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Abstract

Consider a system 51(G) = 0, . . . , 5= (G) = 0 of = random real

polynomials in = variables, where each 58 has a prescribed

set of exponent vectors in a set �8 ⊆ Z= of cardinality C8 ,

whose convex hull is denoted %8 . Assuming that the coeffi-

cients of the 58 are independent standard Gaussian, we prove

that the expected number of zeros of the random system in

the positive orthant is at most (2c)− =

2 +0 (C1 − 1) . . . (C= − 1).
Here +0 denotes the number of vertices of the Minkowski

sum %1 + . . . + %= . However, this bound does not improve

over the bound in [8] for the unmixed case, where all sup-

ports �8 are equal. All arguments equally work for real ex-

ponent vectors.

CCS Concepts: • Theory of computation → Computa-

tional geometry; •Mathematics of computing→ Integral

calculus.

Keywords: fewnomials, randompolynomials, real algebraic

geometry, sparsity
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1 Introduction

Inmany applications, wewant to understand or find the pos-

itive real solutions of a system of multivariate polynomial

equations, e.g., see [11, 18, 38]. Bezout’s theorem, which

bounds the number complex zeros in terms of degrees, usu-

ally highly overestimates the number of real zeros. This can

be already seen from Descartes’ rule of signs [10, p. 42],

which implies that a real univariate polynomial with C terms
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has at most C − 1 positive zeros. In 1980, Khovanskii [22] ob-

tained a far reaching generalization of Descartes’ rule. He

showed that the number of nondegenerate1 positive solu-

tions of a system 51 (G) = 0, . . . , 5= (G) = 0 of = real polyno-

mial equations in = variables is bounded only in terms of =

and the number C of distinct exponent vectors occurring in

the system. This result in fact allows for any real exponents.

Following Kushnirenko, one speaks of fewnomial systems,

with the idea that the number C of terms is small, see [23].

Understanding the complex zeros of fewnomial systems

is much simpler: the famous BKK-Theorem [2, 27] states

that for given finite supports �1, . . . , �= ⊆ Z= and Laurent

polynomials 58 (G) =
∑
0∈� 28 (0)G011 · · · G0== with generic com-

plex coefficients 28 (0), the number of complex solutions in

(C×)= of a corresponding system 51 (G) = 0, . . . , 5= (G) = 0

is given by =! times the mixed volume of the Newton poly-

topes %1, . . . , %= , where %8 is defined as the convex hull of�8 .

Note that the number of real zeros has little to do with the

metric properties of %8 : indeed, replacing �8 by a nonzero

multiple <8�8 amounts to substituting G8 by G
<8

8 . Clearly,

this does not change the number of positive real zeros of a

fewnomial system, however %8 has been replaced by<8%8 .

The bound on the number of real zeros obtained by Kho-

vanskii is exponential in the number C . It is widely conjec-

tured that this bound is far from optimal: in fact it is con-

jectured [32] that for fixed =, the number of nondegenerate

positive solutions of a fewnomial system with C exponent

vectors is bounded by a polynomial in C . Quite surprisingly,

this question is open even for = = 2! For results in special

cases, we refer to [1, 3, 4, 25, 26, 38]. Moreover, there is a

very interesting connection to complexity theory [5, 24].

Given this state of affairs of real fewnomial theory, a pos-

sible way to advance is to ask what happens in generic situ-

ations. This can be made formal by considering random real

fewnomial systems, see [8, 12, 28, 29, 33, 37]. Fix supports

�1, . . . , �= ⊆ Z= of cardinality C1, . . . , C= , respectively, and

consider a system of = random polynomials 58 (G) as above,
but now the coefficients 28 (0) are assumed to be indepen-

dent standard Gaussian. Let us denote by E (�1, . . . , �=) the
expectation of the number of nondegenerate positive real

zeros of such system. Actually, we work in more generality,

allowing any subsets �8 of R
= ; see Section 4.

In [8] it was proven thatE (�, . . . , �) ≤ 21−=
(C
=

)
. Themain

result of the present paper is an extension of this to the

1i.e., the Jacobian of the system does not vanish at the zero.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.00273v3
https://doi.org/10.1145/3597066.3597105
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ISSAC 2023, July 24–27, 2023, Tromsø, Norway Bürgisser

mixed case, where the fewnomials may have have differ-

ent supports �8 . Our bound depends on the combinatorial

structure of the Minkowski sum %1 + . . . + %= through the

number of its vertices. We remark that our proof is quite dif-

ferent from the one in [8], which is rather indirect. Clearly,

the number +0(%8 ) of vertices of %8 is at most C8 . Moreover,

+0(%1+ . . .+%=) ≤ +0(%1) · · ·+0(%=) and this bound is known
to be sharp [15].

Theorem 1.1. If the �8 ⊆ R= are finite nonempty sets of

cardinality C8 and with convex hull %8 , for 8 = 1, . . . , =, then

E (�1, . . . , �=) ≤ (2c)− =

2 +0 (C1 − 1) . . . (C= − 1).
Here +0 denotes the number of vertices of the Minkowski sum

% := %1 + . . . + %= .
The bound in this theorem looks similar to the one in a

conjecture attributed to Kushnirenko, which states that the

number of positive nondegenerate zeros is always bounded

by (C1 − 1) · · · (C= − 1). However, this was disproved in [17],

already in the special case = = 2.2

In the unmixed situation, where all supports equal�, it is

well known [12] that the expected number of positive zeros

can be expressed by the volume of the image of the Veronese

like map R=
>0 → P(R�) sending G to [G0]0∈�. This is a con-

sequence of the kinematic formula for real projective spaces.

In the mixed situation, there is no such simple characteriza-

tion: wework with themore complicated kinematic formula

for products of projective spaces (Theorem 3.2) that we de-

rive from [9, 19]. After passing to exponential coordinates

F = logG , we bound the resulting integral over R= with a

strategy inspired by the theory of toric varieties. The normal

fan of the polytope % affords a decomposition of R= into the

normal cones � at the vertices of % . The resulting integral

over � can be bounded in terms of the characteristic func-

tion of the dual cone of� . Finally, an explicit a priori bound

on this characteristic function (Proposition 2.4) completes

the argument.

1.1 The univariate case and a conjecture

The univariate case (= = 1) was settled, up to multiplicative

constants, by Jindal et al. [20]. They showed that for any

subset ( ⊆ R of cardinality C , we have

E (() ≤ 2
c

√
C − 1. (1.1)

Moreover, they constructed a sequence (C ⊆ Z of supports

of cardinality C with E ((C ) ≥ 2
√
C for some constant 2 > 0.

Consider for C1, . . . , C= ≥ 1 the supports �1 := (C1 × 0 . . . ×
0, . . . , �= := 0×. . .×0×(C= . These supports describe a system
of = equations, where the 8th equation depends on G8 only.

Therefore, E (�1, . . . , �=) = E ((C1) · · ·E ((C= ), which with

the above leads to the lower bound

E (�1, . . . , �=) ≥ 2=
√
C1 · · · C= . (1.2)

2This conjecture was never published by Kushnirenko and apparently, he

did not believe in it.

We complement this by showing that for any � = (1 × . . . ×
(= in product form, the expectation E (�, . . . , �) can be ex-

pressed in terms of the E ((8) as follows.

Proposition 1.2. If � = (1 × . . . × (= for finite (8 ⊆ R, then
E (�, . . . , �) = c= (vol(P=))−1 E ((1) · · · E ((=).

We conjecture that the lower bound (1.2) is optimal in the

following sense.

Conjecture 1. Let �8 ⊆ R= be finite nonempty sets of cardi-

nality C8 with convex hull %8 , for 8 = 1, . . . , =. We denote by+0
the number of vertices of %1 + . . . + %= . Then

E (�1, . . . , �=) ≤ ^ (=,+0)
√
C1 · · · C=

for some function ^ : N2 → N. In particular, for � ⊆ R= of

cardinality C , we have E (�, . . . , �) ≤ ^ (=,+0) C
=

2 .

In the special case � = (1 × . . . × (=, by combining (1.1)

with Proposition 1.2, we obtainE (�, . . . , �)vol(P=) ≤ 2=
√
C

with C = #�, which is smaller than what Conjecture 1 pre-

dicts.

1.2 Improvement in unmixed case

We can exponentially improve the dependence on = in the

bound of Theorem 1.1 in the case where all supports are

equal. (Note vol(P=)−1 = Γ( =+1
2
)c− =+1

2 .)

Proposition 1.3. For � ⊆ R= of cardinality C ≥ 1 with con-

vex hull % and +0 vertices, we have

E (�, . . . , �) ≤ 1

vol(P=) +0
(
C − 1

=

)
.

Unfortunately, this bound has exponentiallyworse depen-

dence on = than the bound E (�, . . . , �) ≤ 21−=
(C
=

)
in [8].

For instance, for C = = + : with fixed : , E (�, . . . , �) goes
to 0 exponentially fast as = → ∞ by [8], so the system has

no nondegenerate zero with overwhelming probability. The

bound in Proposition 1.3 is too weak to reveal this!

Remark 1.4. The bound in [8] also holds for nonstandard

centered Gaussian coefficients 2 (0) ∼ # (0, f (0)2). In this

situation, our proof of Theorem 1.3 only leads to an upper

bound with the additional factor
(
max0 f (0)/min0 f (0)

)=

(similarly for Theorem 1.1).

1.3 Location of zeros

We finish with a result on the typical location of the zeros. It

is well known that for certain random real polynomials, the

positive reals zeros G tend to accumulate around 1: see [12]

for the dense and [20] for the sparse case. This means that

F = logG accumulates around 0. We generalize this to mul-

tivariate systems as follows.

Theorem 1.5. Fix a finite supports�1 . . . , �= ⊆ R= and con-
sider a random system (4.3)with independent standard Gauss-

ian coefficients 28 (0) for the stretched supports <�8 , where
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< ∈ Z>0. Fix Y > 0. Then the probability that the system has

a zeroF ∈ R= with ‖F ‖ > Y goes to zero, as< → ∞.

There are sophisticated results on the distributions of com-

plex zeros of random fewnomials systems [35, 36].

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Metric properties of charts of projective space

Consider the real projective space P< . We shall identify the

tangent space )[~ ]P
< at a point [~] := [~0 : . . . : ~<] with

R~⊥. The standard Riemannian metric on P< is defined by

〈E,F〉[~ ] := ‖~‖−2 〈E,F〉 for E,F ∈ R~⊥ . We denote by %~
the orthogonal projection onto R~⊥.
Consider the affine chart (P<)~0≠0 → R

< , which maps

[~0 : . . . : ~<] to ~−10 (~1, . . . ,~<). Its inverse is given by

c : R< → (P<)~0≠0, (~1, . . . ,~<) ↦→ [1 : ~1 : . . . : ~<] .

By [6, Lemma 14.8], the derivative of c at ~′ := (~1, . . . ,~<)
satisfies �~′c = ‖c (~′)‖−1%~ , and therefore,

‖�~′c ‖ ≤ ‖c (~′)‖−1 ≤ 1. (2.1)

2.2 On the quantity f

The relative position of two subspaces of a Euclidean vector

space � can be quantified by a volume-like quantity, which

is crucial in the study of integral geometry in homogeneous

spaces; see [19] and [9, §3.3]. To define this quantity, note

first that there is an induced inner product on the exterior

algebra Λ(�) given by [9, (2.1)]

〈E1 ∧ · · · ∧ E: ,F1 ∧ · · · ∧F:〉 = det(〈E8 ,F 9 〉)1≤8, 9≤: .

More concretely, ‖E1 ∧ . . . ∧ E=‖ = | det[E1, . . . , E=] |, where
[E1, . . . , E=] denotes the matrix with columns E8 ∈ � = R

=

Let + ,, be linear subspaces of � of complementary di-

mensions. We define [9, (3.3)]

f (+ ,, ) := ‖E1 ∧ . . . ∧ E: ∧F1 ∧ . . . ∧F<‖ ∈ [0, 1], (2.2)

where E1, . . . , E: andF1, . . . ,F< are orthonormal bases of+

and, , respectively. Clearly, f (+ ,, ) = f (,,+ ). Here are
the extreme cases: f (+ ,, ) = 0 iff+ ∩, ≠ 0 and f (+ ,, ) =
1 iff E and, are orthogonal. We refer to Appendix A for the

proof of the following easy observation.

Proposition 2.1. We have f (+⊥,, ⊥) = | det? |, if the map

? : + ⊥ → , denotes the restriction of the orthogonal projec-

tion � →, to +⊥. Moreover, f (+ ,, ) = f (+⊥,, ⊥).

Clearly, the definition (2.2) can be extended to more than

two subspaces; see [9, (3.5)]. But if, = ,1 ⊕ . . . ⊕,= is

an orthogonal decomposition, we can reduce to the case of

two subspace [9, Lemma A.6].

f (+ ,,1, . . . ,,=) = f (+ ,,1 + . . . +,=). (2.3)

2.3 Characteristic functions of convex cones

We prove here an priori upper bound on the characteristic

function of a convex cone, which is a key ingredient in the

proof of Theorem 1.1.

A convex cone� ⊆ R= is called proper if it is=-dimensional

and pointed, i.e., full-dimensional and contained in a half-

space. It is well known that a convex� ⊆ R= is proper iff its

dual cone

�∗ := {G ∈ R= | ∀~ ∈ � 〈G,~〉 ≥ 0}
is proper. Let 6 ∈ GL(=,R). Then  := 6(�) is a proper cone
and 6) ( ∗) = �∗. We denote by int(�) the interior of� .
We assign to a proper cone � ⊆ R= the function

E� : int(�∗) → R>0, E� (G) :=
∫

�

4−〈G,~〉 3~. (2.4)

One calls E� the characteristic function (or Koszul-Vinberg

characteristic) of �∗. It is a useful analytic tool for investi-

gating convex cones, e.g., see [13, I.3] and [16]. E.g., R=
>0 is

self dual and ER=
>0
(G) = (G1 · . . . · G=)−1 for G ∈ R=

>0 .

The homogeneity property E� (CG) = C−=E� (G) for C > 0,

G ∈ int(�∗) is immediate to check. Moreover, the transfor-

mation formula implies the following invariance property:

if 6 ∈ GL(=,R) and  := 6(�), then 6) ( ∗) = �∗ and

E (I) = | det6| E� (6) I) for I ∈ int( ∗). (2.5)

Remark 2.2. The function log E� is strictly convex and es-

sentially equals Nesterov and Nemirowski’s universal self-

concordant barrier function [31, §2.5], see [16] for the proof.

The following is well known, e.g., see [16, Thm. 4.1]. Ap-

pendix B contains the proof for the sake of completeness.

Lemma 2.3. We have E� (G) = =! vol
{
~ ∈ � | 〈G,~〉 ≤ 1

}

for G ∈ int(�∗).

The following is essential for the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proposition 2.4. Let� ⊆ R= be a proper cone. Then we have
for 11, . . . , 1= ∈ �∗.

| det[11, . . . , 1=] | · E� (11 + . . . + 1=) ≤ 1.

This bound is optimal.

Proof. We denote by cone(11, . . . , 1=) ⊆ �∗ the convex cone
generated by 11, . . . , 1=. Without loss of generality, we may

assume that 11, . . . , 1= ∈ �∗ is a basis of R= . Let 1∗1, . . . , 1
∗
=

denote its dual basis, that is 〈1∗8 , 1 9 〉 = X8 9 . In matrix termi-

nology, this means [1∗1, . . . , 1∗=]) [11, . . . , 1=] = �=, hence
det[1∗1, . . . , 1∗=] det[11, . . . , 1=] = ±1. (2.6)

The definition of the dual basis implies that cone(1∗1, . . . , 1∗=)
is the dual cone of cone(11, . . . , 1=). Therefore, by duality,

we get

� ⊆ cone(11, . . . , 1=)∗ = cone(1∗1, . . . , 1∗=).
Put 3 := 11 + . . . + 1= and let ~ ∈ � such that 〈3,~〉 ≤ 1.

Since � ⊆ cone(1∗1, . . . , 1∗=), we can write ~ =
∑
8 C81

∗
8 with
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C8 ≥ 0. Moreover
∑
8 C8 = 〈3,~〉 ≤ 1. Thus we have shown

the inclusion

 := {~ ∈ � | 〈3,~〉 ≤ 1} ⊆ conv{0, 1∗1, . . . , 1∗=}.

This implies the inequality of volumes

vol= ≤ vol=conv{0, 1∗1, . . . , 1∗=} =
1

=!
| det[1∗1, . . . , 1∗=] |.

Multiplying with =! | det[11, . . . , 1=] |, using (2.6) and taking

into account Lemma 2.3, the assertion follows.

The optimality is attained for� = R
=
>0 and 18 = 3848 with

38 > 0. Indeed, we have

| det[11, . . . , 1=] | · E� (3) = 31 · . . . ·3= (31 · . . . ·3=)−1 = 1. �

2.4 Vertices and normal fan of sums of polytopes

We recall here some basic facts about polytopes and their

normal fans; see [39, §7.1] for more details.

Let % ⊆ R= be a full-dimensional polytope and E be a

vertex of % . The cone %E of % at E is defined as the convex

cone generated by % − E . It is a proper cone. The dual cone
of %E , also called the inner normal cone of % at E , is defined

as

%∗E := {~ ∈ R= | ∀G ∈ % 〈G − E,~〉 ≥ 0}.
The cone %∗E is also proper. The union over all %∗E equals R

= .

Moreover, for E1 ≠ E2, we have dim(%∗E1 ∩ %
∗
E2
) < =. In fact,

the %∗E are the =-dimensional cones of the normal fan of % .

We will need the following result.

Lemma 2.5. Let %1, . . . , %= be polytopes in R= . There is an

injective map

Vert(%1+. . .+%=) → Vert(%1)×. . . Vert(%=), E ↦→ (E1, . . . , E=)

satisfying E = E1 + . . . + E= . Moreover, if we denote by Π8 the

cone of %8 at the vertex E8 , then Π := Π1 + . . . + Π= is the

cone of %1 + . . . + %= at the vertex E1 + . . . + E= . In particular,

Π
∗
= Π

∗
1 ∩ . . . ∩ Π

∗
= .

Proof. To a nonzero weight l ∈ R= we assign the face of %8 ,

given by

� (%8 , l) :=
{
F ∈ R= | 〈F,l〉 = min

F′∈%8
〈F ′, l〉

}
.

We have by [34, Thm. 1.7.5]

� (%1 + . . . + %=, l) = � (%1, l) + . . . + � (%=, l).

Suppose that � (%1 + . . . + %=, l) = {E} is a vertex. Then all

� (%8 , l) = {E8 } are vertices and E = E1 + · · · + E= . The E8 are
uniquely determined by E , see [14, Prop. 2.1]. Then the map

E ↦→ (E1, . . . , E=) is as required. The remaining assertions are

clear. �

Lemma 2.5 implies +0(%1 + . . . + %=) ≤ +0(%1) · · ·+0(%=).
This bound is sharp, see [15, 21].

3 Random intersections in products of
projective spaces

3.1 The kinematic formula

We specialize here the general kinematic formula for homo-

geneous spaces from [9, Thm. A.2] to the case of products of

real projective spaces (Theorem3.2). For this purpose, we de-

fine the average scaling factor and we explain how to bound

it in Lemma 3.5.

Consider the product Ω := P<1 × · · · × P<= of real projec-

tive spaces. The product � := $ (<1 + 1) × · · · ×$ (<= + 1)
of orthogonal groups acts transitively on Ω. So Ω is a ho-

mogeneous space and we have an induced transitive action

of � on the tangent bundle of Ω. We focus on the special

hypersurfaces �1, . . . , �= of Ω of the following shape

�1 := P
<1−1×P<2×· · ·×P<= , . . . , �= := P<1×P<2 · · ·×P<=−1 .

(3.1)

They are determined upon selecting hyperplanes P<8−1 in

each P<8 . Our goal is to investigate the average cardinality

of the intersection / ∩ �1 ∩ . . . ∩ �= of an =-dimensional

smooth submanifold / ⊆ Ω with random �8 , which are de-

fined by replacing the fixed P<8−1 by independently chosen
uniform random hyperplanes in P<8 .

Fix a distinguished pointl ∈ Ω and denote by the stabi-

lizer group of l . E.g., take l8 = [1 : 0 . . . : 0] for all 8 . Notice
that we have an induced action of  on the tangent space

) := )lΩ, which we can identify with the standard action

of  = $ (<1) × · · · ×$ (<=) on ) = R
<1 × · · · × R<= . This

induces an action of  on the Grassmann manifold Gr(3,) )
of linear subspaces of ) with codimension 3 . Note that this

action is transitive if = = 1, but not for = ≥ 2.

We assign to an =-dimensional smooth submanifold / ⊆
Ω a map

/ → Gr(=,) )/ , ? ↦→  6#?/ (3.2)

as follows. For given ? ∈ / choose any6 ∈ � such that 6? =

l . The induced action of 6 maps the tangent space )?Ω to

)lΩ = ) . This transports the normal subspace #?/ ⊆ )?Ω
of/ at ? to6#?/ ⊆ ) . Note that the -orbit of the subspace
6#?/ does not depend on the choice of 6, which shows that

the map (3.2) is well defined.

We call the submanifold / cohomogeneous if the map (3.2)

is constant; see [9, A.5.1] and [30]. For instance, a product

/ = L1 × . . . × L= of lines L8 in P
<8 is cohomogeneous:

indeed, the map (3.2) sends any point ? ∈ / to the  -orbit

of R × . . . × R.

Definition 3.1. The average scaling factor function of the

=-dimensional submanifold/ of P<1×· · ·×P<= is the function

f/ : / → [0, 1] defined at ? ∈ / by

f/ (?) := E !8f (6#?/, !1 × . . . × !=),
where6 ∈ � satisfies 6? = l , and the expectation is taken over

uniformly random lines !8 in ) = R
<1 × · · · × R<= ; see (2.2)

for the definition of f .
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Note that due to the averaging over the -orbit, the choice

of 6 is irrelevant. The above definition is consistent with the

one in [9, Def. A.1], since

f (6#?/, !1 × . . . × !=)
= f (6#?/, !1 × 0 × · · · × 0, . . . , 0 × · · · × 0 × !=) (3.3)

by (2.3); indeed note that the = lines !1 × 0 × · · · × 0, ... are

pairwise orthogonal.

We introduce the notation

d= := E ‖G ‖ =
√
2
Γ( =+12 )
Γ( =

2
) ≤

√
=

for standard Gaussian G ∈ R= and note that [6, Lemma 2.25],

vol(P<8−1)
vol(P<8 ) =

1
√
c

Γ(<8+1
2 )

Γ(<8

2
) =

1
√
2c
d<8

. (3.4)

We can now explicitly state the kinematic formula for

products of real projective spaces.

Theorem3.2. For any=-dimensional submanifold/ of P<1×
· · · × P<= , we have

E 6∈�#(/∩61�1∩. . .∩6=�=) = (2c)− =

2 d<1 · · · d<=

∫

/

f/ 3/,

where the hypersurfaces �8 are defined in (3.1).

Proof. If f : / ×�1 × . . .×�= → [0, 1] denotes the average
scaling function from [9, Def. A.1], then [9, Thm. A.2] states

that

E 6∈�#(/ ∩ 61�1 ∩ . . . ∩ 6=�=)
=

1
vol(Ω)=

∫
/×�1×...×�=

f 3 (/ × �1 × . . . ×�=).

By -invariance and (3.3), we havef (I,~1, . . . ,~=) = f/ (I)
for all I ∈ / and ~8 ∈ �8 . Therefore,

E 6∈�#(/∩61�1∩. . .∩6=�=) =
vol(�1) · · · vol(�=)

vol(Ω)=
∫

/

f/ 3/ .

Finally, (3.4) gives

vol(�1) · · · vol(�=)
vol(Ω)= =

=∏

8=1

vol(P<8−1)
vol(P<8 ) =

d<1 · · · d<=

(2c) =

2

,

which completes the proof. �

Example 3.3. A product / = L1 × . . . × L= of lines L8 is

cohomogeneous and we have f/ = (2/c)=/2(d<1 · · · d<=
)−1

by Theorem 3.2.

We shall focus on submanifolds / arising as the image of

an injective map

k : * → P<1 × · · · × P<= , k (G) := (k1 (G), . . . ,k= (G)), (3.5)
where the k8 : * → P

<8 are smooth maps defined on an

open subset * ⊆ R= . Let us denote by

�k (G) :=
√
det((�Gk ))�Gk )

the absolute Jacobian ofk at G . The transformation formula

implies that
∫

/

f/ 3/ =

∫

*

f/ (k (G)) �k (G) 3G. (3.6)

We next analyze the integrand on the right-hand side more

closely.

Lemma3.4. LetG ∈ * and put)8 := )k8 (G )P
<8 . Let _1, . . . , _=

be independent standard Gaussian linear forms on)8 . This de-

fines the random linear forms _8 ◦ �Gk8 on R= . Then
d<1 · · · d<=

f/ (k (G)) �k (G)
= E _1,...,_= ‖(_1 ◦ �Gk1) ∧ . . . ∧ (_= ◦ �Gk=)‖ .

Proof. To simplify notation, we assumew.l.o.g. thatl = k (G)
is the distinguished point. We also identify )8 with R

<8 . For

D8 ∈ )8 with ‖D8 ‖ = 1 consider the line !8 = RD8 and

the orthogonal projection ?8 : )8 → !8 , which is is given

by ?8 (F) = `8 (F)D8 with the linear form on )8 defined by

`8 (F) := 〈F,D8〉. Thus the orthogonal projection ?! : )1 ×
· · · × )= → !1 × · · · × != is described by `1, . . . , `= . This

implies that

| det(?! ◦ �Gk ) | = ‖(`1 ◦ �Gk1) ∧ . . . ∧ (`= ◦ �Gk=)‖ .
(3.7)

On the other hand, according to Proposition 2.1, we have

f (!1 × · · · × !=, #?/ ) = | det? ′! |,
where ? ′! : )?/ → !1 × · · · × != denotes the restriction of

?! to )?/ . Applying the determinant to the composition of

�Gk with ? ′! , we get

�k (G) | det? ′! | = | det(?! ◦ �Gk ) |.
By averaging over random lines !8 , we deduce from the def-

inition of f/ and the above that

�k (G)f/ (?) = �k (G) E !8f (#?/, !1 × · · · × !=)
= �k (G) E !8 | det? ′! | = E !8 | det(?! ◦ �k ) |.

Finally, a standard Gaussian linear form on )8 is obtained

as _8 = A8`8 with independent random variables A8 and D8 ,

where D8 is uniformly random in the unit sphere of )8 and

A 28 is j
2-distributed with<8 degrees of freedom. Thus E A8 =

d<8
. Altogether, we obtain, using (3.7),

d<1 · · · d<=
�k (G)f/ (?) = d<1 · · · d<=

E | det(?! ◦ �k ) |
= d<1 · · · d<=

E ‖(`1 ◦ �Gk1) ∧ . . . ∧ (`= ◦ �Gk=)‖
= E ‖(_1 ◦ �Gk1) ∧ . . . ∧ (_= ◦ �Gk=)‖ ,

which completes the proof. �

3.2 Bounding the average scaling factor

In order to bound the quantity in Lemma 3.4, we use affine

charts for the product of projective spaces. Let ~80, . . . ,~8<8

be coordinates for P<8 . Fix 0 ≤ A8 ≤ <8 for 8 = 1, . . . , =,

and consider the inverse of the affine chart c8A8 : R
<8 →

(P<8 )~8A8 ≠0, see Subsection 2.1.We describe themapsk8 from
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(3.5) in these charts by smooth functions defined on open

subsets of R= ,

i8A8 : R
= ⊇ *8A8 → R<8 , (3.8)

satisfying k8 := c8A8 ◦ i8A8 . In order to simplify notation, we

assume w.l.og. A8 = 0 and write c8 := c80, i8 := i80. In these

charts, the combined mapk of (3.5) is represented by a map

i : * → R<1 × · · · × R<= , i (G) = (i1 (G), . . . , i= (G))
defined on some open subset * ⊆ R= . We view the deriva-

tive " (G) := �Gi as a matrix of format (<1 + . . . +<=) × =
with blocks "8 (G) := �Gi8 ∈ R<8×= . For 1 ≤ 98 ≤ <8 ,

8 = 1, . . . , =, we denote by" (G) 91,..., 9= the = ×= submatrix of

" (G) obtained by selecting in the 8th block the 98th row.

Lemma 3.5. Let G ∈ * such that [~8 ] := k8 (G) ∈ (P<8 )~80≠0
for all 8 . Then

d<1 · · · d<=
f/ (k (G)) �k (G) ≤

∑

91,..., 9=

| det" (G) 91,..., 9= |,

where the sum is over =-tuples ( 91, . . . , 9=) ∈ [<1]× . . .×[<=].

Proof. Fromk8 = c8 ◦ i8 we get �k8 = �c8 ◦ �i8 , where we
drop arguments for notational simplicity. Let _8 : )8 → R be

a linear form on)8 = )k8 (G )P
<8 . Then, definingF8 := _8◦�c8 ,

_8 ◦ �k8 = _8 ◦ �c8 ◦ �i8 = F8 ◦ �i8 .
If we identify _8 ◦ �Gk8 with a vector in R= and F8 with a

vector in R<8 , then we have the matrix product of formats

= ×∑
8<8 and

∑
8<8 × =,

'(G) :=


(_1 ◦ �Gk1))
...

(_= ◦ �Gk1))



=



F)1 0 . . . 0

0 F)2 . . . 0
...

...
...

0 0 F)=



·


"1 (G)
...

"= (G)



.

(3.9)

Lemma 3.4 tells us that

d<1 · · · d<=
f/ (k (G)) �k (G) = E _8 | det'(G)) |,

where the expectation is over independent standard Gauss-

ian _8 . Note that the resulting random vectorF8 := _8 ◦�c8
is not standard Gaussian anymore. However ‖�c8 ‖ ≤ 1 by

(2.1), and Lemma 3.6 below imply that EF2
8 9 ≤ 1 for the 9 th

componentF8 9 of F8 .

From Cauchy-Binet, we obtain from (3.9)

(det'(G))2 =
∑

91,..., 9=

F2
191

· · ·F2
=9=

(det" (G) 91,..., 9= )2,

where the sum is over all ( 91, . . . , 9=) ∈ [<1] × . . . × [<=].
Taking expectations yields

E F (det'(G))2 ≤
∑

91,..., 9=

(det" (G) 91,..., 9= )2.

We conclude that

E F | det'(G)) | ≤
(
E F (det'(G))2

) 1
2

≤ ∑
91,..., 9= | det" (G) 91,..., 9= |,

which completes the proof. �

Lemma 3.6. Let � ∈ R?×< with ‖�‖ ≤ 1. If ~ ∈ R? is

standard Gaussian, then the random variable I := ~� satisfies

E |I 9 |2 ≤ 1 for all 9 .

Proof. From I 9 =
∑
8 ~808 9 we get I

2
9 =

∑
8,: ~8~:08 90: 9 . Hence

E I29 =
∑
8 0

2
8 9 . Finally,

∑
8 0

2
8 9 = ‖�(4 9 )‖2 ≤ ‖�‖2 ≤ 1. �

4 Mixed random fewnomial systems

We provide here the proofs of the assertions in the introduc-

tion. Let us first introduce some notation.

We assign to a real valued function 2 : � → R on a fi-

nite nonempty subset � ⊆ R= the real analytic function

��,2 : R
= → R

��,2 (F) :=
∑

0∈�
2 (0)4 〈0,F〉 . (4.1)

In the special case where � consists of integer vectors, ��,2
arises from the Laurent polynomial 5�,2 (G) =

∑
0∈� 2 (0)G0

by a substitution: ��,2 (F) = 5�,2 (4F). Generally, we have

the following equivariance property: for 6 ∈ GL(=,R) and
1 ∈ R= ,
��+1,1.2 (F) = 4 〈1,F〉��,2 (F), �6 (�),6.2 (F) = ��,2 (6)F),

(4.2)

where 1.2 (0) := 2 (0 − 1) and (6.2) (0) := 2 (6−10).
Suppose now we have = such analytic functions encoded

by 28 : �8 → R, for 8 = 1, . . . , =. Throughout, we denote

by C8 the cardinality of �8 and by %8 its convex hull. We are

interested in the number # of nondegenerate zerosF ∈ R=
of the system

��1,21 (F) = 0, . . . , ��=,2= (F) = 0. (4.3)

Our goal is to study the expected number of nondegener-

ate zeros for random coefficient functions. More specifically,

we denote by E (�1, . . . , �=) the expectation of # , when all

the coefficients 28 (0), for 8 ∈ [=] and 08 ∈ �8 , are indepen-
dent standard Gaussians. Clearly, E (�1, . . . , �=) is invariant
under permutations of the �8 . Also, E (�1, . . . , �=) = 0 if

C8 = 1 for some 8 . Moreover, we have E (�1, . . . , �=) = 0 if

dim(%1 + . . . + %=) < =, see Lemma 4.2.

Equation (4.2) implies the following invariance properties

E (�1 + 11, . . . , �= + 1=) = E (�1, . . . , �=),
E (6(�1), . . . , 6(�=)) = E (�1, . . . , �=),

(4.4)

where 11, . . . , 1= ∈ R= and 6 ∈ GL(=,R). In particular, E is

invariant under replacing �8 by _8�8 for _8 ∈ R× .
Our main result is Theorem 1.1 stated in the introduction.

Note that it gives the correct answer E (�1, . . . , �=) = 0 if

C8 = 1 for some 8 .

Example 4.1. In the case C1 = . . . = C= = 2, the %8 are

segments. If they are linearly independent, %1 + . . . + %= is

a parallelepiped with 2= vertices. Thus, Theorem 1.1 gives

E (�1, . . . , �=) ≤ (2/c) =

2 . This can be easily verified directly
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as follows. Suppose �8 = {08 , 18}, where 11 − 01, . . . , 1= − 0=
are linearly independent. We claim that E (�1, . . . , �=) =

2−= . For showing this, by the invariance properties (4.4), it

suffices to consider the case where �8 = {0, 48 }. Then (4.3)

amounts to the system 28 (0) + 28 (48 )4F8 = 0, for 8 = 1, . . . , =,

which has a solution iff 28 (0)28 (48 ) < 0, for all 8 . This hap-

pens with probability 2−= , hence indeed E (�1, . . . , �=) =

2−= .

4.1 Proof of Theorem 1.1

Let us look at a special instance of (3.5). To the given finite

nonempty subsets �1, . . . , �= ⊆ R= , we assign the maps

k8 : R
=
>0 → P(R�8 ) ≃ P<8 , k8 (G) := [G08 ]08 ∈�8

,

where<8 := #�8 − 1. Recall that %8 denotes the convex hull

of �8 and put % := %1 + . . . + %= . We consider the combined

map

k : R=
>0 → P<1 × · · · × P<= , k (G) := (k1 (G), . . . ,k= (G)).

(4.5)

Lemma 4.2. The map k is injective iff % is =-dimensional.

Moreover, if % is not =-dimensional, then rank�Gk < = for all

G ∈ R=
>0 .

Proof. Assume k (exp(F)) = k (exp(F ′)) for F ≠ F ′ ∈ R=
Then there are 28 ∈ R such that for all 08 ∈ �8 we have that
〈08 ,F − F ′〉 = 28 . Hence, 〈G,F − F ′〉 = 28 for all G8 ∈ %8 . It
follows that 〈G,F −F ′〉 = 21 + . . . + 2= for all G ∈ % . Hence
dim % < =.

Conversely, assume there is a nonzero F ∈ R= and 2 ∈ R
such that 〈G,F〉 = 2 for all G ∈ % . Then there are 28 ∈ R
such that 〈G8 ,F〉 = 28 for all G8 ∈ %8 . It follows that for any
G ∈ R=

>0 and any B ∈ R we have

k8 (4BFG) = [(4BF)08G08 ]08 ∈�8
= [4B 〈08 ,F〉G08 ]0∈�8

= [4B28G08 ]0∈�8
= k8 (G).

Hencek is not injective. Moreover,F is in the kernel of the

derivative ofk8 at G . �

We denote by / the image ofk . Then we can write

E (�1, . . . , �=) = E 6∈�#(/ ∩ 61�1 ∩ . . . ∩ 6=�=),

where the hypersurfaces �8 are defined in (3.1). By Theo-

rem 3.2 and (3.6), this can be expressed as

E (�1, . . . , �=) = (2c)− =

2 d<1 · · · d<=

∫

R=
>

(f/ ◦k ) �k 3G.

(4.6)

We make the coordinate changeR= → R=
>0, (F1, . . . ,F=) ↦→

G = (4−F1 , . . . , 4−F= ), which has the absolute JacobianG1 · · · G=,
and obtain (slightly abusing notation)

∫

R=
>

(f/ ◦k ) �k 3G =

∫

R=

G1 · · · G= (f/ ◦k ) �k 3F. (4.7)

Recall from Subsection 2.4 that each vertex E of % defines

the inner normal cone�E := %
∗
E . We can write

R
=
=

⋃

E

�E (4.8)

as the union over the vertices E of % . Moreover, we know

that dim(�E ∩�E′ ) < = for different vertices E, E ′. Therefore,
we can rewrite (4.7) as the sum

∑

E

∫

�E

G1 · · · G= (f/ ◦k ) �k 3F.

over the +0 many vertices E of % .

Fix now a vertex E of % . According to Lemma 2.5, there are

vertices E8 of %8 , for 8 = 1, . . . , =, satisfying E = E1 + . . . + E= .
Note that 08 ∈ �8 .
We define the map i8 : R

=
>0 → R�8\{E8 } by

i8 (G) = (G08−E8 )08 ∈�8\{E8 } ∈ R�8\{E8 } ≃ R<8 .

Note that i8 expresses k8 in the affine chart

P(R�8 )~8E8 ≠0 → R
08 ∈�8\{E8 }, [~808 ]08 ∈�8

↦→ 1

~8E8
(~808 )08 ∈�8\{E8 } .

So we are in the setting of Subsection 3.2 and i8 is an in-

stance of (3.8). The rows of the matrix " (G) := �Gi are

labeled by the disjoint union �1 ⊔ . . . ⊔ �= and " (G) has =
columns. For any =-tuple (01, . . . , 0=) with 08 ∈ �8 \ {E8 }, we
denote by" (G)01,...,0= the =×= submatrix of" (G), obtained
by selecting from " (G) the rows numbered by 01, . . . , 0= .

We apply Lemma 3.5 to bound

d<1 · · · d<=

∫

�E

G1 · · · G= (f/ ◦k ) �k 3F

≤ ∑
01,...,0=

∫
�E

G1 · · · G= | det" (G)01,...,0= | 3F,

where the sum runs over all tuples (01, . . . , 0=) with 08 ∈
�8 \ {E8 }. So there are<1 · · ·<= many summands. To prove

Theorem 1.1, it is sufficient to show that
∫

�E

G1 · · · G= | det" (G)01,...,0= | 3F ≤ 1 (4.9)

for each vertex E and each selection (01, . . . , 0=).
The component (row) of the derivative �Gi8 correspond-

ing to 08 ∈ �8 \ {E8 } is given by

(�Gi8 )08 = G08−E8 (08 − E8 )diag(G−11 , . . . , G−1= ).
Hence the = × =-submatrix" (G)01,...,0= of " (G) is given by

" (G)01,...,0= =

diag(G01−E1 , . . . , G0=−E= )


01 − E1
...

0= − E=



diag(G−11 , . . . , G−1= ).

Therefore, setting 18 := 08 − E8 , we get
G1 · · · G= det(" (G)01,...,0= ) = G11+...+1= det[11, . . . , 1=] .

Let us write Π8 for the cone of %8 at the vertex E8 . By defi-

nition, 18 ∈ Π
∗
8 . By Lemma 2.5, Π := Π1 + . . . + Π= equals
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the cone of the polytope % = %1 + . . . + %= at the vertex

E = E1 + . . . + E= . Hence 18 ∈ Π
∗
8 ⊆ Π

∗
1 ∩ . . . ∩ Π

∗
= = Π

∗
= �E .

We can therefore rewrite the left-hand side of (4.9) as
∫

�E

G1 · · · G= | det" (G)01,...,0= | 3F

=

∫

�E

4−〈11+...+1=,F〉 | det[11, . . . , 1=] | 3F.
(4.10)

By Proposition 2.4, this is at most 1. This shows claim (4.9)

and finishes the proof of Theorem 1.1. �

4.2 Proof of Proposition 1.2

For finite (8 ⊆ R, put � := (1 × . . . × (= , and consider
k8 : R>0 → P(R(8 ), G8 ↦→ [G088 ]08 ∈(8 ,
k : R=

>0 → P(R�), G ↦→ [G0]0∈�
(4.11)

with images /8 and / , respectively. The kinematic formula

for real projective space [9, Cor. A.3] gives

E ((8) =
vol(/8)
vol(P1) , E (�, . . . , �) =

vol(/ )
vol(P=) .

The key insight is that / is obtained as the image of /1 ×
. . . × /= under the Segre embedding

P(R(1 ) × . . . × P(R(= ) → P(R(1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ R(= ) ≃ P(R�),
which is isometric (see Appendix C). Therefore, we have

vol(/ ) = vol(/1) · · · vol(/=), which completes the proof of

Proposition 1.2. �

4.3 Proof of Proposition 1.3

Given is a finite subset � ⊆ R= with convex hull % . By

Lemma 4.2 we can can w.l.o.g. assume that dim % = =. Con-

sider the injective map

k : R=
>0 → P(R�), k (G) := [G0]0∈� (4.12)

with image / ⊆ P(R�). The kinematic formula for real

projective space [9, Cor. A.3] is considerably simpler than

the one in Theorem 3.2, since $ (<) acts transitively on the

Grassmann manifolds Gr(:,R<): we have

E (�, . . . , �) = vol(/ )
vol(P=) =

1

vol(P=)

∫

R
=

>0

�k (G) 3G. (4.13)

We now proceed as in the proof of Theorem 1.1. We make

the coordinate change G = 4−F and decompose the resulting

integral according to the decomposition (4.8) of R= into the

full dimensional cones�E corresponding to vertices E . Thus
∫

R
=

>0

�k (G) 3G =

∫

R=

G1 · · · G= �k (G) 3F

=
∑
�E

∫
�E

G1 · · · G= �k (G) 3F

For a fixed vertex E of % , we consider the map i : R=
>0 →

R
�\{E} defined by

i (G) = (G0−E)0∈�\{E} . (4.14)

Then we havek (G) = c (i (G)), where c is the inverse of the

chart P(R�)~E≠0 → R�\{E} . It is easy to verify that �k (G) ≤
�i (G) using ‖�i (G )c ‖ ≤ 1, see (2.1).

Le us view M(G) := �Gi as a matrix whose rows are la-

belled by elements of�\{E}. and denote byM(G)01,...,0= the

submatrix of M(G) obtained by selecting the rows labelled

by the 08 . Cauchy-Binet implies that

�i (G)2 = det(M(G))M(G)) =
∑

01,...,0=

(detM(G)01,...,0= )2,

with the sum running over all=-element subsets {01, . . . , 0=}
of�\{E}, of which there are

(C−1
=

)
many. This implies �i (G) ≤∑

01,...,0= | detM(G)01,...,0= |. We have arrived at
∫

�E

G1 · · · G= �k (G) 3F

≤ ∑
01,...,0=

∫
�E

G1 · · · G= | detM(G)01,...,0= | 3F ≤
(C−1
=

)
,

where the right-hand inequality follows fromProposition 2.4

as in (4.10). �

4.4 Proof of Theorem 1.5

The key observation is the following. Define for Y > 0

�Y := {G ∈ R= | ‖G ‖ ≥ Y}.

Lemma 4.3. Let � ⊆ R= be a proper cone, 3 ∈ int(�∗), and
Y > 0. Then

lim
<→∞

<=

∫

�∩�Y

4−<〈3,F〉 3F = 0

Proof. Since ∩<≥1�<Y = ∅, basic integration theory implies

lim
<→∞

∫

�∩�<Y

4−〈3,D 〉 3D = 0.

Making the change of variables D = <F shows the claim.

�

We now observe the following. Let * ⊆ R=
>0 be open.

Analogously as for (4.6), one shows that

(2c)− =

2 d<1 · · · d<=

∫

*

G1 · · · G= (f/ ◦k ) �k 3F.

equals the expected number of nondegenerate zeros in* of

the random system (4.3).

We follow the proof of Theorem 1.1. Note that stretching

the support does not change the Newton polytopes %8 and

% = %1+ . . .+%= . Fix a vertex E of % . According to Lemma 2.5,

there are vertices E8 of %8 , for 8 = 1, . . . , =, satisfying E =

E1 + . . . + E=. Tracing the proof of Theorem 1.1, one sees that

it is sufficient to show that (compare (4.10)) for any selection

01 ∈ �1 \ {E1}, . . . , 0= ∈ �= \ {E=}, the vectors 18 = 08 − E8
satisfy

lim
<→∞

∫

�E

4−<〈11+...+1=,F〉 | det[<11, . . . ,<1=] | 3F = 0.

However, this is a consequence of Lemma 4.3. �
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A Proof of Proposition 2.1

Leta1, . . . , a< be an orthonormal basis of+⊥. We decompose

a8 = a
′
8 + a ′′8 according to � =, ⊕, ⊥. Then ? (a8) = a ′8 and

| det? | = ‖a ′1 ∧ . . . ∧a ′<‖. If l1, . . . , l: denotes an orthonor-

mal basis of, ⊥, we have

f (+⊥,, ⊥) = ‖a1 ∧ . . . ∧ a< ∧ l1 ∧ . . . ∧ l: ‖
= ‖a ′1 ∧ . . . ∧ a ′< ∧ l1 ∧ . . . ∧ l: ‖ = ‖a ′1 ∧ . . . ∧ a ′<‖,

the last equality holding since the span of the a ′8 equals, ,

which is orthogonal to the span of theF 9 , which is,
⊥. This

proves f (+⊥,, ⊥) = | det? |.
For the second assertion, we use that | det ? | = | det@ |,

where@ :, ⊥ → + denotes the restriction of the orthogonal

projection � → + to, ⊥, see [7, Lemma 5.4]. �

B Proof of Lemma 2.3

We fix G ∈ int(�∗). For C ≥ 0 we define the=−1-dimensional

slice

�C :=
{
~ ∈ � | 〈G,~〉 = C ‖G ‖

}
.

By Fubini, we get

E� (G) =

∫
�
4−〈G,~〉 3~ =

∫ ∞
0

vol=−1(�C )4−C ‖G ‖3C
= vol=−1(�1)

∫ ∞
0
C=−14−C ‖G ‖3C .

Note that
∫ ∞

0

C=−14−C ‖G ‖3C =
1

‖G ‖=
∫ ∞

0

B=−14−B3B =
(= − 1)!
‖G ‖= .

Moreover, we have

vol=−1(�1) = = vol=
{
~ ∈ � | 〈G,~〉 ≤ ‖G |

}

= = ‖G ‖= vol=
{
~ ∈ � | 〈G,~〉 ≤ 1

}
.

It follows that

E� (G) = = ‖G ‖= vol=
{
~ ∈ � | 〈G,~〉 ≤ 1

} (=−1)!
‖G ‖=

= =! vol=
{
~ ∈ � | 〈G,~〉 ≤ 1

}
,

completing the proof. �

C The Segre embedding is isometric

Consider the Segre embedding

( : P(R<) × P(R=) → P(R<×=), ( [G], [~]) ↦→ [G8~ 9 ] .

It is well known that ( is a smooth embedding. If we endow

the real projective space with the standard Riemannian met-

ric (see § 2.1), then ( is isometric. This is also true for the

Segre embedding with several factors. We provide the proof

for lack of reference.

Proposition C.1. The Segre embedding is isometric.

Proof. For notational simplicity, we restrict ourselves to the

case of two factors We need to show that the derivatives

of ( preserve the inner products. By orthogonal invariance,

it suffices to consider the derivative at ( [40], [40]), which is

mapped to [�00]. We can isometrically identify the tangent

spaces at these points with R<−1 ×R=−1 and R<=−1, respec-
tively. Then derivative of ( at ( [40], [40]) is given by

R
<−1 × R=−1 → R<×=, (E,F) ↦→

[
0 F)

E 0

]
.

Clearly, this map preserves the inner products. �

D Supplement

It is instructive to see how (4.13) directly follows from the

more general kinematic formula in Theorem 3.2. Consider

the injective map k from (4.12) with image / ⊆ P(R�). We

usek to define the map

k3 : R
=
>0 → (P(R�))=, G ↦→ (k (G), . . . ,k (G)). (D.1)

The image /3 = {(~, . . . , ~) | ~ ∈ / } ⊆ (P<)= of k3 is the

diagonal embedding of/ in the product of projective spaces.

By Theorem 3.2 and (3.6) we have

E (�, . . . , �) = (2c)− =

2 d=<

∫

R=
>0

(f/3 ◦k3 ) �k3 3G.

Via Lemma D.1 below, we indeed conclude that

E (�, . . . , �) = 1

vol(P=)

∫

R
=

>0

�k 3G =
vol(/ )
vol(P=) ,

which is (4.13).

Lemma D.1. For G ∈ R=
>0 we have

d=< f/3 (k3 (G)) �k3 (G) =
(2c )

=
2

vol(P= ) �k (G).

Proof. Lemma 3.4 applied to the mapk3 from (D.1) gives

d=< f/3 (k3 (G)) �k3 (G)
= E _1,...,_= ‖(_1 ◦ �Gk ) ∧ . . . ∧ (_= ◦ �Gk )‖ (D.2)

where the _8 are standard Gaussian linear forms on)k (G )P
< .

Take an isometry )k (G )P
< ≃ R< , view _8 ∈ R< as a vec-

tor, and view Δ := �Gk as a matrix in R<×= . We note that

�k (G) =

√
det(Δ)Δ). The right-hand side of (D.2) can be

written as the expectation E _8 | det'(G) |, with the matrix

'(G) :=


_)1 ◦ �Gk
...

_)= ◦ �Gk



=



_)1
...

_)=



· Δ. (D.3)

We thus need to prove that

E _8 | det'(G) | =
(2c )

=
2

vol(P= )
√
det(Δ)Δ). (D.4)

In order to show this, by the singular value decomposi-

tion, wemay assume thatΔ =

[
�

0

]
, where� = diag(f1, . . . , f=).
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Note that
√
det(Δ)Δ) = f1 · · ·f= . Then (D.3) can be writ-

ten as '(G) = Λ� , where Λ ∈ R=×= is a standard Gaussian

squarematrix andwe getE Λ | det('(G)) | = f1 · · ·f= E F | detΛ|.
It is well known that E Λ | detΛ| = d=d=−1 · · · d1, e.g., see

[6, Cor. 4.11]. Moreover, d=d=−1 · · · d1 = (2c )
=
2

vol(P= ) , since d< =

√
2c

vol(P<−1 )
vol(P< ) by [6, Lemma 2.25].We have thus verified (D.4).

�
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