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LIKELTHOOD LANDSCAPE AND MAXIMUM LIKELTHOOD ESTIMATION
FOR THE DISCRETE ORBIT RECOVERY MODEL

ZHOU FAN, YI SUN, TTANHAO WANG, AND YIHONG WU

ABSTRACT. We study the non-convex optimization landscape for maximum likelihood estimation
in the discrete orbit recovery model with Gaussian noise. This is a statistical model motivated by
applications in molecular microscopy and image processing, where each measurement of an unknown
object is subject to an independent random rotation from a known rotational group. Equivalently,
it is a Gaussian mixture model where the mixture centers belong to a group orbit.

We show that fundamental properties of the likelihood landscape depend on the signal-to-noise
ratio and the group structure. At low noise, this landscape is “benign” for any discrete group,
possessing no spurious local optima and only strict saddle points. At high noise, this landscape
may develop spurious local optima, depending on the specific group. We discuss several positive
and negative examples, and provide a general condition that ensures a globally benign landscape at
high noise. For cyclic permutations of coordinates on R? (multi-reference alignment), there may be
spurious local optima when d > 6, and we establish a correspondence between these local optima
and those of a surrogate function of the phase variables in the Fourier domain.

We show that the Fisher information matrix transitions from resembling that of a single Gaussian
distribution in low noise to having a graded eigenvalue structure in high noise, which is determined
by the graded algebra of invariant polynomials under the group action. In a local neighborhood
of the true object, where the neighborhood size is independent of the signal-to-noise ratio, the
landscape is strongly convex in a reparametrized system of variables given by a transcendence basis
of this polynomial algebra. We discuss implications for optimization algorithms, including slow
convergence of expectation-maximization, and possible advantages of momentum-based acceleration
and variable reparametrization for first- and second-order descent methods.
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1. INTRODUCTION

We study statistical estimation of a vector §, € R? from noisy observations, where each obser-
vation is subject to a random and unknown rotation. Letting G C O(d) be a known subgroup of
orthogonal rotations in dimension d, we consider the observation model

Y =g-0,+0c. (1.1)

Here, g ~ Unif(G) is an unobserved uniform random element of this group, o > 0 is the noise
level, and & ~ N(0,Id) is observation noise that is independent of g. This model is sometimes
referred to as multi-reference alignment, the group action channel, or the orbit recovery problem
[7, 6, 10, 1, 2, 13, 37, 14].

Study of this model has largely been motivated by its relevance to the structure recovery problem
arising in single-particle cryo-electron microscopy (cryo-EM) [19, 25, 22]. Cryo-EM is an experi-
mental method of determining the 3D structure of a molecule by imaging many cryogenic samples
of the molecule from different and unknown viewing angles. Due to limitations of electron dose, the
individual images are subject to high levels of measurement noise, and they must be aligned and
averaged to obtain a high-resolution reconstruction of the molecule. There is extensive literature
on computational methods for this problem, and we refer readers to the recent surveys [9, 47]. In
our work, we study the simpler model (1.1), which omits many complications in cryo-EM such as a
tomographic projection, the contrast-transfer function, and structural heterogeneity. We do this so
as to focus our attention on some of the fundamental features of this reconstruction problem that
may arise due to the latent rotation g.

It has been observed since [45] that the difficulty of estimation in the model (1.1) has an atypically
strong dependence on the noise level o, and this is a common theme in subsequent study [7, 6, 2, 37].
Figure 1.1 contrasts a low-noise and high-noise setting in a simple example, where G is the group
of three-fold rotations on the plane R?. Three distinct clusters corresponding to the orbit points
{90« : g € G} are observed in low noise, whereas only a single large cluster is apparent in high noise.
The number of samples needed to recover 6, and the dependence of this sample complexity on o
were studied in [6, 2]. In particular, [6] showed that method-of-moments estimators can achieve
rate-optimal sample complexity in o, and connected this complexity to properties of the algebra of
G-invariant polynomials.

The focus of our current work is, instead, on maximum likelihood estimation for 6,. Maximum
likelihood is a widely used approach in practice, for either ab initio estimation of 8, or for iterative
refinement of a pilot estimate obtained by other means [45, 43, 42, 41]. Letting Y7,...,Y, be i.i.d.
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FIGURE 1.1. Data samples and contours of negative log-likelihood R, (6) for the
group of three-fold rotations on R?, where 6, = (1,0). Left: 10,000 samples at noise
level 0 = 0.4. Right: 100,000 samples at noise level o = 4. (Note the difference in
axis limits between the data plots and contour plots.) Values in the contour plots
are displayed under an affine transformation for better visualization.

observations from the model (1.1), the maximum likelihood estimate (MLE) is a vector § € R%
which maximizes the log-likelihood function

1 n
0— — > logpy(Yi),

+3 togr(i)
where py is the probability density of ¥ marginalizing over the latent rotation g ~ Unif(G). We
denote the negative log-likelihood function by R,,(6); this function is also depicted in Figure 1.1 for
low and high noise. The success of optimization algorithms for computing the MLE for ab initio
estimation and for iterative refinement depends, respectively, on the global function landscape of
R, (6) and on its local landscape in a neighborhood of ..

In this work, we study the function landscape of R, (f), assuming that the true vector 6, € R?
is suitably generic. We restrict attention to discrete groups G, so that R, (6) has isolated critical
points, and we derive several results. First, we show that the global landscape is “benign” for
sufficiently low noise, having no spurious local minimizers for any discrete group. Second, we show
that the local landscape in a o-independent neighborhood of 6, is also benign at any noise level
o > 0, and that R, (0) is strongly convex in this neighborhood after suitable reparametrization.
Third, we relate the critical points of the global landscape in high noise to a sequence of simpler
optimization problems defined by the symmetric moment tensors under G. We show that for
discrete rotations in R? as in Figure 1.1, and for the symmetric group that permutes the coordinates
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of RY, the global landscape is benign also at high noise. In contrast, for the group of cyclic
permutations in R?, the global landscape may not be benign for even d > 6 and odd d > 53.

Our motivations for studying the MLE and the likelihood landscape are two-fold. First, classical
statistical theory indicates that in the limit n — oo for fixed dimension d, the MLE achieves
asymptotic efficiency, meaning that 6 converges to 6, at an O(1/y/n) rate, with asymptotically
optimal covariance I(6,)~! (the inverse of the Fisher information matrix) matching the Cramer-Rao
lower bound (see [31, Sec. 2.5]). This need not hold for method-of-moments estimators as studied
in [6]. Our results connect one aspect of [6] regarding the sample complexity for “list-recovery of
generic signals” to the MLE, by showing that the eigenstructure of the Fisher information matrix
I(0,) corresponds to a sequence of transcendence degrees in the graded algebra of G-invariant
polynomials.

Second, a body of empirical literature in cryo-EM suggests that R, (#) may have spurious local
minimizers. For ab initio estimation, this has motivated the development of a variety of optimization
algorithms including stochastic hill climbing [21], stochastic gradient descent [40], and “frequency
marching” [8]. However, at present, the function landscape of R, () is not theoretically well-
understood, even in simple examples of group actions. For instance, it is unclear how this landscape
depends on properties of the group, and whether the roughness of this landscape is due to insufficient
sample size or is a fundamental aspect of the model even in the n — oo limit. Our work takes a step
towards understanding these questions, and our results have concrete implications for descent-based
optimization algorithms in this problem. We discuss these implications in Section 1.3 below.

1.1. The orbit recovery model. We study the orbit recovery model (1.1) in the setting of a
discrete group. Let G C O(d) € R¥? be a discrete subgroup of the orthogonal group in dimension
d, with finite cardinality
|G| =K.
Fach observation is modeled as
Y=g -0i+0¢
where g ~ Unif(G), e ~ N (0,1d), and these are independent. Here, o > 0 is the noise level, which

we will assume is known. This is a K-component Gaussian mixture model with equal weights,
where the centers of the mixture components are the points of the orbit of 6, under G, given by

Op, = {90 : g € G}.
The marginal density of Y in this model is the Gaussian mixture density

=5 ¥ ( V;r?)dexp (—”Y;j’e”z) . (12)

geG

For 0,0" € R?, note that py = pg if and only if the K mixture components have the same centers,
i.e. Oy = Oy. This means the parameter 0, is statistically identifiable in this model up to its orbit.

Given n independent samples Y7, ...,Y,, distributed according to (1.1), we study the landscape
of the negative log-likelihood empirical risk

1 n
R,(0) = - Z log pp(Y;) + const. (1.3)
i=1

Here, const denotes a f-independent value that we introduce to simplify the expression for this risk;
see (2.2) for details. Our results will apply equally to a setting where the true group element g in
(1.1) is not uniform, and we discuss this in Remark 2.1.

This function R, (0) is non-convex for any non-trivial group G. A maximum likelihood estimator
0 € R? is any global minimizer of R, (). Note that if § minimizes R,,(6), then all points in its orbit
O, also minimize R,(f), so the MLE is also only defined up to its orbit.
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Fixing the true parameter 6, € RY, we denote the mean of R, () by
R(9) = —E[log pg(Y)] + const, (1.4)

where E is the expectation over both g and ¢ in the model Y = ¢ - 0, + oe. This function R(6)
depends implicitly on the true parameter 6,. We call R(0) the population risk, and this may be
understood as the n — oo limit of R,,(6). Note that

R(G) = Dxw(po. [lps) — E[log ps, (Y)] + const (1.5)

where Dxr,(pllg) = [p(y log ol )dy is the Kullback-Leibler divergence between densities p and g,

and the remaining two terms do not depend on #. Thus, a point # € R? is a global minimizer of
R(0) if and only if pg, = pg, i.e. 0 € O, .

It was established in [34] that under mild conditions for empirical risks such as (1.3), due to
concentration of the gradient and Hessian of R, (¢) around those of R(#), various properties of
the function landscape of R(f) translate to those of R, () for sufficiently large n—these properties
include the number of critical points and the number of negative Hessian eigenvalues at each critical
point. Versions of this argument were also used in the analyses of dictionary learning and phase
retrieval in [49, 50]. Our analysis will follow a similar approach, and the core of our arguments will
pertain to the population risk (1.4) rather than its finite-n counterpart (1.3).

We will also study properties of the Fisher information matrix in this model. This is given by

1(0.) = -E [Vg IOgPH(Y)‘eze*] = ViR(0,), (1.6)

which is the Hessian of the population risk R(#) evaluated at its global minimizer 6 = 6.. It
was shown in [14] that I(6) is invertible if and only if all K points of the orbit Op, are distinct.
We assume this condition in all of our results, and some of our results will further restrict 6, to
satisfy additional generic properties that hold outside the zero set of an analytlc function on R,
Identifying the MLE 6 as the point in its orbit closest to 6., [2] verified that 6 is an asymptotically
consistent estimate for 6, as n — co. By the classical theory of maximum likelihood estimation in
parametric models (see [51, Chapter 5]), we then have the convergence in law

Vi —0.) — N(0,1(6,)71). (1.7)
Thus the eigenvalues of the Fisher information matrix determine the coordinate-wise asymptotic
variances of the MLE in an orthogonal basis for R%.

1.2. Overview of results. We will be interested in the geometric properties of the function land-
scapes of R,(f) and R(f). The most ideal setting for non-convex optimization is when these
landscapes are benign in the following sense.

Definition 1.1. The landscape of a twice continuously-differentiable function f : RY — R is
globally benign if the only local minimizers of f are global minimizers, f is strongly convex at
each such local minimizer, and each saddle point of f is a strict saddle point.

This is equivalent to saying that the only points # € R? where V £(#) = 0 and Amin(V2£(0)) >0
are the global minimizers of f, and Ayin (V2 £(0)) > 0 strictly at all such points. This condition has
been discussed in [23, 30, 26], which show that randomly-initialized gradient descent converges to
a global minimizer almost surely under this condition, and that gradient descent perturbed with
additive noise can furthermore converge in polynomial time under a quantitative version of this
condition.

In our results, we will fix a generic true parameter 6, € R%. We study low-noise and high-noise
regimes, where the low-noise regime is defined by o < o¢ for a sufficiently small (6., d, G)-dependent
constant oy > 0, and the high-noise regime by o > o for a (different) sufficiently large (0., d, G)-
dependent constant og > 0. It is the high-noise regime that is of primary interest in applications
such as cryo-EM. We provide results also for low noise, to contrast with the high-noise behavior,
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and because these results may be of separate interest in other applications.

Global landscape and Fisher information at low noise. We show in Section 3 that both
R(6) and R, (0) are globally benign in the low noise regime, for any discrete group G, any 0,
whose orbit points are distinct under G, and sufficiently large sample size n. That is, there exists
oo = 09(bx,d, G) for which R(#) and R,,(0) do not have any spurious local minimizers when o < oy.

We also show that the Fisher information satisfies I(6,) ~ o~2 Id, where the error of this approx-
imation is exponentially small in 0~2. Here, 02 1d is the Fisher information of the single Gaussian
distribution N'(6,, 02 1d). Thus the local geometries of R(#) and R, (0) near 6, resemble those of a
single Gaussian, and they do not “feel” the effects of the other mixture components.

We remark that the group structure plays an important role in our proof of this global landscape
result, and such a result is not true for general Gaussian mixture models: For the three-component
Gaussian mixture model

%N (01,0%1d) + %N (62,02 1d) + %N (63,0%1d),

it is known that the negative log-likelihood population risk as a function of (61,62, 63) € R3? can
have spurious local minimizers, even in the ¢ — 0 limit. Similar examples may be constructed for
any number of mixture components K > 3 [27].

Fisher information at high noise. As the noise level o increases, a transition occurs in the
structure of the Fisher information matrix I(f,). We show in Section 4.4 that in the high-noise
regime, for any generic 6, € R%, there is a decomposition d = dy + da + ... + dr, where

I(0,) has dy eigenvalues on the order of o foreach ¢ =1,...,L. (1.8)

The number dy is trdeg(RY,) — trdeg(RE, ), where trdeg(RY,) is the transcendence degree over
R of the space of G-invariant polynomials having degree < ¢. The number L is the smallest integer
for which trdeg(R%;) = d.

For the group of K-fold discrete rotations in R?, as in Figure 1.1, we have L = K, dy = 1, dx = 1,
and d; = 0 for each other £. Thus I(6,) has one eigenvalue of magnitude o~4, corresponding to the

curvature of R(f) in the radial direction, and one eigenvalue of magnitude 02X, corresponding
to the direction tangent to the circle {§ € R? : ||0|| = ||0.||}. For the symmetric group of all
permutations in R%, we have L = d and dy = 1 for each £ = 1, ..., d. For cyclic permutations in R?,

we have L =3,d; =1, dy = [%1, and d3 = L%J Here dq corresponds to the sum 61 + ...+ 6y,
ds to the magnitudes of the remaining Fourier coefficients of 8, and dsz to the phases.

Applying (1.8) to the classical efficiency result (1.7) for the MLE, this shows that  estimates
0, with an asymptotic covariance of O(c**/n). This rate agrees with the results of [6] on list-
recovery of generic signals 6, by a method-of-moments estimator. More precisely, (1.8) exhibits
a decomposition of R? into orthogonal subspaces of dimensions dy,...,dr, such that the MLE 6
estimates 6, with an asymptotic covariance of O(c%*/n) in its component belonging to the ¢!
subspace. For any continuously differentiable function v : R? — R, a Taylor expansion of 1 (i.e.
the statistical delta method) yields also the convergence in law

Vi (6(0) = (0.)) = N (0,96(0,) T 1(0.) 7 Vi (6.) ) (1.9)

as n — co. We show that when 1) is any G-invariant polynomial of degree ¢, the gradient V) (6,)
belongs to the span of the first £ subspaces, so that () estimates 1(6,) with variance O(c?*/n).

Global landscape at high noise. Denote by
Ty(0) = Bqy[(90)®] € (R)®* (1.10)
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the ¢*" moment tensor of gf, where E, is the expectation over the uniform law g ~ Unif(G). The
entries of Ty(0) consist of all order-/ mixed moments of entries of the random vector g € R
Let || - |lus be the Euclidean norm of the vectorization of such a tensor in R4, We relate the
local minimizers of R(#) and R, (¢) in the high-noise regime to a sequence of simpler optimization
problems, given by successively minimizing

Py(0) = || To(8) — Tu(6:)Ifrs (1.11)

over the variety
Vi1 = {9 e RY: T3(0) = Ty(0,) for k=1,...,0— 1}, (1.12)
for £ =1,..., L. This sequence of optimization problems is related to the method-of-moments, in

that (1.11) may be interpreted as matching the order-¢ moments Ty(6) to T;(0s), subject to the
constraint (1.12) that the moments of lower order have already been matched.

We show in Section 4.5 that for generic 0, if Vi = Oy, , each variety Vy, is non-singular with
constant dimension, each restriction Pyly, , satisfies a strict saddle condition, and the only local
minimizers of each restriction P|y, , are the points § € Vy, then the global landscape of R(0) is
also benign in the high-noise regime. In such examples, the landscape of the empirical risk R, ()
is then also globally benign with high probability when n > ¢?F. This requirement for n matches
the sample complexity for recovery of generic signals in [6]. We analyze the two concrete examples
of K-fold rotations in R? and the symmetric group of all permutations in R%, showing that the
global landscape is benign at high noise in these examples.

The first condition Vi, = Oy, means that 6, is uniquely specified, up to its orbit, by its first L
moment tensors 71 (6x),...,T5(0«). These are the examples in [6] where the notions of “generic
list recovery” and “generic unique recovery” coincide. We note that this condition alone is not
sufficient to guarantee a benign landscape. For instance, in the cyclic permutations example below,
we have L = 3 and V3 = Oy, for generic points §, € R? in any dimension d, but spurious local
minima may exist.

Spurious local minimizers for cyclic permutations. The complexity of the sequence of opti-
mization problems in (1.11-1.12) depends on the structure of the G-invariant polynomial algebra.
As a more complex example, we study in Section 4.6 the group G of cyclic permutations in R¢.
Some authors refer to this specific action as the multi-reference alignment (MRA) model, and the
invariant polynomial algebra for this group bears some similarities to the continuous action of SO(3)
that is relevant for cryo-EM applications [7, 6, 37].

For this group, we have L = 3, and P»(6) does not have spurious local minimizers over V,_; for
¢ =1 and 2. For ¢ = 3 and odd d, denoting Z = {1,2,..., d—gl}, we show in Theorem 4.28 that
minimizing P3(#) over V, is equivalent to minimizing

FH(ty,... 7)) = —é Z rz*r?’*r,%,* cos(t; +tj + ti)
i, k€TU—T
i+j+k=0 mod d
over phase variables 1,...,¢7 € [0,27), where we identify t_; = —t; and set 7; , as the modulus
of the i*! Fourier coefficient of 6,. When d is even, there is an additional term to this function as
well as a second function F'~(t,... ,t|I|), and we refer to Section 4.6 for details.

We show that for high noise and generic 6, € R?, local minimizers of R(f) are in correspondence
with local minimizers of F*(ty,... ,ti7)), where the magnitudes of the Fourier coefficients of any
such local minimizer § € R¢ are close to those of 6,, and the differences in phases between the
Fourier coefficients of § and those of 6, are close to the corresponding local minimizer of F*. In
dimensions d < 5, there are no spurious local minimizers, and the landscapes of R(f) and R, ()
are globally benign. In even dimensions d > 6 and odd dimensions d > 53, we exhibit an open
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set U C R such that R() and R,(f) do have spurious local minimizers, for all §, € U. This
is a phenomenon of the population risk R(#) and is not caused by finite-n behavior, so descent
procedures may converge to these spurious local minimizers even in the limit of infinite sample size.
(We have found via a computer search that spurious local minimizers may exist for odd d > 13,
but we will not attempt to make this rigorous.)

In the method-of-moments approach to MRA, the Fourier magnitudes of 6 are recovered from
the power spectrum, or the set of degree-2 polynomial invariants, and the Fourier phases are recov-
ered from certain degree-3 polynomial invariants known as the bispectrum. The above surrogate
functions F*(tq,... 7tII\) are functions of the bispectrum, and it may be checked that they are
examples of the non-convex bispectrum inversion objective in [10, Equation (III.4)]. The spurious
local minima that we exhibit for even d > 6 correspond to the local minima also identified in [10,
Page 17]. The spurious local minima for odd d form a new family, which demonstrates also that
the objective in [10] may not be globally benign in such settings.

Local landscape at high noise. Motivated by the possibility that R(6) and R, (#) are not globally
benign, we study also their local landscapes restricted to a smaller neighborhood of 6, in Section
4.4. We show that there is a o-independent neighborhood U of 8,, and a local reparametrization
by an analytic map ¢ : R¢ — R? that is 1-to-1 on U, such that R and R, are strongly convex as
functions of ¢ € p(U), with unique local minimizers in U. The coordinates of this map ¢ may be
taken to be d polynomials that form a transcendence basis of the G-invariant polynomial algebra.

We remark that this result does not automatically follow from the invertibility of the Fisher
information I(6,) established in [14], as this invertibility does not preclude the possibility that the
size of this neighborhood U shrinks as o — oo. In fact, it is not true that R(#) must be convex over
0 € U for a o-independent neighborhood U, and the reparametrization by ¢ is important to ensure
convexity. For instance, in the high-noise picture of Figure 1.1, it is evident from the non-convex
level sets that R, () is convex only in a small neighborhood of .. However, it is convex in a much
larger neighborhood of 6, when reparametrized by two coordinates that represent the radius and
angle.

High-noise expansion of the population risk. Our results in the high-noise regime are enabled
by a series expansion of the population risk function in o2, given by

R(f) = i o 25,(6)

(=1

for certain G-invariant polynomial functions Sy(6). For fixed 6, € R?, each polynomial Sy(6) takes
the form

S,(6) = wawm — Ty(0.) |2 + Qu(0)

where Q(0) is in the algebra generated by G-invariant polynomials of degree < ¢ — 1. We derive
these results and provide a rigorous interpretation of this expansion in Section 4.2.

By the relation (1.5), this is equivalent to a series expansion of the KL-divergence Dxr,(py, ||pg) in
o~2. In the works [7, 6, 2], analogous expansions were performed instead for upper and lower bounds
to the KL-divergence, and these were then used to study the sample complexity of estimating 6,.
To study the log-likelihood landscape, we must perform this expansion for R(6) itself. Our proof of
this series expansion does not require G to be discrete (or 0, to be generic), and this result may be
used also to study continuous group actions. Following the initial posting of this work, this series
expansion has recently been extended to more general high-noise Gaussian mixture models in [28].
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1.3. Implications for optimization. In this section, we discuss some implications of our results
for descent-based optimization algorithms in high-noise settings.

Slow convergence of expectation-maximization. One of the most widely used optimization
algorithms for minimizing R, (6) is expectation-maximization (EM) (see [18], and [45, 46, 9] for
applications in cryo-EM). Starting from an initialization #(°) € R, the EM algorithm iteratively
computes

0+ = arg min Q( | 6Y)
OeRr?

019 5250 o () o (22|

is the expectation of the full—data negative log-likelihood over the posterior law of g € G. For each
sample Y;, the density of this posterior law is

Y; 2 Y; — ho )2
P(gma@(t))=exp< ”’> > exp ( Ho—2H>

heG
leading to the following explicit form of the EM iteration:

61t = ZEg\Y o9 Yil.
=1

where

It is straightforward to verify that this is equivalent to the gradient descent (GD) update

o) = o) — . VR, (0D)

with a fixed step size n = o2.

Our results indicate that in the high-noise regime, this step size n = ¢“ corresponding to EM
may not be correctly tuned for optimal convergence. For applying GD to a smooth and strongly
convex function f(#) where

2

ald < V2f(9) < B1d,

the optimal step size is 7 < 1/, and GD with this step size achieves a convergence rate

169 — 002 < 0((1 = ca/B)") (1.13)

for a constant ¢ > 0 (see [36, Theorem 2.1.14]). For any mean-zero group G, we have (by Lemma
4.9) that d; = 0 in the decomposition d = dy + ... + dr, in (1.8), so that Apax(VZR,(0)) < o~*
locally near 8,. Thus there is a flattening of the landscape near 6,, and GD should instead be tuned
with the larger step size 7 < o after reaching a small enough neighborhood of é,.

Figure 1.2 illustrates this for three-fold rotations in R?, comparing 250 iterations of EM versus
GD with step size n = o on the high-noise example of Figure 1.1. EM converges quite slowly after
reaching a vicinity of the circle {§ € R? : ||§]| = ||0.||}, and the improved convergence rate for step
size n = o is apparent.

Nesterov acceleration for gradient descent. The structure (1.8) for the eigenvalues of I(6.)
also indicates that the Hessians of the risk functions R, (#) and R(#) may be highly anisotropic and
ill-conditioned near 6, in high-noise settings. This poses a known problem for the convergence of
gradient descent with any fixed step size, including EM, as evident from the factor o/f in (1.13).

This also suggests that substantial improvements in convergence may be obtained by using
momentum or acceleration methods [39, 36]. For example, using the Nesterov acceleration scheme

W) — 90 TR, (60)
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FIGURE 1.2. Convergence of expectation-maximization (EM), gradient descent
(GD) with step size n = o, and Nesterov-accelerated gradient descent (AGD) with
step size n = o* on the three-fold rotations example with n = 100,000 samples and
noise level ¢ = 4. All three algorithms are initialized at (©) = (1,1).

D) — (1 4 7)) — 70,

accelerated gradient descent (AGD) can achieve the improved convergence rate

69 =62 < O((1 - e/a/B)"), (1.14)

see [36, Theorem 2.2.3]. Figure 1.2 also illustrates the convergence of AGD on the same three-fold
rotations example, with step size n = o* and momentum parameters 7 = 7; defined as (see [15,

Section 3.7.2])
M=0, A= (1 +4/1 +4>\§71)/2, 7= — 1)/ Mst.

The iterates #*) reach the orbit Op, within 30 iterations of AGD, when neither EM nor standard
GD with n = ¢ is close to having converged.

Reparametrization for second-order trust region methods. Second-order descent proce-
dures may also be applied to minimize R, (). Since R, is non-convex, it is possible for its second-
order approximation at an iterate () to have a direction of negative curvature. When this occurs,
it is common to apply a trust-region approach, where the next update 0¢*1) is constrained to lie
within a fixed-radius ball around 6® [48, 49, 50, 34]. This trust region is used until the iterates
0") reach a neighborhood of strong convexity around a local minimizer of R, (0), after which the
algorithm naturally transitions to a standard second-order Newton method for minimizing convex
objectives.

At high noise, the region of convexity for R(f) and R, () around 6, may be vanishingly small
in o, requiring more careful tuning of this trust-region algorithm and a large number of iterations
before reaching this convex region. However, as mentioned in Section 1.2, our results indicate that
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the region of convexity is much larger, and is o-independent, upon reparametrizing by G-invariant
coordinates ¢ = ¢(6). This suggests that second-order methods may be more effective and stable
when applied in the parametrization by ¢, rather than the original parametrization by 6.

1.4. Notation. We write E. for the expectation over e ~ A (0,1d). We write

Eqlf(9)] = % > flg)

geG

for the expectation over the uniform law g ~ Unif(G), and Var, and Cov,, for the associated variance
and covariance. Similarly E;, is the expectation over h ~ Unif(G), and Eg, 4, is the expectation
over independent elements g1, go ~ Unif(G) unless stated otherwise.

We consider 6,,d,G as constant throughout the paper. We write C,C’, ¢, > 0 for constants
that may depend on 6,,d, G and change from instance to instance. These do not depend on the
noise level o, and we will be explicit about the dependence of our results on o.

For a function f : R? — R, we denote its gradient and Hessian by Vf € R? and V2f € R4,
More generally, we denote by V¥ f € (R?)®* the symmetric tensor of its k" order partial derivatives.
For a coordinate 6; of 6, 9, f is the partial derivative in 6;. For f: R? — R¥ df € R¥*? is its full
derivative (i.e. Jacobian matrix). When k = 1, we take the convention that V f is a column vector,
so Vf=df". We write Vg, Vg, and dgy to clarify that these are taken with respect to 6, and we
write Vo f(6s), ng(e*), and dy f(0,) for their evaluations at 6 = 6,.

For a symmetric matrix M € R\ . (M) and A\pin(M) are its largest and smallest eigenval-
ues, and > and > denote the positive-semidefinite and positive-definite ordering. For p € R% and
p >0, B,(n) is the open o ball of radius p around p. || - || is the o norm for vectors and fo — £o
operator norm (largest singular value) for matrices, (-,-) is the ¢ inner product, and || - ||s is the
vectorized f2 norm for higher-order tensors. dist(z,S) = infycg ||z —y|| is the fo-distance from z to
a set S. Id is the identity matrix, N'(-,-) denotes the Gaussian distribution parametrized by mean
and variance/covariance, and [¢] = {1,...,¢}.

For a = 1,2, denote by [|[W]|y, = inf{t > 0 : Ec[exp((|W|/t)*)] < 2} the sub-exponential and
sub-Gaussian norms of the random variable W. (See [52, Chapter 2].)

Acknowledgments. We would like to thank Roy Lederman for helpful conversations at the onset
of this work. Z. F. was supported in part by NSF Grant DMS-1916198. Y. S. was supported in part
by a Junior Fellow award from the Simons Foundation and NSF Grant DMS-1701654. Y. W. was
supported in part by NSF Grant CCF-1900507, NSF CAREER award CCF-1651588, and an Alfred
Sloan fellowship.

2. PRELIMINARIES

This section collects several more basic results about the population risk R(#) and its empirical
counterpart R, (), including expressions for their derivatives, bounds on critical points, and the
concentration of R, (#) around R(6).

2.1. The risk, gradient, and Hessian. Let us first derive some simpler expressions for the risks
R, (6) and R(#). We represent each sample Y as

Y = h(0, + oe) (2.1)

where h € G, and € ~ N(0,1d) is independent of h. This is equivalent to the model (1.1), by the
rotational invariance of the law of . Then the marginal log-likelihood (1.2) is given by

( Vz%)‘imp @IEECE ge||2>] |

—logpy(Y) = —log K,
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Applying ||h(0s + o€) — gb|| = |0« + 0e — h'gf|| and the equality in law h'g L g for any fixed

h € G, we have
LN (118 + e — gl
Vamot) 7 20°
2 2
04 2 W0 o, e

d
=5 log(2mo?) + +
The first two terms above do not depend on #, and we omit them in the sequel. We define the

202 202
empirical risk as
0)2 - 0. + oe;, g0
R,(9) = u——ZlogE [exp(< +a€,g >>] . (2.2)

Then R, () is a constant shift of the negatlve log-likelihood for independent samples Y1,...,Y,, as
stated in (1.3). We define the corresponding population risk R(0) = E[R,(6)] by

Ry <1 g [logEg [eXp (W)H . (2.3)

202 o

—logpg(Y) = —logE,

(0. +U€,g(9>)] |

o2

Remark 2.1. The above arguments do not require h € G to be uniformly distributed. That is
to say, if h is modeled as uniformly distributed, the law of py(Y) does not depend on the true
distribution of h. Thus our results apply also for non-uniform kA € G. Our results do not describe
the landscape if the non-uniformity is incorporated into the likelihood model. Existing work on
method-of-moments suggests that, in such settings, the Fisher information may have a different
dependence on ¢ in the high-noise regime [1, 44].

Next, let us express the gradients, Hessians, and higher-order derivatives of these risk functions
in terms of a reweighted law for g € G. Given 6 and e, we introduce the reweighted probability law

on G defined by
0. + oe, gb) +05 ho
MMWF&%<9> Zw% >) (2.0
helG

We write Py[- | ,60], Ey- | €,6], Varg[- | ¢,6], and Covy[- | €,0] for the probability, expectation,
variance, and covariance with respect to this reweighted law of g. We also write Hg[‘ | €, 0] for the

/" cumulant tensor with respect to this law; see Appendix A.1 for the definition.

Lemma 2.2. The derivatives of R, (6) take the forms

VR (0) = — (e— ZE [ (0, + o)

&, 0}) (2.5)
&, 0}) (2.6)

ai,ﬁ] for ¢ > 3. (2.7)

V2R, () —01 ( ZCOVQ[ (0. + oei)

1 1
V'R, (0) = e Z mf; [gT(Q* + o¢;)

02 ,
=1

Proof. For any random vector u € R?, the derivatives of its cumulant generating function are given
by

Vi log B[t = k‘lu | 0]
“l
0

0] € (RH)®! is the ¢*" cumulant tensor of u under its reweighted law defined by

where k[u |
| 0] = E[f (u)ef?])/E[e(®?]. (See Appendix A.1.) In particular, for £ = 1,2, these are the

E[f(u)

]
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mean and covariance with respect to this law. Then (2.5-2.7) follow from differentiating (2.2) in 6,
and applying this to the random vector u = g' (6, + 0¢;)/0? conditional on &;. O

Lemma 2.3. The derivatives of R(0) take the forms

VR(0) = — (9 E[ [ (6. + 0€)

e 9”) (2.8)

- % (IEE [Eqlg | &,0] Eqlg | 2,601 0 — BByl | <, (’W@*) 29
V2R(9) = % (Id —% E. [covg [gT(e* + ae)(s, 9} D (2.10)
VCR(0) = —ﬁ B[t [o7 (0 + 00)|e.6] ] for£>3 (2.11)

Proof. The identities (2.8), (2.10), and (2.11) are obtained by taking the expectations of (2.5-2.7)
over €1,...,6n. (The derivatives of R() in # may be taken inside E. by a standard application of
the dominated convergence theorem.)

For (2.9), we apply Gaussian integration by parts to rewrite the Ec[Ey[g"e | ¢, 6]] term in (2.8):
Denote by g.; the §™ column of a matrix g € G, and by gij the (i,7) entry. Then recalling the
density (2.4) and applying the integration-by-parts identity E[f(£)¢] = E[f'(§)] for & ~ N(0,1), we
get

E. [E,lg]e | =,6]] = ZE [Eylplg | 2, 0)gis]e:] = ZE |0 Eylplg | =, 0)g35]|.
Write (gf); as the ith coordinate of g6, and note that differentiating (2.4) in ; gives

0:p(g | £.0) =~ (plg | =.0)(9): ~ plg | &, OBAp(h | =,0)(0);))

where h ~ Unif(G) is independent of g. Then
d
OB Eylgfe | 0] = > Be| Covylgij, (90): | =,6]]
i=1

= . [E,lg590 | £,0] = Bqlg.; | £,6] Eylg0 | £,
= 0; — B [Eqlg; | =,6) Bylg | <,6]]0,
the last line using g?g@ = 0; for any fixed orthogonal matrix g € G. Combining this for j = 1,...,d,
oE|ElgTe | ¢, 9]] —0_E. [Eg[g 1,6 Eylg | 5,9}}9.
Substituting into (2.8) yields (2.9). O

2.2. Subgroup decompositions. If the group G is the product of two groups G1 and G2 acting
on orthogonal subspaces of R?, then both the empirical and population risks decompose as a sum
corresponding to these two components. This is stated formally in the following lemma.

Lemma 2.4. Let V = [Vi | Vo] be an orthogonal matriz, where V3 € R4V, € RIX%  qnd
dy + do = d. Suppose that G C O(d) decomposes as

G:{V(gol g)VT 1€G1,2€G2}
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for subgroups G1 C O(dy) and Gy C O(dz), and write the corresponding decompositions 61 = VlTG,
62 = VQTQ, 917* = VlTQ*, 02’* = VQTG* Then

R, (0) = R91(61) + RS2 (6-) and R(0) = RY(6)) + R2(6s),

where RGY and R denote the empirical and population risks (1.3) and (1.4) defined by Gy and
01, in dimension di, and similarly for Ga.

Proof. Note that ||0]|> = [|01]|> + ||62|%>. Writing g € G as g = VigiV}| + VagaV,', we have
(0 + 0ci, g0) = (014 + Vi €1, g101) + (Bas + 0V3 €4, gabo).

The expectation E, may be written as independent expectations over g; ~ Unif(G;) and ga ~
Unif(Gy). Furthermore, V;"e; and V,'¢; are independent Gaussian vectors of dimensions d; and
dy. Applying these to (2.2) yields R,(0) = RS1(61) + RS2(0y). Taking the expectation yields
R(0) = RY(61) + RE2(6,). O

In particular, we may always reduce our study to a group G where E,[g] = 0, because of the
following result. (Here E,[g] is the expectation in R%*¢ when we consider G C O(d).)

Lemma 2.5. Suppose Eylg] has rank di where 0 < di < d, and set dy =d —dy. Let V = [V} | V3]
be an orthogonal matriz where the columns of Vo € R span the kernel of Eq4lg]. Then

Id 0 T
G=]V V' G 2.12
{ < 0 g2> g2 € 2} ( )

where Gia C O(dy) is a subgroup that is group-isomorphic to G, and Eg,[g2] = 0 for go ~ Unif(G2).

Proof. Observe that if g ~ Unif(G), then g7 = g1 ~ Unif(G), so E,lg] = Eylg"] = Ey[g]". Fur-
thermore, if g, h ~ Unif(G) are independent, then gh ~ Unif(G), so Ey[g] = E, n[gh] = Ey[g]Ex[h] =
Ey[g]*>. Hence Ey[g] is symmetric and idempotent, so it is an orthogonal projection. For any 6 in
the range of this projection, 6 = Ey[g]0 = E,[g0], so [|0]|> = 0TE,[gf]. As each g6 is also a vector
on the sphere of radius ||0||, we have 8 g6 < ||6||> unless # = gf. Thus, § = gf for every g € G, so
G acts as the identity on the column span of V;. This shows that each g € G has the form (2.12)
for some matrix g, € O(dz), and this 1-to-1 mapping from g to g2 must be a group isomorphism
between G and Go. Since G represents the action of G on the column span of V5, which is the
kernel of Ey[g], we have Egy,[g2] = 0. O

Combining Lemmas 2.4 and 2.5, we may always decompose R,(0) = R!9(6;) + RG2(6,) and
R(9) = R'Y(0,) + R%2(0,), where 05 is the component of 6 in the kernel of Ey[g]. For 6, the
risks RI4(0;) and R™(61) correspond to the single Gaussian model V(61 «,021d). Then R'(6;)
and R!4(6;) are strongly convex, and our study of the landscapes of R(f) and R,(6) reduces to
studying R“2(6;) and RG2(6s) for the mean-zero group Ga.

2.3. Generic parameters and critical points. Throughout, we will assume that the true pa-
rameter 6, € R? is generic in the following sense.

Definition 2.6. For a connected open set U C R, a statement holds for generic 6, € U if it holds
for all §, outside the zero set of an analytic function f : U — R that is not identically zero on U.

The zero set of any such analytic function has measure zero (see [35]), so in particular, a statement
that holds for generic 0, € R< holds everywhere outside a measure-zero subset of RY.

At a minimum, we will require that the points of the orbit Oy, are distinct, so |Og,| = |G| = K.
This holds for generic 6, because for any g # h € G, the condition (g — h)8, = 0 defines a subspace
of dimension at most d — 1.
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Definition 2.7. For an open domain U € R? and f : U — R twice continuously differentiable,
a point # € U is a critical point of f if Vf(6) = 0. The critical point is non-degenerate if
V2f(0) is non-singular. The function f is Morse if all critical points are non-degenerate. The
same definitions apply to f : M — R for any manifold M, upon parametrizing M by a local chart.

A correspondence between non-degenerate critical points of a function f; : U — R and those of
a function fo uniformly close to fi; was shown in [34]. We will apply the following version of this
result for only the local minimizers, which has a more elementary proof.

Lemma 2.8. Let 0y € RY, and let f1, fo : B-(6p) — R be two functions which are twice continuously
differentiable. Suppose Oy is a critical point of f1, and /\min(V2f1 (0)) > co for some cog > 0 and all
0 € B-(0y). If

1f1(0) — f2(0)] <6 and — [|V2f1(0) = V2 f2(0)[ <0
for some § < min(co, coe?/4) and all & € B:(0y), then fo has a unique critical point in Be(6p),
which is a local minimizer of fo.

Proof. The given conditions imply Amin(V2f2(0)) > 0 for all § € B.(6y), so f, is strongly convex
and has at most one critical point. They also imply that for each 6 € B.(0y) with ||§ — 0y|| = r,

2
f2(0) = f2(6o) = f1(0) — f1(60) — 20 > % —96.

For r sufficiently close to €, we have cor?/2 — 25 > 0. Then f, must have a local minimizer in
BT(GO)' U

2.4. Bounds for critical points. A consequence of (2.5) and (2.8) is the following simple bound
for critical points of R(6) and R,(6).

Lemma 2.9. For d-dependent constants C,C’ ¢ > 0, we have a2|[VR(0)|| > ||0| — ||0+]| — Co, and
a?[[VR,(0)| > ||10]] = ||0«|| — Co with probability at least 1 —C'e=™. In particular, any critical point
0 of R(0) satisfies ||0]| < ||0«|| + Co, and the same holds for R, (0) with probability 1 — C'e=".

Proof. The bound for ||[VR(#)|| follows from (2.8) and

The bound for ||VR, ()| follows similarly from (2.2), on the event n=1 Y% . ||g;|| < C which has
probability at least 1 — C’'e~“" by Hoeffding’s inequality for sub-Gaussian random variables (see
[52, Theorem 2.6.2]). Since VR(6) = 0 at a critical point 6, and similarly for R, (), the statements
for critical points follow. O

E- [Eylg" (0 + 02) | &,01]|| < Bl + oell] < 10,1 + o Eelllel] < 10, + oV,

When o is large, this bound is not sharp in its dependence on 0. We will in fact show that
any critical point 6 of R(f) satisfies ||f]| < C for a o-independent constant C' > 0. The following
strengthening of Lemma 2.9 first provides the a-priori bound 6| < Co%/3. Then, combined with
a series expansion of R(#) in o2, we will improve this to ||#| < C in Lemma 4.19 of Section 4.

Lemma 2.10. For some (0,d, G)-dependent constants C,c,o9 > 0 and all o > oy,

> (1O1P el
a?||[VR(0)| > cmm< 2 33 11641, (2.13)
and every critical point 6 of R() satisfies ||0] < Ca?/3.

Proof. We apply the form of VR(#) given in (2.9). Denote Y = (0, +0¢)/||0« +o<|| and § = 6/||0]].
Then

o*IIVR(9)| > (0, 0*VR(0))
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> 4T E. [Eg[g 1 &,6] T Bylg | <, 9]] 94 E. [Eg[g e, eﬂ 0.
= 6] E<[ 1B 98 | &,6])2] — 0TE. [Eylg | =,6]" 6.
> (1] - E- | (VT Eqlgf | <, 0)] - l16.]
= 6] E-[By[Y 790 | £, 6%] — |16\ (2.14)

We analyze the quantity E,[Y T g0 | €, 6] for fixed ¢ (and hence fixed Y): Note that |V Tgf| < 1.
Let K (s) be the cumulant generating function of Y T gf over the uniform law g ~ Unif(G), and let
K'(s) be its derivative. Denote

— e 0) = I oelltl]
Then
VT 0. LY T gl _
B, (V790 | £,6) = Eqlplg | 2,0)7 T 8] — Eg%géfgfge] T L iogm, | =K. (215)
Writing ¢ as the /" cumulant of this law, we have
o
5) = ZZ Kt g (2.16)
=1

where this series is absolutely convergent for |s| < 1/e by Lemma A.1. Set
te = to(e,0) = min(t(c,0), 0 /3),
where t, < 1/e for ¢ > o(p and large enough op. Since K(0) = 0, using the convexity of the
cumulant generating function K we can bound its derivative from below by
o0 tf 1
K'(t) > K'(ts)

Applying |r| < ¢¢ from Lemma A.1 and ¢! > Ee/e ,

t 01 t 2
K'(t) > k1 + 5"@ =) et >k 5%2 — 30t2
(=3
for o > o¢ and large enough 0. Here, k1 = E, [V Tg6] and ko = Var, YT g6).
Now observe that there exists a constant ¢y = ¢o(d) > 0, such that if v is any random vector on
the unit sphere in R?, then there is a deterministic vector uy on the unit sphere for which
min(E[ug v], Var[ug v]) > 2co.

This is because if the mean of v is near 0 and v lies on the sphere, then the variance of v must be
bounded below by a constant in some direction. Then also for some dg > 0 depending only on cg,
we have
min(E[u "], Var[u"v]) > ¢o for all u € Bs, (uo).
Let us apply this to the random vector v = g0 under the uniform law of g. (So ug depends on G
and 6.) Then for o > 09, on the event Y € B, (up), we get
K'(t) > 02—0150 — 3062 > %Otg.
Recalling (2.15) and applying this to (2.14),

o*|VRO)|| = 10]] - E- [(C; Ae.0)) 1{Y € By, (u)} | — 6.
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o 2
> 1] - E- | (Fto(2,0)) LY € B, (o), 10 + ]| = o}| — 6.

On the event ||f, + o¢|| > o, we have t(e,6) > ||| /o, so ts(e,0) > min(||]| /o, c~1/3). Then

VR = D wmin (10 100 215 ¢ By o), 6. + 0] = o] - [0.]
o _9m1n 2 528 50 (10), |0 + o€l > o el

Recalling the definition Y = (0, + o¢)/||0« + o<||, as 0 — oo, we have
P € By (o), 10, + o2l 2 0| - P|e/Ilell € By, (uo), lell = 1].

Since €/||¢]| is uniformly distributed on the sphere, the limit is a positive constant depending only
on the dimension d and §y. Furthermore, for fixed 6., this convergence is uniform over ug on the
unit sphere. Thus we obtain

PV € Bs, (uo), ||0s + o] > a] > ¢

for a constant ¢ = ¢(d) and all o > 0¢(0s,d,G). This yields (2.13). For a large enough constant
C = C(0.,d,G) > 0, this implies |[VR(0)| > 0 when ||§]| > Co?/3, so any critical point satisfies
16]] < Co?/3. O

2.5. Concentration of the empirical risk. We establish uniform concentration of R,,(0), VR, (),
and V2R,,(0) around their expectations. This will allow us to translate results about the population
landscape of R() to the empirical landscape of R,,(6).

Lemma 2.11. There exist (04, d,G)-dependent constants C,c > 0 such that for any r,t > 0,
denoting B, = B,(0) = {# € R : ||0| < r},

; d
IP[ sup |R,(0) — R(O)| > t| < (%) exp (—cn %) +Ce™" (2.17)
e B,
1 Cr(i+02)\? o4t? —cn
P[;;lg IVRA(0) = VRO = 1] < ( a+ >) exp (—cn H;) +Ce (2.18)
; N
P[ sup ||V2R,(0) — V2R(0)|| > t| < (%:203)) exp (—cn min (f‘j—ffi, %)) + Cemen®?, (2.19)

0eB,

We prove this by first showing pointwise concentration in Lemma 2.12, then establishing Lipschitz
continuity of these risks, gradients, and Hessians in Lemma 2.13, and finally applying a covering
net argument.

Lemma 2.12. For some (0, d, G)-dependent constants C,c > 0, any 6 € RY, and any t > 0,

P(|Ra(6) — R(6)| > 1] < Cexp (—en £553) (2.20)
P(IVR.(0) = VRO = 1] < Coxp (—en 15 ) (2.21)
P[|V2R,(0) — V2R(0)|| > t] < Cexp (—cnmin (fjf;, 114;2)) . (2.22)

Proof. We apply the Bernstein and Hoeffding inequalities. Recall that for o = 1 or 2, || f(¢)|4.
denotes the sub-exponential or sub-Gaussian norm of the random variable f(e) over the law ¢ ~
N(0,1d).

For R, (0), recall the form (2.2). Set

fi(e) = 10gE, [exp (w*f’”e))] .

o2
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Then V. fi(e) = E4[g8 | €,6] /0, so |V fi(e)|| < Eqll|g0]| | €,0]/0 < [|0]|/o and f is ||6]| /o-Lipschitz.
By Gaussian concentration of measure and Hoeffding’s inequality (see [52, Theorems 2.6.2, 5.2.2]),

for constants C,c > 0 and any ¢t > 0,
o’t?
2] <200 (-en ).
Applying this to (2.2) yields (2.20).
For VR, (), recall (2.5). Denote by g¢.; the jth column of g. Momentarily fixing j, denote

&) =Eq |95 0. +00)|e6] . fag(e) = 9 (6. +02)

where f7 4 is defined for each fixed g € G. Then

7€) ~ B @ < S, pl|2 Y e - Bl

=1

1@l = | Yopla |20 fag(@)| < K -max (g | 2.0)f2(0)]| | <K - max | Foy @)l
geG
P2

the last inequality applying |p(g | £,0)] < 1 and the definition of the sub-Gaussian norm. For each
fixed g € G, we have || fa,4(€)||y, < C(1 4 o). Then by Hoeffding’s inequality,

H ng (&) fa()] >t] < 2exp (—cn(lfa)2>.

This establishes concentration of the jth coordinate of R,,(6). Applying a union bound over indices
j=1,...,d and replacing t by %t yields (2.21).
For V2R, (), recall (2.6). Momentarily fixing the indices j and k, denote

f3(e) = Covy, [g.T-(O* + 0¢), g1(0. + as)’s, 0}

—E, [ (0, + 0e) - gL (0, + 02) e, 9] ~E, [gg(e* +oe)

g, 9] -Eq [gj,;(ﬁ* + o¢)

€, 0}
Using the same argument as above, we have the bounds

8,9”w

Together with the inequality | XY |y, < [ X |[|ys |Y ||, this yields || f3(¢)]ly, < C(1+ ¢?). Then by
Bernstein’s inequality (see [52, Theorem 2.8.1]),

H ng (e1) — E-[f3(e)] >t] < 2exp <—cnmin<(1_:202)2, 1f0_2>>.

This establishes concentration of the (j,k) entry of V2R, (). Taking a union bound over j, k €
{1,...,d} and replacing t by ot yields (2.22). O

HE [ (04 + 0¢) - g.1.(0, + 0¢)

< C(1+0?), HE g5 . +as>)g 0] , SC0+o)

1

Lemma 2.13. For a (0.,d,G)-dependent constant C' > 0, as functions over § € R?,

(a) R(0) — 0]1?/(202) is C'(1 + o) /o?-Lipschitz.

(b) Each entry of VR(0) — /02 is C'(1 + o?%)/o*-Lipschitz.

(c) Each entry of V2R(0) —1d /o? is C'(1 + 03)/o®-Lipschitz.

For d-dependent constants C,c > 0, statements (a) and (b) also hold for R,(0) — ||0|*/(20?) and
VR,(0)—0/0* with probability at least 1—Ce™", and (c) holds for V2R, (0)—1d /o? with probability
at least 1 — Ce=n*.
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Proof. To prove the desired Lipschitz property, it suffices to bound the first three derivatives of R(0).
Recall the expressions (2.8), (2.10), and (2.11) for V*R(#). Note that ||g" (6 + c¢)|| = |0 + o<]|.
Thus, under the law (2.4), each entry of g' (. + o¢) has magnitude at most |6, + oe||. Invoking
Lemma A.1(b), we conclude that for each £ > 1 and some constant C = C'(¢,d, ||6«]|),

lrgly ™ (6« +0e) | &,6]llns < C(1+0"e])

where ¢ = 1,2 for the mean and covariance.

Applying these bounds to (2.8), (2.10), and (2.11) and taking the expectation over e ~ N (0,1d)
yields the Lipschitz properties for the population risk R(). Recalling the forms (2.5-2.7), this also
shows the Lipschitz properties for the empirical risk R, () on the events

1 n
E¥ =4~ &il|* < Co
{n >l }
for a = 1, 2,3 respectively, where Cy > 0 is any fixed constant. For o = 1,2 and a sufficiently
large constant Cy > 0, we have P[€%] > 1 — Ce™“" by the Hoeffding and Bernstein inequalities. For
a = 3, we show in Appendix A.3 using the result of [4] that

1 n
= lleill® < Co
" i=1

P >1—Ce " (2.23)

for a sufficiently large constant Cy > 0. (Note that this bound is optimal, by considering the
deviation of a single summand n~!||g;|®.) This concludes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma 2.11. Denote R, (0) = R,(0) — ||0]|?/(20?%) and R(8) = R(0) — ||0]|*/(20?). Note
that concentration of R,,(0), VR, (0), V2R, () is equivalent to that of R, (), VR,(0), V2R,(0).

For R,(0), we take a d-net N of B, having cardinality |N| < (Cr/8)?. Applying (2.20) and a
union bound over NN,

P

sup | Bn(p1) — R(u)| > t/3] - (C;)dﬂp <_cn(’j§2> .

HEN

By the Lipschitz bounds for R(#) and R, (#) in Lemma 2.13, picking § = co?t/(1 + o) for a small
enough constant ¢ > 0 ensures on an event of probability 1 — Ce™" that |R() — R(u)| < t/3 and
|R,(0) — Rp(u)| < t/3 for each point § € B, and the closest point u € N. Combining these shows
(2.17). The bounds (2.18) and (2.19) are obtained similarly. O

3. LANDSCAPE ANALYSIS FOR LOW NOISE

In this section, we analyze the function landscapes of R(f) and R, (¢) in the low-noise regime
o < 09(b«,d,G). Section 3.1 analyzes the local landscapes in a neighborhood of 6., as well as
the Fisher information I(,) = V2R(6,), and Theorem 3.1 shows that these behave similarly to
a single-component Gaussian model N (6,02 1d). Section 3.2 analyzes the global landscapes, and
Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.5 show that these are globally benign for small ¢ and large n.

3.1. Local landscape and Fisher information.

Theorem 3.1. For any 0, € R? where |Oy,| = |G| = K, there exist (0., d, G)-dependent constants
00, ¢, p > 0 such that as long as o < 0, every 6§ € B,(6) satisfies

IV2R(0) — o 21d || < e/, (3.1)
In particular, the Fisher information satisfies ||1(6,) — o 21d | < e=¢/7".

Note that by rotational symmetry of R(6), the same statements hold for B, (1) and each o € O, .
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Proof. Since the K points of Op, are distinct and have the same norm, we must have ||6,]|? > 6, u for
each p € Oy, different from 6,. Pick (6.-dependent) constants ¢y, p > 0 such that (6, — ,u)T&k > 3¢
and [|60, — ul|lp < co for all such p, and also p < ||0«]|/2. Define

E={ceR: 20l¢]|||] < co}- (3.2)
Consider 0 € B,(f.), and recall the form (2.10) for VZR(6). For any unit vector v € R?, we have
vE. [covg g7 (0, + oe) | <, e]} v =E. [Varg[(v, g7 (0. +0e)) | ¢, 9]}
—F, [Varg[@v, 0, +oe) | &, 9]} <E. [Eg[<gv — 0, 0, +0e)? | &, 4.
Let us decompose the last line as I 4 II where
1=E. [1{5 ¢ EVE[(gu — v, 0 + 0e)? | €, e]],
II=E. [1{5 € EYEy[{gv — v, 04 + 0e)? | €, (9]]
For I, we have [|0]| < ||0.]| + p. Applying the chi-squared tail bound P[||e||* > ¢] < e~ for all t > C,
we get Ple ¢ £] < e7¢/?". Then by Cauchy-Schwarz,
1< Ple ¢ £]V2E.[Ey[{gv — v, 0, + 0e)? | £, 0] /2
< Ple ¢ £]V2EL[(2]|6. + oe])*]/2 < e~/
for constants ¢/, 09 > 0 and all o < 0¢. For II, let us bound Py[g # Id | €,6] when ¢ € £: For any
g # 1d, letting = ¢ ' 0.,
(0 +0c, 0 —g8) > (0. — 1) '0 =20l 0]l > (0 — 1) " 6s — 20 |[e][[|6]] — 16« — pllp > co.
Then recalling (2.4), p(Id | €,6)/p(g | €,60) > /7" and so
p(Id | &,0) > /7" J(e/7" 4 K —1) > 1 — ¢ 7 (3.3)
for constants ¢, 00 > 0 and all 0 < 0. Thus Pylg #1d | €,0] =1 —p(Id | ¢,0) < e~/ so
I <E.[1{c € E}P,[g #1d | £,6] - (2]|6. + oc]))?] < e /7",

Combining these, we get v' E.[Covy[g' (0, +0¢) | &,0]]v < e~/ for any unit vector v € R%. Then
(3.1) follows from (2.10). Specializing to 0 = 0, yields the statement for I(6,). O

The following corollary then shows that with high probability when n > ¢~ !log o', the empir-
ical risk R,,(6) is strongly convex with a unique local minimizer in B,(6,). By rotational symmetry,
the same statement holds for B,(u) and each p € Oy,.

Corollary 3.2. For some (0,d,G)-dependent constants C,c,00 > 0, if 0 < og, then with proba-
bility at least 1 — Ce—n** — g=Ce—con, Amin(VZR,(0)) > 1/(202) for all § € B,(6.), and Ry,(0)
has a unique local minimizer and critical point in B,(6y).

Proof. This follows from Lemma 2.8 and Theorem 3.1 if we can show that

sup ||[Rn(0) — R(9)|| < 01/02 and sup HVQRn(H) — VQR(H)H < 01/02
0€B,(0+) 0€B,(04)

for a small enough constant ¢; > 0. Applying (2.17) with r = ||6.|| + p and t = ¢; /0%, we obtain
SUPgep, (9, [ En(0) — R(O)| < c1/0? with probability 1 — Ce™". Applying (2.19), we also obtain
SUPge B, (0.) IV2R,(0) — V2R(0)|| < ¢1/0? with probability 1 — o Ce—co'n — Ce=*"* . To reduce o
to o in this probability bound, let us derive a sharper concentration inequality for V2R,,(6) than
the general result provided by (2.22), when 6 € B,(6,) and o < 0y.
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Recall the set € in (3.2) and the form for V2R,,(6) in (2.6). Let us write this as
1 11 11y
2
W)= =Td—— =S (X + V) - = - % 4
ViR, (0) = —51d—— n;( +Yi) — — n; (3.4)
where X;,Y;, Z; € R4 are given by

X; = (Covg [gT(Q* + 0¢;)

i, 9} — o2 Covy [gTsi

61,9]) 1{e; € &}
Y, = (Covg [gT(Q* + og;) si,HD 1{e; ¢ &}
61,9] .

Observe that since || Z;|| < |Eglg"eie g | €i,0]|| < ||ei]|?, and ||;]|? has constant sub-exponential
norm, each entry of Z; also has constant sub-exponential norm (where constants may depend on d).
Applying Bernstein’s inequality entrywise and taking a union bound over all entries, for constants

C,c>0and any t > 0,
1 n
P||— Z; — E|Z;
[5a-em

For X;, note that p(Id | &,6) > 1 — e~/*" when ¢ € £, as shown in (3.3). Then for any unit
vector v € RY,

|vTX,~v\ = ’Varg [(gv,e* + og;)

€i, 9} — o Covy {gTEi

Z; = Covy [gTsi

>t < Ce—cnmin(t,tQ). (35)

Ei,B} — o2 Var, [(gv,aﬁ

Ei,HHI{Ei €&

6] ) 1{ei € €}
< Pylg #1d | &, 0] <4H9* + o&i||* + 402|’5i”2)1{5i €&y < Ce 7,

< (Eg [(gv —v,0, + a€i>2

€, 9] + O'2Eg [(gv — v, 51-)2

Thus || X;|| < Ce=</" for each i = 1,...,n. Applying Hoeffding’s inequality entrywise to X; and
taking a union bound over all entries,

P [ iznjx _E[X]]
i=1

For Y;, let us fix indices j, k € {1,...,d} and consider ) ,(Y;)r. Let Wy,..., W, beii.d. random
variables whose law is that of (Y;);, conditional on &; ¢ £. We apply Hoeffding’s inequality for
Wi, ..., Wp: Observe that since the two quadratic terms in €; cancel in the definition of Y;, we
have |(Y;);x] < C(1+ olle;]|) for a constant C' = C(||6«]|) > 0. Then

() () o
o () ‘”5”2 g (2;?611)2] '

Specializing [16, Eq. (2.9)] to the chi-squared distribution, we obtain
Pllle)l* > @ (1 — 2s)]
Plllel? > 2]
for s < 1/2. Here P[||e||? > 2] = ['(d/2,2/2)/T(d/2) where I'(a,y) is the upper-incomplete Gamma

function which satisfies T'(a,y)/y* e ™ — 1 as y — oo, for fixed a (see [3, Eq. (6.5.32)]). Then
Pllle]l? > x(1 — 25)]
Pllle]? > 2]

> to?| < Cexp (—necl/UQtQ) . (3.6)

= eC/¥ -E.

E [exp(s)e]|?) | el > 2] = (1— 26)~42

. (1 _ 28)—d/2+le—$8 RN 1
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as x — oo, uniformly over s € (0,1/2). Setting x = ¢Z/(20(|0|)? and t = C for a large enough
constant C7 > 0, we obtain that C/t? < 0.05, s = Co?/t? < 0.05/x, and hence E[exp(W?/t?)] < 2
when o < og for small enough o¢ > 0. Thus ||[W;|y, < C1, and Hoeffding’s inequality yields, for a
constant ¢ > 0 and any s > 0,

|

Returning to (Y;);, let S = {i € [n] : ¢; ¢ £}. The above shows that, conditional on S,

>s| < 9e~cms’

1 m
m;Wz — E[Wi]

1
Pllg Z(Yi)jk > s+ |[EW;| | S| < 90—clS|s*
5] €S
Noting that (Y;);x = 0 when i ¢ S, this implies
P{| 2 S~ B0 = G5+ EW) D 4 [B(r)e] | 5| < 2079,
N4 ’ = n J =

We have P[e; ¢ £] < e~/"", by a chi-squared tail bound. From the bound Wil < C1, we have

|[EW;| < C. Then also E(Y;);r = (EW;) - Ple; ¢ €] < Ce—clo?, Setting to? = s|S|/n,

|

for some constants C,c,¢ > 0. On the event |S| < no®, we obtain the bound 2e
Chernoff bound, P[|S| > no?] < exp(—n Dky(03]|e=%/7")) for the Bernoulli relative entropy

> (o~ BVl

S| < 2e—cn204t2/|3|

> to? + Ce=¢/7"

—cnot?

By a

3 3

1—-0
676/02 + (1 — 0'3) lOgm 2 C/O'.

Dy (0% ||e=/7") = o™ log
Combining these, we obtain unconditionally that
1 n
= > (Vi)jk — E[(Yi) ]

n -
=1

P > to? + Ce 17" | < Cemot? (3.7)

Picking a sufficiently small constant ¢ in (3.5), (3.6), and (3.7) and applying this to (3.4), we
obtain ||V2R,(0) — V2R(9)|| < c1/(20?) with probability at least 1 — Ce~™. This is a pointwise
bound for each 6§ € B,(6,). Taking a union bound over a d-net of this ball for § = co*, and
applying the Lipschitz continuity of VZR(#) and V?R,,(0) from Lemma 2.13, we get the uniform
bound supgep, (s.) V2R, (0) — V2R(0)|| < c¢1/0? with probability 1 — Ce—en®? _ g=Cg=con g
desired. g

3.2. Global landscape.

Theorem 3.3. Let 6, € R? be such that |Op,| = |G| = K. There exists a (0,d,G)-dependent
constant og > 0 such that as long as o < og, the landscape of R(0) is globally benign.
More quantitatively, let p be as in Theorem 3.1. Then there is a (0, d, G)-dependent constant

¢ >0 and a decomposition R \ U, co,. Bo(n) = AUB, where for 0 € A

Amin(VZR(0)) < —¢/o®, (3.8)

and for 8 € B
IVR(8)|| > ¢/o. (3.9)
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Let us provide some intuition for the proof: Recall the reweighted law (2.4) for g € G. We
enumerate

G={g1,--.. 9K},
fix a small constant 7 > 0, and divide the space of € € R? into the regions

£i(0,7) = {s cR%:pgy | £,0) <7 forall ke {1,..., K} \ {i}}, (3.10)

Eij(0,1) = {E c R? :p(gi | €,0) > 7 and p(g; | €,6) > T}. (3.11)

Here, for 7 small enough, &;(6,7) is the space of noise vectors € for which the e-dependent dis-
tribution (2.4) places nearly all of its weight on g¢;, and &;;(6,7) is the space of € for which this
distribution “straddles” its weight between at least two points g; # g; € G.

We will choose the set B in Theorem 3.3 to be those vectors 6§ € R for which Ple € & (0, 7)] ~ 1
for some i € {1,..., K}. Thus, for some fixed g; € G, with high probability over ¢, the law (2.4)
places nearly all of its weight on the single element g;. Intuitively, from the form (2.4), these are
the points § € R? which are closer to g 6. than to the other points ng«9* for j # .

The remaining points R? \ B will constitute A. A key step of the proof is to show that if
6 ¢ B, then there must be a pair ¢ # j for which Ple € &;;(6,7)] 2 0. That is, with some small
probability of order o, the law (2.4) straddles its weight between g; and g;. (Note that this is not
tautological from the definitions, as we must rule out the possibility, e.g., that Ple € &(0,7)] = 1/2
and Ple € £;(6,7)] = 1/2 for some i # j, but Ple € &;(0,7)] = 0. Indeed, from the form of (2.4),
we see that even if 6 is exactly equidistant from g,' 6, and gJTG*, the probability over ¢ is only O(o)
that p(g; | €,6) and p(g; | €, 0) are comparable.) We prove this claim using a Gaussian isoperimetric
argument in Lemma 3.4 below.

Lemma 3.4. Fiz any 0 # 0 and 7 € (0,(K +9)71), and define &,&; by (5.10) and (3.11).
Suppose, for some i € {1,...,K} and p € (0,1/2], that
p<Plc&<1)2
Then for some j € {1,..., K} \ {i},
S . (0 1)
(K —1)v/2r [
Proof. Let & = {e € R : dist(e, &) < t}. We first claim that if ¢ € '\ & for t = o/||0], then
there exists some j # ¢ for which € € &;;. For this, note that

Vellogp(g | <0)] = — (96~ Ealhd | ,0]),

so € — logp(gi | €,0) has the Lipschitz bound ||V logp(g: | €,0)| < 2||0||/o. Suppose that
e € &'\ &;. Then there is €’ € &; with |le —€'|| < o/||0]], so logp(g; | €',0) —logp(g; | £,0) <2 and

plgi | €,0)/p(gi | €,0) < e* <8
Since p(g1 | €,0) + ... + p(gx | €/,0) = 1 and (K + 9)7 < 1, when ¢/ € & we must have
p(gi | €,0) >1— (K —1)7 > 87. Then the above implies p(g; | £,0) > 7. Since ¢ ¢ &;, by definition
of & we must also have p(g; | €,0) > 7 for some j # i, so that € € &; as desired. Note that
this index j € {1,..., K} may depend on . However, this shows that for at least one fized index

jed{l,...,K}\ {i},

]P’[& S Ez‘j] >

P[E S (c/'zt \ 51]
K-1 ~
We now apply the Gaussian isoperimetric inequality to lower bound the right side: For & the
standard normal distribution function,

7 L(Ple € &) > 1 (Pe € &]) + ¢,

P[E € 5U] > (3.12)
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see [12, Theorem 10.15]. Then, denoting by ¢ the standard normal density,
Pe c E\&| =Ple € E] —Ple € &) > ®(® 1 (Ple € &]) + 1) — B(dH(P[e € &)))

O (Plec&;])+t
= / o(r)dr.
—1(Plee&;])

Applying Ple € &] € [p,1/2] by assumption, we get ®~1(Ple € &]) € [®'(p),0]. Then there
is always an interval of values for r, having length min(¢, 1) and contained in the above range of
integration, for which ¢(r) > min(é(®1(p)),#(1)) over this interval. Applying the tail bound

®(z) < e /2 for all 2 < 0, we get ~1(p) > —+/2log1/p and ¢(®(p)) > p/v27. For p < 1/2
we have p/v/2m < ¢(1). Combining these observations gives

. p
Ple € £\ &] > min(t,1) - ——.
e e e\ &) 2 min(e, 1) 2
Recalling t = o/||f|| and combining with (3.12) yields the lemma. O

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Let us fix two positive constants

< mi ! P (3.13)
T min .
K+9 8[6.]K

p< (12(9*")2/1{ (3.14)

Define &(6,7) and &;;(6,7) by (3.10) and (3.11) with this choice of 7, and set

and

=9 eRI\C:Peeé&; P_._% =y

A {06 \C:Plee&;,T) > NGERETIA| orsomez#]},

B:{OeRd C:Peec&@,r]< L. %2 foralli;«éj}.
\ | i(0:7) Kv2r 3|6

To check (3.8) when 6 € A, recall the form of V2R(6) in (2.10). We apply Ple € &;(0,7)] > co
for a constant ¢ > 0 and some i # j, by the definition of A. Choose a constant ¢y > 0 such that
g, 0 — ngé?*H > 3¢p. Then a chi-squared tail bound yields

P[ng < oo and ¢ € 5Z-j(9,7)] >do (3.15)

for a different constant ¢’ < ¢ and all o < 0. For ¢ satisfying (3.15), we have
g (8« + o) — g} (0. + 02)|| = |lg 6« — g 6.l — 20| = co,
and also p(g; | €,0) > 7 and p(g; | €,0) > 7. Then for such e, denoting u = Ey[g" (0. + o¢) | &, 6],
we have
Tr Covglg' (s + 0e) | €,0] = Eglllg" (6 + o) — ul|* | €,6]
> 7 g (0 + o) — >+ 7 |lgf (B +02) — > > c.

Combining this with (3.15) implies that

Amax (EE[Covg [gT(Q* + o¢) ‘ g, 9”) > co.

Then (3.8) follows from (2.10).

To check (3.9) when 6 € B, note that if ||#]| > 3]|6.]|, then (3.9) follows from Lemma 2.9. For
6 € B such that ||6]| < 3||0.]|, the definition of B and Lemma 3.4 imply that either Ple € &;(6,7)] <p
or Ple € £(0,7)] > 1/2 for every i € {1,..., K}. Note that since K7 < 1, we must have:

e &(6,7),...,Ek(0,T) are disjoint.
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o {&(0,7)}E, and {&€;(0,7)}iz; together cover all of R%.
The first observation implies that Ple € &;(0,7)] > 1/2 for at most one index i € {1,..., K}, so we
must have Ple € £;(0, )] < p for all other j # i. Combining this with the second observation,

K
1<Pe&0,m)]+ > P& )]+ > Plee&d,7)]<Pec&]+(K-1)p+ <2 >ca.
Jti 7k
For o0 < o¢ and sufficiently small op, this implies P[e € &(0,7)] > 1 — Kp.
Recall the form (2.8) for VR(6). For this index 4, let us write

E. [Eg[gT(G* +oe) | e, 9]} — g} 0, =T+ T +1II
where
I=E[1{e ¢ &) (Eglo (0. +02) | 2.0 —]0.) .
= E. [1{e € &} (By[1{g # gi}g" (0. +00) | 6]
I = E. [1{5 c Si}(Eg[l{g = g:}g " (Bs +0¢) | &,6] gje*)].

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz, the above bound P[e € &;(0,7)] > 1 — Kp, and the condition (3.14) for
p, we get for o < og and small enough og that
Tl < Ple ¢ E1PB[([16x + o] + [16.])°)* < (Kp)'/? - 3]16.]| < p/4.

When ¢ € &;, we have Pylg = g; | €,0] =p(gi | €,0) > 1 — K7. Then by the condition (3.13) for T,
for o < oy,

Il < B [1{e € EYPylg # gi | £,0] - 0 + oel| < K7 - 2010, < p/4.
For ITI, we cancel gl-T 0, to get the bound
T < Ec [Bg[1{g = gi}llg" (02)] | &,60]] < o Bellel] < p/4.
Combining these with (2.8) yields
lo®VR(0) — (6 — 9 6.)] < 3p/4,
and (3.9) follows since [0 — g, 0.| > p because 0 ¢ Uco,. Bo(1). These conditions (3.8), (3.9),
and Theorem 3.1 together show that the landscape of R(0) is globally benign. U

The following then shows that the landscape of Ry, () is also globally benign with high probability,

when n > o0 ?logo!.

Corollary 3.5. In the setting of Theorem 3.3, the same statements hold for the empirical risk
Ry, (0) with probability at least 1 — o= Ceo"n — Ce—en?/?,

Proof. For o < 0y and small enough o, with probability 1 — Ce™", we have ||VR,(0)| > ¢/o? for
all § such that [|0]| > 3]|.|| by Lemma 2.9. Applying the concentration result (2.18) with ¢ = cy/0?,
and (2.19) with t = cg/03, over the ball B, for r = 3||f,||, for small enough ¢y we obtain (3.8) and
(3.9) also for the empirical risk R,,(6), with probability 1 — o~ Ce—o"n — Ce="** The result then
follows from combining with Corollary 3.2. O

Remark 3.6. For § € R? roughly equidistant to multiple points of the orbit Op,, the weights
p(g | €,0) do not concentrate with high probability on a single deterministic rotation g € G, so we
do not obtain the same refinement of the concentration probability as in Corollary 3.2 for the local
analysis near 0,.
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4. LANDSCAPE ANALYSIS FOR HIGH NOISE

In this section, we analyze the function landscapes of R(f) and R, (#) in the high-noise regime
o > 00(0s,d,G). Our results relate to the algebra of G-invariant polynomials and systems of
reparametrized coordinates in local neighborhoods, which we first review in Section 4.1.

Our analysis for high noise is based on showing that truncations of the formal o~ !-series

i o25,(0) (4.1)
/=1

provide asymptotic estimates for the population risk R(#). We derive this in Lemma 4.7 using
the series expansion of the cumulant generating function log E, exp({fx + o€, gf)/o?) in (2.3). We
quantify the accuracy of the approximation to R(#) by bounding its deviation from the first k& terms
of its formal series for any fixed k as ¢ — co. To analyze the concentration of the empirical risk,
we provide a similar series expansion for R, (6) in Lemma 4.11.

The functions S¢(f) in (4.1) do not depend on o, and we analyze the form of these terms also
in Section 4.2. We show in Section 4.3 that the local landscape of R(#) around any point 9 € R?
may be understood, for large o, by analyzing the successive landscapes of these functions Sy(6) in
a reparametrized system of coordinajes near 6.

In Section 4.4, we apply this at 8 = 6, to analyze the local landscape near 0,. Theorem 4.16
and Corollary 4.18 show that R(#) is strongly convex in a o-independent neighborhood of 6,
when reparametrized by a transcendence basis of the G-invariant polynomial algebra. The same
holds with high probability for R,(8) when n > ¢?!, where L is the smallest integer for which
trdeg(RE,) = d. Theorem 4.16 also shows that I(6.) has a certain graded structure, where the
magnitudes of its eigenvalues correspond to a sequence of transcendence degrees in this algebra.

In Section 4.5, we patch together the local results of Section 4.3 to study the global landscapes of
R(0) and R,,(6). Theorems 4.20, 4.23 and Corollaries 4.22, 4.26 establish globally benign landscapes
for K-fold discrete rotations on R? and the symmetric group of all permutations on R¢, for large o
and large n. Theorem 4.27 then generalizes this to a more abstract condition, in terms of minimizing
the sequence of polynomials Py(#) in (1.11) over the sequence of moment varieties V,_; in (1.12),
and shows that the empirical landscape of R, (6) inherits the benign property of R(f) also when
n> ol

Finally, in Section 4.6, we analyze the global landscape for cyclic permutations on R? (i.e. multi-
reference alignment). Theorem 4.28 and Corollary 4.29 show that the local minimizers of R() and
R, (0) are in correspondence with those of a minimization problem in phase space. Corollary 4.30
shows that their landscapes are benign in dimensions d < 5 (for large o and large n), but may not
be benign even for generic 0, for even d > 6 and odd d > 53.

4.1. Invariant polynomials and local reparametrization.

Definition 4.1. For a subgroup G C O(d), a polynomial function ¢ : R — R is G-invariant if
©(g0) = () for all g € G. We denote by RE the algebra (over R) of all G-invariant polynomials
on R?, and by Rgz C RE the vector space of such polynomials having degree < /.

Definition 4.2. Polynomials ¢1,..., ¢, : R? — R are algebraically independent (over R) if
there is no non-zero polynomial P : R¥ — R for which P(¢1(f),...,x(0)) is identically 0 over
0 € R For a subset A C RY, its transcendence degree trdeg(A) is the maximum number of
algebraically independent elements in A.

One may construct a transcendence basis of d such polynomials according to the following lemma;
we provide a proof for convenience in Appendix A.2.
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Lemma 4.3. For any finite subgroup G C O(d), there exists a smallest integer L > 1 for which
trdeg(R<r) = d. Writing d =dy + ...+ dr, where

dy = trdeg(Rgg) — trdeg(Rge_l%

1 L), where each

there also exist d algebraically independent G-invariant polynomials ¢ = (p*, ...,
subvector ¢ consists of dy polynomials having degree exactly ¢.

It was shown in [6] that this number L is the highest-order moment needed for a moment-of-
moments estimator to recover a generic signal 6, in the model (1.1), up to a finite list of possibilities
including (but not necessarily limited to) the orbit points Op,, and that the number of samples
required for this type of recovery scales as_ o2l

In our local analysis around a point 8 € R%, we will switch to a system of reparametrized
coordinates. Let us specify our notation for such a reparametrization.

Definition 4.4. A function ¢ : R — R?is a local reparametrization in an open neighborhood U

of § € RYif ¢ is 1-to-1 on U with inverse function 6(¢), and ¢(6) and () are analytic respectively
on U and ¢(U).

If ¢ is a local reparametrization, then dgy is non-singular and equal to (d,6) ! at each 6 € U.

Conversely, by the inverse function theorem, if ¢(6) is analytic and dgp(6) is non-singular, then
there is such an open neighborhood U of 6 on which  defines a local reparametrization.

To ease notation, we write (with a slight abuse) f(y) for f(0(¢)) when the meaning is clear,
and we write V,f(¢), Vi f(e), and Oy, f(¢) for the gradient, Hessian, and partial derivatives of
f() with respect to . For a decomposition ¢ = (¢!, ..., ") of dimensions dy, ..., dr, we denote
by Ve f(p) € R% and Vigf(go) € Rde>de the subvectors and submatrices of V., f () and Vg,f(go)

corresponding to the coordinates in °.
Recalling Vo f(0) = dgf(0)", by the chain rule and product rule, we have

Vof(0) = (dow) Vi flyp) (4.2)

d
Vif(0) = (dow)" - V2f(9) dop+ > Dy f() - Vi (4.3)
=1

Note that Vg f(0) = 0 if and only if V,f(¢) = 0 for ¢ = ¢(#), i.e. critical points do not depend
on the choice of parametrization. At a critical point 6 of f(6), letting @ = (), the identity (4.3)
simplifies to just the first term,

Vif(0) = (dow(0)) T - V2 £(3) - doo(6),

so that the rank and signs of the eigenvalues of Vg f(0) also do not depend on the choice of
parametrization. This may be false when 6 is not a critical point—in particular, strong convexity
of f(y) as a function of ¢ € ¢(U) does not imply strong convexity of f(f) as a function of 6 € U.

For analyzing specific groups, we will explicitly describe our reparametrization ¢. For more
general results, we will reparametrize by the transcendence basis of polynomials ¢ in Lemma 4.3.
The following clarifies the relationship between algebraic independence of these polynomials and
linear independence of their gradients, and implies in particular that ¢ is a local reparametrization
at generic points of R4, We provide a proof also in Appendix A.2.

Lemma 4.5. Let G C O(d) be any subgroup, and let o1, ..., be polynomials in RE.

(a) If ¢1,...,¢k are algebraically independent, then V1,...,Vor are linearly independent at
generic points 0 € RY.

(b) If Veu,..., Vo are linearly independent at any point 6 € RY, then @1, ..., ¢k are algebraically
independent.
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(c) If Vr,...,Vr are linearly independent at a point 0 e RY, and @1,..., 05 € Rgz with k =
trdeg(Rgz), then there is an open neighborhood U ofg such that for every polynomial ¢ € Rgé,
there is an analytic function f : R*¥ — R for which (0) = f(01(0),...,or(0)) for all® € U.

4.2. Series expansion of the population risk. For any partition 7w of [( +m] = {1,...,{+m},
denote by |7T| the number of sets in 7, and label these sets as 1,. .., |r|. For each i € [{ 4+ m], denote
by 7(i) € {1,...,|n|} the index of the set containing element . For 0 < m < ¢, define
m l+m
ME m(ﬂ- ‘ ‘9 0. ) 917 97| H <g7r(2j—1)97 gﬂ'(2j)9> : H <9*7 g?‘(‘(])9> (44)
j=1 j=2m+1
where the expectation is over independent group elements g1, ..., g|r| ~ Unif (Q).

Example 4.6. Consider ¢ = 3, m = 1, and 7 = {{1,2},{3,4}}. For this partition 7, we have
|| = 2 and (7(1),7(2),7(3),7(4)) = (1,1,2,2). Letting g1, 92 ~ Unif(G) be two independent and
uniformly distributed group elements,

My (7| 0,0.) = Eg, 4, [(916, 910) (0., g20)°] . (4.5)

For m = {{1, 3}, {2}, {4}}, we have |r| = 3 and (7 (1),7(2),7(3),7(4)) = (1,2,1,3). Then
Mz (| 0,0.) = Eqg, 95,95 [(910, 920) (0, 910)(0x, g30)] . (4.6)

Similarly, for 7 = {{1, 3,4}, {2}}, we have
Msi(m ] 0,6:) = Eg, g, [(910, 920) (65, 916)°] . (4.7)
(Il
Define the set

P(l,m) = { partitions 7 of [¢ +m] : w(2j — 1) £ w(2j) forall j = 1,...,m } (4.8)

That is, partitions m € P(¢,m) separate each pair of elements {1,2},{3,4},...,{2m — 1,2m}.
Define the quantity

1 l
ZZ () > (= DU=D)! My (| 6,06,) (4.9)

meEP(L,m)

and the corresponding k-term expressions

k
=> o %5(0) (4.10)

(=1

The following is our rigorous result corresponding to (4.1), which states that R(f) may be approx-
imated by R¥(0) for ||0|| < o/logo and fixed k, as ¢ — oo. We provide its proof at the end of this
section.

Lemma 4.7. Fiz any function r : (0,00) — [1,00) such that r(o) - (logo)/oc — 0 as 0 — oco. For
each k > 1, there exist (0., d, G)-dependent constants C,o¢ > 0 depending also on k, such that for
all 0 > oo and all 6 € R with ||0]| < (o),

[R(6) - RH6)| < (nga>%+2 (101 v 1)+

|VR®) - VR 0)| < (Clzg")w (6] v 1)+
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HV2R(9) - V2Rk(9)H < (ngg)?w (116]] v 1)2.

From the definition in (4.4), we observe that for any fixed 6, € RY, the term My, (7 | 0,6,) is a
G-invariant polynomial function of §. Counting the number of occurrences of 6, M, (7 | 6,6,) has
degree £ +m in 0. Hence, Sy(0) is a G-invariant polynomial of degree 2¢. The following shows that,
in fact, S¢(0) is in the algebra generated by the polynomials Rge of degree at most ¢. (That is, Sy
is a polynomial function of elements of R%.) Furthermore, its dependence on the polynomials of

degree ¢ has an explicit form in terms of the moment tensor Ty(6) = E,[(g0)®*] from (1.10). These
properties will allow us to understand the dependence of S¢(#) on the transcendence basis for RS,
constructed in Lemma 4.3. -

Lemma 4.8. For each fized 0, € R? and each ¢ > 1, we have
1 2
Se(0) = T(ﬂ)HTe(@ — Ty(0:)] |y + Qe(9) (4.11)

where Q(0) is a polynomial (with coefficients depending on 0, ) in the algebra generated by Rge—r
In particular, S¢(0) is in the algebra generated by Rge-

Proof. We consider the terms My, (7 | 6, 6,) which constitute Sy(¢). For each 7 € P(¢,m), applying
the constraint that m(2j — 1) # 7(25) for j = 1,...,m, we observe that each set in the partition
7 has cardinality at most ¢, and hence each distinct group element g; for i = 1,...,|n| appears at
most ¢ times inside the expectation in (4.4).

If each set in 7 has cardinality at most £ —1 (e.g. (4.5) and (4.6) in Example 4.6), then we claim
that My, (7 | 0,0,) is in the generated algebra of REH. To see this, observe that for any k < /-1

and tensor A € (RY)®* we may write
d k

By | > | TL60s | Aiic| = Eo[(00)7, 4)] = (Th(0). 4).

i1yeip=1 \j=1

Each entry of the moment tensor Ty () is a G-invariant polynomial of degree k, and hence belongs
to ng Applying this identity once for each distinct element g1, ..., g, in (4.4), and using that
each such element appears k¥ < ¢ — 1 times, we get that My, (7 | 6,0,) belongs to the algebra
generated by R, ;. Absorbing the contributions of these terms My, (7 | 0,6.) into Q.(0), it
remains to consider those partitions 7 € P(¢,m) where some set in 7 has cardinality £.

Without loss of generality, let us order the sets of 7w so that its first set has cardinality ¢. Then
g1 appears £ times in (4.4), so exactly one of {m(2j — 1),7(2j)} must be 1 for each j = 1,...,m,
and every 7(j) must be 1 for j =2m +1,...,¢ + m. For notational convenience, consider 7 such
that m(2j — 1) =1 for each j = 1,...,m (e.g. (4.7) in Example 4.6). For such 7, we have

My (] 60,0.) =By, g [(910, 9x2)0) - - - (910, Gr(om)0) (916, 62) "] (4.12)
Suppose now that there is a second set of m which has cardinality at most ¢ — 1, corresponding
to the element go. Then go appears between 1 and £ — 1 times in gr (2, gr(4); - - - » Gr(2m)- We may
decouple the corresponding ¢;’s by introducing a new independent variable g; ~ Unif(G), setting
go = glgl_ng, and writing

(916, g20) = (0, 9 " 926) = (310, G0).

The expectation over the uniform random pair (g1, g2) may be replaced by that over the uniform
random triple (g1, 41, g2), reducing (4.12) into an expectation where each distinct group element
now appears < £ — 1 times. Then by the argument for the previous case, we also have that
My (7 | 0,60,) belongs to the algebra generated by R§£—1 in this case, and these terms may be
absorbed into Q¢(6). N
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The only partitions that remain are those where every set in 7w has cardinality . One such
partition corresponds to m = 0, where 7 = {{1,2,...,¢}}. For this 7, we have

My (| 8,60:) = Eg[(6s, 90)] = Eg, g, {9105, 920)] = (Te(0.), Tu(6)).

The remaining 2/~! such partitions correspond to m = ¢ and |r| = 2, where we may assume
without loss of generality that 1 € (1) and 2 € 7(2), and take one element of each remaining pair
{m(2j —1),m(2j)} for j = 1,...,¢ to belong to 7(1) and the other to belong to m(2). For these
partitions w, we have

Mom( | 0,0.) = Eqg, 6,[(10, 920)°] = | T(0) 315
Applying the above two displays to (4.9), we obtain
1 1
0) = ——(Ty(6,), Ty(6)) + ——
for some @ in the algebra generated by Rge—l- Completing the square yields Sy(6) = le!) | Te(0) —
Ty(0:) I4g — ﬁ”Té(e*)H%{s + Q¢(0), where ||T;(6.)||}g does not depend on # and can be absorbed

into Q(#). We thus arrive at the stated form of Sy(f) in (4.11). Since the entries of T;(0) belong
to Rgz, we obtain also that .Sy belongs to the algebra generated by Rgé. U

ITe(0)Ifss + Qe(6)

The following computation of the first three terms of (4.1) will be useful in our analysis of specific
group actions. By Lemma 2.5, we assume without loss of generality that E,[g] = 0.

Lemma 4.9. IfEy[g] =0, then
S1(6) = 0
S2(60) = —5Eq[(65, 96)%] + 1Eg[(6, 96)%]
S3(0) = —§Eq[(0x, 96)°] + 13E4[(6, 6)°)
+ 5Eg, 0[(910, 920)(0+, 910) (04, g20)] — 3By, 4,[(910, g20) (0, 910)(0, g20)].

Proof. If E4[g] = 0, then by (4.4), any m € P(¢,m) which has a singleton yields My (7 | 6,6,) = 0.
For ¢ =1 and m € {0, 1}, every m € P(¢,m) has a singleton, so S1(0) = 0.
For ¢ = 2 and m € {0, 1,2}, the only partitions © € P(¢,m) which do not have a singleton are
{{1,2}} for m = 0 and {{1,3},{2,4}} and {{1,4},{2,3}} for m = 2. We get

S2(0) = —5 Mo o({{1,2}}) + §Ma2({{1, 3}, {2,4}}) + §Ma2({{1,4}, {2,3}})
= —3Eg[{0s, 96)%] + 1Eqg, 4[(910, 926)°]
= —3Eg[(0., 96)*) + JEg[(6, 96)°),
the last line applying the equality in law gir go L gi-

For ¢ = 3, grouping together 7 € P(¢,m) that yield the same value of My, (7 | 0,6,) by
symmetry, we may check that

S3(0) = =Mz o({{1,2,3}}) +2- 1 M31({1,3},{2,4}) + 4 - §M3({1,3,5},{2,4})
+4 - 55Ms3({1,3,5},{2,4,6}) — 8 5;Ms,3({1,3}, {2,5}, {4,6})
= —§Eg (04, 90)°] + 3Eg, 0,[(910, 920) 0+, 910) (O« 920)] + 5By, g, [(910, 920)° (s, 910)]
+ 5501 010910, 920)°] — 3By, 45,5910, 920) (910, g30) (920, g30))-

By the equality in joint law (g; g2, 1) L (92, 91), the third term vanishes because
E91,92[<919»929>2<9*7910>] = Eg1,gz[<‘97929>2<0*7919>] = Egz[<0a92‘9>2]Eg1 [(0+, 910)] = 0.
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Applying g/ g2 L g and (g{ g2, 9{ 93,99 93) L (9{ 92,9{ , g5 ) to the remaining terms yields the form
of 53. ]

We now prove Lemma 4.7. We will first show the expansion (4.1) of R(6) formally in Lemma
4.10 below, and then prove quantitative estimates on the truncation error. Recalling the form of
R(#) in (2.3), we define the formal series

Riommat(6) = HHII2 Zkl [( 20, 4 o~ s,gem

using the cumulant generating function
1
log Eyle! W] =3~ = rr(f(9) (4.13)

k!
k=1

for f(g) = (0720, 4+0" ', gb), where ki (f(g)) is the k™ cumulant of f(g) over the law g ~ Unif(G),
conditional on £. See Appendix A.1 for definitions.

1

Lemma 4.10. As formal power series in 0™+, we have the equality

Rformal(e) = Z O-_%SE(Q)

Proof. For notational convenience, set z = ¢~ 1. In the rest of the proof, we treat all series expan-
sions formally and take termwise expectations E.. We now rewrite Rfomal(€) using the cumulant
tensors of g: Define the order-k moment tensor 7T(g) of g by

Ti(9) = Eglg®"] (4.14)

where ¢g®*F ¢ (RX4)®k ig the k-fold tensor product of the linear map g : R? — R acting on
(RHEF via g%k (v @ ... @ vp) = gv1 @ ... ® gug. Define the order-k cumulant tensor g (g) by the
moment-cumulant relation

Ki(g) = > (|| = D) Q) T (g (4.15)

partitions 7 of [k] Sem

which is analogous to the usual moment-cumulant relation for scalar random variables in (A.1). Here
Ts(g) is the order-|S| moment tensor of g acting on (R%)®5 corresponding to the |S| coordinates
belonging to S. For vectors v;, w; € R%, we have the relation

(@ (8)) = (@ )

€S €S
Applying this, (4.15), and (A.1), we obtain

<® vi, Ki(g <® wz> > = Kk(<v1,gw1>, A (vk,gwk>). (4.16)

Recall that xx(f(9)) = kk(f(9),..., f(g)), where the latter mixed cumulant function is multi-linear
and permutation invariant in its arguments. Applying (4.16) followed by a binomial expansion, we
get

/{k((z?@* + ze, g&)) = <(229* + 26)®% Ki(g 0®k> iz% J( ><e®j ® 62+ le;(g)0®k>.

Jj=0

H(vi,gwi>] i

€S
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So as formal series we find
uen S 1 o gB(k=d) "
Riormal(6) = k§ on!(k—j)!<E€[€®]] @ 02*), Ku(g)0®t). (4.17)

Note that E.[¢®/] = 0 if j is odd. Reparametrizing the terms for even j by j = 2m and £ = k —m,
it may be checked that {(k,j) : & > 1,0 < j < k} is in bijection with {(¢,m) : £ > 1,0 <m < (}.
Thus, we obtain

Reormal(0) = Y _ 2% Ry(0), (4.18)
where )
Ry ( ) _ l{f _ 1} H0H2 i ;<E [€®2m] ® 9®(£—m) K (g)9®(€+m)> (4 19)
= (2m)!(€ —m)! Lo M ' '

It remains to check that Ry(0) = Sy(0).
To show this, let us compute explicitly the expectation over e ~ N(0,1Id) in (4.19). Consider the
identity matrix as an element of (R%)®2,

d
Id = Zez‘ ® €5,
i—1

where e; is the i*" standard basis vector in R%. For any pairing 7 of [2m], denote @ g, Id € (R%)®2™
as the tensor product of m copies of Id that associates the two coordinates of each copy of Id with a
pair S € 7. Using that the 2k'" moment of a standard Gaussian variable is the number of pairings
of [2k], we have for any basis vector ¢;, ® ... ® e, € (R?)?™ that

2m
<Es[5®2m]v €y @ ... ei2m> =E. H i | = Z H 1{ij1 = ijz}
j=1

pairings w of [2m] (j1,j2)€T

= < Z (® Id) , €, ®...Q 6i2m> .
pairings 7 of [2m] Sem
E [¢%*"] = > X 1d.

pairings 7 of [2m] Sem

Hence we see that

Applying (4.16) and the permutation invariance of k¢4, in its arguments, we get
<Eg[e®2m]®e;®“*m), /c4+m(g)9®<”m>> = (2m— 1)l -<1d®m @o2E™), /cz+m(g)9®<f+m>>, (4.20)

since there are (2m — 1)!! total pairings, and by permutation invariance, the term corresponding to
each pairing contributes equally to this inner product. (The right side of (4.20) corresponds to the
consecutive pairing of [2m].) Applying (4.20) and (2m — )!!/(2m)! = 1/(2™m!) to (4.19) yields

02 1< 1 /(¢ . . .
Ru(0) =146 = 1195 = 550 L (P ) (10 o2, Kepm(a® ). (a2
" m=0

Now we use (4.15) to write

(1057 @027, Ky (9)0°) )

- > (Ie] = D= (1am 207, (Q) Ts(g)) 05

partitions 7 of [+m)] Serm
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- 3 (Ir| = U= My, () (4.22)

partitions 7 of [{4+m]

where we set
My n(m) = <1d®m 202, R)E,[(90)°°) >
Sem
We may move the expectations over g out of the inner product by writing this as an expectation
over |r| independent copies of g, one for each S € 7, so that

{+m
My () = Egl,...,gm [<Id®m ®9§>(€—m)7 ®(gﬂ(i)9)>] )

i=1
where for each i € [¢ + m|, 7(i) denotes the index of the part in m containing ¢. Then using
(Id,v ® w) = (v,w) and (a ® b,c ® d) = (a,c)(b,d), we see that this is exactly the quantity
My (7| 0,6,) defined previously in (4.4).

Finally, we combine (4.22) with (4.21) and describe a cancellation of terms that reduces the

expression to Sy(6): First, note that (Id, (¢0)%?) = (g0, g8) = ||0||?, which does not depend on g. If
m > 1 and {1,2} belong to the same part in 7, then

Mf,m(ﬂ—) = H9H2M571,m71(7r_) (423)

where 7~ is the partition of {3,...,¢+ m} obtained by removing 1 and 2. Suppose first that ¢ > 2
and m > 1. Fix any partition 7~ of {3,...,£+m}. Let S be the collection of partitions of [¢ + m]
that do not separate {1,2} and that reduce to 7~ upon removing 1 and 2. There are two types of
such partitions 7: (a) 7 includes 1,2 into a part of 7=. Then |r| = |7~ | and there are |7~ | such
partitions; (b) 7 is the unique partition that adds {1, 2} as a new part to 7~ so that |r| = |7 7|+ 1.
Summing over both types and using (4.23), we get

> (Il = D=1 My ()

TES
= H9||2M£—1,m—1(7T_) (|7T_| (|77 = 1)!(—1)‘”1_1 +1- (|7T—’)!(_1)\7T’|> —0.

Summing over all 77—, the total contribution to (4.22) from partitions 7 that put {1,2} in the same
set is 0. Similarly, the total contribution to (4.22) from partitions 7 that put {3,4} in the same set,
but that do not put {1,2} in the same set, is also 0, and so forth. Recalling the set of partitions
P(¢,m) defined in (4.8) which separate each pair {1,2},...,{2m — 1,2m}, we get in this case of
¢>2 and m > 1 that only these partitions contribute to (4.22), i.e.

(1057 @02, Ko ()0 ) = 37 (In = D=1 M ().
TEP(L,m)
Using that P(¢,0) is simply the set of all partitions of [/], and applying this to (4.21), we get that
(4.21) is the same as Sy(0) for £ > 2. For £ = 1, we have either m = 0 or m = 1. When m = 1,
the only partition of [¢ + m| = [2] not belonging to P(1,1) is {{1,2}}. Note that M; ;({{1,2}}) =
Ey[(g0, g8)] = ||0]|?, which cancels the leading term ||0||?/2 for £ = 1 in (4.21). Thus (4.21) also
coincides with Sy(#) for £ = 1, concluding the proof. O

Proof of Lemma 4.7. We will apply a truncation argument to handle the expansion of Lemma
4.10 analytically. Within the rest of the proof, all summations will be standard (non-formal)
summations. For notational convenience, set

z=0"1, s(z) =7z =r(o0), q(z) =log(z™!) =logo.

The given conditions are s(z) — oo and zs(z)q(z) — 0 as z — 0.
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Consider the event ||| < ¢(z) and define the truncation

2
Rurane(®) = 122 zk, E. [m (1226, + z2. 98))1{Jll < a(2)}]

For [|f]| < s(z) and on this event ||| < g(2), observe that maxgeq |f(g)| < (22|64 + 2q(2))s(2).
By the given condition zs(z)q(z) — 0 as z — 0 (which also implies z?s(z) — 0), and by Lemma
A.1(c), we observe that this series defining Riunc(f) is absolutely convergent whenever z < zy, for
a small enough constant zp > 0. Then, writing (2.3) as

A 2
”2”22 — B | 1llell < a(=)} - log Ble/ @)| — B | 1{llel] > q(2)} - log Eyle/ )]
and applying (4.13) and Fubini’s theorem to exchange E. and ), in the second term, we arrive at
22 * T2
R(0) = Rirunc(0) — Ex [1{]l2]| > g(2)} - log B, [/*+220)] | (4.24)

Note that E.[e®71{||e|| < q(2)}] = 0 if j is odd by sign symmetry of the law of ¢ conditional on
lle]l < g(z). Therefore, by the same argument as for (4.18), we obtain

R(0) =

Rtrunc(e) = Z Z%Rtrunc,é(e) (425)
/=1
where
¢
Rt E( ) _ 1{€ _ 1} H0||2 Z 1 <E [E®2m1{”€” < q(z)}] ®9;®(57m) K:Z—i- (g)9®(4+m)>'
rune = (2m)!(£ — m)! - ’ "
Applying the cumulant bound of Lemma A.1 together with (4.16) and k! > k¥ /e¥, for £ > 2,
¢
1 _
< - ®2m ®U—m) ®(L+m) <
| Ripunc.0(0)] < mZ::o L [[(e22m @07, Kepm(@)p™ ™) 1{]le] < a(2))]
¢
1 {+m (+m 2m 0—m || l+m
< — *
N (R O D
¢
< P S (" a P < ale) + 10O (4.26)
m=0

Then for ||f|| < s(z) and z < zg, the series in (4.25) is absolutely convergent. Differentiating each
Rirunc,e(#) in 6 using the product rule, a similar argument shows that for ¢ > 2,

IV Rerunce ()| < 26* (q(2) + [16:])*[16]* (4.27)

IV2 Revunc,e(O)] < 26(2¢ — 1)e* (q(2) + 16.1)*[16]1*2. (4.28)

Then both ), Z%VRtrunc’g(e) and ), zQZVQRtmnC,g(H) are also absolutely and uniformly convergent
over ||0]| < s(z), so

VRtrunc(e) - Z 22£VRtrunc,€(9)7 vZ}Qtrunc(g) - Z Z%VQRtrunc,Z(e)-
/=1 =1

We now fix an integer k& > 1 and remove the truncation event ||| < ¢(z). Note first that by
Cauchy-Schwarz and a chi-squared tail bound, for all z < zy and some constants C, ¢, zg > 0, the
second term in (4.24) is at most

E- [1{lle] > a(2)} - log By [0 +299 | || <. [1{]le]| > a(2)} - 1226 + 2]l - 6]
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1/2 1/2
<1161 - P[le]l > q(2)] /*EL[[|2%6. + 222"

< s(z) - e~ )’ . Oz,

Recalling zs(z) — 0 and ¢(z) = log(1/z), there exists zo (depending on k) such that zs(z)e~¢4(=)* <
22k+2 for all 2z < zy. Applying this to (4.24), and also using (4.26) to bound the sum over £ > k+1
in (4.25), we obtain

< [Czq(2)(]l6]] v 1))+ (4.29)

k
R(@) - Z z%Rtrunc,Z(9>
/=1

for z < zp and C, zp depending on k. For the gradient and Hessian, recall (2.4) and note that

HVg logE, [e<229*+zs’90>} H = HEg[gT(z%* + ze) | €, 9]“ < |20, + 2¢|],
va logE, [e<z29*+2&99>} H - H Covylg" (220, + ze) | s,e]H < 1220, + ze|.
Then applying a similar Cauchy-Schwarz argument together with (4.27) and (4.28), we get
VR()) — zk: 22V Riruncs (0) || < [Czq(2)]*FF2(|10] v 1)2F 1, (4.30)
2:1
VZR(0) = > 2*V? Riunc(0) || < [Czq(2)**2(]|6] v 1)**. (4.31)
=1

Next, for all £ < k and some C, 2y > 0 depending on k, the same Cauchy-Schwarz argument
yields for z < zg that

l
1 1/2 " _ T\ 271/2
|Re(0) — Rirunce(0)] < mp[nen > q(2)]" E5[<5®2 262 K, (9)62 Wt >> }

—Cq\z 2
< C-Pllell > a(2)]" - 116]* < Ce @7 ||6]* < [C=(|18]] v 1))+,

Applying this to each term ¢ = 1,...,k in (4.29), we get

< [Czq(2)([10]] v 1)]F2.

k
R(0) - 2% Ry(6)
/=1

The differences ||VRy(0) — V Riunc,¢(0)|| and [|[V2R;(0) — V2 Ripunc¢(0) || may be bounded similarly,
and combined with (4.30) and (4.31) to show

k
VR(0) =Y Z*VRi(0)|| < [C2q(2)]*2(|16] v 1)*+,
/=1

< [Czq(2)]*F2(Jl6]| v 1)°*.

k
VZR(0) — > 2"V Ry(6)
/=1

Recalling that z = 1/0 and ¢(z) = log o and noting that R;(6) = S¢(6) by Lemma 4.10 concludes
the proof. O

To provide sharper finite-sample concentration bounds, we now establish an analogous expansion
for the empirical risk R, (#). Note that whereas in the population expansion (4.1) the term for o~
was a polynomial of 6 belonging to Rgé /2 (for even £), here the term for o~¢ in this expansion of

the empirical risk is a polynomial of 6 only guaranteed to belong to Rgg.
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Lemma 4.11. Fiz any function r : (0,00) — [1,00) such that r(o) - (logo)/o — 0 as 0 — 0.
There are polynomials Py(e,0,0,) such that for any k > 1, some (0,d, G, k)-dependent constants

C,c,co,00 >0, any o > o9, and any t > e*CO(log")z, with probability at least

1 — Cemellosn)® _ (Co(log n)/z&)d(e—cmﬂf/(loz%N)’“V2 4+ e—ent?(o/ 10go’)2k+2)’

we have
F 1 & [ log o\ * 17
‘ =Y o7 =) Pl 6,6.)] < t+C<> (||6] v 1)+, (4.32)
(=1 [t - 7 .
k - [ log o\ FT1
H ZO’ VP(e;,0,0,)] < t—i—C(U) (18] v 1)*, (4.33)
(=1 i=1 - -
V2R, ( V2P(e1,0,0,)|| < ¢+ 0 122 v 4.34
H Zw; 0.0, < e+ o (2E7) ey (4.31)
simultaneously for all 0 € R satisfying ||0] < r(o).
Here each term takes the form
M,
Py(2,0,60.) =Y Agm(e,05) Pom(0) (4.35)
m=1

for some My > 1, where

e Each Ay, is a polynomial in € and 0, of total degree at most {,

e FEach Py, € Rgz is a G-invariant polynomial in 0 of degree at most £,

o E.[P(,0,0.,)] equals Sys2(0) if £ is even and equals 0 if £ is odd, where Sy is as defined
in (4.9) for the series expansion of R(6), and

o Py and its derivatives satisfy, for some universal constant Co > 0,

|Pa(e,0,0:)] < (lell + [16:]1 + Co)* (161l v 1)* (4.36)
IVoPu(e, 6,011 < Colllell + [16:] + Co) (18] v 1) (4.37)
IV3Pu(e, 0, 0.)11 < Colllell + 116:] + Co) (18]l v 1)V (4.38)

Proof. As in the preceding proof, let z = 071, 5(2) = r(27!) = 7(0), and ¢(2) = log(z~!) = logo.
We write as shorthand E,[f(e;)] =n~' > I, f(g;). Then analogous to (4.24), we have

Ro(6) = Riruncin(6) = B | 1{lles]l > a(2)} - log B, |0 +5500%) |
where

RUX

Rigunein(0) ki,j o[ (4220, + 220, 90)) 1{ll=2] < a(2))]

re||2 ii

k=1 :0

27.

— (Bl 1l < a2} @ 017, Kig)6).

Both sums are absolutely convergent, and the second line follows from the same multi-linear expan-
sion of the cumulant s as in (4.17). Rearranging this sum according to powers of z and applying
the cumulant tensor identity (4.16), we obtain

Ruranen(®) = 3 ' E, [1{1\@1\ < (=)} Pl 9,9*)]
/=1
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where

Wz”l{e =2} ) kl;.(gf k)ﬁk«f,g@), (e, g0, (0asg0), - (Oss g0)).

0/2<k<t

Pg(e’f, 9, 9*) =

2k — £ times ¢ — k times

(4.39)

These polynomials Py(e, 0, 0,) satisfy the conditions of the lemma. In particular, by the moment-
cumulant relationship, in the form (4.35) each Fp,, can be taken to be an entry of the moment
tensor Ty(0) = E,[(90)] (which is a degree-¢ G-invariant polynomial) and hence M, < d*. The
bounds (4.36)—(4.38) on Py and its derivatives follow from the same arguments as those that led to
(4.26)—(4.28), in particular, the cumulant bound in Lemma A.1.

Thus, we arrive at

k n
Ra0) =Y 2" % " Pi(ei,6,0.) + 1(6) + T1(0) + 111(6) (4.40)
/=1 =1

where

)= > > 1l < a(=)} - Pl 6.6.)
t=k+1 i—1

n

k
06) =~ 32 -3 1l > (=) - P ,6.)
/=1 =1

1 .
HIO) =~ > 1]l > a(2)} - log By [o 02209,
=1

We conclude the proof by bounding these three remainder terms and their derivatives. Through-
out, C,C’" ¢, > 0 denote (6,,d, G, k)-dependent constants changing from instance to instance.
Beginning with II(#) and III(#), we define the event £ where ||¢;|| <logn for all i = 1,...,n. Then

P[EC] = P[m%lx llei|| > logn| < ne—clogn)® < e logn)”,

Let f(g) be either z* - 1{||e|| > q(2)} - P(¢,0,0,) for some £ € {1,...,k} in the case of I1(#), or
1{|le]| > q(2)} - logE, [e{z*0++220.99)] in the case of ITI(6). Applying the bounds
Ey[(220. + 254, g0)] < log [e<z29*+zgi’99>] < max (220, + ze&4, g0),
9

in both cases and on the event & for small z = o~!, we have |f(s;)] < Cz(||0]] vV 1)¥(logn)~.
Introducing the bounded summand

F(e) = min (max (f(e), ~C=(10ll v ¥ (log )* ), C=(6] v 1) (log n)* )

Bernstein’s inequality yields
577/7'

1 2
P[ ~ } = 2exp (‘Vara[ﬂs)] +1r.Cx([8] v 1>k<logn>k> ‘

We apply this with 7 = 5t - (]|0]| V 1)¥ and some small constant > 0. By the definition of f(¢)
and Cauchy-Schwarz,

DWICRANC)
i=1

B[] < EllFE)] < Bl > a(:)] 2 (02 loIvi)*) ™ < oo s vt < v, (4.1
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the last inequality holding when the constant ¢y for which ¢ > e—¢(oge ) s sufficiently small.
Similarly,

Var.[f(e)] < Ec[f(e)?] < Ce 1" 22(Jlg]| v 1)* < - 2(]|0] v 1)*. (4.42)
Applying this to Bernstein’s inequality above,

Lo entn
P[‘n;f(a) >2nt-<||9||v1>’“] S%XP(‘W)'

Note that f(g;) = f(e;) for all i on the event £. Then for some constants C, C’ > 0,

k ] k / cntn
P[m(e)\ > Ot - (|10 v 1)* and €], ]P’[]IH(G)\ > Ot - (||6]) v 1)* and 5} < O exp ( - W>
To obtain a uniform guarantee over the ball ||| < s(z), observe that on the event &, both II(0)
and IT1(0) are C(logn)* - s(z)*-Lipschitz in @ over this ball. Let us take a d-net of this ball with
§ = cent/[s(2)*(logn)¥] and a sufficiently small constant ¢ > 0, where the net has cardinality
(Cs(2)/6)%. Applying the Lipschitz continuity and a union bound over # in this net, we then
obtain

P| sup |H<9>|>cnt-<ueuv1>k]P[ sup |III(9)| > Ot - (|}0]] v 1)*
0:)10]|<s(z) 0:)16||<s(z)
cntn cnt-no

< (Cs(2)/8)e” Hoan® 4 =098 < (Cl(logm) /t)le” Gssn 4 Ceelonn)?,

We may bound VII(6), V2I1(6), VIII(#), and V2III(#) similarly: Defining f(g;) as the summand
corresponding to any entry of one of these quantities, and recalling the forms of the derivatives of
log ]Eg[e<z29*+25i’99>] from Lemma 2.2, on € we have |f(g;)| < Cz(||6|| v 1)*~*(log n)* in the case of
VII(A) or VIII(A), and |f(g;)| < Cz(||8]| v 1)F=2VO(logn)*V? in the case of V2II(6) or V2III().
The inequalities (4.41) and (4.42) continue to hold, and VIL(6), V2II(), VIII(§), and V2III(#) all
remain C(logn)*V3 - s(z)*-Lipschitz over the ball ||f|| < s(z). Then applying the same arguments
as above, we obtain for ¢ = 0,1, 2,

IVOLLO) |, [V OLILO)|| < Ont - (6] v 1)V for all [19]] < s(2) (4.43)

cntno
with probability at least 1 — (C'o(logn)/nt)%e g V2 _ Cgmellogn)?

Turning to 1(#), write the summand f(g;) = 2* - 1{||&;|| < q(2)} - Pi(ci,0,6.). Using (4.36),
we have |f(g;)] < (Cozq(2))¢(||6]] v 1)* where Cy is a universal constant independent of ¢. Then
Hoeffding’s inequality yields

2n72

> T] < 9¢ C3T2ta(x)2(Jl0]Iv1)2C

P

Y fe) - ElfC)
=1

We apply this with 7 = nt - (||@]| vV 1)*+1/¢2, and we apply also

S B [1{lel < a(2)} - Ple6.0)] < 3 (Con)a(2) (10l v 1) < [ma() (el v )]
{=k+1 l=k+1

for any small enough z, by the given condition zq(z)s(z) = @#

bound over all £ > k 4 1 and recalling the definition of 1(9),

— 0. Then taking a union

0 242 2k+2
k+1 k+1 272 (0] v 1) n >
P||I(0)| > C 0| v1 +Cnt- (0] V1 <§ 2 — .
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Applying again zs(z)q(z) — 0 as z — 0, for any constant B > 0 and sufficiently small z we have
1/(C32%q(2)%(]|0]| v 1)%¢*) > B. Then the summands of this probability bound decay at least
geometrically fast, so that the sum is at most

C'e . C’ﬁ2t2(||9H v 1)2k+2n < —c'n?t?n(o/log )2k +2
Xp 22R42g() 26 2(]|g|[ v 1)2R+2 ) = € :

The same argument applies to bound VI(6) and V2II(#) entrywise, except that we use (4.37) and
(4.38) in lieu of (4.36) to get 1{|le:|| < q(2)}- IV Pu(s,0,0.)| < (Cog(2))E(||0]] v 1)~ and 1{[|&;] <
q(2)} - IV2Pu(e4,0,0,)| < (Coq(2))E(II6]] Vv 1)*=2 respectively, for all £ > 2. From the previous
Lipschitz bounds for Py(e,0,6.), 11(8), I11(#) and their derivatives, and from those for R, (#) and
its derivatives from Lemma 2.13, we see that 1(9), VI(0), and V?I(6) are also C(logn)*V3 - s(z)"-
Lipschitz in 6 over the ball ||| < s(z). Then applying a union bound over a é-net as before, we
obtain for ¢ = 0,1, 2,

i log o
IvOL6)) < ¢ (==

k41 ,
) (6] v D= Ot - (6] v 1) for all ||0]] < s(2) (4.44)
with probability at least 1 — (Co(log n)/nt)de_cnztzn(a/103‘7)2k+2. Applying (4.43) and (4.44) to
(4.40) and now taking 1 to be a sufficiently small constant, we obtain the lemma. O

4.3. Descent directions and pseudo-local-minimizers. We now relate the series expansion
result of Lemma 4.7 to the landscape of R(f) around a fixed point 9 € R?, for large 0. The
constants in this section may depend on this point 0.

The following lemma establishes a condition for 6 € R? under which we will be able to show that
R(6) has either a first-order or second-order descent direction in a neighborhood 9.

Lemma 4.12. Fiz 0 e R?, let ¢ be a local reparametrization in an open neighborhood U of 5, and
let = @(f). Suppose there exists £ > 1 and a partition of o into subvectors ¢ = (o',..., ") such
that S1(¢), ..., Si_1(¢) are functions depending only on @', ... "' and not on ¢*, and

either szSg({o?) #0 or /\min(vizse(@) <0.

Then there exist constants ¢,09 > 0 and an open neighborhood Uy ofg (all depending on 5, O,d, G
but not on o) such that for all o > oo and for every 6 € Uy,

either  ||[VoR(O)|| > co2*  or Amn(VER(0)) < —co™ 2.

Proof. First suppose that V :S(¢) # 0. Denote ¢ = ||V _S¢($)|, and note that this constant c
depends only on 8,6, d, G and not on o. By continuity of V¢S, this implies ||V e Se(p)[| > ¢/2 for
all o in a neighborhood Vj of @. Since Sy, ..., Sy_1 do not depend on ¢f, we have VoeS1=...=
V,¢Sp-1 = 0. Then, recalling (4.10), we get |VoR ()| > HVSOeRZ(Lp)H > (¢/2)072% for all ¢ € 4.
Applying (4.2) and continuity and invertibility of dgy near 6, this implies that || VoR((8)| > o2
for a constant ¢ > 0 and all # in a small enough neighborhood Uy of 9. Then applying Lemma 4.7,
for all o > 09, large enough o > 0, and all § € Uy,

IVoR©)| = ('/2)02".
Now suppose that )\min(Ving(@)) < 0. The argument is similar: Denote —c = )\min(VieSg(@).
Then Amin(vié Se(p)) < —c/2 for all ¢ in a neighborhood Vj of ¢ by continuity, so )\min(Vg,RZ(ga)) <
Amin (V2 R () < —(c/2)0~". Applying (4.3),

d
ViR'(0) = (dg) " - VER () -dgip + > 94, R'(¢0) - Vigepi.

=1
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Then by continuity and invertibility of dyp near 5, for the first term we have
Amin((doep) " - VER () - dgp) < —co™%

for a constant ¢/ > 0 and all § in a neighborhood Uy of 6. Then either Amin(V2R!(0)) < —(d/2)0™ 2,
or we must have for the second term and some i € {1,...,d} that |V,R (¢)| > |0, R (e)| >

"oc=2¢. Here, we may take ¢’ = ¢//(2dmax||V2p;(0)||), where this maximum is taken over all

je{l,...,d} and 0 € Uy. Applying again Lemma 4.7, for all ¢ > oy and large enough oo > 0, this
implies that for every 6 € Up, either Amin(V2R!(0)) < —('/4)0=2 or |[VoR ()| > (¢"/2)0~2¢. O

Conversely, the following is a condition for 0 € RY under which we will show that R(0) has a
local minimizer in any fixed neighborhood of 5, for all sufficiently large 0. We call these points
pseudo-local-minimizers, and these will be in correspondence with the true local minimizers of R(6)
for large 0. Note that pseudo-local-minimizers are determined by 0, d, G and do not depend on o,
but true local minimizers of R(#) not belonging to Oy, may in general depend on . We discuss an
example of this phenomenon in Remark 4.31.

Definition 4.13. A point 9 € Riis a pseudo-local-minimizer in a local reparametrization
0= (¢',..., ") around 6 if each function Sy(¢) for £ = 1,..., L depends only on o', ..., ¢’ and
not on ¢+ ... »r and for each £ € {1,..., L} where ¢’ has non-zero dimension,

V,eSe(p) =0 and Amin(VfozSe(@) > 0.

For each pseudo-local-minimizer 5, we will also show that the risk R(y) is strongly convex in a

o-independent neighborhood of ¢ = ¢(#), and its Hessian V?DR(QD) has the following graded block
structure.

Definition 4.14. Consider a partition of coordinates (¢!, ..., ¢%) for R%. Let H = H(o) € R4*4
be a symmetric matrix, and write its L x L block decomposition with respect to this partition as
Hyy -+ Hyp
H = : " :
Hp, -+ Hpp
The matrix H (o) has a graded block structure with respect to this partition if there are constants

C,c,00 > 0 such that for all ¢ > o¢ and all k,¢ € {1,...,L} where ©* and ¢ have non-zero
dimension,

Co™%" > Amax(Hee) > Amin(Heg) > co™ 2 and | Hyg|| < Co2max(kb),

Thus the upper-left block of H (o) has magnitude o2, the three blocks adjacent to this have
magnitude o4, and so forth. We allow ¢ to have dimension 0, in which case the blocks Hy, and
Hy, for k=1,..., L are empty.

Lemma 4.15. Let 0 € R be a pseudo-local-minimizer in the reparametrization ¢ = (¢, ..., o).
Denote ¢ = ¢(0). Then for any sufficiently small open neighborhood Vi of ¢, there exist constants
¢, 00 > 0 depending on 0,Vy and 0,,d, G but not on o, such that for all ¢ > oy and ¢ € Vp,

(a) VéR((p) has a graded block structure with respect to the partition p = (o', ..., %),

(b) )\min(V?PR(gp)) > co 2l and

(c) There is a unique critical point of R(y) in Vi, which is a local minimizer of R(p).

Proof of Lemma 4.15. For part (a), observe that the Hessian Vng(gD) is non-zero only in the upper-
left ¢ x ¢ blocks of the decomposition corresponding to (¢!,...,¢%). Since VizSg(QB) is positive-
definite by assumption, by continuity there is a neighborhood Vj of ¢ and constants C,c > 0 for
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which
)\min(Vi[Sg(cp)) >c and ”ViSe(QO)|’ <C (4.45)

for all ¢ € Vj. Applying this for each ¢ = 1,..., L and recalling (4.10), we see that ViRL(gp) has
a graded block structure. Then ViR((p) also has a graded block structure, by Lemma 4.7. This
shows (a). Part (b) will follow from (a) and Lemma 4.17 which we prove in the next section.

To show part (c), let us assume for expositional simplicity that each ¢* has positive dimension—
the same argument applies with minor modification to the setting where some of the vectors ¢*
have dimension 0. Let ¢ = (¢!, ..., $%) be a point which minimizes R(¢) over the compact set V.
Observe that the given condition implies ¢ is a local and global minimizer of S; over Vg, and that

51(2) = S1(@) = cllp’ — &I
Then by Lemma 4.7, for all ¢ > ¢ and large enough oy > 0,

5 ~ oy ~ log o 4
Rp) = R(P) > ool = F1IP - € (57

The left side is non-positive because (» minimizes R(¢), so we get ||¢! — & < o~ 7 for, say, 7 = 0.9.
Now consider the functions f(p?) = So(3', ¢?) and f(¢?) = S2(@',?). The given condition
implies that f is strongly convex and has a local and global minimizer in Vj given by %2. Applying
the bound ||@' — @'|| < 0~ 7, we get that ||f — f|| < Co™™ and ||V2f — V2f|| < Co™7, for some
constant C' > 0 and any sufficiently small neighborhood Vj of @. Then applying Lemma 2.8, f is
also strongly convex on Vj, with a local and global minimizer in Vj given by some point @® for

which ||@? — @?|| < C'o~". This implies
Sa(@", %) = Sa2(@", %) = ellg” - &°|1”

Since S depends only on ¢! and not on ¢?, we have by Lemma 4.7 that

6

R(p) - RGP 5H) 2 oo 1 - PP - C (57
Then, since this is again non-positive, we obtain [|»? — @%|| < ¢~7, and hence also ||p? — &?|| <
Co~7. Now applying this argument to (%) = S3(3!, &%, ¢?) and f(p', %, ©*), we obtain similarly
|@® — || < Co~T. Iterating this argument yields || — @|| < Co~" for a constant C > 0. For any
neighborhood Vp, large enough oy > 0 (depending on Vp), and all 0 > o9, this implies that this
minimizer ¢ belongs to the interior of Vj, and hence must be a critical point of R(p). Then the
strong convexity in part (b) implies that this is the unique critical point in V), which shows (c¢). O

4.4. Local landscape and Fisher information. We apply Lemma 4.15 to analyze the Fisher
information I(6.) = VZR(6,) and the local landscape of R(f) near 6,. By rotational symmetry of
R(#), the same statements hold locally around each point in the orbit Og,.

Recall the transcendence basis ¢ in Lemma 4.3, and the decompositions d = d; + ...+ dr and
0 = (¢',...,9%) according to the sequence of subspaces Rgz and their transcendence degrees.
Lemma 4.5 establishes that ¢ is a local reparametrization around generic points 6, and we will
analyze the landscape in this reparametrization.

Theorem 4.16. Fiz a choice of transcendence basis p = (o', ..., ") satisfying Lemma 4.3, and
let 0. € R be a point with dep(6:) non-singular (which holds for generic 6). For some constants
C,c,o0 > 0 and some neighborhood U of 0., and for all o > oy,

(a) In the reparametrization by ¢, R(p) is strongly convex on o(U) with )\min(Vng(gp)) > co 2,

(b) The Fisher information matriz I1(0,) has dy eigenvalues belonging to [co=2¢, Co~2] for each
¢=1,...,L, where dy = trdeg(RgZ) - trdeg(Rg’g_l).
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(¢) For any polynomial v € Rgg, there is a constant C > 0 (depending also on 1) such that
Vob(0,) T 1(6,) " Verp(6,) < Co*.

Note that part (c) describes the limiting variance in (1.9) for estimating v (6.) by the plug-in
maximum likelihood estimate (6).

The proof of Theorem 4.16 relies on the following linear-algebraic result for any o-dependent
matrix with the graded block structure of Definition 4.14, and large enough o.

Lemma 4.17. Suppose H = H(o) € R™>? has a graded block structure with respect (o', ..., o").
Let dy be the dimension of each subvector ¢. Let Hy.p and (H_l);g’;g denote the submatrices
consisting of the upper-left £ x ¢ blocks in the L x L block decompositions of H and H~*. Then for
some constants C,c,09 > 0 and all o > o0y:
(a) H has dy eigenvalues belonging to [co ¢, Co=2] for each £ = 1,..., L. In particular, A\ (H) >
—2L

co— ",
(b) For each £ where di + ...+ dy > 0, Amin(H.0:0) > co2t,
(¢) For each ¢ where di + ...+ dy > 0, Amax((H1)..0) < Co?.

Proof. We first show part (b). This holds for the smallest ¢ where dy +...+dy > 0, by the definition
of the graded block structure. Assume inductively that it holds for ¢ < L — 1, and consider ¢ + 1
where dyy > 0. For any unit vector v = (v.g, vgy1) where vy € RO+ and vy € R¥+1 | we
have by the induction hypothesis and Cauchy-Schwarz

T T T T
U H (041),:(041)V = Vg Hop oV + vp y Hopr 0410041 + 20,0 Hpp10041

> co ol + co D lugp [P — 2007 2D oo

> (o™ = (20/0)5 2 o2 + (¢/2)0 2 g |2

For large o, we get vTH;(gH),:(gH)v > o2+ and some ¢ > 0. Hence (b) holds by induction
foreach £ =1,..., L.

Next, we show part (a). That Amin(H) > co~%F follows from (b). For the first statement, for
any ¢ where d; > 0, write H = H¢1 4+ R where HE1 equals H.(y_1),:(¢~1) on the upper-left
(£ —1) x (£—1) blocks and is 0 elsewhere, and R~ is the remainder. Part (a) implies that H¢~1)
has dj + ...+ dg_q eigenvalues at least co 21 and remaining eigenvalues 0. The graded block
structure condition implies [|[RY~1|| < Co~2¢ for a constant C' > 0. Then for a constant ¢ > 0 and
all large o, Weyl’s inequality implies that H has dy + . ..+ dy_ eigenvalues at least ¢o—2¢—1)  and
remaining eigenvalues at most Co~2¢. Since this result holds for every ¢ = 1,..., L, this implies
part (a).

Finally, for part (c), denote G) = [(H™1)..,]~'. We claim that for all £ where dy +...4dp > 0,
this matrix G¥) has a graded block structure with respect to (o', ..., ¢". That is to say, there are
constants C', ¢ > 0 such that for all large 0 and all 1 < j,k < ¢,

Cr D > hous(G) = a3 o0 and (G < Cr 0 (aa
For ¢ = L, we have GY) = H, so this holds by assumption. Assume inductively that it holds for
¢+ 1, and consider ¢ where dy+1 > 0. Applying the definition of G® and the Schur complement
identity,

_ . ¢ ¢ ¢ 1A+
(GOT = (G e = (G - GinIGET T GE)

Then

41 0+1 241) =1 ~(+1
G = G;(e,;z = G:(z,e+)1 [G§+1,2+1] 1Gé+17=)4'
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We have HG(ler)lH < C'o~ 2 and H[G’(Hl 71| < C'a?) for some C’ > 0, by the induction

041,041
hypothesis. For large enough o, applying the induction hypothesis also to each block of G(f?), we

get that (4.46) holds for ¢ (and some constants C, ¢ > 0 different from those for ¢4 1). Hence (4.46)
holds by induction for each ¢ = 1,..., L. Then, applying part (b) to this matrix G® in place of H,
we get that /\mm(G“)) > co— 2!, which implies /\max((Hfl);g’;g) < Co?*. This establishes (c). O

Proof of Theorem 4.16. Since dg(6,) is non-singular, ¢ = (', ..., ©¥) forms a local reparametriza-
tion on an open neighborhood of 6,. We first show that 6, is a pseudo-local-minimizer with respect
to this reparametrization. For this, we apply the form

Si(p) = 2@1%(@ — Ty s + Qul)

provided in Lemma 4.8, where T;(¢) and Q(p) are shorthand for T(6(¢)) and Q(6(y)), and
Vs = o(0y). Differentiating in @,

,d To(e) " (Tulp) — Te(px)) + VQulep),

= e THe) 4Tl g,z Tule)i = Tilp=)i) VETul(9)i + Vo Qu(0).

vaZ( ) E

Here, Ty(p); is the i*® entry of Ty() and the summation is over all multi-indices i. Note that Q is
in the algebra generated by R%_l, so Lemma 4.5(c) ensures that @, depends only on (¢!, ..., 1)
on a neighborhood of . Thus, evaluating the above at ¢ = ¢, and restricting to the coordinates
o yields

V,eSe(px) =0, Vi[Sg(ﬁp*) = ﬂd To(pe) T deTo(ps).
In particular, ViZSg(gp*) = 0. To see that VigSg(go*) has full rank d,, observe that every degree-£

polynomial of § € R is a linear combination of entries of the tensors #®1, ..., 6®¢. Thus, symmetriz-
ing by G, every polynomial in Rge is a linear combination of entries of 71, ..., Ty (monomials). This
means that ¢! = f(Ti(¢),...,Ty(p)) for some linear function f : RI+d*+-+d° _y Rde Differenti-

ating both sides in ¢’ and observing that 71, ...,Ty_; do not depend on ¢’ by Lemma 4.5(c), we
obtain

Id = (dz, f)(dyeT),
where the left side is the dy x dy identity. Thus d T} has full rank dy, so VieSg(go*) > 0 and 6, is
a pseudo-local-minimizer.
Then part (a) of the theorem follows immediately from Lemma 4.15(b). For (b) and (c), note
that since VgR(6,) = 0, we have from (4.3) that

10.) = V3R(0.) = (de(6.)T - V2R(p2) - dp(6.))

where ¢, = ¢(0,). Then setting V= do(0,)~!, Lemma 4.15 shows that ViR(cp*) = f/TI(G*)f/ has
a graded block structure. For any polynomial ¢ € Rgz, Lemma 4.5 shows that 1 is an analytic
function of ', ..., ¢’ and hence that Vb = V TVt is non-zero only in its first £ blocks. Writing

Vo (6.) T 1(6.) " Vgis(6.) = (VTww(e*))T(WI(e*)V)_l(VTVW(&*)),

part (c) then follows from Lemma 4.17(c). Also, by the QR decomposition, there is a non-singular
lower-triangular matrix W for which V = VW is orthogonal. It may be verified from Definition
4.14 that the matrix V' I(0,)V = W (VT1(0,)V)W also has a graded block structure, for modified
constants C, ¢, 5g. As the eigenvalues of V' I(6,)V are the same as those of I(#,), this and Lemma
4.17(a) show part (b). O
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The following then shows that with high probability for n > ¢/, the empirical risk R,,(¢) is also
strongly convex with a local minimizer in ¢(U). This requirement for n matches the requirement
for list-recovery of generic signals in [6].

Corollary 4.18. In the setting of Theorem 4.16, for (0«,d,G)-dependent constants C,c,c, o9 > 0,
with probability 1 — ecloem? _ Ce=en'/CHo™ 0 haye )\min(ViRn(go)) > o2l for all ¢ € (U),
and Ry, (6) has a critical point and unique local minimizer in U.

Proof. Note that applying directly Lemma 2.8 and the general concentration result of Lemma 2.11
with ¢ < ¢~2F small enough, we may obtain that this corollary holds with probability at least
1— 6—00_4L+2n+c’logcr _ e—cn2/3'

To strengthen this probability guarantee, we apply a concentration argument tailored to large o
based on Lemma 4.11: We assume throughout that n > o2, as otherwise the desired probability
guarantee is vacuous. Let Ay ,, and P, be the polynomials of Lemma 4.11. Since Ay ,, has degree
at most £ in e, by Gaussian hypercontractivity, for any ¢t > 0 we have

|

(This follows also from Theorem A.2 applied with € = (e1,...,en), f(e) =D, Arm(€i, 0x), and the
bounds [V (2)ll7 < [V2f(z)lus < Cvn and B[V f(e)lly < [E[V? f(e)]llns < Cy/m for any
partition J and any j < ¢ — 1.) For a sufficiently small constant ¢y > 0 to be chosen later, let £
be the event where the conclusion of Lemma 4.11 holds with & = 2L, t = 0=2%/logo, and r(o) a
constant larger than ||0,||, and also where

% > Apmlei, 02) — Ec[Ag (e, 90]’ g t] < 2¢O, (4.47)
=1

l g AZ,m(eia 0*) - Es[Aﬁ,m(g,e*)] < COO’_(K/\L) (4'48)
n
i=1

forevery ¢ =1,...,2Land m = 1,..., M,. Note that (4.47) implies (4.48) holds with probability at
least 1 — 2e—cn'/ ‘o2 >1-— 2e—cn'Fo™? g1 p < L, and at least 1 — 9e—c(na )1/t
for 2L > ¢ > L and n > ¢?. Thus, combining with the probability guarantee in Lemma 4.11 and
taking a union bound,

> 1 2€_Cn1/(2L)0.—1

IP’[E] >1_ ec(log n)? _e 2T IO;Z‘(IO% ny2L +C'logo-loglogn *06_767#2(2” >1_ ec/(log n)?2 C/e—c'nl/(2L>0_1 )

We now restrict to this event £ and parametrize by ¢. There is a o-independent neighborhood
U of 6, on which VéRL(w) has a graded block structure: for each £ =1,..., L and every ¢ € ¢(U),

Co™™ > Anax (Vo RE(9)) 2 Amin(Vi RE(9)) > co ™, |V, _u RE(@)|| < Co~ 2,

Let us denote the first 2L terms of the expansion in Lemma 4.11 by

2L M, 1 n
Rﬁ(‘?) = Z Z Oﬁeﬁ Z Aé,m(gi’ 0*)Pf,m(§0)a
/=1 m=1 =1

observe that E[RL(p)] = R (), and write
V2Ra(p) — V2R (¢) = (V2Ra(9) = V2RE(0)) + (V2RE() - V2RM(9) ). (4.49)

On the event &£, the first term is controlled by Lemma 4.11, and for our choice of ¢t = 072F/log o
we have

C

—_ . 4.
o2l logo (4.50)

IV?Ra(6) — VZRﬁ(@)H <
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For the second term, observe that P ,, € ng and hence Py ,, depends only on the coordinates
@b, ..., ' Thus for any ¢,¢' < L,

2L M, n
_ 1
vie#z’ (Rﬁ((p)—RL(gO)) = Z Z g k' (TL Z Akz,m(sia 9*) - ]EE [Ak,m(ea 9*)]) vie#z’ Pk,m(@)'
=1

k=max(¢,0’) m=1
Then on the event &, applying (4.48) and k + (kA L) > 2k A 2L, also

||Viey<pe' R{;(@) - vie#,z/ RL(‘P)H <C-: COU_QmaX(Z’[)-
Choosing ¢y sufficiently small and combining with (4.49) and (4.50), we obtain that the Hessian
of the empirical risk V%Rn(ap) also has a graded block structure over ¢ € U. The lower bound
Amin(VERA(9)) > o2 then follows immediately from Lemma 4.17(b).

To show that R,(y) has a critical point (and hence unique local minimizer) in ¢(U), we apply
an argument similar to that of Lemma 4.15(c). Let ¢ € ¢(U) be any minimizer of R,(y) on the
closure of ¢(U). We aim to show that ¢ cannot occur on the boundary of ¢(U). Recall from the

proof of Theorem 4.16 that v. = ¢(0,) is a pseudo-local-minimizer for the sequence Sy, ..., Sy, with
respect to (¢!, ..., %), In particular, x minimizes S1 over any sufficiently small neighborhood U,
so we have S1(¢) — S1(p«) > c||@! — pl||? and

1 4
REE) ~ BH(p) 2 co 2 = gl - (227

This implies also for the empirical risk R, that, on the event &,

4
Rn($) = Ru(04) 2 Ra() — RY(§) — Rulips) + R (ps) + co 72| @' — 901112—0(1050)
oL My
= Z Z 7 ( ZAkm 6“ Es[Ahm(E,Q*)]) (Pk,m((/}) - Pk,m(@*))
k=1m=1

log o 4

=221 12

v —ol2-c

- e et - i - ¢ (27
9y A Z9 . log o 4

> o 21! =l - O v gt — el - ¢ (£

where the last line applies (4.48) and the fact that the polynomials P ,,, depend only on ¢! and

must be Lipschitz over ¢(U). Since ¢ minimizes R,,, we have 0 > R, (®) — R,(¢x). Then this
implies for some constant C' > 0 and all o > o that ||¢* — @l|| < C - co.

Now defining f(¢?) = Sa(¢l, ©?) and f(p?) = Sy(p!, p?), these functions must be Lipschitz over
©2(U), so this yields | f — f1, || V2f — V2f|| < C"-co on @2(U). Since ¢, is a pseudo-local- minimizer,
taking the nelghborhood U sufficiently small ensures that the function f is convex over ©?(U), and
is minimized at (2. Then for cq sufficiently small, Lemma 2.8 guarantees that f also has a critical
point and local minimizer @2, which satisfies

Ig* = @2 < C - o (4.51)
and Sa(@', ¢%) — Sa2(4',@%) > c[|p* — @*[|*>. Then

R A1 VT _ log o 6
RE(@) — RE(G G5 65, oh) > co 4||¢2—¢2||2—c< s ) ,

where there is no ¢~2 term because S; depends only on ¢!, which coincides in these two arguments
of RL. Applying a similar argument as above, this implies on € that

0 Z Rn(@) - Rn(((/sl: @27 9027 e 7@*11))
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1 6
> co g - PP - €' oo - ] - ¢ (RET )

Then for some constant C' > 0, ||¢? — ¢?|| < C - ¢p. Combining with the preceding bound (4.51),
we get [|p? — @2|| < C" - cp.

Now defining f(¢%) = S3(l, 02, ¢%) and f(©®) = Sa(@', $2, ¢3), we may repeat this argument
to obtain ||$3 — ¢2|| < C - ¢o, and so forth. This establishes ||¢* — ¢%|| < C - ¢ for some constant
C > 0 and each ¢ = 1,..., L. Finally, for ¢y sufficiently small, this implies that the minimizer
¢ must belong to the interior of ¢(U). Since R, (y) is differentiable and convex over ¢(U), this
implies that ¢ must be a unique critical point and local minimizer of R, () over o(U). O

4.5. Globally benign landscapes at high noise. In the following three subsections, we apply
the tools of Section 4.3 to analyze three examples in which the landscapes of R(#) and R, (6) are
globally benign in this high-noise regime o > o (fs,d, G), for generic 6, € R?.

In each example, for each fixed point g R?, we study the landscape of R(#) near ] using a
local reparametrization ¢ = (¢, o ©") around 0. Note that, in general, we cannot use the same

reparametrization ¢ at all points 8 € R%, as we must handle non-generic points where dggo(a) is
singular for any particular map ¢, even if the true parameter 6, is generic.

We will combine these local statements over a large enough ball {§ € R? : ||§]| < M} using a
compactness argument. The following result strengthens Lemmas 2.9 and 2.10 to provide a lower

bound for |[VR(0)|| and ||VR,(0)|| outside this ball.

Lemma 4.19. For some (04, d, G)-dependent constants M, p, co, 00 > 0 and all o > o9, if [|0] > M,
then |[VR(0)|| > coo™ . If, in addition, |E,[g0] — Ey[g0]|| > p, then |[VR(0)|| > coo~2. For some
(0«,d, G)-dependent constants C,c > 0, with probability at least 1 — e—cllogn)? _ 06*0”1/4"71, the
same bounds hold for VR, (0) and all ||6] > M.

Proof. For the empirical risk R, (f), we may assume n > o*, as otherwise the desired probability
guarantee is vacuous. By Lemma 2.9, for all ||§|| > Co and a large enough constant C' > 0, we
have ||[VR(0)|| > co~! and |[VR,(0)|| > co~! with probability 1 — C'e™“*. By Lemma 2.10, if
C'0?/3 < ||0|| < Co, then |[VR(A)| > co~2. Applying the concentration bound (2.18) in Lemma
2.11 with r = Co and t = co~2/2, we get |[VR,(0)| > co2/2 for all such 6, with probability
1— e—cnU*Q—i-Cloga >1- Cle—c’nl/‘la’l when n > ot

It remains to consider M < ||f]| < Co?/3. We consider two cases:

Case I. Suppose that Ey[g] = 0. Then Lemma 4.9 implies S1(f) = 0 and

VS2(0) = E,4[g00 " g 10 — B, [g0.0, g7 10.

For every unit vector v € R?, we have v Ey[gvv g v = E,[|[v"Tgv[|?] > 1/K where K = |G,
because g = Id with probability 1/K. Thus ||E,[gvv g || > 1/K, so |E4[g80 7 g 10| > |03/ K.
For sufficiently large M, this shows ||[V.So(60)|| > ¢||0]|>. Then by Lemma 4.7, for a constant co > 0
(independent of M), we have

IVR(0)|| > coo™||6|> > o™ (4.52)
For the empirical risk R,,, write

VR, (0) — VR(0) = VR,(0) — VR2(0) + VR2(0) — VR*(0) + VR*(#) — VR(9) (4.53)

&1 & &3

where R2(0) = 2?22 ot 150 Py(e;,0,0,) is the degree-4 approximation to R,(f) in Lemma
4.11 and R?*(0) = E[R2%(6)]. Note that the £ = 1 term is absent in R2, because by (4.39) we have
Pyi(e,0,0,) = k1((e, g0)) = e "E[g]8 = 0. By Lemma 4.9, we have R?() = ¢~*55(0) since S1(8) = 0.
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The first term in (4.53) is controlled by Lemma 4.11: Applying (4.33) with k = 4, r(0) = Co?/?
and t = (0 'log )3, we get ||€1]| < C(o " logo)?||6]|* with probability at least 1 — Ce—clegm?

_cn(log0)5

e ollogn +C'log o-loglogn

/

> 1— Ceclogm)? _ Cle=¢n'/*™ ! For the third term in (4.53), Lemma 4.7
yields ||&3]| < C(o~tloga)®||0||>. For the second term in (4.53), using (4.35) we have

4 M, n
& = ; o Zl % Z; (Aem(e,02) = Ex[Ag (e, 0.)]) V Pe(6). (4.54)
=2 m= =

1/45—1

Applying the polynomial concentration (4.47), we have with probability 1 — Ce™"
1 n
‘ E Apm(ei, 0s) — EE[A&m(e,G*)]‘ <Co72% m=1,..., My, £=2,3,4. (4.55)
n
i=1

As stated in Lemma 4.11, each VP, (6) is a polynomial in 6 of degree at most ¢ — 1. Thus
VP (0)]] < C(J|6]] v 1)1 for all m = 1,..., My. Combining this with the previous two displays
and using ||0]] < o yields ||&|| < Co=2 37, o 4|0]| < C'o~*||0]|. For sufficiently large M, this
implies ||E1]| + ||&2 + |I€3]] < (co/2)o~*||6]|* where cg is the constant in (4.52). Thus also

1R (0)]] > (co/2)0 |0 > o,

This concludes the proof in the case E4[g] = 0.

Case II. Suppose E,4[g] # 0. We apply Lemmas 2.4 and 2.5 to write R(¢) = R'4(6;) + R%2(62)
and R,(0) = RM4(0;) + RS2 (6,), where 6; € R and 6y € R? are the components of 6 orthogonal
to and belonging to the kernel of Eg4[g]. Then [|6 — 0.]|> = [|61 — 01.4]|* + ||02 — O2.4]1%, [VR(0)|]* =
IVRY(01)|>4[|[VRE2(02) |2, and | VR, (0)||> = [ VRI(61) >+ || VRS2 (02) ||, Recall from the proof
of Lemma, 2.5 that Eg4[g] is the projection orthogonal to its kernel, so [|Eq[g6] —E4[g0x]|| = ||61 —61,«]|-
Since R'(6;) and RI4(6;) correspond to the single Gaussian model N'(0; «, 02 Idg, x4, ), We may
verify that

01 — 01« Id th—01 £
- T )= —— 2 — —

o2 VI, (61) o2 o’
Thus, if | Ey[g0] —E,[g0s]|| = [|61 — 01,4 > p, then [[VR(0)|| > ||[VRY(61)| > po~2 and | VR,(0)|| >
IVRI(6,)|| > (p/2)o2 with probability at least 1 — Ce="" . Otherwise, for small enough p > 0,
we have ||#2 — 62 .|| > M/2. Applying the argument of Case I for the mean-zero group G2 shows

IVR(0)|| > VR (6:)| > co and ||[VR,(0)]| > |[VRS2(6:)|| > co™* as desired. O

VRId(gl) = € N(07 Iddl xdy /n)

4.5.1. Discrete rotations in R%2. We consider first the group of K-fold discrete rotations on R?: For
a fixed integer K, we have

G ={1d,h,h?, ... W5} =2 7/KZ (4.56)
where
_ (cos2w/K —sin2n/K
N (sinQW/K cos2m /K > (4.57)

is the counterclockwise rotation in the plane by the angle 27/K. For fixed 6, # 0 and for any
0 # 0, denote

(0, 0.)

161111

t(0) = arccos

as the angle formed by 6 and 6,.

The special case of K = 2 and G = {+1d,—1Id} is subsumed by results of [53, Corollary 3],
which imply that the global landscape of R(#) is benign for all o > 0. Thus, we consider here the
setting where K > 3.
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Theorem 4.20. Let G be the group of rotations (4.56) on R?, with K > 3. Consider 6, # 0.
There ezists a (0, K)-dependent constant oo such that for all o > o, the landscape of R(0) is
globally benign. More quantitatively, for small enough p > 0, there are (0, K)-dependent constants
c,00 > 0 such that when o > oy,
(a) For each 6 € Oy, , reparametrizing by ¢ = (10]],t(8)) on Bp(g), we have the strong convexity
)\min(Vg,R(ga)) > co 2K for all p € ¢(B,(0)). N
(b) For each 0 € R? satisfying ||0|| —||0|| € (—p, p) and 6 ¢ U§e(’)9 B,(0), either |[VR(0)|| > co™2K
or Amin(V2R(0)) < —co2K.
(¢) For each 0 € R? satisfying ||0]| — ||0.| ¢ (—p, p), either |VoR(0)|| > co™ or Amin(VZR(9)) <
—co™4.
The proof rests on the following lemma, which characterizes the functions Sy(#) in (4.9) for this
discrete rotation group.

Lemma 4.21. Let G be the group of rotations (4.56) on R?, with K > 3. Then
(a) S1(8) = 0 and S>(0) = [|0]]*/8 — ||6]|*]|6.]|*/4-
(b) For each £ € {3,..., K —1}, Se(0) = pe(]|0]|?) for some univariate polynomial py : R — R (with
coefficients depending on 0. ).
(¢) For ¢ = K and some polynomial px : R — R (with coefficients depending on 6, ),
1

S (0) = ~gr=ii)
Proof. Let z = (04)1 +i(0x)2 and w = 61 + i as elements of C. Let ( = e%i/K, and denote the
set of K roots of unity by Xz = {1,¢,..., (571}, Then ¢*z = (h*6,); + i(h*0.)2 where h is the
generator (4.57), and similarly for w and 6. Notice that for a = a1 + iaz and b = by + ibs we have

O (161 cos(K - £(6)) + pr(10]%).

(a1, a2), (b, b)) = arby + asby = i((a +a)b+B)—(a—a)b b)) = %(al_)—k ab).

Then 21,112 2 2

1 SN N - ook i 4 g Y

21 = B — 1 = =
(XK
where we have used K > 3 and
K ifa=0 d K
> = { o mod K (4.38)
Cexn 0 ifa#0 mo

for the second equality. Similarly E,[(6, g6)?] = ||0]|*/2, and (a) follows from Lemma 4.9.
Applying this argument for a general term Mp,,(7 | 0, 6.), we have
My (7| 0,6,)

m {+m
Lon—. H<9w(2y 1o, gw(2y>9> ﬁ <9*7 gw(j)9>
K-1

j=2m+1

l+m

m

= %II § H ( (Pr(2i=1) ~in(2)) 4 Ciw<2j>—iw<2j71>)|w12> H (6 20 + (P 0) Zw)
s

2K 21,.. ,’L|ﬂ.‘ =0 | j=1 j=2m+1

l+m

H(Cﬂ'(Qj—l)/Cﬂ'Qj) + Cr(25)/Cr2j—1)) H (C;(E)ZU_J + Cr(j)ZwW)

C1yee 7C|7T\€XK Jj=1 J=2m+1

’w|2m

~ 9tk
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Expanding into polynomials of z,Z, w,w, this expression is a linear combination with constant
coefficients of terms of the form

Z |w‘2m+2a|z|2awbzbgf1 C‘ilr]f\
Cyenljn| EX K

Here, the exponents satisfy a > 0, 2a+ [b| = ({+m) —2m =L—m, > ,¢; =b, >, |c;)| < L+m, and
leil < m+ (0+m—2m) = ¢ for each i. By (4.58), these terms vanish unless each ¢; is a multiple of
K. In particular, for ¢ < K, the condition |¢;| < ¢ implies that the only non-zero terms must have
c1=...= ¢y =b=0. Then My (7 |0,0.) is a polynomial in lw|? = ||0]|%. Since S¢(0) is a linear
combination of such terms My, (7 | ,0,), this shows (b).

For (c), if ¢ = K, the only non-zero terms which are not a polynomial of ||#||?> must have b # 0,
so that the condition 2a + |b| = K — m requires m < K. Then since ), |¢;| < K +m < 2K,
there is some ¢* with ¢+ € {—K, K} and ¢; = 0 for all j # i*. Such terms can only appear in
Mg m(m | 6,0,) when m =0 and 7 = {{1,..., K}}, for which we have

1
Mico{{L- K} 10.0.) = (50" + 505

Writing w = ||0]|e” and z = ||0,||e"™, this is

Mio(({L,... 51 1 6.0,) = VENOAE v itrnicy
K0 ey y Uk T 2K € e

1l A

SR—1 cos(Kt(0)).

Substituting into (4.9) and recalling that the remaining terms are polynomial in ||0]|? shows (c). O

Proof of Theorem 4.20. For each point 6 € R?, we consider a local reparametrization by ¢ in a
neighborhood Uy of §. At 6 = 0, we take the reparametrization to be ¢ = 6. At each 6 # 0, we
take it to be p = (||0]|,£(¢)). We then apply Lemmas 4.12 and 4.15 on Uj.

For § = 0, observe that V2S5(f) = —1[|6.]21d < 0. For 6 # 0 where [|0]| # [|6.]], set & = ©(6).
Observe that Sa(p) = /8 — cp%goi*/ll, 80 Vi, S2(9) = 101(9% — @%*) # 0. In both cases, Lemma
4.12 implies that ||[VoR(0)|| > co™ or Amin(ViR()) < —co™, for some ¢, 09 > 0 and all o > 0y
and 6 € Us.

For 0 ¢ Oy, where || = ||6,]|, observe that Si,...,Sk_1 depend only on ;. For Sk, applying
$1 = 1,4, we have

- 1 . " - K _
Vi Sk (9) = mﬁ{f sin(K $2), V2,5Kk(@) = m@%{f cos(Kp2). (4.59)

Then either Vo, Sk (@) # 0 (when @ ¢ {jn/K :j = 0,1,...,2K — 1}), or Anin(V2,Sk($)) < 0
(when @g € {jn/K :j =1,3,5,...,2K — 1}). So Lemma 4.12 implies that ||[VoR(0)| > co 2K or
Amin(V3R(0)) < —co™2K for all o > 0¢ and § € Uj.

Finally, for 6 € Oy, , (4.59) verifies that & = ¢(f) is a pseudo-local-minimizer in the parametriza-
tion by ¢. Then Lemma 4.15 implies R() has a unique local minimizer in Uy and )\min(ViR(cp)) >
co™ 2K for all ¢ € ¢(Ugz) and o > 09. This unique local minimizer must be 6 itself, since 0 is a
global minimizer of R(0).

The constants ¢,09 > 0 above depend on 0. By compactness, for any M > 0, there is a finite
collection of points 6 where the neighborhoods Uy cover {6 € R? : ||6] < M}, and the above
statements then hold for uniform choices of ¢,0¢9 > 0 in their union. For a sufficiently small
constant p > 0, this establishes all claims of the theorem for points # € R? where ||| < M, and
the result for ||0|| > M follows from Lemma 4.19. O
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The following then shows that with high probability for n > o2/ the empirical risk R, (f) is
also globally benign and satisfies the same properties. This is a special case of the guarantee for
R, (6) in Theorem 4.27 to follow.

Corollary 4.22. For some (0., K)-dependent constants C,c > 0, the statements of Theorem /.20
hold also for Ry (0), with probability at least 1 — e—<(logn)® _ Ce—en'/a™t
4.5.2. All permutations in R%. Consider any dimension d > 1, and let G =2 Sy be the symmetric

group of all permutations of coordinates in R%. Here, the size of the group is K = d!. Define the
symmetric power sums in 6 by

1 d
_ k
~d Z 0;
j=1
and (for fixed 6, € R?) the Vandermonde varieties by
Vi = {0 e R%: py(0) = pe(0,) for all £ =1, ... ,k:}. (4.60)

Note that the map 6 + (p1(6), ..., pa(0)) is injective on {§ € R?: ; < ... < 64} (see [29, Corollary
1.2]), so Vg = O, .

Theorem 4.23. Let G =2 Sy be the symmetric group acting on R by permutation of coordinates.

For generic 0, € R%, there exists a (0., d)-dependent constant o9 > 0 such that the global landscape

of R(0) is benign for all o0 > o¢. More quantitatively, for small enough p > 0 there are (0,,d)-

dependent constants c,o9 > 0 such that when o > oy,

(a) For each 0 e Oy, , reparametrizing by the symmetric power sums ¢ = (p1,...,pq) in Bp(g), we
have the strong convexity )\min(Vg,R(gp)) > co2? for all ¢ € @(Bp(g)).

(b) Denote Vi = {6 € R : dist(0, V) < p}, where V§ = R%. Then for each { = 1,...,d and each
0 € V! \ V7, either |[VoR(0)| > co™ or Amin(VZR(0)) < —co 2.

The proof rests on the following lemma, which characterizes the functions S¢(f) in this example.

Lemma 4.24. Let G =2 S, be the symmetric group acting on R? by permutation of coordinates. For
each ¢ =1,...,d, some constant a; > 0, and some polynomials qo,rp : R™Y — R with coefficients
depending on 0, and such that

qre (pl(e*)v s apﬂ—l(e*)> = 07
we have
Se(0) = ar(pe(8)? — pe(02))” + qe(pr(6), - .., pe—1(0)) - pe(8) + re(p1(0),- .., pe_1(6)).  (4.61)

Proof. We apply Lemma 4.8 and the fact that the symmetric power sums p;(6),p2(0), ... generate
RE as an algebra over R (see [32, Eq. (2.12)]). Thus, any polynomial ¢ € Rgz may be written as

©(0) = cope(0) + qo(p1(0), - . ., pe—1(0))
for some ¢, € R and some polynomial g, with real coefficients. In particular, applying this to each
entry of the moment tensor 7y(f) in Lemma 4.8, we obtain the form (4.61) where
2

“= %: 2(2)

and

2(Pr(6). - pe1(0)) = 35 (0 (P10), - Pe-1(8)) = ap (Pr(0:). - P (62) ).

%)
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with both summations taken over all entries of 7;(#). We have a, > 0 strictly because the diagonal
entries of Ty(#) are given by

1 (d— 1) &
14 ) 14
T(0)ii= o D oy = D0 =pe(0),
€Sy =1
so that ¢, = 1 for these entries. O
The derivative of this map ¢ = (p1,...,pq) is singular at points 0 having repeated entries. To

analyze the landscape of R(f) near such points, we use the following known (and non-trivial) facts
about the symmetric power sums and Vandermonde varieties.

Lemma 4.25. Let Vi be the Vandermonde variety (4.60), with Vo = RY. For each k € {1,...,d}
and any generic 0, € R,

(a) Each point 6 € Vi, has at least k distinct entries.

(b) Vik—_1 is a nonsingular algebraic variety, and px(0) is a Morse function on Vi_1.

c e critical points of the restriction pgly,_, are the points 0 € Vi,_1 having exactly k—1 distinc
The critical points of the restricti .. are the points 0 € Vi_y havi tly k—1 distinct
entries.

d) If 0 is a local minimizer or local maximizer of prly, ., then it is also a global minimizer or

PE|Vi_4 g
global mazimizer of pily,_, -

Proof. For (a), fixing any integer multiplicities dj,...,dr_1 > 0 summing to d, the image of the
polynomial function F : R¥~1 — R¥ given by

k—1
1

F(xl,...,xk,l): &Zdj'%gg:l??k
j=1

is a constructible set in the Zariski topology on R, by Chevalley’s theorem (see [24, Theorem
3.16]). By [24, Theorem 11.12], the Zariski closure of this image has dimension at most k — 1, so its
complement is generic. Taking the intersection of these complements over the finitely many choices
of di,...,dr_1, we find that the complement of the set

{(pl(H), ...,pk(0)) : 0 has at most k — 1 distinct coordinates}

is also generic in R*. We conclude that for generic 6, € R?, the point (p1(6y),...,pr(6x)) does not
belong to the above set, meaning that each point € € V}, has at least k distinct coordinates.
For (b), the gradient of p, is given by
l

Vpe(6) = g(ef—l, 05,

Thus, if Vpq,..., Vp, are linearly dependent, then there is a non-zero polynomial P of degree at
most k — 1 for which P(#;) = 0 for every ¢ = 1,...,d. Since P has at most k — 1 real roots, this
implies that 6 has at most k£ — 1 distinct coordinates. Applying (a), this shows that for generic 6,
the vectors Vpy,...,Vpg are linearly independent at every 6 € Vi(6,), so Vi(6,) is nonsingular.

The remaining two statements then follow from the results of [5, Theorems 5, 6, and 7]; see also
[29]. O

Proof of Theorem 4.23. For each 0 e R?, we consider a local reparametrization by ¢ in a neighbor-
hood Uy. If k is the number of distinct entries of 5, then we take the first k& functions in ¢ to be the
symmetric power sums p1(0),...,pr(0). As shown in the proof of Lemma 4.25 above, the gradients
Vpi, ..., Vp, must be linearly independent at 0. We arbitrarily pick d — k remaining functions to

complete (p1,...,px) into the local reparametrization . Denote ¢ = ¢(0) and p. = p(6s).
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We apply Lemmas 4.12 and 4.15 on each neighborhood Uyz. Fix ¢ € {1,...,d} and consider
0 € Vi_1 \ Vi. By Lemma 4.25(a), 6 has at least £ — 1 distinct coordinates, so the first £ — 1
coordinates of ¢ are (p1,...,90-1) = (p1,...,pr—1). Denote ©* = (¢, ...,¢q), and note that
S1,...,S¢_1 are functions only of ¢, ..., pp_1. Furthermore, recalling (4.61) and applying

qg(&h sy aé—l) - QZ(SDI,ﬂm ey Spffl,*) =0

and the chain rule,

Ve Su(@) = 20 (pe(@) — pelp.) ) V epl B),

V2.50(#) = 200V @V (@) + 00(F) — pilpr)) - Vi @),
Since 6 ¢ Vy, we have py(@) # pe(s). Then either Ve Se(p) # 0, or

Verd @ =0 and  V2.50(3) = 2a0(pe(@) — pe(ps)) - Vioepe(d)-
In this latter case, note that ¢ is a local chart for V,_; around @, so @ is a critical point of Pelv, -
The Morse condition of Lemma 4.25(b) implies that all eigenvalues of Viepg(@) are non-zero. If
V?png(ﬁ) has both positive and negative eigenvalues, then this guarantees that )\min(V?Oe Se(p)) <0.
Otherwise, ¢ is a local minimizer or local maximizer of pyly, ,. If it is a local minimizer, then all
eigenvalues of V?Dgpg({pf) are positive. Lemma 4.25(d) also implies that py(©) < pe(eps«), so all
eigenvalues of V?O@Sg((ﬁ) are negative. The case where ¢ is a local maximizer of py|y, , is similar.
Combining these observations and applying Lemma 4.12, we get that either | VoR(0)| > co~2¢ or
)\mm(VgR(G)) < —co 2 for all 6 € Uz and o > 0.
For § € V; = Oy, , we have ¢ = (p1,...,pq), so that each Sy depends only on (p1,...,¢s) and
Vi Se(8) = 2a0(Ge — pos) =0, V2, 5(p) = 2a, > 0.

Thus 6 is a pseudo-local-minimizer in the reparametrization by ¢. Lemma 4.15 implies that 0 is the
unique critical point of R(f) in Uz, and that )\min(VaR(gp)) > co24 for all € ¢(Uz) and o > ay.

Fixing any M > 0 and taking a finite collection of these sets Uz which cover the compact set

{6 € RY : ||0]| < M}, the above results hold for uniform choices of constants ¢,o9 > 0 in their
union. Then for a sufficiently small constant p > 0, the claims of the theorem hold for all # € R?
with [|6]] < M, and the result for ||f] > M follows again from Lemma 4.19. O

The following then shows that with high probability for any d > 2 and n > ¢%¢, the empirical
risk R, (0) is also globally benign and satisfies the same properties. Again, this is a special case of
the guarantee for R, () in Theorem 4.27 to follow.

Corollary 4.26. For some (0., d)-dependent constants C,c > 0, the statements of Theorem 4.23
hold also for R,(0), with probability at least 1 — e—cllogn)® _ gg—ent/C a1
4.5.3. General groups. We provide a general condition under which the landscape of R(6) is globally

benign for high noise, which captures the structure of the previous two examples.
Let M, : R? — RI+d°+-+d° he the combined vectorized moment map

My(8) = (T1(6)...., Ti(6) ).
For fixed 0, € RY, recall Py(0) = || Tu(0) — Ty(0s)|%g from Lemma 4.8, and define the moment

varieties

Vo= {6 R M0) = M0}, Vo =R’
We denote by Pyly, , the restriction of the function Py to Vy—;. We will assume that each V) is
nonsingular and has the same dimension d; at every point. We then denote by VPly,_, € R% and
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VZPAW_I € Riexde the gradient and Hessian of the restriction P|y, , with respect to any choice of
local chart on Vy_1. Note that the conditions below do not depend on the specific choice of chart.

Theorem 4.27. Let 0, € R% be generic, and let L be the constant in Lemma 4.3. Suppose that
Vi = Oy,

and that for every £ > 1, dgMy has constant rank on Ve. Suppose also, for each £ = 1,...,L and
each § € Vy_1, that either (1) VPily,_(0) # 0, (2) Amin(V2Pi|y,_,(0)) <0, or (3) 6 € V,. Then
there exists a (0., d, G)-dependent constant oy > 0 such that the landscape of R(0) is globally benign
for all ¢ > og.

More quantitatively, for small enough p > 0, there exist (0, d, G)-dependent constants c,o9 > 0
such that when o > og,

(a) For each 0 € Oy, there is a local reparametrization ¢ : Bp(g) — R? such that Amin(ViR(go)) >
co™2 for all p € go(Bp(g)).

(b) Denote V/ = {6 € R? : dist(0,V,) < p}, where V§ = R%. Then for each £ =1,...,L and each
0 € V) \ V7, either |[VR(9)| > co2¢ or Amin(VZR(0)) < —co2".

With probability at least 1 —e (108 n)? _ Ce—ent/GEV0o

risk Ry (0).

, the same statements hold for the empirical

Proof. For generic 6, € R%, Lemma 4.5 implies that dgM, has rank d; + ... + d; at 6,. Then by
the given assumption that dy M, has constant rank over Vy, this rank must be d; + ...+ dy, and Vy
is a manifold of dimension dy = d — (dy + ... + dy).

Note that for any £ > 2, V, C {6 : ||0||*> = ||0+]|>}. Hence for large enough M > 0 and small
enough p > 0 (depending on 6,), if ||| > M, we have either § € VJ \ V} or 6 € V} \ V5. Lemma
4.19 shows that with probability 1 — e~¢(s™)?* _ Ce=en'/"e™" o have |VR(9)|, |[VRn(0)|| > co2
for all @ € V{\ VY and |[VR(0)]], |[VR,(0)| > co™ for all € V) \ V5.

It remains to consider the points {6 : ||#|| < M }. We will apply a compactness argument to take
a finite cover by neighborhoods of points 9 € R, We consider two cases for such a point 0:

Case I. Suppose 0 ¢ Op,. Then there must exist £ € {1,..., L} where § € Vp,...,Vy_1 and
5@? Vy. For each kK =1,...,¢ — 1, since dg M} has rank d; + ... + di, we may pick di coordinates
©* of the moment tensor T} such that (¢',..., ") have linearly independent gradients at 0.
Let us complete the parametrization by d — (dy + ... + dy—1) additional coordinates ¢!, so that
© = (p',...,¢" has non-singular derivative at 0. Then for some neighborhood Uy of 5, @ forms
a local reparametrization on Uy, and Lemma 4.5(c) ensures that each polynomial ¢ € Rge—l is a
function only of (¢!,. .., ©""!) in this reparametrization. In particular, the manifold V,_; is defined
by ©'(0) = ¢ (), ..., 0" 71(8) = ¢""1(6.) on Uy, so that the remaining coordinates ¢ form a local

chart for V,_;. By Lemma 4.8, Sy, ..., S,_; are functions only of (¢!, ..., ¢! 1), and
1 2 _ 1
VieSi(p) = MVwPZ(SO)a ViSi(p) = mvwepz(@o

Since § ¢ V), the given condition in the lemma implies that either V,eSe(p) # 0 or )\min(Vié Se(p)) <

0. Then by Lemma 4.12, for 0 > 0 and large enough oy, there is a neighborhood Uy of 6 on which
either [[VR(0)|| > co™% or Amin(VZR(0)) < —co™ 2.

For the empirical risk R,,, the argument is similar to that of Corollary 4.18: We may assume
n > 0%, as otherwise the desired probability guarantee is vacuous. Observe that since Si,. .., Sp_1
do not depend on ¢, the above and Lemma 4.7 show for ¢ € ©(Uz) that

||V<P2RZ(§0)|| >co 2 or )\min(VigRe(cp)) < —co™ 2. (4.62)
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Let £ be the event where the guarantee of Lemma 4.11 holds with k = 2L, t = 0= 2%/log o, and
r(o) a large enough constant, and also where

’711 Z Ak,m(gia 0*) - Ea [Ak,m(gv 0*)] S Coai(k/\L)
i=1

foreach k =1,...,2L, m = 1,..., My, and a sufficiently small constant ¢y > 0. By Lemma 4.11
and (4.47), we have P[€] > 1— ¢c(logn)? —Ceen'/®Po™ gince Py, in Lemma 4.11 does not depend
on ¢ for all k < £ — 1, on this event &, the bounds (4.33) and (4.34) together with (4.62) imply
that

HszRn(go)H >co 2t or /\min(Vian(go)) < —co %,

Then, applying the same argument as in Lemma 4.12, this shows also for the gradient and Hessian
in @ that for all & € Uz a neighborhood small enough, we have either [|[VR,(0)| > co™% or
Amin(VZR,(0)) < —co™?".

Case 1I. Suppose g € 0p,. Then Theorem 4.16 and Corollary 4.18 show that there is a
neighborhood Uy where, parametrizing by the full transcendence basis ¢ of Lemma 4.3, we have
VéR(gp) > co~? and V?oRn(cp) > co~? on ¢(Ug), with the desired probability.

Taking a finite collection of these neighborhoods Uy which cover the compact set {6 € R? .
|0]| < M}, this establishes the claims of the theorem also for ||f|| < M and some sufficiently small
constant p > 0. O

4.6. Global landscape for cyclic permutations in R%. For the group of cyclic permutations
of coordinates in dimension d, the orbit recovery problem is often called multi-reference alignment
(MRA). We have

G ={1d,h,h?%, ... K Y =7/dZ (4.63)
where the generator
00 0 1
1 0 0 0
h=]0 1 0 0] ¢ rdxd (4.64)
00 --- 10

cyclically rotates coordinates by one position. Here, the size of the group is K = d. Since this is
the same as the group of all permutations when d € {1,2}, we consider d > 3.

We change to the Fourier basis for 6. Index R% and C? by 0,1,...,d — 1, and define the d*®
root-of-unity w = €2™/4. For all k € Z, let

1 d—1 ‘
ve(0) = 7 > Wik, (4.65)
j=0

be the coordinates of the normalized Fourier transform of 6. Note that vo(f) is real, and vy/(0) is
also real for even d.

Suppose now that 6, € R? is such that Vg« := Uk(6s) # 0 for all £ # 0 mod d. Denoting the unit
circle by § = [0,27) and writing Arg(z) € S for the complex argument of z € C, we choose new
coordinates r(6) and ¢x(0) € S on 6 given by

rk(0) = |ox(0)]. tkw):{Arg (ve(6)) — Arg (vi.r)  if v(6) # 0

0 otherwise

The quantities r1,(0)? are known as the power spectrum of 6. Finally, we denote 7 « := 1 (6s).
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Because 6 € R? is real-valued, we have that

vp(0) =v-(0),  TR(0) =r_k(0),  tr(0) = —t_x(0),
which means that for
I:{l,...,L%J},
the quantities {¢;(0)}iez, {ri(0)}iez, and r4/2(0) if d is even uniquely specify 6.
We now define two surrogate functions F+ : SZI — R and F~ : S/l — R in these coordinates,
making the identification t_; = —t; fori € Z and t; € S:

1
Fi(tl,. . 'at\I|) = _<6 Z Tz*T?7*T]%7* COS(ti +tj +tk)
0§ k€TU-T
i+7+k=0 mod d
. 1
+ 1{d is even} - 7 Z rz*r?’*rg/z* cos(t; + tj)>. (4.66)
i,jETU—T

i+j=d/2 mod d

We have F* = F~ when d is odd, and in this case we will only refer to F''.
For generic 0, € R? and 0 > 0¢ = 0¢(fs, d), the following shows that local minimizers of R(f)
are in correspondence with local minimizers of these surrogate functions on the manifold SW!.

Theorem 4.28. Let G be the cyclic group (4.63) acting on R, where d > 3. Suppose 0, € R? has
Vg« # 0 for all k # 0 mod d. For small enough p > 0, there exist some (0., d)-dependent constants
c,o0 >0 and all o > o0g:

(a) For each local minimizer t of F(t) where Amin(V2EY (%)) > 0, there is a unique local minimizer

of R(0) in the ball B,(0), and a local reparametrization ¢ such that Amin(VER(p)) > co™0 for
all € gp(Bp(g)). Here, 0 € R? is the point where ry,(6) = Ti« for all k € Z, vo(6) = V0, %5

vg2(0) = vq/a,. if d is even, and Arg(vi(0)) = Arg(vg.) + 1y for each k € T.

(b) If d is even, then in addition, for each local minimizer t € S| of F~(t) where Amin(V2EF~(£)) >
0, the same statement of (a) holds over Bp(g) for 6 € R defined by the same conditions as in
(a), except with 'Ud/z(g) = —Ug/2« in place of 'Ud/Q(g) = Vg/2,%-

(c) If Ft(t) and F~(t) are Morse on SV, then (a) and (b) characterize all of the local minimizers
of R(6). For each 6 € R? outside the union of the balls Bp(g) in (a) and (b), either |[VoR(0)| >
co % or /\min(VgR(H)) < —co b,

The following shows that the same statements then hold for the empirical risk R, (@), with high
probability when n > ¢®. The proof is the same as the empirical risk analysis in Theorem 4.27,
and we omit this for brevity.

Corollary 4.29. For some (0.,d)-dependent constants C,c > 0, the statements of Theorem 4.28
hold also for R,(0), with probability at least 1 — e—cllogn)? _ cg—ent/Co=t

The following corollary will then follow from an analysis of the landscape of the functions F*.

Corollary 4.30. Let G be the cyclic group (4.63) acting on R,

(a) For d <5 and generic 0, € RY, there exists a (0x,d)-dependent constant oo > 0 such that the
landscape of R(0) is globally benign for all o > oy.

(b) For even d > 6, there exists an open subset U C R? and a constant o9 > 0 such that for all
0. € U and o > o9, R(0) has a local minimizer not belonging to Oy, .

(c) For odd d > 53, there exists an open subset U C R? and a constant og > 0 such that for all
0. € U and o > og, R(0) has a local minimizer not belonging to Oy, .
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FIGURE 4.1. Contours of the functions F'*(t1,t2) (left) and F~(t1,t2) (right) cor-
responding to 6, in (4.67), for the group of cyclic permutations acting in dimension
d = 6. BEach function F'* and F~ is periodic over t1,t2 € S = [0,27) and has six
local minimizers. Together, these twelve local minimizers of F* (t1,t2) correspond
to six global minimizers and six spurious local minimizers of R(f) under high noise.

For (0.,d)-dependent constants C,c > 0, the same statements hold for the empirical risk R,(0)
with probability at least 1 — e~c(logn)” _ Ce—en'/So

Remark 4.31. For d = 6, setting (71 4,72+, 73,+«) = (1,2, 1) yields a concrete example
0, ~ (2.86,—0.82, —0.82,0.41, —0.82, —0.82) (4.67)

belonging to the open set U, for which R(#) has spurious local minimizers. Contour maps of
F*(t1,t2) and F~(t1,t2) for this point 6, are displayed in Figure 4.1. It may be verified that F*
and F'~ each has six local minimizers given by

(t17 t2) = (07 0)7 (7T/37 27T/3)7 (27’[‘/3, 47T/3)a (777 O)a (471'/3, 271—/3)7 (57T/37 47T/3)
The corresponding twelve points 6 constitute the orbits O, and O,, for a second point
s == (2.04,0.00,—1.63,1.22, —1.63,0.00). (4.68)

Theorem 4.28 implies that for large o and large n, the empirical risk R,,(6) has (with high proba-
bility) twelve local minimizers, belonging to two orbits O; and O where 6 = 0, and [t depends on
o and lies in a small neighborhood of .

Simulation results in Figure 4.2 verify this behavior: We used the accelerated gradient descent
(AGD) method described in Section 1.3 to minimize R, (6), with n = 1,000,000 samples at various
noise levels o. For each noise level, the underlying data Y1, ..., Y, was fixed, and simulations were
performed with 500 random initializations #(°) ~ A(0,1d). At noise levels ¢ < 5.2, all simulations
converged to the orbit of a point 6 near 6, suggesting a benign landscape for R, (6). For 0 > 5.4,
a fraction of simulations converged to the orbit of a second local minimizer j near p., and this
fraction stabilized to be roughly 28%. This value 28% may be understood as the “size” of the
domain of attraction for the spurious local minimizers O relative to that for the global minimizers
Oy, for the particular example of 0, in (4.67) and our simulation parameters.
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g

FIGURE 4.2. Results of applying Nesterov-accelerated gradient descent (AGD) to
minimize R, (#) for cyclic permutations in dimension d = 6, with n = 1,000,000
samples and 0, as in (4.67). AGD was applied from 500 random initializations
for noise levels o between 5.0 and 6.2. AGD converges to a point near Oy or Oy
in all cases. For o = 6.2, we find 0 ~ (2.84,—0.82,—0.85,0.42, —0.79, —0.79) and
f =~ (2.08,—0.03,—1.47,1.17, —1.53, —0.21), which are close to (6, i) in (4.67) and
(4.68).

The proof of Theorem 4.28 rests on the following lemma, which describes the first three terms
S1, 52,83 of the expansion (4.1).

Lemma 4.32. Fiz 0, € R? where Vg« # 0 for all k # Omod d. Then for some polynomial
g : R¥1 5 R with coefficients depending on 6,

51(6) = ~vo,m0(6) + 5v0(6)’ (4.69)
d—1
$10) = 3 (~grtn@ + o)) (@.10)
d—1
Ss(0) = —é ST i@ O (0) cos (400) + 450) + 16(0)) +a(r1 (O a1 (0)?).
i,j,k=1

i+§+k=0 mod d
(4.71)

Proof. Let e = (1,...,1)/v/d € R™! and let V € R¥(¢=1) complete the orthonormal basis. Then
the columns of V span the kernel of E,[g], and Lemma 2.5 applies with Gy = {VThEV : k =
0,...,d—1} C O(d — 1) for the generator h in (4.64). Thus, noting that e’ = vy(f), we have

R(8) = R"(v(0)) + R (V T9).

Applying the series expansion (4.1) to each of R, R, and R2, we have the analogous decompo-
sition

Se(8) = Si(vo(0)) + SE>(VTH)
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for every £ > 1. Note that
Id _ vo(6)? vo,+o (6)
R (Uo(e)) T 9,2 - o2
by (2.3), so that S14(vo(0)) = —vo.v0(0) + vo(0)?/2, and Si(ve(6)) = 0 for all £ > 2.
To compute the terms SZG2(VT9), we apply Lemma 4.9. For ¢ = 1, since EQNUnif(GQ)[g] =0, we
have ST2(VT0) = 0, so we get (4.69). For £ =2,

SP(VTE) = — SB[V 0., (VT V)V T0)? + [V T0, (VTgv) v T6))

4
Introduce P = VVT = Id—ee' and the partial Fourier matrix F € C@—1xd guch that FH =
(v1(0),...,v49-1(0)) € C* 1. Denote v = F6, and let v, = F#,. Then note that

PhEP = F*DFF
where D = diag(w,w?, ..., w

d—1 d—1
1

<v*, DFv)? + + 03 Z< , DF)2.

Sy (VT6) =~

%

i
bl

We may write

1< 14 2 P
ﬁE:U“L)U ~d (2:”” w W) :fZ:UwWMWWj(d wm*“).
k=0 =1 7*7.7:1 k=0
Applying
d—1 e
; d ifj= dd
> = L0 e (4.72)
o 0 ifj7#0 modd,

and also v; = v and v; » = V_; «, this yields

s
—_

d—1
1
p (4, DFv) Z Ui 0005 - 1{i + j = 0 mod d} = Z i x|? - 0s]® = Zrz*ri(H)Q
0 i,0=1 =

il

A similar computation shows d=! >, (v, DFv)? = Zf;ll 7;(0)*, which yields (4.70).
For ¢ = 3, applying Lemma 4.9 and similar arguments,

- vy, DPv)3 v, DPy)3
s 1§ (Lo )

=0 6 12

2 3

% ( (DPv, D) (v, DPv) (v, DIv) <Dpv,qu)(v,Dpv><v,qu>>
d2

p,q=0
d—1

e G e
6 12

)1{i+j+k50modd}
irjk=1

+ (!viﬁwvﬂk il Plowl?

5 3 )1{i+k50modd,—z'—i—jEOmodd}].

Observe that for the second term, we must have k = —i and j = ¢, in which case 7;,0; vjvp =
|vi|?|vi «|?. Then applying also Tj,v; = 7;.rmelt (where we write 7;,t; for r;(6),¢;(9)), for some
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polynomial ¢ : R~ — R we get
d—1

1 .
SgGQ(VTO) =—5 Z TL*rj’*rh*rirjrkel(ti*'tf‘Hk)l{i +j+k=0modd}+q(r? ...,r2_ ).
i,5,k=1
Taking the real part on both sides yields (4.71). O

Proof of Theorem 4.28. For each 6 € R?, we construct a local reparametrization ¢ = (o1, 2, %)
as follows: Let ¢! (#) = vo(6). For each k € Z, if vg(d) # 0, then include r4(6) as a coordinate of 2.
If vy, (6) = 0, then include Revy(#) and Im vy () as two coordinates of 2. If d is even, include also
vqy2(0) as a coordinate of ¢?. Then for each k € Z where vk(6) # 0, include #4(6) as a coordinate of
3. If there are m coordinates k € T where vk(g) # 0, then 3 € R™ and ¢? € R¥=™~1, 1t is easily
verified that this defines a local reparametrization in some neighborhood Uy around every 6 € R%
Note that S; depends only on ', and Sy on ¢! and cp

We now apply Lemmas 4.12 and 4.15. Let ¢ = <p(9). For 6 € R? where vy(f) # vo,+, we have
V. 151(p) # 0. For 0 € R where vj,(6) # 0 and r4,(6) # Tk« for some k € Z, we similarly have
V252(¢) # 0, because the derivative of Sz in the coordinate 7} is non-zero. For 6 € RY where
vk(0) = 0 for some k € Z, let us write r1,(6)2 = (Revy(0))? + (Im vy (0))? in (4.70). Differentiating
S twice in these variables Re vy (0) and Im vy, (9) and evaluating at Revg(f) = Imvg(d) = 0, we get
that the Hessian of Sy in these variables is rk , Id. Thus, )\mm(V22Sg(@)) < 0. Finally, for even

d and 0 € R? where vg/2(0 0) ¢ {+vas2, —Va/2, «}, let us write rq/5(0)% = vd/2(§)2 in (4.70). Then

either vy, (0 0) # 0 and V 0252(9) # 0, or vd/g(ﬂ) = 0 and Apin(V252(¢)) < 0. In all of these cases,
Lemma 4.12 implies either | VoR(0)| > co~* or /\mm(VeR(H)) —00_4 for all 0 € Uz and o > oy.
It remains to consider those points 6 € R% where vg() = vo,« and r(0) = rrx 7 0 for all k € Z.
For such 6, we have ¢©3 = (1, ... Jtz)) € RZl. When d is odd, the summation defining (4.71) may
be written as that over 4,5,k € ZU —Z with i + j + k = 0 mod d, and the restriction of S3(p)
to points ¢ € R? where 7, = rg . for all k € Z coincides with F(t). When d is even, we may
isolate the terms of the summation in (4.71) where some coordinate, say k, equals d/2. Then we
must have i + j = d/2 mod d, and the constraint 4,5 #Z 0 mod d is equivalent to i,j € Z U —Z.
When vg/9 = vg/2,4, We have t = 0 so cos(t; +t; +t;) = cos(t; +t;). In this case, S3() restricted
to 7y = rp. is the function F*(¢), where the factor 1/2 is produced from 1/6 by considering
the three symmetric settings where 4, j, or k is d/2. When Vg/2 = —Uq/2x, We have tp = T, S0
cos(t; +t; +ty) = —cos(t; + t;). In this case, S3(p) restricted to ry =y« is the function F~(¢).
Thus, if £ = @ is not a critical point of F¥(t), then V,393(p) # 0. If £ is a critical point where
Amin(V2EE(t)) < 0, then also Amin(V353(¢)) < 0. In these cases, Lemma 4.12 implies that either
IVoR(0)|| > co™® or Amin(V3R(#)) < —co™, for all § € Uz and o > 0. If ¢ is a critical point
of FE(t) where Apin(V2F%(t)) > 0, then $ is a pseudo-local-minimizer of R(f), and Lemma 4.12

implies both that there is a unique local minimizer of R(¢) in »(Uz) and that V?DR(QD) > co~% on

¢(Uz). Finally, if F' (t) is Morse, then this accounts for all possible points 6.

Taking a finite collection of these sets Uz which cover {6 : [|f]] < M}, the above constants
¢,00 > 0 may be chosen to be uniform over this finite cover. Then for small enough p > 0, the
above arguments establish the claims of the theorem for ||f|| < M. The result for ||| > M follows
from Lemma 4.19. (|

Finally, let us analyze the functions F* for d < 5, even d > 6, and odd d > 53.

Proof of Corollary 4.30. Part (a): The result for d = 1 or 2 follows from the analysis of all permu-
tations in Theorem 4.23.
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For d =3 or 4, T = {1}, so F*(t) is a function of a single scalar argument in #; € S. For d = 3,
VFT(t)) = ri* sin(3ty), V2ET(t;) = 37{* cos(3t1).

Then F7T is Morse and there are six critical points, three of which are the local minimizers
{0,27/3,47/3}. These correspond to the three points 6 € Oy, . For d = 4,

VFE(t)) = i2r?,* sin(2ty), VZFE(t)) = i4r(f7* cos(2t1).

Each function F* and F~ is Morse with four critical points. For F'T, there are two local minimizers
{0, 7}, and for F'~, there are two local minimizers {7 /2,37 /2}. These correspond to the four points

0 € Oy,.
For d = 5, we have T = {1,2}. Let us abbreviate
8127“12,*, up = 2ty — to, ug = t1 + 2t9.
Then

VF+(t) = (23%32 sinu + sls% sin us, —3%32 sinwuy + 2323% sin u2>,

v2Et (t) = 45%52 cosui + sls% COS U9 —25%52 cosuy + 2s1 s% COS U9
—25%52 cosuy + 25153 COS U3 5%52 cosuy + 4s1 s% COS U9 )

From this, we may also compute
det V2F™(t) = 255353 cos ug cos ug,
Tr V2FT(t) = 5s3s9 cosuy + 55155 cos us.

For generic 6, and hence generic (s1,s2), the condition VF*(¢) = 0 for a critical point requires
sinu; = sinug = 0. We have det V2F+(¢) # 0 at such points, so F* is Morse. The condition
V2F*+(t) = 0 for a local minimizer then requires det H*(¢) > 0 and Tr H T (t) > 0, so we must have
cosu; = cosus = 1, and hence t; + 2ty = 2t1 — to = 0 mod 2. This implies that 5t; = 0 mod 27,
and there are five local minimizers (¢1,t2) = (0,0), (27/5,47/5), (4w /5,87 /5), (67/5,27/5), or
(87/5,67/5). These correspond to the five points 6 € Op,. Together with Theorem 4.28 and
Corollary 4.29, this shows part (a).

Part (b): Write d = 2m + 2 with m > 2 so that Z = {1,2,...,m}. Define the quantities s; = 7’227*
so that s; = s_;. We exhibit a family of points where F*(¢) have spurious local minima. For each
a€{0,...,d—1}, define t* = (t{,...,t%) by

po — 2mal. (4.73)
d
For i,j,k € TU -7 with i + j + k = 0 mod d, we find that

ti +t§ +t; = 0 mod 27.

Similarly, for 7,7 € ZU —Z with i + j = d/2 mod d, we have t{ + t7 = 0 mod 7. Together, these
imply that VF*(t%) = 0.

We now restrict to s; = --- = s, = 1. We claim that ¢? is a local minimum of both F'+ and F~
for sufficiently small values of s;,+1. Define

1
Fy(t) := G E cos(t; +tj +ty)
i,j,k€TU~T
i+j+k=0 mod d

so that for d even we have
1
FE(t) = Fo(t) T =Smp1 > cos(t; + ;). (4.74)

2 .
i,j€ETU—T
i+j=d/2 mod d



LIKELIHOOD LANDSCAPE FOR ORBIT RECOVERY 61

We show that V2Fy(t%) is diagonally dominant: Denote by 0p the partial derivative in t,. For any
pel,

1 .
OpFo(t) = ¢ > sin(t +t +ty)-
i,J,k€ETU-T
i+74+k=0 mod d

(1 =} + 105 = p} + Lk = p} = 1{i = —p} — 1{j = —p} — 1{k = —p})

= > sin(ty b+ t)
§k€TU-T
p+j+k=0 mod d
where the second line applies symmetry with respect to permutations of (i,j,k) and negation
(4,7, k) — (—i,—j,—k). Then, for any q € Z,

OpgFo(t) = D cos(ty +t; + t)-
§k€ETU-T
p+j+k=0 mod d

(Hp=a}+ 10 =a} + 1k =a} — 1{j = —q} — 1{k = —q})

=1{p =q} Z cos(t, + t; + tr)
§.kETU—T
p+j+k=0 mod d
+1{p+qg#d/2modd}-2cos(ty +ty+t_p—q) — L{p# q} - 2cos(ty +t_q+ tq—p).
(4.75)

At any point ¢, we have ¢} + ¢7 + {5 = 0 mod 27, so cos(t¢ + 5+ t¢) = 1 for all triples (i,7,k)
above. Then
OppFo(t*) =2m — 2+ 2-1{p = d/4 mod d},

where the first term accounts for the sum over j € ZU —Z excluding j = —p and j = d/2 — p. We
also have

D> 0ot = > 2-1{p+q=d/2mod d} = 2-1{p # d/4 mod d}.
q:q7#p q:q7#p

Thus, for m > 2,

OppFo(t%) = Y |0pgFo(t*)| = 2m — 2 > 0.
q:q#p

This implies that VFy(t*) is diagonally dominant and thus positive definite. Taking s,,11 suffi-
ciently small in (4.74), we find that the Hessians V2F*(t%) are also positive definite, meaning that
each t* for a = 0,...,d — 1 is a local minimum of both F*(t) and F~(¢). By continuity, this
statement also holds for (si,...,S$n+1) € Us and some open set Uy C R™HL

Now for each 6, € R such that (r%’*, e ,rfnJrL*) € Us, Theorem 4.28(a-b) implies that R(#) has
2d local minima (for sufficiently large o), corresponding to these 2d local minima t® for F*(t). Of
these, d local minima constitute the orbit Oy, , and the other d local minima are spurious and lie
on another orbit O, for some p, € R?. The set of such 6, contains an open set U C R%, and this
establishes part (b).

Part (c): Write d = 2m + 1 so that Z = {1,2,...,m}. We will exhibit a family of points where
F*(t) has spurious local minima. For each a € {0,...,d — 1}, define t>* = (tcf’i, L t%E) by

at  2mai

t
! d

and t%" =% 4+ (7,0,...,0).
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For i,j,k € TU -7 with i + j + k = 0 mod d, we find
9+ 457 + 5" = 0mod 27

(2

9 4 t?’_ +ty = 7T<1{2' =1} +1{j=1}+1{k= 1}) mod 27.

So VEF*(t%*) = 0. It may be checked that the d points t** are minimizers of F*(t) and correspond
to the d points of the true orbit Oy,. Thus, we focus on the points t*~, which correspond to a
second orbit O, for some p, € RY.

Again set s; = r . We now construct (si,...,Sy) for which these points t*~ are local minima
of F*. By a computatlon similar to (4.75), we obtain for all p,q € Z that

O FT(t) =1{p=q} Z sps;sicos(ty +t; + ty)
Jk€TU-T
p+j+k=0 mod d

+ 25,5¢8ptq cos(ty +tg +t_p—g) — L{p # q} - 25,5¢45¢q—p cos(tp +t_g +tq—p).
We take m > 8. Let us first consider s4 = -+ = s, = 1 and s3 = 0, with s1 > 0 and s9 > 1
to be chosen later. Then, applying cos(t{"" + t;."f +t07) = (—D)HEDH=1341{k=1} an explicit
computation shows that the diagonal terms of V2F*(t%~) are given by

45355 — (2m — T)s1 p=1
45% + S?SQ + (2m —8)sa p=2
0 p=3
53—231-5-252-&-2771—8 p=4
appF+(ta’_) = —4s81 4+ 282 +2m — 9 p=>5

—4s1 + 4s2 +2m — 10 p==6

—481 + 4s2 +2m — 13 p=m-—1
—6s1 + 455 + 2m — 13 p=m

—4s7 + 455 +2m — 11 for all other p

and the off-diagonal terms (for ¢ > p) are given by

—253 52 (pq) =(1,2)
—2s1 (p,o) = (1,4)
—233 + 252 (p,q) = (2,4)
252 (p,a) = (2,5)
+(pa,—\ _ ) —2s2 (p,q) = (m —2,m)
aqu (t ) - 251 + 2s9 (pyg) = (m—1,m)
2s1 + 2 (pyg) =(,p+1)forallp=4,...,m—2
—2s2 + 2 (pyg) =(,p+2)forallp=4,...,m—3
2 (p,q) =(p,p+3)forallp=4,...,m—3
\ 0 for all other (p, q)

For v = (0,2s2,0, —s2,0,...,0) define
X = V2FT(tv") — oo,

which removes the s3 contributions from the entries (2,2), (2,4), (4,2), and (4,4). Let Y €
R(m=1)x(m=1) he the minor of X excluding the third row and column, indexed by {1,2,4,...,m},

and set
Api=Yop— D Y-
q:9#p

Then the above expressions yield

A = 25%52 —(2m —5)s1 Ay = —3%32 + (2m — 12)s9 Ay = —6s1 — 259 +2m — 10
As = —8s1 — 259 +2m — 13 Ag = —8s1+2m —12 Ap=-8s1+2m—15 forp=7,...,m
We now choose s, sa to ensure that each A, above is strictly positive: This is true if and only if

2m—12>5% and 2s1s9>2m—5 and 2m —13 >8sy+2s9 and 2m — 15 > 8s7.
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Setting s1 = %\/ﬁ and s = 272’;:5 + ¢ for some small ¢ > 0, we may verify that these expressions
hold for m > 26. Then Y is strictly diagonally dominant, and hence positive-definite.

This implies that all eigenvalues of V2FT(t%7) are strictly positive, except for a single eigenvalue
of 0 corresponding to the eigenvector es. We now increase s3 from 0 a small constant ¢ to remove
this 0 eigenvalue: Fixing si,s2 and s4 = ... = s, = 1 as above, denote by h(s3) the value of

833F+(ta’7) at (81, 82,83, ..., Sm). Then
h(s3) = —2s18253 — 25183 + 2883 + 453 + s3(2m — 9).

Since ez is the eigenvector of V2F*(t%7) corresponding to 0, the derivative of this 0 eigenvalue
with respect to s3 is (see [38, Eq. (67)])

h/(83)|

For m > 26 and the above choices of sq, sy, this derivative is positive. Then for some suffi-
ciently small s3 = &, V2ZFT(t%7) is strictly positive definite. We conclude that for this choice

= —25189 — 2581 + 289 + 2m — 9.

s3=0

of (s1,...,8m), each t*~ is a local minimum of FT(¢). By continuity, this holds also for all
($1,-.-,8m) € Us and some open set U; C R™. Then Theorem 4.28(a) implies that for each
0, € RY where (P r?n*) € U, R(9) has d local minima (for sufficiently large o), and these do

not belong to the orbit Oy, . The condition m > 26 corresponds to d > 53, and this shows part (c).
The analogous statements for the empirical landscape of R,,(6) follow from Corollary 4.29. [
APPENDIX A. AUXILIARY LEMMAS AND PROOFS

A.1. Cumulants and cumulant bounds. The order-¢ cumulant x;(X) of a random variable X
is defined recursively by the moment-cumulant relations

E[X‘) = > IT 515120

partitions 7 of [¢] Sem

More generally, for random variables X, ..., Xy, the mixed cumulants g/ (X} : k € S) for S C [/]
are defined recursively by the moment-cumulant relations

HXZ»] = > I mis1(Xe : k€ 9).

1€l partitions m of T' Sem

E

These relations may be Mobius-inverted to obtain the explicit definition

ke(X1,. .., Xy) = > (x| = D= T E [H XZ-] (A1)

partitions 7 of [¢] Sem i€S
where |7| is the number of sets in 7 (see [33, Sec. 2.3.4]). If X; = ... = X; = X, then
ke(X1,...,Xp) = ke(X). The mixed cumulant xy(Xq,...,X,) is multi-linear and permutation-

invariant in its ¢ arguments. We have x1(X) = E[X], k2(X) = Var[X], and ko(X;, X2) =
Cov [Xl, XQ] .
The cumulant generating function of a random variable X is the formal power series

o Sg
Kx(s)=)_ e (X) - (A.2)
=1 )

If log E[e*¥] exists on a neighborhood of 0, then its ¢! derivative at 0 is ko(X). Similarly, the
cumulant generating function of a random vector u € R? is the formal power series
N
K, (0) = Z W,{'f1+...+fd(ula e ULy ey Uy e Ug),
O1yebg=1
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where in kg, 4 ¢, (u1,...,u1,...,u4,...,uq), each u; appears ¢; times. If log E[e<9’”>] exists in a
neighborhood of § = 0, its /** derivative at 0 is

re(u) € (RS,

where ry(u) denotes the order-¢ cumulant tensor of w. This has entries, for i1,...,i, € [d],
Ke(W)iy iy = Ke(Uly .o UL, oy Ug,y .o, Uqg)
where each coordinate u; appears ¢; times if ¢; of the indices i1,...,4 equal j. The first two

cumulant tensors are x1(u) = Efu| and k2(u) = Cov[u].
More generally, if log ]E[e<9’“>] exists in a neighborhood of 0, a reweighted exponential family law
p(u]f) may be defined by the expectation

E[f (u)e'®]
E[c@a] -

Then the £ derivative of log E[e!®*)] at 6 is k¢(u | §), the order-¢ cumulant tensor of this reweighted
law (see [31, Theorem 1.5.10]).

The following result provides an upper bound for these cumulants when X, Xy,..., X, are
bounded random variables. This bound is tight up to an exponential factor in ¢, as may be
seen for X ~ Unif([0, 1]) where #¢(X) = B,/¢ and By is the /" Bernoulli number (see [11, Example

2.7)), satisfying | Bog| ~ 4v/7l(/(me))?".

Lemma A.1. (a) If | X| < m almost surely, then |ko(X)| < (mf)*.
(b) If | X;| < my almost surely for each i =1,...,0, then |ke(X1,..., Xo)| < my...my.
(¢) If | X| < m almost surely, then the series (A.2) is absolutely convergent for |s| < 1/(me).

E[f(u) | 6] = E[f(u)el» @] =

Proof. We apply (A.1). Enumerating over v = |r|, we have

4 L 4
P R O S b R

partitions 7 of [¢] v=1 ’ 1+ +ly=C v=1 v=1
so (b) follows from (A.1). Specializing to X1 = ... = X/ yields (a), and (c) follows from (a) and
the bound ¢! > Eg/eg. ]

A.2. Reparametrization by invariant polynomials. We prove Lemmas 4.3 and 4.5. Parts of
these are well-known, but we provide a brief proof here for convenience.

We recall the more usual definition of transcendence degree for two fields £ C F, where
trdeg(F/E) is the maximum number of elements in F' that are algebraically independent over
E. We verify also in the proof of Lemma 4.3 that our definition of trdeg(A) for any subset A C RY
coincides with trdeg(R(A)/R), where R(A) is the field of rational functions generated by A.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Consider any subsets A’ C A C RY, where A’ is algebraically independent.
Call A" mazimal in A if A’ U {a} is algebraically dependent for every a € A\ A’". Let A’ be
maximal in A, and suppose |A'| = k. Let R(A) and R(A’) be the fields of G-invariant rational
functions generated by A and A’. Algebraic independence of A’ implies that trdeg(R(A’)/R) = k.
Maximality of A’ implies that each a € A is algebraic over R(A’). Then R(A) is an algebraic
extension of R(A’), so trdeg(R(A)/R(A’)) = 0, hence trdeg(R(A)/R) = k. This verifies that every
such maximal algebraically independent set A’ of A has the same cardinality, which coincides with

trdeg(R(A)/R).
Letting R(61, ... ,04) and R(R%) be the fields of all rational functions and all G-invariant rational
functions in @, respectively, R(61,...,6,) is an algebraic extension of R(R%) (see [17, Lemma 11]),

so trdeg(R(61,...,04)/R(RY)) = 0. Since trdeg(R(f1,...,0;)/R) = d, this shows trdeg(RY) =
trdeg(R(RY)/R) = d. Thus trdeg(RgL) = d for some L > 1, and there exists a smallest such L.
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To construct ¢, let ! be any maximal algebraically independent subset of Rf The above implies
that the cardinality of ! is d = trdeg(R?). These polynomials have degree exactly 1. Now extend
this to any maximal algebraically independent subset (¢!, ©?) of Rg The above implies that the
cardinality of ¢? is dy = trdeg(RS) — trdeg(RY). If dz > 0, then the polynomials of »? must have
degree exactly 2, by maximality of ¢!. We may iterate this procedure to obtain (p',...,¢%). O

Proof of Lemma 4.5. For parts (a) and (b), recall by [20, Theorem 2.3] that ¢1, ..., ¢ are alge-
braically independent if and only if V1, ..., Vi are linearly independent over the field of rational
functions C(61,...,0). For part (a), this linear independence means that some maximal k x k
minor of the k x d derivative dgy does not vanish in C(6y,...,6;). Then that same maximal minor
does not vanish in C for generic # € R?, showing linear independence for generic §. For part (b),
linear independence at any point 6 implies that some maximal minor of dgy does not vanish and
hence Vi,..., Vi are linearly independent over C(6y,...,604), implying algebraic independence.

For part (c), let us arbitrarily extend (p1,...,¢x) to a system of coordinates ¢ = (¢1,...,94),
where dy is non-singular in a neighborhood of 0. (Here, @g41,-..,@q are general analytic functions
and need not belong to R®.) By the inverse function theorem, there is a neighborhood U of § and
corresponding neighborhood ¢(U) of ©(0) for which 6 is an analytic function of ¢ € ©(U). Then
any polynomial 1 € RE, is such that 1(0) is also an analytic function of ¢ € p(U). Let us write

this function as ¢ = f(y). Then ¥(0) = f(p(0)) for all § € U, so by the chain rule,

di(0) = dy f () - dp(6). (A.3)

By part (b), since (¢1,...,¢k, 1) are algebraically dependent, the gradients Vu,..., Vi, Vi
must be linearly dependent at every 6§ € U. So Vi) = diy" belongs to the span of Vri,..., Ve
at every § € U. Since dp(f) is a non-singular matrix, this and (A.3) imply that V,f = dg(,f—r has
coordinates k + 1,...,d equal to 0 for every ¢ € p(U). So f is in fact an analytic function of only
the first k variables @1, ..., ¢k over p(U), which is the statement of part (c). O

A.3. Concentration inequality for , ||s;||>. We prove the inequality (2.23). We use the fol-
lowing concentration result, which specializes [4, Theorem 1.2] to Gaussian random variables.

Theorem A.2 ([4]). Suppose f : R™ — R is D times continuously-differentiable, and VP f(x) is
uniformly bounded over x € R™. Let e € R™ have i.i.d. N'(0,1) coordinates. Then for a constant
c=c¢(D) >0,

P[|f(e) —Ef(e)| > t] < 2e7®),
Here,

; 2/|7]
t) = min min ,
s () portition of (0] <supxeRm ”VDf(x)HJ)

' . ¢ 2/|7|
lgg%HDl—l partitigzlsub of [d] (M)

where |J| = K is the number of sets in the partition J = {.J1,...,Jx} of [d], and

m K
k
|Al| 7 = sup g Giy ... ig H inZ)ZEEJk) : ||x(k)HHS <1forallk=1,....K
i1yig=1 k=1

In this expression, ¥ denotes an order-|Jy| tensor in (R™)®Vkl and xEZ)ZZGJk

indices (ig : L € Ji).

) 1s its entry at the
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To show (2.23), let us write the coordinates of ¢; as ;5. We consider

n
fereen) = llel®
=1

as a function of the m = nd standard Gaussian variables ¢;;, and apply the above result with
D = 3 and this function f : R™ — R. We analyze ny(t): Applying 0., [|&:]| = €ij/[|ei]|, a direct
computation yields

867;jf = 3“81“81]7
Ocy;0c, f = 3eil| {5 = k} + Beijein/l|eill,
Oey0eip O,y | = 3(eiel{y = kY + el {j = £} + ey 1{k = 03)/|leill — 3eijeancie/ lleil®,

and all other partial derivatives up to order three are 0. Taking expectations above and applying sign
invariance of ¢;;, we have E[V f] = 0 and E[V?f] = ¢ Id (in dimension nd x nd) for a constant ¢ > 0.
Then [E[V f]ll{1y = 0, IE[V2f]ll{12) = IEIV2 /]l = ev/m, and [E[V2f]| 1) 2y = IEIVS]]| = c.
Thus

t

2/\7]
i i S S— > ¢ min(t?/n, t). A4
1<d2D—1 partitions  of [d <\E[Vd FOTI j> Z ¢ min(t*/n.?) (8.4)

The third derivative A = V3f has n non-zero blocks of size d x d x d, with entries uniformly
bounded in the range [—12,12]. We observe that for J = {{1,2, 3}},

[Allf1,2,31 = [Allms < Cv/n.

For J = {{1,2},{3}}, denote by By, ..., B, the n blocks of d consecutive coordinates in [nd], and
by ||zBl|3 = YicB z2. Then, since a;j = 0 unless 4, j, k belong to the same such block,

nd
| All{1,21,43y = sup Z aijryijzr 2 |Y s < L[zl <1
ijok=1
nd nd 2 1/2
= sup Z (Z%’jk%) izl <1
ij=1 \k=1
. 2 1/2
=sup [ > Y | D agra | cllzl2 <1

{=114,j€By, keBy

n 1/2
< Csup (Z g, 12 l12lls < 1) el

=1
Simﬂarly HAH{1,3},{2}7 HA{273}7{1}H < C, and we also have HAH{l}7{2},{3} < ”AH{172}7{3} < C. Com-
bining with (A.4), ns(t) > ¢ min(t>/3,¢,¢2/n) for a constant ¢ > 0. Then applying Theorem A.2
with t = n,
P [nfl(f(sl,...,gn) —E[f(sl,...,en)]) > 1] < ge=en*?,

As n 7 E[f(e1,...,e,)] = C1 for a constant C; > 0, this shows (2.23) for Cy = 1 + C4.
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