described more precisely in the proof overview
in Section 5.1, there are two main sources of error terms:

1. The error Q−QSSD in the approximation of Q by the sum of well-behaved configurations.
5Technically, we require α to satisfy a certain consistency condition (Definition 5.4).
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2. The truncation error M − LQL⊤.

We also need to analyze the error in our PSD approximation QSSD ≈ [X]D · ([X]D)⊤ of QSSD.
Our framework for handling these error terms is as follows. We formalize the way an error term

can be generated as a configuration (Definition 7.17). The goal is then to show that the following
number is small: the product of the coefficients from all shapes in the configuration, multiplied with
the norm of any graph matrix that results from the configuration. To estimate this number, we use
a charging argument that assigns edge factors to vertices. The idea is that to calculate, for example,
the exponent over n in the expression n−|Eα|/2 times the norm bound on a graph matrix Mα, we
take log√

n(·) of the expression. We imagine that each edge in shape α has an additive factor of 1,
and we assign the edge factors to its endpoints so that each vertex receives a sufficient amount of
factors.

The main result we show is a dichotomy: either the configuration is a well-behaved SSD product
and has approximate norm 1, or the configuration has norm o(1) (see Theorem 7.43). This allows
us to show that the errors Q − QSSD and QSSD − [X]D · ([X]D)⊤ have norm n−Ω(ε). The design
and analysis of the edge factors assignment scheme relies on properties of the minimum square
separators and the minimum weight separators, which might be of independent interest.

To handle the truncation error, we observe that the truncation error only contains configurations
which are very large and all such configurations have norm n−Ω(εDtrunc), where Dtrunc is a “total
size” threshold on shapes that we set in pseudo-calibration.

1.2 Organization of the Paper

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, after preparing some general preliminaries, we state
the NGCA problem in the context of sum-of-squares algorithms in Section 2.2, and we derive the
pseudo-calibration expression in Section 2.3. We state our main result formally as Theorem 2.12.
In Lemma 2.16, we show that pseudo-calibration passes a natural family of low-degree tests. In
particular, with high probability, for every low-degree Hermite polynomial, its empirical average
value on the inner product of the samples with the SoS solution (i.e., the hidden direction v) is close
to its expectation value under A.

In Section 3, after recalling the definitions and properties about graph matrices, we give the
factorization of the moment matrix based on a new kind of minimum vertex separators, namely
minimum square separators. Here, we introduce the family of simple spiders and their disjoint
unions, which are the important family of graph matrices in our analysis. In Section 4.1 and
Section 4.2, we introduce the notion of well-behaved intersection configurations and well-behaved
products, which are the major products that affect the PSDness of the matrix Q in M ≈ LQL⊤. In
Section 5, we prove the positive-definiteness of the (approximate) simple spider part of the matrix
Q, and we extend the result to the (approximate) simple spider disjoint union part of Q in Section 6.
Here, we use the idea of algebra representations to study the multiplicative structure of simple
spiders, and we use the D-combination construction to study their disjoint unions. In Section 7,
we analyze the error terms in our analysis using a careful charging argument, which might be of
independent interest. In Section 8, we combine all of these pieces to prove Theorem 2.12. Finally, in
Section 9, we give the applications of our SoS lower bounds to various classical problems in statistics
and learning theory. This includes robust mean estimation (RME), list-decodable mean estimation,
robust covariance estimation (RCE), and learning Gaussian mixtures, which are summarized in
Table 1.
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2 Technical Preliminaries and Formal Statement of Main Result
In this section, we formally define the problem statement and set up notation that we will use
throughout the paper. In Section 2.1, we set up basic notation. In Section 2.2, we recall the
notions of pseudo-expectation values and the moment matrix, formally define the NGCA problem,
and formulate it in the sum-of-squares framework. In Section 2.3, we recall the technique of
pseudo-calibration introduced by [BHK+16] and identify the pseudo-calibrated moment matrix
whose PSDness we want to prove. In Section 2.4 we show that our pseudo-expectation values satisfy
the desired constraints except for PSDness of the moment matrix. Finally, in Section 2.5, we recall
some notions from abstract algebra.

2.1 Notation

Basic Notation: N,Z,R denotes the set of natural numbers, integers and real numbers, respec-
tively. For t ∈ Z+, [t] := {1, . . . , t}. We will use n to denote the dimension of the input data,
and m for the number of samples. The given m samples are denoted by x1, . . . , xm, where each
xu = (xu1, . . . , xun) ∈ Rn. We will use index symbols u ∈ [m], i ∈ [n]. The SoS degree is D.

For an integer vector a ∈ Nn, ∥a∥1 =
n∑

i=1
a(i), a! :=

n∏
i=1

a(i)!. For a sequence of m such vectors,

accordingly, a = (a1, . . . , am) ∈ (Nn)m, ∥a∥1 = ∑
u
∥au∥1 = ∑

u,i
au(i) and a! := ∏

u
au! = ∏

u,i
au(i)!. It

might be helpful to think of a ∈ (Nn)m as an edge-weighted and undirected bipartite graph on
vertex sets [n], [m] where au(i) is the weight of the edge {i, u}.

For matrices M,N and a number C > 0, we use M C≈ N to denote that ∥M −N∥ ≤ C where
∥·∥ on matrices always means the operator norm. If M,N are square matrices, M ≽ N denotes that
M −N is positive-semidefinite (PSD). We use poly(·) to indicate a quantity that is polynomially
upper-bounded in its arguments. Similarly, polylog(·) denotes a quantity that is polynomially
upper-bounded in the logarithm of its arguments. By writing log(·), we mean log2(·).

Probability Notation: For a random variable X, we write E[X] for its expectation. N(µ, σ2)
denotes the 1-dimensional Gaussian distribution with mean µ and variance σ2. When D is a
distribution, we use X ∼ D to denote that the random variable X is distributed according to D.
When S is a set, we let EX∼S [·] denote the expectation under the uniform distribution over S.

Hermite Polynomials: The probabilist’s Hermite polynomialHei(x) = ∑⌊i⌋
j=0 (−1)j

( i
2j

) (2j)!
(2j)j!x

i−2j

will be denoted by hi(x). The n-dimensional Hermite polynomials are ha =
n∏

i=1
ha(i) for a ∈ Nn.

Recall that ha/
√
a! (a ∈ Nn) form an orthonormal basis of polynomials under the inner product

⟨f, g⟩ := E
x∼N(0,Idn)

[
f(x)g(x)

]
where N(0, Idn) is the n-dimensional multivariate normal distribution with mean 0 and covariance
matrix Idn. For a ∈ (Nn)m, we let ha =

m∏
u=1

hau .

2.2 Problem Statement and Sum-of-Squares Solutions

We now define the SoS formulation for NGCA that we use. The inputs to our SoS program are
i.i.d. samples x1, . . . , xm drawn from the reference distribution. We denote the SoS variables by
v = (v1, . . . , vn).
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A true solution to the NGCA problem would assign a real value to each vi such that the following
constraints are satisfied:

1. (Booleanity) For all i ∈ [n], v2
i − 1

n = 0.

2. (Soft NGCA constraints)
∣∣∣∣ 1

m

m∑
i=1

(hj(x · v))− E
a∼A

[hj(a)]
∣∣∣∣ = Õ( 1√

m
) where x1, . . . , xm are the

input samples.

Degree-D SoS gives a relaxation of the problem where instead of assigning a real value to each
vi, we have an R-linear map Ẽ called pseudo-expectation values which assigns a real value Ẽ[p] to
each polynomial p(v1, . . . , vn) of degree at most D. We can think of Ẽ[p] as the estimate given by
degree-D SoS for the expected value of p over a (possibly fictitious) distribution of solutions.

Definition 2.1. We define R≤d(v) to be the set of all polynomials of degree at most d in the variables
v1, . . . , vn.

Definition 2.2 (Pseudo-expectation Operator for NGCA). Given input samples x1, . . . , xm and
a target distribution A, we say that an R-linear map Ẽ : R≤D(v1, . . . , vn) → R is a degree D
pseudo-expectation operator for NGCA if it satisfies the following conditions.

1. (Oneness) Ẽ(1) = 1;

2. (Booleanity) Ẽ
(
f(v) · (v2

i − 1
n)
)

= 0 for all i ∈ [n] and all f ∈ R≤D−2(v);

3. (Soft NGCA constraints)
∣∣∣∣ 1

m

m∑
u=1

Ẽ (hj(xu · v))− E
a∼A

[hj(a)]
∣∣∣∣ = Õ( 1√

m
) for all j ≤ D;

4. (Positivity) Ẽ[p2] ≥ 0 for all p ∈ R≤D(v).

If this relaxation is infeasible then degree-D SoS can prove that there is no vector v = (v1, . . . , vn)
such that the input has distribution A in the direction v. For our degree-D SoS lower bounds, we
show that w.h.p. (with high probability) this does not happen. To do this, we design a candidate
pseudo-expectation operator Ẽ and show that w.h.p. it is a degree D pseudo-expectation operator
for NGCA.

Remark 2.3. We use Roman text font for the SoS variables v1, . . . , vn to distinguish them other
expressions such as the input variables which take fixed real values once the input is given.

Remark 2.4 (Soft NGCA constraints). The “soft” NGCA constraints (Item 3) indicate that we
study generic SoS lower bounds, i.e., there is no strict polynomial identity constraint other than
booleanity of the variables v. This is more or less an inevitable feature of the algorithms dealing
with NGCA for general distributions A in Definition 1.1, as opposed to cases where A is more
restricted such as being discrete.

The positivity condition on Ẽ can be expressed using the following (pseudo-)moment matrix.

Definition 2.5. We define vI to be the monomial
n∏

i=1
vI(i)

i where I ∈ Nn. We define the degree of

vI to be ∥I∥1 = ∑
i
I(i).
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Definition 2.6 (Moment matrix). Given a linear map Ẽ : R≤2D[v] → R, its degree D pseudo-
moment matrix, or moment matrix for short, is an

( [n]
≤D

)
×
( [n]

≤D

)
matrix M

Ẽ
whose rows and columns

indexed by subsects of I ⊆ [n] of size at most D, and the entries are:

M
Ẽ

(I, J) := Ẽ(vI+J),

where I, J are viewed as the indicator functions from [n] to {0, 1}.

The verification of the following fact is straightforward.

Fact 2.7. Suppose M
Ẽ

satisfies the Booleanity condition. Then the positivity condition, Item 4 in
Definition 2.2, is equivalent to the condition that M

Ẽ
≽ 0.

In the next section, we describe the standard pseudo-calibration technique used to prove SoS
lower bounds.

2.3 Pseudo-calibration Technique for NGCA and Main Result

Pseudo-calibration, introduced in [BHK+16], is a method to construct a candidate pseudo-expectation
operator Ẽ for an input x drawn from the problem distribution (reference distribution, Dref ). The
idea is to show that there is another distribution (planted distribution, Dpl) supported on feasible
instances and solutions (x, v), such that it cannot be distinguished from the problem distribution
via any low-degree test. Once we have this planted distribution, we will choose the candidate
pseudo-expectation values Ẽ(vI) so that

E
x∼Dref

[
t(x)Ẽ(vI)

]
= E

(x,v)∼Dpl

[
t(x)vI

]
(1)

for all low-degree polynomials t(x), where vI is the monomial
n∏

i=1
v

I(i)
i , I ∈ Nn. Moreover, we impose

the condition:
Each Ẽ(vI) itself is a low-degree polynomial in x. (2)

For our problem, the input data (x1, . . . , xm) ∈ (Rn)m are i.i.d. samples drawn from the standard
Gaussian distribution, and v = (v1, . . . , vn) are the SoS variables representing the unknown direction
whose solution existence SoS wants to refute.

In light of the NGCA problem in Problem 1.1, our planted distribution Dpl is the following: first
choose a planted vector v ∼ {± 1√

n
}n uniformly at random, then choose i.i.d. samples x1, . . . , xm so

that
xi =

(
(xi)v⊥ , (xi)v

)
∼ N(0, Idn−1)v⊥ ×Av,

where Av is the one-dimensional distribution of interest in direction v matching k− 1 moments with
N(0, 1). Concretely, conditions Equation (1) and Equation (2) enforce the pseudo-calibration to
have the following form:

Ẽ(vI) :=
∑

a∈(Nn)m: “total size” of a is upper bounded by Dtrunc

E
(x,v)∼Dpl

[
vI ha√

a!

]
· ha√

a!
, (3)

where Dtrunc is a parameter deciding the meaning of “low-degree” in Equation (1) and Equation (2).
We will choose Dtrunc based on the technical analysis. It turns out that we can choose Dtrunc to be
any value between C1 logn and nC2 for some constants C1, C2 depending on D and ε.
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For any fixed I ∈ Nn, we let the I-total size of a = (a1, . . . , au) ∈ (Nn)m be totalI(a) :=

∥a∥1 + |{i ∈ [n] : I(i) > 0 or (∃u ∈ [m]) au(i) > 0}|+ |{u ∈ [m] : (∃i ∈ [n]) au(i) > 0}| .

We use this to measure the “total size” of a in the above equation (its meaning will become clear in
Section 3). The calculation of (3) is similar to the one in [GJJ+20] and is reproduced in Appendix A,
giving the following expression.

Lemma 2.8 (Pseudo-calibration). For any I ∈ Nn,

Ẽ(vI) =
∑

a∈(Nn)m: totalI(a)≤Dtrunc,

and (∀i∈[n]) I(i)+
∑

u
au(i) is even

n− ∥I∥1+∥a∥1
2

m∏
u=1

E
A

[
h|au|

]hau

au! (4)

Remark 2.9 (Only moments matter). By Equation (4), the pseudo-expectation values are deter-
mined by the moments of A up to the truncation threshold Dtrunc. In particular, if Dtrunc is smaller
than the number of matched moments (i.e., k − 1), then Equation (4) will be a constant function
and the resulting matrix will be diagonal and trivially PSD.

Our results depend on the following measures of the distribution A.

Definition 2.10 (UA, LA). Given a distribution A and integer t ≥ 0, we let

UA(t) := max
0≤i≤t

∣∣∣∣EA [hi(x)]
∣∣∣∣ (5)

LA(t) := min
p(x): polynomial of degree ≤ t

where EN(0,1)[p2(x)]=1

E
A

[p2(x)] (6)

Note that this minimum exists6 and UA(0) = LA(0) = 1.

In the lower bound proof, however, a slightly different pair of measures are more handy to use,
as they can simplify many expressions of estimates.

Definition 2.11 (CU , CL). Given n, D, Dtrunc and distribution A, we let CU , CL be the minimum
values such that CU , CL ≥ 1 and

1. For all t ≤ 3Dtrunc,
∣∣∣∣EA [ht(x)]

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ct
U .

2. For all polynomials p(x) of degree at most D such that
∫
N(0,1) p

2(x) = 1, E
A

[p2(x)] ≥ C− deg(p)
L .

We can now state the main theorem formally.

Theorem 2.12 (Main Theorem). There is a universal constant Cuniv ≥ 1 such that for any
δ ∈ (0, 1), if n is sufficiently large then the following holds.

Suppose ε ∈ (0, 1), k ≥ 2, A is a 1-dimensional distribution, and D and Dtrunc are integer
parameters (where ε, k, A, D, and Dtrunc may all depend on n) such that:

A matches the first k − 1 moments with N(0, 1). (7)
6The reason is that EA[·] is a continuous function on the compact set {p(x) : deg(p) ≤ t, EN(0,1)[p2(x)] = 1}. This

set is compact because the map p(x) 7→ EN(0,1)[p(x)2] is a non-degenerate quadratic form on {p(x) : deg(p) ≤ t}.
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Dtrunc ≥ max{50D2,
500
ε
D, 2k logn}, and (5CU )20D2

C2D
L (10Dtrunc)256CunivD2

< n
ε

30 . (8)

Then if we draw m < n(1−ε)k/2 i.i.d. samples from N(0, Idn), with probability greater than 1 − δ,
the moment matrix of the degree-D pseudo-calibration with truncation threshold Dtrunc is positive-
definite.

As an illustration, we can set k ≤ (logn)O(1), D = o(
√

ε log n
log log n), and Dtrunc = 2kD logn. If

the distribution A matches k − 1 moments with N(0, 1) and satisfies CU , CL ≤ (logn)O(1), then
Theorem 2.12 provides an almost optimal n

(1−ε)k
2 sample lower bound for the corresponding NGCA

problem in degree-D SoS.

2.4 Properties of Pseudo-calibration

Before proving Theorem 2.12, let us first show that the pseudo-calibration “solution” of v from
Equation (4) satisfies the Booleanity constraints and the soft NGCA constraints.

It is not hard to check directly that Ẽ satisfies the Booleanity constraints as multiplying vI by
v2

i increases the number I(i) by 2. This is also a special case of the following more general fact (Cf.
[BHK+16, GJJ+20]), whose proof is a simple expansion of the definition Equation (3).

Lemma 2.13 (Pseudo-expectation preserves zero). If f(v) is a polynomial only in the SoS variables
v such that deg(f) ≤ D and f(v) = 0 for all v in the planted distribution, then Ẽ(f) = 0 independent
of the input x.

As for the soft NGCA constraints, we will show that for any low-degree Hermite polynomial
evaluated on the inner product x · v, with high probability the pseudo-expectation value is close to
the expectation under A (Lemma 2.16). Below, recall that hj(x) denotes Hej(x). We will show the
following lemmas about the pseudo-expectation of hj(x · v). We first prove a lemma giving us the
expansion of hj(x · v).

Fact 2.14. For all vectors v ∈ {− 1√
n
, 1√

n
}n, all vectors x ∈ Rn and all j ∈ N,

hj(x · v) = j!
∑

J∈Nn: ∥J∥1=j

∏
i∈[n]

 hJ(i)(xi)

J(i)!n⌊ J(i)
2 ⌋

vi
J(i) mod 2

.
Proof. The Hermite generating function is exp

(
xt− t2

2

)
= ∑

j
hj(x) tj

j! . We have the identity

(x · v)t− t2

2 =
n∑

i=1

(
xi(vit)− (vit)2

2

)
if v2

1 + . . .+ v2
n = 1, so by taking the exponential,

∞∑
j=0

hj (x · v) t
j

j! =
n∏

i=1

 ∞∑
j=0

hj(xi)
(vit)j

j!

 .
By comparing the jth power of t we see that hj(x · v) = j! ∑

J∈Nn: J(1)+···+J(n)=j

n∏
i=1

(
hJ(i)(xi)

J(i)! v
J(i)
i

)
.

Finally, notice that v2
i = 1

n for each i.

As a corollary to this, we obtain the expansion of 1
m

∑m
u=1 Ẽ (hj(xu · v)).
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Corollary 2.15. For J ∈ Nn, let Jmod 2 ∈ {0, 1}n be such that Jmod 2(i) = J(i) mod 2. Then

1
m

m∑
u=1

Ẽ
(
hj(xu ·v)

)
= 1
m

m∑
u=1

j!
∑

J : J∈Nn, ∥J∥1=j

 n∏
i=1

hJ(i)
(
(xu)i

)
J(i)!n⌊ J(i)

2 ⌋
· Ẽ

(
vJmod 2

), ∀x1, . . . , xm ∈ Rn.

We can now sketch the proof of the fact that the pseudo-expectation values “fool” Hermite
polynomial tests up to degree D.

Lemma 2.16 (Hermite Tests in the Hidden Direction). For all Hermite polynomials hj of degree

at most D, with high probability,
∣∣∣∣ 1

m

m∑
i=1

Ẽ (hj(x · v))− E
a∼A

[hj(a)]
∣∣∣∣ is o(1). More precisely,

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
m

m∑
i=1

Ẽ
(
hj(xi · v)

)
− E

a∼A
[hj(a)] · Ẽ(1)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ polylog(m)√
m

.

Proof sketch. In this proof we assume the definitions and properties of graph matrices from Section 3.
We view the polynomials as ribbons with U = V = ∅. We will compare the ribbons, with coefficients,
that appear in 1

m

∑m
i=1 Ẽ (hj(x · v)) and Ea∼A[hj(a)]Ẽ(1).

By Corollary 2.15, we can obtain the (perhaps improper) ribbons appearing in Ẽ
(
hj(xi · v)

)
by

starting with the ribbons appearing in Ẽ
(
vJmod 2

)
and adding a circle with label u and edges with

label J(i) from this circle to the square vertices with label i. We multiply some additional factors
to the ribbon coefficient too: a factor of 1

m which we think of as associated with the circle vertex
with label u, a factor of 1

n⌊J(i)/2⌋ associated with each of the added edges, and a factor of j!∏n

i=1 J(i)! .

Consider the set of edges incident to the circle vertex with label u in a ribbon for Ẽ
(
vJmod 2

)
.

There are a few cases:

1. These edges do not match the added edges. In this case, we can use an edge factor assignment
scheme to show that the resulting term has negligible norm upper bound from Theorem 3.15. For
the edges incident to the circle vertex with label u, we assign all weight to the square vertex. For
other edges, we split the weight evenly between the two endpoints. It is not hard to check that
in this case, the resulting norm is Õ( 1√

m
) because the circle vertex with label u is not isolated

and because U = V = ∅, i.e., each square vertex has degree at least 2 in the starting ribbon in
Ẽ
(
vJmod 2

)
.

2. These edges exactly match the added edges. Note that for each matched edge e, if its label is l,
then right after adding edges there is a factor hl(xe) · hl(xe) (one newly added and one from the
ribbon in Ẽ

(
vJmod 2

)
). When we expand this multi-edge into single edges using the Hermite

expansion of hl · hl, the coefficient of h0 is precisely l!. Other {hj(x) | j > 0} from the expansion
make the shape norm Õ( 1√

m
) like in case 1, and they go to the error terms. If we look at the

resulting shape R′ from this process that removes a fixed circle vertex u and the matched edges,
its additional factor besides the coefficient from Ẽ(1) is:

∑
J∈Nn: ∥J∥1=j

 j!∏
i∈[n]

(
J(i)! · n⌊J(i)/2⌋

) · Ex∼A[hj(x)]
√
n

|Jmod 2|+∥J∥1 ∏
i∈[n] J(i)!

·
∏

i∈[n]
J(i)!

 .
Here, notice that from different ribbons in Ẽ(vJmod 2) we can get the same R′ in the described
process, by using different J to add the edges. Since nj = (1 + · · ·+ 1)j = ∑

J∈Nn: ∥J∥1=j

j!
J(1)!···J(n)! ,
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the expression above simplifies to EA[hj ]. Summing over u ∈ [m] and dividing by m, this gives
EA[hj ] ·

m−|V
#

(R)|
m times the coefficient in Ẽ(1). By a similar argument to case 1 we can show

that the difference part, collected from all R′, has norm at most Õ( 1√
m

).

This shows that for when we sum over the ribbons for Ẽ
(
vJmod 2

)
, the contributions from the

edges incident to the circle vertex labeled u gives Ea∼A[hj(a)] plus an error of magnitude Õ( 1√
m

).
Note that these ribbons may also have edges incident to other circle vertices but such terms are
matched by the corresponding terms in Ea∼A[hj(a)]Ẽ(1). More precisely, if we consider the ribbons
for Ẽ

(
vJmod 2

)
which contain a given set E of edges which are incident to other circle vertices, this

matches (up to error Õ( 1√
m

)) the term in Ea∼A[hj(a)]Ẽ(1) where the ribbon for Ẽ(1) has edges E
and has no edges incident to the circle vertex with label u. Finally, we note that the sum of the
terms in Ẽ(1) where there is an edge incident to the circle vertex with label u is Õ( 1√

m
).

2.5 Algebra Preliminaries

We close this section with some algebraic notions that will be used in Section 5.

Definition 2.17 (Algebra Definitions). A vector space A over a field F together with a binary
operation “·”: A×A→ A is a unital associative algebra over F , or an F -algebra in short, if the
following conditions are satisfied for all x, y, z ∈ A, all a, b ∈ F , and some special element 1A ∈ A:

(Unit) 1A · x = x = x · 1A;

(Linearity) (ax) · (by) = (ab)(x · y);

(Distributivity) (x+ y) · z = x · z + y · z, and z · (x+ y) = z · x+ z · y;

(Associativity) (x · y) · z = x · (y · z).

We call the binary operation “·” the multiplication in A and “1A” the unit in A.
A homomorphism between two F -algebras A and B is an F -linear map ρ : A → B that

preserves unit and multiplication, i.e., ρ(1A) = 1B and ρ (x ·A y) = ρ(x) ·B ρ(y) for all x, y ∈ A. An
isomorphism is a bijective homomorphism. We say A,B are isomorphic, denoted by A ≃ B, if there
is an isomorphism between them.

The direct sum of two F -algebras A and B, denoted by A⊕B, is the direct sum of vector spaces
with unit (1A, 1B) and multiplication (x, y) · (x′, y′) := (x ·A x′, y ·B y′).

Definition 2.18 (Representation). A representation of an F -algebra A is a homomorphism ρ : A→
EndF (V ), where V is an F -vector space, EndF (V ) is the F -algebra consisting of all F -linear maps
from V to V where the unit is the identity map and the multiplication is defined by composition.
The dimension of ρ is the dimension of V . Note that if dim(V ) = n then EndF (V ) ≃Mn(F ) where
the latter is the algebra of all n-by-n matrices over F .

A representation ρ is irreducible if there is no proper nonzero subspace W of V such that
ρ(A)(w) ∈ W for all w ∈ W . Two representations (ρ1, V1), (ρ2, V2) are isomorphic if there is a
bijective map f : V1 → V2 such that

(
ρ2(x) ◦ f

)
(v) =

(
f ◦ ρ1(x)

)
(v) for all x ∈ A and all v ∈ V1.

The rest of the paper is devoted to proving Theorem 2.12.
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3 Graph Matrices and Factorization of the Moment Matrix
Graph matrices, defined in [AMP21], are large-size random matrices whose entries are symmetric
functions of the input variables. Their utility is due to the fact that the spectral norm of these
matrices can be upper bounded in terms of properties of the graph that indexes them.

In this section, we start by recalling standard definitions about graph matrices and introducing
some new notions. We then introduce simple spiders and simple spider disjoint unions, which will
be the main objects of our analysis. Then, in Section 3.1, we recall some standard tools for the
PSDness analysis and introduce a three-way decomposition of shapes (and graph matrices) based on
minimum square separators. In Section 3.2, we use this decomposition recursively to obtain a matrix
factorization M ≈ LQL⊤ for some L and Q where M is M

Ẽ
rescaled for technical convenience.

Remark 3.1. This section is similar to previous sum of squares analyses for average-case problems,
except for Definition 3.7, Definition 3.8, and the use of minimum square separators (Definition 3.11).

Definition 3.2 (Graph Matrix Definitions). The matrices we will consider are indexed by bipartite
graphs between two fixed vertex sets: Cm and Sn, where Cm denotes circle vertices whose elements
are denoted by u⃝ where u ∈ [m] (representing a sample), and Sn denotes square vertices whose
elements are denoted by i where i ∈ [n] (representing a coordinate).

1. (Matrix indices) A matrix index is a subset of Cm ∪ Sn, representing a row or a column of the
matrices we consider. In this paper, we will only use matrix indices that are subsets of Sn.

2. (Ribbon) A ribbon is an undirected, edge-labeled graph R = (V (R), E(R), UR, VR) where
V (R) ⊆ Cm ∪ Sn, each edge e ∈ E(R) goes between a square and a circle vertex and has a
weight label l(e) ∈ N. UR, VR ⊆ V (R) are viewed as two matrix indices7, we call them the left-
and right- index of the ribbon respectively, which may or may not be disjoint.

3. (Ribbon matrix) Given a ribbon R = (V (R), E(R), UR, VR), the ribbon matrix MR has rows
and columns indexed by matrix indices, and it has a single nonzero entry:

MR(UR, VR) =


∏

e={ i , u⃝}∈E(R)

hl(e)(xu,i), if I = UR and J = VR;

0, otherwise.
(9)

4. (Shape vertices) Fix a set of fresh symbols of two sorts, one sort “circle” and the other “square”,
both having infinite supplies. A shape vertex is such a symbol, not to be confused with Cm ∪ Sn.

5. (Shapes) A shape is an undirected, edge-labeled graph α = (V (α), E(α), Uα, Vα) where V (α)
is a set of shape vertices and Uα, Vα ⊆ V (α). We call Uα, Vα the left- and right- index of α
respectively. Note that Uα and Vα may have elements in common. We denote the set of square
and circle vertices of α by V□(α) and V⃝(α), respectively.
In this paper, we will only use shapes α where Uα ∪ Vα contains only square vertices and each
edge e ∈ E(α) is between a square and a circle vertex in V (α) and has an edge-weight l(e) ∈ N.

6. (Shape of a ribbon) We say that a ribbon R = (V (R), E(R), UR, VR) has shape α if there is
a bijection π : V (α)→ V (R) such that π maps square shape vertices to Sn and circle shape
vertices to Cm, π(I) = UR, π(J) = VR, π(E(α)) = E(R) where all edge-weights match.

7A matrix index here is a subset of vertices. In general, a matrix index can contain additional information; see e.g.,
Section 3.1.4.
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7. (Middle vertices, isolated vertices, and being improper) We define the middle vertices of a
ribbon R to be WR := V (R)\(UR ∪ VR). We denote by Is(R) ⊆WR the set of middle vertices
that are isolated in the underlying graph of R. We say R is proper if Is(R) = ∅ and R has no
multi-edges.
We make analgous definitions for shapes.

8. (Trivial shapes) We say that a shape α = (V (α), E(α), Uα, Vα) is trivial if V (α) = Uα = Vα

and E(α) = ∅.

9. (Transpose) The transpose of a shape α = (V (α), E(α), Uα, Vα) is α⊤ = (V (α), E(α), Vα, Uα).

10. (Graph matrices) Given a shape α = (V (α), E(α), Uα, Vα), the graph matrix Mα is

Mα =
∑

R: ribbon of shape α

MR (10)

Definition 3.3 (Parameters of a shape). We define the following parameters for a shape.

1. (Size) The size |E| of an edge set E is the set cardinality. The size |V | of a vertex set V is
the set cardinality.

2. (Weight) The weight w(E) is the sum of the edge-labels. The weight of a square vertex is 1.
The weight of a circle vertex is lognm. The weight w(V ) of a vertex set V is the sum of the
weights of its members.

3. (Total size) The total size of a ribbon R is total(R) := |V (R)|+ w(E(R)). The total size of a
shape α is |V (α)|+ w(E(α)). Note that each vertex contributes 1 to the total size regardless
of whether it is a square vertex or a circle vertex.

4. (Degree) The degree degR(v) of a vertex v in a ribbon R is the sum of all weights of the
edges incident to v. The total degree of v is deg(v) + 1v is in UR

+ 1v is in VR
, where “1P ” is the

indicator function of predicate P , which is 1 if P is true and 0 otherwise. The definitions for
shapes are similar.

Note that if we view the edge set of a ribbon R as a vector a ∈ (Nn)m via au(i) := l
(
{ u⃝, i }

)
where u ∈ [m], i ∈ [n], then the weight w(E(R)) is precisely ∥a∥1.

Recall that the moment matrix M
Ẽ

is obtained by letting its (I, J)th entry be Ẽ(vI+J), whose
expression in the following corollary follows from inspecting Lemma 2.8 using the Booleanity property
in Lemma 2.13.

Definition 3.4 (Scaling coefficients, Hermite coefficients). Given a shape α, we define the scaling

coefficient λα = n− w(E(α))
2 and the Hermite coefficient ηα =

( ∏
v∈V⃝(α)

EA[hdegα(v)]
)
/

( ∏
e∈E(α)

l(e)!
)

.

To each shape α, we associate the scaled graph matrix λαMα. Instead of always writing λαMα

in a sum or product of matrices, we will sometimes just write α when it is clear that we mean the
scaled graph matrix (see Remark 4.16).

Remark 3.5. We will often have large linear combinations of graph matrices. When we refer to a
term in such a linear combination, we mean a graph matrix times its coefficient.
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Corollary 3.6 (Moment matrix M
Ẽ

). The moment matrix from pseudo-calibration (3) is

M
Ẽ

= diag(n− |I|
2 ) ·M · diag(n− |I|

2 ), (11)

where
M =

∑
α: proper shape where all square vertices have even total degree

|Uα|≤D, |Vα|≤D, total(α)≤Dtrunc

ηα(λαMα). (12)

Our main task is to prove the PSDness of the matrix M , a rescaled version of the moment
matrix which is slightly more convenient to work with. A special family of shapes will play a key
role in the analysis of M , which we call simple spiders and their disjoint unions.

Definition 3.7 (Simple spiders). A simple spider (SS) is either a trivial shape, or a shape
α = (V (α), E(α), Uα, Vα) that contains exactly one circle vertex, V□(α) = Uα ∪ Vα, every square
vertex in (Uα ∪ Vα)\(Uα ∩ Vα) has a label-1 edge to the circle vertex, and there are no other edges.

We use S(i, j;u) to denote the simple spider shape α multiplied by its scaling coefficient λα, where
there are i left-legs, j right-legs, and u intersections. That is, i = |Uα\Vα|, j = |Vα\Uα|, u = |Uα∩Vα|.

Definition 3.8 (Simple spider disjoint union). A simple spider disjoint union (SSD) is a disjoint
set of simple spiders, whose left and right index is the union of the left indices and the right indices
of the simple spiders, respectively.

We use a multiset of simple spiders {{S(ai, bi;ui) | i ∈ [t]}} to represent an SSD shape. Two

multisets {{S(ai, bi;ui) | i ∈ [t]}} and {{S(a′
i, b

′
i;u′

i) | i ∈ [t′]}} give the same SSD if
t∑

i=1
ui =

t′∑
i=1

u′
i and

{{(ai, bi) | ai + bi > 0}} = {{(a′
i, b

′
i) | a′

i + b′
i > 0}}.

Note that a simple spider disjoint union (including a simple spider) is always proper. Also, note
that the scaling coefficient of an SSD shape is the product of those of its components.

Definition 3.9 (Left and right spiders). A simple spider S(i, j;u) is left if i ≥ j, and right if
i ≤ j. An SSD is left or right if all its components are left or right, respectively. An SS-combination
is left or right if all the summands are left or right, respectively, and similarly for SSD-combinations.

3.1 Tools for Analyzing Graph Matrices

In this section, we will describe some tools that we use to analyze graph matrices.

3.1.1 Separators and Norm Bounds

Unless otherwise specified, paths in this paper include length-0 (degenerate) ones.

Definition 3.10 (Vertex separators). Let α = (V (α), E(α), Uα, Vα) be a shape. We say that
S ⊆ V (α) is a vertex separator of α if every path from I to J contains at least one vertex in S.

As observed in previous work [AMP21, GJJ+20], the norms of graph matrices are determined
by their minimum weight vertex separator. That said, to give an approximate PSD decomposition
M ≈ LQL⊤ of our moment matrix, we will need a new kind of minimum vertex separator, namely
minimum square separators.
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u1
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u2

w

v1

v2

Figure 1: Examples of simple spiders where the left and right indices have size two. If k ≥ 3, the
simple spider with one circle vertex and one label-1 edge to each side has coefficient 0 in M , so it is
not drawn.

Definition 3.11 (Minimum weight and minimum square separators). Given a shape α, we say that
a vertex separator S is a minimum weight vertex separator if w(S) is minimized, i.e., there is no
vertex separator S′ such that w(S′) < w(S).

Given a shape α such that I ∪ J only contains square vertices, we say that a vertex separator S
is a square separator if it contains only square vertices, and it is a minimum square separator if
furthermore |S| is minimized, i.e., there is no square separator S′ such that |S′| < |S|.

By a standard argument, both the set of minimum weight separators and the set of minimum
square separators form a lattice. The proof of the following two lemmas is in Section 7.

Lemma 3.12 (Menger’s theorem for bipartite graphs). For any shape α, the maximum number of
square disjoint paths is equal to the size of the minimum square separator between Uα and Vα.

Definition 3.13. Given a shape α and vertex separators S, T , we say that S is to the left of T if S
separates Uα and T and we say that S is to the right of T if S separates Vα and T .

Lemma 3.14 (Existence of leftmost and rightmost minimum vertex separators). For all shapes α,
there exist unique leftmost and rightmost minimum weight separators of α. Similarly, for all shapes
α, there exist unique leftmost and rightmost minimum square separators of α.

Theorem 3.15 (Norm bounds; see e.g. Lemma A.3 of [GJJ+20]). There is a universal constant C
such that with probability 1− on(1), the following holds simultaneously for all shapes α which have
no multi-edges and have total size at most n.

∥Mα∥ ≤
[(

1 + w(E(α))
)
· |Vα| · log(mn)

]C(∣∣V (α)\(Uα∩Vα)
∣∣+w(E(α))

)
n

w(Vα)+w(Is(α))−w(Smin)
2 , (13)

where Smin is any choice of the minimum weight vertex separator of α.
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Figure 2: Examples of simple spiders where the left and right indices have size three.
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3.1.2 Linearizing Ribbons and Shapes with Multi-Edges

For our analysis, we will need to consider ribbons and shapes with multi-edges. To handle ribbons
with multi-edges, we reduce each multi-edge to a linear combination of labeled edges.

Definition 3.16. Given a ribbon R with multi-edges, we obtain its linearization as follows. For
a multi-edge e with labels l1, . . . , lm, we replace it with a linear combination of edges with labels
0, . . . ,∑m

j=1 lm where the coefficient of the edge with label j is the coefficient of hj in the product∏m
j=1 hlm. We treat an edge with label 0 as a non-edge.

Example 1. If we have a double edge then this becomes a linear combination of an edge with label
2 plus an edge with label 0 (which vanishes) as x2 = (x2 − 1) + 1 = h2(x) + h0.

Example 2. If we have a multi-edge consisting of edges with labels 1, 2, and 3 then we would
replace this multi-edge with a linear combination of four edges with labels 6, 4, 2, and 0 (the edge
with label 0 vanishes) and coefficients 1, 11, 24, and 6 respectively as

(x3 − 3x)(x2 − 1)x = x6 − 4x4 + 3x2

= (x6 − 15x4 + 45x2 − 15) + 11(x4 − 6x2 + 3) + 24(x2 − 1) + 6

To linearize the multi-edges of a graph matrix Mα where α has multi-edges, we use Definition 3.16
repeatedly to replace each ribbon with multi-edges by its linearizations. For a ribbon R of shape
α, this creates a DAG-like process where R is the top node, and each non-leaf node is a ribbon R′

which still has multi-edges and continues to expand to its children. The edge from node R′ to a
child records the coefficient of that child in this step of expanding R′, and the leafs are ribbons with
no multi-edges. The ribbon R will be replaced by the sum over all sinks, each with a coefficient
equal to the sum over all paths from the root to this sink where each path contributes the product
of all coefficients on it.

Note that the final expansion ∑i ciRi depends only on R but not the order in the expansion
process. Also, if we sum over all R of shape α, the result is invariant under vertex permutations.
Thus, each shape α uniquely expands to a sum of shapes having no multi-edges.

The expansion of α can also be described step-wise on the shape level. This requires a bit more
care in adjusting the coefficient of the resulting shapes, as the number of ways of realizing a shape
can change after a multi-edge-replacement step, due to the change in the size of the automorphism
group for the shape. In any case, we have the following.

Proposition 3.17 (Expanding multi-edges, cf. Prop. 5.29–5.31 of [GJJ+20]). Let α be an improper
shape, and let P be the set of proper shapes that can be obtained by expanding α. Then there are
coefficients |cγ | ≤ CFourier · CAut such that

Mα =
∑
γ∈P

cγMγ (14)

where CFourier (“Hermite” in our case) is an upper bound on the largest absolute value of the
coefficients of Hermite polynomials in the expansion of a product of any Hermite polynomials in the
process described above, and CAut = maxγ∈P

|Aut(γ)|
|Aut(α)| .

The magnitudes of CAut and CFourier can be bounded as follows.

Lemma 3.18 (Bounds on CAut and CFourier, cf. Propositions. 5.30 and 5.31 of [GJJ+20]).

1. If l1 ≤ · · · ≤ lk ∈ N and l := l1 + · · ·+ lk > 1, then in the Hermite expansion of hl1(z) · · ·hlk(z),
the maximum magnitude of a coefficient is no more than (2l)l−lk .
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2. If α′ is obtained from α by adding an edge, deleting an edge, or changing the label of an edge
then |Aut(α′)|

|Aut(α)| ≤ |V (α)|2.

Using Lemma 3.18 and Proposition 3.17, we get the following corollary of Theorem 3.15.

Corollary 3.19. If the constant C in Theorem 3.15 is chosen to be sufficiently large, then for any
improper shape α with multi-edges, the same upper bound there also upper bounds

∑
γ∈P
∥cγMγ∥ from

the expansion (14). In particular, the norm bound in Theorem 3.15 also holds for improper shapes
with multi-edges.

For convenience, we choose the universal constant C to be large enough so that Corollary 3.19
applies. We denote this constant by Cuniv ≥ 1 in the rest of the paper.

3.1.3 Decomposition of Shapes

In our analysis, we will decompose each shape into three parts based on the leftmost and rightmost
minimum square separators.

Definition 3.20 (Left and right shapes). We say that σ = (V (σ), E(σ), Uσ, Vσ) is a left shape if Vσ

is the unique minimum square separator of σ and every vertex in V (σ) \ Vσ is reachable by a path
from Uσ without passing through any vertices in Vσ. We say that σ is a right shape if σ⊤ is a left
shape.

Definition 3.21 (Middle shapes). We say that τ = (V (τ), E(τ), Uτ , Vτ ) is a middle shape if Uτ

and Vτ are minimum square separators of τ . A proper middle shape is a middle shape that is also
proper.

We define left, right, and middle ribbons according to their shapes.

Definition 3.22 (Square canonical decomposition). Given a shape α = (V (α), E(α), Uα, Vα) we
decompose it into a triple of shapes (αl, αm, αr) as follows. Let Sl, Sr be the leftmost and rightmost
minimum square separators of α respectively.

1. The left shape of α, αl, is the part of α between Uα and Sl. That is, αl = (V (αl), E(αl), Uα, Sl)
where V (αl) and E(αl) are the vertices and edges of α which are reachable from Uα without
passing through a vertex in Sl. Note that V (αl) includes the vertices in Sl.

2. The right shape of α, αr, is the part of α between Sr and Vα. That is, αl = (V (αr), E(αr), Sr, Vα)
where V (αr) and E(αr) are the vertices and edges of α which are reachable from Vα without
passing through a vertex in Sr. Note that V (αr) includes the vertices in Sr.

3. The middle shape of α, αm, is the remaining part of α together with the vertices in Sl and
Sr. That is, αm = (V (αm), E(αm), Sl, Sr) where V (αm) and E(αm) are the vertices and edges
of α which cannot be reached from Uα without touching a vertex in Sl and which cannot be
reached from Vα without touching a vertex in Sr.

We call (αl, αm, αr) the square canonical decomposition of α.

Proposition 3.23. If α is a proper shape then αl is a proper left shape, αm is a proper middle
shape, and αr is a proper right shape.
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Figure 3: Examples of the decomposition into left, middle, and right parts. The sets Sl and Sr are
shown with dotted ovals, and assuming n ≤ m ≤ n2, a minimum weight vertex separator is shown
in red.
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w × w
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Figure 4: This figure shows the approximate decomposition of S(2, 2; 0) using minimum weight
vertex separators (assuming that m ≤ n2). While natural, this decomposition does not work for our
analysis.

Remark 3.24. A natural attempt is to use minimum weight vertex separators for the decomposition
of shapes into left, middle, and right parts. However, this decomposition is not the right one for
our PSDness analysis. In particular, one property we want for our PSDness analysis is that square
terms (i.e., terms which are composed of a left shape and its transpose) have a positive coefficient.
However, the coefficient of S(2, 2; 0) (which is a square term with this decomposition) is l4 which
can be negative. For an illustration, see Figure 4.

3.1.4 Indices With Parity Labels

One complication for the matrix M is the parity condition on the total degree of a square vertex in
(12). This means that if we factor M as XY where X, Y are linear combinations of graph matrices,
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then in the multiplication MαMβ where MA ∈ X and MB ∈ Y , we had better match the parities
of degα(v) and degβ(v) for all v ∈ Vα = Uβ. For this reason, we refine Definition 3.2 with a parity
labeling as follows.

Definition 3.25 (Modified graph matrix definitions with parities).

1. (Matrix indices) A matrix index is a pair (I, a) where I ⊆ S and a : I → {odd, even} is a
function we call the parity labeling on I.

2. (Ribbons, shapes) A ribbon R is defined as before except the two indices are now (UR, aR), (VR, bR)
where aR : UR → {odd, even} and bR : VR → {odd, even} are parity labels such that

(a) For each vertex u ∈ UR \VR, aR maps u to the parity of its total degree in R. Similarly,
each vertex v ∈ VR \ UR, bR maps v to the parity of its total degree in R.

(b) For each vertex u ∈ UR ∩ VR, if the total degree of u is even then aR and bR map u to
the same parity and if the total degree of u is odd then aR and bR map u to opposite
parities.

In other words, for each vertex u ∈ UR ∪ VR, the sum of the parity label(s) for u is the parity
of the total degree of u.
We modify the definition of a shape similarly.

3. (Shape of a ribbon) We say a ribbon R has shape α if there is a bijection π : V (α)→ V (R)
that satisfies the previous conditions plus aα = aR ◦ π and bα = bR ◦ π.

4. (Ribbon matrices, graph matrices) A ribbon matrix MR is defined by (9) except now the only
nonzero element is at position

(
(I, a), (J, b)

)
=
(
(UR, aR), (VR, bR)

)
. The graph matrix Mα

is defined to be
∑

R: has shape α
MR. For each shape α, we associate the scaled graph matrix

n− w(E(α))
2 Mα to it.

5. (Canonical decomposition) When decomposing a shape α into (αl, αm, αr), the parity labelings
on indices of αl, αm, αr are decided by the shapes themselves via Item 2. Note the parity
labelings on Uα are the same in αl and α, and similarly for Vα in αr and α.

6. (Transpose) For α =
(
V (α), E(α), (Uα, aα), (Vα, bα)

)
, α⊤ :=

(
V (α), E(α), (Vα, bα), (Uα, aα)

)
.

Other concepts about ribbons and shapes (size, weight, middle vertices, isolated vertices, total size,
trivial shapes, left/right/middle shapes) are defined in the same way as before.

While adding the parities is important for describing the correct factorization, its impact on the
analysis turns out to be superficial. For the remainder of the paper, we use indices with parities but
sweep the parities under the rug. That said, we give explanations at necessary places. The first one
is the following.

Remark 3.26 (Norm bounds for shapes with parities). The norm bounds in Theorem 3.15 and
Corollary 3.19 also hold in the setting with parities. For clarity, in this remark, we distinguish the
previous and current objects by the superscript “parity”. For fixed α, Item 2 implies that ribbons
R of shape α are in 1-1 correspondence to ribbons Rparity of shape αparity. The nonzero Fourier
characters in Mα are also in 1-1 correspondence to those in Mparity

α , although their relative positions
can be different: it can happen that some R1, R2 have the same matrix indices while Rparity

1 , Rparity
2

have different ones. The trace power estimate for proving Theorem 3.15 applies to Mparity
α , since

24



for all t, any product Rparity
1 · · ·Rparity

2t in
(
Mparity

α ·
(
Mparity

α

)⊤)t
is a product in

(
Mα ·M⊤

α

)t
by

“forgetting” the parity, with the same expression in the resulting entry. Note the converse is not
true: some products in

(
Mα ·M⊤

α

)t
may be non-multiplicable in

(
Mparity

α ·
(
Mparity

α

)⊤)t
because of

unmatched matrix indices. Given Theorem 3.15, Corollary 3.19 follows by applying Proposition 3.17
and Lemma 3.18 as before.

3.1.5 Approximate Decomposition of M

Definition 3.27 (Composable). We say that ribbons R1 and R2 are composable if UR2 = VR1 . More
generally, we say that a ribbon sequence R1, . . . , Rj is composable if URi+1 = VRi for all i ∈ [j − 1].
We make an analogous definition for shapes. Note that being composable is not a commutative
property.

Definition 3.28 (Ribbon composition). We call a composable ribbon sequence R1, . . . , Rj a ribbon
composition or ribbon product. The result R of the ribbon composition is the graph union, which is
viewed as a ribbon that can have multi-edges and has UR = UR1, VR = VRj .

Definition 3.29 (Properly composable; extra intersections). We say that ribbons R1 and R2 are
properly composable, if they are composable and V (R1) ∩ V (R2) = VR1 = UR2. More generally,
we say that ribbons R1, . . . , Rj are properly composable, if they are composable and the pairwise
extra intersections, which we sometimes also refer to as the pairwise non-trivial intersections,
Vext(Ri1 , Ri2) :=

(
V (Ri1) ∩ V (Ri2)

)
\
( ⋂

i′∈[i1+1,i2]
URi′

)
are empty for all i1 < i2.

Definition 3.30 (Canonical product). Given shapes α1, α2, . . . , αj, we define the canonical product

[Mα1 ,Mα2 , . . . ,Mαj ]can =
∑

(R1,...,Rj):
R1,...,Rj are properly composable and have shapes α1,...,αj

MR1MR2 . . .MRj

which is 0 if the shapes are not composable. We extend [. . .]can to linear combinations of graph
matrices by making it a multi-linear operator.

Definition 3.31 (Matrix L). We define

L =
∑
σ:

σ is a proper left shape, all square vertices in V (σ) \ Vσ have even total degree;
|Uσ |≤D, |Vσ |≤D, |total(σ)|≤Dtrunc

ησ(λσMσ).

Definition 3.32 (Matrix Q0). We define

Q0 =
∑
τ :

τ is a proper middle shape, all square vertices in V (τ) \ (Uτ ∪ Vτ ) have even total degree;
|Uτ |≤D, |Vτ |≤D, |total(σ)|≤Dtrunc

ητ (λτMτ ).

Remark 3.33 (Parity labels for L and Q0). For left shapes σ in L, we define the parity labeling aσ

on Uσ to be all even; note that this automatically determines bσ on Vσ. Similarly, for right shapes
σ⊤ in L⊤, we define the parity labeling bσ⊤ on Vσ⊤ to be all even.

For middle shapes τ ∈ Q0, there are two possibilities for the parity labels of each vertex
u ∈ Uσ ∩ Vσ and we take both of these possibilities. Technically, this gives 2|Uτ ∩Vτ | different terms
for τ but we group (sum) these terms together and think of them as one term. The matrix norm
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bounds Theorem 3.15 and Corollary 3.19 apply to this sum as well. To see this, note that both the
matrix row set and matrix column set can be partitioned into 2|Uτ ∩Vτ | subsets such that each term
is supported on a distinct row subset and a distinct column subset, so the norm of the sum is at
most the maximum norm of the individual terms.

We observe that with the parity labels, M = [L,Q0, L
⊤]can up to a truncation error. In

particular, the only terms appearing in [L,Q0, L
⊤]can −M are terms where |total(αl)| ≤ Dtrunc,

|total(αm)| ≤ Dtrunc, and |total(αr)| ≤ Dtrunc but |total(α)| > Dtrunc. In Section 7, we show that
∥M − [L,Q0, L

⊤]can∥ ≤ n−Ω(εDtrunc) (Lemma 7.55).

3.2 Intersection Configurations and Finding Q

To find a Q such that M = LQL⊤, we use a recursive procedure as in [BHK+16, Pan21, JPR+21,
JPRX23, KPX24]. We start with Mtarget = M and i = 0, then do the following:

Definition 3.34 (Recursive factorization). The recursive factorization of the moment matrix M
(see Definition 2.6) goes as follows. In round i = 0, 1, . . . , 2D,

1. We choose Qi so that [L,Qi, L
⊤]can = Mtarget up to a truncation error;

2. We update Mtarget ←Mtarget − LQiL
⊤, i← i+ 1.

We repeat the procedure and show that it is guaranteed to terminate in 2D steps i.e., Mtarget

becomes 0. Finally, we take Q =
2D∑
i=0

Qi.

Each Qi can be understood as follows. For simplicity, we will ignore truncation errors for
now by writing “≈” until Definition 3.41. First, note that [L,Q0, L

⊤] ≈ M . Then after round i,
Mtarget ≈ [L,Qi, L

⊤]can − LQiL
⊤. That is, Mtarget is minus one times the sum of all non-canonical

products (with coefficients) in LQiL
⊤ up to a truncation error.

To find a Qi that fulfills item 1 in Definition 3.34, for each non-canonical product (R1, R2, R3)
in LQi−1L

⊤, we construct a tuple (R′
1, R

′
2, R

′
3) such that MR1MR2MR3 = MR′

1
MR′

2
MR′

3
, the shape

of R′
1 is a left shape, the shape of R′

3 is a right shape, and R′
1, R

′
2, R

′
3 are properly composable. We

find the tuple (R′
1, R

′
2, R

′
3) as follows:

Definition 3.35 (Separating decomposition).

1. Let A′ be the leftmost minimum square separator of AR1 and BR1∪Vext(R1, R2)∪Vext(R1, R3),
where Vext(Ri, Rj) is the set of vertices involved in extra intersections between Ri and Rj. Sim-
ilarly, let B′ be the rightmost minimum square separator of AR3 ∪ Vext(R1, R3)∪ Vext(R2, R3)
and BR3 in R3

2. Let R′
1 be the part of R1 between AR1 and A′ (cf. Definition 3.22), and let R′′

1 be the part of
R1 between A′ and BR1. Similarly, let R′

3 be the part of R3 between B′ and BR3, and let R′′
3

be the part of R3 between AR3 and B′.

3. We define R′
2 to be the composition of R′′

1, R2, and R′′
3. Note that R′

2 might be improper.

4. We choose the parities for vertices in A′ ∩B′ in R′
2 to match the parities of their total degrees

in R′
1 and R′

3.

We take Qi to be the sum of the ribbons R′
2 with the appropriate coefficients.
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Figure 5: An intersection configuration for the product MσMσ⊤ where σ is the left shape shown on
the left. The orange arch between shape vertices w2 and w3 means that the two vertices coincide in
the ribbon products being represented. The dotted set of vertices in σ is the leftmost minimum
square separator between Uσ and the union of the set of intersected vertices and Vσ. Similarly the
dotted set of vertices in σ⊤ is the rightmost minimum vertex separator between the union of Uσ⊤

and the set of the intersected vertices and Vσ⊤ .
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Figure 6: Result of Figure 5 represented by a multi-edged shape. All edges have label 1 and there
are two edges between v, w2.

27



Remark 3.36. Note that the ribbon R′
2 and its coefficient is independent of R′

1 and R′
3, i.e., it

only depends on R′′
1 , R2, and R′′

3 . As in previous SoS lower bounds for average case problems, this
property is crucial for the factorization of M .

We now write down an explicit expression for Qj using intersection configurations. In particular,
for all j ≥ 1 we will have that

Qj ≈ (−1)j
∑

P: an intersection configuration on shapes
γj ,...,γ1,τ,γ′⊤

1 ,...,γ′⊤
j

ηPλPN(P)MτP

where recall that ≈ means ignoring a truncation error, and:

1. γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j are the shapes of composable ribbons that non-trivially intersect.

Here, each shape has total size at most Dtrunc, each index set has size at most D, each square
vertex has even total degree, each γi is a proper left shape, each γ′⊤

i is a proper right shape,
and τ is a proper middle shape. We will sometimes abbreviate these conditions as “each γi is
in L, τ is in Q0, and each γ′⊤

i is in L⊤.”

2. The intersection configuration P (Definition 3.37) describes the intersections between the shapes
and what happens to the resulting multi-edges (if any). τP is the shape of the composition.

3. λP is the product of the scaling coefficients of all shapes in P.

4. ηP is the part of coefficient of τP coming from the Hermite coefficients of γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j

and the linearization of the multi-edges.

5. N(P) is a combinatorial factor that counts the number of different ways to obtain a ribbon R
of shape αP, red from all possible ribbon realizations of an intersection configuration P.

The following definitions can be quite technical, please see Figures 5 and 6 for an example.

Definition 3.37 (Intersection configurations). Given j ∈ N together with proper left shapes
γj , . . . , γ1, a proper middle shape τ , and proper right shapes γ′⊤

1 , . . . , γ
′⊤
j such that γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ

′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j

are composable and for each i ∈ [j], γi and γ′⊤
i are not both trivial, we define an intersection config-

uration P on γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j to consist of the following data.

First, P specifies intersection configurations (P1, . . . ,Pj) such that:

1. P1 specifies the matching between the indices in Vγ1 and Uτ and the matching between the
indices in Vτ and Uγ′⊤

1
. P1 also specifies the non-trivial intersections between γ1, τ , and γ′⊤

1 .

2. For each i ∈ [2, j], Pi specifies the matching between the indices in Vγi and Uγi−1 and the
matching between the indices in Vγ′⊤

i−1
and Uγ′⊤

i
. Pi also specifies the non-trivial intersections

between γi, τPi−1, and γ′⊤
i where τPi−1 is the result of applying the intersection configura-

tions P1, . . . ,Pi−1 to γi−1, . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
i−1. In other words, τPi−1 is the shape which

results from taking the composition of γi−1, . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
i−1 given by the matchings in

P1, . . . ,Pi−1 and merging all pairs of vertices which are intersected by P1, . . . ,Pi−1. Note that
τPi−1 may be an improper shape as it may have multi-edges.

3. (Intersection-separating condition) For all i ∈ [j], Uγi is the minimum square vertex separator
in γi between Uγi and {non-trivial intersections specified by Pi}∪Vγi . Similarly, Vγi is the min-
imum square vertex separator in γ′⊤

i between Uγi ∪ {non-trivial intersections specified by Pi}
and Vγi.
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Second, letting τPj
be the shape which results from applying the intersection configurations P1, . . . ,Pj

to γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j , for each multi-edge e ∈ E(τPj

), P specifies a label le ∈ N∪{0} describing
a term which results from linearizing this multi-edge.

We define the shape τP to be the result when we replace each multi-edge e ∈ E(τPj
) with a single

edge with label le. Note that τP may be an improper shape as some of the labels le may be 0 so τP
may contain isolated vertices.

We call j the length of P, and γj , . . . , τ, . . . , γ
′⊤
j the shapes in P. The vertex set of P is

V (P ) := V (γj) ∪ · · · ∪ V (τ) ∪ . . . ∪ V (γ′⊤
j ), where vertices in indexed sets that are matched by P

will be treated as the same but there is no other vertex identifications regardless of the non-trivial
intersections specified by P. Note that V (τP) is different from V (P ). We view two intersection
configurations P and P′ as the same if there are bijections between their vertices that maps P to P′,
including the edge labels.

For the remainder of the paper, whenever we write γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j , we assume that

1. γj , . . . , γ1 are proper left shapes that are in L.

2. τ , is a proper middle shape that is in Q0.

3. γ′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j are proper right shapes that are in L⊤.

4. γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j are composable.

5. For each i ∈ [j], γi and γ′⊤
i are not both trivial.

Definition 3.38 (Configuration coefficients). Given γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j , we let Pγj ,...,γ1,τ,γ′⊤

1 ,...,γ′⊤
j

denote the set of all different intersection configurations on γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j . For P ∈

Pγj ,...,γ1,τ,γ′⊤
1 ,...,γ′⊤

j
,

1. We define the scaling coefficient λP to be λP =
(∏j

i=1 λγi

)
λτ

(∏j
i=1 λγ′⊤

i

)
.

2. We define the Hermite coefficient ηP for τP to be

ηP =

 j∏
i=1

ηγi

 ητ

 j∏
i=1

ηγ′⊤
i

 ∏
multi-edges e∈E(τPj

)
(coefficient of le when linearizing e).

3. There may be many different ways to obtain a ribbon realization of an intersection configuration
given the resulting ribbon. To handle this, given a ribbon R of shape τP, we define N(P) to be
the number of ways to specify the following data so that the induced intersection configuration
is equivalent to P and the resulting ribbon is R.

1. We have a tuple (R−j , . . . , R−1, R0, R1, . . . , Rj) having shapes γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j .

2. Letting R′ be the ribbon of shape τPj
such that

∏j
i=−j MRi = MR′, we have a map from

the multi-edges e ∈ E(R′) to N ∪ {0} specifying which term to take when we linearize e.

Remark 3.39. Computing N(P) can be tricky. We only describe N(P) for well-behaved intersection
configurations involving simple spiders in Section 4.1. For an upper bound on N(P) in general, see
Lemma 7.52.
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In order to avoid repeatedly writing out γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j in our sums, we make the

following definition.

Definition 3.40. We define Plength=j to be the set of all intersection configurations of length
j. Note that when we sum over P ∈ Plength=j, we are implicitly summing over the possible
γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ

′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j .

With these definitions, up to truncation error, we can describe Qj (j ≥ 1) by:

Qj ≈ (−1)j
∑

P∈Plength=j

ηPλPN(P)MτP .

We now describe and handle the truncation errors in a precise manner. The next two definitions
are technical and are used to make sure that (15) holds.

Definition 3.41 (L≤t). We define L≤t = ∑
σ in L: total(σ)≤t

ησλσMσ. Note that L = L≤Dtrunc.

Definition 3.42 (lP, rP). Given an intersection configuration P ∈ Pγj ,...,γ1,τ,γ′⊤
1 ,...,γ′⊤

j
, we let

lP := Dtrunc −
j∑

i=1
(total(γi)− |Uγi |). Similarly, we let rP := Dtrunc −

j∑
i=1

(total(γ′⊤
i )− |Vγ′⊤

i
|).

With these definitions, we have the following equation.

[L,Q0, L
⊤]can = LQ0L

⊤ +
2D∑
j=1

(−1)j
∑

P∈Plength=j

ηPλPN(P)L≤lPMτPL
⊤
≤rP

(15)

Based on this, we choose:

Qj = (−1)j
∑

P∈Plength=j , lP≥|UτP
|, rP≥|VτP

|
λPN(P)MτP , (16)

Q =
2D∑
j=0

Qj . (17)

We then have the following expression of the truncation error:

[L,Q0, L
⊤]can − LQL⊤

=
2D∑
j=1

(−1)j
∑

P∈Plength=j , lP≥|UτP
|, rP≥|VτP

|
ηPλPN(P)

(
L≤lPMτPL

⊤
≤rP
− LMτPL

⊤
)
.

(18)

Remark 3.43. The condition lP ≥ |UτP | is equivalent to total(γj◦. . .◦γ1) ≤ Dtrunc, where γj◦. . .◦γ1
denotes the shape of the proper composition of ribbons (Rj , . . . , R1) where Ri has shape γi for all
i ∈ {1, . . . , j}. Similarly, the condition rP ≥ |VτP | is equivalent to total(γ′⊤

1 ◦ . . . ◦ γ′⊤
j ) ≤ Dtrunc.

In Section 7, we show that the truncation error (18) has norm at most n−Ω(εDtrunc); see
Lemma 7.56.
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4 Well-Behaved Intersection Configurations and Spider Products
In this section, we analyze the terms in the matrix Q from the recursive factorization. In Section 4.1,
we describe which terms of Q are the most important for our analysis, namely disjoint unions of
simple spiders coming from well-behaved intersection configurations. In Section 4.2, we analyze
products of simple spiders and disjoint unions of simple spiders. In Section 4.3, we derive a formula
determining QSS. Finally, in Section 4.4, we give direct analyses for degree 4 and degree 6 SoS
which are interesting in their own right and illustrate the challenges which we overcome.

4.1 Well-Behaved Intersection Configurations

It turns out that the dominant terms of Q in (17) are the terms coming from intersection configura-
tions satisfying certain properties which we call well-behaved intersection configurations.

Definition 4.1 (Well-behaved intersection configuration). Given γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j and

P ∈ Pγj ,...,γ1,τ,γ′⊤
1 ,...,γ′⊤

j
, we say that P is well-behaved if the following conditions are satisfied:

1. γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j are all simple spider disjoint unions (SSD).

2. P has no non-trivial intersections between square vertices.

3. Whenever there is a square vertex v which is not in UτP ∪ VτP , there is an intersection between
the two neighbors of v which results in a double edge in E(τPj

). For each such double edge
e ∈ E(τPj

), we have that le = 0 (i.e., the double edge vanishes).

Remark 4.2 (Results of well-behaved configurations). Using the definition it can be checked that
every well-behaved configuration results in an SSD shape together with some additional isolated
vertices. For a formal proof, see item (1) in the proof of Theorem 7.43.

In Section 7, we show that the contribution to Q from intersection configurations which are not
well-behaved is small. In particular, we show that

2D∑
j=1

(−1)j
∑

P∈Plength=j : P is not well-behaved, lP ≥ |UτP |, rP ≥ |VτP |
ηPλPN(P)MτP (19)

is small (Lemma 7.58).
For each well-behaved intersection configuration P, we obtain a cleaner expression by deleting

the isolated vertices from τP and taking the leading order term of the resulting coefficient.

Definition 4.3 (Reduced coefficient). Given γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j and well-behaved intersection

configuration P ∈ Pγj ,...,γ1,τ,γ′⊤
1 ,...,γ′⊤

j
, we define the reduced shape τP, red to be the shape obtained by

deleting all isolated middle vertices Is(τP) from τP. We set λP, red = n−
|E(τP, red)|

2 = n|Is(τP)|λP.

We observe that ηPλPN(P)MτP = (1±‰(n−1))ηPλP, redN(P)MτP, red
|Is(τP)|! . That is,

Proposition 4.4. Given γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j and a well-behaved P ∈ Pγj ,...,γ1,τ,γ′⊤

1 ,...,γ′⊤
j

,

ηPλPN(P)MτP = ηPλP, redN(P)


|Is(τP)|−1∏

i=0
(n− |V□(τP, red)| − i)

n|Is(τP)|

 MτP, red

|Is(τP)|! .
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Proof. Notice that Is(τP) consists of square vertices since P is well-behaved. The proposition then
follows immediately from the facts that λP, red = n|Is(τP)|λP and MτP =

(n−|V□(τP, red)|
|Is(τP)|

)
MτP, red .

Based on this, we define [Q]well−behaved to consist of all the terms in Q coming from well-behaved
intersection configurations where ηPλPN(P)MτP is replaced by ηPλP, redN(P)MτP, red

|Is(τP)|! .

Definition 4.5 ([Q]well−behaved). We define

[Q]well−behaved =
2D∑
j=1

(−1)j
∑

P∈Plength=j : P is well-behaved, lP ≥ |UτP |, rP ≥ |VτP |
ηPλP, redN(P)

MτP, red

|Is(τP)|! (20)

In Section 7, we confirm that

∥
2D∑
j=1

(−1)j
∑

P∈Plength=j : P is well-behaved, lP ≥ |UτP |, rP ≥ |VτP |
ηPN(P)

(
λPMτP − λP, red

MτP, red

|Is(τP)|!

)
∥ (21)

is small (see Lemma 7.58). Combining the two statements (19), (21), we have that ∥Q −
[Q]well−behaved∥ is small.

Finally, we can use the following remark to get rid of the condition on (lP, rP) in [Q]well−behaved.

Remark 4.6 (No truncation error from well-behaved configurations in Q). For any well-behaved
P, each shape in P is an SSD and thus has total size at most 6D. Since at most 2D of
γj , . . . , γ1, γ

′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j can be non-trivial (as each non-trivial γi increases the size of UτP by at

least 1 and each non-trivial γ′⊤
i increases the size of VτP by at least 1), total(P) ≤ (2D + 1)6D.

Therefore, as long as Dtrunc ≥ 20D2, the conditions lP ≥ |UτP |, rP ≥ |VτP | in the summation (20)
can be dropped since they automatically hold for all well-behaved P there.

Corollary 4.7 (Simplified expression of [Q]well−behaved). Let

[Qj ]well−behaved := (−1)j
∑

P∈Plength=j : P is well-behaved
ηPλP, redN(P)

MτP, red

|Is(τP)|! for j = 0, . . . , 2D, (22)

then we have [Q]well−behaved =
2D∑
j=1

[Qj ]well−behaved.

4.2 Spider Products

In order to analyze [Q]well−behaved, it is crucial to understand products of spiders and disjoint unions
of simple spiders.

We start by considering the products of simple spiders, where we only take the products in
which the circle vertices intersect and there are no non-trivial intersections for square vertices.

Lemma 4.8. For u ≤ min{k1, k2, k3}, if we take the terms from the scaled graph matrix product
S(k1−u, k2−u;u) ·S(k2−v, k3−v; v) where the circle vertices intersect and there are no non-trivial
intersections between the square vertices, the result is approximately

min{u,v}∑
i=max{0,u+v−k2}

(
k1 − i
k1 − u

)(
k3 − i
k3 − v

)
/(k2 + i− u− v)! · S(k1 − i, k3 − i; i)
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Proof. The terms of the product S(k1 − u, k2 − u;u) · S(k2 − v, k3 − v; v) where the circle vertices
intersect and there are no non-trivial intersections between the square vertices are given by pairs of
ribbons (R1, R2) of shapes S(k1−u, k2−u;u) and S(k2− v, k3− v; v) such that R1 and R2 have the
same circle vertex w and the only square vertices which R1 and R2 have in common are BR1 = AR2 .
For each such pair of ribbons (R1, R2), letting i = |AR1 ∩BR1 ∩BR2 |,

1. There are u− i square vertices in (AR1 ∩BR1) \BR2 and k1 − u vertices in AR1 \BR1 . These
vertices are adjacent to w in R2 but not R1.

2. There are v− i vertices in (AR2 ∩BR2) \AR1 and k3 − v vertices in BR2 \AR2 . These vertices
are adjacent to w in R1 but not R2.

3. There are k2 − (u− i)− (v − i) = k2 + i− u− v vertices in BR1 \ (AR1 ∪BR2). These vertices
are adjacent to w in both R1 and R2.

Observe that MR1MR2 = MR where R is the ribbon such that

1. R has the circle vertex w.

2. AR ∩BR = AR1 ∩BR1 ∩BR2 . Note that |AR1 ∩BR1 ∩BR2 | = i and none of these vertices are
adjacent to w.

3. AR \BR = (AR1 \BR1)∪ (AR1 ∩BR1 \BR2). Note that |AR \BR| = k1 − i and all vertices in
AR \BR are adjacent to w.

4. BR \AR = (BR2 \AR2)∪ (AR2 ∩BR2 \AR1). Note that |BR \AR| = k3 − i and all vertices in
AR \BR are adjacent to w3.

5. V (R) \ (AR ∪BR) = BR1 \ (AR1 ∪BR2). Note that |V (R) \ (AR ∪BR)| = k2 + i− u− v and
each of the square vertices in V (R) \ (AR ∪BR) has a double edge to w.

For each such ribbon R, we observe that there are
(k1−i

k1−u

)(k3−i
k3−v

)
pairs of ribbons (R1, R2) which

result in the ribbon R as there are
(k1−i

k1−u

)
ways to choose which of the k1 − i indices in AR \ BR

are in AR1 \BR1 and there are
(k3−i

k3−u

)
ways to choose which of the k3 − i indices in BR \AR are in

BR2 \AR2 .
Finally, we note that following similar logic as the proof of Proposition 4.4, deleting the

k2 + i− u− v vertices in V (R) \ (AR ∪BR) together with the double edges between these vertices
and w and then shifting to the corresponding shape S(k1 − i, k3 − i; i) gives a factor of roughly

1
|V (R)\(AR∪BR)|! = 1

(k2+i−u−v)! .

Based on this, we define the following algebra.

Definition 4.9 (Simple Spider Algebra of degree D, SAD). For fixed D, the R-algebra SAD has
its underlying R-vector space spanned by a symbol set {S(i, j;u) | max{i+ u, j + u} ≤ D}, and its
product, denoted by ⋆, is defined as

S(k1 − u, k2 − u;u) ⋆ S(k2 − v, k3 − v; v)

:=
min{u,v}∑

i=max{0,u+v−k2}

(
k1 − i
k1 − u

)(
k3 − i
k3 − v

)
/(k2 + i− u− v)! · S(k1 − i, k3 − i; i),

(23)

extended linearly to all elements.
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Figure 7: Dominant terms of the product S(2, 2; 1) · S(2, 2; 1).

34



Remark 4.10 (Parity labels for simple spiders). For the simple spider α with i legs to the left, j
legs to the right, and u vertices in Uα ∩ Vα, there are 2u possible parity labels for the vertices in
Uα ∩ Vα. Technically, this gives 2u separate terms (where each term also incorporates the scaling
coefficient λα) but we group these terms together and use S(i, j, u) to denote the sum of these terms.
It is not hard to check that this does not affect the argument in Lemma 4.8.

We now define a product ∗wb (“well-behaved products”) on disjoint unions of simple spiders.
This product generalizes the ⋆-product, and is analogous to [Q]well−behaved in the sense that it only
takes well-behaved product configurations (Definition 4.13) and then cleans up the coefficients.

In the following, we will abbreviate simple spider disjoint unions as SSD at places for spatial
reasons.

Definition 4.11 (Product configuration). Given composable shapes α1 and α2 which are disjoint
unions of simple spiders, a product configuration P on α1, α2 consists of the following data.

1. P specifies the matching between the indices in Vα1 and Uα2.

2. P specifies the non-trivial intersections between α1 and α2.

3. Letting α′ be the shape which results from composing α1 and α2 according to this matching
and then merging the vertices which are intersected, for each multi-edge e ∈ E(τPj

), P specifies
a label le ∈ N ∪ {0} describing a term which results from linearizing this multi-edge.

We define the shape αP to be the result when we replace each multi-edge e ∈ E(α′) with a single edge
with label le.

We say that two product configurations P and P′ on α1 and α2 are equivalent if there are
permutations of V (α1) and V (α2) which map P to P′.

Definition 4.12 (Product configuration coefficients). Given composable α1, α2 which are dis-
joint unions of simple spiders, we define Pα1,α2 to be the set of non-equivalent possible product
configurations on α1 and α2.

Given P ∈ Pα1,α2, we define coefficients for αP as follows:

1. The scaling coefficient λP for αP is λP = λα1λα2.

2. We define the Hermite coefficient ηP for αP to be

ηP =
∏

multi-edges e∈E(αP)
(coefficient of le when linearizing e).

3. There can be many different ways to obtain a ribbon R of shape αP from a product configuration
P. For this reason, we define N(P) to be the number of ways to specify the following data so
that the induced product configuration is equivalent to P and the resulting ribbon is R.

(1) We have a tuple of (R1, R2) of ribbons with shapes α1, α2.
(2) Letting R′ be the ribbon of shape α′ such that MR1MR2 = MR′ , we have a map from the

multi-edges e ∈ E(R′) to N ∪ {0} specifying which term to take when we linearize e.

Now we define well-behaved product configurations. Note that they refer to products of simple
spider disjoint unions only.
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Definition 4.13 (Well-behaved product configurations). Given composable shapes α1, α2 which
are disjoint unions of simple spiders and a product configuration P ∈ Pα1,α2, we say that P is
well-behaved if the following conditions are satisfied:

1. P has no non-trivial intersections between square vertices.

2. Whenever there is a square vertex v outside of UαP
∪ VαP

, there is an intersection between
the two neighbors of v which results in a double edge in E(α′). For each such double edge
e ∈ E(α), we have that le = 0 (i.e., the double edge vanishes).

Different vertices in a shape never get identified in a product, so the conditions in Definition 4.13
imply that when two circles u1 ∈ α1, u2 ∈ α2 nontrivially intersect, all edges from u1 to Vα1\(Uα1 ∪
Vα2) = Uα2\(Uα1 ∪ Vα2) match all edges from u2 to the same set. We define the reduced shape
αP, red to be αP after removing these edges and the isolated vertices, with a coefficient λP, red that is
the leading order term, as follows.

Definition 4.14 (Reduced shapes and coefficients). For each well-behaved product configuration
P ∈ Pα1,α2, we define the reduced shape αP, red to be the shape obtained by deleting all isolated

vertices from αP. We set λαP, red = n−
|E(αP, red)|

2 = n|Is(αP)|λαP
.

As before, we observe that the dominant term of λαP
N(P)MαP

is λαP, redN(P)MαP, red
|Is(αP)|! . Based

on this, we make the following definition.

Definition 4.15 (Well-behaved products). Given composable α1, α2 which are disjoint unions of
simple spiders, we define

(λα1Mα1) ∗wb (λα2Mα2) :=
∑

P∈Pα1,α2 : P is well-behaved
λαP, redN(P)

MαP, red

|Is(αP)|!

We extend this product multi-linearly to all linear combinations of disjoint unions of simple spiders.

Remark 4.16. As noted earlier, instead of always writing λαMα for well-behaved products, we
will sometimes just write α for convenience.

In Section 7, we show that if all non-trivial shaped simple spiders in α1 and α2 are good, i.e.,
they have at least k

2 legs to the left and right (see Definition 5.3), then

∥λα1λα2Mα1Mα2 − (λα1Mα1) ∗wb (λα2Mα2)∥

is small.

Remark 4.17 (Range of approximation). Note that in general, ∗wb does not always give the
dominant terms. For example, S(3, 1, 0) ∗wb S(1, 3, 0) = S(3, 3, 0) but there are other shapes in
S(3, 1, 0)S(1, 3, 0) with norm Õ(m

n )≫ 1, where we assume k = 4, ε is small, and m = n(1−ε)k/2.
Also, it is possible that the well-behaved product of two simple spiders α ∗wb β contains more

shapes than α ⋆ β. For example, S(4, 0; 0) ∗wb S(0, 4; 4) contains their canonical product which is an
SSD but not a simple spider.

As a sanity check, we observe that when we restrict our attention to simple spiders, ∗wb reduces
to the product ⋆ for the simple spider algebra.
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Lemma 4.18.

[S(k1 − u, k2 − u;u) ∗wb S(k2 − v, k3 − v; v)]SS = S(k1 − u, k2 − u;u) ⋆ S(k2 − v, k3 − v; v)

=
min{u,v}∑

i=max{0,u+v−k2}

(
k1 − i
k1 − u

)(
k3 − i
k3 − v

)
/(k2 + i− u− v)! · S(k1 − i, k3 − i; i)

Proof sketch. Assume P is a product configuration on S(k1−u, k2−u;u) and S(k2−v, k3−v; v) where
there is an intersection between the circle vertices, i of the vertices in US(k1−u,k2−u;u)∩VS(k1−u,k2−u;u)
are matched to vertices in US(k2−v,k3−v;v) ∩ VS(k2−v,k3−v;v), and all double edges vanish. We have
that αP is S(k1− i, k3− i; i) plus k2 + i−u− v isolated vertices, and αP, red = S(k1− i, k3− i; i). By

the same logic as in Lemma 4.8, we have that N(P) =
(k1−i

k1−u

)(k3−i
k3−v

)
so N(P)

|Is(αP)|! = (k1−i
k1−u)(k3−i

k3−v)
(k2+i−u−v)! .

In fact, ∗wb is also associative.

Lemma 4.19. The product ∗wb is associative.

Proof sketch. When we compute (α1 ∗wb α2) ∗wb α3, we consider the products of ribbons R1, R2, R3
whose product configurations are well-behaved and then take the leading order terms. Since ribbon
products are associative, one would expect ∗wb to be associative as well.

That said, we need to check that restricting to well-behaved product configurations and taking
the leading order terms does not affect the associativity of ribbon products. To do this, we observe
that when we have a sequence of ribbons whose product configuration is well-behaved, we perform
the following types of operations in some order.

1. Multiply ribbons together by composing them and merging intersected vertices.

2. Delete a doubled edge incident to a square vertex, making this square vertex isolated.

3. Delete isolated vertices and adjust the coefficients accordingly.

It is not hard to see that for a given sequence of ribbons, the order in which we delete doubled edges
does not matter. The following lemma implies that we can delay deleting isolated vertices until the
end and the result will stay the same.

Lemma 4.20. Let α1, α2 be composable shapes which are disjoint unions of simple spiders. Let α′
1

be α1 together with x isolated vertices and let α′
2 be α2 together with y isolated vertices. We take

λα′
1

= 1
nxλα1 and λα′

2
= 1

nyλα2

If we extend the definition of ∗wb to simple spider disjoint unions together with isolated square
vertices (with no non-trivial intersection among the isolated vertices), then we have that

x!α′
1 ∗wb y!α′

2 = α1 ∗wb α2

Proof. Let P be a well-behaved product configuration for α1 and α2 and let P′ be the corresponding
well-behaved product configuration for α′

1 and α′
2.

We claim that N(P′) = (x+y+|Is(αP)|)!
x!y!|Is(αP)|! N(P). To see this, observe that given a ribbon R′ of shape

αP′ , we can find ribbons R′
1 and R′

2 which have shapes α′
1 and α′

2, have product configuration P′,
and result in R′ as follows.

1. Choose x out of the (x+ y + |Is(αP)|)! isolated vertices in R′ to be in R′
1.

2. Choose y out of the remaining (y + |Is(αP)|)! vertices
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3. After removing these isolated vertices, we are left with a ribbon R of shape αP. There are now
N(P) ways to choose R1 and R2 to have product configuration P and result in R. Adding the
previously chosen isolated vertices to R1 and R2 gives R′

1 and R′
2.

We further observe that λαP′, red = n|Is(P′)|λαP′ = n|Is(P)|+x+y

nxny λαP
= λαP, red . Thus, we have that

x!y!λαP′, redN(P′)
MαP′, red

|Is(P′)|! = λαP, redN(P)
MαP, red

|Is(P )|! .

Since we can delay deleting isolated vertices until the end and the result will stay the same, we
can compute the terms of (α1 ∗wb α2) ∗wb α3 and α1 ∗wb (α2 ∗wb α3) as follows:

1. Multiply the ribbons together by composing them and merging intersected vertices.

2. For each square vertex incident to a doubled edge, delete this doubled edge, making this
square vertex isolated.

3. Delete the isolated vertices and adjust the coefficients accordingly.

Here, the operations are done in the given order. The first step gives the same results for (α1 ∗wb
α2) ∗wb α3 and α1 ∗wb (α2 ∗wb α3) so we have that (α1 ∗wb α2) ∗wb α3 = α1 ∗wb (α2 ∗wb α3), as
needed.

From now on, by “well-behaved products” we always refer to well-behaved products, which
includes well-behaved SS products by definition.

To conclude this sub-section, we summarize some relations of the definitions as follows. The
shapes below are all simple spider disjoint unions.

1. α1 ∗wb α2 is the sum of the resulting term of all well-behaved product configurations in
(λα1Mα1)(λα2Mα2).

2. When we restrict our attention to simple spiders, ∗wb reduces to ⋆.

3. To obtain the results of the well-behaved intersection configurations for (λγMγ)(λτMτ )(λγ′⊤Mγ′⊤),
we take the terms from γ ∗wb τ ∗wb γ

′⊤ where every non-trivial simple spider in γ and γ′⊤ has
a non-trivial intersection.

In Section 7, we will show that the dominant terms in Qi are disjoint unions of simple spiders.
For now and the upcoming sections, we focus on these shapes in Q. We end this subsection with a
general notation.

Definition 4.21 (Restrictions). Except when X = Q or X = Qi, i = 0, . . . , 2D (see equations (16)
and (17)), if X = ∑

α λαMα is a linear combination of graph matrices and G is a set of shapes, we
use XG to denote

∑
α∈G λαXα. In particular, except for X = Q and X = Qi, XSS will denote the

sum of the simple spider terms from X and XSSD will denote the sum of the simple spider disjoint
unions terms from X.

For X = Q or X = Qi, we first take the well-behaved part of X—i.e., the terms from well-behaved
intersection configurations in (16), (17)—and then apply this restriction. See also Definition 4.22.
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4.3 A Closed Formula for [Q]well−behaved

In this section, we derive closed-form formulas that characterize [Q]well−behaved and its simple spider
part.

We first set up some notation. By Corollary 4.7,

[Qj ]well−behaved = (−1)j
∑

P∈Plength=j : P is well-behaved
ηPλP, redN(P)

MτP, red

|Is(τP)|! ,

[Q]well−behaved =
2D∑
j=0

[Qj ]well−behaved.

Recall that each [Q]well−behaved contains only simple spider disjoint union shapes since we have
removed all isolated vertices from each τP, red. Based on this, we make the following definition.

Definition 4.22 (QSS and QSSD). Viewing [Q]well−behaved as a linear combination of graph matrices,
we define QSS to be the simple spider part of [Q]well−behaved and QSSD to be the simple spider disjoint
union part of [Q]well−behaved. Note that QSSD = [Q]well−behaved.

Similarly, for j = 0, . . . , D, we define (Qj)SS and (Qj)SSD to be the simple spider part and the sim-
ple spider disjoint union part of [Qj ]well−behaved, respectively. Note that (Qj)SSD = [Qj ]well−behaved.

Lemma 4.23 (Closed formula for QSS). LSS ⋆ QSS ⋆ L
⊤
SS = LSS + (Q0)SS + L⊤

SS − 2Id.

Proof. We make the following observations:

1. (Q1)SS = (LSS +(Q0)SS +L⊤
SS−2Id)−LSS ⋆ (Q0)SS ⋆L

⊤
SS as the terms in LSS ⋆ (Q0)SS ⋆L

⊤
SS

which do not give a well-behaved intersection configuration are (LSS + (Q0)SS + L⊤
SS − 2Id).

2. For all i > 1, (Qi)SS = (Qi−1)SS −LSS ⋆ (Qi−1)SS ⋆L
⊤
SS as the terms in LSS ⋆ (Qi−1)SS ⋆L

⊤
SS

which do not give a well-behaved intersection configuration are (Qi−1)SS .

Using these observations, we can write

LSS ⋆ QSS ⋆ L
⊤
SS =

2D∑
j=0

LSS ⋆ (Qj)SS ⋆ L
⊤
SS

= (LSS + (Q0)SS + L⊤
SS − 2Id)− (Q1)SS +

2D∑
j=1

((Qj)SS − (Qj+1)SS)

= LSS + (Q0)SS + L⊤
SS − 2Id.

There is a similar equation for [Q]well−behaved but it is more intricate.

Definition 4.24.

1. We define [LSSD∗wb(Qi)SSD∗wbL
⊤
SSD]no intersections to be the part of LSSD∗wb(Qi)SSD∗wbL

⊤
SSD

where there are no intersections between LSSD, (Qi)SSD, and L⊤
SSD.

2. We define [LSSD∗wb(Qi)SSD∗wbL
⊤
SSD]≥1 intersections to be the part of LSSD∗wb(Qi)SSD∗wbL

⊤
SSD

where there is at least one intersection between LSSD, (Qi)SSD, and L⊤
SSD.

Lemma 4.25.

LSSD ∗wb QSSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD = [LSSD ∗wb (Q0)SSD ∗wb L

⊤
SSD]no intersections. (24)
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Proof. We make the following observations:

1. For all i ∈ [2D] ∪ {0},

LSSD ∗wb (Qi)SSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD = [LSSD ∗wb (Qi)SSD ∗wb L

⊤
SSD]no intersections

+ [LSSD ∗wb (Qi)SSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD]≥1 intersections

2. For all i ∈ [2D],

[LSSD ∗wb (Qi)SSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD]≥1 intersections = −[LSSD ∗wb (Qi+1)SSD ∗wb L

⊤
SSD]no intersections

3. [LSSD ∗wb (Q2D)SSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD]≥1 intersections = 0

The first statement follows from the definitions. The third statement follows from the second
statement and the fact that Q2D+1 = 0 (i.e., the recursive factorization terminates after 2D steps).
For the second statement, we observe that the terms of LSSD ∗wb [Qi]well−behaved ∗wb L

⊤
SSD which

involve at least one intersection exactly cancel out the terms of LSSD ∗wb [Qi+1]well−behaved ∗wbL
⊤
SSD

which do not involve any intersections. More precisely, we prove statement 2 by the following
bijection between ribbons in [LSSD ∗wb (Qi)SSD ∗wb L

⊤
SSD]≥1 intersections and ribbons in [LSSD ∗wb

(Qi+1)SSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD]no intersections.

Given a triple of ribbons R1, R2, and R3 contributing to [LSSD∗wb(Qi)SSD∗wbL
⊤
SSD]≥1 intersections,

we obtain a triple of ribbonsR′
1, R′

2, andR′
3 contributing to [LSSD∗wb(Qi+1)SSD∗wbL

⊤
SSD]no intersections

as follows. For this argument, we do not delete double edges from the ribbons so R2 and R′
2 may

have double edges.
We split the ribbon R1 into ribbons R′

1 and R′′
1 as follows.

(1) Let C1,int be the set of circle vertices of R1 which also appear in R2 or R3 (i.e., the set of circle
vertices in R1 which are intersected with another circle vertex). Let A be the set of vertices in
V (R1) which are either in C1,int or are adjacent to a vertex in C1,int. Let B = V (R1) \A.

(2) We take R′′
1 to be the ribbon such that V (R′′

1) = A∪ (B ∩ VR1), UR′′
1

= (A∩UR1)∪ (B ∩ VR1),
VR′′

1
= (A∩ VR1)∪ (B ∩ VR1), and E(R′′

1) = {{u, v} ∈ E(R1) : u, v ∈ A}. Intuitively, R′′
1 is the

part of R1 which is involved in the intersection(s).

(3) Similarly, we take R′
1 to be the ribbon such that V (R′

1) = B ∪ (A ∩ UR1), UR′
1

= (B ∩ UR1) ∪
(A∩UR1), VR′

1
= (B∩VR1)∪ (A∩UR1), and E(R′

1) = {{u, v} ∈ E(R1) : u, v ∈ B}. Intuitively,
R′

1 is the part of R1 which is not involved in the intersection(s).

Observe that MR1 = MR′
1
MR′′

1
. Similarly, we split R3 into R′′

3 and R′
3 so that MR3 = MR′′

3
MR′

3
,

and we let R′
2 be the improper ribbon such that MR′

2
= MR′′

1
MR2MR′′

3
. Then the triple (R′

1, R
′
2, R

′
3)

contributes to [LSSD ∗wb (Qi+1)SSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD]no intersections, MR1MR2MR3 = MR′

1
MR′

2
MR′

3
, and the

product of coefficients of MR1 ,MR2 ,MR3 in [LSSD ∗wb (Qi)SSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD]≥1 intersections is −1 times

the product of the coefficients of MR′
1
,MR′

2
,MR′

3
in [LSSD ∗wb (Qi+1)SSD ∗wb L

⊤
SSD]no intersections.

Thus, these terms cancel.
It is not hard to check that the map (R1, R2, R3)→ (R′

1, R
′
2, R

′
3) is invertible, and consequently,

it induces a bijection between ribbons in [LSSD ∗wb (Qi)SSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD]≥1 intersections and ribbons

in [LSSD ∗wb (Qi+1)SSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD]no intersections. Using these observations, we have that LSSD ∗wb

QSSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD is equal to

2D∑
i=0

[LSSD ∗wb (Qi)SSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD]≥1 intersections +

2D∑
i=0

[LSSD ∗wb (Qi)SSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD]no intersections
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=
2D−1∑
i=0

(
[LSSD ∗wb (Qi)SSD ∗wb L

⊤
SSD]≥1 intersections + [LSSD ∗wb (Qi+1)SSD ∗wb L

⊤
SSD]no intersections

)
+ [LSSD ∗wb (Q2D)SSD ∗wb L

⊤
SSD]≥1 intersections + [LSSD ∗wb (Q0)SSD ∗wb L

⊤
SSD]no intersections

=[LSSD ∗wb (Q0)SSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD]no intersections.

It is not hard to see that [LSSD∗wb(Q0)SSD∗wbL
⊤
SSD]no intersections is equal to the SSD part of their

canonical product, i.e.,
(
[LSSD, (Q0)SSD, L

⊤
SSD]can

)
SSD

. The latter is equal to
(
[L,Q0, L

⊤]can
)

SSD
,

which is further equal to MSSD as no well-behaved configuration of length 1 contributes to
[L,Q0, L

⊤]can −M when Dtrunc ≥ 18D (Cf. Remark 4.6). Combining this with Lemma 4.25,
we get:

Corollary 4.26 (Closed formula for [Q]well−behaved). If Dtrunc ≥ 20D2, then

LSSD ∗wb QSSD ∗wb L
⊤
SSD = MSSD.

4.4 Alternative Analyses for Degree 4 and Degree 6 SoS

Before settling on our final approach for analyzing Q, we found two alternative approaches which
work well for low degrees. We present these approaches because they are interesting in their own
right and because they demonstrate the technical and conceptual challenges which we overcome.
For simplicity, we assume that A is an even distribution (i.e., mA(I) = mA(−I) for all intervals
I ⊆ R). These approaches are as follows:

1. Write [Q]well−behaved = Z ∗wb Z
⊤ for some matrix Z which is a linear combination of disjoint

unions of simple spiders, find equations for the coefficients of Z, and show that these equations
are solvable for all distributions A.

2. Show that we can write [Q]well−behaved = Ea∼A[Z(a) ∗wb Z(a)⊤].

We demonstrate how the two approaches can be used to obtain degree 4 and degree 6 SoS lower
bounds when the distribution A is even. The dominating part of Q in these small degrees consists
of simple spiders only. For simplicity, we take this for granted and ignore other terms. Thus, we can
write QSS rather than [Q]well−behaved.

For degree 4, the final QSS we obtain is QSS = Id + l4S(2, 2; 0).
For the first approach, taking Z = Id + xS(2, 2; 0) and recalling that S(2, 2; 0) ⋆ S(2, 2; 0) =

1
2S(2, 2; 0), we have

Z ⋆ Z⊤ = Id + (2x+ x2

2 )S(2, 2; 0).

To solve this, we need l4 = Ea∼A[h4(a)] = 2x+ x2

2 . Since x2

2 + 2x = 1
2(x+ 2)2− 2, it can take values

in the range [2,∞), so there is a solution as long as l4 ≥ −2. But this is true for any distribution A
with Ea∼A[a2] = 1, as by Cauchy-Schwarz, 1 =

(
Ea∼A[a2 · 1]

)2 ≤ Ea∼A[(a2)2] Ea∼A[1] = Ea∼A[a4] so

l4 = E
a∼A

[h4(a)] = E
a∼A

[a4 − 6a2 + 3] ≥ −2.

For the second approach, taking Z = Id + x(a)S(2, 2; 0) where x is an undetermined function in
the sample a of A, we want:

l4 = E
a∼A

[h4(a)] = E
a∼A

[
2x(a) + x(a)2

2

]
.
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We let x(a) := b2(a2 − 1) + b1a+ b0 for constants b0, b1, b2 and observe that since Ea∼A[a2] = 1,

Ea∼A

[
(a2 − 1)2

]
= E

[
a4 − 2a2 + 1

]
= E

[
(a4 − 6a2 + 3) + 4(a2 − 1) + 2

]
= l4 + 2.

This means
Ea∼A

[
x(a)2

2 + 2x(a)
]

= b2
2
2 (l4 + 2) + b2

1
2 + b2

0
2 + 2b0.

In order for this to equal l4, we need that b2
2
2 = 1 and b2

2 + b2
1
2 + b2

0
2 + 2b0 = 0. The real solutions are

b2 = ±
√

2, b1 = 0, and b0 = −2. Thus, we can take Z = Id + (
√

2(a2 − 1)− 2)S(2, 2; 0).
For degree 6, the final QSS is

QSS = Id + l4S(2, 2; 1) + (l6 − l24)S(3, 3; 0).

For the first approach, we take Z = Id + xS(2, 2; 1) + yS(3, 3; 0) and expand Z ⋆ Z⊤ using the
following facts which are not hard to check:

1. S(3, 3; 0) ⋆ S(3, 3; 0) = 1
6S(3, 3; 0)

2. S(3, 3; 0) ⋆ S(2, 2; 1) = S(2, 2; 1) ⋆ S(3, 3; 0) = 3
2S(3, 3; 0)

3. S(2, 2; 1) ⋆ S(2, 2; 1) = 1
2S(2, 2; 1) + 9S(3, 3; 0)

Letting Z ⋆ Z⊤ = QSS , we need to determine the values of x, y so that two equations hold:

1. x2

2 + 2x = l4

2. y2

6 + 9x2 + 3xy + 2y = l6 − l4

For a given x, the minimum value of y2

6 + 9x2 + 3xy + 2y is −9
2x

2 − 18x− 6 since

y2

6 + 9x2 + 3xy + 2y = 1
6(y + 9x+ 6)2 − 9

2x
2 − 18x− 6.

By the first equation, −9
2x

2 − 18x − 36 = −9l4 − 6 so the two equations are feasible as long as
l4 ≥ −2 and l6 − l24 ≥ −9l4 − 6. To show that these two inequalities hold for any even distribution
A with Ea∼A[a2] = 1, we make the following observations:

1. l4 = Ea∼A[a4 − 6a2 + 3] = Ea∼A[a4]− 3

2. l6 = Ea∼A[a6 − 15a4 + 45a2 − 15] = Ea∼A[a6]− 15Ea∼A[a4] + 30

3. l24 =
(
Ea∼A[a4 − 6a2 + 3]

)2 = (Ea∼A[a4]− 3)2 = (Ea∼A[a4])2 − 6Ea∼A[a4] + 9

4. By Cauchy-Schwarz,
(
Ea∼A[a4]

)2 =
(
Ea∼A[a3 · a]

)2 ≤ Ea∼A[a6]Ea∼A[a2] = Ea∼A[a6].

Putting these observations together,

l6 − l24 ≥ −9Ea∼A[a4] + 21 = −9(l4 + 3) + 21 = −9l4 − 6,

so we can find x, y in the first approach so that Z ⋆ Z⊤ = QSS .
For the second approach, we take Z = Id + x(a)S(2, 2; 1) + y(a)S(3, 3; 0). Similar to before, we

need to have that
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1. Ea∼A

[
x(a)2

2 + 2x(a)
]

= l4,

2. Ea∼A

[
y(a)2

2 + 9x(a)2 + 3x(a)y(a) + 2y(a)
]

= l6 − l24.

As before, we will take x(a) =
√

2(a2 − 1)− 2. As for y(a), we let
y(a) = b3(a3 − 3a) + b2(a2 − 1) + (b′

1l4 + b1)a+ (b′
0l4 + b0)

and determine the values of b3, b2, b1, b
′
0, b0. The following computations are useful:

1. As we computed before, Ea∼A[(a2 − 1)(a2 − 1)] = l4 + 2.

2. Ea∼A[(a3 − a)a] = Ea∼A[a4 − 3a2] = Ea∼A[(a4 − 6a2 + 3) + 3(a2 − 1)] = l4

3. Ea∼A[(a3 − 3a)2] = Ea∼A[a6 − 6a4 + 9a2] = l6 + 9l4 + 6
We now compute the expected values of the products involving x and/or y:

1. Ea∼A[y(a)2] = b2
3(l6 + 9l4 + 6) + b2

2(l4 + 2) + 2b3(b′
1l4 + b1)l4 + (b′

1l4 + b1)2 + (b′
0l4 + b0)2

2. Ea∼A[x(a)y(a)] =
√

2b2(l4 + 2)− 2(b′
0l4 + b0)

3. Ea∼A[x(a)2] = 2(l4 + 2) + 4 = 2l4 + 8

4. Ea∼A[y(a)] = (b′
0l4 + b0)

Recall that we want Ea∼A

[
y(a)2

6 + 9x(a)2 + 3x(a)y(a) + 2y(a)
]

= l6 − l24. For this we observe:

1. The coefficient of l6 in Ea∼A

[
y(a)2

6 + 9x(a)2 + 3x(a)y(a) + 2y(a)
]

is b2
3
6 , so we let b3 = ±

√
6;

2. The coefficient of l24 in Ea∼A

[
y(a)2

6 + 9x(a)2 + 3x(a)y(a) + 2y(a)
]

is b′
1

2

6 + b3b′
1

3 + b′
0

2

6 = 1
6(b′

1 +

b3)2 + b′
0

2

6 − 1, which can only be −1 if b′
1 = −

√
6 and b′

0 = 0;

3. The constant coefficient in Ea∼A

[
y(a)2

6 + 9x(a)2 + 3x(a)y(a) + 2y(a)
]

is

b2
3 + b2

2
3 + b2

1
6 + b2

0
6 + 72 + 6

√
2b2 − 6b0 + 2b0 = 6 + 1

3(b2 + 9
√

2)2 − 54 + 1
6(b0 − 12)2 − 24 + 72 + b2

1
6

= 1
3(b2 + 9

√
2)2 + 1

6(b0 − 12)2 + b2
1
6 ,

which is only 0 if b2 = −9
√

2, b0 = 12, and b1 = 0.
Thus, we let

y(a) = ±
√

6(a3 − 3a)− 9
√

2(a2 − 1)−
√

6l4a+ 12.

With this x(a) and y(a), the coefficient of l4 in Ea∼A

[
y(a)2

6 + 9x(a)2 + 3x(a)y(a) + 2y(a)
]

is
9 + 27− 54 + 18 = 0,

as needed.
Remark 4.27. In both approaches mentioned above, the “solvability” of the target object relies
on the commutativity of products such as S(3, 3; 0) ⋆ S(2, 2; 1) = S(2, 2; 1) ⋆ S(3, 3; 0), which holds
for simple spiders having an equal number of left and right legs. For general simple spiders,
multiplication is non-commutative.
Important reminder. In the rest of the lower bound proof, namely from Section 5 to Section 7,
we always assume that the samples x1, . . . , xm from Rn satisfies the event in Theorem 3.15, which
happens with probability 1− on(1). The remaining arguments involve no more probability.
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5 PSDness via Representation
The main result of this section is the following lemma. Recall the matrix QSS from Definition 4.22
and the quantities CU , CL from Definition 2.11.

Lemma 5.1 (Positive-definiteness of QSS in SAD). Within the algebra SAD,

QSS ⪰ (6CU )−2DC−D
L Id. (25)

Lemma 5.22 is a more precise statement containing more technical conclusions needed later.
The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of Lemma 5.22, i.e., under mild conditions on

the distribution A, the matrix QSS is positive-definite in the simple spider algebra. In Section 5.1
we give the high-level plan of the proof. In Section 5.3 through Section 5.5, we define an algebra
representation ρ for the simple spider algebra and show the PSDness of ρ(QSS). Finally in Section 5.6,
we prove the positive-definiteness of ρ(QSS).

5.1 Proof Overview for showing M ⪰ 0
The overall analysis of the PSDness ofM proceeds as follows. We approximateM by L[Q]well−behavedL

T

and show that the error terms are small. More precisely, we have the following equality

M =
(
M − [L,Q0, L

⊤]can
)

+
(
[L,Q0, L

⊤]can − LQL⊤
)

+ L (Q− [Q]well−behaved)L⊤ + L[Q]well−behavedL
⊤

To prove our lower bound, we need to show the following:

1. [Q]well−behaved is positive-definite. More precisely, [Q]well−behaved ⪰ δId for some δ > 0 (which
will depend on A and D but not on n).

2. ∥Q− [Q]well−behaved∥ is n−Ω(ε/D),

3. ∥M − [L,Q0, L
⊤]can∥ and ∥[L,Q0, L

⊤]can − LQL⊤∥ are both n−Ω(εDtrunc).

4. L is somewhat well-conditioned. More precisely, the smallest singular value of L is at least
(5n)−DId (Lemma 8.1).

In this section we show that in the simple spider algebra, QSS is positive-definite. We show this as
follows:

1. We use the fact that LSS ⋆ QSS ⋆ L
⊤
SS = LSS + (Q0)SS + L⊤

SS − 2Id (Lemma 4.23).

2. Using a representation of the simple spider algebra, we show that LSS + (Q0)SS + L⊤
SS − 2Id

is positive-definite in the simple spider algebra.

In the next section, we use additional ideas to deal with disjoint unions of simple spiders in
order to show that [Q]well−behaved is positive-definite.
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5.2 Useful Notions in the Study of Simple Spiders

Recall that S(i, j;u) denotes the scaled simple spider shape α with i weight-1 edges to the left, j
weight-1 edges to the right, and u intersections.
Definition 5.2 (Default expansion). Given α ∈ SAD, we use cα(i, j;u) to denote the coefficient of
S(i, j;u) in α. We will sometimes write α=∑

S
cα(S)S or simply

∑
i
ciSi when there is no confusion.

Definition 5.3 (Good simple spiders and disjoint unions). We call S(i, j;u) good if it either has
a trivial shape, i.e., i = j = 0, or its unique circle vertex has at least ⌈k/2⌉ edges to both sides, i.e.,
i, j ≥ ⌈k/2⌉. We call a simple spider disjoint union good if all of its components are good simple
spiders. An SS- or SSD-linear combination is good if all nonzero summands are good.
Definition 5.4 (Consistent simple spiders). A simple spider linear combination α = ∑

i ciSi in SAD

is consistent if ci = cj whenever Si, Sj differ only by their intersection sizes and the coefficient of
S(0, 0; 0) is 1.

Note that if α ∈ SAD is consistent, then every trivial shape with at most D vertices has
coefficient 1 in α.
Definition 5.5 (|·|∞-norm on SAD and SSD combinations). For β = ∑

S cβ(S)S ∈ SAD, we
let |β|∞ := maxi{|ci|}. Similarly, if β = ∑

S cβ(S)S where each S is a scaled SSD shape (i.e.,
S = λαMα for some SSD shape α), we let |β|∞ := maxi{|ci|}.

When viewing an element of SAD as a linear combination of scaled SS graph matrices, the |·|∞
norm corresponds to the maximal coefficient of the scaled SS shapes.
Remark 5.6 (Algebra SAD and its dimension). Recall that the ⋆-product is associative by
Lemma 4.19, and there is a unit element ∑D

i=0 S(i, i; 0) in SAD, so SAD is indeed an R-algebra.
(Another way to see this is via the representation Lemma 5.9 below.) The dimension dimR(SAD) is
the number of different simple spiders with indices size at most D. To count them, note that for
fixed |Uα ∩ Vα| = i ∈ [0, D], both the left and right degree of the circle vertex in a simple spider can
range in [0, D − i], where if both degrees are 0 it means that the shape is trivial. Thus, there are∑D

i=0(D − i+ 1)2 = ∑D+1
i=1 i2 many simple spiders.

Remark 5.7. (Good simple spiders) The algebra SAD approximates the simple spider part in the
result of matrix multiplication of good simple spiders. This follows from Lemma 4.8 together with
Lemma 7.57 and Lemma 7.59 which we will show later.

Observe that in the canonical decomposition of M , both (Q0)SS and LSS are consistent. Moreover,
(Q0)SS is left, right, and good. The goodness comes from the assumptions that EA[hi] = 0 for
i = 1, . . . , (k − 1) and that all shapes in Q0 are middle shapes. Note that LSS is left and L⊤

SS is
right, but they are not good.

5.3 Representation of the Simple Spider Algebra

In this subsection, we construct our representation ρ of the simple spider algebra. First, we define a
linear map ρpre from S(k1−u, k2−u;u) to

(∑D
i=0(i+ 1)

)
-by-

(∑D
i=0(i+ 1)

)
real matrices and show

that it gives an algebra isomorphism.

Notation: we write ρpre (k1, k2;u) for ρpre
(
S(k1 − u, k2 − u;u)

)
. (26)

This notation is convenient for us since the image of ρpre(−) are block matrices and the block (k1, k2)
is where ρpre(S(k1 − u, k2 − u;u)) is supported. The subscript means ‘preparatory’, for reasons that
will be clear soon.
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Definition 5.8 (Representation ρpre). For k1, k2 ∈ [0, D] and 0 ≤ u ≤ min{k1, k2}, we define
ρpre (k1, k2;u) = ρ(S(k1−u, k2−u;u)) to be a matrix on blocks {B(a, b)|0 ≤ a, b ≤ D} where B(a, b)
has dimension [0, a]× [0, b]. The matrix ρpre (k1, k2;u) is 0 outside B(k1, k2), and within B(k1, k2)
it is as follows. For each (i, j) ∈ [0, k1]× [0, k2],

ρpre (k1, k2;u) ↾B(k1,k2) (i, j) :=
{

0 if j − i ̸= k2 − k1 or i < k1 − u;( i
k1−u

)
/(k2 − u)! o.w.

(27)

In other words, ρpre (k1, k2;u) is a matrix supported on block B(k1, k2) with all the nonzero entries
placed ‘diagonally up from the bottom-right’. We let ρpre be defined over SAD by linear extension.

The key point is that ρpre gives an R-algebra isomorphism, as shown in Appendix B.

Lemma 5.9. For any fixed D, ρpre : SAD → ρpre(SAD) is an R-algebra isomorphism.

Note that in general, ρpre(S⊤) ̸= ρpre(S)⊤. They in fact differ by a conjugation by a diagonal
matrix, which we denote by C:

Definition 5.10 (Rescaling matrix). Let the diagonal matrix C be

C ↾B(i,i) (a, a) = a! if 0 ≤ a ≤ i ≤ D and 0 otherwise. (28)

Let
√
C be the diagonal matrix that takes the positive square roots of C’s entries.

Proposition 5.11.
ρpre(S)⊤ = C−1ρpre(S⊤)C

Proof. Suppose S = S(i, j;u). By definition (27), ρpre(S) ↾B(i,j) (a, a+ j − i) =
(a

i

)
/j! so

ρpre(S)⊤ ↾B(j,i) (a+ j − i, a) =
(
a

i

)
/j!.

On the other hand, ρpre(S⊤) ↾B(j,i) (a+ j − i, a) =
(a+j−i

j

)
/i! and C is diagonal, so

C−1ρpre(S⊤)C ↾B(j,i) (a+ j − i, a) = 1/(a+ j − i)! ·
(
a+ j − i

j

)
/i! · a! =

(
a

i

)
j!,

assuming the binomials are defined (otherwise they are zero). This proves the proposition.

We now give our actual representation of the simple spider algebra, which is ρpre composed with
a conjugation of

√
C.

Definition 5.12 (Representation ρ). The R-algebra isomorphism ρ : SAD → Im(ρ) ⊆MD(D+1)/2(R)
is the composition of

√
C-conjugation and ρpre, i.e., ρ(X) =

√
C

−1
ρpre(X)

√
C. Entry-wise, we

again denote ρ (k1, k2;u) := ρ (S(k1 − u, k2 − u;u)), then

ρ
(
k1, k2;u

)
↾B(k1,k2) (i, j) :=


0 if j − i ̸= k2 − k1 or i < k1 − u;

√
i!j!

(k1−u)!(k2−u)!
(

u−(k1−i)
)

!
o.w. (29)
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By Proposition 5.11 we have that ρ preserves the transpose:

ρ(S)⊤ = ρ(S⊤) ∀S ∈ SAD. (30)

In other words, we have:

Lemma 5.13 (ρ preserves sum-of-squares). If ρ(Y ) = ∑
i YiY

⊤
i such that Yi ∈ Im(ρ) for each i,

then we have Y = ∑
i Zi ⋆ Z

⊤
i where Zi := ρ−1(Yi).

Therefore, we can translate sums-of-squares expressions in Im(ρ) to ones in SAD. For this
reason, we will be working with ρ and only call ρpre to assist with computations.

5.4 Structure of the Representation ρ

In this subsection, we give an explicit decomposition of the algebra SAD ≃ ρ(SAD) into matrix
algebras which will be very useful. Recall that Mi(R) denotes the algebra of all i-by-i real matrices.

Lemma 5.14 (Structure of Im(ρ)). We have an algebra isomorphism

ρ(SAD) ≃
D+1⊕
i=1

Mi(R) (31)

constructed as follows. Recall that ρ(SAD) consists of block matrices on blocks {B(i, j) | 0 ≤ i, j ≤ D}
where B(i, j) has dimension (i+ 1)× (j + 1). Let

ei (i = 0, 1, . . . , D) (32)

be the diagonal {0, 1}-matrix with 1s on {(b− i, b− i) | b ≥ i} in B(b, b) for all b in [0, D]. Then

ei(−)ei : Im(ρ)→MD−i+1(R) (33)

is the projector to the subalgebra MD−i+1(R) in (31).

Proof. Given X ∈ Im(ρ), note that the operator ei(−)ei takes the submatrix supported on

suppi := {(a− i, b− i) of B(a, b) | a, b ∈ [i,D]} (34)

and pads 0s elsewhere. Thus ei(−)ei is idempotent and linear, and it follows by inspection that
ei(X · Y )ei = ei(X)ei · ei(Y )ei for all X,Y ∈ Im(ρ). In other words, ei(−)ei an algebra projection.
For i ̸= j, suppi and suppj are disjoint so ejei(−)eiej = 0, so these projectors are orthogonal to
each other. Now if X ∈ Im(ρ), by (29),

supp(X) ⊆ {(i, j) of block B(a, b) | 0 ≤ i ≤ a ≤ D, 0 ≤ j ≤ b ≤ D, j − i = b− a}

=
D∐

i=0
{(a− i, b− i) of B(a, b) | a, b ∈ [i,D]} =

D∐
i=0

suppi,
(35)

so X = e0Xe0 + · · ·+ eDXeD, i.e.,
D∑

i=0
ei(−)ei is the identity map. Together, this means that

Im(ρ) =
D⊕

i=0
ei(Im(ρ))ei as R-algebras. (36)
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Finally, counting the dimension,

D∑
i=0

dimR
(
ei(Im(ρ))e⊤

i

) Lemma 5.9= dimR(SAD) = 12 + · · ·+ (D + 1)2

which equals
D∑

i=0
dimRMi(R). Therefore, each ei(Im(ρ))ei is the full matrix algebra MD−i+1(R).

Remark 5.15 (Why call it a representation). The decomposition (36) can be read as “ρ contains
the information of all irreducible representations of the algebra”, for the following reason. First,
each πi(−) := eiρ(−)ei is an irreducible representation of SAD as the image is Mi(R). Second,
given (36), it is not hard to show that every finite-dimensional representation ψ of SAD can be
decomposed into ψ1 ⊕ . . .⊕ ψt, where each ψi := ψ ◦

(
ρ−1(ei) ⋆ (−) ⋆ ρ−1(ei)

)
is either the 0 map or

a direct sum of representations that are isomorphic to πi.

Remark 5.16. By the Wedderburn-Artin theorem, every finite-dimensional semisimple algebra is
isomorphic to a direct sum of matrix algebras.8 Here, however, we emphasize that we need more
than an abstract or ‘purely computational’ existence of such a map. We need a concrete construction
that helps analyze whether special elements in the algebra like Q̂ := LSS + L⊤

SS + (Q0)SS − 2Id are
sums of squares.

Definition 5.17 (Components of ρ). For α ∈ SAD, we use ρi(α) to denote the ei(ρ(α))ei component
in the direct sum (36), and we express the direct-sum decomposition of ρ as

ρ =
D⊕

i=0
ρi. (37)

In other words, ρi(α)(a, b) is entry ρ(α)(a, b) in block (a+ i, b+ i). We will view each ρi(α) as a
(D−i+1)-by-(D−i+1) matrix. Similarly, we view the rescaling matrix C as a (D−i+1)×(D−i+1)
matrix with entry a! at position (a, a) (0 ≤ a ≤ D − i) when we multiply it with matrices in Im(ρi).

We record some more properties of the representation ρ.

Proposition 5.18. Suppose α ∈ SAD has expression α = ∑
S(a,b;u) cα(a, b;u)S(a, b;u).

1. (Expression of ρi) For any i ∈ [0, D], if we view ρi(α) as a (D − i+ 1)× (D − i+ 1) matrix
on suppi (34), then

ρi(α)(a, b) :=
min{a,b}∑

u=0

(
a

u

)(
b

u

)
u!√
a!b!

cα(a− u, b− u;u+ i). (38)

2. We say that ρ(α) satisfies the leading principal submatrix condition (lpc) if its top-left element
is 1 and for all i, ρi+1(α) is a leading principal submatrix of ρi(α). Then ρ(α) satisfies lpc if
and only if α is consistent (Definition 5.4).

3. (Inverse of ρ) Suppose α ∈ SAD is consistent. For each t ∈ [0, D], if we denote

vt(i) := ρ0(α)(i+ t, i), wt(i) := cα(i+ t, i; 0)
8Strictly speaking, the semisimplicity of SAD is not immediately clear a priori, and the theorem does not completely

specify the dimensions of the matrix subalgebras nor their underlying division algebras (R, C, or the quaternions).
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which are vectors in RD−t+1, then vt = Htwt where Ht is [0, D− t]× [0, D− t] lower-triangular:

Ht(i, j) =

0, if i < j;
√

i!(i+t)!
(i−j)!j!(j+t)! otherwise.

(39)

Inversely, wt = H−1
t vt, where

∣∣∣H−1
t (i, j)

∣∣∣ ≤ 2i−j.

Proof. By definition ρ(−) =
√
C

−1
ρpre(−)

√
C, where for every k1, k2 ∈ [0, D] and i in an appropriate

range, we have:

ρpre(α) ↾B(k1,k2) (i, i+ k2 − k1)=
min{k1,k2}∑

u=0
cα(k1 − u, k2 − u;u) · ρpre(k1, k2;u) ↾B(k1,k2) (i, i+ k2 − k1)

(27)=
min{k1,k2}∑

u=k1−i

cα(k1 − u, k2 − u;u) ·
(

i

k1 − u

)
/(k2 − u)!.

So by the definition of C (28),

ρ(α) ↾B(k1,k2) (i, i+ k2 − k1) =
min{k1,k2}∑

u=k1−i

cα(k1 − u, k2 − u;u) ·
(

i

k1 − u

)√
(i+ k2 − k1)!√
i!(k2 − u)!

. (40)

Now ρi(α)(a, b) is by definition the (a, b)th entry of block B(a+ i, b+ i) in ρ(α), so

ρi(α)(a, b) (40)=
min{a+i,b+i}∑

u=i

cα(a+ i− u, b+ i− u;u) ·
(

a

a+ i− u

) √
b!√

a!(b+ i− u)!

(u′:=u−i)=
min{a,b}∑

u′=0
cα(a− u′, b− u′;u′ + i)

(
a

u′

)(
b

u′

)
u′!√
a!b!

= (38).

(41)

This proves Item 1.
For Item 2, assume α is consistent. Then the coefficient of S(0, 0; 0) in α is 1, so by (29), the

(0, 0)th element in the (0, 0)th block of ρ(α) is 1. Also, since cα(a, b;x) depends only on (a, b), each
ρi(α) in (38) is a leading principal submatrix of ρ0(α). This shows that ρ(α) satisfies lpc.

For the reverse direction, suppose ρ(α) satisfies lpc. Then the top-left entry is 1, so by
(29), the coefficient of S(0, 0; 0) in α has to be 1. Next, for the entries (a, 0) and (0, b) where
0 ≤ a, b ≤ D, by comparing ρ0(α) and ρi(α) on these entries for all possible i, we see that for indices
in {(a, b;x) | one of a, b is 0}, cα(a, b;x) depends only on (a, b). This allows us to use induction to
show the following property Pt:

(Pt) : restricted to index set {(a, b;x) | a ≤ t or b ≤ t}, cα(a, b;x) depends only on (a, b).

We’ve shown P0 holds. Assuming Pt−1, using the lpc on ρ(α) we can get that on (a, b;x), where
a = t or b = t, cα(−) is independent of x. Thus, Pt holds. This means Pt holds for all t ∈ [0, D], i.e.,
cα(a, b;x) depends only on (a, b). Together, we get that α is consistent.

For Item 3, the identity vt = Htwt follows by expanding Item 1, where we substitute all
cα(i− u, i+ t− u;u) by cα(i− u, i+ t− u; 0) (we can do so because α is consistent) and use the
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running variable u′ := i− u in the sum. We next estimate the entries in H−1
t . There is a general

formula for the inverse of a lower-triangular invertible matrix H of dimension d:9

H−1(a, b) =
d−1∑
k=0

(−1)k

H(a, a) ·
∑

(i1,...,ik+1):
a=i1>...>ik+1=b

k∏
l=1

H(il, il+1)
H(il+1, il+1) (42)

where we let the empty product (for k = 0) be 1 if a = b and 0 otherwise. Applying this formula to

Ht, since 1
Ht(a,a)

k∏
l=1

Ht(il,il+1)
Ht(il+1,il+1) = 1

(a−i2)!(i2−i3)!...(ik−b)!
√

b!(b+t)!
≤ 1

b! by (39),

∣∣∣H−1
t (a, b)

∣∣∣ ≤ 1
b!

D−t+1∑
k=0

#
(
strictly decreasing sequence (i1 = a, . . . , ik+1 = b)

)
= 1
b!

(
a− b− 1
k − 1

)
≤ 2a−b.

Here, we let
( n

−1
)

be 1 if n = −1 and 0 otherwise.

5.5 PSDness of (Q0 + L + L⊤ − 2Id)SS Under ρ

In this subsection, we show that ρ
(
(Q0 + L+ L⊤ − 2Id)SS

)
is PSD. To simplify notation, in the

rest of this section we denote
l(t) := E

A
[ht(x)], ∀t ∈ N.

Definition 5.19 (Q̂). We denote (Q0 + L+ L⊤ − 2Id)SS by Q̂, i.e.,

Q̂ =
∑

(k1,k2)∈[0,D]×[0,D]

min{k1,k2}∑
u=0

l(k1 + k2 − 2u) · S(k1 − u, k2 − u;u). (43)

Recall that in the notation of Proposition 5.18,

ρ(Q̂) = ρ0(Q̂) + · · ·+ ρD(Q̂). (44)

By Item 1 of Proposition 5.18 applied to Q̂, we immediately get the following.

Proposition 5.20. For each i = 0, . . . , D, ρi(Q̂) is a symmetric matrix supported on suppi (34),
each ρi+1(Q̂) is a leading principal submatrix of ρi(Q̂), and

ρ0(Q̂)(a, b) =
min{a,b}∑

u=0

(
a

u

)(
b

u

)
u!√
a!b!
· l(a+ b− 2u). (45)

where we recall that l(n) = E
A

[hn(x)].

In particular, to find a sum-of-squares expression of ρ(Q̂), we only need to do so for ρ0(Q̂).

Lemma 5.21. ρ0(Q̂) in (55) is a sum-of-squares—more precisely, an expectation of squares.
9To see this, write H = (Id + H ′)Hdiag where H ′ is nilpotent, then H−1 = H−1

diag(Id + H ′ + . . . + (H ′)d−1).
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Proof. Recall that l(t) := EA[ht(x)]. By (55),

ρ0(Q̂) = E
x∼A

[ρ0(Q̂)(x)] (46)

where ρ0(Q̂)(x) is the matrix

ρ0(Q̂)(x)(i, j) :=
min{i,j}∑

u=0

(
i

u

)(
j

u

)
u!√
i!j! · hi+j−2u(x). (47)

The product formula of the physicists’ Hermite polynomials {Hi(−)} says (see e.g. [Car57])

Hi(x)Hj(x) =
min{i,j}∑

u=0

(
i

u

)(
j

u

)
u!2uHi+j−2u(x), (48)

and there is a relation Hn(x) = hn(
√

2x)2n/2 between Hn and hn, which together imply that

ρ0(Q̂)(x)(i, j) = hi(x)√
i!
hj(x)√
j! .

Viewing ρ0(Q̂) as having row and column indices [0, D], we have for any x ∈ R,

ρ0(Q̂)(x) = v0(x)v0(x)⊤ (49)

where
v0(x) = (h0(x)√

0!
, . . . ,

hD(x)√
D!

)⊤. (50)

So ρ0(Q̂) = EA[v0v
⊤
0 ] which is an expectation of a PSD matrix.

5.6 Positive-Definiteness of QSS as an Element in the Simple Spider Algebra

In this subsection, we prove the positive-definiteness of QSS in the algebra SAD. More specifically,
we show that QSS consists of only good simple spiders, and it is a sum-of-squares of good simple
spiders under the ⋆-product. This is Lemma 5.22 below.

To provide motivation, note that ρ(Q̂) is PSD and we have the equation LSS ⋆ QSS ⋆ L
⊤
SS = Q̂.

Given this, it is natural to attempt to transfer the PSDness of Q̂ to QSS by multiplying L−1
SS , (L−1

SS )⊤

from both sides. A subtlety is that we need to ensure QSS contains only good simple spiders for the
approximation algebra to work well (cf. Remark 4.17), and to control the coefficients in its square
root (important for Section 6). For this reason, we prove the following quantitative result.

Lemma 5.22 (Positive-definiteness of QSS as an element in SAD). Suppose X ∈ SAD satisfies:

LSS ⋆ X ⋆ L⊤
SS = Q̂. (51)

Then:

1. X is consistent and good;

2. ρ(X) ⪰ (6CU )−2DC−D
L Id, and X = α0 ⋆ α

⊤
0 for some α0 ∈ SAD that is left, good and

consistent;
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3. For all 0 ≤ j ≤ i ≤ D, we have bounds

|cα0(i, j; 0)| ≤ 2i(i+4) · CU
2i2+i, (52)∣∣∣cα⋆-inv

0
(i, j; 0)

∣∣∣ ≤ (8C2
U

√
CL

)i
. (53)

Proof. The equation that X satisfies can be rewritten as

X = L⋆-inv
SS ⋆ Q̂ ⋆

(
L⋆-inv

SS

)⊤
(54)

where (−)⋆-inv means the inverse in algebra SAD. We analyze the RHS of (54) in the following
steps, where we recall that ρi(Q̂) denotes a component of ρ(Q̂) as in Lemma 5.21.

1. Proof of Item 1. Recall that A matches the first k − 1 moments of N(0, 1), so

ρ0(Q̂) =
(

Id B⊤

B F

)
(55)

for some real matrices B and F . Here, the “Id” is supported on [0, ⌊k−1
2 ⌋]× [0, ⌊k−1

2 ⌋]. As for ρ(LSS),
it is lower-triangular, its off-diagonal part equals the lower half of ρ(Q̂) and moreover, all its diagonal
entries are all 1 by the computation (38) where we recall that the only simple spiders in LSS having
equally many left and right legs are the trivial shapes {S(0, 0;u) | 0 ≤ u ≤ D}. Therefore,

ρ0(LSS) =
(

Id 0
B Id + Flow

)
where Flow means the strict lower-triangular part of F . (56)

We then have

ρ(X) = ρ(LSS)−1ρ(Q̂)
(
ρ(LSS)−1

)⊤
(57)

=
D∑

i=0
ρi(LSS)−1 · ρi(Q̂) ·

(
ρi(LSS)−1

)⊤

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=ρi(X)

(58)

where

ρ0(LSS)−1 =
(

Id 0
−(Id + Flow)−1B (Id + Flow)−1

)
, (59)

ρ0(X) =
(

Id 0
0 (Id + Flow)−1 ·

(
F −BB⊤

)
· (Id + F⊤

low)−1

)
. (60)

To see thatX is consistent and good: since Q̂ and LSS are consistent, by item 2 of Proposition 5.18,
both ρ(Q̂) and ρ(LSS) satisfy the leading principal submatrix condition (lpc). Then ρ(X) satisfies it
too by the following easy fact applied to (58) twice, so X is consistent.

Fact 5.23. If A, B are square matrices such that A is lower-triangular or B is upper-triangular,
then the leading principal submatrices of AB are products of the leading principal ones of A and B.

By (60) and consistency, ρ(X) is supported on the images of good simple spiders, so X is good.
2. Proof of Item 2. We start by lower bounding the eigenvalues of the symmetric matrix in

(60),
(Id + Flow)−1 ·

(
F −BB⊤

)
· (Id + F⊤

low)−1. (61)
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Here, (Id + Flow) is a (D + 1)-by-(D + 1) submatrix of ρ(LSS), so by the definition of ρ (38), its
entries can be upper bounded in absolute value by (3CU )D. Thus, its Frobenius norm is at most
(3CU )D · (D + 1) ≤ (6CU )D. We now use the following fact.

Fact 5.24. For any invertible real matrix Y , σmin(Y ) ≥ (∥Y −1∥F r)−1, where ∥·∥F r is the Frobenius
norm and σmin(Y ) is the smallest singular value of Y .

Proof of Fact. Letting σ1, . . . , σn′ be the singular values of Y , the singular values of Y −1 are
σ−1

1 , . . . , σ−1
n′ so ∥Y −1∥2F r = ∑n′

i=1 σ
−2
i ≥ σmin(Y )−2 and thus σmin(Y ) ≥ 1

∥Y −1∥F r
.

Using this fact, we get σmin((Id +Flow)−1) ≥ ∥(Id +Flow)∥−1
F r ≥ (6CU )−D. As for the (F −BB⊤)

factor in (61), we bound its smallest singular value by the following simple claim.

Claim 5.25. For any real symmetric matrix Y =
(

Id U⊤

U V

)
, σmin(V − UU⊤) ≥ σmin(Y ).

Proof. Let Z := V −UU⊤ and let z be a unit vector such that
∣∣∣z⊤Zz

∣∣∣ = σmin(Z). Taking y = −U⊤z,

σmin(Z) =
∣∣∣z⊤Zz

∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣(y⊤, z⊤)Y

(
y
z

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ σmin(Y ) · ∥
(
y
z

)
∥ ≥ σmin(Y ) ∥z∥2 = σmin(Y ).

Thus we have:

σmin
(
(Id + Flow)−1

(
F −BB⊤

)
(Id + F⊤

low)−1
)
≥ σmin(F −BB⊤)

(6CU )2D

Claim 5.25
≥ σmin(ρ0(Q̂))

(6CU )2D
. (62)

Continuing, by (49) and (50), v⊤ρ0(Q̂)v = EA [pv(x)2] where pv(x) :=
D∑

i=0
vi

hi(x)√
i! has l2-norm ∥v∥2

under N(0, 1), so v⊤ρ0(Q̂)v ≥ C−D
L ∥v∥22 by the definition of CL. This implies that

σmin(ρ0(Q̂)) ≥ C−D
L . (63)

So by (60), (62), the consistency of X, and the fact that ρ0(X) is PSD (this follows from the
PSDness of ρ0(Q̂) (Lemma 5.21), (55), and (60)), we have:

ρ(X) ⪰ Id
(6CU )2DCD

L

, in particular, ρ(X) = WW⊤ for some W ∈ Im(ρ). (64)

Applying ρ−1(−) to (64), we get X = α0 ⋆ α
⊤
0 for α0 := ρ−1(W ) ∈ SAD.

To show that we can choose α0 to be left, good and consistent, it suffices to construct a W
satisfying (64) that is lower-triangular, supported on the image of good simple spiders, and which
satisfies the leading principal submatrix condition (lpc) (Proposition 5.18, Item 2). Since X is
good, ρ(X) is supported on the images of good simple spiders, i.e., the entry positions are in(
[0, D]\[0, ⌊k−1

2 ⌋]
)
×
(
[0, D]\[0, ⌊k−1

2 ⌋]
)

and the diagonal, so we can let W be supported on them
too. For every PSD matrix, the Cholesky decomposition gives a factorization of the form ZZ⊤

where Z is lower-triangular so we can also assume that the ρ0 component of W is lower-triangular
and we can choose its top-left entry to be 1 (as opposed to −1) in this decomposition. Using
Fact 5.23, we can then take the other components of W to be the leading principal submatrices of
the ρ0 component of W and this will satisfy WW⊤ = ρ(X). The matrix W now satisfies all the
three conditions.
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3. Proof of Item 3, Inequality (52). We first bound the magnitudes of entries in ρ0(Q̂),
ρ0(LSS), ρ0(LSS)−1 by∣∣∣ρ0(LSS)(i, j)

∣∣∣ , ∣∣∣ρ0(Q̂)(i, j)
∣∣∣ ≤ 2i · Ci+j

U , (65)∣∣∣ρ0(LSS)−1(i, j)
∣∣∣ ≤ 2i(i+1) · C2i2

U , ∀j ≤ i ≤ D. (66)

To see (65), observe that the coefficients in Q̂ satisfy
∣∣∣cQ̂(a, b;u)

∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣EA[ha+b(x)]

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ca+b
U , so by

(38),
∣∣∣ρ0(Q̂)(i, j)

∣∣∣ ≤∑j
u=0

( i
u

)
Ci+j−2u

U ≤ 2iCi+j
U . The same is true for |ρ0(LSS)(i, j)|.

To see (66), observe that since ρ0(LSS) is lower-triangular, all of its diagonal entries are 1 (56),
and |ρ0(LSS)(i, j)| ≤ 2iCi+j

U , applying (42) to ρ0(LSS) gives the bound∣∣∣ρ0(LSS)−1(i, j)
∣∣∣ ≤ 2i−j

(
2iC2i

U

)i−j
≤ 2i(i+1)C2i2

U .

Next, we prove (52) using (65) and (66). Since ρ0(X) = ρ0(LSS)−1 · ρ0(Q̂) · (ρ0(LSS)−1)⊤, it
holds that

|ρ0(X)(i, j)|
(65) and (66)
≤

∑
k1,k2: k1≤i, k2≤j

2i(i+1)+i+j(j+1)CU
2i2+2i+2j2 ≤ 22i2+5iCU

4i2+2i︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=r(i,j)

. (67)

In other words, on the support of Im(ρ0),
∣∣∣(WW⊤)(i, j)

∣∣∣ ≤ r(i, j) for all i, j. This implies that
∥(WW⊤) ↾[0,i]×[0,i]∥ ≤ (i + 1)r(i, i) so ∥W ↾[0,i]×[0,i]∥ ≤

√
(i+ 1)r(i, i) ≤ 2i(i+3)CU

2i2+i by the
lower-triangularity of W . It follows that entry-wise, |W (i, j)| ≤ 2i(i+3)CU

2i2+i. We now use the
matrix W to analyze α0: for each t ≤ D we apply the matrix H−1

t in Item 3 of Proposition 5.18 to
the vector vt(i) := W (i+ t, i), i ∈ [0, D − t], where again we focus only on the part of W supported
on Im(ρ0). As a result,

|cα0(i+ t, i; 0)| ≤
i∑

j=0
2i−j2(i+t)(i+t+3) · CU

2(i+t)2+(i+t) ≤ 2(i+t)(i+t+4) · CU
2(i+t)2+(i+t). (68)

This proves the inequality (52).
4. Proof of Item 3, Inequality (53). For 0 ≤ t′ ≤ D, denote by Wt′ the part of W

on the support of Im(ρD−t′). Then Wt′ = W0 ↾[0,t′]×[0,t′] since W satisfies lpc. Also, Wt′W⊤
t′ =

ρ0(X) ↾[0,D−t′]×[0,D−t′] since ρ0(X) = W0W
⊤
0 and W0 is lower-triangular. Using this and (58), we

get:
Wt′W⊤

t′ =
(
ρ0(LSS)−1 · ρ0(Q̂) · (ρ0(LSS)−1)⊤

)
↾[0,t′]×[0,t′] (69)

Since ρ0(LSS)−1 is lower-triangular and (ρ0(LSS)−1)⊤ is upper-triangular, the operation of taking
leading principal submatrices on the RHS of (69) can be applied to each term in the product. This
gives:

Wt′W⊤
t′ = ρD−t′(LSS)−1 · ρD−t′(Q̂) · (ρD−t′(LSS)−1)⊤, (70)

where we have used that ρ(LSS)−1 and ρ(Q̂) both satisfy lpc. Taking the matrix inverse, we get:

(W⊤
t′ )−1(W−1

t′ ) = ρD−t′(LSS)⊤ · ρD−t′(Q̂) · ρD−t′(LSS). (71)

We now upper bound the norms of ρD−t′(LSS) and ρD−t′(Q̂). They are the [0, t′]-by-[0, t′] submatrices
of ρ0(LSS) and ρ0(Q̂), respectively. The intuition for the upper bounds is to let the SoS degree
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be t′ and then use the corresponding version of (65), (63). Formally, since |ρ0(LSS)(i, j)| ≤ 2iCi+j
U

for all 0 ≤ j ≤ i ≤ D by (65), we have ∥ρD−t′(LSS)∥ ≤ (t′ + 1)2t′
C2t′

U ≤ (2CU )2t′ . As for
ρD−t′(Q̂), by setting D ← t′ in the derivation of (63), we get σmin(ρ(Q̂ ↾[0,t′]×[0,t′])) ≥ C−t′

L and so∥∥∥ρD−t′(Q̂)
∥∥∥ ≤ Ct′

L .
Combining these bounds and (71), we get ∥W−1

0 ↾[0,t′]×[0,t′]∥ ≤ (4C2
U

√
CL)t′ , which implies that

for all 0 ≤ j ≤ i ≤ D,
∣∣∣W−1

0 (i, j)
∣∣∣ ≤ (4C2

U

√
CL)i.

By Item 3 of Proposition 5.18, if we take wt to be the vector with coordinates wt(i) =
cα⋆-inv

0
(i+ t, i; 0), then wt = H−1

t vt where vt is the vector with coordinates vt(i) = W−1(i + t, i),
H−1

t is lower triangular, and
∣∣∣H−1

t (i, j)
∣∣∣ ≤ 2i−j . Thus,

∣∣∣cα⋆-inv
0

(i+ t, i; 0)
∣∣∣ = |wt(i)| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
i∑

j=0
H−1

t (i, j)W−1(j + t, j)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
i∑

j=0
2i−j(4C2

U

√
CL)i+t ≤ (8C2

U

√
CL)i+t.

The inequality (53) follows.

6 PSDness of [Q]well−behaved via Parallel Multiplication
In this section, we show that QSSD—recall that it denotes [Q]well−behaved—is positive-definite. The
main result of this section is the following.

Lemma 6.1 (PSDness of QSSD). Assume Dtrunc ≥ max{100D, 20D2, 2k logn} and

(4CU )4D2
C2D

L D32CunivD
trunc < n

ε
30 . (72)

Then
[Q]well−behaved ⪰ n− ε

30 Id. (73)

The intuition is that roughly speaking, the multiplication of two good simple spider disjoint
unions (SSD) amounts to component-wise simple spider multiplications. A formal statement and
proof require caution and we need the following definition.

Recall that by Definition 3.8, an SSD α can be viewed as a multi-set of simple spiders, where
different ways of splitting the vertices in Uα ∩ Vα result in the same SSD.

Definition 6.2 (D-combination). For a consistent simple spider linear combination α, we define its
D-combination, denoted as [α]D, to be a linear combination of SSDs with the following coefficients:
if an SSD {{S1, . . . , St}} has both left and right index size no more than D, then the coefficient of

this scaled SSD shape is
t∏

i=1
cα(Si), otherwise the coefficient is 0. Here, cα(·) means the coefficient

of the scaled shapes in α.

It is clear from the definition that if α ∈ SAD is consistent, then [α⊤]D =
(
[α]D

)⊤
.

Our plan is as follows. We show that QSSD = [QSS]D, and that if QSS ≈ AA⊤ then [QSSD]D ≈
[A]D

(
[A]D

)⊤
. We then show that [A]D

(
[A]D

)⊤
is sufficiently positive-definite using Lemma 6.7.

Lemma 6.1 then follows.
We now establish some properties of the D-combination operator. We will then use them to

show that QSSD = [QSS]D and is positive-definite.
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Notation. We denote the left- and right-index size of a simple spider S(a, b;u) by l(S(a, b;u)) :=
a+u, r(S(a, b;u)) := b+u, respectively, and the left- and right-index size of an SSD x = {{S1, . . . , St}}
by l(x) := ∑t

i=1 l(Si), r(x) := ∑t
i=1 r(Si), respectively.

We extend the | · |∞ norm on SAD to SSD linear combinations in the natural way. Namely, if
Y = ∑

i ciSi is a formal linear combination of scaled SSD shapes, we let |Y |∞ := maxi |ci|.

Observation 6.1. For any α ∈ SAD, α is left (or right) iff ρ(α) is lower- (or upper-) triangular.

Proof. The definition of ρ (5.12) implies that α is left if and only if ρ(α) is block-lower-triangular.
Since all matrices in Im(ρ) are diagonal on the diagonal blocks, this holds if and only if ρ(α) is
lower-triangular. The case for α being right is similar.

Proposition 6.3. Suppose α, β ∈ SAD are consistent and either α is left or β is right. Then α ⋆ β
is consistent.

Proof. We assume α is left; the other case is similar. One way to see the proposition is by using the
representation ρ. Namely, Item 2 of Proposition 5.18 says α is consistent if and only if {ρi(α) | i =

0, . . . , D} satisfies the leading principal submatrix condition (lpc). Recall ρ(α)ρ(β) =
D∑

i=0
ρi(α)ρi(β).

If in addition α is left, then every ρi(α) is lower-triangular, so by Fact 5.23 we have that {ρi(α)ρi(β)}
satisfies lpc too.

The next lemma shows that the [·]D operator interacts nicely with ∗wb and ⋆.

Lemma 6.4 (Commutative diagram). For all consistent α, β ∈ SAD where either α is left or β is
right,

[α]D ∗wb [β]D = [α ⋆ β]D. (74)

Proof. Let γ := α ⋆ β. By Proposition 6.3, γ is also consistent so [γ]D is defined. We will use the
following claim:

Claim 6.5. Suppose z = {{S1, . . . , St}} is a simple spider disjoint union shape where l(z), r(z) ≤ D.
Then the coefficient of the scaled graph matrix z in [α]D ∗wb [β]D is equal to the product of Si’s
coefficient in α ⋆ β (over i = 1, . . . , t).

If we have this claim, then we can prove Lemma 6.4 as follows. The product of any two graph
matrices can be expressed as a sum of graph matrices, i.e., the coefficients of every ribbon realizing
the same shape is the same, so we only need to analyze one ribbon for each shape. For scaled
SSD shapes, Claim 6.5 says their coefficients in [γ]D are the same as in [α]D ⋆ [β]D. Lemma 6.4
follows.

Proof of Claim 6.5. Fix a scaled ribbon R that realizes z. Then R has t disjoint components. The
well-behaved product configurations for [α]D ∗wb [β]D that result in R can be characterized by all
sets A = {(R0, R

′
0), (R1, R

′
1), . . . , (Rt, R

′
t)} that satisfy the following:

1. R0 = R′
0 is the ribbon such that V (R0) = UR0 = VR0 = UR ∩ VR and E(R0) = ∅.

2. For all i ∈ [t], (Ri, R
′
i) is a composable pair of scaled simple spider ribbons such that

(a) Either Ri and R′
i have the same circle vertex or exactly one of Ri and R′

i is trivial.
(b) URi ∩ VRi ∩ URi ∩ VRi = ∅.
(c) If α is left, then |VRi | = |UR′

i
| ≤ |URi |. If β is right, then |VRi | = |UR′

i
| ≤ |VR′

i
|.
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3. There is no “cross-pair” vertex intersections, i.e.,
(
V (Ri) ∪ V (R′

i)
)
∩
(
V (Rj) ∪ V (R′

j)
)

= ∅ if
i ̸= j.

Observe that the contribution of each pair (Ri, R
′
i) to the ∗wb-product is equal to its contribution

to the ⋆-product. In particular, the difference between ⋆ and ∗wb mentioned in Remark 4.17 will
not cause any issues. This holds by the definitions of ⋆ and ∗wb when both Ri and R′

i have circle
vertices. In the special case where Ri or R′

i has a trivial shape, it follows from the fact that all
trivial shapes have coefficient 1 in α, β, due to their consistency.

If we count all sets of the form {(R1, R
′
1), . . . , (Rt, R

′
t)} satisfying the above conditions with

coefficient ∏t
i=1 cα(Ri)cβ(R′

i), then we get the coefficient of R in [γ]D. This follows by simply
expanding the definition of [γ]D.

Lemma 6.6. Assuming Dtrunc ≥ 20D2, QSSD = [QSS ]D.

Proof. Since LSSD = [LSS ]D, L⊤
SSD = [L⊤

SS ]D, and LSS ⋆ QSS ⋆ L
⊤
SS = (L + Q0 + L⊤ − 2Id)SS

(Lemma 4.23), by applying Lemma 6.4 we have:

LSSD ∗wb [QSS ]D ∗wb L
⊤
SSD = [(L+Q0 + L⊤ − 2Id)SS ]D. (75)

From the definition of L,Q0 and M , [(L + Q0 + L⊤ − 2Id)SS ]D = MSSD. Putting these pieces
together, we have that LSSD ∗wb [QSS ]D ∗wb L

⊤
SSD = MSSD.

Now consider the following linear equation in X in the R-algebra of simple spider disjoint unions
with multiplication ∗wb:

LSSD ∗wb X ∗wb L
⊤
SSD = MSSD. (76)

By the paragraph above, [QSS]D satisfies this equation. By Lemma 4.25, QSSD also satisfies it when
Dtrunc ≥ 20D2. However, the kernel of this linear form is zero. To see this, assume Y ̸= 0 and
consider the smallest nonzero SSD shape α in Y (under any total order on SSD shapes that respects
the number of edges). The only term in LSSD ∗wb Y ∗wb L

⊤
SSD that results in α is Id ∗wb α ∗wb Id, so

the coefficient of α in the result is the same as in Y , and Y cannot be in the kernel. Thus, equation
(76) uniquely determines X so QSSD = [QSS]D.

Recall that by Lemma 5.22, QSS = α0 ⋆ α
⊤
0 for some α0 ∈ SAD that is left, good and consistent.

By Lemma 6.4 and Lemma 6.6, we have that

QSSD = [QSS ]D = [α0]D ∗wb ([α0]D)⊤. (77)

Using this, we can write

QSSD = [α0]D · ([α0]D)⊤ +
(
[α0]D ∗wb ([α0]D)⊤ − [α0]D · ([α0]D)⊤

)
. (78)

To prove that the expression (78) is positive-definite, we show:

1. [α0]D is not too close to being singular; and

2. ∥([α0]D ∗wb ([α0]D)⊤ − [α0]D · ([α0]D)⊤∥ is small.

We prove item 2 in Section Section 7 (Lemma 7.59). Here, we prove item 1 by the following lemma
where we recall that cα(i, j; 0) denotes the coefficient of S(i, j; 0) in α ∈ SAD.

Lemma 6.7 (Preserving well-conditionedness). Suppose γ ∈ SAD satisfies two conditions:

(i) γ is left, good, and consistent.

57



(ii) σmin (ρ(γ)) > 0.

Then γ⋆-inv exists, and it is left, good, and consistent. If additionally there are positive numbers

A0, . . . , AD, B0, . . . , BD (79)

such that A0 = B0 = 1, Ai ≥ max
j≤i

{
|cγ(i, j; 0)|}, Bi ≥ max

j≤i

{ ∣∣cγ⋆-inv(i, j; 0)
∣∣}, and

AiAj ≤ Ai+j , BiBj ≤ Bi+j for all i, j where i+ j ≤ D, (80)

then assuming Dtrunc ≥ max{100D, 2k logn}, the following hold for [γ]D, [γ⋆-inv]D as real matrices:

1. [γ]D · [γ⋆-inv]D = Id + E where ∥E∥ ≤ ADBDD
20CunivD
trunc n− ε

12 .

2. σmin([γ]D) ≥
(
1−ADBDD

20CunivD
trunc n− ε

12
)
B−1

D D−32CunivD
trunc .

Proof. We denote the direct-sum decomposition of γ by γ =
D∑

i=0
γi, that is, γi := ρ−1 (ρi(γ)).

Note that condition (ii) implies ρ0(γ) is invertible. Since γ is consistent, each ρi(γ) is a leading
principal submatrix of ρ0(γ) and so is also invertible, hence ρ(γ)−1 exists, and so does γ⋆-inv by
applying ρ−1. The lower-triangularity of ρ(γ)−1 holds since it is the inverse of a lower-triangular
matrix. Consequently, γ⋆-inv is left. Moreover, γ⋆-inv is consistent and good by a similar inspection
of ρ(γ) as in the proof for α0 in Lemma 5.22, Item 2.

Below, we prove items 1 and 2 of Lemma 6.7 in three steps.
1. We upper bound the coefficient magnitudes in [γ]D and [γ⋆-inv]D.

For a simple spider S(a, b;u), define its heavy-side weight to be hw(S) := max{a+ u, b+ u}. For
an SSD shape α in [γ⋆-inv]D, the number l of its simple spider components is at most D, and the
sum of the heavy-side weights of its components ∑l

i=1 hwi is at most D. So by the monotonicity of
these numbers, we have |c[γ]D(α)| ≤ ∏l

i=1Ahwi . By property (80) of {Ai}, the RHS as a function
on (hw1, . . . ,hwl) subject to ∑l

i=1 hwi ≤ D is maximized at (0, 0, . . . , D), thus∣∣∣[γ]D
∣∣∣
∞
≤ AD. (81)

The same argument works for c[γ⋆-inv]D using numbers {Bi}, giving the bound∣∣∣[γ⋆-inv]D
∣∣∣
∞
≤ BD. (82)

2. Proof of Item 1. Since [γ]D and [γ⋆-inv]D are linear combinations of disjoint unions of good
simple spiders, we have

∥[γ]D · [γ⋆-inv]D − Id∥ Lemma 6.4= ∥[γ]D · [γ⋆-inv]D − [γ]D ∗wb [γ⋆-inv]D∥
Lemma 7.59
≤

∣∣∣[γ]D
∣∣∣
∞
·
∣∣∣[γ⋆-inv]D

∣∣∣
∞
·D20CunivD

trunc n− ε
12 .

(83)

Plugging (81) and (82) into the above, we get ∥[γ]D · [γ⋆-inv]D − Id∥ ≤ ADBDD
20CunivD
trunc n− ε

12 . Item 1
follows.

3. Proof of Item 2. We first show a claim:

Claim 6.8. There are at most 52D many non-equivalent SSDs having left and right index size ≤ D.
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Proof. If D ≤ 3, it is not hard to check this statement directly. If D ≥ 4, We can bound the number
of possible SSDs as follows. Each SSD can be represented by a set of nontrivial simple spiders of the
form S(i, j; 0) where i+ j > 0 together with a trivial simple spider S(0, 0;u) for some u ≥ 0. We
first specify the number of non-trivial simple spiders in the SSD. There are at most D + 1 choices
for this as there are at most D non-trivial simple spiders in the SSD. For each non-trivial simple
spider, we go through the square vertices one by one and specify the following data.

1. Is the square vertex a left leg or a right leg?

2. Is the square vertex the last square vertex of the current simple spider?

After specifying all of the non-trivial simple spiders, if there are fewer than 2D square vertices then
we specify whether there is another square vertex or not. If so, we increase u by 1 and then repeat
this process if we still have fewer than 2D square vertices. If not, we stop.

Since there are at most 2D square vertices and there are at most 4 possibilities for each square
vertex, the total number of possibilities is at most (D + 1)42D ≤ 52D.

We now upper bound ∥[γ⋆-inv]D∥. Since each good SSD in [γ⋆-inv]D has total size at most 6D,
the norm of each (scaled) good SSD α is at most ((2D)2 · 2k logn)6CunivD by Theorem 3.15 and the
fact that λαAnorm(α) = 1. Combining this, Claim 6.8, and the coefficient bound (82), we have:

∥[γ⋆-inv]D∥ ≤ BD52D(8kD2 logn)6CunivD ≤ BDD
32CunivD
trunc (84)

where the last step used Cuniv ≥ 1 and Dtrunc ≥ {2k logn, 100D}.
Finally, recall that [γ]D = (Id + E)

(
[γ⋆-inv]D

)−1
by Item 1, so by taking σmin([γ]D) and

applying the basic properties of σmin that σmin(X−1) = 1/∥X∥, σmin(XY ) ≥ σmin(X)σmin(Y ) and
σmin(X + Y ) ≥ σmin(X)− ∥Y ∥, we have:

σmin
(
[γ]D

)
≥ (1− ∥E∥) · σmin

((
[γ⋆-inv]D

)−1
)

= (1− ∥E∥) · ∥[γ⋆-inv]D∥−1. (85)

By plugging into (85) the bounds on ∥E∥, ∥[γ⋆-inv]D∥ from Item 1 and (84), we get

σ([γ]D) ≥
(
1−ADBDD

20CunivD
trunc n− ε

12
)
B−1

D D−32CunivD
trunc .

We now prove Lemma 6.1 using Lemma 6.7.

Lemma 6.1 (PSDness of QSSD). Assume Dtrunc ≥ max{100D, 20D2, 2k logn} and

(4CU )4D2
C2D

L D32CunivD
trunc < n

ε
30 . (72)

Then
[Q]well−behaved ⪰ n− ε

30 Id. (73)

Proof. Recall that [Q]well−behaved = [QSS ]D = [α0]D ∗wb ([α0]D)⊤, where α0 ∈ SAD is as in (77).
We want to apply Lemma 6.7 with γ ← α0 and

Ai ← 2i(i+4) · C2i2+2i
U , Bi ← 8i · C2i

U C
i/2
L .
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For this, we note that A0 = B0 = 1, condition (80) holds, and Ai ≥ max
j≤i

{
|cγ(i, j; 0)|}, Bi ≥

max
j≤i

{ ∣∣cγ⋆-inv(i, j; 0)
∣∣} by (52) and (53). Thus, Lemma 6.7 applies, whose Item 2 yields:

[α0]D · ([α0]D)⊤ ≻
(
1− (4CU )4D2

CD
L D

20CunivD
trunc n− ε

12
)

(3CUCL)−2DD−32CunivD
trunc .

We can simplify this bound using the assumption (4CU )4D2
CD

L D
20CunivD
trunc < n

ε
30 (72). As a result,

[α0]D · ([α0]D)⊤ ≻ 0.99 · (3CUCL)−2DD−32CunivD
trunc . (86)

On the other hand, [α0]D is good and
∣∣∣[α0]D

∣∣∣
∞
≤ 2D2+4DCD2+2D

U (Lemma 5.22), so by Lemma 7.59,
∥∥∥[α0]D · ([α0]D)⊤ − [α0]D ∗wb ([α0]D)

∥∥∥ ≤ (2CU )2D2+4DD20CunivD
trunc n− ε

12

≤ n
ε

30 − ε
12 = n− ε

20 (87)

where the second inequality used assumption (72).
By (86) and (87), [Q]well−behaved = [α0]D ∗wb ([α0]D) ≻

(
0.9(3CUCL)−2DD−32CunivD

trunc − n− ε
20
)

Id.
Again, we can simplify this using n− ε

20 < 0.4 · (3CUCL)−2DD−32CunivD
trunc by (72). As a result,

[Q]well−behaved ≻
1
2(3CUCL)−2DD−32CunivD

trunc Id ⪰ (5CUCL)−2DD−32CunivD
trunc Id.

Finally, given (72), we have (5CUCL)−2DD−32CunivD
trunc ≥ n− ε

30 , so Lemma 6.1 follows.

7 Error Analysis
In this section, we upper bound the terms that we have omitted as “errors” in the matrix mul-
tiplications so far. This analysis does not depend on the results in Section 5 or Section 6. The
main conclusions of this section are that Q is well-approximated by QSSD up to an additive n−Ω(ε)

error (Theorem 7.43) and that the other error terms are small (Lemma 7.55, Lemma 7.56, and
Lemma 7.59). We prove these statements using Theorem 7.43, which is the main technical result of
this section.

We will need to show in various situations that the product of two or more scaled shapes has
a small norm. Here, the key idea is to keep track of the exponent over n from the product of the
coefficients and from the norm bound in Theorem 3.15. The full analysis is involved (see Section 7.3
and Section 7.4). To carry out this analysis, we first set up some definitions and properties.

7.1 Properties of Square Separators

We recall some familiar properties of vertex separators and vertex disjoint paths. Unless specified
otherwise, all shapes have square-vertex indices and edges go between a circle and a square.

Lemma 7.1 (Menger’s theorem for bipartite graphs). For any shape α, the maximum number of
square-disjoint paths is equal to the size of the minimum square separator between Uα and Vα.

Proof. We will apply Menger’s theorem to a shape β which is created by replacing each circle vertex
x in α with a clique of new vertices x1, ..., x|V (α)|+1 and replacing each edge to x with |V (α)|+ 1
edges, one for each xi. The indices of β are Uα and Vα. We observe the following two facts.
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1. If P is a set of square-disjoint paths from Uα to Vα in α with maximum size and Q is a set of
vertex disjoint paths from Uα to Vα in β with maximum size then |P | = |Q|. To see this, note
that |P | ≤ |Q| since from each path p ∈ P , we can get a path in β by following p while using
a different new vertex each time when needed; this is possible because |P | ≤ |V (α)| and any
path uses a vertex no more than once. The resulting paths are vertex-disjoint. Conversely, a
vertex disjoint path set in β is automatically a square-disjoint path set in α by collapsing the
cliques to circle vertices, so |Q| ≤ |P |. Thus, |P | = |Q|.

2. If S is a minimum square separator of α and T is a minimum vertex separator for β then
|S| = |T |. To see this, note that S is also a vertex separator for β, so |T | ≤ |S| ≤ |V (α)|.
Conversely, we claim that T contains no new vertex. To see this, assume T contains some new
vertex zi. Since the clique of z has size greater than |V (α)| and thus greater than |T |, there is
some zj /∈ T so T\{zi} is already a vertex separator for β since we can replace zi with zj on
any path connecting Uα, Vα. This contradicts the minimality of T . Thus, the claim holds. In
particular, T is identified with a square-vertex set in α. It follows that T is a square separator
in α, so |T | ≥ |S|. Putting everything together, |S| = |T |.

Now Menger’s theorem says that |Q| = |T | in β (where we view all vertices as one sort). Thus,
|P | = |Q| = |T | = |S| and the proposition follows.

Definition 7.2. Given a shape α and vertex separators S, T , we say that S is to the left of T if S
separates Uα and T and we say that S is to the right of T if S separates Vα and T .

Lemma 7.3 (Existence of leftmost and rightmost minimum vertex separators). For all shapes α,
there exist unique leftmost and rightmost minimum weight separators of α. Similarly, for all shapes
α, there exist unique leftmost and rightmost minimum square separators of α.

Proof. We prove this statement for minimum weight separators; the proof for minimum square
separators is similar. Given minimum weight separators S and T , let L be the set of vertices v
such that v ∈ S ∪ T and there is a path from Uα to v which does not pass through any vertex in
(S ∪ T ) \ {v}. Similarly, let R be the set of vertices v such that v ∈ S ∪ T and there is a path from
Uα to v which does not pass through any vertex in (S ∪ T ) \ {v}. Note that both L and R are
vertex separators of α.

We now make the following observations:

1. w(L) + w(R)− w(L ∩R) = w(L ∪R) ≤ w(S ∪ T ) = w(S) + w(T )− w(S ∩ T ).

2. L ∩ R ⊆ S ∩ T . To see this, observe that if v ∈ L ∩ R then there is a walk from Uα to Vα

which passes through v and does not pass through any other vertices of S ∪ T . Since S and T
are vertex separators between Uα and Vα, we must have that v ∈ S ∩ T .

3. Since S and T have minimum weight, w(L) ≥ w(S) = w(T ) and w(R) ≥ w(S) = w(T ).

Together, these observations imply that L ∩R = S ∩ T and w(L) = w(R) = w(S) = w(T ).

Corollary 7.4 (Expandability of vertex sets reachable by square-disjoint paths). Suppose α is a
shape with indices (Uα, Vα). If X,Y ⊆ V (α) are square vertex sets such that X ⊆ Y and

1. There exist |X| square-disjoint paths from Uα to X;

2. There exist |Uα| square-disjoint paths from Uα to Y .
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Then there is a subset X ′ ⊆ Y such that X ⊆ X ′, |X ′| = |Uα| and there are |Uα| square-disjoint
paths from Uα to X ′.

Proof. We build up X ′ by starting from X and adding one vertex at a time:

Lemma 7.5. For all j ≤ |Uα| − |X|, there is a set of vertices X ′
j such that X ⊆ X ′

j ⊆ Y ,
|X ′

j | = |X|+ j and there are |X ′
j | = |X|+ j square-disjoint paths from Uα to X ′

j.

Proof. We can prove this by induction. For the base case j = 0, we take X ′
0 = X. For the inductive

step, assume that j ∈ [0, |Uα|− |X|−1] and we have a set of vertices X ′
j which satisfies the inductive

assumption. Let S be the leftmost minimum square vertex separator between Uα and X ′
j .

Observe that for each vertex v ∈ Y \X ′
j , one of the following two cases must hold:

1. S is a square vertex separator between Uα and X ′
j ∪ {v}.

2. There are |X ′
j |+ 1 square-disjoint paths between Uα and X ′

j ∪ {v}.

To see this, assume that there are only |X ′
j | vertex disjoint paths between Uα and X ′

j ∪ {v}. If so,
then by Lemma 7.1 there is a minimum square vertex separator S′ between Uα and X ′

j ∪ {v} of size
|X ′

j |. Since S′ is also a square vertex separator between Uα and X ′
j and S is the leftmost minimum

square vertex separator between Uα and X ′
j , S must be a square vertex separator between Uα and

S′ which implies that S is a square vertex separator between Uα and X ′
j ∪ {v}.

We now observe that the first case cannot hold for all vertices v ∈ Y \X ′
j as otherwise S would

be a square vertex separator between Uα and Y but this is impossible as |S| ≤ |X ′
j | < |Uα|. Thus,

the second case must hold for some vertex v ∈ X \X ′
j so we can take X ′

j+1 = X ′
j ∪ {v}.

Corollary 7.4 follows from the lemma by taking X ′ = X ′
|Uα|−|X|.

Corollary 7.6. Suppose γ is a left shape and V ⊆ V (γ) is a vertex set such that Uγ is the leftmost
minimum square vertex separator between Uγ and V . Then we can find square-disjoint paths
P1, . . . , P|Uγ | such that:

1. For all j ∈ [|Vγ |], Pj starts at a square vertex in Uγ and ends at a square vertex in Vγ. No
other vertices in Pj are in Uγ ∪ Vγ.

2. For all j ∈ [|Vγ | + 1, |Uγ |], Pj starts at a square vertex in Uγ and ends at a vertex vj ∈ V .
Moreover, vj is the only vertex on Pj which is in V and no vertices in Pj except the starting
vertex are in Uγ.

Proof. Let Y be the set of square vertices which are either in V or are adjacent to a vertex in V .
We apply Corollary 7.4 with X = Vγ and Y .

For each of the square-disjoint paths P given by Corollary 7.4, we take the segment of P starting
from the last vertex in U . For the paths ending at a vertex in Vγ , we take the entire path segment.
For the other paths, we stop at the next square vertex v which is in V or adjacent to a vertex in V .
If v /∈ V then we extend this path by an edge from v to a vertex in V .

7.2 Strategy for Analyzing Error Terms

Recall that each shape α has a scaling coefficient λα = n− w(E(α))
2 (Definition 3.4). Our strategy for

analyzing error terms is to show that for each term τ ′ (which could either be a proper middle shape
τ or a term τP which results from an intersection configuration P), we can redistribute the factors
in λτ ′ times its approximate norm bound (see Definition 7.7 below) so that the factors are split
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between the vertices of τ ′ and the factor for each vertex v ∈ V (τ ′) is at most n−slack(v) for some
carefully chosen slack function slack(v). We will choose slack(v) so that it is always non-negative
and whenever τ ′ is an error term, there is at least one vertex v such that slack(v) is −Ω(ε).

For our analysis, we need a few definitions.

Definition 7.7 (A-norm). For each shape α, we define its approximate norm upper bound to
be Anorm(α) := n

w(V (α))+w(Is(α))−w(Sα)
2 , where Is(α) is the set of isolated vertices in α and Sα is a

minimum weight separator of α.

In order to redistribute the factors in λτ ′Anorm(τ ′), it is very useful to consider whether the
vertices in τ ′ are connected to Uτ ′ or Vτ ′ .

Definition 7.8 (Left-connected and right-connected vertices). Given a (possibly improper) shape τ ′

and a minimum weight vertex separator S for τ ′, we say that a vertex v ∈ V (τ ′) is left-connected if
there is a path P from Uτ ′ to v which does not contain any vertices in S \ {v}. Similarly, we say
that a vertex v ∈ V (τ ′) is right-connected if there is a path P from v to Vτ ′ which does not contain
any vertices in S \ {v}.

In our analysis, we will show that for each shape α, we can automatically assign some slack to
the square vertices of α which are not in Uα ∪ Vα or have a larger degree than expected.

Definition 7.9 (Default slack of a shape). Given a shape α, we define the default slack of a square
vertex v to be:

1. If v ∈ Uα ∩ Vα then slackdefault
α (v) := deg(v)

4 .

2. If v ∈ Uα \ Vα or v ∈ Vα \ Uα then slackdefault
α (v) := deg(v)−1

4 .

3. If v ∈ V (α) \ (Uα ∪ Vα) then slackdefault
α (v) := (deg(v)−2)

4 + ε deg(v)
8 .

We define slackdefault(α) = ∑
v∈V□(α) slackdefault

α (v). We define the default slack for circle vertices to
be 0.

7.3 Analyzing Middle Shapes

We first show how to use this strategy to analyze proper middle shapes τ .

Definition 7.10 (Extra slack of proper middle shapes). Given a proper middle shape τ and a
minimum weight vertex separator S for τ , we define the extra slack of a circle vertex v ∈ V (τ) with
respect to S to be slackextra

τ,S (v) = kε
8 if v /∈ S and 0 if v ∈ S. For square vertices v ∈ V (α), we take

slackextra
τ,S (v) = ε

4 if v ∈ S \ (Uτ ∩ Vτ ) and slackextra
τ,S (v) = 0 otherwise. We define slackextra(τ, S) to

be
slackextra(τ, S) =

∑
v∈V (τ)

slackextra
τ,S (v) = kε

8 |V⃝(α) \ S|+ ε

4 |(V□(τ) ∩ S) \ (Uτ ∩ Vτ )|.

We define slackextra(τ) to be the maximum of slackextra(τ, S) over all minimum weight vertex
separators S of τ .

Definition 7.11 (Slack of proper middle shapes). Given a proper middle shape τ and a minimum
weight vertex separator S for τ , we define slackτ,S(v) = slackdefault(v) + slackextra

τ,S (v).
We define the total slack for τ to be slack(τ) = slackdefault(τ) + slackextra(τ). Equivalently,

slack(τ) is the maximum of
∑

v∈V (τ) slackτ,S(v) over all minimum weight vertex separators S of τ .
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Lemma 7.12 (Error analysis of proper middle shapes). For any proper middle shape τ in which all
circle vertices have degree at least k and all square vertices have total degree at least 2, λτAnorm(τ) ≤
n−slack(τ).

Proof. Let S be a minimum weight vertex separator of τ which maximizes slackextra(τ, S). If there
are edges with a label l > 1, for the purposes of this argument we view each such edge e as l copies
of e.

We can interpret λτ as giving a factor of n− 1
2 to each edge. Similarly, we can interpret Anorm(τ)

as giving a factor of ntarget(v) to each vertex v where target(v) is defined below. Our goal is to
redistribute the factor for each edge to its two endpoints so that the total factor given to each vertex
v is at most n−slackτ,S(v).

Definition 7.13 (Target factors for a proper middle shape). Given a square vertex v ∈ V (τ), we
define target(v) = 1

2 if v /∈ S and target(v) = 0 if v ∈ S. Similarly, given a circle vertex w ∈ V (τ),
we define target(w) = 1

2 logn(m) ≤ (1−ε)k
4 if w /∈ S and target(w) = 0 if w ∈ S.

Since τ is a proper middle shape, there are |Uτ | square-vertex-disjoint paths (possibly of length
0) from Uτ to Vτ and each vertex in Uτ ∪ Vτ is an endpoint for exactly one of these paths. For each
edge e ∈ E(τ), we distribute the n− 1

2 factor on e as follows.
If e = {u, v} is on one of the paths from Uτ to Vτ and goes from u to v on this path,

1. If u and v are left-connected and u /∈ S, we have e point from v to u. Note that this is the
opposite direction as the path containing e.

2. If u and v are right-connected and v /∈ S, we have e point from u to v. Note that these two
cases cannot happen simultaneously as this would imply that there is a path from Uα to Vα

which does not go through any vertices of S.

3. If neither of the above cases holds then we do not assign a direction to e.

If e is not on one of the paths from Uτ to Vτ then we do not assign a direction to e.
Roughly speaking, we assign the n− 1

2 factor for each edge to the endpoint which it points to if it
has a direction and we split the factor evenly between the endpoints if it does not have a direction.
However, we modify this idea slightly in order to ensure each vertex has the desired slack.

Definition 7.14. For each edge, we redistribute its factor of n− 1
2 between its endpoints as follows.

1. For each edge pointing from a circle vertex to a square vertex, we assign a factor of n− 1
2 to

the square vertex and a factor of 1 to the circle vertex.

2. For each edge pointing from a square vertex to a circle vertex, we assign a factor of n− ε
4 to

the square vertex and a factor of n− 1
2 + ε

4 to the circle vertex.

3. For edges which don’t point in either direction, we assign a factor of n− 1
4 − ε

8 to the square
endpoint of e and a factor of n− 1

4 + ε
8 to the circle endpoint.

For each vertex v ∈ V (τ), we define assigned(v) so that the product of the edge factors assigned to v
is n−assigned(v).

Lemma 7.15. For all vertices v ∈ V (τ), assigned(v)− target(v) ≥ slackτ,S(v).

Proof. The key observation is that whenever a path passes through a vertex v which is not in S,
either one of the two edges on the path incident to v points to v or neither edge is given a direction.
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Figure 8: Edge factor assignments in middle shapes. The top shape is a dominant shape, while the
bottom one is not. Vertices in red form a minimum weight separator.

Proposition 7.16. If v /∈ S and {u, v} and {v, w} are two edges on one of the paths from Uτ to Vτ

then one of the following cases holds:

1. {u, v} points from u to v.

2. {v, w} points from w to v.

3. Neither {u, v} nor {v, w} is given a direction.

Proof. If v is left-connected, then w is left-connected as well so the edge {v, w} points from w to v.
Similarly, if v is right-connected, then u is right-connected so the edge {u, v} points from u to v. If v
is neither left-connected nor right-connected, then neither {u, v} nor {v, w} is given a direction.

We now make the following observations:

1. If v is a circle vertex and v /∈ S, assigned(v) ≥ deg(v)(1
4 −

ε
8). To see this, observe that each

edge which points away from v contributes 0 to assigned(v), each edge which points towards v
contributes 1

2 + ε
4 to assigned(v), and each edge incident to v which does not have a direction

contributes 1
4 + ε

8 to assigned(v). By Proposition 7.16, for each edge which points away from
v, there must be another edge which points towards v. Thus, on average, each edge incident
to v contributes at least 1

4 + ε
8 to assigned(v) which implies that assigned(v) ≥ deg(v)(1

4 −
ε
8).

Since target(v) = (1−ε)k
4 and deg(v) ≥ k, assigned(v)− target(v) ≥ slackτ,S(v) = kε

8 .

2. If v is a circle vertex and v ∈ S then assigned(v) ≥ 0, target(v) = 0, and slackτ,P (v) = 0 so
assigned(v)− target(v) ≥ slackτ,S(v).

3. If v is a square vertex and v /∈ S then target(v) = 1
2 . We observe that if there is a path

P passing through v, the two edges incident to v contribute 1
2 + ε

4 to assigned(v). If v is

65



an endpoint of this path, the edge incident to v will point to v and thus contribute 1
2 to

assigned(v). Each other edge incident to v contributes 1
4 + ε

8 to assigned(v). We have the
following cases:

(a) If v ∈ (Uτ \ Vτ ) ∪ (Vτ \ Uτ ) then assigned(v) ≥ 1
2 + (1

4 + ε
8)(deg(v)− 1) so

assigned(v)− target(v) ≥ (1
4 + ε

8)(deg(v)− 1) ≥ deg(v)− 1
4

(b) If v /∈ Uτ ∪ Vτ then assigned(v) ≥ deg(v)(1
4 + ε

8) so

assigned(v)− target(v) ≥ deg(v)− 2
4 + εdeg(v)

8 .

4. If v ∈ S then target(v) = 0. If there is a path passing through v, the two edges of this path
which are incident to v contribute at least ε

4 + ε
4 to assigned(v). If v is an endpoint of a path

then the edge of this path incident to v contributes at least ε
4 to assigned(v). Other edges

incident to v contribute 1
4 + ε

8 to assigned(v). We have the following cases:

(a) If v ∈ Uτ ∩ Vτ then assigned(v) ≥ (1
4 + ε

8) deg(v) so assigned(v)− target(v) ≥ deg(v)
4 .

(b) If v ∈ (Uτ \ Vτ ) ∪ (Vτ \ Uτ ), then assigned(v) ≥ ε
4 + (1

4 + ε
8)(deg(v)− 1) so

assigned(v)− target(v) ≥ ε

4 + (1
4 + ε

8)(deg(v)− 1) ≥ deg(v)− 1
4 + ε

4 .

(c) If v /∈ Uτ ∪ Vτ , then assigned(v) ≥ ε
2 + (deg(v)− 2)(1

4 + ε
8) so

assigned(v)− target(v) ≥ deg(v)− 2
4 + εdeg(v)

8 + ε

4 .

Lemma 7.15 is proved.

Putting everything together,

λτAnorm(τ) =
∏

v∈V (τ)
ntarget(v)−assigned(v) ≤ n−

∑
v∈V (τ) slackτ,S(v) = n−slack(τ).

Lemma 7.12 is proved.

7.4 Analyzing Intersection Configurations

In this subsection, we study the quantitative properties of intersection configurations. As described
in Section 7.5.1, our techniques can also be used to analyze product configurations P ∈ Pα1,α2 (see
Definition 4.11) where both α1 and α2 are good.

We start by recasting the definition of intersections (Definition 3.37), with a slightly expanded
scope. We introduce some additional terminology (such as vertex equivalence relations) which will
be convenient for our later discussions. One modification from the original Definition 3.37 is that we
will assign the label for each edge specified by P post-linearization to be the minimal possible value.
This specification will be adequate for the purpose of upper bounding the norm of the resulting
term.
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Definition 7.17 (Intersection configuration). An intersection configuration P is a sequence of
shapes (γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ

′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j ) where j ≥ 1, together with a vertex equivalence relation ≡ such

that:

1. In every shape in the sequence, each square vertex has total degree at least 2, and each circle
vertex has degree at least k.

2. τ is a proper middle shape in Q0.

3. For each i ∈ [1, j], γi is a left shape in L and γ′⊤
i is a right shape in L⊤. Moreover, for each

i ∈ [j], at least one of γi and γ′⊤
i is non-trivial.

4. Uγi = Vγi+1 and Vγ′⊤
i

= Uγ′⊤
i+1

for all i ∈ [0, j − 1] where we take γ0 := γ′⊤
0 := τ . There are no

other vertex identifications between the shapes.

5. The equivalence relation ≡ on
j⋃

i=1

(
V (γi) ∪ V (γ′

i
⊤)
)
∪ V (τ) satisfies the following conditions.

(a) If v ≡ w then either v and w are both circle vertices or v and w are both square vertices.
(b) For each α ∈ P, the restriction of ≡ to α is trivial.
(c) ≡ satisfies the following intersection-separation condition. For each i ∈ [j], if we take Int(γi)

to be the set of vertices in V (γi) \ Vγi which are equivalent to a vertex in
(
∪i′∈[i−1]V (γi′)

)
∪

V (τ)∪
(
∪i′′∈[i]V (γi′′ ⊤)

)
then Uγi is a minimum square separator between Uγi and Int(γi)∪Vγi .

Similarly, if we take Int(γ′
i
⊤) to be the set of vertices in V (γ′

i
⊤)\U

γ′
i
⊤ which are equivalent to a

vertex in
(
∪i′∈[i]V (γi)

)
∪ V (τ)∪

(
∪i′′∈[i−1]V (γ′

i′′
⊤)
)

then V
γ′

i
⊤ is a minimum square separator

between U
γ′

i
⊤ ∪ Int(γ′

i
⊤) and V

γ′
i
⊤.

We call j the length of P. We call γj , . . . , τ, . . . , γ
′⊤
j the shapes in P, which are distinguished from

each other. The vertex set of P is V (P) :=
j⋃

i=1

(
V (γi) ∪ V (γ′

i
⊤)
)
∪ V (τ), the edge set of P is

E(P) :=
j⊔

i=1

(
E(γi) ⊔ E(γ′

i
⊤)
)
⊔ E(τ) where ⊔ means disjoint union and each edge carries the label

from the corresponding shape. We define the total size of P to be total(P) := |V (P)|+ w(E(P)).
Finally, we define the result of P to be the following shape τP. First we take the quotient of the

union of shapes in P by ≡, which can have multi-edges. Then we replace all edges between each pair
of vertex classes with a single edge, where if the edge labels are i1, ..., it, then the label of this edge is
the minimal i such that hi appears in the linear expansion of

t∏
l=1

hil
in the basis {hl | l ∈ N}. Note

that τP may have isolated vertices but no multi-edges.

Note that vertices in each shape in P always stay distinct under ≡. Also, for any fixed equivalence
class, there are at most 2j + 1 many vertices in that class.

Notation. We will call an intersection configuration just a configuration. Given a configuration,
we use [v] to denote the equivalence class of v under ≡, which is also viewed as a vertex in τP.
We let [U ] := ∪v∈U [v] if U ⊆ V (P). We use symbols like v, w, v′ to denote vertices in V (P) and
use square-bracketed symbols like [v], [w], [v′] to denote vertex classes, or vertices in τP. We write
v ∈ [w] to mean that vertex v ∈ V (P) is in class [w] under ≡.
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Figure 9: An intersection configuration P of length 1. The trivial shape in the middle is omitted.

For each configuration P, we fix an arbitrary minimum weight separator S in the result τP. For
v ∈ V (P), we let degP(v) be the sum of the degrees of v over all shapes in P that contains v. For a
class [v], degP([v]) := ∑

v′∈[v]
degP(v′).

As in Definition 3.38, we let Pγj ,...,γ1,τ,γ′⊤
1 ,...,γ′⊤

j
denote the set of all distinct intersection configu-

rations on γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j . We also recall the definitions of the scaling coefficient λP and

the Hermite coefficient ηP. In particular, recall that λP := λγj · · ·λτ · · ·λγ′⊤
j

= n
−
∑

e∈E(P) l(e)/2.

Definition 7.18 (Side size of P). The side size of a configuration P = γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j is

Dside := max{|Uγj |, . . . , |Uτ |, . . . , |Uγ′⊤
j
|, |Vγ′⊤

j
|}.

Remark 7.19. To visualize a configuration P, we can draw the sequence of shapes (γj , . . . , τ, . . . , γ
′⊤
j )

from left to right, one stacked after another, identifying Vγi = Uγi+1 , Vγ′⊤
i

= Uγ′⊤
i+1

for all i ∈ [0, j−1]
where γ0 := γ′⊤

0 := τ . We then draw dotted lines between different vertices identified under ≡. See
Figure 9 for an example.

We extend the notion of a vertex being left-connected (see Definition 7.8) to configurations.

Definition 7.20. We call a vertex v ∈ V (P) left-connected if there is a path in τP from [Uγj ] to [v]
which does not intersect any vertex of S \ [v]. Similarly, we call v right-connected if there is a path
from [v] to [Vγ′⊤

j
] in τP which does not intersect any vertex of S \ [v].

7.4.1 Slack for intersection configurations

For this section, we assume that we have an intersection configuration P and a minimum weight
vertex separator S for τP.bFor our analysis, it is very useful to consider the first and last times that
each vertex appears non-trivially.

Definition 7.21 (Non-trivial appearances). Given α, α′ ∈ P and a vertex v such that v ∈ V (α),
we say that v appears in α′ if there is a vertex v′ ∈ V (α′) in the same equivalence class as v. If
v′ /∈ Uα′ ∩ Vα′ then we say v appears non-trivially in α′. If v′ ∈ Uα′ ∩ Vα′ then we say that v appears
trivially in α′.

Similarly, we say a vertex [v] ∈ V (τP) appears non-trivially in α if there is a vertex v′ ∈ V (α)
such that v′ ∈ [v]. If v′ /∈ Uα′ ∩Vα′ then we say [v] appears non-trivially in α′. If v′ ∈ Uα′ ∩Vα′ then
we say that [v] appears trivially in α′.
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Note that if v ∈ Uα ∩ Vα then we say that v appears trivially in α even if v is incident to edges
in E(α).

Fact 7.22. If v is a circle vertex and v appears in α then v appears non-trivially in α.

Fact 7.23. If v ∈ Uα \ Vα then either v appears non-trivially in an earlier shape or there is a vertex
v′ in the same equivalence class as v such that v′ ∈ Uγj . Similarly, if v ∈ Vα \ Uα then either v
appears non-trivially in a later shape or there is a vertex v′ in the same equivalence class as v such
that v′ ∈ Vγ′⊤

j
.

We now define the slack for the vertices in γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j .

Definition 7.24 (Default slack). We define slackdefault(τP) = ∑
α∈P

∑
v∈V (α) slackdefault

α (v).

Definition 7.25 (Extra slack). For each α ∈ P, we define the extra slack for vertices v ∈ V (α) as
follows.

1. If v is a circle vertex, we take slackextra
α,S (v) = 0 if [v] ∈ S or v appears non-trivially in both an

earlier and a later shape. Otherwise, we take slackextra
α,S (v) = kε

16 .

2. If v is a square vertex, we take slackextra
α,S (v) = ε

8 if v /∈ Uα∩Vα and at least one of the following
holds:

(a) [v] ∈ S or v appears non-trivially in both an earlier and a later shape.
(b) v ∈ Uα \ Vα and v appears in a later shape (note that at least one such appearance must

be non-trivial).
(c) v ∈ Vα \ Uα and v appears in an earlier shape (note that at least one such appearance

must be non-trivial).
(d) v ∈ Uα \ Vα, v appears non-trivially in an earlier shape, and [v] is not isolated in τP.
(e) v ∈ Vα \ Uα, v appears non-trivially in a later shape, and [v] is not isolated in τP.

Otherwise, we take slackextra
α,S (v) = 0.

We define slackextra
S (τP) := ∑

α∈P

∑
v∈V (α) slackextra

α,S (v). Then slackextra(τP) is defined to be the
maximum of slackextra

S (τP) over all minimum weight vertex separators S of τP.

Remark 7.26. Note that conditions 1 and (2a) are similar to the extra slack for proper middle
shapes except that the condition “v ∈ S” is replaced by the condition that [v] ∈ S or v appears
non-trivially in both an earlier and a later shape and we divide the extra slack by a factor of 2 in
order to avoid double counting. This is necessary as there are a few cases where a vertex has slack
in two different shapes α, α′ ∈ P but only obtains extra edge factor(s) from the edges in one of these
shapes.

We include conditions (2b), (2c), (2d), and (2e) in order to show that the only configurations
with zero slack are well-behaved intersection configurations.

Definition 7.27. For each α ∈ P and v ∈ V (α), we define slackα,S(v) = slackdefault
α (v) +

slackextra
α,S (v).

Definition 7.28 (Slack of τP). We define slack(τP) := slackdefault(τP) + slackextra(τP). Note that
slack(τP) = max

Minimum weight separators S of τP
{
∑

α∈P

∑
v∈V (α)

slackα,S(v)}.
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Lemma 7.29 (Key lemma for error analysis). For all intersection configurations P,

λPAnorm(τP) ≤ n−slack(τP).

Proof. We prove this lemma using a similar analysis as we used to prove Lemma 7.12. In par-
ticular, we show that we can assign directions to the edges of γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ

′⊤
1 , . . . , γ′⊤

j so that if
we use the redistribution scheme of Definition 7.14, the total factor for each vertex v is at most
n−
∑

α∈P
(slackdefault

α (v)+slackextra
α,S (v)). In order to assign directions to the edges of γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ

′⊤
1 , . . . , γ′⊤

j ,
we need a few more definitions and observations.

In this proof, we fix an arbitrary minimum weight vertex separator S for τP. We fix sets of
paths for γj , . . . , γ1 and γ′⊤

1 , . . . , γ
′⊤
j in P given by Corollary 7.6 as well as |Uτ | many square-disjoint

paths from Uτ to Vτ . We orient all these paths from left to right. We define anchor vertices for
these paths as follows.

Definition 7.30 (Anchor vertices). For each chosen path P in γi, we define the left anchor vertex
uP for P to be the last vertex on the path that appears in Uγi or in an earlier shape. We then define
the right anchor vertex vP for P to be the first vertex equal to or after uP that appears in Vγi or a
later shape.

Similarly, for each path P in τ , we define the left anchor vertex uP for P to be the last vertex
on the path that appears in Uτ or in an earlier shape. We then define the right anchor vertex vP for
P to be the first vertex equal to or after uP that appears in Vτ or a later shape.

For each path P in γ′⊤
i , we define the right anchor vertex vP for P to be the first vertex on

the path (going from left to right) that appears in Vγ′⊤
i

or in a later shape. We then define the left
anchor vertex uP for P to be the last vertex equal to or before vP that appears in Uγ′⊤

i
or an earlier

shape.

We now assign directions to the edges of γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ′⊤

j . For each shape α ∈ τP and
each chosen path P in α (going from left to right):

1. For each edge e = (u, v) to the left of uP , have e point to u.

2. For each edge e = (u, v) to the right of vP , have e point to v.

3. For each edge e = (u, v) between uP and vP , if one of its endpoints is in S, we have e point to
the other endpoint (if both endpoints are in S, the choice is arbitrary). Otherwise, we have e
point to u if both u and v are left-connected in τP and we have e point to v if neither u nor v
is left-connected in τP.

Notice that the last item is well-defined. This is because each edge e = (u, v) on P between uP and
vP gives rise to a single edge in τP (in particular the edge won’t disappear). Thus, if neither u nor v
is in S then either both u and v are left-connected or neither u nor v are left-connected.

Edges which are not on one of the chosen paths are not given a direction.
There are two key features of this scheme.

1. For each shape α, all of the vertices v ∈ V (α) except for the anchor vertices obtain the needed
number of edge factors from the edges in E(α).

2. For each path P such that the left anchor vertex uP is not equal to the right anchor vertex
vP , neither uP nor vP is isolated in τP. In fact, none of the vertices between uP and vP are
isolated in τP but we only need this fact for uP and vP .
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Figure 10: This figure shows the directions of the edges for the configuration P in Figure 9. The
vertices in the minimum weight vertex separator S of τP are shown in red.

Definition 7.31 (Guarded). We call a vertex v ∈ V (α) guarded if it appears between uP and vP ,
including uP and vP , on some chosen path P where uP ̸= vP .

Observation 7.1. If v is guarded, then [v] is not isolated in τP.

Definition 7.32 (Satisfied). For each shape α in P and each vertex v ∈ V (α) such that [v] /∈ S, we
say that v is satisfied in α if one of the following conditions is satisfied:

1. v /∈ Uα∪Vα and there are at least as many edges pointing towards v as there are edges pointing
away from v. Note if we split the factor for each edge using the scheme in Definition 7.14, v
is guaranteed to obtain roughly degα(v)

2 edge factors from the edges in E(α) as edges which do
not have a direction split their factor roughly evenly between their endpoints.

2. v ∈ (Uα \ Vα) ∪ (Vα \ Uα) and there are more edges pointing towards v than there are edges
pointing away from v. v. Note that if we split the factor for each edge using the scheme in
Definition 7.14, v is guaranteed to obtain roughly degα(v)+1

2 edge factors from the edges in
E(α).

Here, degα(v) means the degree of v in α.

We always assume k ≥ 2 so the degree of every circle vertex in every shape is at least 2.

Lemma 7.33. Let α be a shape in P and v ∈ V (α) \ (Uα ∩ Vα). If [v] /∈ S and v is not satisfied in
α, then one of the following cases holds.

1. v is the left anchor vertex for some path and is not left-connected.

2. v is the right anchor vertex for some path and is left-connected.

3. v is both the left and the right anchor vertex for some path.

Proof. We have the following cases:

1. If v ∈ Uα ∩ Vα then one of the paths P for α will be the degenerate path P = {v} and we will
have that v = uP = vP .

2. If v ∈ Uα \ Vα then there will be a path P starting from v. Unless v is the left anchor vertex
of P and is not left-connected, the first edge of P will point to v so v will be satisfied.

71



3. If v ∈ Vα \ Uα then there will be a path P ending at v. Unless v is the right anchor vertex of
P and is left-connected, the last edge of P will point to v so v will be satisfied.

4. If v ∈ V (α) \ (Uα ∪ Vα) then for each path P containing v, letting u be the vertex before v on
P and letting w be the vertex after v on P , we observe that

(a) The edge (u, v) will point to v if v comes after vP or v comes after uP and is not
left-connected.

(b) The edge (v, w) will point to v if v comes before uP or v comes before vP and is
left-connected.

This implies that if neither of the edges (u, v) and (v, w) points to v then either v = uP and v
is not left-connected, v = vP and v is left-connected, or v = uP = vP . Thus, if none of the
cases of Lemma 7.33 hold for v then there will be at least as many edges pointing to v as
there are edges pointing away from v so v will be satisfied.

Lemma 7.33 is proved.

We now give the slack analysis for Lemma 7.29. For this analysis, we need to divide the factor
for each vertex v ∈ V (τP) among all of the different shapes α ∈ P such that v appears in α. We do
this as follows.

Definition 7.34 (Target factors for an intersection configuration). For each α ∈ P and v ∈ V (α),

1. If [v] ∈ S then we set targetα,S(v) = 0 for all α ∈ P such that v ∈ V (α).

2. If [v] /∈ S and v only appears non-trivially in one shape α ∈ P then we set targetα,S(v) = 1
2

and targetα,S(v) = logn(m)
2 ≤ (1−ε)k

4 if v is a circle vertex. Note that in this case, v cannot be
isolated in τP.

3. If [v] /∈ S and v appears non-trivially in at least two different shapes in P, let α and α′ be the
first and last shapes that v appears in non-trivially. We have the following cases:

(a) If v is the left anchor vertex of a chosen path P for α and v is not left-connected
then we set targetα,S(v) = 0 and we set targetα′,S(v) = 1

2 if v is a square vertex and
targetα′,S(v) = logn(m)

2 ≤ (1−ε)k
4 if v is a circle vertex.

(b) Similarly, if v is the right anchor vertex of a chosen path P for α′ and v is left-connected
then we set targetα′,S(v) = 0 and we set targetα,S(v) = 1

2 if v is a square vertex and
targetα,S(v) = logn(m)

2 ≤ (1−ε)k
4 if v is a circle vertex.

(c) If neither of the above cases holds then we set targetα,S(v) = targetα′,S(v) = 1
4 if v is a

square vertex which is not isolated in τP, we set targetα,S(v) = targetα′,S(v) = 1
2 if v is a

square vertex which is isolated in τP, we set targetα,S(v) = targetα′,S(v) = 1
4 logn(m) ≤

(1−ε)k
8 if v is a circle vertex which is not isolated in τP, and we set targetα,S(v) =

targetα′,S(v) = 1
2 logn(m) ≤ (1−ε)k

4 if v is a circle vertex which is isolated in τP.

In all of these cases, we set targetα′′,S(v) = 0 for all α′′ ∈ P such that α′′ is not α or α′ and
v ∈ V (α′′).

The following proposition follows from a direct inspection of Definition 7.34.
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Proposition 7.35. For all [v] ∈ V (τP), letting targetS([v]) := ∑
α∈P

∑
v∈V (α):v∈[v] targetα,S(v),

we have that targetS([v]) = 0 if [v] ∈ S, targetS([v]) = 1
2 if [v] /∈ S and [v] is a square vertex

which is not isolated in τP, targetS([v]) = 1 if [v] /∈ S and [v] is a square vertex which is isolated
in τP, targetS([v]) = logn(m)

2 if [v] /∈ S and [v] is a circle vertex which is not isolated in τP, and
targetS([v]) = logn(m) if [v] /∈ S and [v] is a circle vertex which is not isolated in τP.

We now consider the edge factors assigned to each vertex.

Definition 7.36 (Assigned factors). For each vertex α ∈ P and each v ∈ V (α), we define
assignedα,S(v) so that when we split the factor for each edge e based on its direction (if any) using
the scheme in Definition 7.14, the product of the edge factors assigned to v from the edges in E(α)
is n−assignedα,S(v).

Lemma 7.37. For each vertex [v] ∈ V (τP), we have assignedS([v]) ≥ targetS([v]) + slackS([v]),
where assignedS([v]) := ∑

α∈P

∑
v∈[v]

assignedα,S(v) and slack([v]) := ∑
α∈P

∑
v∈[v]

slackα,S(v).

Proof. We prove this lemma using the same ideas we used to prove Lemma 7.15. The main
modification is that for each shape α ∈ P, we treat the set of vertices v ∈ V (α) such that
targetα,S(v) = 0 as in the “separator” Sα for α, defined as below.

Definition 7.38 (Sα). For each α ∈ P, we define Sα to be the set of vertices v ∈ V (α) such that at
least one of the following holds:

1. [v] ∈ S or v appears non-trivally in both an earlier and a later shape in P.

2. v is the left anchor vertex of some chosen path P and v is not left-connected.

3. v is the right anchor vertex of some chosen path P and v is left connected.

Remark 7.39. While every chosen path for α will have at least one vertex in Sα, Sα may not be a
vertex separator of α.

We now make the following observations, which can be shown similarly to the proof of Lemma
7.15: For each α ∈ P and each v ∈ V (α), assignedα,S(v)− targetα,S(v) ≥ slackdefault

α (v). Moreover,

1. If v is a circle vertex and v /∈ Sα then assignedα,S(v)− targetα,S(v) ≥ slackdefault
α (v) + kε

8 .

2. If v is a square vertex and v ∈ Sα then assignedα,S(v)− targetα,S(v) ≥ slackdefault
α (v) + ε

4 .

If v is a circle vertex, the only ways that we can have assignedα,S(v)− targetα,S(v) < slackdefault
α (v)+

slackextra
α,S (v) are as follows:

1. v is a left anchor vertex for some chosen path P for α, v is not left-connected, and v does
not appear non-trivially in an earlier shape. In this case, letting α′ be the last shape where v
appears non-trivially, v /∈ Sα′ so assignedα′,S(v)− targetα′,S(v) ≥ slackdefault

α′ (v) + kε
8 .

2. v is a right anchor vertex for some chosen path P for α, v is left-connected, and v does not
appear non-trivially in a later shape. In this case, letting α′ be the first shape where v appears
non-trivially, v /∈ Sα′ so assignedα′,S(v)− targetα′,S(v) ≥ slackdefault

α′ (v) + kε
8 .

If v is a square vertex, the only ways that we can have assignedα,S(v)−targetα,S(v) < slackdefault
α (v)+

slackextra
α,S (v) are as follows:
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1. v ∈ Vα \ Uα, [v] is not isolated in τP, α is the first shape in which v appears non-trivially, and
targetα,S(v) = 1

2 . In this case, letting α′ be the last shape in which v appears non-trivially,
we must have that v ∈ Uα′ \ Vα′ , v is the left anchor vertex of a chosen path P for α′, and v is
not left-connected as otherwise we would have had that targetα,S(v) = 1

4 . This implies that
v ∈ Sα′ so assignedα′,S(v)− targetα′,S(v) ≥ slackdefault

α′ (v) + ε
4 .

2. v ∈ Uα \ Vα, [v] is not isolated in τP, α is the last shape in which v appears non-trivially, and
targetα,S(v) = 1

2 . In this case, letting α′ be the first shape in which v appears non-trivially,
we must have that v ∈ Vα′ \ Uα′ , v is the right anchor vertex of a chosen path P for α′, and
v is left-connected as otherwise we would have had that targetα,S(v) = 1

4 . This implies that
v ∈ Sα′ so assignedα′,S(v)− targetα′,S(v) ≥ slackdefault

α′ (v) + ε
4 .

Summing up over shapes α ∈ P and vertices in the class [v], we get the conclusion of Lemma 7.37.

Putting everything together, we get the following which completes the proof of Lemma 7.29.

λPAnorm(τP) =
∏

[v]∈V (τP)
ntarget([v])−assigned([v]) ≤ n−

∑
[v]∈V (τP) slack([v]) = n−slack(τP).

7.4.2 Slack for configurations which are not well-behaved

We now lower bound the slack for configurations which are not well-behaved.

Proposition 7.40. If α ∈ P, v ∈ V (α), and slackα,S(v) = 0, then one of the following must hold:

1. v is a circle vertex and either [v] ∈ S or v appears non-trivially in both an earlier and a later
shape.

2. v is a square vertex, v ∈ Uα ∩ Vα, and degα(v) = 0.

3. v is a square vertex, v ∈ Uα \ Vα, degα(v) = 1, [v] /∈ S, v does not appear in any later shape,
and either [v] ∈ UτP or [v] is isolated in τP.

4. v is a square vertex, v ∈ Vα \Uα, degα(v) = 1, [v] /∈ S, v does not appear in any earlier shape,
and either [v] ∈ VτP or [v] is isolated in τP.

If none of these conditions hold, then slackα,S(v) ≥ ε
8 .

Proof. We make the following observations. Given a shape α ∈ P and a vertex v ∈ V (α),

1. If v is a circle vertex then by statement 1 of Definition 7.25, we only have that slackα,S(v) =
0 if [v] ∈ S or v appears non-trivially in both an earlier and a later shape. Otherwise,
slackextra

α,S (v) = kε
16 ≥

ε
8 .

2. If v is a square vertex and v /∈ Uα ∪ Vα then slackdefault
α (v) = (degα(v)−2)

4 + ε degα(v)
8 ≥ ε

4 .

3. If v is a square vertex and v ∈ Uα ∩ Vα then slackdefault
α (v) = degα(v)

4 so we can only have
slackα,S(v) = 0 if degα(v) = 0. If degα(v) > 0 then slackα,S(v) ≥ 1

4 >
ε
8 .

4. If v ∈ Uα\Vα or v ∈ Vα\Uα then slackdefault
α (v) := degα(v)−1

4 so we can only have slackα,S(v) = 0
if degα(v) = 1. If degα(v) > 1 then slackα,S(v) ≥ ε

8 .
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5. If v ∈ Uα \ Vα then by statements 2a, 2b, and 2d of Definition 7.25, if [v] ∈ S, v appears in a
later shape, or v appears non-trivially in an earlier shape and [v] is not isolated in τP then
slackα,S(v) ≥ ε

8 .

6. If v ∈ Vα \ Uα then by statements 2a, 2c, and 2e of Definition 7.25, if [v] ∈ S, v appears in
an earlier shape, or v appears non-trivially in a later shape and [v] is not isolated in τP then
slackα,S(v) ≥ ε

8 .

Putting these observations together, the only cases where slackα,S(v) = 0 are the cases stated in
Proposition 7.40.

Corollary 7.41. If the intersection configuration P is not well-behaved, then slack(τP) ≥ ε
8 .

Proof. Recall that P is well-behaved if the following conditions are satisfied:

1. γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ
′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j are all disjoint unions of simple spiders.

2. P has no non-trivial intersections between square vertices.

3. Whenever there is a square vertex v which is not in UτP ∪VτP , there is an intersection between
the two neighbors of v which results in the two edges incident to v combining into a double
edge which vanishes.

We show that if any of these conditions are not satisfied, then slack(τP) ≥ ε
8 :

1. If there is a shape α ∈ P which is not a disjoint union of simple spiders then there is a square
vertex v ∈ V (α) such that slackdefault

α (v) ≥ ε
8 .

2. If all shapes α ∈ P are disjoint unions of simple spiders and there is a non-trivial intersection
between square vertices then there must be a shape α ∈ P and a square vertex v ∈ V (α)
such that v ∈ Uα \ Vα and v appears in a later shape. By statement 2b of Definition 7.25,
slackextra

α,S (v) = ε
8 .

3. If the first two conditions are satisfied then each square vertex v ∈ V (P) such that v /∈ UτP∪VτP ,
letting α and α′ be the first and last shapes that v appears in, v will be adjacent to a circle
vertex u ∈ V (α) and a circle vertex u′ ∈ V (α′). For all shapes α′′ ∈ P between α and α′,
v ∈ Uα′′ ∩ Vα′′ and v is not incident to any edges of α′′. If there is no intersection between u
and u′ (i.e., u and u′ are not equivalent) then [v] is not isolated in τP so by statements 2d and
2e of Definition 7.25, slackextra

α′,S (v) = slackextra
α,S (v) = ε

8 .

Lemma 7.42. If P is an intersection configuration which is not well-behaved such that |UτP | ≤ t
and |VτP | ≤ t where t ≥ 1, then slack(τP) ≥ max { ε

8 ,
ε

12(total(P)− 12t2)}.

Proof. Since P is not well-behaved, slack(τP) ≥ ε
8 by Corollary 7.41. To show that slack(τP) ≥

ε
12(total(P)− 12t2), we observe:

1. ∑
α∈P

∑
v∈V (α)

slackdefault
α (v) ≥ ∑

α∈P

∑
v∈V (α)

ε
8(degα(v)− 1α∈(Uα\Vα)∪(Vα\Uα)).

2. ∑
α∈P

∑
v∈V (α)

1α∈(Uα\Vα)∪(Vα\Uα) ≤ 2t(2t+ 1).
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3. total(P) ≤ ∑
α∈P

(|V (α)|+ w(E(α))) ≤ ∑
α∈P

(
|Uα ∩ Vα|+ 3

2
∑

v∈V (α)
degα(v)

)
, where in the second

inequality we used ∑
v∈V (α)

degα(v) = 2w(E(α)) and w(E(α)) ≥ 1
2 |V (α)\(Uα ∪ Vα)|. Thus,∑

α∈P

∑
v∈V (α)

degα(v) ≥ 2
3total(P)− 2

3 t(2t+ 1) ≥ 2
3total(P)− 2t2.

Putting these observations together,

slack(τP) ≥
∑
α∈P

∑
v∈V (α)

slackdefault
α (v) ≥ ε

8(2
3total(P)− 8t2) = ε

12(total(P)− 12t2).

7.5 Main Error Analysis Results for Intersection and Product Configurations

Combining Lemma 7.29 and Lemma 7.42, we get the following main result of Section 7:
Theorem 7.43 (Main result for error analysis for intersection configurations). For any intersection
configuration P, we have the following dichotomy.

1. If P is a well-behaved configuration, λPAnorm(τP) = 1;

2. If P is not a well-behaved configuration,

λPAnorm(τP) ≤ n− max
{

ε
8 , ε

12 (total(P)−12D2
side)

}
where Dside := max{|UτP | , |VτP |}.

Proof. Item 2 follows from Lemma 7.29 and Lemma 7.42. We show Item 1 below.
Assume P is a well-behaved configuration. For convenience, we denote it by P = (γ−j , . . . , γj)

where j ≥ 1. We first prove two properties about τP:
(1) τP is an SSD shape plus isolated square vertices.

(2) The (unique) minimum weight separator of τP consists of UτP ∩ VτP plus all circle vertices.
Property (1) follows directly from conditions 1, 2 and 3 of well-behaved configurations. For property
(2), having shown that τP is an SSD shape plus isolated squares, it suffices to show that every circle
vertex [v] ∈ V (τP) has left- and right- degrees both at least ⌈k

2⌉ in τP, i.e., [v] is good. For this,
consider the first shape γj′ ∈ P in which some circle vertex v1 of class [v] appears. We claim that
j′ ≤ 0. For otherwise, γj′ is a (proper) right SSD shape so the right degree of v1 is positive, then by
the intersection-separating condition 4(c) and condition 2 of well-behaved configurations, the circle
vertex v1 must be equivalent to a v′

1 in one of γ−(j′−1), . . . , γj′−1, which is a contradiction to the
assumption on j′. Therefore, the left degree of [v] in τP is at least ⌈k

2⌉. The right degree of [v] in
τP can be lower bounded by ⌈k

2⌉ similarly by considering the last shape in P in which some circle
vertex of class [v] appears. Property (2) follows.

From properties (1) and (2), we have logn(λP ·AτP) = −w(E(P))
2 + |Is(τP)|+

|Uγj \V
γ′⊤

j
|+|V

γ′⊤
j

\Uγj |

2 .
By conditions 1 and 2 of well-behaved configurations, all vertices in (Uγj\Vγ′⊤

j
) ∪ (Vγ′⊤

j
\Uγj ) have

degree 1 in P, and all vertices in Uγj ∩ Vγ′⊤
j

has degree 0 in P. By condition 3 of well-behaved
configurations, all other square vertices in P, i.e., those in V□(P)\(Uγj ∪ Vγ′⊤

j
), are singleton

classes, have degree 2 in P, and 1-1 correspond to the isolated vertices Is(τP). Thus, w(E(P)) =∑
v∈V□(P)

degP(v) = 2|Is(τP)|+ |Uγj\Vγ′⊤
j
|+ |Vγ′⊤

j
\Uγj |. This means logn(λP ·AτP) = 0.

In the applications of Theorem 7.43 in Section 5 and Section 6, the length j of the configuration
is at most 2D, and the side size Dside is at most D.
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7.5.1 Analyzing Product Configurations

We now describe how to modify our techniques to analyze product configurations and give analogous
results for product configurations.

We can think of product configurations P ∈ Pα1,α2 as intersection configurations of length 1
where τ is the identity, γ1 = α1, and γ′

1
T = α2. Keeping the same definitions for default slack and

extra slack, we have

Lemma 7.44 (Key lemma for error analysis for product configurations). For all SSD α1 and α2
which are good, for all product configurations P ∈ Pα1,α2, slack(αP) ≥ 0 and

λPAnorm(αP) ≤ n−slack(αP).

Proof sketch. This lemma can be shown using the same techniques used to prove Lemma 7.29,
though a few modifications are needed.

1. Different choice of paths: Instead of considering paths from Uγ1 to the union of the set of
intersected vertices and Vγ1 , we do the following. Since α1 is good and is an SSD, for each
circle vertex v ∈ V⃝(α1), we can take ⌈k

2⌉ square-vertex disjoint paths from Uα1 to Vα1 passing
through v.

2. Modified scheme for assigning directions: For each edge which is not on a path, instead of not
giving it a direction, we have it point to its square endpoint.
As noted in the next point, we can afford to do this because each circle vertex in a shape only
needs k

2 edge factors and the ⌈k
2⌉ paths through the vertex are sufficient to guarantee this.

3. Modified definition of being satisfied: Instead of having circle vertices be satisfied if the number
of edges pointing towards the vertex is greater than or equal to the number of edges pointing
away from the vertex, we say that circle vertices are satisfied in a shape if at least ⌈k

2⌉ edges
in the shape point to the vertex.
With this modification, Lemma 7.33 holds and can be proved using the same logic as before.

Our main error analysis result for product configurations is as follows.

Theorem 7.45. For all SSD α1, α2 such that α1 and α2 are good, |Uα1 | ≤ D, |Vα1 | = |Uα2 | ≤ D,
and |Vα2 | ≤ D, for all product configurations P ∈ Pα1,α2, we have the following dichotomy.

1. If P is a well-behaved configuration, λPAnorm(αP) = 1;

2. If P is not a well-behaved configuration then λPAnorm(αP) ≤ n− ε
12 .

Proof sketch. This can be proved by the same logic we used to prove Proposition 7.40, Corollary 7.41,
and Theorem 7.45.

7.6 Useful Bounds

Before giving our estimates for the error terms, we show a few useful bounds.
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7.6.1 Bound on the contribution from a given shape

Lemma 7.46. Assume Dtrunc ≥ 2k logn. For all shapes α such that total(α) ≤ 3Dtrunc,

∥ηαλαMα∥ ≤ Ctotal(α)
U (3Dtrunc)3Cunivtotal(α)n2D− ε

8 total(α). (88)

Proof. By Theorem 3.15,

∥ηαλαMα∥ ≤ (2k · total(α)2 logn)Cunivtotal(α) · (CU )total(α) · n−(w(E(α))−w(V (α))+w(S))/2

where S is a minimum weight separator of α and C is an absolute constant. Since total(α) ≤ 3Dtrunc

and Dtrunc ≥ 2k logn, (2k · total(α)2 logn)Cunivtotal(α) ≤ (3Dtrunc)3Cunivtotal(α).
We estimate the exponent over n using the following edge weight assignment. Let each edge

in α have a factor of 1 which we split between its endpoints as follows (an edge with label t > 1
is viewed as t parallel edges for this argument). For each edge e ∈ E(α), we assign (1− ε/2)/2 to
the circle and (1 + ε/2)/2 to the square. With this assignment, each circle vertex receives a factor
(1− ε/2)/2 times its degree, and each square vertex receives a factor (1 + ε/2)/2 times its degree.
We now make the following observations:

1. Since each circle vertex has degree at least k and each square vertex outside of Uα ∪ Vα has
degree at least 2, each vertex not in Uα ∪ Vα receives a factor of at least its weight plus ε/4
times its degree.

2. Each vertex v ∈ Uα ∪ Vα receives a factor of 1
2 + ε

4 times its degree.

Using these observations,

w(E(α))− w(V (α)) ≥ ε

4
∑

v∈V (α)
degα(v)− |Uα ∪ Vα| ≥

ε

4
∑

v∈V (α)
degα(v)− 2D. (89)

To lower bound w(E(α))−w(V (α)) in terms of total(α), we make the following further observations:

1. deg(v) ≥ 2 for each v ∈ V (α)\(Uα∪Vα), so 1
2

∑
v∈V (α)

degα(v) ≥ |V (α)|−|Uα∪Vα| ≥ |V (α)|−2D.

2. ∑v∈V (α) degα(v) = 2w(E(α)).

Putting these observations together,
∑

v∈V (α)
degα(v) = 1

2
∑

v∈V (α)
degα(v) + 1

2
∑

v∈V (α)
degα(v) ≥ w(E(α)) + |V (α)| − 2D = total(α)− 2D.

By this and (89),
w(E(α))− w(V (α)) + w(S) ≥ ε

4total(α)− 4D

Thus, for each shape α such that total(α) ≤ 3Dtrunc,

∥ηαλαMα∥ ≤ Ctotal(α)
U (3Dtrunc)3Cunivtotal(α)n−(w(E(α))−w(V (α))+w(S))/2

≤ Ctotal(α)
U (3Dtrunc)3Cunivtotal(α)n2D− ε

8 total(α).
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7.6.2 Bounds on the number of shapes and configurations

Lemma 7.47 (Number of configurations). For all a, b,D,Dtrunc ∈ N ∪ {0}, there are at most

(48D2Dtrunc)a(36DD2
trunc)

configurations P such that |UτP | ≤ D, |VτP | ≤ D, |V (P)| = a, w(E(P)) = b, and total(P) ≤ 3Dtrunc.

Note that Lemma 7.47 applies to both intersection configurations and product configurations.

Proof. We first observe that there are at most 2D − 1 rounds of intersections for P. To see this,
observe that if τP1 is the result after the first round of intersection, |UτP1

| ≥ 1 and |VτP1
| ≥ 1 so

|UτP1
|+ |VτP1

| ≥ 2. Each additional round of intersections increases the size of U ∪ V by at least
one so there can be at most 2D − 2 additional rounds of intersection.

We can specify P by describing the vertices and edges of P and how they are connected. For
each vertex v ∈ V (P), we specify the following data:

1. Is v is a circle vertex or a square vertex? There are 2 choices for this.

2. What are the first and last shapes that v appears in (before taking intersections into account)?
There are at most

(4D−1
2
)

+ 4D − 1 ≤ 8D2 choices for this.

3. Is there an intersection between v and a previous vertex? If so, what is the most recent vertex
we’ve seen which has an intersection with v? There are at most 3Dtrunc choices for this.

For each edge e ∈ E(P), we specify the following data:

1. Which shape e appears in.

2. The two endpoints of e. There are at most
(3Dtrunc

2
)

choices for this.

3. Whether e remains after the edge e and edges parallel to it are linearized (if the result is an
edge with label l then we choose l of these edges to remain).

Thus, the total number of choices for each e ∈ E(P) is at most 36DD2
trunc. Note that for this

argument, we treat an edge with label l as l separate edges.
Putting these bounds together, the total number of choices is at most (48D2Dtrunc)a(36DD2

trunc).

Remark 7.48. Note that for each v /∈ Uγj ∩ Vγ′
j

⊤ , the parity labels for v (if any) are determined
by the parity of degα(v) for the shapes α such that v ∈ V (α) (before intersections are taken into
account). If v ∈ Uγj ∩ Vγ′

j
⊤ then there are two choices for the parity labels of v. This factor can be

absorbed into specifying the first and last shapes v appears in. If j = 0 then we take γj = γ′
j
⊤ = τ .

Corollary 7.49. Assume Dtrunc ≥ 100D. For all s ∈ [3Dtrunc], there are at most (Dtrunc)3s

configurations P such that total(P) = s. As a special case, there are at most (Dtrunc)3s proper shapes
α such that total(α) = s.

Proof. Since total(P) = |V (P)|+ w(E(P)) and Dtrunc ≥ 100D, by Lemma 7.47, there are at most
s∑

a=0
(48D2Dtrunc)a(36DD2

trunc)s−a =
(
48D2Dtrunc + 36DD2

trunc

)s
≤ (Dtrunc)3s

configurations with total size s.
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7.6.3 Bounds on ∥L≤l∥ and ∥L− L≤l∥

Corollary 7.50. Assume Dtrunc ≥ 2k logn and CU (3Dtrunc)6Cuniv ≤ 1
2n

ε
8 . Then for all l ≤ Dtrunc,

∥L≤l∥ ≤ n2D.

Note that this bound holds for L since L = L≤Dtrunc.

Proof. Recall that L≤l = ∑
σ:σ is a left shape,total(σ)≤l ησλσMσ. By Corollary 7.49, for all s ≤ 3Dtrunc,

there are at most (Dtrunc)3s many proper shapes of total size s. Using this, Lemma 7.46 and the
assumptions on parameters, we have:

∥L≤l∥ ≤ 1 +
Dtrunc∑

s=1
(Dtrunc)3sCs

U (3Dtrunc)3Cunivsn2D− ε
8 s ≤ n2D.

Corollary 7.51. Assume Dtrunc ≥ max{100
ε D, 2k logn} and CU (3Dtrunc)6Cuniv ≤ n

ε
20 .Then for all

l ∈ [3Dtrunc],
∥L− L≤l∥ ≤ n2D− ε

16 l.

Proof. Recall that L− L≤l = ∑
σ:σ is a left shape, l<total(σ)≤Dtrunc

ησλσMσ. By Corollary 7.49, for all
s ≤ 3Dtrunc, there are at most (Dtrunc)3s many proper shapes of total size s. Using this, Lemma 7.46,
the fact that Cuniv ≥ 1 and the assumptions on parameters, we have that

∥L− L≤l∥ ≤
Dtrunc∑
s=l+1

(Dtrunc)3sCs
U (3Dtrunc)3Cunivsn2D− ε

8 s ≤ n2D− ε
16 l.

7.6.4 Bounds on the contributions from intersection and product configurations

Lemma 7.52 (Combinatorial factor N(P) in configurations). For every intersection or product
configuration P,

N(P) ≤ (2total(P))2total(P). (90)

Proof. Fix a ribbon R whose shape is the shape resulting from P (τP if P is an intersection
configuration and αP if P is a product configuration). To bound N(P), we only need to specify:

• A set of isolated vertices in V (P). This costs at most |V (P)| many bits.

• For each non-isolated vertex v ∈ V (P), which vertex in V (R) it goes to. This costs at most
|V (P)| · log(|V (R)|) many bits. Notice that this induces a complete specification for each edge
e ∈ E(P) as of where it goes in E(R).

• The coefficient of R in the linearization process of the improper shape resulting from P. By
Proposition 3.17, this can be bounded by (w (E(P)) · |V (P)|)w(E(P)) in absolute value, where
the bound on the exponent is from the fact that there are at most that many steps of expanding
multi-edges.

Together, we have |N(P)| ≤ 2|V (P)||V (R)|V (P) (w (E(P)) · |V (P)|)w(E(P)) ≤ (2total(P))2total(P).

Lemma 7.53. Assume Dtrunc ≥ 2k logn. For every intersection configuration P such that
total(P) ≤ 3Dtrunc,

|ηP|N(P) ∥MτP∥
Anorm(τP) ≤ C

total(P)
U (6Dtrunc)5Cunivtotal(P). (91)
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Proof. By definition 3.38,

ηP =

 j∏
i=1

ηγi

 ητ

 j∏
i=1

ηγ′⊤
i

 ∏
multi-edges e∈E(τP)

(coefficient of le when linearizing e). (92)

We now make the following observations:

1. We have that
(∏j

i=1 ηγi

)
ητ

(∏j
i=1 ηγ′⊤

i

)
≤ Ctotal(P)

U .

2. To handle the factor ∏multi-edges e∈E(τP) (coefficient of le when linearizing e) in (92), we use
Corollary 3.19, which in particular implies that this factor can be absorbed into the norm
bound of Theorem 3.15. Following similar reasoning as in Lemma 7.46,

∥MτP∥
Anorm(τP)

∏
multi-edges e∈E(τP)

|(coefficient of le when linearizing e)| ≤ (2k · total(α)2 logn)Cunivtotal(α)

≤ (3Dtrunc)3Cunivtotal(P).

3. By Lemma 7.52, N(P) ≤ (2total(P))2total(P).

Multiplying the three bounds, we get (91).

We have a similar bound for product configurations.

Lemma 7.54. Assume Dtrunc ≥ 2k logn. For every product configuration P such that total(P) ≤
2Dtrunc,

|ηP|N(P) ∥MαP
∥

Anorm(τP) ≤ (4Dtrunc)5Cunivtotal(P). (93)

Proof. Following the same reasoning we used to prove Lemma 7.53, we have:

|ηP|
∥MαP

∥
Anorm(τP) = ∥MαP

∥
Anorm(τP)

∏
multi-edges e∈E(αP)

|(coefficient of le when linearizing e)|

≤ (3Dtrunc)3Cunivtotal(P)
(94)

and
N(P) ≤ (2total(P))2total(P). (95)

Multiplying these two bounds, we get (93).

7.7 Bounding Error Terms

We now bound all the error terms.

Lemma 7.55 (Truncation error in canonical product). Assume Dtrunc ≥ max{100
ε D, 2k logn} and

CU (3Dtrunc)6Cuniv ≤ 1
3n

ε
8 . Then

∥M − [L,Q0, L
⊤]can∥ ≤ n− ε

50 Dtrunc . (96)
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Proof. By definition, M is [L,Q0, L
⊤]can minus the terms ηαλαMα where total(α) > Dtrunc. Note

that total(α) ≤ 3Dtrunc for all such terms. By Lemma 7.46, for each such α,

∥ηαλαMα∥ ≤ Ctotal(α)
U (3Dtrunc)3Cunivtotal(α)n2D− ε

8 total(α).

By Corollary 7.49, for all s ≤ 3Dtrunc, there are at most (Dtrunc)3s many proper shapes having
total size s. Combining these bounds and using the assumptions on the parameters, similarly to the
proof of Corollary 7.51, we have:

∥M − [L,Q0, L
⊤]can∥ ≤

3Dtrunc∑
s=Dtrunc+1

Cs
U (3Dtrunc)3Cunivs+3sn2D− ε

8 s ≤ n− ε
50 Dtrunc .

Lemma 7.56 (Truncation error in factorization). Assume Dtrunc ≥ max{50D2, 500
ε D, 2k logn} and

CU (6Dtrunc)8Cuniv ≤ 1
2n

ε
24 . Then

∥[L,Q0, L
⊤]can − LQL⊤∥ ≤ 2n− ε

100 Dtrunc . (97)

Proof. Recall that

[L,Q0, L
⊤]can − LQL⊤

=
2D∑
j=1

(−1)j
∑

P∈Plength=j : lP ≥ |UτP |, rP ≥ |VτP |
ηPλPN(P)

(
L≤lPMτPL

⊤
≤rP
− LMτPL

⊤
)

where
L≤lPMτPL

⊤
≤rP
− LMτPL

⊤ = (L≤lP − L)MτPL
⊤
≤rP

+ LMτP(L⊤
≤rP
− L⊤).

For these terms, we have that

1. By Lemma 7.53 and Theorem 7.43, noting that if total(P) ≥ 12D2 then P cannot be well-
behaved,

∥ηPλPN(P)MτP∥ =
(
|ηP|N(P) ∥MτP∥

Anorm(τP)

)
λPAnorm(τP)

≤ Ctotal(P)
U (6Dtrunc)5Cunivtotal(P)n

ε
12 ·min{0, −(total(P)−12D2)}.

(98)

Moreover, by Lemma 7.47, for all s ∈ [3Dtrunc], there are at most (Dtrunc)3s intersection
configurations P of total size s.

2. By Corollary 7.50, ∥L∥ ≤ n2D and ∥L⊤
≤rP
∥ ≤ n2D.

3. By Corollary 7.51, ∥L≤lP − L∥ ≤ n2D− ε
16 lP ≤ n2D− ε

24 lP and ∥L⊤
≤rP
− L⊤∥ ≤ n2D− ε

16 rP ≤
n2D− ε

24 rP .

4. By the definitions of lP and rP, lP + total(P) ≥ Dtrunc and rP + total(P) ≥ Dtrunc.

Combining these bounds,

[L,Q0, L
⊤]can − LQL⊤ ≤ 2n4D

3Dtrunc∑
s=1

(Dtrunc)3sCs
U (6Dtrunc)5Cunivsn− ε

24 (Dtrunc−s)− ε
12 (s−12D2)

≤ 2n4D+εD2− ε
24 Dtrunc ≤ 2n− ε

100 Dtrunc .
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We now analyze the errors in our approximation of Q. For this, the following bound is useful.

Lemma 7.57. Assume 8D2
trunc ≤ n. Given γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ

′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j and a well-behaved P ∈

Pγj ,...,γ1,τ,γ′⊤
1 ,...,γ′⊤

j
such that total(P) ≤ 3Dtrunc,

∥λPMτP − λP, red
MτP, red

|Is(τP)|!∥ ≤
10D2

trunc

n
∥λPMτP∥,

where Is(τP) is the number of isolated vertices in τP. Similarly, for all good SSDs α1 and α2 which
having both left and right indices at most D, and all product configurations P ∈ Pα1,α2,

∥λPMαP
− λP, red

MαP, red

|Is(αP)|!∥ ≤
10D2

trunc

n
∥λPMαP

∥.

Proof. We only prove the first statement as the second statement can be proved in the same way. By
Proposition 4.4, given γj , . . . , γ1, τ, γ

′⊤
1 , . . . , γ

′⊤
j and a well-behaved P ∈ Pγj ,...,γ1,τ,γ′⊤

1 ,...,γ′⊤
j

, letting
t := |Is(τP)|,

λPMτP = λP, red


t−1∏
i=0

(n− |V□(τP, red)| − i)

nt

MτP, red

t!

which implies

λP, red
MτP, red

|Is(τP)|! − λPMτP =

 nt

t−1∏
i=0

(n− |V□(τP, red)| − i)
− 1

λPMτP .

Since |V□(τP, red)|+ t ≤ total(P) ≤ 3Dtrunc, it holds
t−1∏
i=0

(n−|V□(τP, red)|−i
n ) ≥ 1− 4D2

trunc
n and so

nt

t−1∏
i=0

n− |V□(τP, red)| − i
− 1 ≤ (1− 4D2

trunc

n
)−1 − 1 ≤ 10D2

trunc

n
.

Lemma 7.58 (Approximation of Q by well-behaved part). Assume Dtrunc ≥ max{100D, 2k logn}
and

C18D2
U (10Dtrunc)200CunivD2

< n
ε

30 . (99)

Then
∥Q− [Q]well−behaved∥ < n− ε

20 . (100)

Proof. Recall that

Q = Q0 +
2D∑
j=1

(−1)j
∑

P∈Plength=j : lP ≥ |UτP |, rP ≥ |VτP |
ηPλPMτP (101)

[Q]well−behaved = Q0 +
2D∑
j=1

(−1)j
∑

P∈Plength=j :
P is well-behaved, lP ≥ |UτP |, rP ≥ |VτP |

ηPλP, redN(P)
MτP, red

|Is(τP)|! (102)
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Then ∥Q− [Q]well−behaved∥ ≤ A+B where

A :=
∥∥∥ 2D∑

j=1
(−1)j

∑
P∈Plength=j :

P is not well-behaved,
lP≥|UτP

|, rP≥|VτP
|

ηPλPN(P)MτP

∥∥∥, (103)

B :=
∥∥∥ 2D∑

j=1
(−1)j

∑
P∈Plength=j :

P is well-behaved,
lP≥|UτP

|, rP≥|VτP
|

ηPN(P)
(
λPMτP − λP, red

MτP, red

|Is(τP)|!

)∥∥∥. (104)

Below, we show that A < 1
2n

− ε
20 and B < 1

2n
− ε

20 , and the lemma follows by adding the two.
To upper bound A, we observe that for each P that appears in A, denoting s = total(P):

1. s ≤ (2D + 1)Dtrunc ≤ 3DDtrunc.

2. |ηP|N(P) ∥MτP
∥

Anorm(τP) ≤ C
s
U (6Dtrunc)5Cunivs by Lemma 7.53.

3. ∥λPAnorm(τP)∥ ≤ n− max{ ε
8 , ε

12 (s−D2
side)} by Theorem 7.43 as P is not well-behaved.

Let s0 := 12D2. Using the above observations and the fact that there are at most s3s intersection
configurations with total size s (Corollary 7.49), we have:

A ≤
∑

P appearing in (103),
total(P)≤s0

∥ηPN(P)λPMτP∥+
∑

P appearing in (103),
total(P)>s0

∥ηPN(P)λPMτP∥

≤
s0∑

s=1
s3sCs

U (6Dtrunc)5Cunivsn− ε
8 +

3DDtrunc∑
s=s0+1

s3sCs
U (6Dtrunc)5Cunivsn−ε· s−s0

12

≤ 2s0
3s0Cs0

U (6Dtrunc)5Cunivs0n− ε
8 + 2

(
(3DDtrunc)3CU (6Dtrunc)5Cuniv

)s0+1
n− ε

12

<
1
2n

− ε
20

(105)

where in the last step we used D < Dtrunc
100 and C18D2

U (10Dtrunc)200CunivD2
< n

ε
30 by (99).

To upper bound B, given P in (104), denote again s := total(P). By Lemma 7.57 and the three
observations above (where we note that Anorm(P) = 1 by Theorem 7.43),∥∥∥∥ηPN(P)

(
λPMτP − λP, red

MτP, red

|Is(τP)|!

)∥∥∥∥ ≤ 10D2
trunc

n
Cs

U (6Dtrunc)5Cunivs. (106)

Note that in every well-behaved intersection configuration P appearing in B, each SSD shape is
good and so has total size at most 6D, so total(P) ≤ (2D + 1) · 6D ≤ 18D2. Summing over all P in
(104) and using Corollary 7.49, we have:

B ≤
( 18D2∑

s=1
s3s
)
C18D2

U (10Dtrunc)92CunivD2
n−1 < C18D2

U (10Dtrunc)200CunivD2
n−1 <

1
2n

− ε
20 (107)

where we used Cuniv ≥ 1 and Dtrunc ≥ 100D for the second to last step and (99) for the last
step.
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Lemma 7.59 (Approximation of good SSD products). Assume Dtrunc ≥ max{100D, 2k logn}. If
α, β are linear combinations of (scaled) good SSD shapes having both left and right indices of size at
most D, and |α|∞ ≤ A and |β|∞ ≤ B for some A,B > 0, then

∥α · β − α ∗wb β∥ ≤ ABD20CunivD
trunc n− ε

12 . (108)

Similarly, if α, β ∈ SAD are good and |α|∞ ≤ A and |β|∞ ≤ B, then

∥(α · β)SS − α ⋆ β∥ ≤ ABD
20CunivD
trunc n− ε

12 . (109)

Proof. We only prove (108) as the proof of (109) is similar. Denote by cα(·), cβ(·) the coefficient of
SSD shapes in α, β respectively. Then

α · β − α ∗wb β =
∑

γ1,γ2:
γ1∈α, γ2∈β

cα(γ1) · cβ(γ2)
∑

P∈Pγ1,γ2 :
P is not well-behaved

ηPN(P)λPMτP

+
∑

γ1,γ2:
γ1∈α, γ2∈β

cα(γ1) · cβ(γ2)
∑

P∈Pγ1,γ2 :
P is well-behaved

(
ηPN(P)

(
λPMτP − λP, red

MτP, red

|Is(τP)|!

))
.

(110)
Since all γ1, γ2 are good, by Theorem 7.45, Lemma 7.54, and Lemma 7.57 we have that

1. For each P in the above sum which is not well-behaved, total(P) ≤ 2Dtrunc and

∥ηPN(P)λPMτP∥ ≤ (4Dtrunc)5Cunivtotal(P)n− ε
12 .

2. For each P in the above sum which is well-behaved, total(P) ≤ 2Dtrunc and

∥ηPN(P)
(
λPMτP − λP, red

MτP, red

|Is(τP)|!

)
∥ ≤ 10Dtrunc

2

n
(4Dtrunc)5Cunivtotal(P).

The number of pairs (γ1, γ2) is at most 54D as there can be at most 52D many SSD shapes in α, β
(Claim 6.8). By Corollary 7.49, for each pair (γ1, γ2), The size of the set Pγ1,γ2 is at most (2D)6D.
Plugging these bounds and |cα(γ1) · cβ(γ2)| ≤ AB into (110), we have that

∥α · β − α ∗wb β∥ ≤ 2AB(54D)(2D)6D(4Dtrunc)10CunivDn− ε
12 < ABD20CunivD

trunc n− ε
12 ,

where we used that Cuniv ≥ 1 and Dtrunc ≥ 100D.

8 Putting Things Together: Proof of Theorem 2.12
The last ingredient for proving Theorem 2.12 is that LL⊤ is not too close to being singular.

Lemma 8.1. Suppose Dtrunc ≥ logn and CU (3D)6Cuniv < n
ε

30 . Then

LL⊤ ≻ (9D2
truncn)−DId. (111)

Proof. Define a scaled matrix L′ := diag
(
n−|I|/2

)
I∈( [n]

≤D) · L · diag
(
n|I|/2

)
I∈( [n]

≤D). By definition,

L′ =


L′

0,0
L′

1,0 L′
1,1 0

... . . .
. . . L′

D,D

 which is a block-lower-triangular matrix where L′
i,j is supported on

([n]
i

)
×
([n]

j

)
. Since L′ contains only left shapes, Li,i = L′

i,i = Id([n]
i ) for all i.
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We first upper bound ∥Li,j∥ and ∥L′
i,j∥ for all 0 ≤ j ≤ i ≤ D. For each shape α in Li,j of total

size s, since α is left and proper, we can use the same edge-factor assignment as for middle shapes
(Definition 7.14) and Theorem 3.15 to get:

∥ηαλαMα∥ ≤ Cs′
U (3Dtrunc)Cuniv·s′

n
(i−j)

2 − ε
8 ·w(E(α)), (112)

where we have used Dtrunc ≥ logn and have taken s′ := total(α) − |{v ∈ Uα ∩ Vα : deg(v) = 0}|,
which we call the essential size of α. Since α has no degree 0 vertices outside of Uα ∩ Vα, it
holds that s′ ≤ w(E(α)) + 2w(E(α)) = 3w(E(α)). This and (112) imply that ∥ηαλαMα∥ ≤
Cs′

U (3Dtrunc)3Cunivs′
n

(i−j)
2 − ε

24 s′ . As there are at most (s′)3s′ shapes in L having essential size s′ and
total size s (by the same proof of Lemma 7.47), we have:

∥Li,j∥ ≤
Dtrunc∑

s=1

s∑
s′=0

s3s′
Cs′

U (3Dtrunc)3Cunivs′
n

i−j
2 − ε

24 s′
< n

i−j
2

Dtrunc∑
s=1

2 = 2Dtruncn
i−j

2 , (113)

where we used Cuniv ≥ 1 and CU (3D)6Cuniv < n
ε

30 . Recall that L′
i,j = n− i−j

2 Li,j , so by (113),

∥L′
i,j∥ ≤ 2Dtrunc. (114)

Next, we upper bound ∥(L′)−1∥ and ∥L−1∥. Denote Ai := L′ ↾blocks {(a, b) | a, b ≤ i}. Then

∥A−1
0 ∥ = 1, Ai+1 =

(
Ai 0

L′
i+1,i Id

)
, A−1

i+1 =
(

A−1
i 0

−L′
i+1,iA

−1
i Id

)
, and by (114) we have

∥A−1
i+1∥≤∥A

−1
i ∥ · (1 + ∥L′

i+1,i∥) + 1< 2Dtrunc∥A−1
i ∥+ 1. (115)

By (115) and induction, we have the bound ∥(L′)−1∥ = ∥A−1
D ∥ < (3Dtrunc)D. We now recall that

L−1 = diag
(
n

|I|
2

)
I∈( [n]

≤D)
(L′)−1diag

(
n− |I|

2

)
I∈( [n]

≤D)
, so ∥L−1∥ ≤ n

D
2 · ∥(L′)−1∥ · 1 < n

D
2 (3Dtrunc)D.

This means σmin(L) > n− D
2 (3Dtrunc)−D and thus LL⊤ ≻ (9D2

truncn)−DId.

We can now prove Theorem 2.12. For convenience, we restate Theorem 2.12 below.

Theorem 2.12 (Main Theorem). There is a universal constant Cuniv ≥ 1 such that for any
δ ∈ (0, 1), if n is sufficiently large then the following holds.

Suppose ε ∈ (0, 1), k ≥ 2, A is a 1-dimensional distribution, and D and Dtrunc are integer
parameters (where ε, k, A, D, and Dtrunc may all depend on n) such that:

A matches the first k − 1 moments with N(0, 1). (7)

Dtrunc ≥ max{50D2,
500
ε
D, 2k logn}, and (5CU )20D2

C2D
L (10Dtrunc)256CunivD2

< n
ε

30 . (8)

Then if we draw m < n(1−ε)k/2 i.i.d. samples from N(0, Idn), with probability greater than 1 − δ,
the moment matrix of the degree-D pseudo-calibration with truncation threshold Dtrunc is positive-
definite.

Proof. For any δ > 0, if n is large enough then with probability > 1 − δ, the norm bounds in
Theorem 3.15, Corollary 3.19 hold for all relevant shapes. Below we assume this is the case.

By assumption (8), we have:
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• M = LQL⊤ +E where ∥E∥ ≤ 3n− ε
100 Dtrunc by Lemma 7.55 and Lemma 7.56. Since Dtrunc ≥

500
ε D, it follows that ∥E∥ ≤ 3n−5D.

• Q ≻
(
n− ε

30 − n− ε
20
)

Id ≻ 1
2n

− ε
30 Id by Lemma 6.1 and Lemma 7.58. Here, we note that the

conditions required in these two lemmas follow from condition (8).

• LQL⊤ ≻ (9D2
truncn)−D

(
1
2n

− ε
30
)

Id ≻ n−1.1DId by the item above and Lemma 8.1, where for
the last step we use 9D2

trunc < n
1

300 from (8).

Therefore, M ⪰ LQL⊤ − ∥E∥Id ≻
(
n−1.1D − 3n−5D

)
Id ≻ n−2DId for all large n.

9 Applications to Learning Mixture Models and Robust Statistics
In this section, we show that Theorem 2.12 implies strong SoS lower bounds for a range of problems
in learning theory and algorithmic robust statistics. The high-level idea is as follows. We will
construct specific distributions A in Problem 1.1 such that the resulting NGCA instance is a valid
instance of the problem being considered, and then we apply the lower bound Theorem 2.12.

For Theorem 2.12 to apply, we need to check that A matches (k − 1) moments with that of a
Gaussian (where k depends on the application) and to bound the quantities CU and CL. It will be
simpler to bound the measures UA(t) and LA(t) for all t, where we recall that

UA(t) := max
i≤t

∣∣∣∣EA [hi(x)]
∣∣∣∣ , (116)

LA(t) := min
p(x): deg(p)≤t

and
∫
N(0,1) p2(x)=1

E
A

[p2(x)]. (117)

For this reason, we will use the following corollary of Theorem 2.12, which follows by a simple
inspection of the definitions of UA(t), LA(t) and CU , CL (Definition 2.11).

Corollary 9.1 (SoS lower bounds in terms of UA(t), LA(t)). For any δ ∈ (0, 1), if n is sufficiently
large then the following holds.

Suppose ε ∈ (0, 1), k ≥ 2, and A is a 1-dimensional distribution (where ε, k, and A may all
depend on n) such that:

A matches the first k − 1 moments with N(0, 1). (118)
UA(t) ≤ poly(logn, k, t)t and LA(t) ≥ poly(logn, k, t)−t for all t ≥ 1. (119)

Set D = o(
√

ε log n
log log n) and let Dtrunc be a suitably large polynomial in k and logn such that Dtrunc ≥

max{50D2, 500
ε D, 2k logn}. Then, if we draw m < n(1−ε)k/2 many i.i.d. samples from N(0, Idn),

with probability greater than 1 − δ, the degree-D pseudo-calibration moment matrix (12) with
truncation threshold Dtrunc is positive-definite.

In Section 9.1, we state and prove lemmas helpful for bounding UA(t) and LA(t) for various
distributions A. Since UA(0) = LA(0) = 1, we will focus on t ≥ 1. In Section 9.2, we apply
Corollary 9.1 to different problems in learning theory and algorithmic robust statistics.

In this section, we denote hnormal
i (x) := hi(x)/

√
i! where hi(x) is the ith Probabilist’s Hermite

polynomial. We call a function f(x) unit-norm if Ex∼N(0,1)[f2(x)] = 1.
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9.1 Technical Toolkit

In this section, we state some technical lemmas required to prove bounds on UA(t) and LA(t).
The first lemma is a generic lower bound on the l2-norm of polynomials under A.

Lemma 9.2 (Generic lower bound). Let A be a distribution with pdf q(x), and let g(x) denote the
pdf of N(0, 1). Let t be any natural number. Suppose R can be partitioned into two measurable sets
I1 and I2 such that: (1)

∫
I1
p2(x)g(x)dx ≤ 1− δ for every degree ≤ t unit-norm polynomial p, and

(2) q(x)
g(x) ≥ ε for all x ∈ I2. Then

min
p(x): deg(p)≤t

∥p(x)∥N(0,1),l2 =1

E
x∼A

[p2(x)] ≥ δε.

Proof. The lemma follows from a simple calculation:∫
R
p2(x)q(x) dx =

∫
R
p2(x)g(x)q(x)

g(x) dx (120)

≥
∫

I2
p2(x)g(x)q(x)

g(x) dx (121)

≥ ε
∫

I2
p2(x)g(x) dx (122)

= ε

(
1−

∫
I1
p2(x) exp(−x2/2) dx

)
(123)

≥ εδ.
The following corollary of Lemma 9.2, focuses on the lower bound in terms of the likelihood

ratio in a large interval around 0.
Corollary 9.3 (Lower bound by density ratio around 0). Let A be a distribution with pdf q(x) and
g(x) be the pdf of N(0, 1). Then for any t ≥ 1,

LA(t) ≥ min
|x|≤10

√
t log(t+1)

{
q(x)
2g(x)

}
. (124)

We also need the following generic upper bound on UA(t), which we will later specialize to
specific distributions A.
Corollary 9.4 (Generic upper bound on UA). Let A be a distribution whose pdf outside the region
[−B,B] is upper bounded by exp(−(|x| − C)2/(2σ2)), where B ≥ C ≥ 0 and B > 1. Then:

UA(t) ≤ (8t)t · (σCt + 2B2t + σt+1tt/2) for all t ≥ 1.
The final corollary provide bounds on UA and LA for A which a mixture of a small number of

Gaussians with bounded means and variances.
Corollary 9.5 (Gaussian mixture bounds). Suppose A = αN(µ, σ2) + (1− α)E, where α ∈ (0, 1)
and E is a distribution whose pdf outside [−B,B] is upper bounded by twice that of N(µ′, (σ′)2),
where 1 ≤ B and |µ′| ≤ B. Then for any t ≥ 1,

UA(t) ≤ O
(
t · (|µ|+ |µ′|+ 1) · (σ + σ′ + 1) ·B

)2t
, (125)

LA(t) ≥ α

2σ exp
(
− O(t log(t+ 1)) + µ2

σ2

)
. (126)

Here, the constants in the O notation are independent of t, α, µ, µ′, σ, σ′, B.
Proofs of the above corollaries are deferred to Appendix C.1.
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9.2 Applications to Other Learning Tasks

In this section, we will use Corollary 9.1 to show that distinguishing versions of many fundamental
problems in learning theory and robust statistics are hard for SoS programs. For each problem we
consider, there are known SQ lower bounds (see, e.g., [DK23]) and low-degree polynomial testing
lower bounds (via the near-equivalence between the two models [BBH+21]). Our SoS lower bounds
strengthen these prior results.

It is worth noting that with the exception of a single application — learning k-GMMs, where
reduction-based hardness was recently established (assuming subexponential hardness of LWE) —
the prior SQ and low-degree lower bounds were the only known evidence of hardness.

See Table 1 for a summary of the problems we examine and the guarantees we obtain. We prove
lower bounds for the hypothesis testing version of the problems, which are known to be efficiently
reducible to the corresponding learning problem.

Specifically, our SoS lower bounds for robust statistics tasks apply under the “TV-corruption”
model or the “Huber contamination” model. In the TV-corruption model, the adversary may
draw samples from any other distribution D′ of its choice, as long as the distribution satisfies
dT V (D,D′) ≤ τ , for some τ > 0 which is the proportion of contamination.

Definition 9.6 (TV-Corruption Model). Let D be a set of distributions. We define BT V (τ,N(0, Idn),D)
to be the following hypothesis testing problem: Given m i.i.d. samples {x1, . . . , xm} ⊆ Rn drawn
from one of the following two distributions, the goal is to determine which one: (a) N(0, Idn); and
(b) D′ such that dT V (D′, D) ≤ τ for D drawn uniformly at random from D.

In the Huber contamination model, the adversary cannot delete samples but may add samples
of their choice. In the definition below and throughout the remaining section, we use a convex
combination of distributions c1D1 + . . . + crDr to denote the distribution where we first draw
x ∈ {1, . . . , r} with probability ci for x = i, and then draw a sample according to Dx.

Definition 9.7 (Huber Contamination Model). Let D be a family of distributions. We de-
fine Bhuber(τ,N(0, Idn),D) to be the following hypothesis testing problem: Given m i.i.d. samples
{x1, . . . , xm} ⊆ Rn drawn from one of the following two distributions, determine which one: (a)
N(0, Idn); (b) D′, which is (1− τ)D + τB, where D is drawn uniformly at random from D and B
is an arbitrary distribution possibly dependent on D.

We now demonstrate SoS lower bounds for the problems considered in Table 1 using Corollary 9.1.
Our list is by no means exhaustive, and there are likely several other problems for which similar
lower bounds may be obtained.

9.2.1 Robust Mean Estimation of Bounded Covariance Gausians

The problem of Gaussian Robust Mean Estimation with bounded covariance is the problem of
robust mean estimation, where samples are drawn from N(µ,Σ) for some Σ ⪯ Id, and up to a τ
fraction of these samples may be arbitrarily corrupted.

In this context, it is information-theoretically possible to estimate µ to an ℓ2-error of O(τ) using
O(n/τ2) samples; see, e.g., [HR09]. Lower bounds against SQ algorithms suggest that achieving
an error o(τ1/2) in polynomial time requires Ω(n2) samples. Such an SQ lower bound is implicit
in [DKS19] and can be directly deduced from [DKK+22a].

We show a degree Ω̃ε(
√

logn) SoS lower bound against a hypothesis testing problem known to
be efficiently reducible to Gaussian RME with bounded covariance, defined below:
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Problem 9.8 (Hypothesis-Testing-RME with Bounded Covariance). Hypothesis-Testing-RME with
bounded covariance is the problem Bhuber(τ,N(0, Idn),D) (Definition 9.7), where every D ∈ D has
the form N(µD,ΣD) such that ΣD ⪯ Idn and ∥µD∥ ≥ Ω(

√
τ) for some constant independent of τ, n.

To prove the lower bound for Problem 9.8, we will apply Corollary 9.1 to an instance of
Problem 1.1 where the distribution in the hidden direction is the following ARME.

Lemma 9.9 (Lemma F.2. from [DKS19]). For any constant 0 < τ < 1/2 and µ =
√
τ/10001, there

is a distribution ARME = (1− τ)N(µ, 2/3) + ττ1N(µ1, σ1) + τ(1− τ1)N(µ2, σ2) which matches its
first 3 moments with N(0, 1), where |µ1|, |µ2| < 2√

τ
, 0.9 < σ1, σ2 < 1.1 and τ1 = Θ(1).

Setting A = ARME in Problem 1.1, we get an instance of Problem 9.8 where the set of distributions
is D := {N(0, Idn−1)v⊥ ×Av | v ∈ {±1/

√
n}n}. Note that

N(0, Idn−1)v⊥ ×Av = (1− τ)N(0, Idn−1)v⊥ ×N(µ, 2/3)v

+ τ(1− τ1)N(0, Idn−1)v⊥ ×N(µ1, σ1)v + ττ1N(0, Idn−1)v⊥ ×N(µ2, σ2)v

= (1− τ)N(µv, Idn −
1
3vv

T )

+ τ · ((1− τ1)N(0, Idn−1)v⊥ ×N(µ1, σ1)v + τ1N(0, Idn−1)v⊥ ×N(µ2, σ2)v) .

In other words, each distribution in D has the form (1 − τ) · N(
√

τ
10001 v, Idn− 1

3vv
T ) + τ · B for

some B, thus satisfying the requirement in the model Bhuber(τ,N(0, Idn),D).

Corollary 9.10 (SoS Lower Bound for Bounded Covariance Gaussian Robust Mean Estimation).
Fix τ ∈ (0, 1

2). For any ε = ε(n) ∈ (0, 1), as the dimension n increases, the SoS program described
in Section 2.2 with degree o(

√
ε log n

log log n) cannot solve Problem 1.1 given fewer than n2(1−ε) samples,
where A := ARME with k := 4.

In particular, if the samples are drawn from N(0, Id), the program cannot rule out the existence
of a hidden direction v along which the input distribution is ARME.

Proof. Given that Lemma 9.9 shows that A matches the first 3 moments of N(0, 1), our lemma
directly follows by applying Corollary 9.1 after verifying that the hypotheses hold. Since A consists of
a three-component Gaussian mixture with bounded means and variances, satisfying the prerequisites
for Corollary 9.5, UA and LA are appropriately bounded, and the conclusion of Corollary 9.1
follows.

Remark 9.11. A natural modification to the SoS program would be to add indicator variables for
whether samples are corrupted. Such indicator variables have been used in several SoS algorithms
for robust estimation (see, for e.g. [KS17, KKK19, DKK+22a]). While we expect that adding these
indicator variables does not give SoS much additional power in solving this problem, this does not
technically follow from our lower bound as these indicator variables are not low-degree polynomials
in the existing solution variables and input variables (though they are often approximated by such
low-degree polynomials).

9.2.2 Robust Mean Estimation for Identity Covariance Gaussians

For the problem of Gaussian robust mean estimation, even if we further assume that the covariance
of the clean Gaussian distribution is the identity, SQ lower bounds suggest that it is not possible to
efficiently achieve the information-theoretic optimal error O(τ) without using significantly more
samples [DKS17]. We show lower bounds for Problem 9.12, a hypothesis testing problem known to
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be efficiently reducible to the problem of Gaussian robust mean estimation with identity covariance
(see, e.g., [DKS17] and Lemma 8.5 of [DK23]).

Problem 9.12 (Hypothesis-Testing-RME with Identity Covariance). Let τ > 0 andB = O(log1/2(1/τ))
be a parameter. Hypothesis-Testing-RME with identity covariance BT V (τ,N(0, Idn),D) (Defini-
tion 9.6), where every D ∈ D is of the form N(µD, Idn) and ∥µD∥ ≥ Ω(τ log(1/τ)1/2)/B2).

To prove a lower bound against Problem 9.12, we will apply Corollary 9.1 to the instance of
Problem 1.1 where the distribution A is the following ARME−Id.

Lemma 9.13 (ARME−Id in Proof of Proposition 5.2 in [DKS17]). Let τ > 0 be smaller than some
absolute constant, let B :=

√
log(1/τ)− τ > 1, ξ = cτ log1/2(1/τ)/B2 for a large enough constant

c > 0 and let g(x) be the density of N(0, 1). Then the following holds. Define ARME−Id to have
density function

A(x) := g(x− ξ) + q(x)1(x ∈ [−B,B])
where q(x) is the degree-k polynomial uniquely determined by

∫ B
−B q(x) dx = 0 and

∫ B
−B q(x)xi dx =∫ B

−B(g(x)− g(x− ξ))xi dx for 1 ≤ i ≤ ⌊
√
B⌋. Then:

1. A matches N(0, 1) on the first k moments.

2. TV (A,N(ξ, 1)) ≤ O(ξ k2/ log(1/ξ)).

3. For all x ∈ [−B,B], it holds that |q(x)| ≤ τB−3/4 and g(x− ξ) + q(x) ≥
√

ξ
2π − 3ξ

√
log 1

ξ .

Setting A := ARME−Id in Problem 1.1, we get an instance of Problem 9.12 with the set
of distributions D := {N(ξv, Idn) | v ∈ {±1}n}, which satisfies the total variance condition in
Problem 9.12 as shown in [DKS17]. We have the following bounds on UA(·) and LA(·), whose proof
is deferred to Appendix C.2.

Lemma 9.14 (Bounds on UARME−Id and LARME−Id). For any 0 < ξ < 1
26 ,

UARME−Id(t) ≤ (32t log(1/τ))t and LARME−Id(t) ≥ ξ · exp
(
−10ξ

√
t log(t+ 1)

)
, ∀t ≥ 1.

Since τ and ξ are both constants, this yields the following lower bound.

Corollary 9.15 (Gaussian Robust Mean Estimation with Identity Covariance). Fix τ ∈ (0, 1
26).

For any ε = ε(n) ∈ (0, 1), as the dimension n increases, the SoS program described in Section 2.2
with degree o(

√
ε log n

log log n) cannot solve Problem 1.1 given fewer than n
k+1

2 (1−ε) samples, where A :=
ARME−Id with k := ⌊

√
log(1/τ)⌋.

In particular, if the samples are drawn from N(0, Id), then the SoS program cannot rule out the
existence of a hidden direction v along which the input distribution is ARME−Id.

Proof. The conditions for Corollary 9.1 to apply are verified by Lemma 9.13 and Lemma 9.14. The
conclusion follows.

9.2.3 Mean Estimation with Bounded t-Moments

If we relax the assumption in Problem 9.8 to include subgaussian distributions rather than strictly
Gaussian ones then SQ lower bounds suggest that it is not possible to efficiently recover the mean
to an error of less than O(τ1−1/t) where t is the number of moments that are bounded [DKK+22a].
This can be shown via a lower bound for Problem 9.16 defined below, which is known to be efficiently
reducible to the problem of robust mean estimation for subgaussian distributions [DKK+22a].
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Problem 9.16 (Hypothesis-Testing-RME-Bounded-t-Moments). Let t be a positive integer and
τ ∈ (0, 1). Hypothesis-Testing-RME-Bounded-t-Moments is the problem BT V (τ,N(0, Idn),D)
(Definition 9.6) where each D ∈ D satisfies the following: (1) the mean vector µ satisfies ∥µ∥ ≥
Ω(1

t τ
1−1/t); (2) D has subgaussian tails, i.e., for all v ∈ Rn and 1 ≤ i ≤ t, Ex∼D[

∣∣∣vT (x− µ)
∣∣∣i]1/i ≤

O(
√
i). Here, the constants in the O and Ω notations are independent of τ, t, n.

Problem 9.16 is known to be efficiently reducible to the problem of robustly estimating the mean
of a distribution with bounded moments (see Section 6 and the discussion therin from [DKK+22a]).
To prove an SoS lower bound against Problem 9.16, we will apply Corollary 9.1 to the instance of
Problem 1.1 with A := ARME-t-Mom defined as below.

Lemma 9.17 (Lemma 6.14 from [DKK+22a]). Assume k ∈ Z+ and (c(k − 1))−(k−1) ≤ τ ≤ 1
2 for

some positive constant c independent of k. Then there exists a distribution A over R that satisfies
the following.

1. A = (1− τ)Q1 + τQ2 where Q1(x) = g(x− δ) + 1
1−τ p(x)1[−1,1](x), Q2(x) = g(x− δ′), and p(·)

is a degree k − 1 polynomial (chosen below).

2. δ := 1
2000(k−1)τ

1− 1
k−1 , δ′ := − (1−τ)

τ δ.

3. p(·) is a univariate polynomial satisfying

(a)
∫ 1

−1 p(x) dx = 0,
(b)

∫ 1
−1 p(x)x dx = 0,

(c) max
x∈[−1,1]

|p(x)| ≤ 0.1.

4. A matches the first k − 1 moments with N(0, 1).

5. For all i ≥ 1, E
x∼Q1

[
∣∣∣vT (x− µ)

∣∣∣i]1/i ≤ O(
√
i).

We denote this distribution by ARME-(k − 1)-Mom.

Setting A = ARME-t-Mom in Problem 1.1 gives us an instance of Problem 9.16 with the set of
distributions D := {N( 1

2000tτ
1−1/t · v, Id) | v ∈ {±1/

√
n}n}, which satisfies the conditions required.

We have the following bounds on UA(·) and LA(·) for A = ARME-t-Mom, whose proof is deferred to
Appendix C.2.

Lemma 9.18 (Bounds on UARME-t-Mom and LARME-t-Mom). For any i ≥ 1,

UARME-t-Mom(i) ≤ O(i)i, LARME-t-Mom(i) ≥ exp
(
−O(

√
i log(i+ 1))

)
.

By Lemma 9.17, ARME-t-Mom matches the first k− 1 moments with that of N(0, 1). Additionally,
Lemma 9.18 verifies the conditions for Corollary 9.1 to apply. By Corollary 9.1, we get the following.

Corollary 9.19 (SoS Lower Bound for Mean Estimation with Bounded t-Moments). Fix τ ∈ (0, 1
2)

and a positive integer k ≥ 2. For any ε = ε(n) ∈ (0, 1), as the dimension n increases, the SoS
program described in Section 2.2 with degree o(

√
ε log n

log log n) cannot solve Problem 1.1 given fewer than
nk(1−ε)/2 samples, where A := ARME-(k − 1)-Mom.

In particular, if the samples are drawn from N(0, Id), the program cannot rule out the existence
of a hidden direction v along which the input distribution is ARME-t-Mom.
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9.2.4 Gaussian List-decodable Mean Estimation

In the problem of Gaussian list-decodable mean estimation (LDME), the algorithm is given a set
of samples a majority of which consist of arbitrary (and possibly adversarial) outliers, while a
τ < 1

2 fraction are drawn from N(µ, Idn) with an unknown µ. The goal is to return a set of O( 1
τ )

candidates at least one of which is close to the true mean, µ.
Information-theoretically, under mild conditions, it is possible to achieve this goal within error

O(log 1
τ ) using Oτ (n) many samples (see, e.g., Section 5.2 of [DK23]). Algorithmically, however,

[DKS18] proved SQ lower bounds which suggest that it is impossible to efficiently achieve a smaller
error than O(τ−1/k) using fewer than nΩ(k) samples (see [DK23] for a different exposition).

We prove an nk/2 sample lower bound for SoS (Corollary 9.22), for the natural hypothesis testing
version of the problem as below.

Problem 9.20 (Hypothesis-Testing-LDME). Given τ ∈ (0, 1
2) and positive integer k ≥ 2, the

hypothesis-testing-LDME is the problem Bhuber(1− τ,N(0, Idn),D) (Definition 9.7), where every
D ∈ D has the form N(µD, Idn) for some µD ∈ Rn whose l2-norm is at least Ω(τ−1/k). Here, the
constant in the Ω notation is independent of τ, k, n.

Problem 9.20 is known to be efficiently reducible to the problem of Gaussian LDME [DKS18].
To prove an SoS lower bound against Problem 9.20, we will apply Corollary 9.1 to the instance of
Problem 1.1 with A := ALDME, defined below.

Lemma 9.21 ([DKS18]; see also Lemma 8.21 in [DK23]). For each k ∈ Z+, there exists a univariate
distribution ALDME = τN(µ, 1) + (1 − τ)E for some distribution E and µ = 10ckτ

−1/k where ck

depends only on k, such that ALDME matches the first k moments with N(0, 1). Moreover, the pdf
of E is upper bounded by two times the pdf of N(0, 1) pointwise.

Setting A = ALDME in Problem 1.1 gives an instance of Problem 9.20 with D := {N(µv, Idn) |
v ∈ {±1/

√
n}n}, which satisfies the conditions on D required by the problem definition. We now

state and prove our lower bound.

Corollary 9.22 (SoS Lower Bound for Gaussian List-decodable Mean Estimation). Fix τ ∈ (0, 1
2)

and positive integer k ≥ 2. For any ε = ε(n) ∈ (0, 1), as the dimension n increases, the SoS program
described in Section 2.2 with degree o(

√
ε log n

log log n) cannot solve Problem 1.1 given fewer than n
k+1

2 (1−ε)

samples, where A := ALDME.
In particular, if the samples are drawn from N(0, Id), the program cannot cannot rule out the

existence of a hidden direction v along which the input distribution is ALDME.

Proof. The conditions for Corollary 9.1 to apply are verified by Lemma 9.21 and Corollary 9.5,
where we set µ = 10ckτ

−1/k, µ′ = 0, σ = σ′ = 1 and recall that k is a fixed constant beforehand.
The conclusion follows.

9.2.5 Gaussian Robust Covariance Estimation in Spectral Norm

We now consider the problem of robustly estimating the covariance (RCE) of a Gaussian up to
a constant multiplicative factor in spectral norm, given that a τ fraction of the samples may be
arbitrarily corrupted. It is information-theoretically possible to solve this problem of with Oτ (n)
samples. The SQ lower bound shown in [DKS17] suggests that any algorithm using o(n2) samples
requires super-polynomial runtime.
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Problem 9.23 (Hypothesis-Testing-RCE in Spectral Norm). Let 0 < τ < 1
2 . Hypothesis-Testing-

RCE is the problem Bhuber(τ,N(0, Idn),D) (Definition 9.7), where each D ∈ D has the form N(0,ΣD)
=where either ΣD ≺ 1

2 Idn or ΣD ≻ 2Idn.

Problem 9.23 is known to be efficiently reducible to the problem of Gaussian RCE in spectral
norm [DKS17]. To prove a SoS lower bound against Problem 9.23, we will apply Corollary 9.1 to
the instance of Problem 1.1 with the distribution in the hidden direction set to ACOV, defined below.
Given c ∈ (0, 1

6) and n > 1, let τ := c
log n , and ACOV is the following three-component mixture.

ACOV := (1− τ) ·N(0, 1− 4/5
1− τ ) + τ

2 ·N(
√

4/(5τ), 1) + τ

2 ·N(−
√

4/(5τ), 1).

Setting A = ACOV in Problem 1.1 provides an instance of Problem 9.23 with the set of
distributions D := {N(0, Idn − 4/5

1−τ vvT ) | v ∈ {±1/
√
n}n}. Here, note that N(0, Idn − 4/5

1−τ vvT ) is
derived from the first component of ACOV, and the condition on D is satisfied. We now state and
prove our lower bound.

Corollary 9.24 (SoS Lower Bound for Robust Covariance Estimation, Multiplicative). Fix c ∈ (0, 1
6).

For any ε = ε(n) ∈ (0, 1), as the dimension n increases, the SoS program described in Section 2.2 with
degree o(

√
ε log n

log log n) cannot solve Problem 1.1 given fewer than n2(1−ε) samples, where A := ACOV
with k := 4 and τ := c

log n .
In particular, if the samples are drawn from N(0, Id), the program cannot show that there is no

hidden direction v such that the input has distribution ACOV in this direction.

Proof. By a direct calculation, we see that ACOV matches the first 3 moments with N(0, 1) (cf.
Theorem 6.1 in [DKS17]). By applying Corollary 9.5 to ACOV where we set α := 1− τ ≥ 1

2 , µ := 0,
σ := 1, µ′ :=

√
4/(5τ) = O(

√
log n

c ), σ′ := 1, B := 1, we get

UACOV(t) ≤ O
( logn

c

)t

and LA(t) ≥ (t+ 1)−O(t), ∀t ≥ 1.

Thus, ACOV satisfies the conditions in Corollary 9.1, from which the conclusion follows.

9.2.6 Gaussian Robust Covariance Estimation to Small Additive Error

Here, we want to estimate the Gaussian covariance up to an additive error, given the guarantee that
the covariance matrix Σ is bounded by Id ⪯ Σ ⪯ 2Id. This is information theoretically possible up
to an error of O(τ) using Oτ (n) samples. However, it is unclear how to achieve this with an efficient
algorithm. SQ lower bounds in [DKS17] suggest that polynomial time algorithms cannot recover
the unknown covariance to an error smaller than o(τ log 1

τ ) without using nΩ((log 1
τ

)c) samples, for
some positive constant c.

We demonstrate an SoS lower bound against the following hypothesis testing version of the
problem of Gaussian RCE, where the goal is to recover the mean up to an error of o(τ log 1

τ ).

Problem 9.25 (Hypothesis-Testing-RCE-Additive τ log 1
τ ). Given τ ∈ (0, 1

2), Hypothesis-Testing-
RCE-Additive is the problem BT V (τ,N(0, Idn),D) (Definition 9.6), where every D ∈ D has the
form N(0,Σ), ∥Σ− Id∥2 ≥ Ω(τ log 1

τ ), and the constant in the Ω notation is independent of τ, n.

Problem 9.25 is known to be efficiently reducible to the problem of Gaussian RCE in spectral
norm [DKS17]. To prove an SoS lower bound against Problem 9.25, we will apply Corollary 9.1 to
the instance of Problem 1.1 with the distribution in the hidden direction set to ACOV-close, defined
in Lemma 9.26.
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Lemma 9.26 (ACOV-close from Proposition 5.13. in [DKS17]). Suppose 0 < δ < 1
3 , 1≪ k ≪ (log 1

δ ) 1
4

and k ≪ B ≪ (log 1
δ )1/2, where Y ≪ X means that X > cY for some absolute positive constant c.

Let g(x) denote the density of N(0, 1). Define

ACOV-close := g(x/(1− δ))
1− δ − q(x)1(x ∈ [−B,B]),

where q(x) is the unique degree-k polynomial for ACOV-close to match the first k moments of N(0, 1).
Then, ACOV-close satisfies the following conditions:

(i) ACOV-close and N(0, 1) agree on the first k moments.

(ii) dTV
(
ACOV-close, N

(
0, (1− δ)2) ) ≤ O(δk4/ log(1/δ)) ≤ O(δ).

(iii) |q(x)| ≤ 10δk4B−3 in the interval [−B,B].

Setting A = ACOV-close in Problem 1.1 gives us an instance of Problem 9.25 with the set of
distributions D := {N(0, Idn − (1− (1− δ)2)vvT ) | v ∈ {±1/

√
n}n}, which satisfies the conditions

in Problem 9.25 with respect to the parameter τ where δ = 2τ(log 1
τ )/k4. We now state bounds on

UA(·) and LA(·), whose proof is deferred to Appendix C.2.

Lemma 9.27 (Bounds on UACOV-close and LACOV-close). Assume 0 < δ < 1
4 and let the absolute

constants be sufficiently large in the construction of ACOV-close in Lemma 9.26. Then:

UACOV-close(t) ≤ O(t2 log 1
δ

)t and LACOV-close(t) ≥ exp
(
−O(δt log(t+ 1) + δ log 1

δ
)
)
, ∀t ≥ 1.

An application of Corollary 9.1 now gives us the following.

Corollary 9.28 (SoS Lower Bound for Covariance Estimation, Additive). Fix τ ∈ (0, 1
20) and a

positive integer k ≥ 2. For any ε = ε(n) ∈ (0, 1), as the dimension n increases, the SoS program
described in Section 2.2 with degree o

(√
ε log n

log log n

)
cannot solve Problem 1.1 given fewer than n

k+1
2 (1−ε)

samples, where A := ACOV-close with δ := 2τ(log 1
τ )/k4.

In particular, if the samples are drawn from N(0, Id), the program cannot rule out the existence
of a hidden direction v along which the input distribution is ACOV-close.

9.2.7 Learning Mixtures of k Gaussians

We now discuss the problem of learning a mixture of k Gaussians (k-GMM): given samples drawn
from an unknown mixture of k Gaussians, the goal is to recover a mixture that is close in total
variation to the original. This problem can be information-theoretically solved in poly(k, n) samples.
The SQ lower bound in [DKS17] suggests that any algorithm that takes less than nO(k) samples
runs in time 2Ω(nc) for some constant c. Building on the SQ-hard instances, [GVV22] (see also
[BRST21]) gave a reduction-based cryptographic lower bound assuming sub-exponential hardness
of LWE, which shows that if k = log(n) and the number of samples is poly(n) then the runtime has
to be quasi-polynomial in n.

Here we prove an unconditional information-computation tradeoff for SoS algorithms, which is
somewhat stronger compared to the cryptographic lower bound mentioned above. Specifically, we
show an SoS lower bound against a hypothesis testing version of the problem of k-GMM, defined in
Problem 9.29. In particular, setting k = log(n) or even k = ω(1), our lower bound suggests that
both the runtime and the sample complexity are quasi-polynomial in n.
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Problem 9.29 (Hypothesis-Testing-k-GMM). Let 0 < γ < 1. Hypothesis-Testing-k-GMM is the
problem Bhuber(0,N(0, Idn),D) (Definition 9.7), where every D ∈ D is a mixture of k Gaussians
such that each pair of the Gaussians are 1− γ apart in total variation and dT V (D,N(0, Id)) ≥ 1

2 .

Problem 9.29 is known to be efficiently reducible to the problem of learning a k-GMM [DKS17].
To prove an SoS lower bound against Problem 9.29, we will apply Corollary 9.1 to the instance of
Problem 1.1 with the distribution in the hidden direction set to the “parallel pancakes” distribution
AGMM, introduced in [DKS17], defined below:

AGMM :=
k∑

i=1
wiN(

√
1− δ µi, δ).

Here, µis and wis are from the Gaussian quadrature, i.e., µi =
√

2xi for x1 < · · · < xk zeros of the
kth Probabilist’s Hermite polynomial and wi = k!

k2Hei−1(xi)2 , and δ = Θ((k2 log2(k + 1/γ))−1).
Setting A = AGMM in Problem 1.1 gives an instance of Problem 9.29 with the set of distributions

D := {∑k
i=1wiN(vµi, Idn − (1 − δ)vvT ) | v ∈ {±1/

√
n}n}, which satisfies the conditions on D

required by the problem definition (see [DKS17]). We now state and prove our lower bound.

Corollary 9.30 (SoS Lower Bound for learning GMMs). Fix γ > 0 and a positive integer k ≥ 2. For
any ε = ε(n) ∈ (0, 1), as the dimension n increases, the SoS program described in Section 2.2 with
degree o(

√
ε log n

log log n) cannot solve Problem 1.1 given fewer than nk(1−ε) samples, where A := AGMM.
In particular, if the samples are drawn from N(0, Id), the program cannot rule out the existence

of a hidden direction v along which the input distribution is AGMM.

Proof. [DKS17, Proposition 4.2] shows that A matches the first 2k − 1 moments of N(0, 1) and
|µi| ≤

√
k. What remains to be shown is that UA and LA are appropriately bounded for these

distributions. Since δ < 1 and γ are constants, Corollary 9.5 verifies the conditions for Corollary 9.1,
an application of which gives the conclusion.

9.2.8 Learning Mixtures of Two Separated Gaussians With Common Covariance

Here we study the task of learning 2-GMMs with an unknown common covariance whose components
are separated. This is a classical special case of the GMM learning problem: a simple (computationally
efficient) spectral algorithm succeeds using O(n2) samples. On the other hand, O(n) samples suffice
information-theoretically. [DDW21] gave evidence that this gap is inherent by establishing an Ω(n2)
sample lower bound for low-degree tests. Moreover, by leveraging the SoS lower bound technology
of [GJJ+20], [DDW21] also showed an SoS lower bound of Ω(n3/2) on the sample size.

It turns out that the hard family of instances of [DDW21] is an instance of NGCA where the
univariate distribution A is discrete. While such instances (with discrete A) can be solved efficiently
via lattice-basis reduction with O(n) samples [DK22b, ZSWB22], one can appropriately add “noise”
to the instance so that the lower bound still applies while LLL-type algorithms fail. We construct
such a modified instance and establish an SoS lower bound against a hypothesis testing version of
the problem (defined in Problem 9.31), suggesting more than n2(1−ε) samples are required.

Problem 9.31 (Hypothesis-Testing-2-GMM (Common Covariance)). Let δ > 0. Hypothesis-
Testing-2-GMM with a common covariance is the problem Bhuber(0,N(0, Idn),D) where every
D ∈ D is of the form 1

2N(−µD,ΣD) + 1
2N(µD,ΣD), where 0 ⪯ ΣD and µT

DΣ−1
D µD > 1/δ2.

Problem 9.31 is known to be efficiently reducible to the problem of estimating a 2-GMM with
unknown common covariance (see Lemma 8.5 of [DK23]). To prove an SoS lower bound against

96



Problem 9.31, we will apply Corollary 9.1 to the instance of Problem 1.1 with the distribution in
the hidden direction set to AMIX = 1

2N(−µ, δ2µ2) + 1
2N(µ, δ2µ2), where δ, µ > 0 and δµ ̸= 1.

This gives us an instance of Problem 9.31 with

D := {(1/2)N(−µv, Idn + (δ2µ2 − 1)vvT ) + (1/2)N(µv, Idn + (δ2µ2 − 1)vvT ) | v ∈ {±1/
√
n}n} .

This satisfies the conditions on D required by the problem definition, since (1) 0 ⪯ Idn+(δ2µ2−1)vvT

and (2) µ2(vT (Idn + (δ2µ2 − 1)vvT )−1v) = µ2∥v∥2(1 + δ2µ2 − 1)−1 = 1/δ2.
We now state and prove our lower bound.

Corollary 9.32 (SoS Lower Bound for Problem 9.31). Fix δ ∈ (0, 1) and let µ = 1/
√

1 + δ2. For
any ε = ε(n) ∈ (0, 1), as the dimension n increases, the SoS program described in Section 2.2 with
degree o(

√
ε log n

log log n) cannot solve Problem 1.1 given fewer than n2(1−ε) samples, where A := AMIX.
In particular, if the samples are drawn from N(0, Id), the program cannot rule out the existence

of a hidden direction v along which the input distribution is AMIX.

Proof. AMIX matches the first 3 moments of N(0, 1), which can be verified by noting that the
variance is 1 and the odd moments are 0. Also, AMIX is a mixture of 2 Gaussians with means
and variances bounded by a constant so Corollary 9.5 applies. This verifies the conditions for
Corollary 9.1 to apply, and the conclusion follows.

Remark 9.33. A natural question is whether our SoS lower bound for approximate parallel pancakes
can be used to derive an SoS lower bound for the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick problem. We give a
sketch of how this can be done in Appendix D.
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Appendix

A Pseudo-Calibration Calculation
In this section we compute the pseudo-calibration when the planted vector v is drawn uniformly at
random from {± 1√

n
}n. We let the planted distribution pl be as follows: first choose v ∼ {± 1√

n
}n

uniformly at random, then choose i.i.d. samples x1, . . . , xm

xi =
(
(xi)v⊥ , (xi)v) ∼ N(0, Idn−1

)
v⊥ ×Av

where A is the one-dimensional distribution of interest in direction v.
For a = (a1, . . . , am) ∈ (Nn)m and I ∈ Nn, recall that the pseudo-calibration is then given by

∀I ∈
(

[n]
≤ D

)
Ẽ(vI) :=

∑
a∈(Nn)m: totalI(a)≤Dtrunc

E
(x,v)∼Dpl

[
vI ha√

a!

]
· ha√

a!
, (127)

where totalI(a) := ∥a∥1+|I ∪ {i ∈ [n] : (∃u ∈ [m])au(i) > 0}|+ (1−ε)k
2 ·|{u ∈ [m] : (∃i ∈ [n])au(i) > 0}|.

Note that Ẽ(vI) is a function on the inputs (x1, ..., xm) ∈ (Rn)m.
Lemma A.1. For any I ⊆ [n], the pseudo-calibration value is:

Ẽ(vI) =
∑

a∈(Nn)m: totalI(a)≤Dtrunc,

and (∀i∈[n]) I(i)+
∑

u
au(i) is even

n− |I|+|a|
2

m∏
u=1

E
A

[h|au|]
hau

au! (128)

Proof. We calculate E(x,v)∼Dpl
[vIha] = Ev

[
vI · Ey∼(N

v⊥ ×Av)m [ha(y)]
]

in (127) fixing a ∈ (Nn)m. By

independence, Ey∼(N
v⊥ ×Av)m [ha(y)] =

m∏
u=1

Ey∼N
v⊥ ×Av [hau(y)].

We claim that Ey∼N
v⊥ ×Av [hβ(y)] = Ey∼A[h|β|(y)] · vβ. To see this, consider the generating

function for n-dimensional Hermite polynomials: ∑
β∈Nn

hβ(y) tβ

β! = exp
(
⟨y, t⟩ − ∥t∥2

2

)
, ∀y, t ∈ Rn.

Fixing a v ∈ Rn, write y = yv⊥ + yv, t = tv⊥ + tv, then∑
β∈Nn

hβ(y) t
β

β! = exp
(
⟨yv⊥ , tv⊥⟩ −

∥tv⊥∥2

2

)
· exp

(
⟨yv, tv⟩ −

∥tv∥2

2

)
. (129)

Taking an expectation with respect to y drawn from Nv⊥ × Av, the left hand side above equals∑
β∈Nn

(
Ey∼N

v⊥ ×Av [hβ(y)]
)

tβ

β! , and the right hand side is given by,

E
y

v⊥ ∼N
v⊥

[
exp

(
⟨yv⊥ , tv⊥⟩ −

∥tv⊥∥2

2

)]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

constant 1

E
yv∼A

[
exp

(
⟨yv, tv⟩ −

∥tv∥2

2

)]
=
∑
k≥0

E
y∼A

[hk(yv)] t
k
v

k! ,

where yv = ⟨v, y⟩, tv = ⟨v, t⟩. Taking ∂
∂tβ |t=0 on both sides gives the claim.

The above claim implies

E
(x,v)∼Dpl

[vIha] = E
v

[
v

I+
∑
u

au
]

m∏
u=1

E
A

[h|au|] = 1
∀i∈[n]

(∑
u

au(i)+I(i) even
) · n− |I|+|a|

2

m∏
u=1

E
A

[h|au|]. (130)

Plugging this to (127) we get (128), where recall that a! means
m∏

u=1
au!.
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B Omitted Proofs from Section 5
We prove the map ρpre constructed in Definition 5.8 is a representation of SAD; in fact, it is an
isomorphism.

Lemma B.1. For any fixed D, ρpre : SAD → ρpre(SAD) is an R-algebra isomorphism.

Proof. We show that ρpre is a homomorphism and is injective. Then by the dimension counting under

Definition 5.5, dimR(SAD) =
D+1∑
i=1

i2 which is the same as dimR (MR(1)⊕ · · · ⊕MR(D)), showing
that ρpre is an isomorphism.

ρpre is a homomorphism. Fix any S(k1 − u, k2 − u;u) and S(k2 − v, k3 − v; v), we need to show:

ρpre (S(k1 − u, k2 − u;u) ⋆ S(k2 − v, k3 − v; v)) = ρpre (k1, k2;u) · ρpre (k2, k3; v) . (131)

Here, recall (k1, k2, k3, u, v) satisfies the conditions

0 ≤ k1, k2, k3 ≤ D, u ≤ min{k1, k2}, v ≤ min{k2, k3}. (132)

By the definition of ⋆, S(k1 − u, k2 − u;u) ⋆ S(k2 − v, k3 − v; v) is a sum of simple spiders each
having left-, right-set size k1, k3, so the LHS of (131) is supported on block B(k1, k3) by definition
of ρpre. The RHS of (131) is a product of two matrices supported on B(k1, k2) and B(k2, k3), so it
is also supported on block B(k1, k3). Moreover both sides are diagonal from bottom-right up on
this block, so we can use LHS(a) [RHS(a)] to denote the (a, a+ k3 − k1)-entry in this block for
the LHS [RHS] of (131), where the parameter a ranges in [0, k1].

For the LHS of (131), from the definition of ⋆-product (23) and linearity of ρpre,

ρpre (S(k1 − u, k2 − u;u) ⋆ S(k2 − v, k3 − v; v))

=
min{u,v}∑

i=max{0,u+v−k2}

(
k1 − i
k1 − u

)(
k3 − i
k3 − v

)
/(k2 + i− u− v)! · ρpre (k1, k3; i)

so

LHS(a) =
min{u,v}∑

i=max{0,u+v−k2}

(
k1 − i
k1 − u

)(
k3 − i
k3 − v

)
/(k2 + i− u− v)! · ρpre (k1, k3; i) . (133)

To expand this expression, note that if a < k1 − u then a < k1 − i for all i ≤ u, meaning that row a
is 0 for all ρ (k1, k3; i) in (133). If a ≥ k1 − u, then for row a to be nonzero in ρ (k1, k3; i) we need
a ≥ k1 − i, or equivalently, i ≥ k1 − a (≥ 0). So we have

LHS(a) =
min{u,v}∑

i=max{k1−a,u+v−k2}

(
k1 − i
k1 − u

)(
k3 − i
k3 − v

)
/(k2 + i− u− v)! ·

(
a

k1 − i

)
/(k3 − i)!

= a!
(k1 − u)!(k3 − v)!

min{u,v}∑
i=max{k1−a,u+v−k2}

1
(u− i)!(v − i)!(i+ k2 − u− v)!(a+ i− k1)! . (134)
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Now we look at the RHS of (131), ρpre (k1, k2;u) · ρpre (k2, k3; v). Again, if a < k1 − u then row
a is zero in ρpre (k1, k2;u) and hence zero in this product. Otherwise, a ≥ k1 − u, in which case by
the definition of ρpre (29) we have:

RHS(a) =
( a

k1−u

)
(k2 − u)! ·

(a+k2−k1
k2−v

)
(k3 − v)! . (135)

Our task is to show that (134) and (135) are equal. First, let’s look at the range of the index in
summation (134). If min{u, v} < max{k1 − a, u+ v − k2} then (134) is 0, while at the same time
we have v < k1 − a (this is because u, v ≥ u+ v− k2 always holds by (132) and we already assumed
a ≥ k1 − u), which implies

(a+k2−k1
k2−v

)
= 0 and so (135) is also 0. Therefore, we only need to prove

(134) equals (135) in the case where u, v, k1, k2 additionally satisfies:

min{u, v} ≥ max{k1 − a, u+ v − k2}. (136)

Expanding the binomials in (135) and canceling out terms with (134), we’re tasked to show
min{u,v}∑

i=max{k1−a,u+v−k2}

1
(u− i)!(v − i)!(i+ k2 − u− v)!(a+ i− k1)! =

(a+ k2 − k1)!
(a+ u− k1)!(k2 − v)!(a+ v − k1)!(k2 − u)! .

Rearranging terms, this is equivalent to showing
min{u,v}∑

i=max{k1−a,u+v−k2}

(
k2 − v
u− i

)(
a+ v − k1

i+ k2 − u− v

)
=
(
a+ k2 − k1
k2 − u

)
. (137)

To see (137), consider choosing a size (k2−u) subset from a size (a+k2−k1) set Z. There are
(a+k2−k1

k2−u

)
many ways. Counting it differently, we can first fix a partition Z = Z1

∐
Z2 with |Z1| = k2 − v,

|Z2| = a+ v − k1 and then choose subsets Yθ ⊆ Zθ (θ = 1, 2) such that |Y1|+ |Y2| = k2 − u. For Y1
and Y2 to exist, |Y1| must be at least max{(k2− u)− |T2|, 0} = max{(k1− a) + k2− u− v, 0} and at
most min{|T1|, k2−u} = min{k2−v, k2−u}. So if we let i := |U1|− (k2−u−v), then i ranges from
max{k1 − a, u + v − k2} to min{u, v}, giving the counting ∑min{u,v}

i=max{k1−a,u+v−k2}
(k2−v

u−i

)( a+v−k1
i+k2−u−v

)
.

Comparing the two counts gives (137), and thus (131).

Proof that ρpre is injective. Order all simple spiders {S(i, j;u)} by the lexicographical order
on tuples {(i+ u, j + u, i)}. Given a nontrivial linear combination ∑i ci · Si where Sis are distinct
simple spiders and all appearing cis are nonzero, consider the minimum simple spider in it, which
we assume is S1 and has form S(a, b;u). Then the (a, b)th entry in block B(a+ u, b+ u) of ρpre(x)
comes only from c1ρpre(S1), so it is nonzero. This shows that ρpre is injective.

C Omitted Proofs from Section 9

C.1 Technical Toolkit

In this section, we establish some technical lemmas required to prove bounds on UA(t) and LA(t).
We use the convention that 0! = 00 = 1. Also, recall that UA(0) = LA(0) = 1 from the definition.

We will need the following upper bound on the normal expectation of x2t on a neighborhood
around ∞.
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Fact C.1 (See e.g. Lemma A.4 from [KKK19]). For any L ≥ 0 and positive integer t,∫
R\[−L,L]

x2t exp
(
−x2/2

)
dx ≤ 2 exp

(
−L2/2

) (
L4t + (16t)t

)
.

We have a pointwise upper bound on p(x)2 and hnormal
i (x) as follows.

Lemma C.2. For any t ≥ 0, we have:

1. For all i ≤ t and all x, hnormal
i (x)2 ≤ 2t! max{1, x2t}.

2. If p(x) is a degree t unit-norm polynomial, then p2(x) ≤ 2(t+ 1)! max{1, x2t} for all x.

Proof. Recall that hnormal
i (x) =

√
i!

⌊i/2⌋∑
j=0

(−1)j

2jj!(i−2j)!x
i−2j , so we have:

hnormal
i (x)2 = i!

⌊i/2⌋∑
j=0

(−1)j

2jj!(i− 2j)!x
i−2j

2

(138)

≤ i!

⌊i/2⌋∑
j=0

(2−j)2 · x2(i−2j)

⌊i/2⌋∑
j=0

1
j!2(i− 2j)!2

 (139)

≤ i!
⌊i/2⌋∑
j=0

2−2j max{1, x2i} (140)

≤ i! · 2 max{1, x2i} (141)
≤ 2t! max{1, x2t} (142)

where (139) is again by Cauchy-Schwarz and the fact that 1
j!(i−2j)! ≤ ⌊2/i⌋. Item 1 follows.

For Item 2, p(x) =
t∑

i=0
cih

normal
i (x) where ∑

i
c2

i = 1, as {hnormal
i } is a l2-orthonormal basis. By

Cauchy-Schwarz, p2(x) =
(∑

i
cih

normal
i (x)

)2
≤ (∑

i
c2

i )(∑
i
hnormal

i (x)2) ≤ (t + 1) max
0≤i≤t

hnormal
i (x)2.

The conclusion follows from Item 1.

Below, we use Fact C.1, Lemma C.2 and Lemma 9.2 to prove bounds on LA(t) and UA(t). The
first one is a lower bound on LA(t) in terms of the likelihood ratio on a large interval around 0.

Corollary 9.3 (Lower bound by density ratio around 0). Let A be a distribution with pdf q(x) and
g(x) be the pdf of N(0, 1). Then for any t ≥ 1,

LA(t) ≥ min
|x|≤10

√
t log(t+1)

{
q(x)
2g(x)

}
. (124)

Proof. By Lemma C.2 and Fact C.1, for any L ≥ 0 we have∫
R\[−L,L]

p2(x)g(x)dx ≤ 2(t+ 1)!
∫
R\[−L,L]

max{1, x2t}g(x)dx

≤ 8tt exp(−L2/2)(L4t + (16t)t),
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where the last inequality used (t + 1)! ≤ 2tt for all t ≥ 1. Then we can apply Lemma 9.2 with
I1 := {x ∈ R | |x| > L} and I2 := R\I1, to obtain that for any L ≥ 0,

E
x∼A

[p2(x)] ≥ min
|x|≤L

{
q(x)
g(x)

}(
1− 8 exp

(
−L2/2

)
·
(
L4ttt + 16tt2t

) )
. (143)

Now set
L := 10

√
t ln(t+ 1). (144)

Since L >
√
t and L > 1, we have L4ttt + 16tt2t ≤ L6t + 16tL4t ≤ 17tL6t, so in (143),

exp
(
−L2/2

)
·
(
L4ttt + 16tt2t

)
≤ exp

(
−L2/2 + (6 lnL+ ln 17)t

)
< exp(−4), (145)

where the last inequality follows by plugging in L = 10
√
t ln(t+ 1). Since exp(−4) < 1/16, plug the

bound (145) into (143) and we get the conclusion.

The next one is an upper bound on UA(t).

Corollary 9.4 (Generic upper bound on UA). Let A be a distribution whose pdf outside the region
[−B,B] is upper bounded by exp(−(|x| − C)2/(2σ2)), where B ≥ C ≥ 0 and B > 1. Then:

UA(t) ≤ (8t)t · (σCt + 2B2t + σt+1tt/2) for all t ≥ 1.

Proof. Recall that UA(t) := max
i≤t

∣∣∣∣EA [hi(x)]
∣∣∣∣. An application of Cauchy-Schwarz implies

|E
A

[hi(x)]| ≤ E
A

[hi(x)2]1/2.

Using
√
a+ b ≤

√
a+
√
b for all a, b ∈ R+, we can continue the estimate by

|E
A

[hi(x)]| ≤ E
A

[hi(x)21(x ∈ [−B,B])]1/2 + E
A

[hi(x)21(x /∈ [−B,B])]1/2.

Applying Lemma C.2 to hi(x) =
√
i!hnormal

i , we further have

|E
A

[hi(x)]| ≤ 2tt
(

E
A

[max{1, x2t}1(x ∈ [−B,B])]1/2 + E
A

[max{1, x2t}1(x /∈ [−B,B])]1/2
)

≤ 2tt
(
Bt + E

A
[x2t1(x /∈ [−B,B])]1/2

)
(146)

where the last step used B > 1. We now focus on EA[x2t1(x /∈ [−B,B])]1/2:

E
A

[x2t1(x /∈ [−B,B])]

≤2
∫

x≥B
x2t exp(−(x− C)2/2σ2) dx (Hypothesis)

=2σ
∫

σx+C≥B
(σx+ C)2t exp(−x2/2) dx (Change of variables)

≤σ · (2C)2t + σ · (2σ)2t
∫

x≥(B−C)/σ
x2t exp(−x2/2) dx ((a+ b)2t ≤ 22t−1(a2t + b2t))

≤σ · (2C)2t + σ · (2σ)2t exp(−(B − C)2/2σ2)
(

(B − C
σ

)4t + (16t)t
)

(Fact C.1)
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≤16t (σC2t + (B − C)4t/σ2t−1 + σ2t+1tt) (exp(−|x|) ≤ 1)
≤16t (σC2t +B4t + σ2t+1tt). (σ > 1, B ≥ C > 0)

Taking term-wise square roots, then plugging it into (146), we get

UA(t) ≤ (8t)t
(
σCt + 2B2t + σt+1tt/2

)
.

Finally, we record the following bounds on UA(t) and LA(t), for distributions A that is typically
a mixture of a small number of Gaussians with bounded means and variances.

Corollary 9.5 (Gaussian mixture bounds). Suppose A = αN(µ, σ2) + (1− α)E, where α ∈ (0, 1)
and E is a distribution whose pdf outside [−B,B] is upper bounded by twice that of N(µ′, (σ′)2),
where 1 ≤ B and |µ′| ≤ B. Then for any t ≥ 1,

UA(t) ≤ O
(
t · (|µ|+ |µ′|+ 1) · (σ + σ′ + 1) ·B

)2t
, (125)

LA(t) ≥ α

2σ exp
(
− O(t log(t+ 1)) + µ2

σ2

)
. (126)

Here, the constants in the O notation are independent of t, α, µ, µ′, σ, σ′, B.

Proof. For UA(t), by the definition of A we have UA(t) ≤ UN(µ,σ2)(t) + UE(t). To each term, we
apply Corollary 9.4: for N(µ, σ), we let C ← |µ| and B ← max{1, |µ|}; for E, we let C ← |µ′|,
B ← B, and note that its pdf on R\[−B,B] incurs an additional factor of 2. As a result,

UA(t) ≤ (8t)t ·
((
σ|µ|t + 2 max{1, |µ|}2t + σt+1tt/2

)
+ 2 ·

(
σ′|µ′|t + 2B2t + σt+1tt/2

))
≤ O

(
t · (|µ|+ |µ′|+ 1) · (σ + σ′ + 1) ·B

)2t
, ∀t ≥ 1.

For LA(t), from the assumption we have that E
x∼A

[p2(x)] ≥ α E
x∼N(µ,σ2)

[p2(x)], so we only need

to lower bound the latter. Denote by q(x) the pdf of N(µ, σ2), then for any L ≥ 0,

min
|x|≤L

q(x)
g(x) = 1

σ
exp

(
−(L+ |µ|)2/2σ2 + L2/2

)
≥ 1
σ

exp
(
−(L2 + µ2)/σ2

)
.

(147)

We choose L := 10
√
t ln(t+ 1) in (147) and then use Corollary 9.3, which gives:

LA(t) ≥ α

2σ · exp
(
− O(t ln(t+ 1)) + µ2

σ2

)
, ∀t ≥ 1.

C.2 Bounds on UA and LA for Specific Distributions

In this section, we prove bounds on UA and LA for the specific choices of A from Section 9. We
start with ARME.

Lemma 9.14 (Bounds on UARME−Id and LARME−Id). For any 0 < ξ < 1
26 ,

UARME−Id(t) ≤ (32t log(1/τ))t and LARME−Id(t) ≥ ξ · exp
(
−10ξ

√
t log(t+ 1)

)
, ∀t ≥ 1.
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Proof. For the upper bound on UARME−Id(t), we apply Corollary 9.4 with C := τ , B :=
√

ln(1/τ)−τ
and σ := 1, which gives that

UARME−Id(t) ≤ (8t)t(Bt + 2B2t + tt/2) ≤ (8tt)(4B2t)t = (32B2t)t < (32t ln 1
τ

)t, ∀t ≥ 1.

For the lower bound on LARME−Id(t) where t ≥ 1, we apply Corollary 9.3 with L := 10
√
t ln(t+ 1).

This gives LARME−Id(t) ≥ min
|x|≤L

A(x)
2g(x) . We further lower bound A(x)

g(x) for x ∈ [−L,L] as follows.

1. If x /∈ [−B,B], then A(x)
g(x) = g(x−ξ)

g(x) = exp(x2

2 −
(x−ξ)2

2 ) = exp(xξ − ξ2

2 ). Since x ∈ [−L,L], this
expression is at least exp(−Lξ − ξ2

2 ) ≥ exp
(
−10τ

√
t ln(t+ 1)− 1

)
.

2. If x ∈ [−B,B], then A(x)
g(x) = g(x−ξ)+q(x)

g(x) ≥
√

ξ
2π −3ξ

√
ln 1

ξ by property 3 of q(x) in Lemma 9.13.
Here,

√
ξ/(2π) ≥ 2ξ if ξ ≤ 1

8π ≈
1

25.13 , so ξ < 1
26 ⇒

A(x)
g(x) ≥ ξ for all x ∈ [−B,B].

In both cases, if τ < ξ < 1
26 then min

|x|≤L

A(x)
2g(x) ≥ τ ·exp

(
−10ξ

√
t ln(t+ 1)

)
. The conclusion follows.

Lemma 9.18 (Bounds on UARME-t-Mom and LARME-t-Mom). For any i ≥ 1,

UARME-t-Mom(i) ≤ O(i)i, LARME-t-Mom(i) ≥ exp
(
−O(

√
i log(i+ 1))

)
.

Proof. Let g(x) be the pdf of N(0, 1). Recall that A(x) = (1−τ)g(x−δ)+τg(x−δ′)+p(x)111[−1,1](x),
where τ = O(k − 1)−(k−1) ≤ 1

2 , δ = 1
2000(k−1)τ

1− 1
k−1 and δ′ = −1−τ

τ δ = O(1). (Although it will be
irrelevant for the proof, we also recall that k is a constant fixed beforehand.)

For UARME-t-Mom , we apply Corollary 9.4 with B = C = max{1, δ′} = O(1), σ = 1. As a result,
UARME-t-Mom(i) = O(i)i.

For LARME-t-Mom , by Corollary 9.3 we have LARME-t-Mom ≥ min
|x|≤L

A(x)
2g(x) for L := 10

√
i ln(i+ 1) ≥ 1.

We now lower bound A(x)
g(x) in the range [−L,L]:

1. If x /∈ [−1, 1], then A(x)
g(x) = (1−τ)g(x−δ)+τg(x−δ′)

g(x) = (1− τ) exp(xδ− δ2

2 ) + τ exp(xδ′− δ′2

2 ). Since
x ∈ [−L,L], this is lower bounded by exp(−O(L)).

2. If x ∈ [−1, 1], then A(x)
g(x) = (1−τ)g(x−δ)+τg(x−δ′)+p(x)

g(x) ≥ (1 − τ) exp(xδ − δ2

2 ) − 0.1√
2π
e. Here,

(1− τ) exp(xδ − δ2

2 ) ≥ 1
2 exp(−2δ) ≥ exp(−0.001)/2, so A(x)

g(x) >
1
3 .

Together, we have that LARME-t-Mom(i) ≥ exp
(
−O(

√
i ln(i+ 1))

)
.

Lemma 9.27 (Bounds on UACOV-close and LACOV-close). Assume 0 < δ < 1
4 and let the absolute

constants be sufficiently large in the construction of ACOV-close in Lemma 9.26. Then:

UACOV-close(t) ≤ O(t2 log 1
δ

)t and LACOV-close(t) ≥ exp
(
−O(δt log(t+ 1) + δ log 1

δ
)
)
, ∀t ≥ 1.

Proof. By definition, outside the interval [−B,B] it holds ACOV-close(x) ≤ O(1) exp(− x2

2(1−δ)2 ). So
by an application of Corollary 9.4 and using 1≪ B ≪ (log 1

δ )1/2, we have

UA(t) ≤ O
(
(8Bt)2t

)
≤ O(t2 ln 1

δ
)t, ∀t ≥ 1.
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For the lower bound on LA(t), Corollary 9.3 implies that LA(t) ≥ 1
2 min|x|≤L

A(x)
g(x) , where

L := 10
√
t ln(t+ 1). We now lower bound A(x)

g(x) for x ∈ [−L,L].

1. If x /∈ [−B,B], then the ratio is g(x/(1−δ)
(1−δ)g(x) ≥ exp(x2

2 (1− 1
(1−δ)2 )) = exp(−O(δx2)). In the range

[−L,L] this is lower bounded by exp
(
−O

(
δt ln(t+ 1)

))
.

2. If x ∈ [−B,B], then the ratio is g(x/(1−δ))/(1−δ)−q(x)
g(x) . Recall that |q(x)| ≤ 10δk4B−3 for

x ∈ [−B,B] and δ < 1/4. By choosing in k ≪ B ≪ (log 1
δ )1/2 the absolute constants to be

sufficiently large, we have that for x ∈ [−B,B], g(x/(1−δ))
(1−δ) ≥ 1

(1−δ)
√

2π
exp( log δ

2 ) > 20δk4B−3.

Consequently, A(x)
g(x) ≥

1
2

g(x/(1−δ)
(1−δ)g(x) for x ∈ [−B,B], and this is further lower bounded by

exp(−O(δB2)) = exp(−O(δ ln 1
δ )) by the same calculus as in the case above.

The lower bound on LA(t) then follows by taking the minimum of the two, divided by two.

D Sketch for deriving an SoS lower bound for Sherrington-Kirkpatrick
from approximate parallel pancakes

A natural question is whether an SoS lower bound for approximate parallel pancakes can be used to
derive an SoS lower bound for Sherrington-Kirkpatrick. There are two reasons why this is desirable.
The main reason is that even though there is an SoS lower bound, the exact parallel pancakes
problem is actually easy. A second reason is that we only have an SoS lower bound for the exact
parallel pancakes when m ≤ n

3
2 −ϵ whereas our lower bound for approximate parallel pancakes

applies when m ≤ n2−ϵ.
While intuitively, the answer is yes, obtaining such a derivation is subtle. In this appendix, we

sketch an approach for such a derivation. For this approach, we use the same setup as [GJJ+20]
which in turn was based on the reduction from the Boolean vector in a random subspace problem
to Sherrington-Kirkpatrick by [MRX20]. The setup is as follows.

1. Observe that the span of the top d eigenvectors of M is a random d-dimensional subspace of
Rn. This means that we can represent the span of the top d eigenvectors of MSK as the rows
of an d× n matrix U whose entries are independently drawn from N(0, 1). For each i ∈ [n],
we take ui ∈ Rn to be the vector with coordinates (ui)j = Uij .

2. We take the problem variables to be the coefficients v1, . . . , vd such that x = ∑d
i=1 viui.

Equivalently, xj = ∑d
i=1 viUij .

3. We observe that if x ∈ Rn is in the span of the top d eigenvectors of M then xTMSKx ≥ λd||x||2
where λd is the dth largest eigenvalue of MSK . Moreover, SoS can prove this fact.

To relate this to NGCA, we observe that if we take e′
j ∈ Rd to be the jth column of U then

xj = v · e′
j .

When d ≥ n
2
3 +ϵ where ϵ > 0 and n is sufficiently large, the SoS lower bound for parallel affine

planes [GJJ+20] gave pseudo-expectation values for v satisfying the equations that for all i ∈ [d],
v2

i = 1
d and for all j ∈ [n], x2

j = (v · e′
j)2 = 1. Thus, this gave pseudo-expectation values for x

satisfying the equation x2
j = 1 for all j ∈ [n] such that Ẽ[xTMx] ≥ λdn ≥ (2 − δ(d, n))n 3

2 where
δ(d, n) is o(1) (as a function of n) as long as d is o(n).
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When d ≥ n
1
2 +ϵ where ϵ > 0 and n is sufficiently large, our SoS lower bound for NGCA

gives pseudo-expectation values Ẽ for v satisfying the equations that for all i ∈ [d], v2
i = 1

d and
approximately satisfying the equations that for all j ∈ [n], x2

j = (v · e′
j)2 = 1. In particular, if we

take A to be a mixture of two Gaussian distributions with standard deviation δ and means −1 and
1 respectively then Ẽ[(x2

j − 1)2k] will be O(δ2k) where the constant is a function of k.
One way to handle this is as follows:

1. Construct variables x′
j which are polynomials in v and the entries of U such that x′2

j is even

closer to 1 than x2
j . For example, if we take x′

j = 3xj−x3
j

2 then if xj = ±1 + ∆ then

x′
j =

3xj − x3
j

2 = ±3 + 3∆∓ 1− 3∆∓ 3∆2 −∆3

2 = ±1− ±3∆2 + ∆3

2

2. Observe that ||x′−x||2 is small so |Ẽ[x′TMSKx
′]−Ẽ[xTMSKx]| is small and thus Ẽ[x′TMSKx

′] ≥
(2− δ′(d, n))n 3

2 where δ′(d, n) is o(1) (as a function of n) as long as d is o(n) and δ is o(1).

3. Letting M be the moment matrix with the variables {x′
j : j ∈ [n]}, M ⪰ 0 as these variables

are polynomials of the solution variables {vi : i ∈ [d]} and the entries of U . That said, we
need to divide the SoS degree by the degree of these polynomials.

4. To satisfy the constraints that x′
j
2 = 1 exactly, we need to adjust the moment matrix M .

However, since we are only guaranteed that M is PSD rather than positive definite, there is a
danger that this adjustment will break the PSDness of M . To handle this, we can modify M
to obtain a moment matrix M ′ which is positive definite rather than just positive semidefinite.
Intuitively, we obtain this modification by randomizing each coordinate x′

j with probability ϵ.
Note that this reduces the objective function by a factor of roughly (1− ϵ)2

After obtaining the modified moment matrix M ′, we take our final moment matrix M ′′ so
that M ′′

AB = M ′
(A\(A∩B))(B\(A∩B)) so that the equations x′

j
2 = 1 are satisfied.

We describe and analyze this adjustment in more detail in Section D.1 below.

Remark D.1. If δ ≤ n−CD for a sufficiently large constant C then we can skip the first step. That
said, the first step allows us to take δ = 1

nc for any constant c > 0.

D.1 Adjusting the moment matrix

Definition D.2. Given A,B ⊆ [n], the disjoint union A∆B of A and B is A∆B = (A\B)∪(B\A).

Definition D.3. Given S ⊆ [n] and k ≥ |S|, we define IdS,k to be the diagonal matrix such that
(IdS,k)AA = 1 if S ⊆ A and |A| = k and 0 otherwise. We define Idk = Id∅,k.

Lemma D.4. If M is a matrix indexed by sets A,B ⊆ [n] of size at most D such that M ⪰ 0, the
diagonal entries of M are at least 1

2 , and all entries of M have magnitude at most 2 then if we take
M ′ to be the matrix with entries M ′

AB = (1− ϵ)|A∆B|MAB for some ϵ > 0 (which may depend on D

and n), M ′ ⪰ ϵD

8
∑D

k=0
1

(32Dn)D−k Idk.

Proof. Let α = 1− ϵ. Given S ⊆ [n], let MS be the matrix with entries (MS)AB = α|A\S|+|B\S|MAB

if S ⊆ A ∩ B and (MS)AB = 0 otherwise. Observe that M ′ = ∑
S⊆[n]:|S|≤D (1− α2)|S|MS . To see
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this, observe that for all S′ ⊆ [n], 1 = (α2 + (1− α2))|S′| = ∑
S⊆S′ α2(|S′|−|S|)(1− α2)|S|. Thus, for

all A,B ⊆ [n] of size at most D,∑
S⊆[n]:|S|≤D

(1− α2)|S|(MS)AB =
∑

S⊆A∩B

α|A\S|+|B\S|(1− α2)|S|MAB

= α|A∆B| ∑
S⊆A∩B

α2(|A∩B|−|S|)(1− α2)|S|MAB

= α|A∆B|MAB = M ′
AB

We need to extract a small multiple of the identity from ∑
S⊆[n]:|S|≤D (1− α2)|S|MS . To do this, we

use the following lemma.

Lemma D.5. For all S ⊆ [n] such that |S| ≤ D, MS ⪰ 1
4 IdS,|S| −

∑D
j=|S|+1 (4n)jIdS,|S|+j.

Proof. We use the following trick. Let M ′
S be the matrix with entries (M ′

S)AB = 1
2(MS)AB if

A = B = S, (M ′
S)AB = (MS)AB if S ⊆ A ∩ B and either A = S or B = S but not both,

(M ′
S)AB = 2(MS)AB if S ⊆ A ∩B, A ̸= S, and B ̸= S, and (M ′

S)AB = 0 otherwise.
Since MS ⪰ 0 and M ′

S is obtained from MS by multiplying the rows and columns with index
S by 1√

2 and multiplying the rows and columns with index A where S ⊊ A by
√

2, M ′
S ⪰ 0.

Since (MS)SS ≥ 1
2 and the entries of MS all have magnitude at most 2, it is not hard to show

that M ′
S −MS − 1

4 IdS,|S| ⪯
∑D−|S|

j=1 (4n)jIdS,|S|+j . Rearranging and using the fact that M ′
S ⪰ 0,

MS ⪰ 1
4 IdS,|S| −

∑D
j=|S|+1 (4n)jIdS,|S|+j , as needed.

We now observe that∑
S⊆[n]:|S|≤D

(1− α2)|S|MS ⪰ ϵD
∑

S⊆[n]:|S|≤D

1
(32Dn)D−|S|MS

⪰ ϵD
∑

S⊆[n]:|S|≤D

1
(32Dn)D−|S|

1
4 −

∑
S′⊊S

( 4n
32Dn

)|S|−|S′|
 IdS,|S|

⪰ ϵD
∑

S⊆[n]:|S|≤D

1
8(32Dn)D−|S| IdS,|S| = ϵD

8

D∑
k=0

1
(32Dn)D−k

Idk.

Corollary D.6. Under the same setup as Lemma D.4, if M ′′ is a matrix indexed by subsets
A,B ⊆ [n] of size at most D such that for all A,B ⊆ [n], |M ′′

AB−M ′
AB| ≤ 1

16
(

ϵ
32Dn

)D then M ′′ ⪰ 0.
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