arXiv:2404.16349v1 [cs.DS] 25 Apr 2024

More Asymmetry Yields Faster Matrix Multiplication

Josh Alman^∗ Ran Duan^† Virginia Vassilevska Williams^‡ Yinzhan Xu^§ Zixuan Xu^¶ Renfei Zhou^‖

Abstract

We present a new improvement on the laser method for designing fast matrix multiplication algorithms. The new method further develops the recent advances by [Duan, Wu, Zhou FOCS 2023] and [Vassilevska Williams, Xu, Xu, Zhou SODA 2024]. Surprisingly the new improvement is achieved by incorporating more asymmetry in the analysis, circumventing a fundamental tool of prior work that requires two of the three dimensions to be treated identically. The method yields a new bound on the square matrix multiplication exponent ω < 2.371339,

improved from the previous bound of ω < 2.371552. We also improve the bounds of the exponents for multiplying rectangular matrices of various shapes.

∗Columbia University. josh@cs.columbia.edu. Supported in part by NSF Grant CCF-2238221 and a grant from the Simons Foundation (Grant Number 825870 JA).

†Institute for Interdisciplinary Information Sciences, Tsinghua University. duanran@mail.tsinghua.edu.cn. ‡Massachusetts Institute of Technology. virgi@mit.edu. Supported by NSF Grant CCF-2330048, BSF Grant 2020356 and a Simons Investigator Award. This work was done in part while the author was visiting the Simons Institute for the Theory of Computing.

§Massachusetts Institute of Technology. xyzhan@mit.edu. Partially supported by NSF Grant CCF-2330048, BSF Grant 2020356 and a Simons Investigator Award. This work was done in part while the author was visiting the Simons Institute for the Theory of Computing.

¶Massachusetts Institute of Technology. zixuanxu@mit.edu.

‖Institute for Interdisciplinary Information Sciences, Tsinghua University. orbitingflea@gmail.com.

1 Introduction

Multiplication of matrices is a fundamental algebraic primitive with applications throughout computer science and beyond. The study of its algorithmic complexity has been a vibrant area in theoretical computer science and mathematics ever since Strassen’s [Str69] 1969 discovery that the rank of 2 by 2 matrix multiplication is 7 (and not 8), leading to the first truly subcubic, O(n^{2.81}) time algorithm for multiplying n × n matrices. Fifty-five years later, researchers are still attempting to lower the exponent ω, defined as the smallest real number for which n × n matrices can be multiplied in O(n^{ω+ε}) time for all ε > 0.

After many decades of work (e.g. [Str69, Pan78, BCRL79, Sch81, Rom82, CW82, Str86, CW90, DS13, Vas12, LG14, AV21, DWZ23, VXXZ24]), the current best bound ω < 2.371552 was given by [VXXZ24] optimizing a recent approach by Duan, Wu and Zhou [DWZ23].

There is a straightforward lower bound of ω ≥ 2 since the output size is n^2. No larger lower bound is known, leading many to optimistically conjecture that ω = 2. Unfortunately, several papers [AFLG15, BCC^+17b, BCC^+17a, AV18a, Alm21, AV18b, CVZ21] prove significant limitations to all known approaches for designing matrix multiplication algorithms. The most general limitations [Alm21, AV18b, CVZ21] say that even big generalizations of the known approaches cannot prove ω = 2. The most restricted limitation [AFLG15] focuses on the laser method defined by Strassen [Str86] and applied to the powers of a very particular tensor CW_5 defined by Coppersmith and Winograd [CW90]. This is the method that all the best results^1 from the last 38 years have used. The limitation says that the laser method on CW_5 cannot prove that ω < 2.3078. All papers on matrix multiplication algorithms from the last 10 years or so have been focused on bringing the ω upper bound closer to this 2.3078 lower bound.

The main contribution of this paper is a new improvement over the laser method when applied to the powers of CW_5. The new method builds upon work of [DWZ23] and [VXXZ24] and yields new improved bounds on ω and several rectangular matrix multiplication exponents^2 ω(1, k, 1) defined as the smallest real value for which n × k by k × n matrix multiplication can be done in O(n^{ω(1,k,1)+ε}) time for all ε > 0; the previous best bounds for rectangular matrix multiplication were by [LG24, VXXZ24].

Our results are summarized in Table 1. Our new bound on ω is

ω < 2.371339,

improved from the previous bound by [VXXZ24] of ω < 2.371552, inching towards the lower bound of 2.3078.

As a specific example for a rectangular matrix multiplication exponent, we obtain a new bound for the exponent μ satisfying the equation ω(1, μ, 1) = 1 + 2μ. The previous bound from [VXXZ24] was μ < 0.527661 and we improve it to μ < 0.5275. The value μ is a key part of the best known running times of several important problems, including All-Pairs Shortest Paths (APSP) in unweighted directed graphs [Zwi02], computing minimum witnesses of Boolean Matrix Multiplication [CKL07], and All-Pairs Bottleneck Paths in node-weighted graphs [SYZ11]. Our new bound implies that all the aforementioned problems can be solved in O(n^{2.5275}) time, improving on the previous known running time of O(n^{2.527661}).

1Coppersmith and Winograd’s paper [CW90] technically used CW6 instead of CW5, but the limitation of [AFLG15] on CW6 is actually worse than those for CW5.

2The constraint programs that our new method leads to are significantly larger and more complex than in prior work. The nonlinear solver we are using struggles, and it can take many days for it to get a solution for any fixed ω(1, k, 1). Unfortunately, we were not able to solve the constraint program for the value α studied by Coppersmith [Cop82, Cop97] defined as the largest number such that n by n^α by n matrix multiplication can be done in O(n^{2+ε} ) time for all ε > 0.

Table 1: Our bounds on ω(1, κ, 1) from the fourth-power analysis of the CW tensor, compared to the previous bounds from [VXXZ24].

κ upper bound on ω(1, κ, 1) previous bound on ω(1, κ, 1) 0.33 2.000092 2.000100 0.34 2.000520 2.000600 0.35 2.001243 2.001363 0.40 2.009280 2.009541 0.50 2.042776 2.042994 0.527500 2.054999 N/A 0.60 2.092351 2.092631 0.70 2.152770 2.153048 0.80 2.220639 2.220929 0.90 2.293941 2.294209 1.00 2.371339 2.371552 1.50 2.794633 2.794941 2.00 3.250035 3.250385

2 Technical Overview

In this section, we give a high-level overview of recent algorithms for matrix multiplication and the new ideas we introduce in this paper for further improvement. We assume familiarity with notions related to tensors and matrix multiplication; the unfamiliar reader may want to read the preliminaries in Section 3 below first. Afterward, in Section 4, we give a more detailed overview of how we design our new algorithm.

2.1 The Laser Method and Asymptotic Sum Inequality

In order to design a matrix multiplication algorithm, using Schönhage’s asymptotic sum inequality [Sch81], it suffices to give an upper bound on the asymptotic rank of a direct sum of matrix multiplication tensors. However, directly bounding the rank of a matrix multiplication tensor is quite difficult (for example, even determining the rank of the tensor for multiplying 3 × 3 matrices is still an open problem today), and so algorithms since the work of Coppersmith and Winograd [CW90] have used an indirect approach:

1. Start with the Coppersmith-Winograd tensor CW_q, which is known to have minimal asymptotic rank.

2. Take a large Kronecker power CW^{⊗n}_q , which must therefore also have a small (asymptotic) rank.

3. Use the laser method to show that CW^{⊗n}_q has a zeroing out^3 to a large direct sum S of matrix multiplication tensors.

4. Since zeroing out cannot increase the tensor rank, this shows that S has a small (asymptotic) rank, and then we can apply Schönhage’s asymptotic sum inequality.

The laser method in step 3 is a tool introduced by Strassen [Str87] for converting Kronecker powers of tensors into direct sums of matrix multiplication tensors. All improvements since Coppersmith and Winograd’s

3If T is a tensor over X, Y, Z, a zeroing out of T is a tensor gotten by picking subsets X^′ ⊆ X, Y^′ ⊆ Y , Z^′ ⊆ Z, and restricting T to only those subsets.

algorithm have used this approach [DS13, Vas12, LG14, AV21, DWZ23, VXXZ24], focusing on improving the use of the laser method to yield a larger direct sum S of larger matrix multiplication tensors, and this is the step which we improve here as well. The laser method is a general tool which applies to any tensor T that has been partitioned in a particular way. Let us first introduce some relevant notations.

Suppose T is a tensor over X, Y, Z, and we partition X = ⨆ i X_i, Y = ⨆ j Y_j, and Z = ⨆ k Z_k and define the subtensor T_{i,j,k} as T restricted to X_i, Y_j , Z_k. Thus, T is partitioned as T = ∑ i,j,k Ti,j,k. The laser method requires this partition to have additional structure^4 which we will not focus on in this overview. Notably, when we take a Kronecker power T^{⊗n}, which is a tensor over X^n, Y^n, Z^n, this can also be partitioned as T^{⊗n} = ∑ I,J,K TIJK where I, J, K are vectors of length n, and TIJK := ⨂_n ℓ=1 T_{IℓJℓKℓ} is a tensor over X_I := ∏_n ℓ=1 X_{Iℓ} , Y_J := ∏_n ℓ=1 Y_{Jℓ} , Z_K := ∏_n ℓ=1 Z_{Kℓ} .

Consider a probability distribution α on the subtensors of T , which assigns probability α_{ijk} to subtensor T_{ijk}. In the Kronecker power T^{⊗n}, we can zero out according to the marginals of α. For instance, we zero out X_I ⊂ X^n unless, for all i, we have^1_n · |{ℓ ∈ [n] | I_ℓ = i}| = ∑ j,k α_{ijk}. Assuming α is uniquely determined by its marginals (which is often not the case, as we will discuss more later), this means T^{⊗n} has been zeroed out so that every remaining T_{IJK} is a copy (up to permutation of indices) of the tensor B = ⨂ i,j,k T ⊗α_{ijk} ·n i,j,k . Summarizing, we have so far zeroed out T^{⊗n} into a sum of many copies of the tensor B. However, this is not a direct sum. Indeed, for example, there can be many remaining T_{IJK} and T_I′_J ′_K′ with I = I^′, which both use X_I .

The main result of the laser method is that a further, carefully-chosen zeroing out can result in a direct sum of copies of the tensor B, where each two remaining T_{IJK} and T_I′_J ′_K′ have I ≠ I^′, J ≠ J^′, and K ≠ K^′. Moreover, this further zeroing out only removes a small number of X_I , Y_J , Z_K , so that a large number of copies of B remain. (The exact number is a combinatorial expression in terms of the marginals of α which we will discuss in more detail in later sections.)

When this method is applied to CW_q, each subtensor is in fact a matrix multiplication tensor, so B is also a matrix multiplication tensor. Thus, the output of the laser method can be directly given to the asymptotic sum inequality.

2.2 Recursive Applications of the Laser Method to Tensor Powers of CW_q

Coppersmith and Winograd [CW90] then noticed that the laser method can yield improved results when applied to the Kronecker square, CW^{⊗2}_q .

Roughly speaking, the intuition is that the square gives us more freedom to pick the partition that is needed to apply the laser method, since partitions of CW_q correspond to only a subset of the possible partitions of CW^{⊗2}_q . Coppersmith and Winograd take advantage of this, and pick a partition of CW^{⊗2}_q which allows the tensors T_{IJK} to become larger. In fact, compared to the partition obtained from analyzing CW^{⊗2n}_q , the partition from analyzing (CW^{⊗2}_q )^{⊗n} is a coarsening of the previous partition (where, for instance, each X_I now is a union of possibly multiple previous X_I ’s). Thus, T_{IJK} , which is a tensor over the variable blocks X_I , Y_J , Z_K , is now larger. If the tensors T_{IJK} ’s were all matrix multiplication tensors, then the asymptotic sum inequality tends to give better bounds when they are larger. However, in this new partition, it is no longer the case that each subtensor is a matrix multiplication tensor. In other words, the laser method still yields a direct sum of copies of B = ⨂ i,j,k T ⊗α_{ijk}·n i,j,k , but B is not a matrix multiplication tensor, so the asymptotic

sum inequality cannot be directly applied.

4Namely, there must be an integer p such that T_{i,j,k} = 0 whenever i + j + k ≠ p. In the case of CWq , we will use a partition with p = 2.

Coppersmith and Winograd solved this by applying the laser method recursively. They first applied the laser method to each subtensor T_{i,j,k} which is not a matrix multiplication tensor, showing that T^{⊗m}_{i,j,k} for large m can zero out into direct sums of matrix multiplication tensors. Then, since the tensor B is a Kronecker product of such powers, this can be used to zero out into a direct sum of matrix multiplication tensors.

The next few improvements to ω [DS13, Vas12, LG14] applied this recursive laser method approach to CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q for larger and larger integers ℓ ≥ 1. Similar to before, there is a natural partition X = ⨆ i X_i, Y = ⨆ j Y_j, and Z = ⨆ k Z_k of the variables from the base tensor CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q , and products of X_i’s, Y_j ’s or Z_k’s form subsets of variables X_I ’s, Y_J ’s, or Z_K ’s in (CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )^{⊗n}. We will call each subset of variables X_I , Y_J , Z_K a level-ℓ variable block and we call a subtensor obtained from restricting to some level-ℓ variable blocks a level-ℓ subtensor. Since the level-ℓ partition is a coarsening of the level-(ℓ−1) partition, each level-ℓ variable block is the union of possibly many level-(ℓ − 1) variable blocks induced by the natural partition of CW^{⊗2ℓ−2}_q , and consequently each level-ℓ subtensor is the sum of many level-(ℓ − 1) subtensors. As ℓ increases, the task of applying the laser method to increasingly more intricate subtensors becomes more difficult, and significant algorithmic and computational challenges arise.

The next improvement [AV21] focused on the case when the marginals of α do not uniquely determine α. In this case, there is a corresponding penalty that reduces the number of copies of B the laser method can achieve, and [AV21] showed a new approach to reduce this penalty.

2.3 Asymmetry and Combination Loss

All improvements to the laser method thus far would apply equally well to any tensor with an appropriate partition. The next, recent improved algorithm [DWZ23] focused on improving the recursive use of the laser method specifically when it is applied to the Coppersmith-Winograd tensor CW_q in the recursive fashion described above.

The key observation, referred to as “combination loss” in their paper, is as follows. Above, in order to ensure that the laser method gave a direct sum of copies of B, previous works ensured that any two remaining level-ℓ subtensors do not share any level-ℓ variable blocks X_I , Y_J or Z_K . For ℓ = 1, namely when the laser method is applied to the first power of CW_q, this is both necessary and sufficient, because the level-1 subtensors are matrix multiplication tensors which use the entire level-1 variable blocks, so any two sharing an I, J, or K must intersect.

However, for ℓ > 1, the laser method needs to be applied recursively to every level-k subtensor for k = ℓ, ℓ − 1, . . . , 1. This means that by the end of the algorithm, we are potentially only using a small fraction of the variables in the level-ℓ subtensor rather than the entire subtensor. So it is possible that even if two level-ℓ subtensors T_{IJK} and T_I′_J ′_K share the same level-ℓ Z-variable block Z_K in the beginning, after recursive applications of the laser method, the subtensors of T_{IJK} and T_I′_J ′_K which remain after zeroing out into matrix multiplication tensors may use disjoint subsets of Z_K , i.e., they may be independent. In this case, we could keep both T_{IJK} and T_I′_J ′_K when we apply the laser method to CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q and still have a direct sum of subtensors, contrary to what was done in the previous algorithms where only one could be kept.

In order to benefit from this observation, one major issue is that when T_{IJK} and T_I′_J ′_K are each zeroed out to their desired subtensors via the recursive applications of the laser method, they may each zero out parts of Z_K that are meant to be used by the other. Thus it is unclear how to control and analyze the recursive procedure so that we maximize the number of these subtensors remaining in the end while ensuring that they are indeed independent.

However, for the CW_q tensor, Duan, Wu and Zhou in [DWZ23] observed that the issue can be partially overcome. In particular, they were able to allow two level-ℓ subtensors to share level-ℓ variable blocks in the Z-dimension as long as they had the guarantee that any two level-ℓ subtensors do not share any level-ℓ blocks in the X- or Y -dimension. Due to the special structure of the CW_q tensor, it turns out that by ensuring independence among level-ℓ X- and Y -blocks, we can obtain sufficient information about the level-(ℓ − 1) structure of Z-blocks in level-ℓ subtensors. Therefore, by introducing asymmetry via treating the Z-variables differently from the X- and Y -variables, [DWZ23] obtained a procedure that obtains a collection of level-ℓ subtensors that do not share any level-(ℓ − 1) Z-variable blocks, so they are independent. The follow-up work [VXXZ24] further generalized the techniques presented in [DWZ23] and allowed the sharing of level- (ℓ−1) Z-variable blocks. In fact, their approach only requires that each level-1 Z-variable block belongs to a unique remaining level-ℓ subtensor T_{IJK} . This allowed them to obtain an improvement since each subtensor T_{IJK} can use a more “fine-grained” subset of Z-variables.

A priori, it’s perhaps surprising that such an asymmetric approach, applied to the very symmetric Coppersmith- Winograd tensor, leads to an improved algorithm. In previous work, much effort was devoted to ensuring that the algorithm was entirely symmetric with respect to the X, Y, Z-dimensions. For instance, many intermediate steps of the laser method require taking the minimum of three quantities depending separately on X, Y, Z (like the entropies of the three marginal distributions of α), and picking a symmetric distribution prevents losses in these steps. Similarly, in the design of algorithms for rectangular matrix multiplication using the laser method [LG12, LGU18, VXXZ24], one seems to truly suffer a penalty due to the necessary asymmetry. (For a rough comparison, symmetrizing the best rectangular matrix multiplication algorithms leads to a substantially worse square matrix multiplication algorithm.) However, the gains from the approach above ultimately outweigh the losses from asymmetry.

2.4 Our Contributions: More Asymmetry

Following from the sequence of improvements obtained by [DWZ23, VXXZ24], the natural end goal for this line of work is to allow different remaining subtensors to share level-ℓ variable blocks in all three dimensions, and only require level-1 variable blocks to belong to unique remaining level-ℓ subtensors. However, it is unclear how one may achieve this goal since the algorithms of both [DWZ23] and [VXXZ24] crucially use the fact that different remaining level-ℓ subtensors use unique level-ℓ X- and Y -variable blocks. In this work, we make substantial progress toward this goal by allowing different remaining subtensors to share level-ℓ variable blocks in both the Y - and Z-dimensions.

In this work, we give a new approach in which we only require that any two level-ℓ subtensors do not share level-ℓ X-blocks. In particular, two level-ℓ subtensors can share the same level-ℓ Y -variable block or Z-variable block, but cannot share the same level-1 Y -variable block or Z-variable block, strengthening ideas in [VXXZ24]. In this way, we are able to keep a larger number of level-ℓ subtensors and thus zero out the input CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q into more matrix multiplication tensors. This is achieved by introducing more asymmetry into our procedure: we now give a different zeroing-out procedure for each of the X, Y, Z-dimensions. This is perhaps unexpected, because in the end goal all X-, Y -, Z-dimensions have the same requirement that every level-1 variable block belongs to unique remaining level-ℓ subtensors. One might expect that a more symmetric implementation of the ideas of prior work would help towards the goal, but we instead use more asymmetry to get around a major limitation of the prior work.

Compared to the prior works, which use constrained information from both the X- and Y -dimensions to control the Z-dimension, we first use just the X-dimension to partially control the Y -dimension, and then use both the fully-controlled X-dimension and partially-controlled Y -dimension to control the Z-dimension. More specifically, by utilizing more structure specific to the CW_q tensor, combined with the requirement that each level-ℓ subtensor T_{IJK} uses a unique level-ℓ X-block, we find that this already constrains T_{IJK} to use a smaller and more structured subset of level-1 Y -blocks, which is sufficient to perform zero-outs over level-1

Y -blocks so that each of them is contained in a unique level-ℓ subtensor. After obtaining a set of level-ℓ subtensors that do not share any level-ℓ X-blocks or level-1 Y -blocks, we then have enough information to do zero-outs over level-1 Z-blocks so that each of them are contained in a unique level-ℓ subtensor. See Section 4 for a more detailed overview of our algorithm.

Similar to recent prior matrix multiplication algorithms, we need to solve a large, non-convex optimization problem in order to determine parameters for the laser method to achieve the best exponent. That said, we can already see that our new approach could potentially lead to an improvement without solving the optimization program to get the final bound for ω. A key parameter that reflects the effectiveness of the laser method is the hash modulus being used in the hashing step standard to all applications of the laser method, which determines the number of remaining level-ℓ subtensors we are able to keep in expectation. Minimizing the value of this hash modulus can give an improvement to the bound we are able to obtain for ω. The new hash modulus we use in this work is taken to be (ignoring low-order terms) max { N_{αX,αY,αZ} N_{BX} , N_α · p_{Y,comp} N_{BY} , N_α · p_{Z,comp} N_{BZ} } , in comparison with the following value (similarly without low-order terms) used in [VXXZ24] max { N_{αX,αY,αZ} N_{BX} , N_{αX,αY,αZ} N_{BY} , N_α · p_{Z,comp} N_{BZ} } . The definitions of all the variables in these expressions are not important for the purpose of this overview, and we focus instead on their structure. Two out of the three terms in the two bounds are the same, but we have improved the middle term from^{NαX,αY,αZ}_{NBY} to^{Nα·pY,comp}_{NBY} , where p_{Y,comp} is a variable between 0 and 1 which we can pick in our optimization problem. In fact, even in the worst case p_{Y,comp} = 1, we improve the second term by a factor of N_{αX,αY,αZ} /N_α, which is guaranteed to be at least 1 and is exactly the penalty term studied by [AV21]. Thus, even if we pick p_{Y,comp} = 1, we would at least recover the modulus of prior work. That said, since the modulus is defined by taking the maximum over the three values, it is not immediately clear that our approach uses a strictly smaller modulus. However, by solving the new constraint program, one can verify that even in CW^{⊗2}_q , the optimal parameters use a smaller value of p_{Y,comp}, which leads to a better bound on ω. Indeed, our new approach gives a better analysis of CW^{⊗2}_q than prior work, improving from the bound ω < 2.374399 achieved by [DWZ23]^5 to ω < 2.37432.

2.5 Limitations to Our Techniques

In our approach, we successfully allow all obtained level-ℓ subtensors to share level-k variable blocks for any 1 < k ≤ ℓ in both the Y - and Z-dimensions, as long as they are independent with respect to the level-1 blocks. However, we still require that none of them share level-ℓ X-blocks. In an ideal approach, to truly maximize the number of independent tensors, the subtensors should also be allowed to share level-ℓ X-blocks as long as they do not share level-1 X-blocks. However, there does not seem to be a way to continue our approach to also allow the X blocks to share level-ℓ-blocks. Our approach crucially uses the fact that a level-ℓ X-block uniquely determines the level-ℓ subtensor that it belongs in, to control the structure of level-1 blocks in level-ℓ subtensors. It seems that a truly new idea is needed to be able to control this structure without making the level-ℓ subtensors to have unique level-ℓ variable blocks in one of the dimensions. In other words, we believe that we have reached the limit of generalizing the techniques introduced in [DWZ23].

5The subsequent work [VXXZ24] improves the analysis of higher powers of CWq but not the square.

Second, as in all recent improvements, determining the final running time of our matrix multiplication algorithm requires solving a non-convex optimization problem to determine the best choice of the probability distribution α to use in the laser method. Since we can no longer use a symmetry between the X- and Y - dimensions, our new optimization problem has more variables and appears to be considerably harder to solve to high precision than the problems in prior work. It would be particularly exciting to find an approach to improving ω which does not escalate the need for powerful optimization software and computing systems.

3 Preliminaries

We use by now standard notation as in [AV21, DWZ23, VXXZ24]. The experienced reader may skip this section, as the definitions and notation are the same as in prior work.

3.1 Tensors and Tensor Operations

Tensors. We deal with tensors of order 3 which can be viewed as either 3-dimensional arrays or as trilinear polynomials. We consider the latter representation:

A tensor T over variable sets X = {x_1, . . . , x_{|X|}}, Y = {y_1, . . . , y_{|Y |}}, Z = {z_1, . . . , z_{|Z|}} and field F is a trilinear form T = |X|∑ i=1

|Y |∑

j=1 |Z|∑ k=1 a_{i,j,k} · x_iy_jz_k, where all a_{i,j,k} are from F.

All tensors in this paper have all their entries a_{i,j,k} ∈ {0, 1}. As any field F has a 0 and a 1, all tensors in the paper can be considered to be over any F.

In the following, assume T is a tensor over X = {x_1, . . . , x_{|X|}}, Y = {y_1, . . . , y_{|Y |}}, Z = {z_1, . . . , z_{|Z|}} and T^′ is a tensor over X^′ = {x^′_1, . . . , x^′_{|X′|}}, Y^′ = {y^′_1, . . . , y^′_{|Y ′|}}, Z^′ = {z^′_1, . . . , z^′_{|Z′|}}, written as

T = |X|∑ i=1

|Y |∑

j=1 |Z|∑ k=1 a_{i,j,k} · x_iy_jz_k, T^′ = |X^′|∑

i=1

|Y^′|∑

j=1

|Z^′|∑

k=1 b_{i,j,k} · x^′_iy^′_jz^′_k,

Tensor Operations. We define the sum, direct sum and Kronecker product of two tensors T and T^′:

• The sum T + T^′ is only defined when both tensors are over the same variable sets (X, Y, Z) = (X^′, Y^′, Z^′). T + T^′ is the tensor defined by the sum of the two polynomials defining T and T^′:

T + T^′ = |X|∑ i=1

|Y |∑

j=1 |Z|∑ k=1 (a_{i,j,k} + b_{i,j,k}) · x_iy_jz_k.

• The direct sum T ⊕ T^′ is the sum T + T^′ when the variable sets of T and T^′ are disjoint. In this case, T^′ and T^′ are said to be independent.

If T and T^′ share variables, we first relabel their variables so that the variable sets are disjoint and then T ⊕ T^′ is the sum of the two polynomials over new variables. We write T^{⊕n} := T ⊕ T ⊕ · · · ⊕ T

n copies

to denote the sum of n independent copies^6 of T .

6This is often written as n ⊙ T .

• The Kronecker product is defined as the tensor

T ⊗ T^′ = |X|∑ i=1

|Y |∑

j=1 |Z|∑ k=1

|X^′|∑

i^′=1

|Y^′|∑

j^′=1

|Z^′|∑

k^′=1 a_{i,j,k} · b_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ · (x_i, x^′_i′ ) · (y_j , y^′_j′ ) · (z_k, z^′_k′ )

over variable sets X × X^′, Y × Y^′, and Z × Z^′. We write T^{⊗n} := T ⊗ T ⊗ · · · ⊗ T

n times

to denote the n-th tensor power of T .

• We say T and T^′ are isomorphic^7, denoted by T ≡ T^′, if |X| = |X^′|, |Y | = |Y^′|, |Z| = |Z^′|, and there are permutations π_X , π_Y , π_Z over [|X|], [|Y |], [|Z|] respectively, such that a_{i,j,k} = b_{πX (i),πY (j),πZ (k)} for all i, j, k. In other words, both tensors are equivalent up to a relabeling of the variables.

3.2 Tensor Rank A tensor T over X, Y, Z has rank 1 if there are some vectors a, b, c of length |X|, |Y |, |Z|, respectively so that T = |X|∑ i=1 a_i · x_i |Y |∑

j=1 b_j · y_j |Z|∑ k=1 c_k · z_k. For a tensor T over X, Y, Z, the tensor rank R(T ) is defined to be the minimum integer r ≥ 0 such that T can be written as the sum of r rank 1 tensors. The corresponding sum is called the rank decomposition of T . Tensor rank satisfies subadditivity and submultiplicativity: • R(T + T^′) ≤ R(T ) + R(T^′). • R(T ⊕ T^′) ≤ R(T ) + R(T^′). • R(T ⊗ T^′) ≤ R(T ) · R(T^′). The third item above implies that for all m, R(T^{⊗n}) ≤ R(T )^m, and for many tensors (e.g. 2 × 2 matrix multiplication) the inequality is strict. Due to Fekete’s lemma, the following asymptotic rank ~R(T ) is well-defined for every tensor T : ~R(T ) := lim_{n→∞}(R(T^{⊗n}))^{1/n}. The asymptotic rank is upper bounded by R(T^{⊗m})^{1/m} for any fixed integer m > 0. 3.3 Degenerations, Restrictions, Zero-outs Let T and T^′ be tensors over a field F, T is over X, Y, Z and T^′ is over X^′, Y^′, Z^′.

7Note that in the literature, a more general type of isomorphism is considered, where T and T^′ can be transformed into one another under arbitrary linear transformations between X and X^′, Y and Y^′ and Z and Z^′, or even more generally under degenerations.

Degeneration. Let F[λ] be the ring of polynomials of the formal variable λ. We say that T^′ is a degeneration of T , written as T ⊵ T^′, if there exists F[λ]-linear maps ϕ_X : span_{F[λ]} (X) → span_{F[λ]} (X^′), ϕ_Y : span_{F[λ]} (Y ) → span_{F[λ]} (Y^′), ϕ_Z : span_{F[λ]} (Z) → span_{F[λ]} (Z^′), and d ∈ N such that T^′ = λ^{−d} |X|∑ i=1

|Y |∑

j=1 |Z|∑ k=1 a_{i,j,k} · ϕ_X (x_i) · ϕ_Y (y_j) · ϕ_Z (z_k) + O(λ).

If T^′ ⊵ T , then ~R(T^′) ≤ ~R(T ).

Restriction. Restriction is a special type of degeneration for the case where the maps ϕ_X , ϕ_Y , ϕ_Z are Flinear maps. More specifically, T^′ is a restriction of T if there exist F-linear maps ϕ_X : span_F (X) → span_F (X^′), ϕ_Y : span_F (Y ) → span_F (Y^′), ϕ_Z : span_F (Z) → span_F (Z^′), such that T^′ = |X|∑ i=1

|Y |∑

j=1 |Z|∑ k=1 a_{i,j,k} · ϕ_X (x_i) · ϕ_Y (y_j) · ϕ_Z (z_k). If T^′ is a restriction of T , R(T^′) ≤ R(T ) and consequently ~R(T^′) ≤ ~R(T ).

Zero-out. The laser method utilizes a limited type of restriction called zero-out, namely the maps ϕ_X , ϕ_Y , ϕ_Z set some variables to zero. More specifically, for subsets X^′ ⊆ X, Y^′ ⊆ Y , Z^′ ⊆ Z we define the maps as

ϕ_X (x_i) = { x_i If x_i ∈ X^′, 0 otherwise, and similarly for ϕ_Y , ϕ_Z . The resulting tensor

T^′ = |X|∑ i=1

|Y |∑

j=1 |Z|∑ k=1 a_{i,j,k} · ϕ_X (x_i) · ϕ_Y (y_j ) · ϕ_Z (z_k) = ∑ x_i∈X^′ ∑ y_j ∈Y^′ ∑ z_k∈Z^′ a_{i,j,k} · x_iy_jz_k

is called a zero-out of T . Throughout this paper, we use the notation T^′ = T |_X′_{,Y} ′_{,Z}′ to denote the tensor T^′ obtained from T by setting the variables in X \ X^′, Y \ Y^′, Z \ Z^′ to zero. In this case, we also call T^′ the subtensor of T over X^′, Y^′, Z^′.

3.4 Matrix Multiplication Tensors

For positive integers a, b, c, the a×b×c matrix multiplication tensor ⟨a, b, c⟩ is a tensor over the variable sets {x_{ij} }_{i∈[a],j∈[b]}, {y_{jk}}_{j∈[b],k∈[c]}, {z_{ki}}_{i∈[a],k∈[c]} defined as the tensor computing the a × c (transpose of the) product matrix {z_{ki}}_{i∈[a],k∈[c]} of an a×b matrix {x_{ij} }_{i∈[a],j∈[b]} and b×c matrix {y_{jk}}_{j∈[b],k∈[c]}. Specifically, ⟨a, b, c⟩ = ∑ i∈[a] ∑ j∈[b] ∑ k∈[c] x_{ij} y_{jk}z_{ki}.

Notice that the coefficient in front of z_{ki} is the (i, k) entry of the product of x with y. It is not hard to check that ⟨a, b, c⟩ ⊗ ⟨d, e, f⟩ ≡ ⟨ad, be, cf⟩. Following from the recursive approach introduced by Strassen in [Str69], for any integer q ≥ 2, if R(⟨q, q, q⟩) ≤ r, then one can use the rank decomposition of ⟨q, q, q⟩ to design an arithmetic circuit of size O(n^{logq (r)}) to multiply two n × n matrices. This motivates the definition of the matrix multiplication exponent ω as follows: ω := inf_{q∈N, q≥2} log_q(R(⟨q, q, q⟩)). Namely, for every ε > 0, there exists an arithmetic circuit of size O(n^{ω+ε}) that computes the multiplication of two n × n matrices. Since ⟨q, q, q⟩^{⊗n} ≡ ⟨q^n, q^n, q^n⟩, equivalently ω can be written in terms of the asymptotic rank of ⟨q, q, q⟩ as ω = log_q( ~R(⟨q, q, q⟩)). We also consider the arithmetic complexity of multiplying rectangular matrices of sizes n^a × n^b and n^b × n^c where a, b, c ∈ R_{≥0} . We define ω(a, b, c) as ω(a, b, c) = log_q ( ~R(⟨q^a, q^b, q^c⟩) )

where q ≥ 2 is a positive integer. This means that for any ε > 0, there exists an arithmetic circuit of size O(n^{ω(a,b,c)+ε}) that computes the multiplication of an n^a × n^b matrix with an n^b × n^c matrix.

It is known that ω(a, b, c) = ω(a, c, b) = ω(c, a, b) so that the value remains the same for any permutation of the dimensions a, b, c. In this paper, we focus on bounds for ω(1, κ, 1) for κ > 0.

3.5 Schönhage’s Asymptotic Sum Inequality

From a bound r on the rank of any ⟨a, b, c⟩ tensor, one can obtain an upper bound ω ≤ 3 log_{abc}(r). Schönhage [Sch81] extended this fact by showing that one can obtain an upper bound on ω using any upper bound on the asymptotic rank of a direct sum of matrix multiplication tensors:

Theorem 3.1 (Asymptotic Sum Inequality [Sch81]). For positive integers r > m and a_i, b_i, c_i for i ∈ [m], if ~R (_m ⨁ i=1 ⟨a_i, b_i, c_i⟩ ) ≤ r, then ω ≤ 3τ where τ ∈ [2/3, 1] is the solution to the equation m∑ i=1 (a_i · b_i · c_i)^τ = r.

Analogously, the asymptotic sum inequality can also be used to obtain bounds on the rectangular matrix multiplication as follows.

Theorem 3.2 (Asymptotic Sum Inequality for ω(a, b, c) [Sch81]). Let t, q > 0 be positive integers and a, b, c ≥ 0 , then t · q^{ω(a,b,c)} ≤ ~R (_t ⨁ i=1 ⟨q^a, q^b, q^c⟩ ) .

3.6 The Coppersmith-Winograd Tensor

For a nonnegative integer q ≥ 0, the Coppersmith-Winograd tensor CW_q over the variables X = {x_0, . . . , x_{q+1}}, Y = {y_0, . . . , y_{q+1}}, Z = {z_0, . . . , z_{q+1}} is defined as

CW_q := x_0y_0z_{q+1} + x_0y_{q+1}z_0 + x_{q+1}y_0z_0 + q∑ i=1 (x_0y_iz_i + x_iy_0z_i + x_iy_iz_0).

Coppersmith and Winograd [CW90] showed that ~R(CW_q) ≤ q + 2. Observe that CW_q ≡ ⟨1, 1, q⟩ + ⟨q, 1, 1⟩ + ⟨1, q, 1⟩ + ⟨1, 1, 1⟩ + ⟨1, 1, 1⟩ + ⟨1, 1, 1⟩, where unfortunately + is a sum and not a direct sum, so that Schönhage’s theorem doesn’t immediately apply.

The goal of the laser method is to zero out variables in CW^{⊗n}_q so that Schönhage’s theorem can be applied.

3.7 Base Leveled Partition of CW_q

Consider the 2^{ℓ−1}-th tensor power of CW_q for ℓ ≥ 1. For convenience, denote T^{(ℓ)} := CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q .

Coppersmith and Winograd [CW90] defined a partitioning of the variables of CW_q which is used in all following works including [Vas12, AV21, LG14, DWZ23]. We call this the level-1 partition. More generally, we describe the leveled partition of T^{(ℓ)} which also comes from [CW90] and the subsequent works.

Level-1 Partition. For T^{(1)} = CW_q, its variable sets X^{(1)}, Y^{(1)}, Z^{(1)} are partitioned into three parts

X^{(1)} = X^{(1)}_0 ⊔ X^{(1)}_1 ⊔ X^{(1)}_2 = {x_0} ⊔ {x_1, . . . , x_q} ⊔ {x_{q+1}},

Y^{(1)} = Y^{(1)}_0 ⊔ Y^{(1)}_1 ⊔ Y^{(1)}_2 = {y_0} ⊔ {y_1, . . . , y_q} ⊔ {y_{q+1}},

Z^{(1)} = Z^{(1)}_0 ⊔ Z^{(1)}_1 ⊔ Z^{(1)}_2 = {z_0} ⊔ {z_1, . . . , z_q} ⊔ {z_{q+1}}.

We denote the subtensor T^{(1)}|_{Xi,Yj ,Zk} by T^{(1)}_{i,j,k} and we call it a level-1 constituent tensor. Note that T^{(1)}_{i,j,k} is nonzero if and only if i + j + k = 2. In particular, we can write CW_q as a sum of constituent tensors as follows T^{(1)} = CW_q = ∑ i,j,k≥0 i+j+k=2 T^{(1)}_{i,j,k}.

Level-ℓ Partition. For T^{(ℓ)} = CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q with variable sets X^{(ℓ)}, Y^{(ℓ)}, Z^{(ℓ)}, the above level-1 partition on T^{(1)} induces a natural partition on the variable sets X^{(ℓ)}, Y^{(ℓ)}, Z^{(ℓ)} where parts are indexed by {0, 1, 2}- sequences of length 2^{ℓ−1}. Specifically, for the X variables we get the partition

X^{(ℓ)} = ⨆ (î_1,î_2,...,î_{2ℓ−1} )∈{0,1,2}^{2ℓ−1} X^{(1)}_{î1} ⊗ X^{(1)}_{î2} ⊗ · · · ⊗ X^{(1)}_{î2ℓ−1} .

The partitions for Y - and Z-variables are analogous.

Prior work starting with [CW90] used partitions obtained from the above induced partitions by merging parts whose sequences indices sum to the same number.

X^{(ℓ)} =

2^ℓ⨆

i=0 X^{(ℓ)}_i , where X^{(ℓ)}_i := ⨆ (î_1 ,î_2,...,î_{2ℓ−1} )∈{0,1,2}^{2ℓ−1} ∑ t î_t=i X^{(1)}_{î1} ⊗ X^{(1)}_{î2} ⊗ · · · ⊗ X^{(1)}_{î2ℓ−1} .

This above partition of T^{(ℓ)} is called the level-ℓ partition. One can also view this partition as a coarsening of the level-(ℓ − 1) partition via merging, i.e.,

X^{(ℓ)}_i = ⨆ 0≤i^′≤i 0≤i^′,i−i^′≤2^ℓ X^{(ℓ−1)}_{i′} ⊗ X^{(ℓ−1)}_{i−i′} .

The variable sets Y^{(ℓ)} and Z^{(ℓ)} are partitioned similarly.

Under the level-ℓ partition, denote the subtensor T^{(ℓ)}|_X(ℓ)_{i ,Y} (ℓ)_{j ,Z}(ℓ)_k by T^{(ℓ)}_{i,j,k} and call it a level-ℓ constituent

tensor. Call X^{(ℓ)}_i , Y^{(ℓ)}_j , Z^{(ℓ)}_k level-ℓ variable blocks. We omit the superscript (ℓ) when ℓ is clear from context.

Note that T^{(ℓ)}_{i,j,k} ≠ 0 if and only if i + j + k = 2^ℓ. Thus:

T^{(ℓ)} = CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q = ∑ i,j,k≥0 i+j+k=2^ℓ T^{(ℓ)}_{i,j,k}.

3.8 Leveled Partition for Large Tensor Powers of CW_q

In the laser method, we focus on a tensor power of CW_q in the form (T^{(ℓ)})^{⊗n} = (CW_q)^{⊗n·2ℓ−1} . We set N := n · 2^{ℓ−1} and note that the leveled partition of T^{(ℓ)} induces a partition on (T^ℓ)^{⊗n}. We recall some basic terminology and notation with respect to the leveled-partition of (T^ℓ)^{⊗n}.

Level-1 partition of (CW_q)^{⊗N} . In level-1, we view (CW_q)^{⊗N} as the tensor (T^{(1)})^{⊗N} and consider the partition induced by the level-1 partition on T^{(1)}. Each level-1 X-variable block X_Î is indexed by a sequence Î = (Î_1, . . . , Î_N ) of length N in {0, 1, 2}N . The variable block X_I is defined as

X_Î := X^{(1)}_{Î1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ X^{(1)}_{ÎN} ,

where X^{(1)}_{It} for t ∈ [N] is the level-1 partition of T^{(1)}. We call X_Î a level-1 variable block and Î its level-1 index sequence. The level-1 Y - and Z-variable blocks Y_Ĵ and Z_{K̂} are defined similarly for level-1 index sequences Ĵ, K̂ ∈ {0, 1, 2}^N . Then notice that X_Î , Y_Ĵ , Z_{K̂} form a nonzero subtensor of (T^{(1)})^{⊗N} if Î_t + Ĵ_t + K̂_t = 2 for all t ∈ [N]. Thus we write (T (1))⊗N as a sum of subtensors

(T^{(1)})^{⊗N} = ∑ Î,Ĵ,K̂∈{0,1,2}N Î_t+Ĵ_t+K̂_t=2 ∀t∈[N]

(T^{(1)})^{⊗N} | |_{XÎ ,YĴ ,ZK̂} .

For convenience, we use X_Î Y_Ĵ Z_{K̂} to denote the subtensor (T^{(1)})^{⊗N} |_{XÎ ,YĴ ,ZK̂} and we call X_Î Y_Ĵ Z_{K̂} a level-1 triple.

Level-ℓ partition of (CW_q)^{⊗N} . In level-ℓ, we view (CW_q)^{⊗N} as the tensor (T^{(ℓ)})^{⊗n} where n = N/2^{ℓ−1} and consider the partition induced by the level-ℓ partition on T^{(ℓ)}. Each level-1 X-variable block X_I is indexed by a sequence I ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2^ℓ}^n of length n. The variable block X_I is defined as

X_I := X^{(ℓ)}_{I1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ X^{(ℓ)}_{In}

where X^{(ℓ)}_i (0 ≤ i ≤ 2^ℓ) is the i-th part in the level-ℓ partition of T^{(ℓ)}. We call X_I a level-ℓ variable block and I its level-ℓ index sequence. The level-ℓ Y - and Z-variable blocks Y_J and Z_K are defined similarly for level-ℓ index sequences J, K ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2^ℓ}^n. Similarly, the level-ℓ variable blocks X_I , Y_J , Z_K form a nonzero subtensor of (T^{(ℓ)})^{⊗n} when I_t + J_t + K_t = 2^ℓ for all t ∈ [n]. So we can write

(T^{(ℓ)})^{⊗n} = ∑ Î,Ĵ,K̂∈{0,1,2ℓ}n I_t+J_t+K_t=2^ℓ ∀t∈[N] (T^{(ℓ)})^{⊗n}|_{XI ,YJ ,ZK} .

As in the level-1 partition, for convenience, we use the notation X_I Y_J Z_K to denote the subtensor (T^{(ℓ)})^{⊗n}|_{XI ,YJ ,ZK} and we call such X_I Y_J Z_K a level-ℓ triple.

In addition, note that since the level-ℓ partition of T^{(ℓ)} is a coarsening of the partition induced by the level- 1 partition of T^{(1)}, a level-1 variable block X_Î is contained in a level-ℓ variable block X_I if the sequence I^′ = (I^′_1, . . . , I^′_n) formed by taking I^′_t = ∑_2ℓ−1 i=1 Î_{(t−1)·2ℓ−1 +i} satisfies I′_t = I_t for all t ∈ [n]. Namely, if

taking the sum of consecutive length-2^{ℓ−1} subsequences in Î yields the sequence I, then X_Î is contained in X_I . In this case, we use the notation Î ∈ I and X_Î ∈ X_I .

3.9 Distributions and Entropy

We only consider distributions with a finite support. Let α be a distribution supported on a set S, i.e. we have α(s) ≥ 0 for all s ∈ S and ∑ s∈S α(s) = 1. The entropy of α, denoted as H(α), is defined as H(α) := − ∑ s∈S α(s)>0 α(s) log α(s),

where the log has base 2. We use the following well-known combinatorial fact.

Lemma 3.3. Let α be a distribution over the set [s] = {1, . . . , s}. Let N > 0 be a positive integer, then we have ( N α(1)N, . . . , α(s)N ) = 2^{N(H(α)±o(1))} .

For two distributions α and β over the sets S and S^′ respectively, we define the joint distribution α × β as the distribution over S × S^′ = {(s, s^′) | s ∈ S, s^′ ∈ S^′} such that (α × β)(s, s^′) = α(s) · β(s^′). When S and S^′ are sets of integer sequences, we will instead define α × β as a distribution over all integer sequences that can be obtained by concatenating one sequence in S and one sequence in S^′, such that (α × β)(s ∘ s^′) = α(s) · β(s^′), where s ∘ s^′ denotes the concatenation of s and s^′.

3.10 Complete Split Distributions

Motivated by the leveled partition of tensor powers of CW_q, the complete split distribution is defined to characterize the level-1 variable blocks contained in level-ℓ variable blocks. (Complete split distributions were first defined and used by [VXXZ24].)

Definition 3.4 (Complete Split Distribution). A complete split distribution for a level-ℓ constituent tensor T_{i,j,k} with i + j + k = 2^ℓ is a distribution on all length 2^{ℓ−1} sequences (î_1,î_2, . . . ,î_2ℓ−1 ) ∈ {0, 1, 2}^{2ℓ−1} .

For a level-1 index sequence Î ∈ {0, 1, 2}^{2ℓ−1 ·n}, we say that it is consistent with a complete split distribution β if the proportion of any index sequence (î_1,î_2, . . . ,î_2ℓ−1 ) in {( Î_{(t−1)·2ℓ−1 +p})^{2ℓ−1}_{p=1} | | t ∈ [n] }

equals β(î_1,î_2, . . . ,î_2ℓ−1 ). Namely, for every (î_1, . . . ,î_2ℓ−1 ) ∈ {0, 1, 2}^{2ℓ−1} , we have | |{t ∈ [n] | | (Î_{(t−1)·2ℓ−1+p})2^{ℓ−1}_{p=1} = (î_1, . . . ,î_{2ℓ−1} )} | | = β(î_1,î_2, . . . ,î_{2ℓ−1} ) · n. Notice that any level-1 index sequence Î ∈ {0, 1, 2}^{2ℓ−1 ·n} defines a complete split distribution by computing the proportion of each type of length-2^{ℓ−1} consecutive chunks present in Î. More specifically, we have the following definition.

Definition 3.5. Given a level-1 index sequence Î ∈ {0, 1, 2}^{2ℓ−1 ·n}, its complete split distribution over (î_1, . . . ,î_2ℓ−1 ) ∈ {0, 1, 2}^{2ℓ−1} is defined as

split (^ I )(^ i_1, . . . ,î_2ℓ−1 ) = 1 n · | | { t ∈ [n] | | (^ I_{(t−1)·2}ℓ−1_{+p} )_2ℓ−1 p=1 = (^ i_1, . . . ,î_2ℓ−1 )}| |. Given a subset S ⊆ [n], we can define the complete split distribution over (î_1, . . . ,î_2ℓ−1 ) ∈ {0, 1, 2}^{2ℓ−1} given by Î restricted to the subset S as

split (^ I, S )(^ i_1, . . . ,î_2ℓ−1 ) = 1 |S| · | |{t ∈ S | | (Î_{(t−1)·2ℓ−1 +p})2^{ℓ−1}_{p=1} = (î_1, . . . ,î_{2ℓ−1} )} | |.

Given two complete split distributions β_1 and β_2 over the length-2^{ℓ−1} index sequences {0, 1, 2}^{2ℓ−1} , the L_∞ distance between β_1 and β_2 is defined to be

‖β_1 − β_2‖_∞ = max σ∈{0,1,2}^{2ℓ−1} |β_1(σ) − β_2(σ)|.

For any constant ε > 0 and a fixed complete split distribution β, we say that a level-1 index sequence Î ∈ {0, 1, 2}2^{ℓ−1} ·n is consistent with β up to ε error if ‖split(Î) − β‖_∞ ≤ ε. When the ε is clear from context, we say that Î is approximately consistent with β if it is consistent with β up to ε error.

Definition 3.6. For a level-ℓ constituent tensor T_{i,j,k}, an integer exponent N, a constant ε ≥ 0, and three complete split distributions β_X , β_Y , β_Z for the X-, Y -, Z-variables respectively, we define T^{⊗N}_{i,j,k}[β_X , β_Y , β_Z , ε] := ∑ level-1 triple X_Î Y_Ĵ Z_{K̂} in T^{⊗N}_{i,j,k} Î approximately consistent with β_X Ĵ approximately consistent with β_Y K̂ approximately consistent with β_Z

X_Î Y_Ĵ Z_{K̂} .

It is a subtensor of T^{⊗N}_{i,j,k} over all level-1 X-, Y -, Z-variable blocks that are approximately consistent with β_X, β_Y, β_Z, respectively. When ε = 0, we will simplify the notation to T^{⊗N}_{i,j,k}[β_X , β_Y , β_Z ].

3.11 Salem-Spencer Sets In the hashing step of the laser method, we make use of the existence of a large dense subset of Z_M that avoids 3-term arithmetic progressions, as given by Salem and Spencer [Beh46] and Behrend [Beh46].

Theorem 3.7 ([SS42, Beh46]). For every positive integer M > 0, there exists a subset B ⊆ Z_M of size |B| ≥ M · e^{−O(√log M)} = M^{1−o(1)} that contains no nontrivial 3-term arithmetic progressions. Specifically, any a, b, c ∈ B satisfy a + b ≡ 2c (mod M) if and only if a = b = c.

4 Algorithm Outline

Our high-level framework is similar to previous works [DWZ23, VXXZ24], and we borrow definitions such as interface tensors, compatibility, and usefulness. We begin by defining the notion of interface tensors, which captures the structure of the intermediate tensors we obtain from different stages of our algorithm and pass to the next stages.

Definition 4.1 (Interface Tensor). For a positive integer ℓ ≥ 1 and any constant 0 ≤ ε ≤ 1, a level-ℓ ε-interface tensor T^∗ with parameter list {(n_t, i_t, j_t, k_t, β_{X,t}, β_{Y,t}, β_{Z,t})}_{t∈[s]} is defined as T^∗ := s⨂ t=1 T^{⊗nt}_{it,jt,kt} [β_{X,t}, β_{Y,t}, β_{Z,t}, ε], where i_t + j_t + k_t = 2^ℓ for every t ∈ [s] (i.e., T_{it,jt,kt} is a level-ℓ constituent tensor) and β_{X,t}, β_{Y,t}, β_{Z,t} are level-ℓ complete split distributions for X-, Y -, Z-variables respectively. We call each T^{⊗nt}_{it,jt,kt} [β_{X,t}, β_{Y,t}, β_{Z,t}, ε] a term of T^∗. When ε = 0, we will simply call T^∗ a level-ℓ interface tensor.

Input: (CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )^{⊗n}

Zero out level-ℓ block according to α

Asymmetric hashing

Z-Compatibility Zero out I

Z-Compatibility Zero out II

Z-Usefulness Zero out

Fix holes

Output: Independent copies of interface tensors

(a) Global stage algorithm outline in [VXXZ24]

Every level-ℓ X-block and Y -block is in a unique level-ℓ triple

Every level-1 Z-block is in unique level-ℓ triple

Input: (CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )^{⊗n}

Zero out level-ℓ block according to α

More asymmetric hashing

Y -Compatibility Zero out I

Y -Compatibility Zero out II

Y -Usefulness Zero out

Z-Compatibility Zero out I

Z-Compatibility Zero out II

Z-Usefulness Zero out

Fix holes

Output: Independent copies of interface tensors

Every level-ℓ X-block is in a unique level-ℓ triple

Every level-1 Y -block is in a unique level-ℓ triple

Every level-1 Z-block is in a unique level-ℓ triple

(b) Global stage algorithm outline in this work

Figure 1: Main differences between the global stage algorithm in [VXXZ24] and this work as outlined in Section 4.1. Other technical differences are omitted.

Our algorithm takes ( CW^{⊗2ℓ∗−1} q )_{⊗n} as input, and applies the global stage of the algorithm described in Section 5 to degenerate it into independent copies of a level-ℓ^∗ ε_ℓ∗ -interface tensor. For every ℓ ∈ [ℓ^∗], we will have a parameter ε_ℓ controlling the error margin of level-ℓ interface tensors. Then for ℓ = ℓ^∗, ℓ^∗ − 1, . . . , 2, we apply the constituent stage of the algorithm described in Section 6 to degenerate a level-ℓ ε_ℓ-interface tensor into a tensor product between independent copies of level-(ℓ − 1) ε_{ℓ−1}-interface tensors and a matrix multiplication tensor. Eventually, we obtain a tensor product between independent copies of level-1 ε_1- interface tensors and a matrix multiplication tensor, which can then be degenerated into independent copies of matrix multiplication tensors. Thus, the overall algorithm degenerates ( CW^{⊗2ℓ∗−1} q )_{⊗n} into independent copies of matrix multiplication tensors as desired.

4.1 Algorithm Outline

The framework for the constituent stage is similar to the framework for the global stage. For simplicity, we only present the outline of our global stage algorithm for ε = 0 as it captures the main ideas of our algorithm and illustrates the main differences between our algorithm and [VXXZ24]’s. A high-level comparison between our algorithm and [VXXZ24]’s is provided in Fig. 1.

As mentioned earlier, the goal of the global stage is to take ( CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )_{⊗n} as input (for convenience, we will use ℓ to denote ℓ^∗), and output a set of level-1-independent level-ℓ interface tensors. Since our algorithm treats the X, Y, Z dimensions asymmetrically and there are six permutations of the X, Y, Z dimensions, we can essentially apply our algorithm in six different ways. As a result, we will split ( CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )_{⊗n} into

⨂ r∈[6] ( CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )_{⊗Ar·n} for some A_1, . . . , A_6 ≥ 0 and

∑_6 r=1 A_r = 1, where we call each ( CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )_{⊗Ar·n} a region. We apply our algorithm for each permutation of the X, Y, Z dimensions on one of the regions. We note that in [VXXZ24], two of the three dimensions are treated symmetrically, so they only need to split the input tensor into 3 regions instead of 6. For simplicity, we outline each step of our algorithm on a fixed permutation without splitting ( CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )_{⊗n} into regions in the following.

1. Zero out according to α. This is a standard first step present in all previous applications of the laser method. For some distribution α over level-ℓ constituent tensors, let α_X, α_Y, α_Z be the marginal distributions of α on the X-, Y -, Z-dimensions respectively. We zero out X-, Y -, Z-variable blocks that are not consistent with α_X, α_Y, α_Z respectively.

2. Asymmetric hashing. Similar to [DWZ23, VXXZ24], we then apply asymmetric hashing. Unlike previous works, where after the asymmetric hashing each level-ℓ X-variable block X_I or Y -variable block Y_J is contained in a unique level-ℓ triple X_I Y_J Z_K , we only require each level-ℓ X-block to be contained in a unique triple. Moreover, the number of triples containing each level-ℓ Y -block is at most the number of triples containing each level-ℓ Z-block.

3. Y -compatibility zero-outs. In [DWZ23, VXXZ24], the next step is to do some zeroing outs based on a notion of compatibility defined for level-1 Z-blocks, provided that every level-1 X- and Y -block is contained in a unique block triple. So in our algorithm, we first need to ensure that each level-1 Y -block is contained in a unique block triple by performing the following sub-steps. Note that our goal is to obtain an interface tensor with {β_{X,i,j,k}, β_{Y,i,j,k}, β_{Z,i,j,k}}_{i+j+k=2ℓ} as its complete split distributions. Since each level-ℓ X-block is contained in a unique block triple, we are already able to identify the subset of indices t with X_t = i, Y_t = j, Z_t = k for every i, j, k. This means that we can compute the complete split distributions for each level-1 X-block with respect to these indices, and zero out any level-1 X-block that is not consistent with {β_{X,i,j,k}}_{i+j+k=2ℓ} .

(a) Y -compatibility zero-out I. Then we define a notion of compatibility for a level-1 Y -block with respect to a level-ℓ block triple containing it. We say a level-1 Y -block is compatible with a level-ℓ block triple if they satisfy the compatibility conditions. We zero out all level-1 Y -blocks that are not compatible with any triple.

(b) Y -compatibility zero-out II. In this step, we zero out the level-1 Y -blocks that are compatible with more than one triple. After this step, we can ensure that each level-1 Y -block is contained in a unique level-ℓ block triple and it is compatible with that triple.

(c) Y -usefulness zero-out. At this point, each level-1 Y -block is contained in a unique triple, so we can zero out a level-1 Y -block if it is not consistent with {β_{Y,i,j,k}}_{i+j+k=2ℓ} , similar to what we did to the level-1 X-blocks.

4. Z-compatibility zero-outs. Although after the more asymmetric hashing step, we only have X-blocks in a unique triple, notice that after Y -compatibility zero-outs, we achieve the property that now every level-1 X- and Y -block is compatible with a unique level-ℓ triple. This property is weaker than the property achieved in [DWZ23, VXXZ24] after their original asymmetric hashing steps, but this is sufficient for later steps. In particular, in our Z-compatibility zero-out, we can perform essentially the same procedure as in [VXXZ24] to achieve the property that every level-1 Z-block is compatible with a unique level-ℓ triple.

5. Fixing holes. Now every level-1 block is contained in a unique level-ℓ triple, but some of the level-1 blocks we zeroed out in Y -compatibility zero-out and Z-compatibility zero-out become holes, i.e., the copies of the interface tensors we obtain miss some variables due to the compatibility zero-outs. We use the following result to fix these holes.

Theorem 4.2 ([VXXZ24, Corollary 3.2]). Let T be a level-ℓ interface tensor with parameter list {(n_t, i_t, j_t, k_t, β_{X,t}, β_{Y,t}, β_{Z,t})}_{t∈[s]}. Let N = 2^{ℓ−1} · ∑ t∈[s] nt. Suppose T1, . . . , Tr are broken copies of T where ≤ 1 8N fraction of level-1 X-, Y - and Z-blocks are holes. If r ≥ 2^{C1N/ log N} for some large enough constant C_1 > 0, the direct sum ⨁_r i=1 T_i can degenerate into an unbroken copy of T .

5 Global Stage

For our global stage algorithm, the input is the tensor CW^{⊗N}_q where N = n · 2^{ℓ∗−1}. The algorithm will output a set of independent copies of level-ℓ^∗ interface tensors that is degenerated from the input tensor. For convenience, we use ℓ to denote ℓ^∗ in the rest of this section.

Given a distribution α over the set {(i, j, k) ∈ Z^3_{≥0} | i + j + k = 2^ℓ} and level-ℓ complete split distributions β_{X,i,j,k}, β_{Y,i,j,k}, β_{Z,i,j,k} we define the quantities listed in Table 2.

In particular, our notations follow the general rules below:

1. Given a function f(i, j, k), we may replace any of the input by the symbol ∗ or +. If an input coordinate is a ∗, then it means the sum over f evaluated at all the inputs that are ≥ 0 in this input coordinate; if an input coordinate is a +, then it means the sum over f evaluated at all the inputs that are > 0 in this input coordinate. For example, f(∗, j, k) = ∑ i≥0 f(i, j, k) and f(∗, +, k) = ∑ i≥0,j>0 f(i, j, k). We will also use f, together with the symbols ∗ or + to denote a weighted average. Typically, we use this notation on the complete split distributions β, and the average is weighted by α. For instance, β_{X,∗,+,k} =^1_{α(∗,+,k)} ∑ i≥0,j>0 α(i, j, k) · βX,i,j,k. 2. Given a family of sets S_{i,j,k}, we may replace any of the subscripts by the symbol ∗ or +. If any coordinate of the subscript is a ∗, then it means the union over S_{i,j,k} with subscript ≥ 0 on this coordinate; if any coordinate of the subscript is a +, then it means the union over S_{i,j,k} with subscript > 0 on this coordinate. For example, S_{∗,j,k} = ⋃ i≥0 S_{i,j,k} and S_{∗,+,k} = ∑ i≥0,j>0 Si,j,k. In the following proposition, for every r ∈ [6], we have the distirbutions α^{(r)}, β^{(r)}_{X,i,j,k}, β^{(r)}_{Y,i,j,k}, β^{(r)}_{Z,i,j,k} correspondingly and we use the superscript (r) on variables obtained from α^{(r)}, β^{(r)}_{X,i,j,k}, β^{(r)}_{Y,i,j,k}, β^{(r)}_{Z,i,j,k}.

Proposition 5.1. ( CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )_{⊗n} can be degenerated into a direct sum of 2^{(∑6r=1 ArEr )n−o(n)} copies of a level-ℓ interface tensor with parameter list {( n · A_r · α^{(r)}(i, j, k), i, j, k, β^{(r)}_{X,i,j,k} , β^{(r)}_{Y,i,j,k}, β^{(r)}_{Z,i,j,k} )} r∈[6], i+j+k=2^ℓ where

• 0 ≤ A_r ≤ 1,

∑_6

r=1 A_r = 1;

Notation Definition

α_X, α_Y, α_Z

The marginal distributions of α on the X, Y, Z-dimension respectively. E.g. for any i, α_X(i) = ∑ j,k α(i, j, k), similarly for α_Y(j), α_Z(k). P_α The penalty term P_α := max_α′_{∈D} H(α^′) − H(α) ≥ 0 where D is the set of distributions with marginals α_X, α_Y, α_Z. α(i, +, +) α(i, +, +) := ∑ j>0,k>0 α(i, j, k) α(+, j, +) α(+, j, +) := ∑ i>0,k>0 α(i, j, k) α(+, +, k) α(+, +, k) := ∑ i>0,j>0 α(i, j, k) β_{X,i,+,+} β_{X,i,+,+} :=^1_{α(i,+,+)} ∑ j>0,k>0 α(i, j, k) · βX,i,j,k β_{Y,+,j,+} β_{Y,+,j,+} :=^1_{α(+,j,+)} ∑ i>0,k>0 α(i, j, k) · βY,i,j,k β_{Z,+,+,k} β_{Z,+,+,k} :=^1_{α(+,+,k)} ∑ i>0,j>0 α(i, j, k) · βZ,i,j,k β_{X,∗,∗,∗} β_{X,∗,∗,∗} := ∑ i,j,k α(i, j, k) · βX,i,j,k β_{Y,∗,∗,∗} β_{Y,∗,∗,∗} := ∑ i,j,k α(i, j, k) · βY,i,j,k β_{Z,∗,∗,∗} β_{Z,∗,∗,∗} := ∑ i,j,k α(i, j, k) · βX,i,j,k β_{X,i,∗,∗} β_{X,i,∗,∗} =^1 ∑ j+k=2ℓ−i α(i,j,k) ∑ j+k=2^ℓ−i α(i, j, k) · βX,i,j,k β_{Y,∗,j,∗} β_{Y,∗,j,∗} =^1 ∑ i+k=2ℓ−j α(i,j,k) ∑ i+k=2^ℓ−j α(i, j, k) · βY,i,j,k β_{Z,∗,∗,k} β_{Z,∗,∗,k} =^1 ∑ i+j=2ℓ−k α(i,j,k) ∑ i+j=2^ℓ−k α(i, j, k) · βZ,i,j,k η_Y η_Y = ∑ i,j,k:k=0 α(i, j, k) · H(βY,i,j,k) + ∑ j α(∗, j, +) · H(β_{Y,∗,j,+}) λ_Z λ_Z = ∑ i,j,k:i=0 or j=0 α(i, j, k) · H(βZ,i,j,k) + ∑ k α(+, +, k) · H(β_{Z,+,+,k}) Table 2: Table of notations with respect to a distribution α over {(i, j, k) ∈ Z^3_{≥0} | i+j +k = 2^ℓ} and level-ℓ complete split distributions β_{X,i,j,k}, β_{Y,i,j,k}, β_{Z,i,j,k}.

• α^{(r)} for every r ∈ [6] is a distribution over {(i, j, k) ∈ Z^3_{≥0} | i + j + k = 2^ℓ};

• For every W ∈ {X, Y, Z}, β^{(r)}_{W,i,j,k} for r ∈ [6], i + j + k = 2^ℓ is a level-ℓ complete split distribution;

• For each r ∈ [6], define π_r : {X, Y, Z} → {X, Y, Z} as the r-th permutation in the lexicographic order. Then

E_r := min { H(α^{(r)}_{πr(X)}) − P^{(r)}_α , H(β^{(r)}_{πr(Y ),∗,∗,∗}) − η^{(r)}_{πr(Y )}, H(β^{(r)}_{πr(Z),∗,∗,∗}) − λ^{(r)}_{πr(Z)} } . The following remark illustrates some simple relationships between the complete split distributions for the X-,Y -,Z-dimensions that we can assume without loss of generality, which will be useful in our algorithms.

Remark 5.2 ([VXXZ24]). Without loss of generality, we can assume that, for every r, i, j, k, and every L ∈ {0, 1, 2}^{2ℓ−1} , β^{(r)}_{X,i,0,k}(L) = β^{(r)}_{Z,i,0,k}(⃗2 − L), β^{(r)}_{Z,0,j,k}(L) = β^{(r)}_{Y,0,j,k}(⃗2 − L), β^{(r)}_{Y,i,j,0}(L) = β^{(r)}_{X,i,j,0}(⃗2 − L), where ⃗2 denotes the length-(2^{ℓ−1} ) vector whose coordinates are all 2, and β^{(r)}_{X,i,j,k}(L) = 0 if ∑ t L_t ≠ i, β^{(r)}_{Y,i,j,k}(L) = 0 if ∑ t L_t ≠ j, β^{(r)}_{Z,i,j,k}(L) = 0 if ∑ t L_t ≠ k, because otherwise, the level-ℓ interface tensor will be the zero tensor and the lemma will follow trivially.

The following is a corollary of Proposition 5.1. We omit its proof as it is similar to the proof of [VXXZ24, Theorem 5.3].

Theorem 5.3. For any ε > 0, 2^{o(n)} independent copies of (CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )^{⊗n} can be degenerated into 2^{(∑6r=1 ErAr−o1/ε(1))n−o(n)} independent copies of a level-ℓ ε-interface tensor with parameter list {( n · A_r · α^{(r)}(i, j, k), i, j, k, β^{(r)}_{X,i,j,k} , β^{(r)}_{Y,i,j,k}, β^{(r)}_{Z,i,j,k} )} r∈[6],i+j+k=2^ℓ where the constraints are the same as those in Proposition 5.1.^8

In the remainder of this section, we prove Proposition 5.1.

5.1 Dividing into Regions

As in previous works [DWZ23, VXXZ24], we partition the n-th tensor power of CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q into several “regions”. For each different region, we use a different permutation for the roles of the X-, Y -, Z-dimensions. In [DWZ23, VXXZ24], they partition (CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )^{⊗n} into three regions due to the fact that two out of the three dimensions are treated symmetrically in their algorithms. Since our method is more asymmetric, we need to partition (CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )^{⊗n} into six regions instead. More specifically, we consider ( CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )_{⊗n} ≡ 6⨂ r=1 ( CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )_{⊗Ar ·n}

for A_1, . . . , A_6 ≥ 0 and A_1 + · · · + A_6 = 1, and we denote the r-th region by T^{(r)}.

In the following, we will focus on the analysis for T^{(1)}, as the analysis for the other regions follows identically. For simplicity, we will drop the superscript (1).

8o_{1/ε}(1) denotes a function f(ε) where f(ε) → 0 as ε → 0. We also use o_{1/ε}(n) to denote o_{1/ε}(1) · n.

5.2 More Asymmetric Hashing

This hashing step is standard in all previous literature on applications of the laser method, but we repeat the description of the hashing procedure for completeness.

Let α be a distribution on {(i, j, k) ∈ Z^3_{≥0} | i + j + k = 2^ℓ}, and let α_X, α_Y, α_Z be the marginal distributions of α on the three dimensions respectively.

First, in T , we zero out the level-ℓ X-blocks that are not consistent with α_X, the level-ℓ Y -blocks that are not consistent with α_Y, and the level-ℓ Z-block that are not consistent with α_Z. Let N_{BX}, N_{BY}, N_{BZ} be the number of remaining X-, Y -, Z-blocks respectively, N_{αX,αY,αZ} be the number of remaining block triples, and N_α be the number of remaining block triples consistent with α. These values can be approximated in the standard way:

Claim 5.4.

N_{BX} = 2^{H(αX )·A1n±o(n)}, N_{BY} = 2^{H(αY)·A1n±o(n)}, N_{BZ} = 2^{H(αZ)·A1n±o(n)}, N_α = 2^{H(α)·A1 n±o(n)}, N_{αX,αY,αZ} = 2^{(H(α)+Pα )·A1n±o(n)}. Let M_0 ≥ 8 · N_{αX,αY,αZ} N_{BY} (1) be an integer yet to be fixed, and let M ∈ [M_0, 2M_0] be a prime number (its existence is guaranteed by Bertrand’s postulate). For random b_0, {w_t}^n_{t=0} ∈ Z_M, we define three hash functions h_X , h_Y , h_Z : {0, . . . , 2^ℓ}^n → Z_M as:

h_X (I) = b_0 + (_n ∑ t=1 w_t · I_t ) mod M,

h_Y (J) = b_0 + ( w_0 + n∑ t=1 w_t · J_t ) mod M,

h_Z (K) = b_0 + 1 2 ( w_0 + n∑ t=1 w_t · (2^ℓ − K_t) ) mod M. Let B be the Salem-Spencer subset of Z_M of size M^{1−o(1)} from Theorem 3.7 that contains no three-term arithmetic progressions. Then we zero out all the level-ℓ X-blocks X_I where h_X (I) ∉ B, all the level-ℓ Y -blocks Y_I where h_Y (J) ∉ B, and all the level-ℓ Z-blocks X_K where h_Z (K) ∉ B.

Note that by definition of the hash functions, we have h_X (I) + h_Y (J) = 2h_Z (K) for any block triple X_I Y_J Z_K (as h_X (I), h_Y (J), h_Z (K) ∈ Z_M , this equation holds modulo M if we view them as integers in Z). Therefore, since we only keep blocks whose hash values belong to the Salem-Spencer set B, all remaining block triples X_I Y_J Z_K must have h_X (I) = h_Y (J) = h_Z (K) = b for some b ∈ B. Now for every b ∈ B, if there are two blocks triples X_I Y_J Z_K and X_I Y_J ′ Z_K′ that are both hashed to b and share the same X-block X_I , we zero out X_I .

We call the tensor after this zeroing out T_{hash} and note that every level-ℓ X-block is in a unique level-ℓ block triple in T_{hash}. We highlight the fact that this is the start of the main deviation from previous works. In comparison with previous works, in [DWZ23, VXXZ24], after this step all level-ℓ X-blocks and Y -blocks are in unique blocks triples; in earlier works [Str86, Vas12, DS13, LG14, AV21], all level-ℓ blocks are in unique block triples.

We summarize the properties of this hashing procedure and T_{hash} in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.5 (Properties of more asymmetric hashing). The above described procedure and its output T_{hash} satisfy the following:

1. (Implicit in [CW90], see also [DWZ23]) For any level-ℓ block triple X_I Y_J Z_K ∈ T and every bucket b ∈ Z_M, we have Pr [ h_X (I) = h_Y (J) = h_Z (K) = b ] = 1 M^2 . Furthermore, for any b ∈ Z_M we have that any two different block triples X_I Y_J Z_K , X_I Y_J ′ Z_K′ ∈ T that share the same X-block satisfy Pr [ h_X (I) = h_Y (J^′) = h_Z (K^′) = b | | h_X (I) = h_Y (J) = h_Z (K) = b] = 1 M . The same holds for different blocks that share the same Y -block or Z-block.

2. (Similar to [VXXZ24, Claim 5.6]) For every b ∈ B and every level-ℓ block triple X_I Y_J Z_K ∈ T consistent with α, we have

Pr[X_I Y_J Z_K ∈ T_{hash} | h_X (I) = h_Y (J) = h_Z (K) = b] ≥ 3 4 . 3. ([VXXZ24, Claim 5.7])

E [number of level-ℓ triples in T_{hash}] ≥ N_α · M^{−1−o(1)}_0 .

5.3 Y-Compatibility Zero-Out Let S^{(I,J,K)} i,j,k := {t ∈ [n] | It = i, Jt = j, Kt = k} and S^{(J)}_{∗,j,∗} := {t ∈ [n] | J_t = j}, S^{(K)}_{∗,∗,k} := {t ∈ [n] | K_t = k}. We will drop the superscripts if the context is clear.^9

Recall that in T_{hash}, every level-ℓ X-block is in a unique block triple, so given a level-ℓ block X_I , we can uniquely determine the level-ℓ block triple X_I Y_J Z_K containing it. For any i, j, k, and any level-1 block X_Î ∈ X_I , if split(Î, S_{i,j,k}) ≠ β_{X,i,j,k}, we zero out X_Î .

The overall goal of this step is to zero out some level-1 Y -blocks, so that each remaining level-1 Y -block belongs to a unique level-ℓ block triple as well.

5.3.1 Y -Compatibility Zero-Out I

Given any level-1 Y -block Y_Ĵ , if there exists a j such that split(Ĵ, S_{∗,j,∗}) ≠ β_{Y,∗,j,∗}, then we zero out Y_Ĵ . Eventually, the goal is to obtain independent copies of the interface tensor with complete split distributions {β_{X,i,j,k}, β_{Y,i,j,k}, β_{Z,i,j,k}}_{i+j+k=2ℓ} . For any Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J , if Y_Ĵ belongs to such an interface tensor, then we must have split(Ĵ, S_{∗,j,∗}) = β_{Y,∗,j,∗} for every j. This is because if there exist X_Î ∈ X_I and Z_{K̂} ∈ Z_K such that X_Î Y_Ĵ Z_{K̂} ∈ X_I Y_J Z_K , where X_Î Y_Ĵ Z_{K̂} is consistent with the complete split distributions and X_I Y_J Z_K

9If we follow our general rules for notation described at the beginning of Section 5 strictly, S^{(J)}_{∗,j,∗} and S^{(K)}_{∗,∗,k} would be denoted as S^{(I,J,K)} ∗,j,∗ and S (I,J,K) ∗,∗,k , but notice that the extra superscripts can be dropped as they do not affect the values of S (I,J,K) ∗,j,∗ and S (I,J,K) ∗,∗,k .

is consistent with α, then one can verify that split(Ĵ, S_{∗,j,∗}) = β_{Y,∗,j,∗} for every j regardless of what X_Î and Z_{K̂} are. So it does not hurt to zero out these Y_Ĵ blocks. We call the tensor obtained after this zero-out T^Y_{comp}.

Next, we define the notion of compatibility for level-1 Y -blocks, which is similar to the definition of compatibility in [VXXZ24].

Definition 5.6 (Y-Compatibility). Given a level-ℓ triple X_I Y_J Z_K and a level-1 Y -block Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J , we say that Y_Ĵ is compatible with X_I Y_J Z_K if the followings hold:

1. For every (i, j, k) ∈ Z^3_{≥0} with i + j + k = 2^ℓ and k = 0, split(Ĵ, S_{i,j,k}) = β_{Y,i,j,k}.

2. For every index j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2^ℓ}, split(Ĵ, S_{∗,j,∗}) = β_{Y,∗,j,∗}.

Claim 5.7. In T^Y_{comp}, for every level-1 block triple X_Î Y_Ĵ Z_{K̂} and the level-ℓ block triple X_I Y_J Z_K that contains it, Y_Ĵ is compatible with X_I Y_J Z_K .

Proof. It is easy to see that Item 2 is satisfied by our procedure since we will zero out all the level-1 Y_Ĵ block if there exists j ∈ {0, . . . , 2^ℓ} such that split(Ĵ, S_{∗,j,∗}) ≠ β_{Y,∗,j,∗}. So it suffices to show Item 1.

Note that all the remaining level-1 X-blocks X_Î satisfy split(Î, S_{i,j,k}) = β_{X,i,j,k} for all (i, j, k) ∈ Z^3_{≥0} with i+j +k = 2^ℓ due to the first zero-out in Section 5.3 on level-1 X-blocks. Now consider (i, j, k) ∈ Z^3_{≥0} with k = 0 and i+j+k = 2^ℓ. In a remaining level-1 triple X_Î Y_Ĵ Z_{K̂} , we must have split(Î, S_{i,j,k}) = β_{X,i,j,k}. Then since k = 0, we have K_t = 0 for all t ∈ S_{i,j,k}, i.e. (K̂_{(t−1)·2}ℓ−1_{+1}, K̂_{(t−1)·2}ℓ−1_{+2}, . . . , K̂_{t·2}ℓ−1 ) = ⃗0. Since we have for each t̂ ∈ {(t − 1) · 2^{ℓ−1} + 1, . . . , t · 2^{ℓ−1}}, Î_{t̂} + Ĵ_{t̂} + K̂_{t̂} = 2, we have for all t ∈ S_{i,j,k}, ( Ĵ_{(t−1)·2ℓ−1 +1}, Ĵ_{(t−1)·2ℓ−1 +2}, . . . , Ĵ_{t·2ℓ−1} ) = ⃗2 − ( Î_{(t−1)·2ℓ−1 +1}, Î_{(t−1)·2ℓ−1 +2}, . . . , Î_{t·2ℓ−1} ) . So for every length 2^{ℓ−1} tuple L ∈ {0, 1, 2}^{2ℓ−1} we must have split(Ĵ, S_{i,j,k})(L) = split(Î, S_{i,j,k})(⃗2 − L) = β_{X,i,j,k}(⃗2 − L). By Remark 5.2, we have that split(Ĵ, S_{i,j,k})(L) = β_{X,i,j,k}(⃗2 − L) = β_{Y,i,j,k}(L) as desired.

5.3.2 Y -Compatibility Zero-Out II

After the previous step, it is guaranteed that every remaining level-1 Y -block Y_Ĵ is compatible with all the level-ℓ block triples containing it by Claim 5.7. In order to ensure that each remaining Y_Ĵ belongs to a unique triple after further zero-outs, it suffices to guarantee that Y_Ĵ belongs to a unique triple that it is compatible with. Therefore, given any Y_Ĵ that is compatible with more than one triple, we zero it out.

After this step, each remaining Y_Ĵ belongs to a unique triple, and additionally Y_Ĵ is compatible with this triple.

5.3.3 Y -Usefulness Zero-Out

At this point, each remaining level-1 block Y_Ĵ belongs to a unique triple X_I Y_J Z_K . So now we can check whether split(Ĵ, S_{i,j,k}) = β_{Y,i,j,k} for all i, j, k, and zero out Y_Ĵ if there exists some i, j, k such that the equality does not hold.

For convenience, we define the following notion of usefulness.

Definition 5.8 (Y-Usefulness). Given a level-ℓ triple X_I Y_J Z_K and a level-1 block Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J , we say Y_Ĵ is useful for X_I Y_J Z_K if split(Ĵ, S_{i,j,k}) = β_{Y,i,j,k} for every i, j, k.

Using the above definition, this step is equivalent to zeroing out every level-1 block Y_Ĵ that is not useful for the unique triple containing it. We call the remaining tensor after this step T^Y_{useful}.

5.4 Z-Compatibility Zero-Out After Y -compatibility zero out, every level-1 Y -block Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J must be in a unique level-ℓ triple X_I Y_J Z_K and the same holds for every level-1 X-block X_Î as well. The goal of this step is to zero out some level-1 Z-blocks Z_{K̂} so that every level-1 Z-block is also in a unique level-ℓ triple. We note that this step is similar to the compatibility zero-out and usefulness zero-out steps in [VXXZ24] and Definitions 5.9 and 5.11 are identical to the definition of compatibility and usefulness respectively in [VXXZ24].

5.4.1 Z-Compatibility Zero-Out I Given any level-1 block Z_{K̂} ∈ Z_K , we zero out Z_{K̂} if there exists a k such that split(K̂, S_{∗,∗,k}) ≠ β_{Z,∗,∗,k}. We call the obtained tensor T^Z_{comp}.

Next, we are ready to define compatibility for level-1 Z_{K̂} blocks.

Definition 5.9 (Z-Compatibility). Given a level-ℓ triple X_I Y_J Z_K and a level-1 Z-block Z_{K̂} ∈ Z_K , we say that Z_{K̂} is compatible with X_I Y_J Z_K if the followings hold:

1. For every (i, j, k) ∈ Z^3_{≥0} with i + j + k = 2^ℓ, i = 0 or j = 0, split(K̂, S_{i,j,k}) = β_{Z,i,j,k}. 2. For every index k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2^ℓ}, split(K̂, S_{∗,∗,k}) = β_{Z,∗,∗,k}.

Claim 5.10 ([VXXZ24, Claim 5.9]). In T^Z_{comp}, for every level-1 block triple X_Î Y_Ĵ Z_{K̂} and the level-ℓ block triple X_I Y_J Z_K that contains it, Z_{K̂} is compatible with X_I Y_J Z_K .

5.4.2 Z-Compatibility Zero-Out II: Unique Triple Now in T^Z_{comp}, every level-1 Z-block Z_{K̂} is compatible with the level-ℓ triple X_I Y_J Z_K containing it, but there can be multiple level-ℓ triples containing the level-1 block Z_{K̂} . So in this step, we zero out Z_{K̂} if it is compatible with more than one level-ℓ triple. Then the remaining tensor satisfies the property that every level-1 Z_{K̂} is contained in a unique level-ℓ triple, and Z_{K̂} is compatible with that triple.

5.4.3 Z-Usefulness Zero-Out For convenience, we also define the notion of usefulness for Z-blocks.

Definition 5.11 (Z-Usefulness). Given a level-ℓ triple X_I Y_J Z_K and a level-1 block Z_{K̂} ∈ Z_K , we say that Z_{K̂} is useful for X_I Y_J Z_K if split(K̂, S_{i,j,k}) = β_{Z,i,j,k} for every i, j, k.

We zero out every level-1 blocks Z_{K̂} that is not useful for the unique triple containing it and call the remaining tensor T^Z_{useful}.

5.5 Fixing Holes At this stage, the subtensor of the remaining tensor T^Z_{useful} over X_I Y_J Z_K is a subtensor of the following tensor T^∗ = ⨂ i+j+k=2^ℓ T^{⊗A1·α(i,j,k)·n} i,j,k [βX,i,j,k, βY,i,j,k, βZ,i,j,k], i.e., it is the level-ℓ interface tensor with parameter list {(A_1 · α(i, j, k) · n, i, j, k, β_{X,i,j,k}, β_{Y,i,j,k}, β_{Z,i,j,k})}_{i+j+k=2ℓ} . More precisely:

Claim 5.12. For any level-ℓ block triple X_I Y_J Z_K contained in T_{hash}, the subtensor of T^Z_{useful} restricted to the level-ℓ blocks X_I , Y_J , Z_K is a subtensor of T^∗, where the missing variables in this subtensor are exactly those level-1 blocks Y_Ĵ that are compatible with multiple level-ℓ triples in T^Y_{comp} and level-1 blocks Z_{K̂} that are compatible with multiple level-ℓ triples in T^Z_{comp}.

Proof. We first show that for any level-ℓ block triple X_I Y_J Z_K in T_{hash}, T^Z_{useful}|_{XI YJ ZK} is a subtensor of T^∗. Note that we already have T_{hash}|_{XI YJ ZK} ≡ ⨂ i+j+k=2^ℓ T^{⊗A1·α(i,j,k)·n} i,j,k , so it suffices to show that all the level-1 triples X_Î Y_Ĵ Z_{K̂} remaining in T^Z_{useful} satisfy the followings for all i, j, k: 1. split(Î, S_{i,j,k}) = β_{X,i,j,k}, 2. split(Ĵ, S_{i,j,k}) = β_{Y,i,j,k}, 3. split(K̂, S_{i,j,k}) = β_{Z,i,j,k}. Note that Item 1 is automatically satisfied due to the step in Y -compatibility zero-out since we zero out any level-1 X_Î ∈ X_I with i, j, k such that split(Î, S_{i,j,k}) ≠ β_{X,i,j,k}. Item 2 is satisfied due to Y -usefulness zero-out and Item 3 is satisfied due to Z-usefulness zero-out. Thus, T^Z_{useful}|_{XI YJ ZK} is a subtensor of T^∗.

Now we first analyze what the missing Y variables are. Note that for level-1 Y_Ĵ blocks, we have enforced the following conditions:

(1) In Y -compatibility zero-out I, we enforce that split(Ĵ, S_{∗,j,∗}) = β_{Y,∗,j,∗}. (2) In Y -compatibility zero-out II, we enforce that each Ĵ is compatible with a unique level-ℓ triple. (3) In Y -usefulness zero-out, we enforce that split(Ĵ, S_{i,j,k}) = β_{i,j,k} for every i, j, k.

We claim that condition (3) is strictly stronger than condition (1) because by definition, given (3) we have split(Ĵ, S_{∗,j,∗}) = 1 ∑ i,k α(i, j, k) ∑ i+j=2^ℓ−k α(i, j, k) · split(Ĵ, S_{i,j,k})

= 1 ∑ i,k α(i, j, k) ∑ i+j=2^ℓ−k α(i, j, k) · β_{Y,i,j,k} = β_{Y,∗,j,∗}.

Also, enforcing condition (3) does not create missing Y variables, as it is enforcing the necessary complete split distribution condition in the definition of T^∗. Thus, the missing variables are exactly due to enforcing condition (2), i.e. the level-1 Y_Ĵ blocks that are compatible with more than one level-ℓ triples. Similarly, the missing Z variables are exactly those level-1 Z_{K̂} blocks that are compatible with more than one level-ℓ triples.

Furthermore, observe that T^Z_{useful}|_{XI YJ ZK} is level-1-independent for different block triples X_I Y_J Z_K : the X-blocks are level-ℓ-independent after the zero-out in the asymmetric hashing step; for Y - and Z-blocks, by Claims 5.7 and 5.10, each level-1 block is compatible with all the level-ℓ triples containing it, and we zeroed out all level-1 Y - and Z-blocks that are compatible with multiple level-ℓ triples, so the remaining level-1 Y - and Z-blocks belong to unique level-ℓ triples. As a result,

T^Z_{useful} = ⨁ X_I Y_J Z_K remaining

T^Z_{useful}|_{XI YJ ZK} (2)

is a direct sum of broken copies of T^∗.

To fix the holes, we need to first bound the fraction of holes in the broken copies of T^∗ contained in T^Z_{useful}. Similar to the analysis in [VXXZ24], we introduce the notion of typicalness for level-1 Y -blocks and Z-blocks and define the values p_{Y,comp} and p_{Z,comp} respectively. Previously, the notion of typicalness and p_{comp} were only defined with respect to level-1 Z_{K̂} blocks. This is because previously only level-1 Z_{K̂} blocks could become holes in the remaining tensor. However, in our case both level-1 Y_Ĵ blocks and Z_{K̂} blocks can become holes, so we need to define similar notions for Y_Ĵ blocks accordingly.

Definition 5.13 (Y -Typicalness). A level-1 Y -block Y_Ĵ in a level-ℓ Y -block Y_J is typical if split(Ĵ, S_{∗,j,∗}) = β_{Y,∗,j,∗} for every j. When Y_J is consistent with α_Y, this condition is equivalent to split(Ĵ, [A_1n]) = β_{Y,∗,∗,∗}.

Definition 5.14 (Z-Typicalness). A level-1 Z-block Z_{K̂} in a level-ℓ Z-block Z_K is typical if split(K̂, S_{∗,∗,k}) = β_{Z,∗,∗,k} for every k. When Z_K is consistent with α_Z, this condition is equivalent to split(K̂, [A_1n]) = β_{Z,∗,∗,∗}.

Then we can define the values p_{Y,comp} and p_{Z,comp} as the probability of a typical level-1 Y_Ĵ -block (resp. Z_{K̂} -block) being compatible with a random level-ℓ triple X_I Y_J Z_K where Ĵ ∈ J (resp. K̂ ∈ K).

Definition 5.15 (p_{Y,comp}). For a fixed Y_J and a fixed typical Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J , p_{Y,comp} is the probability of Y_Ĵ being compatible with a uniformly random block triple X_I Y_J Z_K consistent with α.

Definition 5.16 (p_{Z,comp}). For a fixed Z_K and a fixed typical Z_{K̂} ∈ Z_K , p_{Z,comp} is the probability of Z_{K̂} being compatible with a uniformly random block triple X_I Y_J Z_K consistent with α.

For any two different typical level-1 blocks Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J and Y_{Ĵ ′} ∈ Y_J ′ , their level-1 complete split distributions are the same. It is not difficult to see that p_{Y,comp} defined using Y_Ĵ is the same as p_{Y,comp} defined using Y_{Ĵ ′} . This implies that the definition of p_{Y,comp} is not dependent on the choice of the level-1 block Y_Ĵ , so it is well-defined. The same holds for p_{Z,comp} due to the same reasoning.

Claim 5.17. The value of p_{Y,comp} is 2^{(ηY −H(βY,∗,∗,∗)+H(αY ))·A1n±o(n)}, where we recall

η_Y = ∑ i,j,k:k=0 α(i, j, k) · H(β_{Y,i,j,k}) + ∑ j α(∗, j, +) · H(β_{Y,∗,j,+}).

Proof. We define the following two quantities:

(P ) The number of tuples (I, J, K, Ĵ ) where X_I Y_J Z_K is consistent with α, Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J and Y_Ĵ is typical.

(Q) The number of tuples (I, J, K, Ĵ ) where X_I Y_J Z_K is consistent with α, Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J and Y_Ĵ is typical, and additionally Y_Ĵ is compatible with the triple X_I Y_J Z_K .

Notice that by definition and by symmetry of different choices of Y_Ĵ and Y_J , p_{Y,comp} = Q/P .

The quantity P is simple to calculate, as it is the number of block triples X_I Y_J Z_K consistent with α (this quantity is 2^{H(α)·A1 n±o(n)}) times the number of typical Y_Ĵ contained in every Y_J . The total number of typical Y_Ĵ that is contained in some Y_J consistent with α_Y is 2^{H(βY,∗,∗,∗)·A1n±o(n)}. These Y_Ĵ are evenly distributed among all Y_J consistent with α_Y , so each Y_J contains 2^{(H(βY,∗,∗,∗)−H(αY ))·A1n±o(n)} typical Y_Ĵ . Overall, P = 2^{(H(α)+H(βY,∗,∗,∗)−H(αY ))·A1n±o(n)}. Next, we consider how to compute Q. Similar to the alternative definition of compatibility in the proof of Claim 5.14 in [VXXZ24], we have the following claim:

Claim 5.18. Given a level-ℓ triple X_I Y_J Z_k that is consistent with α, a level-1 block Y_Ĵ with Ĵ ∈ J is compatible with X_I Y_J Z_K if and only if the following holds:

1. For every (i, j, k) ∈ Z^3_{≥0} satisfying i + j + k = 2^ℓ and k = 0, split(Ĵ, S_{i,j,k}) = β_{Y,i,j,k}. 2. For j ∈ {0, . . . , 2^ℓ}, split(Ĵ, S_{∗,j,+}) = β_{Y,∗,j,+} where S_{∗,j,+} = ⋃ i≥0,k>0 Si,j,k. We omit the proof, since it is similar to the proof of the equivalence between two definitions of compatibility in the proof of Claim 5.14 in [VXXZ24].

Fix some X_I Y_J Z_K that is consistent with α, {S_{i,j,0}}_{i,j} ∪ {S_{∗,j,+}}_j is a partition of [A_1n], and we can consider the possibilities of Ĵ on each of these parts. For S_{i,j,0}, the number of possibilities of Ĵ is 2^{H(βY,i,j,0 )·α(i,j,0)·A1n±o(n)}, as we must have split(Ĵ, S_{i,j,0}) = β_{Y,i,j,0}. For S_{∗,j,+}, the number of possibilities of Ĵ is 2^{H(βY,∗,j,+)·α(∗,j,+)·A1n±o(n)}, as we must have split(Ĵ, S_{∗,j,+}) = β_{Y,∗,j,+}. Clearly, by combining each set of possibilities from each part, the resulting Ĵ is typical. The total number of possible Ĵ for a fixed triple X_I Y_J Z_K is thus 2^{(∑i,j,k:k=0 H(βY,i,j,0)·α(i,j,0)+∑j H(βY,∗,j,+)·α(∗,j,+))A1 n±o(n)} = 2^{ηY A1n±o(n)}. Therefore, Q = 2^{(H(α)+ηY )A1n±o(n)}. Finally, p_{Y,comp} = Q/P = 2^{(ηY −H(βY,∗,∗,∗)+H(αY ))·A1n±o(n)}.

Claim 5.19 ([VXXZ24, Claim 5.14]). The value of p_{Z,comp} is 2(^{λZ −H(βZ,∗,∗,∗)+H(αZ)})^{A1·n±o(n)}, where we recall that

λ_Z = ∑ i,j,k:i=0 or j=0 α(i, j, k) · H(β_{Z,i,j,k}) + ∑ k α(+, +, k) · H(β_{Z,+,+,k}).

Claim 5.20 (Essentially [VXXZ24, Claim 5.16]). For every b ∈ B, every level-ℓ block triple X_I Y_J Z_K consistent with α, and every typical Z_{K̂} ∈ Z_K , the probability that Z_{K̂} is compatible with multiple triples in T^Z_{comp} is at most N_α · p_{Z,comp} N_{BZ} · M_0 , conditioned on h_X (I) = h_Y (J) = h_Z (K) = b.

Similarly, for every b ∈ B, every level-ℓ block triple X_I Y_J Z_K consistent with α, and every typical Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J , the probability that Y_Ĵ is compatible with multiple triples in T^Y_{comp} is at most N_α · p_{Y,comp} N_{BY} · M_0 , conditioned on h_X (I) = h_Y (J) = h_Z (K) = b.

Initially, in Eq. (1) we required M_0 ≥ 8 ·^{NαX,αY,αZ}_{NBX} . Now we finalize all constraints on M_0, and set

M_0 = max { 8 · N_{αX,αY,αZ} N_{BX} , N_α · p_{Y,comp} N_{BY} · 80N, N_α · p_{Z,comp} N_{BZ} · 80N } (3) = 2^{max{H(α)+Pα−H(αX ),ηY −H(βY,∗,∗,∗)+H(α),λZ −H(βZ,∗,∗,∗)+H(α)}·A1 n±o(n)}. (4) For every b ∈ B and every level-ℓ block triple X_I Y_J Z_K consistent with α that is hashed to bucket b in asymmetric hashing, we consider the probability that it remains in T^Z_{useful} and T^Z_{useful}|_{XI YJ ZK} is a copy of T^∗ with a small number of holes.

First, by Item 2 in Lemma 5.5, the level-ℓ block X_I Y_J Z_K remains with probability at least^3_4 . By Claim 5.20, the expected fractions of holes for level-1 Z-blocks is at most^{Nα·pZ,comp}_{NBZ·M0} ≤^1_{80N} . By Markov’s inequality, this fraction exceeds^1_{8N} with probability ≤ 1/10. The same applies to the fraction of holes of Y -variables. Therefore, by union bound, with constant probability, the level-ℓ block X_I Y_J Z_K remains and T^Z_{useful}|_{XI YJ ZK} is a broken copy of T^∗ whose fraction of holes is ≤^1_{8N} in all three dimensions. The expected number of such X_I Y_J Z_K is N_α · M^{−1−o(1)}, so in expectation, we obtain N_α · M^{−1−o(1)} independent broken copies of T^∗ with ≤^1_{8N} fraction of holes, and by Theorem 4.2, we can degenerate them into N_α · M^{−1−o(1)} unbroken copies of T^∗.

5.6 Summary

In conclusion, the above algorithm degenerates ( CW^{⊗2ℓ−1}_q )_{⊗A1·n} into N_α · M^{−1−o(1)} 0 ≥ 2^{A1n·min} { H(α^{(1)}_X )−P^{(1)}_α , H(β^{(1)}_{Y,∗,∗,∗})−η^{(1)}_Y , H(β^{(1)}_{Z,∗,∗,∗})−λ^{(1)}_Z } −o(n) independent copies of a level-ℓ interface tensor T^∗ with parameter list {( n · A_1 · α^{(1)}(i, j, k), i, j, k, β^{(1)}_{X,i,j,k} , β^{(1)}_{Y,i,j,k}, β^{(1)}_{Z,i,j,k} )} i+j+k=2^ℓ . In region r ∈ [6], let π_r : {X, Y, Z} → {X, Y, Z} be the r-th permutation in the lexicographic order and we perform the same procedure with π_r(X)-blocks in place of X-blocks, π_r(Y )-blocks in place of Y -blocks and π_r(Z)-blocks in place of Z-blocks. Note that we have described the procedure in the first region which corresponds to the identity permutation. In the end, we take the tensor product over the output tensor of the algorithm over all 6 regions.

6 Constituent Stage

The framework for our constituent stage algorithm is almost identical to the framework for our global stage algorithm, but for the sake of rigor and notations we present these two stages separately.

In the level-ℓ constituent stage, the algorithm takes as input a collection of level-ℓ ε-interface tensors, and degenerates them into the tensor product between a matrix multiplication tensor (obtained from the parts of the interface tensor where i_t = 0, j_t = 0 or k_t = 0) and a collection of independent copies of level-(ℓ − 1) ε^′-interface tensors for some ε^′ > 0 (obtained from the other parts).

More specifically, given an ε-interface tensor with parameters {(n_t, i_t, j_t, k_t, β_{X,t}, β_{Y,t}, β_{Z,t})}_{t∈[s]}, we use the notation n := ∑ t n_t and N := 2^{ℓ−1} · n.

Remark 6.1. We can assume without loss of generality that the parameters additionally satisfy the following:

• For every t ∈ [s] with j_t = 0, and every L ∈ {0, 1, 2}^{2ℓ−1} , β_{X,t}(L) = β_{Z,t}(⃗2 − L). The same holds between β_{X,t} and β_{Y,t} when k_t = 0, and between β_{Y,t} and β_{Z,t} when i_t = 0.

• For every t ∈ [s] and every L ∈ {0, 1, 2}^{2ℓ−1} , β_{X,t}(L) = 0 if ∑ q L_q ≠ i_t. The same holds for β_{Y,t}, β_{Z,t} with respect to j_t, k_t correspondingly.

To obtain matrix multiplication tensors from the parts of the interface tensors where i_t = 0 or j_t = 0 or k_t = 0, we invoke the following theorem.

Theorem 6.2 ([VXXZ24]). If k_t = 0, then T^{⊗nt}_{it,jt,kt} [β_{X,t}, β_{Y,t}, β_{Z,t}, ε] ≡ ⟨1, M, 1⟩, where M = 2^{nt(H(βX,t)±o1/ε(1))±o(n)} · q^{nt} ∑ (î1,î2,...,î 2ℓ−1 ) β_{X,t}(î_1,î_2,...,î_{2ℓ−1} ) ∑_2ℓ−1 p=1 [î_p=1] . Similar results hold for the case when i_t = 0 or j_t = 0.

We use Theorem 6.2 to degenerate the terms t ∈ [s] where i_t = 0 or j_t = 0 or k_t = 0 into matrix multiplication tensors, and we can take their product to obtain a single matrix multiplication tensor. So now we are left with the remaining terms t ∈ [s] where i_t ≠ 0, j_t ≠ 0, k_t ≠ 0. Without loss of generality, we can reorder the terms so that the remaining terms are the first s^′ ≤ s terms.

For every t ∈ [s^′], we have a triple of level-ℓ complete split distributions (β_{X,t}, β_{Y,t}, β_{Z,t}) associated with the n_t-th tensor power of the constituent tensor T_{it,jt,kt} . We define a distribution γ_{X,t} on {0, . . . , 2^{ℓ−1}}^2 as follows: for l_X , r_X ∈ {0, . . . , 2^{ℓ−1}},

γ_{X,t}(l_X , r_X ) := ∑ (î_1,î_2,...,î_{2ℓ−1} ): î_1+···+î_{2ℓ−2} =l_X , î_{2ℓ−2+1}+···+î_{2ℓ−1} =r_X

β_{X,t}(î_1,î_2, . . . ,î_2ℓ−1 ).

The distribution γ_{X,t} specifies how a level-ℓ index sequence i_t splits into two level-(ℓ − 1) index sequences. We define γ_{Y,t} and γ_{Z,t} similarly.

Let α_t be a distribution on possible combinations of (l_X , l_Y , l_Z ) ∈ {0, . . . , 2^{ℓ−1}}^3 such that the marginals of α_t are consistent with γ_{X,t}(l_X , i−l_X ), γ_{Y,t}(l_Y , j−l_Y ), γ_{Z,t}(l_Z , k−l_Z ). Moreover, let β_{X,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , β_{Y,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , β_{Z,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ be level-(ℓ − 1) complete split distributions. Given t ∈ [s^′], we define the following quantities in Table 3.

Notation Definition

P_{α,t} the penalty term P_{α,t} := max_α′_{t∈D} H(α^′_t) − H(α_t) ≥ 0 where D is the set of distributions whose marginal distributions on the three dimensions are consistent with γ_{X,t}(l_X , i − l_X ), γ_{Y,t}(l_Y , j − l_Y ), γ_{Z,t}(l_Z , k − l_Z ) respectively.

α_t(i^′, +, +) α_t(i^′, +, +) := ∑ j^′>0,k^′>0 αt(i ′, j^′, k^′) α_t(+, j^′, +) α_t(+, j^′, +) := ∑ i^′>0,k^′>0 αt(i ′, j^′, k^′) α_t(+, +, k^′) α_t(+, +, k^′) := ∑ i^′>0,j^′>0 αt(i ′, j^′, k^′) α_t(i^′, <, <) α_t(i^′, <, <) := ∑ j^′<j_t,k^′<k_t αt(i ′, j^′, k^′) α_t(<, j^′, <) α_t(<, j^′, <) := ∑ i^′<i_t,k^′<k_t αt(i ′, j^′, k^′) α_t(<, <, k^′) α_t(<, <, k^′) := ∑ i^′<i_t,j^′<j_t αt(i ′, j^′, k^′) β_{X,t,i}′_{,+,+} β_{X,t,i}′_{,+,+} :=^1_{αt(i′,+,+)} ∑ i^′>0,k^′>0 αt(i ′, j^′, k^′) · β_{X,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ β_{Y,t,+,j}′_{,+} β_{Y,t,+,j}′_{,+} :=^1_{αt(+,j′,+)} ∑ j^′>0,k^′>0 αt(i ′, j^′, k^′) · β_{Y,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ β_{Z,t,+,+,k}′ β_{Z,t,+,+,k}′ :=^1_{αt(+,+,k′)} ∑ i^′>0,j^′>0 αt(i ′, j^′, k^′) · β_{Z,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ η_{Y,t} η_{Y,t} := ∑ i^′,j^′ (αt(i ′, j^′, 0) + α_t(i_t − i^′, j_t − j^′, k_t − k^′))H(β_{Y,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,0}) + ∑ j^′ (αt(∗, j ′, +) + α_t(∗, j_t − j^′, <))H(β_{Y,t,∗,j}′_{,+}) λ_{Z,t} λ_{Z,t} = ∑ i^′,j^′,k^′ : i^′=0 or j^′=0 ( α_t(i^′, j^′, k^′) + α_t(i_t − i^′, j_t − j^′, k_t − k^′) ) · H(β_{Z,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) + ∑ k^′ ( α_t(+, +, k^′) + α_t(<, <, k_t − k^′) ) · H(β_{Z,+,+,kt−k}′ ) Table 3: Table of notations with respect to distributions {α_t}_{t∈[s}′_] over all possible combinations of (l_X , l_Y , l_Z ) such that the marginals of α_t are consistent with γ_{X,t}(l_X , i−l_X ), γ_{Y,t}(l_Y , j −l_Y ), γ_{Z,t}(l_Z , k−l_Z ) and level-(ℓ − 1) complete split distributions β_{X,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , β_{Y,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , β_{Z,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ .

Our notations satisfy the following general rules:

1. Given t ∈ [s^′], when we refer to values in the the distribution α_t(i^′, j^′, k^′), we may replace any of the input by the symbol + or <. If an input coordinate is a +, then it means the sum over α evaluated at all the inputs that are > 0 in this input coordinate; if an input coordinate is a <, then it means the sum over α evaluated at all the inputs that are < the t-th coordinate of the corresponding index sequence i, j, k in this input coordinate. See examples in Table 3.

2. Given t ∈ [s^′], when we refer to values in the complete split distribution β_{X,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , we may replace any of the input by the symbol + or ∗. If an input coordinate is a +, then it means the sum over β_{X,t} evaluated at all the inputs that are > 0 in this input coordinate; if an input coordinate is a ∗, then it means the sum over β_{X,t} evaluated at all the inputs in this input coordinate. Similar as before, we use β_{X,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ with i^′, j^′, k^′ replaced by either ∗ or + to denote the weighted average of the corresponding values with respect to the distribution α_t. See examples in Table 3.

3. For some t ∈ [s^′], when given a family of sets S_{t,i,j,k}, we may replace any of the subscripts i, j, k by the symbol ∗ or +. If any coordinate of the subscript is a ∗, then it means the union over S_{t,i,j,k} with subscript ≥ 0 on this coordinate; if any coordinate of the subscript is a +, then it means the union over S_{t,i,j,k} with subscript > 0 on this coordinate. As an example S_{t,∗,j,k} = ⋃ i≥0 S_{t,i,j,k}, S_{t,∗,+,k} = ∑ i≥0,j>0 St,i,j,k. In the following proposition, we will use the above definitions for different t ∈ [s^′] and r ∈ [6]. We will use t in the subscripts and (r) in the superscripts on variables to specify that they are computed from values of α^{(r)}_t , β^{(r)}_{X,t}, β^{(r)}_{Y,t} , β^{(r)}_{Z,t}, {β^{(r)}_{X,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ }_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , {β^{(r)}_{Y,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ }_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , {β^{(r)}_{Z,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ }_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ . Proposition 6.3. For ε > 0, an s^′-term level-ℓ ε-interface tensor with parameters {(n_t, i_t, j_t, k_t, β_{X,t}, β_{Y,t}, β_{Z,t})}_{t∈[s}′_] for i_t, j_t, k_t > 0 ∀ t ∈ [s^′] can be degenerated into 2^{(∑6r=1 Er)−o(n)−o1/ε (n)} independent copies of a level-(ℓ − 1) interface tensor with parameter list {( n_t · A_{t,r} · ( α^{(r)}_t (i^′, j^′, k^′) + α^{(r)}_t (i_t − i^′, j_t − j^′, k_t − k^′) ) , i^′, j^′, k^′, β^{(r)}_{X,t,i′,j′,k′} , β^{(r)}_{Y,t,i′,j′,k′} , β^{(r)}_{Z,t,i′,j′,k′} )}

with t ∈ [s^′], r ∈ [6], i^′ + j^′ + k^′ = 2^{ℓ−1}, 0 ≤ i^′ ≤ i_t, 0 ≤ j^′ ≤ j_t, 0 ≤ k^′ ≤ k_t such that • 0 ≤ A_{t,r} ≤ 1 for every t ∈ [s^′], r ∈ [6] and

∑_6

r=1 A_{t,r} = 1 for every t ∈ [s^′];

• For every t, and for every W ∈ {X, Y, Z},

∑_6

r=1 A_{t,r}β^{(r)}_{W,t} = β_{W,t} (the β^{(r)}_{W,t}’s are intermediate variables that will be used later);

• For every W ∈ {X, Y, Z}, r ∈ [6] and i^′ + j^′ + k^′ = 2^{ℓ−1}, β^{(r)}_{W,t,i′,j′,k′} is a level-(ℓ − 1) complete split distribution;

• For every W ∈ {X, Y, Z}, t ∈ [s^′] and r ∈ [6], β^{(r)}_{W,t} = ∑ i^′,j^′,k^′ α^{(r)}_t (i^′, j^′, k^′) · ( β^{(r)}_{W,t,i′,j′,k′} × β^{(r)}_{W,t,it−i′,jt−j′,kt−k′} ) ; • For each r ∈ [6], define π_r : {X, Y, Z} → {X, Y, Z} as the r-th permutation in the lexicographic order. Then

E_r := min { ∑ t∈[s^′] A_{t,r} · n_t · ( H(γ^{(r)}_{πr(X),t}) − P^{(r)}_{α,t} ) , ∑ t∈[s^′] A_{t,r} · n_t · ( H(β^{(r)}_{πr(Y ),t}) − η^{(r)}_{πr(Y ),t} ) , ∑ t∈[s^′] A_{t,r} · n_t · ( H(β^{(r)}_{πr(Z),t}) − λ^{(r)}_{πr(Z),t} )} .

Theorem 6.4. For ε > 0, we can degenerate 2^{o(n)} independent copies of s^′-term level-ℓ 3ε-interface tensor with parameters {(n_t, i_t, j_t, k_t, β_{X,t}, β_{Y,t}, β_{Z,t})}_{t∈[s}′_] where i_t, j_t, k_t > 0 ∀ t ∈ [s^′] into 2^{(∑6r=1 Er)−o(n)−o1/ε (n)} independent copies of a level-(ℓ − 1) ε-interface tensor with parameter list {( n_t · A_{t,r} · ( α^{(r)}_t (i^′, j^′, k^′) + α^{(r)}_t (i_t − i^′, j_t − j^′, k_t − k^′) ) , i^′, j^′, k^′, β^{(r)}_{X,t,i′,j′,k′} , β^{(r)}_{Y,t,i′,j′,k′} , β^{(r)}_{Z,t,i′,j′,k′} )}

for t ∈ [s^′], r ∈ [6], i^′ + j^′ + k^′ = 2^{ℓ−1}, 0 ≤ i^′ ≤ i_t, 0 ≤ j^′ ≤ j_t, 0 ≤ k^′ ≤ k_t satisfying the same properties as in Proposition 6.3.

The proof of Theorem 6.4 assuming Proposition 6.3 is the same as the proof of [VXXZ24, Theorem 6.3], so we omit the proof here. We prove Proposition 6.3 in the remainder of this section.

6.1 Dividing into Regions

For every t ∈ [s^′], we divide the t-th term to 6 regions. More specifically, we pick A_{t,r} ≥ 0 for r ∈ [6] such that ∑ r A_{t,r} = 1, where A_{t,r} denotes the proportion of the r-th region inside the t-th term. For each region r, we pick complete split distributions β^{(r)}_{X,t} , β^{(r)}_{Y,t} , β^{(r)}_{Z,t} for the X-, Y -, Z-dimensions respectively, so that 6∑ r=1 β^{(r)}_{X,t} A_{t,r} = β_{X,t}, 6∑ r=1 β^{(r)}_{Y,t} A_{t,r} = β_{Y,t}, 6∑ r=1 β^{(r)}_{Z,t} A_{t,r} = β_{Z,t}. These complete split distributions also need to satisfy conditions in Remark 6.1.

Then we only keep level-1 blocks that are consistent with these complete split distributions. More specifically, we keep a level-1 X-block only if for all t ∈ [s^′], r ∈ [6], its corresponding portion in the r-th region of the t-th part is ε-approximate consistent with β^{(r)}_{X,t} . We similarly zero out level-1 Y - and Z-blocks.

The following claim shows the structure of the remaining tensor. We omit its proof as it is simple and similar to [VXXZ24, Claim 6.4].

Claim 6.5. After the above zeroing-out, we obtain a tensor that is isomorphic to 6⨂ r=1 s^′⨂

t=1 T^{⊗At,rnt} i_t,j_t,k_t [β (r) X,t , β^{(r)}_{Y,t} , β^{(r)}_{Z,t} , ε]. In the remainder of this section, we will focus on the first region of the tensor, which we denote as

T^{(1)} := s^′⨂

t=1 T^{⊗At,1nt} i_t,j_t,k_t [β (1) X,t , β^{(1)}_{Y,t} , β^{(1)}_{Z,t} , ε].

We will omit the superscript (1) from now on.

6.2 More Asymmetric Hashing Next, we apply more asymmetric hashing. Recall that for each t ∈ [s^′], α_t is a distribution over the set {(i^′, j^′, k^′) ∈ Z^3_{≥0} : i^′ + j^′ + k^′ = 2^{ℓ−1}} with marginal distributions on the X, Y, Z-dimensions equal to γ_{X,t}(i^′, i_t − i^′), γ_{Y,t}(j^′, j_t − j^′), γ_{Z,t}(k^′, k_t − k^′) respectively. We zero out X-, Y -, Z-blocks that are not consistent with the distributions {γ_{X,t}}_t, {γ_{Y,t}}_t, {γ_{Z,t}}_t. That is, if there exists some t ∈ [s^′] where the t-th part of the level-(ℓ − 1) index sequence of some X-block is not consistent with γ_{X,t}, we zero out this X-block. We zero out Y - and Z-blocks similarly with respect to γ_{Y,t} and γ_{Z,t}.

We define the following quantities:

• N_{BX}, N_{BY}, N_{BZ}: the number of remaining level-(ℓ − 1) X-, Y -, Z-blocks respectively.

• N_α: the number of remaining block triples consistent with {α_t}_{t∈[s}′_].

• N_{αX,αY,αZ} : the number of remaining level-(ℓ − 1) block triples.

These quantities can be approximated as in the following claim:

Claim 6.6. N_{BX} = 2^{∑t H(γX,t)·At,1nt±o(n)}, N_{BY} = 2^{∑t H(γY,t)·At,1nt±o(n)}, N_{BZ} = 2^{∑t H(γZ,t)·At,1nt±o(n)}. N_α = 2^{∑t H(αt)·At,1nt±o(n)}, N_{αX,αY,αZ} = 2^{∑t(H(αt )+Pα,t)·At,1nt±o(n)} Now we apply the standard hashing procedure first used in [CW90]. Let M ∈ [M_0, 2M_0] be a prime number for some integer M_0 satisfying

M_0 ≥ 8 · N_{αX,αY,αZ} N_{BX} . We pick independent elements b_0, {w_p}^{2n}_{p=0} ∈ Z_M uniformly at random, and use the hash functions h_X , h_Y , h_Z : {0, . . . , 2^{ℓ−1}}^n → Z_M defined as:

h_X (I) = b_0 + 2n∑ p=1 w_p · I_p mod M,

h_Y (J) = b_0 + w_0 + 2n∑ p=1 w_p · J_p mod M,

h_Z (K) = b_0 + 1 2 w_0 + 2n∑ p=1 w_p · (2^{ℓ−1} − K_p) mod M.

Then let B ⊆ Z_M be the Salem-Spencer set without any 3-term arithmetic progressions from Theorem 3.7, where |B| = M^{1−o(1)}. We zero out all the level-(ℓ − 1) blocks X_I with h_X (I) /∈ B, Y_J with h_Y (J) /∈ B, and Z_K with h_Z (K) /∈ B. Similar as before, now all the remaining block triples X_I Y_J Z_K must have h_X (I) = h_Y (J) = h_Z (K) = b for some b ∈ B.

If there are two remaining level-(ℓ − 1) triples X_I Y_J Z_K and X_I Y_J ′ Z_K′ sharing the same X-block that are hashed to the same hash value b ∈ B, we zero out X_I . Then for every level-(ℓ − 1) block X_I , we check whether the unique triple containing it is consistent with {α_t}_{t∈[s}′_]; if not, we zero out X_I . So every level- (ℓ − 1) X-block is contained in a unique level-(ℓ − 1) triple X_I Y_J Z_K that is consistent with {α_t}_{t∈[s}′_]. We call the tensor after this step T_{hash}.

The procedure we described above satisfies the following properties.

Lemma 6.7 (Properties of more asymmetric hashing). The above described procedure and its output T_{hash} satisfy the following:

1. (Implicit in [CW90], see also [DWZ23]) For any level-(ℓ − 1) block triple X_I Y_J Z_K ∈ T and every bucket b ∈ {0, . . . , M − 1}, we have Pr [ h_X (I) = h_Y (J) = h_Z (K) = b ] = 1 M^2 . Furthermore, for any b ∈ {0, . . . , M−1} we have that any two different block triples X_I Y_J Z_K , X_I Y_J ′ Z_K′ ∈ T that share the same X-block satisfy Pr [ h_X (I) = h_Y (J^′) = h_Z (K^′) = b | | hX (I) = hY (J) = hZ (K) = b ] = 1 M . The same holds for different blocks that share the same Y -block or Z-block.

2. (Similar to [VXXZ24, Claim 5.6]) For every b ∈ B and every level-(ℓ − 1) block triple X_I Y_J Z_K ∈ T consistent with α, we have

Pr[X_I Y_J Z_K ∈ T_{hash} | h_X (I) = h_Y (J) = h_Z (K) = b] ≥ 3 4 . 3. ([VXXZ24, Claim 5.7])

E [number of level-(ℓ − 1) triples in T_{hash}] ≥ N_α · M^{−1−o(1)}_0 .

6.3 Y -Compatibility Zero-Out Let S^{(I,J,K)} t,i^′,j^′,k^′ := {p is in the t-th part | Ip = i ′, J_p = j^′, K_p = k^′}, and S^{(J)}_{t,∗,j′,∗} := {p is in the t-th part | J_p = j^′}, S^{(K)}_{t,∗,∗,k′} := {p is in the t-th part | K_p = k^′}.

If clear from the context, we will drop the superscript (I, J, K) or (K).^{10}

Recall that in T_{hash}, every X-block X_I is in a unique block triple. Thus, given X_I , we can uniquely determine a block triple X_I Y_J Z_K containing it. So we can zero out a level-1 block X_Î ∈ X_I if there exist t, i^′, j^′, k^′ such that split(Î, S_{t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) ≠ β_{X,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ . The goal of the Y -compatibility zero-out step is to ensure each level-1 Y-block belongs to a unique block triple.

10If we follow our general rules for notation described at the beginning of Section 6 strictly, S^{(J)}_{t,∗,j′,∗} and S^{(K)}_{t,∗,∗,k′} would be denoted as S^{(I,J,K)}_{t,∗,j′ ,∗} and S^{(I,J,K)}_{t,∗,∗,k′} , but notice that the extra superscripts can be dropped as they do not affect the values of S^{(I,J,K)}_{t,∗,j′,∗} and S^{(I,J,K)} t,∗,∗,k′ .

6.3.1 Y -Compatibility Zero-Out I For every level-1 Y -block Y_Ĵ , if there is some j^′ where split(Ĵ, S_{t,∗,j}′_{,∗}) ≠ β_{Y,t,∗,j}′_{,∗}, then we zero out Y_Ĵ . We call the tensor after this zeroing out T^Y_{comp}.

Next, we define the notion of compatibility for level-1 Y -blocks.

Definition 6.8 (Y-Compatibility). Given a level-(ℓ − 1) block triple X_I Y_J Z_K and a level-1 block Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J , we say Y_Ĵ is compatible with X_I Y_J Z_K if

1. For every t ∈ [s^′] and every (i^′, j^′, k^′) ∈ Z^3_{≥0} ∩ ([0, i_t] × [0, j_t] × [0, k_t]) with i^′ + j^′ + k^′ = 2^{ℓ−1} and k^′ = 0, split(Ĵ, S_{t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = β_{Y,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ . 2. For every t ∈ [s^′] and j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , min{2^{ℓ−1}, j_t}}, split(Ĵ, S_{t,∗,j,∗}) = β_{Y,t,∗,j,∗}. Claim 6.9. In T^Y_{comp}, for every level-1 block triple X_Î Y_Ĵ Z_{K̂} and the level-ℓ block triple X_I Y_J Z_K that contains it, Y_Ĵ is compatible with X_I Y_J Z_K .

The proof is similar to the proof of Claim 5.7.

6.3.2 Y -Compatibility Zero-Out II After the previous step, every remaining level-1 Y -block Y_Ĵ is compatible with all the level-(ℓ − 1) block triples containing it. In this step, if Y_Ĵ is compatible with more than one level-(ℓ − 1) block triple, we zero it out. At this point, every level-1 Y -block is compatible with a unique level-(ℓ − 1) block triple.

6.3.3 Y -Usefulness Zero-Out After the previous step, each remaining level-1 block Y_Ĵ will belong to a unique block triple X_I Y_J Z_K , so given Y_Ĵ , S_{t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ is well-defined for every t, i^′, j^′, k^′. Hence, we can zero out Y_Ĵ such that there exist some t, i^′, j^′, k^′ where split(Ĵ, S_{t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) ≠ β_{Y,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ . Similar as before, we define the following notion of usefulness.

Definition 6.10 (Y -Usefulness). For a level-(ℓ − 1) block triple X_I Y_J Z_K and a level-1 block Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J , we say Y_Ĵ is useful for X_I Y_J Z_K if split(Ĵ, S_{t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = β_{Y,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ for every t, i^′, j^′, k^′.

Using the above definition, the zero-out in this step can be equivalently described as follows: We zero out all level-1 block Y_Ĵ that is not useful for the unique triple containing it.

After this step, we call the tensor T^Y_{useful}.

6.4 Z-Compatibility Zero-Out Similar as before, now we perform compatibility zero-outs for Z-blocks.

6.4.1 Z-Compatibility Zero-Out I For every level-1 block Z_{K̂} ∈ Z_K , we zero out Z_{K̂} if there exist t, k^′ where split(K̂, S_{t,∗,∗,k}′ ) ≠ β_{Z,t,∗,∗,k}′ . We call the remaining tensor T^Z_{comp}.

Now we are ready to define the notion of compatibility for level-1 Z-blocks which remains identical to the definition in [VXXZ24].

Definition 6.11 (Z-Compatibility). For a level-(ℓ − 1) block triple X_I Y_J Z_K and a level-1 block Z_{K̂} ∈ Z_K , we say Z_{K̂} is compatible with X_I Y_J Z_K if

1. For every t and every (i^′, j^′, k^′) ∈ Z^3_{≥0}∩[0, i_t]×[0, j_t]×[0, k_t] with i^′+j^′+k^′ = 2^{ℓ−1}, i^′ = 0 or j^′ = 0, there is split(K̂, S_{t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = β_{Z,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ . 2. For every t and every index k^′ ∈ {0, 1, . . . , min{2^{ℓ−1}, k_t}}, split(K̂, S_{t,∗,∗,k}′ ) = β_{Z,t,∗,∗,k}′ .

Claim 6.12. In T^Z_{comp}, for every remaining level-1 block triple X_Î Y_Ĵ Z_{K̂} and the level-(ℓ − 1) block triple X_I Y_J Z_K that contains it, Z_{K̂} is compatible with X_I Y_J Z_K .

The proof of this claim is the same as the proof of Claim 6.10 in [VXXZ24].

6.4.2 Z-Compatibility Zero-Out II: Unique Triple In this step, we zero out every level-1 Z-block Z_{K̂} that is compatible with more than one level-(ℓ − 1) block triples and they become holes. After this step, each remaining level-1 Z-block Z_{K̂} ∈ Z_K is compatible with a unique level-(ℓ − 1) triple X_I Y_J Z_K containing it.

6.4.3 Z-Usefulness Zero-Out Next, we further zero out some level-1 Z-blocks using the following definition of usefulness. Definition 6.13 (Z-Usefulness). For a level-(ℓ − 1) block triple X_I Y_J Z_K and a level-1 block Z_{K̂} ∈ Z_K , we say Z_{K̂} is useful for X_I Y_J Z_K if for every t, i^′, j^′, k^′, we have split(K̂, S_{t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = β_{Z,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ .

For each Z_{K̂} , it appears in a unique triple X_I Y_J Z_K by the previous zero-out. If Z_{K̂} is not useful for this triple, we zero out Z_{K̂} . We call the current tensor T^Z_{useful}.

6.5 Fixing Holes Eventually, we want to ensure that the subtensor of T^Z_{useful} restricted to each level-(ℓ−1) block triple X_I Y_J Z_K is isomorphic to

T^∗ = ⨂ t∈[s^′] ⨂ i^′+j^′+k^′=2^{ℓ−1} T^{⊗At,1·(αt(i′,j′,k′)+αt(it−i′,jt−j′,kt−k′))·nt} i^′,j^′,k^′ [βX,t,i^′,j^′,k^′ , βY,t,i^′,j^′,k^′ , βZ,t,i^′,j^′,k^′ ]. Similar as before, there are some holes caused by our degeneration process. The three types of holes are the followings:

• The input of the constituent stage does not include all level-1 blocks, as we enforce some ε-approximate complete split distribution on the input. As analyzed in the previous work [VXXZ24], the fraction of this type of holes can be upper bounded by 1/n^2 in all three dimensions. The high level intuition is that, if we take a random level-1 block from T^∗, it will likely be ε-approximate consistent with the complete split distribution in the input. Thus, most level-1 block from T^∗ should appear in the input, which imply the fraction of this type of holes is small.

• The holes on Y -blocks caused by Y -compatibility zero-outs. These holes were not considered before, so the main focus of the analysis will be this case.

• The holes on Z-blocks caused by Z-compatibility zero-outs. The analysis of these holes are similar as the previous work [VXXZ24], so we will omit most proofs of this case in the following.

Next, we focus on holes on level-1 blocks caused by compatibility zero-outs. These are the fractions of (typical) Y_Ĵ and Z_{K̂} that are compatible with multiple level-(ℓ − 1) triples. Similar as before, we define typicalness, p_{Y,comp} and p_{Z,comp}.

Definition 6.14 (Y -Typicalness). A level-1 Y -block Y_Ĵ in some level-ℓ Y -block Y_J is typical if |split(Ĵ, S_{t,∗,∗,∗})− β_{Y,t,∗,∗,∗}|_∞ ≤ ε for every t ∈ [s^′]. Definition 6.15 (Z-Typicalness). A level-1 Z-block Z_{K̂} in some level-ℓ Z-block Z_K is typical if |split(K̂, S_{t,∗,∗,∗})− β_{Z,t,∗,∗,∗}|_∞ ≤ ε for every t ∈ [s^′]. Definition 6.16 (p_{Y,comp}). For fixed Y_Ĵ and Y_J where Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J and Ĵ has level-ℓ complete split distributions {ξ_{Y,t}}_{t∈[s}′_], we define p^∗_{Y,comp}({ξ_{Y,t}}_{t∈[s}′_]) as the probability that a uniformly random level-(ℓ − 1) block triple X_I Y_J Z_K consistent with {α_t}_{t∈[s}′_] is compatible with Y_Ĵ . We further define

p_{Y,comp} := max {ξ_{Y,t}}_{t∈[s}′_] : ‖ξ_{Y,t}−β_{Y,t}‖_∞≤ε ∀t p^∗_{Y,comp}({ξ_{Y,t}}_{t∈[s}′_]).

Definition 6.17 (p_{Z,comp}). For fixed Z_{K̂} and Z_K where Z_{K̂} ∈ Z_K and K̂ has level-ℓ complete split distributions {ξ_{Z,t}}_{t∈[s}′_], we define p^∗_{Z,comp}({ξ_{Z,t}}_{t∈[s}′_]) as the probability that a uniformly random level-(ℓ − 1) block triple block triple X_I Y_J Z_K consistent with {α_t}_{t∈[s}′_] is compatible with Z_{K̂} . We further define

p_{Z,comp} := max {ξ_{Z,t}}_{t∈[s}′_] : ‖ξ_{Z,t}−β_{Z,t}‖_∞≤ε ∀t p^∗_{Z,comp}({ξ_{Z,t}}_{t∈[s}′_]).

Similar as before, p_{Y,comp} does not depend on the choice of Y_Ĵ and Y_J by symmetry, so it is well-defined. It is also the case for p_{Z,comp}.

Next, we upper bound the value of p_{Y,comp}.

Claim 6.18. The value of p^∗_{Y,comp}({ξ_{Y,t}}_{t∈[s}′_]) is at most 2 ∑ t∈[s′](ηY,t−H(ξY,t)+H(γY,t))At,1·nt±o(n). Furthermore, p_{Y,comp} ≤ 2 ∑ t∈[s′](ηY,t−H(βY,t)+H(γY,t )+o1/ε(1))At,1·nt+o(n). (5) Proof. We define the following two quantities:

(P ) The number of tuples (I, J, K, Ĵ ) where X_I Y_J Z_K is consistent with {α_t}_{t∈[s}′_], Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J and Ŷ has complete split distributions {ξ_{Y,t}}_t.

(Q) The number of tuples (I, J, K, Ĵ ) where X_I Y_J Z_K is consistent with {α_t}_{t∈[s}′_], Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J , Ŷ has complete split distributions {ξ_{Y,t}}_t, and additionally Y_Ĵ is compatible with the triple X_I Y_J Z_K .

Notice that by definition and by symmetry p_{Y,comp}({ξ_{Y,t}}_{t∈[s}′_]) = Q/P .

We first compute the simpler quantity P , which is the number of level-(ℓ − 1) block triples X_I Y_J Z_K consistent with {α_t}_{t∈[s}′_] (this quantity is N_α = 2^{∑t(H(αt)·At,1·nt)±o(n)}), times the number of Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J that is consistent with {ξ_{Y,t}}_t (this quantity is 2^{(H(ξY,t)−H(γY,t)))·At,1·nt±o(n)}). Overall, P = 2^{∑t(H(αt)+H(ξY,t)−H(γY,t))·At,1·nt±o(n)}. Next, we consider how to compute Q. In fact, we will show an upper bound on Q (as we only need an upper bound on p_{Y,comp}({ξ_{Y,t}}_{t∈[s}′_])) by dropping the condition that “Ŷ has complete split distributions {ξ_{Y,t}}_t”. Similar as before, we have the following claim (whose proof we omit):

Claim 6.19. Given a level-ℓ triple X_I Y_J Z_k that is consistent with {α_t}_{t∈[s}′_], a level-1 block Y_Ĵ with Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J is compatible with X_I Y_J Z_K if and only if the followings hold:

1. For every t ∈ [s^′] and every (i^′, j^′, k^′) ∈ Z^3_{≥0} ∩ ([0, i_t] × [0, j_t] × [0, k_t]) with i^′ + j^′ + k^′ = 2^{ℓ−1} and k^′ = 0, split(Ĵ, S_{t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = β_{Y,t,i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′ . 2. For every t ∈ [s^′] and j^′ ∈ {0, . . . , j_t}, split(Ĵ, S_{t,∗,j}′_{,+}) = β_{Y,t,∗,j}′_{,+}, where S_{t,∗,j}′_{,+} = ⋃ i^′≥0,k^′>0 St,i^′,j^′,k^′ . The benefit of the above claim is that {S_{t,i}′_{,j}′_{,0}}_{t,i}′_{,j}′ ∪ {S_{t,∗,j}′_{,+}}_{t,j}′ forms a partition of all the indices in the first region of the t-th part of the interface tensor, after we fix some X_I Y_J Z_K that is consistent with {α_t}_{t∈[s}′_]. Thus, we can compute the possibilities of Ĵ on each of these subsets.

For S_{t,i}′_{,j}′_{,0}, the number of possibilities of Ĵ is 2^{H(βY,t,i′,j′,0)·(αt(i′,j′,0)+αt(it−i′,jt−j′,kt−k′))·At,1·nt±o(n)}. For S_{t,∗,j}′_{,+}, the number of possibilities of Ĵ is 2^{H(βY,t,∗,j′,+)·(αt(∗,j′,+)+αt(∗,jt−j′,<))·At,1·nt±o(n)}. Thus, The total number of possible Ĵ for a fixed triple X_I Y_J Z_K is 2^{∑t}(^{∑i′,j′ H(βY,t,i′,j′,0)·(αt(i′,j′,0)+αt(it−i′,jt−j′,kt−k′))+∑j′ H(βY,t,∗,j′,+)·(αt(∗,j′,+)+αt(∗,jt−j′,<))})^{·At,1·nt±o(n)} =2^{∑t ηY,t·At,1·nt±o(n)}. Multiplying the above with the number of triples X_I Y_J Z_K , we get Q ≤ 2^{∑t(H(αt)+ηY,t)·At,1·nt±o(n)}. Finally, p^∗_{Y,comp}({ξ_{Y,t}}_{t∈[s}′_]) = Q/P ≤ 2^{∑t(ηY,t−H(ξY,t)+H(γY,t))·At,1·nt±o(n)} The bound (5) on p_{Y,comp} follows because the L_∞ distance between {ξ_{Y,t}}_t and {β_{Y,t}}_t is at most ε. The following upper bound of p_{Z,comp} is the same as that in [VXXZ24], so we omit its proof.

Claim 6.20 ([VXXZ24, Claim 6.13]). The value of p^∗_{Z,comp}({ξ_{Z,t}}_{t∈[s}′_]) is at most 2 ∑ t∈[s′](λZ,t−H(ξZ,t)+H(γZ,t))At,1·nt±o(n). Furthermore, p_{Z,comp} ≤ 2 ∑ t∈[s′](λZ,t−H(βZ,t)+H(γZ,t)+o1/ε(1))At,1·nt+o(n). (6) The proof of the following claim is essentially the same as that of Claim 5.20.

Claim 6.21. For every b ∈ B, every level-(ℓ − 1) block triple X_I Y_J Z_K consistent with {α_t}_{t∈[s}′_], and every typical Z_{K̂} ∈ Z_K , the probability that Z_{K̂} is compatible with multiple level-(ℓ − 1) block triples in T^Z_{comp} is at most N_α · p_{Z,comp} N_{BZ} · M_0 , conditioned on h_X (I) = h_Y (J) = h_Z (K) = b.

Similarly for every b ∈ B, every level-(ℓ − 1) block triple X_I Y_J Z_K consistent with {α_t}_{t∈[s}′_], and every typical Y_Ĵ ∈ Y_J , the probability that Y_Ĵ is compatible with multiple level-(ℓ − 1) block triples in T^Y_{comp} is at most N_α · p_{Y,comp} N_{BY} · M_0 , conditioned on h_X (I) = h_Y (J) = h_Z (K) = b.

Recall that we first require M_0 to be ≥ 8 ·^{NαX,αY,αZ}_{NBX} . Now, we finalize our choice of M_0 as:

M_0 = max { 8N_{αX,αY,αZ} N_{BX} , N_α · p_{Y,comp} N_{BY} · n^2, N_α · p_{Z,comp} N_{BZ} · n^2 }

≤ 2^{max{∑t(H(αt )−Pα,t−H(γX,t))At,1·nt, ∑t(H(αt)+ηY,t−H(βY,t))At,1·nt, ∑t(H(αt )+λZ,t−H(βZ,t))At,1·nt}+o(n)}. We consider the fraction of holes in Y -variables caused by Y -compatibility zero-outs. By Claim 6.21 and by the upper bound on M_0, the probability that each typical Y_Ĵ is compatible with multiple triples is at most^1_{n2} ; the same also holds for typical level-1 Z-blocks. As discussed earlier at the beginning of this subsection, there is another type of holes caused by the input complete split distributions, whose fraction is O(1/n^2). Overall, we expect to get N_α · M^{−1−o(1)} copies of T^∗ whose fraction of holes is O(1/n^2). By Theorem 4.2, we can degenerate them into N_α · M^{−1−o(1)} independent copies of unbroken T^∗.

6.6 Summary

In conclusion, the above algorithm degenerates ⨂_s′ t=1 T^{⊗At,1nt} i_t,j_t,k_t [ β^{(1)}_{X,t} , β^{(1)}_{Y,t} , β^{(1)}_{Z,t} , ε ] into N_α · M^{−1−o(1)} 0 ≥2^{min} {∑ t∈[s′] At,1·nt· ( H(γ^{(1)}_{X,t} )−P^{(1)}_{α,t} ) , ∑ t∈[s′] At,1·nt· ( H(β^{(1)}_{Y,t})−η^{(1)}_{Y,t} ) , ∑ t∈[s′] At,1·nt· ( H(β^{(1)}_{Z,t})−λ^{(1)}_{Z,t} )} −o_{1/ε}(n)−o(n) independent copies of a level-(ℓ − 1) interface tensor T^∗ with parameter list {( A_{t,1} · n_t · ( α^{(1)}_t (i^′, j^′, k^′) + α^{(1)}_t (i_t − i^′, j_t − j^′, k_t − k^′) ) , i^′, j^′, k^′, β^{(1)}_{X,t,i′,j′,k′} , β^{(1)}_{Y,t,i′,j′,k′} , β^{(1)}_{Z,t,i′,j′,k′} )} t∈[s^′],i^′+j^′+k^′=2^{ℓ−1} .

The above algorithm was described for the first region; the algorithm for other regions is identical except that we permute the roles of the X-, Y -, Z-dimensions. In the end, we take the tensor product over the output tensor of the algorithm over all 6 regions.

7 Numerical Result

The way we combine theorems from previous sections to obtain numerical bounds on ω(1, κ, 1) is similar to previous works (e.g., [VXXZ24]). Let ℓ^∗ > 0 be an integer denoting the highest level we hope to analyze, and let N = 2^{ℓ∗−1} · n. We repeatedly apply Theorems 5.3, 6.2 and 6.4 to degenerate a direct sum of 2^{o(n)} copies of CW^{⊗N}_q ≡ ( CW^{⊗2ℓ∗−1} q )_{⊗n} into a direct sum of matrix multiplication tensors ⟨a, a^κ, a⟩, shown in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Procedure of degeneration (similar to [VXXZ24])

Let ε > 0 be a fixed constant and ℓ^∗ > 0 be an integer.

1. Degenerate a direct sum of 2^{o(n)} independent copies of ( CW^{⊗2ℓ∗−1} q )_{⊗n} into V_ℓ∗ independent copies of a level-ℓ^∗ (ε · 3^{ℓ∗} )-interface tensor T_ℓ∗ , where the number of copies V_ℓ∗ and the parameter list of T_ℓ∗ are given by Theorem 5.3 and Proposition 5.1.

2. For each ℓ = ℓ^∗, . . . , 2:

• Degenerate every 2^{o(n)} copies of the level-ℓ (ε · 3^ℓ)-interface tensor T_ℓ into a direct sum of V_{ℓ−1} copies of the Kronecker product of a level-(ℓ − 1) (ε · 3^{ℓ−1})-interface tensor T_{ℓ−1} and a matrix multiplication tensor ⟨a_ℓ, b_ℓ, c_ℓ⟩. The number of copies V_{ℓ−1}, the parameter list of T_{ℓ−1}, and the size of the matrix multiplication tensor ⟨a_ℓ, b_ℓ, c_ℓ⟩ are all given by Theorem 6.4 and Proposition 6.3.

3. Degenerate the level-1 3ε-interface tensor T_1 into a matrix multiplication tensor ⟨a_1, b_1, c_1⟩ according to Theorem 6.2.

4. The above steps will produce a direct sum of V := ∏_ℓ∗ ℓ=1 V_ℓ copies of ⟨A, B, C⟩ ≡ ⨂_ℓ∗ ℓ=1⟨a_ℓ, b_ℓ, c_ℓ⟩. Letting n → ∞ and applying Schönhage’s asymptotic sum inequality (Theorem 3.2) on the above degeneration result in a bound on ω(1, κ, 1) which depends on ε. Then, we let ε → 0 to obtain the bound ω(1, κ, 1) ≤ ω^′, as long as

lim_{ε→0} lim_{n→∞} V^{1/n} · min { A, B^{1/κ}, C }_ω′_{/n} ≥ (q + 2)^{2ℓ∗−1} . (7) Every step of degeneration in Algorithm 1 takes a set of parameters, which includes the distribution α over constituent tensors, the fractions of tensor powers A_1, . . . , A_6 assigned to six regions, etc. Given an assignment to these parameters, we can calculate

lim_{ε→0} lim_{n→∞} V^{1/n}_ℓ , lim_{ε→0} lim_{n→∞} a^{1/n}_ℓ , lim_{ε→0} lim_{n→∞} b^{1/n}_ℓ , lim_{ε→0} lim_{n→∞} c^{1/n}_ℓ

by Theorems 5.3, 6.2 and 6.4. One can substitute them into (7) to verify a claimed bound on ω(1, κ, 1).

Optimization. Finding the set of parameters that leads to the best bound for ω(1, κ, 1) can be formulated as an optimization problem:

minimize ω^′ subject to all constraints in Theorems 5.3, 6.2 and 6.4 lim_{ε→0} lim_{n→∞} V^{1/n} · min { A, B^{1/κ}, C }_ω′_{/n} ≥ (q + 2)^{2ℓ∗−1} . (8)

To optimize (8), we utilize the software package SNOPT [GMS05], which employs a sequential quadratic programming (SQP) algorithm. Although SNOPT does not guarantee finding the optimal solution of the optimization problem, any feasible solution that provides a reasonably good bound on ω(1, κ, 1) is acceptable.

[VXXZ24, Section 8] mentioned several tricks in the optimization, including setting specific initial points, using the exponential form of Lagrange multiplier constraints, and transforming minimum functions into linear inequalities. We use all of them in the same way. See [VXXZ24] for details.

Numerical results. We wrote a MATLAB [Mat22] program which uses SNOPT [GMS05] to solve the optimization problem (8). By executing the program with various κ values, we derived upper bounds for ω(1, κ, 1), as listed in Table 1. All these bounds were derived by analyzing CW^{⊗4}_5 , the fourth power^{11} of the CW tensor with q = 5. In particular, we showed that ω ≤ 2.371339 and μ ≤ 0.527500.^{12} The code and the sets of parameters are available at https://osf.io/mw5ak/?view_only=5769f03789354793b61e11aac4dd85dd.

References

[AFLG15] Andris Ambainis, Yuval Filmus, and François Le Gall. Fast matrix multiplication: limitations of the Coppersmith-Winograd method. In Proceedings of the 47th Annual ACM on Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC), pages 585–593, 2015.

[Alm21] Josh Alman. Limits on the universal method for matrix multiplication. Theory Comput., 17:1– 30, 2021.

[AV18a] Josh Alman and Virginia Vassilevska Williams. Further limitations of the known approaches for matrix multiplication. In Proceedings of the 9th Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science Conference (ITCS), pages 25:1–25:15, 2018.

[AV18b] Josh Alman and Virginia Vassilevska Williams. Limits on all known (and some unknown) approaches to matrix multiplication. In Proceedings of the 59th IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pages 580–591, 2018.

[AV21] Josh Alman and Virginia Vassilevska Williams. A refined laser method and faster matrix multiplication. In Proceedings of the 2021 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), pages 522–539, 2021.

11We have no doubt that analyzing the eigth power and beyond would yield further improvements. However, the optimization solvers are already very slow in solving our program for the 4th power, so that solving the 8th power program seems infeasible, at least with the current solver.

12Unfortunately, we could not obtain a bound on α via SNOPT, as it crashed due to potential numerical instabilities: the number of parameters in the optimization problem is significantly larger than in previous works, hence the numerical errors accumulated more and crashed a subroutine in SNOPT.

[BCC^+17a] Jonah Blasiak, Thomas Church, Henry Cohn, Joshua A. Grochow, Eric Naslund, William F. Sawin, and Chris Umans. On cap sets and the group-theoretic approach to matrix multiplication. Discret. Anal., 2017(3):1–27, 2017.

[BCC^+17b] Jonah Blasiak, Thomas Church, Henry Cohn, Joshua A. Grochow, and Chris Umans. Which groups are amenable to proving exponent two for matrix multiplication? arXiv:1712.02302, 2017.

[BCRL79] Dario Bini, Milvio Capovani, Francesco Romani, and Grazia Lotti. O(n^{2.7799}) complexity for n × n approximate matrix multiplication. Inf. Process. Lett., 8(5):234–235, 1979.

[Beh46] Felix A. Behrend. On sets of integers which contain no three terms in arithmetical progression. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 32(12):331, 1946.

[CKL07] Artur Czumaj, Miroslaw Kowaluk, and Andrzej Lingas. Faster algorithms for finding lowest common ancestors in directed acyclic graphs. Theor. Comput. Sci., 380(1-2):37–46, 2007.

[Cop82] Don Coppersmith. Rapid multiplication of rectangular matrices. SIAM J. Comput., 11(3):467– 471, 1982.

[Cop97] Don Coppersmith. Rectangular matrix multiplication revisited. J. Complex., 13(1):42–49, 1997.

[CVZ21] Matthias Christandl, Péter Vrana, and Jeroen Zuiddam. Barriers for fast matrix multiplication from irreversibility. Theory Comput., 17:1–32, 2021.

[CW82] Don Coppersmith and Shmuel Winograd. On the asymptotic complexity of matrix multiplication. SIAM J. Comput., 11(3):472–492, 1982.

[CW90] Don Coppersmith and Shmuel Winograd. Matrix multiplication via arithmetic progressions. J. Symb. Comput., 9(3):251–280, 1990.

[DS13] Alexander M. Davie and Andrew J. Stothers. Improved bound for complexity of matrix multiplication. Proceedings of the Royal Society of Edinburgh: Section A Mathematics, 143:351–369, 4 2013.

[DWZ23] Ran Duan, Hongxun Wu, and Renfei Zhou. Faster matrix multiplication via asymmetric hashing. In Proceedings of the 64th IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), 2023.

[GMS05] Philip E. Gill, Walter Murray, and Michael A. Saunders. SNOPT: An SQP algorithm for largescale constrained optimization. SIAM Rev., 47(1):99–131, Jan 2005.

[LG12] François Le Gall. Faster algorithms for rectangular matrix multiplication. In Proceedings of the 53rd Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pages 514–523, 2012.

[LG14] François Le Gall. Powers of tensors and fast matrix multiplication. In Proceedings of the 39th International Symposium on Symbolic and Algebraic Computation (ISSAC), pages 296–303, 2014.

[LG24] François Le Gall. Faster rectangular matrix multiplication by combination loss analysis. In Proceedings of the 2024 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), pages 3765– 3791, 2024.

[LGU18] François Le Gall and Florent Urrutia. Improved rectangular matrix multiplication using powers of the Coppersmith-Winograd tensor. In Proceedings of the 29th Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), pages 1029–1046, 2018.

[Mat22] MATLAB 9.12 (R2022a). The MathWorks Inc., Natick, Massachusetts, 2022.

[Pan78] Victor Y. Pan. Strassen’s algorithm is not optimal: Trililnear technique of aggregating, uniting and canceling for constructing fast algorithms for matrix operations. In Proceedings of the 19th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pages 166–176, 1978.

[Rom82] Francesco Romani. Some properties of disjoint sums of tensors related to matrix multiplication. SIAM J. Comput., pages 263–267, 1982.

[Sch81] Arnold Schönhage. Partial and total matrix multiplication. SIAM J. Comput., 10(3):434–455, 1981.

[SS42] Raphaël Salem and Donald C. Spencer. On sets of integers which contain no three terms in arithmetical progression. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 28(12):561–563, 1942.

[Str69] Volker Strassen. Gaussian elimination is not optimal. Numer. Math., 13:354–356, 1969.

[Str86] Volker Strassen. The asymptotic spectrum of tensors and the exponent of matrix multiplication. In Proceedings of the 27th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pages 49–54, 1986.

[Str87] Volker Strassen. Relative bilinear complexity and matrix multiplication. J. reine angew. Math. (Crelles Journal), 375–376:406–443, 1987.

[SYZ11] Asaf Shapira, Raphael Yuster, and Uri Zwick. All-pairs bottleneck paths in vertex weighted graphs. Algorithmica, 59(4):621–633, 2011.

[Vas12] Virginia Vassilevska Williams. Multiplying matrices faster than Coppersmith-Winograd. In Proceedings of the 44th Symposium on Theory of Computing Conference (STOC), pages 887– 898, 2012.

[VXXZ24] Virginia Vassilevska Williams, Yinzhan Xu, Zixuan Xu, and Renfei Zhou. New bounds for matrix multiplication: from alpha to omega. In Proceedings of the 2024 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), pages 3792–3835, 2024.

[Zwi02] Uri Zwick. All pairs shortest paths using bridging sets and rectangular matrix multiplication. J. ACM, 49(3):289–317, 2002.