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Spurious Vanishing Problem in Approximate Vanishing Ideal
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Abstract

Approximate vanishing ideal is a concept from computer algebra that studies the algebraic
varieties behind perturbed data points. To capture the nonlinear structure of perturbed points,
the introduction of approximation to exact vanishing ideals plays a critical role. However, such
an approximation also gives rise to a theoretical problem—the spurious vanishing problem—in
the basis construction of approximate vanishing ideals; namely, obtained basis polynomials can
be approximately vanishing simply because of the small coefficients. In this paper, we propose a
first general method that enables various basis construction algorithms to overcome the spurious
vanishing problem. In particular, we integrate coefficient normalization with polynomial-based
basis constructions, which do not need the proper ordering of monomials to process for basis
constructions. We further propose a method that takes advantage of the iterative nature of ba-
sis construction so that computationally costly operations for coefficient normalization can be
circumvented. Moreover, a coefficient truncation method is proposed for further accelerations.
From the experiments, it can be shown that the proposed method overcomes the spurious van-
ishing problem, resulting in shorter feature vectors while sustaining comparable or even lower
classification error.

1 Introduction

Discovering nonlinear structure behind data is a common task across various fields, such as machine
learning, computer vision, and systems biology. An emerging concept from computer algebra for this
task is the approximate vanishing ideal , which is defined as a set of polynomials that almost take
a zero value, i.e., approximately vanish, for any point in data. Roughly, for a set of n-dimensional
points X C R",

Lapp(X) ={g € Pu | V& € X, g(x) ~ 0},

where P, is the set of all n-variate polynomials over the real numbers. An approximate vanishing
polynomial g € Z,,,(X) holds X as its approximate roots, which implies g reflects the nonlinear
structure underlying X. In particular, computing the basis set of approximate vanishing ideal has
been attracting a lot of attention ; such basis vanishing polynomials describe a system that
has X as approximate common roots, implying the nonlinear structure of data X is captured in the
system. Various basis construction algorithms have been proposed and exploited in applications.
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For instance, nonlinear feature vectors of data are constructed for classifications [3}/6,/7]; indepen-
dent signals are estimated for blind source separation tasks [8/9]; nonlinear dynamical systems are
reconstructed from noisy observations [10]; and so forth [11,/12].

The essential ingredient for approximate vanishing ideal is the error tolerance e. A polynomial g
is approximately vanishing for a point « if |g(x)| < e. An exact vanishing ideal, where € = 0, can
result in a corrupted model that overfits the noisy data and is far from the actual data structure. By
setting proper € > 0, the basis set of approximate vanishing polynomials is expected to be a polynomial
system that reflects the informative structure of noisy data. However, this approximation gives rise to
a new theoretical question: how can we properly evaluate the approximate vanishing of polynomials?
Approximate vanishing polynomials change the extent of vanishing by simply rescaling. For example,
a nonvanishing polynomial, |g(x)| = 2¢ > ¢, can be easily converted into an approximate vanishing
polynomial by rescaling its coefficients by 1/2, i.e., |(g/2)(x)| = e. In other words, approximate
vanishing can be achieved by small coefficients regardless of the roots of polynomials; such spurious
approximate vanishing polynomials do not hold any useful structure of data. The converse is also
true; polynomials that well describe data can be rejected as nonvanishing polynomials because of
their large coefficients. Such polynomials are referred to as spurious nonvanishing polynomials.

In this paper, we address the aforementioned problem, spurious vanishing problenﬂ in basis con-
struction algorithms of approximate vanishing ideal. In particular, we focus on polynomial-based
algorithms, which are most commonly used basis construction algorithms of approximate vanish-
ing ideals in applications other than computer algebra. To avoid the spurious vanishing problem,
polynomials need to be normalized on some scale. We propose a general normalization scheme of
polynomials that can work with various polynomial-based algorithms and normalization scales. We
discuss the properties required by normalization scales and formulate our polynomial generation as a
constraint optimization problem in the form of the generalized eigenvalue problem. The optimality,
stability, and validity are guaranteed by rigorous theoretical analysis. As a particular normaliza-
tion, we consider coefficient normalization, which constraints the coefficient norms of a polynomial
to be unityP] This intuitive normalization has been considered in monomial-based basis construction
algorithms [1,/4,(13]. However, introducing the coefficient normalization into the polynomial-based
algorithms leads to significantly costly computation. To sidestep costly polynomial expansions, we
propose a method that obtains coefficients of polynomials by exploiting the iterative nature of basis
construction and by precomputation. Furthermore, we propose a coefficient truncation method that
enables the coefficient normalization to work much faster while giving up the exact calculation of
coefficients.

In the experiments, we evaluate the Simple Basis Construction (SBC) algorithm that is designed
as a simple polynomial-based algorithm for discussing and implementing our methods. Vanishing
Component Analysis (VCA; [3]) is also adopted as a baseline method because it is the most widely
used basis construction algorithm of approximate vanishing ideal in various applications [9,[14}/15].
Throughout the calculations, we show that VCA encounters severe coefficient growth and decay,
resulting in spurious vanishing polynomials with small coefficients and spurious nonvanishing poly-
nomials with large coefficients. When such polynomials are normalized to have a unit coefficient
norm, spurious vanishing polynomials turn into nonvanishing polynomials, and spurious nonvanish-

1Hereinafter, the spurious vanishing problem refers to both the problems on spurious vanishing polynomials and
spurious nonvanishing polynomials.
2The coefficient norm of a polynomial is the root square sum of the coefficients of monomials in the polynomial.



ing polynomials turn into approximate vanishing polynomials. In contrast, the SBC algorithm with
coefficient normalization does not encounter any spurious vanishing and nonvanishing polynomials.
In classification tasks, the SBC algorithm with the coefficient normalization extracts shorter feature
vectors while keeping comparable or even lower classification errors than VCA.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

e We propose the first general method that can introduce normalization into polynomial-based
basis construction algorithms of approximate vanishing ideal to avoid the spurious vanishing
problem. Rigorous theoretical analysis on the validity, optimality, and stability are provided.

e We propose two efficient methods for coefficient normalization, which is computationally costly
to introduce into polynomial-based basis construction algorithms.

2 Related Work

Monomial-based algorithms—In computer algebra, basis polynomials of approximate vanishing
ideals are generated from linear combinations of monomials during the basis construction [1,}4}/13]
16L[17]. We refer to such basis construction algorithms as monomial-based algorithms. In these
algorithms, the coefficient normalization is considered; distinct monomials are linearly combined
with unit vectors, and thus, the norm of the coefficient vectors of the obtained polynomials is ensured
to be unity. Most monomial-based algorithms are based on the Buchberger—Moller algorithm [18§]
and its extension [19]. The former computes the Grébner bases of exact vanishing ideals and the
latter computes the border bases, which are generalization of the Grébner basis in the case of zero-
dimensional ideals [20]. In these algorithms, one only has to handle a small number of monomials,
typically, at most the number of input points. Both the Grobner bases and border bases hold powerful
theoretical properties, which allow us to address various fundamental problems in computer algebra
such as solving polynomials systems and the ideal membership problem. For approximate vanishing
ideals, computed basis sets no longer demonstrate such properties, but are expected to show close
behavior. In particular, border bases are considered more than the Grébner bases for addressing
approximate vanishing ideals because of its numerical stability in the coefficients and because of the
numerical instability of the Grébner bases [2,/13,20]. A border basis (or a Grébner basis) is defined
with a monomial order to make the calculation well-defined. In computer algebra, the choice of the
monomial order does not have much effect on solving most problems or a proper monomial order
is known. However, when it comes to solving problems in other fields such as machine learning,
the dependence of basis construction on the monomial order becomes problematic. There are a
few monomial-based algorithms that work without monomial orders. For example, Sauer et al. [16]
proposed an algorithm to compute approximate H bases, which consist of homogeneous polynomials.
Hashemi et al. [21] proposed a method to compute border bases for all possible monomial orders.
In contrast to the algorithms based on the Buchberger—Moller algorithm, none of these algorithms
work in polynomial time. Moreover, the computation technique used in the algorithm of Sauer et
al. cannot be straightforwardly introduced into polynomial-based algorithms. The output of the
algorithm of Hasemi et al. is a set of border bases. As shown in their experiments, the number of
obtained polynomials across all the obtained number of border bases is large even for a small set of
points.



Polynomial-based algorithms—In contrast to monomial-based algorithms, polynomial-based al-
gorithms do not rely on the monomial order and thus, are more commonly used in various fields.
These algorithms consider linear combinations of polynomials instead of monomials during the basis
construction. Although the combination vectors are unit, the terms of summed polynomials can
cancel out or merge. As a consequence, the coefficients of polynomials decay and grow drastically,
resulting in the spurious vanishing problem. Based on computer algebraic algorithms, Livni et al.
proposed a pioneering polynomial-based algorithm, VCA, which is followed by various extensions.
However, discarding monomial orders in basis construction leads to various theoretical issues that
have not appeared in monomial-based algorithms. To our knowledge, these issues are rarely discussed
in the literature. This paper focuses on the aforementioned issue of the coefficient decay and growth.

3 Preliminaries

Hereinafter, the notations and definitions are based on [3] and [22], although font styles and descrip-
tions are modified for ease of understanding and consistency.

3.1 Definitions and Notations

Definition 1 (Vanishing Ideal). Given a set of points X C R"™, the vanishing ideal of X is the set
of n-variate polynomials that take a zero value (i.e., vanish) for any point in X. Formally,

I(X) ={9 € Pn | Vz € X, g(x) = 0}.

Definition 2 (Evaluation vector). Given a set of points X = {x1, 2, ..., x| x|} C R", the evaluation
vector of polynomial h € Py, for X is

WX) = (h(m1) h(zs) --- hlzx) eRX

where | - | denotes the cardinality of a set. For a set of polynomials H = {hl,hg, .. .,h|H‘}, its
evaluation matriz for X is H(X) = (h1(X) ho(X) -+ by (X)) € RIXIXIHL

Definition 3 (e-vanishing polynomial). Given € > 0, a polynomial g € Py, is an e-vanishing polyno-
mial for a set of points X C Py, if ||g(X)|| < €, where || - || denotes the Euclidean norm. Otherwise,
g is an e-nonvanishing polynomial.

In the literature of vanishing ideals, polynomials are identified with their | X|-dimensional evalu-
ation vectors. Two polynomials h and h are considered equivalent if they have the same evaluation
vector, i.e., h(X) = h(X). When h(X) = 0, then h is a vanishing polynomial for X. It is worth
noting that the sum of evaluation of polynomials equals to the evaluation of sum of the polynomials;
that is, for a set of polynomials H = {hl, - h|H|} and weight vectors v = (vq,v2, ...,’U‘H|)T e RIHI

H(X)v = (Hv)(X),

where Hv = Zgll v;h; defines the inner product between a set H and a vector v. This special
inner product will be used hereafter. Similarly, for a matrix V = (vy---v,) € RIFIX5 we define
the product of H and V as HV = {Hwv,..., Hvs}. In this way, polynomials and their sums are
mapped to finite-dimensional vectors, and the linear algebra can be used for the basis construction
of vanishing ideals.



3.2 Simple Basis Construction Algorithm

Given a set of data points X C R™ and error tolerance ¢, the goal of the basis construction is to
output F,G C P,, where F is a basis set of e-nonvanishing polynomials and G is a basis set of
e-approximate vanishing polynomials of the approximate vanishing ideal of X. In the exact case
(e =0), any vanishing polynomial g € Z(X) can be generated by G as

9= hyd' (1)

g9'eG

where hy € P,. This is similar to basis sets of linear subspaces except that the coefficients are
here polynomials. We define (G) = {g € Pn | 9 =3, cchg g hy € Pn} as the set of polynomials
generated by G. Any polynomial f € P, can be described as

f=1+4d, (2)

where [’ € span(F) and ¢’ € Z(X). Here, span(F) denotes the set of all linear combinations of
polynomials in F, i.e., span(F) = {f € Pu | Y picpap f'rap € R}

There are many basis construction algorithms of approximate vanishing ideals. Although our idea
of normalization and its realization method work with most of them, to avoid unnecessarily abstract
discussion, we focus on a simple polynomial-based basis construction algorithm, referred to as the
SBC algorithm. The input to the SBC algorithm is a set of points X C R™ and error tolerance ¢ > 0.
The algorithm proceeds from degree-0 polynomials to higher degree polynomials. At each degree t,
a set of nonvanishing polynomials F; and a set of vanishing polynomials G; are generated. We use
notations F* = |J._, F, and G* = |J'_,G,. For t = 0, Fy = {m} and G, = (), where m is any
nonzero constant polynomial. At each degree ¢t > 1, the following procedures are conducted.

Step 1: Generate a set of candidate polynomials C; Pre-candidate polynomials of degree-t
for ¢t > 1 are generated by multiplying nonvanishing polynomials between F; and F;_;.

CP ={pq|peFi,qe F_1}.

At t =1, we use C7"° = {x1,29,...,2,}, where z;, are variables. A set of candidate polynomials is
then generated via orthogonalization procedure.

Cy = CP' — FI P X)TCP(X), (3)
where - is a pseudo-inverse of a matrix.

Step 2: Solve an eigenvalue problem for C;(X) Solve the following eigenvalue problem for the
evaluation matrix C;(X),

Cu(X)TCLX)V = VA, (4)

where V' is a matrix that has eigenvectors vy, vs, ..., v|¢,| in its columns and A is a diagonal matrix
with eigenvalues A1, A2, ..., A\, eigenvalues along its diagonal.



Step 3: Construct sets of basis polynomials Basis polynomials are generated by linearly
combining polynomials in Cy with vy, v, ...,v|¢,|-

F, = {Cw; | VA >e,i=1,2,....|C4|},
Gy ={Cwi | VN <ei=1,2,...,|C4|}.

If |F;| = 0, the algorithm terminates with output F* and G*.

Remark 1. At Step 1, the orthogonalization procedure (@ makes the column space of Ct(X) orthogo-
nal to that of F*=1(X), aiming at focusing on the subspace of RIXI that cannot be spanned by the evalu-
ation vectors of polynomials of degree less thant (note that Ci(X) = (I—-F*=1(X)F*=1( X)) CP(X),
where I is the identity matriz).

Remark 2. At Step 3, a polynomial Cyv; is classified as an e-vanishing polynomial if v/ ; < € because
Vi equals the extent of vanishing of a polynomial Cyv;. In fact,

1(Crw) (X)) = \Jo] CX) T CuX)w; = VA

The aforementioned algorithm shows the fundamental procedures of polynomial-based basis con-
struction. This algorithm is quite similar to VCA [3], implying the elegance of VCA. Existing
polynomial-based algorithms can be discussed based on the SBC algorithm by slightly changing
each step and introducing additional procedures for various properties, such as stability, scalability,
and compactness [3/22,[23]. In this paper, we discuss using the SBC algorithm and will note when
some algorithm-specific consideration is necessary. Henceforth, we refer to each step of the above
algorithm as Stepl, Step2, and Step3.

Theorem 1. When SBC runs with ¢ = 0 for a set of points X, the output basis sets G and F satisfy
the following.

e Any vanishing polynomial g € Z(X) can be generated by G, i.e., g € (G).
e Any polynomial f can be represented by f = '+ ¢', where f' € span(F') and ¢’ € (G).
e For any t, any degree-t vanishing polynomial g € Z(X) can be generated by G*, i.e., g € (G*).

e For any t, any degree-t polynomial f can be represented by f = f' + g', where f' € span(F*)
and g’ € (G").

Proof. The SBC algorithm is identical to VCA up to a constant factor in basis polynomials. Specifi-
cally, VCA set Fy = {m} = {1/1/| X[}, and normalize polynomials f € F; by ||f(X)|| at each degree.
Thus, from Theorem 5.2 in [3], which shows that VCA satisfies Theorem |1} we can conclude that
SBC also satisfies Theorem [Il O

In section the SBC algorithm is redefined by extending Step2 to Step2’ with an introduction
of normalization. We will prove that Theorem [1] still holds after the redefinition (cf. Theorem .
The pseudocodes for the redefined SBC will be provided in Algorithms and



3.3 Toy example

First, we examine the computation of SBC with simple data points to provide an intuition for the
spurious vanishing problem. Let us consider SBC for X = {(1 +¢&,1),(1,1+&),(-1+& -1+
€),(—1,-1)}, where £ = 0.1. We use € = \/@ = 2¢ = 0.2. The constant polynomial m at degree 0
is set to m = 1, and thus, Fy = {f1 := 1},Go = {}. We use = and y for variables and the values are
rounded for illustration while keeping the use of “=" notation. The coefficient vector of a polynomial
h is denoted by n.(h), e.g., ne(1 — 2 + 2xy) = (1,—1,0,0,2,0) ", and ||n.(h)|| is called the coefficient
norm of h.

Degree t =1 At Step 1, the candidate polynomials are generated as follows.

1.1 1

1 1 11
C1:{$ay}_{1}1(1 1 1) —09 —09 |-

-1 -1
= {2 — 0.05,y — 0.05}.

The eigenvalues of C; (X) is {0.01,8.01}, and the corresponding eigenvectors are v; = (—0.707,0.707) "
and vy = (0.707,0.707) ". According to the square roots of eigenvalues {1/0.01,/8.01} = {0.1,2.83},
Gy = {g1 == C1v; = —0.707(z — 0.05) + 0.707(y — 0.05)},

Fy = {fs := Cyvs = 0.707(x — 0.05) + 0.707(y — 0.05)}.

Degree t =2 The set of precandidate polynomials is CY™ = {f3} = {(0.707(x — 0.05) + 0.707(y —
0.05))?}, and thus, the set of candidate polynomials of degree 2 is

Cy = {(0.707(z — 0.05) + 0.707(y — 0.05))%}
(LA 1 AX)) ),
= {0.52% 4 zy + 0.5y% — 0.096z — 0.0963y — 2.00},

where 1, € R* is the all-one vector. The eigenvalue and eigenvector of Cy(X) are 0.78 and (1.0),
respectively. Thus, Go = {} and F, = {f3 := 0.522 + 2y + 0.5y% — 0.0962 — 0.0963y — 2.00}.

Degree t =3 The set of precandidate polynomials is C5'° = {f>f3} and thus, the set of candidate
polynomials of degree 3 is

Cs = {faf3}
—{L, fo, f3} (14 fo(X)  f3(X) )T(f2f3)(X),
= {0.3542® 4 1.0612%y + 1.061xy* + 0.354y>
+0.60122 4 1.202zy + 0.601y> — 1.549z
— 1.549y — 2.671}.



SBC with € = 0.2

fz.. /3 g1 \ g2

ne(f2)ll = 1.0 [ne(fa)ll =23 lne(gn)l = 1.0 ||
If2(0)] =28 [fs(X)]| =028 [lg21(X)[| = 0.1 [lg2(X)|| = 0.0

Figure 1: e-nonvanishing polynomials (f; and f3) and e-vanishing polynomials (¢g; and g2) obtained
by SBC for X = {(1.1,1),(1,1.1),(=0.9,-0.9), (—=1,—1)} with e = 0.2. The coefficient vector of a
polynomial & is denoted by n.(h). Here, f5 is classified as a nonvanishing polynomial based on its
extent of vanishing || f3(X)|| = 0.28 > ¢, which is overrated because of the relatively large coefficient
norm ||nc(f3)|| = 2.3.

The eigenvalue and eigenvector of C3(X) are 0 and (1.0), respectively. Thus, G5 = {g2} := C5 and
F, = {}, and the algorithm terminates with the outputs G = Uf:() Gt ={g1,92} and F = Uf:o F =
{1, f2, f3}-

We provide contour plots of the obtained polynomials (except f1) in Fig.|ll The coefficient norm
and the extent of the vanishing of these polynomials are listed below the plots. Here, f3 is classified
as a nonvanishing polynomial based on || f35(X)|| = 0.28 > ¢, although the lines approximately pass
through the points. This results from the large coefficient norm of f3, i.e., ||n.(f3)|| = 2.3. In other
words, f3 is a spurious nonvanishing polynomial. In fact, once f3 is normalized to f§ := f3/||n.(f3)]l,
it becomes an e-vanishing polynomial because of || f(X)|| ~ 0.12 < e. We observe the opposite case
when we apply SBC to another set of points X = {(0.53,0.87), (—0.49,0.83), (—1.1,0.1), (—0.5, —0.81),
(—0.46,—0.83),(0.99,0.02)} with ¢ = 1.0. This X is generated by perturbing points of Xy =
{(cos(km/3),sin(km/3))}k=01,....5 on a unit circle with the zero-mean additive Gaussian noise (the
standard deviation is 0.01). As shown in Fig. [2| g is classified as an e-vanishing polynomial, al-
though the lines on the plot do not pass through the points at all. This is because the magnitude of
the coefficients of g, is extremely small. In other words, go is a spurious vanishing polynomial.

4 Proposed Method

A polynomial can be approximately vanishing only because of its small coefficients—this is the spu-
rious vanishing problem. To avoid this problem, we propose that approximate vanishing polynomials
(and nonvanishing polynomials) be normalized by some scale, such that the spurious vanishing poly-
nomials are properly rescaled and their actual behavior for input points becomes evident.

Here, we describe the proposed methods that deal with the challenges of introducing normaliza-



SBC with e = 1.0

fa 5 g1| 92
Inc (fO)ll =1.1 [nc(fs)] =14 |Inc(91)| =1.2 |Inc(g2)]| =0.0
1201 =13 [[fs(X)I=12  [lgr(X)[ = 0.09 [|g2(X)][ = 0.0

Figure 2: Some of the e-nonvanishing polynomials (f4 and f5) and e-vanishing polynomials (g; and
g2) obtained by SBC for X (perturbed Xy = {(cos(kn/3),sin(kn/3))}k=0,1,...5) with e = 1.0. Here,
g2 is classified as an e-vanishing polynomials based on its extent of vanishing ||g2(X)| = 0.0 < ¢,
which is underrated because of its small coefficient norm |[n.(g2)|| = 0.0 (only approximately equal
to zero but rounded off as 0.0).

tion. We intend to answer the following questions: how do we optimally generate basis polynomials
under a normalization, such as coefficient normalization? (Section [4.1)); how do we efficiently extract
coefficients from polynomials and manipulate them for coefficient normalization (Section |4.2))?

4.1 Polynomial-based basis construction with Normalization

Here, we describe a proposed method, which enables SBC algorithm to construct nonvanishing and
vanishing polynomials under given normalization. This method is general enough to be applied to
other polynomial-based basis construction algorithms, accompanied with the following advantages:
(i) it requires to rewrite only a few lines of original algorithmsEl; (ii) it is not limited to coefficient
normalization; (iii) it can inherit most properties of the original algorithms. For simplicity, we first
focus on coefficient normalization and then provide the general description.

The coefficient vector n.(h) of a polynomial h is defined as a vector that lists the coefficients of
monomials, e.g., n.(1 — 2 + 22%) = (1,—1,0,2)". The order of listing is arbitrary if it is consistent
across polynomials. The length of coefficient vectors also has an arbitrarity; for example, n.(1 —
r+ 223) = (1,-1,0,2,0,0) " is also valid (the last two zeros correspond to x* and z°). When we
perform an operation (e.g., the dot product) on two coefficient vectors, the shorter vector is extended
by padding zeros.

In the coefficient normalization, we evaluate the extent of vanishing of g for X by normalizing g
with respect to its coefficient norm as

g
Ine(9)II

3Except the calculation of values that are necessary for normalization, which depends on which normalization is
used.




Because spurious vanishing polynomials have small coefficient norms, these polynomials are largely
scaled in the normalization as previously d. Similarly, spurious nonvanishing polynomials, which are
polynomials that are nonvanishing because of their unreasonably large coefficients, are rescaled to
have a moderate scale of coefficients.

As previously mentioned, the coefficient normalization has been considered in monomial-based
algorithms, but not in polynomial-based algorithms, leading polynomial-based algorithms to suffer
from the spurious vanishing problem. One reason that polynomial-based algorithms fail to consider
the coefficient normalization is that it has been unknown how to optimally generate combination
vectors (v; of Step2) under this normalization. Recall that in Step3, a new polynomial g is generated
by linearly combining candidate polynomials in C; = {c1, ¢, ..., ¢|c,|}. This can be formulated as

[Ctl
g= E vic; = Cyv,
i=1

where v = (1,2, ..., v|¢,|) | is a combination vector to be sought. The coefficient vector of g is

|Ct|

ne(g) = Zviﬂc(cz') = ne(Cy)v,

i=1

where we use a slight abuse of notation such that n.(C}) is a matrix whose i-th column is n.(¢;). Now,
suppose that we want to find a polynomial that achieves the tightest vanishing under the coefficient
normalization, which is formulated as follows:

mvin [C(X)v||?,  s.t. [[ne(Cy)v|? = 1.
This type of minimization problem is well-known to be reduced to a generalized eigenvalue problem,
Ct (X)Tct (X)vmin = )\minnc(ct)—rnc(ct)vmina (5)

where Apip, is the smallest generalized eigenvalue, and v, is the corresponding generalized eigenvec-
tor. We later show that the generalized eigenvectors of the r-smallest generalized eigenvalues generate
polynomials that minimize the sum of the extent of vanishing under the normalization. Therefore, to
introduce the coefficient normalization, we only need to replace the eigenvalue problem in Step2
with the generalized eigenvalue problem .

We now provide a general description of our method.

Definition 4 (Normalization mapping). Let n: P, — R’ be a mapping that satisfies the following.

e 1 is a linear mapping, i.c., n(ahy+bhy) = an(hy)+bn(hsy), for any a,b € R and any polynomials
hl, hy € P,,.

e The dot product is defined between normalization components; that is, (n(h1),n(hg)) is defined
for any polynomials hy, hy € Py,.

e n(h) takes a zero value if and only if h is the zero polynomial.

10



Then, n is a normalization mapping. n(h) is called the normalization component of h, and ||n(h)| is
called the norm (or n-norm) of h.

Note that from the first requirement, the norm of the zero polynomial needs to be zero value.
The third requirement insists that the converse is also true, and this is the case for the coefficient
normalization; that is, if n.(h) = 0, then & is the zero polynomial. Let us consider |Cy|-dimensional
vectors v, = (v%l),v?),...,vglc“))—r and vy = (vél),véz),...,Ué‘cm)—r.
properties of n,

Using the first and second

(n(Cyv1), n(Crva)) <(ch ),n(zcjvéj))>,
= (n(c), n(cj»v(%é”,

0]

= Vq ‘ﬂ(Ct)'vz,

where 9 is a mapping that gives a matrix M(C;) € RICI*IC| for Oy, the (i,5)-th entry of which
is (n(c¢;),n(c;)). With the constraints (n(Cyvy),n(Civ;)) = o for every k and I, where dy; is the
Kronecker delta, basis polynomials are generated by solving the following generalized eigenvalue
problem.

Cu(X)TCLX)V = N(CHVA, (6)

where A is a diagonal matrix containing generalized eigenvalues Ay, ..., A|c,|, and V is a matrix whose
i-th column is the generalized eigenvector v, corresponding to A;. To summarize, Step2 is replaced
with the following Step2’ to introduce a normalization. The pseudocodes of SBC with Step2’ are
provided in Algorithms and

Step 2": Solve the generalized eigenvalue problem for C;(X) Solve the generalized eigenvalue

problem @ to obtain the generalized eigenvectors vi,vs,...,v|c,| and the generalized eigenvalues
ALy A2, s Ay -

Remark 3. In addition to replacing Step2 with Step2, we set Fy = {m} = {1} for consistency in
the coefficient normalization.

The following theorem supports the validity of this replacement of Step2 with Step?2’.
Theorem 2. Given a normalization mapping n, the SBC algorithm with Step2 satisfies Theorem .

Proof. We prove the claim by induction with respect to degree ¢t. Let us denote by F; and G; the
basis sets obtained at degree-t iteration in SBC with Step2. For the corresponding items in SBC with
Step2’, we put a tilde on the symbols such as Ft and G¢. From Theorem |1} we know that collecting
F; and Gy gives complete basis sets for both nonvanishing and vanishing polynomials. Here, we
prove the claim by comparing (Fy, G¢) with (F}, Gy). Spemﬁcally, we show span(Fy) = span(Ft) and
(G") = (G'). Note that span(F;) D span(Fy) and (G') D (G') are evident because Fy and Gy are
generated by assigning additional constraints on normalization in the original generation of F; and
Gy. Thus, the main goal is to prove the reverse inclusions span(F;) C span(F;) and (G*) C (G*).

11



Algorithm 1 Simple Basis Construction
Require: X CR",e>0,m #0,n: P, — R’
Ensure: G, F

1: Go,Fo = {}, {m}

2: G, F =Gy, Fy

3: fort=1,2,... do

4: if t <1 then > Step 1
5: Cy ={z1,22, ..., s}

6: else

7 Ci={pglpeFi,q€ F1}

8: end if

9.  Cp=C;— FF(X)TCy(X)

10: MN(C;) = NormlizationMatrix(Cy,n)

11: Gy, Fy = BasisConstruction(Cy, M(C), X, €)
12: G,F:GUGt,FUFt

13: if F, = ( then

14: terminate
15: end if
16: end for

Algorithm 2 NormalizationMatrix

Require: Ci,n > C; = {c1, co, ---7C\Ct|}
Ensure: MN(C})

1: H(Ct) = ( ﬂ(C1) H(Cg) n(c\cﬂ) )
2: ‘II(Ct) = n(Ct)Tn(C’t)

> For the unnormalized case, simply return N(Cy) = I.

At t = 1, it is evident that span(Fj) = span(F}) and (G') = (G'). For t < 7, we as-
sume span(F;) = span(F;) and (G*) = (G'). Then we can show span(CP)%) = span(CP) and

span(Cry1) = span(Cr11). In fact, it is pg € span(éffl) for any pg € CPLY|, where p € Fy and

q € F;, because p € span(ﬁl) and q € span(ﬁT)7 and vice versa. The orthogonalization projects

span(Cffl) to subspace span(C' 1), which are orthogonal to span(F") in terms of the evaluation, i.e.,

span(Cr41(X)) L span(F7(X)). From span(CLL) = Span(éffl) and span(F7(X)) = span(F7 (X)),
re

the orthogonalization projects CY'%; and C~'f+1 into the same subspace, i.e., span(C;41) = span(éTH).

Next, we show span(F, 1) = span(Fy,;1) by showing span(F, 1) C span(F;,;1). Let us consider a
nonzero polynomial f € F,11. As shown previously, f € span(C,11) = span(C~'T+1). By construction,
f € span(F, 1) unless ||[n(f)|| = 0. On the other hand, if |[n(f)|| = 0, then f = 0 because of the third
requirement of n. Therefore, span(Fr 1) = span(Fr41).

We can show (G71) = (G"1) in a similar manner. Let us consider a vanishing polynomial

g € Gr11. Then g € span(G,41) unless [[n(g)|| = 0, which implies g = 0. Therefore, (G7T1!) =
(G, O
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Algorithm 3 BasisConstruction
Require: C;,M(Cy), X, e

Ensure: G, F
1: Ct(X)TCt(X)V = ‘ﬁ(Ct)VA > Step 2/
> v;: the i column of V, \;: the i*" diagonal entry of A.
2 G={C; | VNi>¢€i=12,..|Cl} > Step 3

3. F= {Ctvi | \/)\7@ > 6,7: = 1,2,..., |Ct|}

An intuitive explanation of Theoreom [2is as follows. Let us consider two processes of SBC, one
with Step2 and the other with Step2’. If a symbol A is used for the former process, we put a tilde
on it as A for the latter process. Now, at degree ¢, SBC with Step2’ finds basis sets Ft and Gt As
a consequence, the basis sets F; and Gt cover parts of the space that is covered by the basis sets F}
and G obtained in the process of SBC with Step2. This is because Step2’ solves the generalized
eigenvalue problem ([6)), where additional constraints regarding normalization are imposed on the
eigenvalue problem that is solved in Step2. The key claim is that basis polynomials dropped from
F, and G, are redundant basis polynomials. The redundant basis polynomials (let one of them be
h) are those with their norm to be zero (i.e., |[n(h)|| = 0). From the third property of Definition
|n(h)|| = 0 implies that h is the zero polynomial; thus, h need not be included in F; nor G;. Note
that existing methods do not exclude even such a zero polynomial from basis sets. The following
theorem shows the optimality of Step2’.

Theorem 3. Let r be an integer such that 1 < r < rank(M(Cy)). The r generalized eigenvectors
V1,03, ..., Uy Of (@), which correspond to the r-smallest generalized eigenvalues, generate polynomials
Cyvy, Cva, ..., Cyv,., whose square sum of the extent of vanishing achieves the minimum under the
orthonormal constraint on the normalization components of polynomials.

Proof. From Remark [2| and the discussion of deriving @, it can be readily shown that the following
problem needs to be solved.

min  Tr (VI Cy(X)TCy(X)V),
VERICIxr

st. VINC)V =1

It is known that the column vectors of the optimal V' of the above problem are generalized eigenvectors
corresponding to the r-smallest generalized eigenvalues of (Cy(X)TCy(X),N(C;)). The following
proof is based on [24].

\Ct|><\Ct

Introducing a Lagrange multiplier AeR |, we have

L= %Tr VTC,(X)TCu(X)V] + %TY [(I —VINCHVIA

Note that here A is symmetric due to the symmetric constraint, but not diagonal in general. By
differentiating £ with V' and setting it to zero,

oL T ~ ~~
Wly_y
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Thus, we obtain

C(X)TCLUX)V = N(Cy)VA.
Note that this is not yet a generalized eigenvalue problem because A is not diagonal. Because A
is symmetric, it has an eigenvalue decomposition A = RART for some orthonormal matrix R and

diagonal matrix A. Thus, we obtain the generalized eigenvalue problem @ by V = VR. The cost
function is

Tr [V Cy(X) TC{X)V] = Tr [VO(C)VA] = Tr [A],
which means that the r smallest generalized eigenvalues minimize the cost. O

It is known that in practice, we need to solve the following problem instead of (@ for numerical
stability.

C(X)TCHX)V = (MN(Cy) + al)VA, (7)

where « is a small positive constant. Such « is typically set to a small multiple of the average
eigenvalue of M(Cy), i.e., Tr(N(Cy))/|Ct| |25]. It can be shown that such an addition by oI only gives
a slight change both on the extent of vanishing and the normalization of obtained polynomials.

Theorem 4. Let {v{,v5,... "U\aCtl} be the generalized eigenvectors of @) for a > 0. Both the extent
of vanishing and the norm of Cyv¢ differ only by O(«) from those of Cyv?. Specifically,

A

)\0 _ )\a _ ,
R T4 alod)?

)\O
—alloR]* 5 + O(a®) </ (v]) TR(C o))

)\0
—/ (v2) TN(Cy)vg,

_ oz b O(a2
aflvg| + O(a7),

= e
where X2 and X, are the smallest and the largest eigenvalues of \) for k =1, ...,|Cy|, respectively.

The proof of Theorem [4] relies on the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Suppose square matrices A, B € R™ ™ are symmetric and positive-semidefinite, and
nullspace(A) D nullspace(B). Let us consider a perturbed generalized eigenvalue problem Av§ =
A (B + al)vf for a small nonnegative constant o, (k= 1,...,rank(B)). Then

0 Ab
DUV P S
A TR
)\0
—OéHU%HQ)\oik, +0(a®) < [[Wop| — [[Wo||
01012 M 2
< —ag||vgll 30 + O(a”),

max
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and A0

0
where A hax

min
respectively.

are the smallest and the largest generalized eigenvalue among ), ..., )\Eank(B),

Proof. A symmetric and positive-semidefinite matrix B has orthonormal eigenvectors wq, ..., U,
where the first rank(B) eigenvectors span the column space of B and the rest span the nullspace.
Note that the generalized eigenvectors v{,(k = 1,...,rank(B)) are mutually linearly independent
due to (vQ) " BvY = §i;. Hence, {v?, ...,v?ank(B),urank(B)H, ...y Upn } becomes a complete basis of R™.
Therefore, for any k,

rank(B) n

o a,,0 @
'Uk = E a; 'Ui + g a; u;,
i=1

i=rank(B)+1

for some af,...,a%. Substituting the above expression into Av§ = AY(B + al)v§, we have

rank(B) rank(B)
A Z alv? = \¢B Z adv?
i=1 =1
rank(B) n

tary [ Y e+ ) alu |, (8)
i=1

i=rank(B)+1

where we used Au; = 0 for ¢ > rank(B) because nullspace(A) D nullspace(B). Multiplying both
sides by (v2)T from the left,

ap Ay = Afag + axgaglvp]?,

where (v))T Av? = A0 (v9) T Bv) = A\, is used. When « is sufficiently small, af is nonzero (almost
1). Thus, dividing by af, we obtain

)\0
A=k~ \04 O(a) > 0. (9)
1+ allvpl?
Next, by simple calculations,
A = (o) " Avg,
rank(B) rank(B)
= > at)| A D) ey,
i=1 i=1
rank(B)
= Z (a?>2)‘?v
i=1
rank(B)

=AY ((@)? = i) N
i=1
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Note that A% = A) — aAQ|[v)]|> + O(a?) from (9). Therefore,

rank(B)

Yo (@) =6i) A = —aXi R )l? + 0(a?).

i=1

For sufficiently small «, the right-hand side is negative because aA}||v?[? > 0 and O(a?) ~ 0, and
thus, the left-hand side is also negative. Hence,

rank(B)

A0 o
*04H”2||27/\0k_ +0(a?) < E ((a)? = bir)
min i—1
01,012\ 2
< —ag[lvgll 30 + O(a”).

max

O
Proof of Theorem[f} To simplify the notations, let A = Cy(X)"Cy(X) and B = N(C;). Let us

consider
Avf = A\ (B + ad)vy, (10)

where al is a small perturbation on B and A} is the perturbed k-th generalized eigenvalue. We
cannot directly apply the standard matrix perturbation theory, which assumes positive-definite B
and describes v by a linear combination of unperturbed generalized eigenvectors. In our case,
B is positive-semidefinite, and thus there are only rank(B) generalized eigenvectors. Hence, the
generalized eigenvectors do not form a complete basis of RI¢*!, and vy cannot always be described by
these generalized eigenvectors. Fortunately, the theorem above holds using the fact nullspace(A4) D
nullspace(B), where nullspace(-) denotes the nullspace of a given matrix. This relation holds because
any vector v € nullspace(B) implies the zero polynomial according to the third requirement for n.
From Lemma [I} we conclude that the claim holds. O

4.2 Coefficient normalization

Introducing the coefficient normalization into the basis construction needs large computational cost.
There are two sources that cause the cost: (i) we need to expand polynomials to obtain their coefficient
vectors because in our case, polynomials are in the nested sum-product form of polynomials due to
the repetition of Stepl and Step3 along the degree. In general, such an expansion is computationally
expensive because one has to manipulate exponentially many monomials from the expansion in the
worst case. (ii) Even after the polynomial expansion, the obtained coefficient vectors of polynomials
are exponentially long in general. Specifically, a degree-t n-variate polynomial has a coefficient vector
of length (":t) Here, we propose two methods for each of the two challenges above.

4.2.1 Circumventing polynomial expansion

The main idea for circumventing polynomial expansion is to hold coefficient vectors of polynomials
separately and update these vectors by applying to them the equivalent transformations that are
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applied to the corresponding polynomials. For example, let us consider a weighted sum af + bg of
two polynomials f and g by weights a,b € R. Then, the coefficient vector of af + bg is also a weighted
sum ne(af + bg) = anc(f) + bne(g). In contrast to the weighted sum case, it is not easy to calculate
the coefficient vector of the product of polynomials, e.g., n.(fg). We encounter such a case at Step1,
where the precandidate polynomials are generated from the multiplication across linear polynomials
and nonlinear polynomials. We will now deal with this problem.

Let us consider n-variate polynomials. Let M! = ("+tt_1) and M5! = (":‘t) be the number
of n-variate monomials of degree ¢t and of degree up to t, respectively. For simple description, we
assume that monomials and coefficients are indexed in the degree-lexicographic order. For instance,
in the two-variate case, the degree-lexicographic order is 1,z,y, 22, zy, y?, 23, ..., and so forth (z,y
are variables). We will refer to “the i-th monomial” according to this ordering. Now, we consider a
matrix that extends a coefficient vector of a degree-t polynomial to that of a degree-(t+1) polynomial
after multiplication by a linear polynomial.

Remark 4. Given a linear polynomial p, there is a matriz R;t € RM™XME" gyeh that

Ne (pQ) = REtnc(Q)v
for any polynomial q of degree t.

The existence of such matrix R5" will soon become evident (see [26] for the case of homogeneous
polynomials). Suppose a linear polynomial p is described by p = Z?:o bpxy, where by € R are
coefficients and z1, ..., z,, are variables. For convenience, we use a notation xy = 1. Then, R;t can
be described as

n
<t <t
Ry =Y "bpR3),
k=0

because as observed above, the coefficient vector of the weighted sum of polynomials is the weighted
sum of their coefficient vectors. Now, the existence of RS! is evident. In fact, the (i,j)-th entry of
R%lf takes value one if the i-th monomial becomes the j-th monomial by the multiplication with x,
and otherwise the (i, j)-th entry of R%f is zero value. Note that R%}f is not dependent on input data
(except the number of variables), and thus, we can compute these matrices in advance. Different
monomials are mapped to different monomials after multiplied by z;. Thus, each column of R%f has
exactly one nonzero entry (and it is 1), implying R%f is a sparse matrix with only M= entries, which
can be efficiently handled. Moreover, we can represent R;: in a block diagonal matrix for 1 < k <mn,

RSt-1 O
<t _ z
B = ( O R, )

c RMittxM,

where O is the zero matrix, and Rtmk » is a submatrix of R%: that corresponds to the

mapping from degree-t monomials to degree-(t + 1) monomials. For k = 0, R%Ot c RMEWF xME i o
rectangular diagonal matrix with value one along its diagonal.

In summary, in the basis construction, we first hold the coefficient vectors of F; besides polyno-
mials (or their evaluation vectors). Then, for each p € Fy, we linearly combine precomputed R;kl
to obtain R5'. Using these matrices, we can obtain the coefficient vectors of C5™. We then extend
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R>! to R5? by appending RZ, which is a linear combination of the precomputed R2, to obtain C§™°.

In this way, we can directly manipulate coefficient vectors without performing costly polynomial
expansions.

In addition to its less computational cost, we have another practical advantage in our approach
that skips the polynomial expansion: it can work with the fast numerical implementation of basis
construction. In the numerical implementation, a polynomial is expressed by its evaluation vector
instead of a symbolic entity (for example, see the code of [3] provided in the first author’s web page).
Because we only know an evaluation vector of a polynomial in the numerical implementation, the
“polynomial” cannot be expanded because its symbolic form is unknown. Numerical implementations
work much faster because in practice, symbolic operations are much slower than the same number
of numerical operations (matrix—vector operations). Also, it is slow to evaluate symbolic entities,
although many evaluations are necessary to obtain evaluation vectors of polynomials.

4.2.2 Coefficient truncation for acceleration

We here describe the coefficient truncation method to deal with significantly long coefficient vectors.
We propose to truncate coefficient vectors based on the importance of the corresponding monomials.
In particular, at each degree t, we only keep degree-t monomials that have large coefficients in
the degree-t nonvanishing polynomials F; = {f1, fo,..., fs}. Although this strategy is simple, our
coefficient truncation method has an interesting contrast to a monomial-based algorithm as will be
further discussed.

The specific procedures of the proposed coefficient truncation are as follows. Let nf : P, — M}
be a mapping that gives the coefficient vector corresponding to degree-t monomials of the given
polynomial; thus, nl(f;) is a subvector of n.(f;). With the same abuse of notation of n.(F}), we
define n!(F}) as a matrix whose i-th column is nf(f;). Note that the j-th row of nl(F}) corresponds
to the coeflicients of the j-th degree-t monomial across polynomials of F;. Let A; be the norm of
the j-th row of nf(F). Then, setting a threshold parameter 6, we select monomials individually from
larger A; as long as the following holds,

AT <, (11)

JEB:

where B; is the index set of selected degree-t monomials. We also truncate R;k of the previous section
to size M!T! x |B;|, which becomes a sparse matrix with |B;| nonzero entries. Because the coefficient
norm is always underestimated from the truncated coefficient vectors, we need to scale the norm of
the truncated coefficient vectors according to the truncation rate. To this end, we calculate a rate
¢, which is a ratio of the root square sum of the preserved coefficients to the root square sum of the
full coefficients; that is,

Y= [ A/ |Int(F)].

JEB:

The product Hj—:l ~, approximates the truncation rate up to degree . The normalization matrix for
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Table 1: Summary of Example

. my < ma,
Setting ma(X) = kma(X)
Nonvanishing basis Most important monomial
ABM mq mi
k 1 mi (k’ < 1)
SBC-n. Vi T e e {mz (k>1)
Table 2: Summary of Example
myp < Mg < M3,
Setting m1(X) = kma(X),
mi(X) Tms(X) =0, (i =1,2)
Nonvanishing basis Top-2 important monomials
ABM mi,ms mi,ms
k 1 mi (k’ < 1)
SBC—UC Jirke mi + NGER ma, ms ms, {m2 (k; S 1)

Step2’ is set to

fe(Cy) TRe(Cy) <H %> : (12)

where n.(C}) is a matrix whose column vectors are consist of the truncated coefficient vectors of Cy.

The proposed coeflicient truncation is similar to a monomial-based algorithm, approximate Buchberger—
Méller algorithm (ABM algorithm; [4]). This algorithm proceeds from lower to higher degree mono-
mials, while updating a set of “important” monomials O (called an order ideal), which corresponds
to the basis set F' of nonvanishing polynomials of the SBC algorithm. Given a new monomial b, if the
evaluation vector of b cannot be well approximated by a linear combination of monomials in O, the
ABM algorithm assorts b into O. More specifically, if b(X) ~ > -5 cmm(X) for some coefficients
{em}meo, then b—3%" . c,ym is an approximate vanishing polynomial and b is discarded; otherwise
b is appended to O. Importantly, monomials divisible by b (i.e., multiples of b) need not be considered
at a higher degree, which reduces the number of monomials to handle. It is shown that |O] < | X];
thus, the number of monomials to handle does not explode.

The proposed coefficient truncation is distinct from the strategy of ABM algorithm in that it is
fully data driven, whereas ABM algorithm relies on a specific monomial ordering. Now, we provide
two examples to highlight the difference in their strategies (also see Tables [1| and [2)).

Example 1. Let us consider to decide the more “important” monomial from my and mo of the same
degree, where m1(X) = kma(X) # 0 for a constant k and m; < ma for some monomial order. The
ABM strategy selects m1 as the more important monomial because of my1 < ms, whereas the proposed
strateqy selects mi when k > 1 and mo when k < 1.
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The process of our strategy to select more important monomial from m, and ms is as follows. By
solving a generalized eigenvalue problem, the following nonvanishing polynomial is obtained.

k 1
mi + ms.
Vit ViR

According to the coefficients of each monomial, m; is considered more important when k£ > 1, and

my is considered more important when k < 1. This result is quite natural because, for example,

k > 1 implies that m; is more nonvanishing than mo because ||mi(X)| = k|m2(X)||. In this way,

our strategy of keeping monomials with larger coeflicients is fully data-driven. In contrast, due to

the predefined monomial order m; < msy, ABM strategy consistently selects my, regardless of k.
Next, we introduce an additional monomial msg.

(13)

Example 2. In addition to my and ms in Example |1, let us consider a monomial ms, where the
degree of msg is the same as that of my and mq, the evaluation vector ms(X) that is orthogonal to
m1(X) and ma(X), and my < ma < mg. The ABM strategy selects m1 and ms as the most important
and the next most important monomial, respectively, due to the monomial order and the relation of
evaluation vectors. On the other hand, the proposed strategy considers ms as the most important and
my or mo as the next most important based on k.

The process of our strategy to first select mg and then my is as follows. By solving a generalized
eigenvalue problem, we obtain mg3 and as nonvanishing polynomials. Based on the coefficients of
the monomials, mg is considered the most important by our strategy. From the previous discussion,
the second most important monomial is m4 if £ > 1, otherwise ms. We emphasize that the magnitude
of the coefficient of mg is larger than that of m; and mso because the coefficient norm of nonvanishing
polynomials are normalized and mg completely takes the coefficient norm 1, whereas m; and mso
share the coefficient norm 1 by k/v/1+ k? and 1/v/1 4 k2 due to their mutually linearly dependent
evaluation vectors. This result implies that our strategy gives a priority to monomials that have
unique evaluation vectors, such as ms. The monomials that have similar evaluation vectors to others,
such as m; and msy, tend to have moderate coefficients. Hence, our coefficient truncation method
takes monomials from those with unique evaluation vectors to those with less unique evaluation
vectors.

As a consequence of truncating coefficient vectors, coefficient matrix n.(Cy) "n.(C;) in is
replaced with the one computed from the truncated coefficient vectors . The coefficient norm of
the obtained polynomials is no longer equal but only close to unity. However, we can still calculate the
exact evaluation of polynomials by keeping their evaluation vectors and coefficient vectors separate.
Thus, the generalized eigenvalues {\;};—12,. |c,| at Step2’ maintain the exact value of the square
extent of vanishing.

It is difficult to estimate the error caused by the coefficient truncation because basis construction
proceeds iteratively, and error gets accumulated. The following theorem gives a theoretical lower
bound of the coefficient truncation without any loss.

Theorem 5. For an exact calculation of coefficients, we need at least |Fy| monomials for each degree
t.

Proof. Evaluation vectors of nonvanishing polynomials are mutually orthogonal. They form a basis
that spans the subspace of RIX! for a set of data points X, and appending new nonvanishing polyno-
mials gradually completes the basis. By construction, span(F3(X)) is a subspace of rank(|Fy|) that is
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orthogonal to span(F'~1(X)). A degree-t polynomial is the sum of a linear combination of degree-t
monomials and a polynomial of degree less than ¢. Thus, we need |F}| or more degree-t monomials to
obtain Fy whose evaluation vectors are mutually orthogonal and orthogonal to span(F*~*(X)), which
concludes that the claim holds true.

Theorem [5| states the minimal number of monomials required to perform an exact calculation of
coefficient vectors. The equality holds when the evaluation vectors of monomials are always orthogonal
until the termination. Since this is too optimistic in practice, we propose to keep O(|F}|) coefficients
at each degree t. Suppose the basis construction terminates at ¢ = T'. Then, the length of coefficient
vectors at T'—1is O(|FT~1|). The matrix used to calculate the coefficient vectors of Cr is O(|FT~1|)-
sparse. The number of new monomials in this step is O(|FT=1|n). It is known |FT| < | X| because the
evaluation vectors of F' (approximately) spans the RIXI. Therefore, the coefficient truncation yields
coefficient vectors in polynomial-order length O(n|X|). As a consequence, computing n.(C;) "n.(Cy)
in (6) costs O(|Cy|?-n|X|) = O(n?|X|?). This is acceptable when one considers the cost of solving (6)
is also O(|Cy)?) = O(n3| X)?).

Lastly, we consider another idea for approximating coefficient norm of polynomials: how about
calculating the norm of the evaluation vector of a polynomial at randomly sampled points to infer the
coefficient norm? Unfortunately, this strategy does not work as further discussed. Let V! (-) be the
Veronese map, which gives the evaluations of n-variate monomials of degree up to ¢. For instance,
Vi(x) = (1,21, 22,27, 2122, 23) € R™C. For a set of points X, we define Vi (X) € RIXIXME ag
a matrix whose i-th row is the Veronese map of the i-th point. Now, let us consider a polynomial
g = Cyv and its evaluation for randomly sampled points Y.

lg(Y)II* = [Ce(YV)o|?,
= VLY )ne(Ce)v|?,
= v 0. (C) VL) TVE (Y )n(Cy)v.

Note that n.(C;)v is the coefficient vector of g. Thus, if VL(Y)TV!(Y) = I, then we can estimate
the coeflicient norm of g from the random evaluation vector g(Y'). However, this cannot be achieved.
For instance, when Y = {(y1,v2) "} C R?,

VE)VEY) = (1 m- 2) (1 e ),

1

y3

= e vivs |-

Yiys

which has y?y2 both in diagonal and off-diagonal entries. Therefore, V3(x)" VZ(x) will not be the
identity matrix regardless of the sampled points.
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Table 3: Statistics of basis sets of nonvanishing polynomials computed by SBC-I and SBC-n. with
coefficient truncation thresholds 8 = 0.0,0.5,0.9, 1.0. The basis sets of degree up to ten are considered
in the calculation of the statistics for fair comparison. One can see that (i) the nonvanishing poly-
nomials obtained by SBC-I have significantly large coefficient norms, while those found by SBC-n,
(0 = 1.0) have unit coefficient norms; (ii) even with the coefficient truncation (¢ = 0.0,0.5,0.9), the
coefficient norms are close to unity despite of the drastically shortened coefficient vectors; and (iii)
at the same time, runtimes and memories are reduced by approximately 2-20 times.

SBC-n. SBC-1
6 00 [ o5 [ 09 [ 10
Length of coeff. vec. 21 21 233 19427 19448
Mean coeff. norm 2.11 2.11 3.00 1.00 1.19e+4
D2" | Min / Max coeff. norm | 0.60 / 4.46 | 0.60 / 4.46 | 1.00 / 6.21 | 1.00 / 1.00 | 1.00 / 2.33e+5
Runtime [msec] 1.50e+1 1.52e+1 1.62e+-2 4.58e+1 1.57
Memory [MB] 2.46e+1 2.46e+1 2.72e+1 8.18e+1 2.42
Length of coeff. vec. 38 38 4207 646625 646646
Mean coeff. norm 1.79 1.79 2.12 1.00 1.08e+8
D3" | Min / Max coeff. norm | 0.54 /5.30 | 0.54 /5.30 | 0.88 /3.89 | 1.00 / 1.00 | 1.00 / 1.00e+10
Runtime [msec] 8.17e+2 8.3le+2 3.61le+3 1.79e+4 4.47e+1
Memory [MB] 1.10e+3 1.1e+3 4.01e+3 1.17e+4 3.54

5 Experiments

Here, we compare VCA, SBC without any normalization (i.e., SBC with Step2; SBC-T), and SBC
with the coefficient normalization (SBC-n.). In the first experiment, we show that VCA and SBC-
I encounter severe spurious vanishing problem even in simple datasets, whereas SBC-n. does not.
In the second experiment, we compare these methods in classification tasks. All experiments were
performed using Julia implementation on a desktop machine with an eight-core processor and a 32 GB
memory. We emphasize that the proposed methods (coefficient normalization with the generalized
eigenvalue problem and the coefficient truncation) can be easily unified with other basis construction
methods because these methods are all based on the SBC framework. However, these methods are
less commonly used than VCA, and they need more hyperparameters to control, which makes the
analysis unnecessarily complicated.

5.1 Analysis of Coefficient Norm and the Extent of Vanishing with Simple
Datasets

We perform basis construction by VCA, SBC-I, and SBC-n.. The coefficient norm and the extent
of vanishing of obtained polynomials are respectively compared between three methods. We also
compare SBC-n. with and without the coefficient truncation.

Datasets and parameters We use three algebraic varieties: (D1) double concentric circles (radii
1 and 2), (D2) triple concentric ellipses (radii (v/2,1/v/2), (2v/2,2/v/2), and (3v/2,3/+/2)) with 37 /4
rotation, and (D3) {mz —y?, 23— yz} We randomly sampled 50, 70, and 100 points from these
algebraic varieties, respectively. We further consider two datasets by adding variables to D2 and
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Table 4: Classification results by VCA and SBC-n, in three datasets (Iris, Vowel, and Vehicle). SBC-
n. achieved comparable or even lower errors than VCA with significantly shorter feature vectors, which
implies VCA basis sets contain many spurious vanishing polynomials. The results are averaged over
ten independent runs.

SBC-n, VCA
9 05 | 09 [ 10

Error 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.05
It Length of F(-) | 8.20e+1 | 9.29e+1 | 6.35e+1 | 1.51e+2

" | Runtime [msec| | 1.0le+1 | 1.10e+1 8.66 6.90

Memory [MB] | 5.61 6.50 101 174

Error 0.45 0.50 0.34 0.45
Vo Length of F(-) | 3.29e+3 | 3.24e+3 | 3.12+3 | 4.74e+3
" | Runtime [msec| | 5.47e+3 | 5.85e+3 | 4.89e+3 | 7.20e+3
Memory [MB] | 5.24c12 | 5.71c+2 | 6.8%¢+2 | 3.07c12

Error 0.26 0.25 0.20 0.19
Ve Length of F(-) | 5.57e+3 | 5.78e+3 | 5.25e+3 | 8.26e+3
" | Runtime [msec] | 2.95e+4 | 3.89e+4 | 4.69¢+4 | 1.31le+4
Memory [MB] | 4.23¢+3 | 4.24e+3 | 4.38¢+3 | 1.0le+3

D3. (D2%) five additional variables y; = k;x1 + (1 — k;)zo for k; € {0.0,0.2,0.5,0.8,1.0}, where
and x5 are the variables of D2. (D3") nine additional variables y; = k;z1 + liz2 + (1 — k; — I;)x3
for (k;,1;) € {0.2,0.5,0.8}2, where z1, z2, and z3 are the variables of D3. Each dataset is mean-
centralized and then perturbed by the additive Gaussian noise. The mean of the noise is set to zero,
and the standard deviation is set to 5% of the average absolute value of the points.

For each dataset and method, the threshold e is selected as follows. First, we compute a Grobner
basis G of the algebraic variety of the dataset. Suppose G contains My, Myyq,--- , M polynomials
at degree t,t + 1,...,T, respectively, where ¢ and T are the lowest degree and highest degree of
polynomials in G, respectively. Then, ¢ is selected so that the target basis construction yields a basis
G’ whose lowest-degree polynomial is degree t, and |G| > M, for 7 > t. To be more precise, we first
search the range of such thresholds, and set € to the mean of that range.

Results In Fig.|3] the coefficient norm of nonvanishing polynomials (upper row of each panel) and
that of vanishing polynomials (bottom row of each panel), which are obtained by VCA and SBC-
I, are plotted along the degree. The mean values are represented by solid lines and dots, and the
range from minimum to maximum is represented by shades. As can be seen from the figure, the
mean coefficient norm tends to sharply grow along the degree (note that the vertical axes are in the
logarithm scale) for both methods. Even within a degree, there can be a huge gap as in degree-5
VCA vanishing polynomials of D1, degree-6 SBC-I vanishing polynomials of D2 (bottom middle
panel), and so on. These results imply that some vanishing (or nonvanishing) polynomials might be
vanishing (or nonvanishing) merely due to their small (or large) coefficients; such polynomials might
become nonvanishing (or vanishing) polynomials once these polynomials are normalized to have a
unit coefficient norm. In fact, this is corroborated by the result shown in Fig. a,b). The extent
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of vanishing (blue dots and solid lines) is contrasted against the rescaled extent of vanishing (red
dots and dashed lines), which is calculated by rescaling the extent of vanishing using the coefficient
norm of polynomials at post-processing so that polynomials have a unit coefficient norm. After the
rescaling, some nonvanishing polynomials show the extent of vanishing below the threshold (gray
dotted line) and some vanishing polynomials show the extent of vanishing above the threshold. For
example, degree-5 VCA vanishing polynomials become nonvanishing polynomials after the rescaling;
degree-10 SBC-I nonvanishing polynomials become vanishing polynomials after the rescaling. The
variance of the extent of vanishing at each degree also changes drastically. For example, the rescaling
degree-5 VCA vanishing polynomials show large variance of the extent of vanishing, but the rescaling
reveals that the actual extent of vanishing is almost identical to these polynomials. The reverse
is also observed as in degree-5 VCA nonvanishing polynomials. Note that both VCA and SBC-I
required expensive calculations for this post-processing (rescaling), because usually, these methods
cannot access the coefficient norm of polynomials (especially in the numerical implementation).

In contrast, as shown in Fig. c)7 the extent of vanishing of polynomials from SBC-n, are consis-
tent before and after the normalization, which is simply because the polynomials are generated under
the coefficient normalization. Moreover, we can see that under coefficient normalization, the extent
of vanishing shows considerably lower variance for both nonvanishing and vanishing polynomials. In
other words, VCA and SBC-I overestimate (or underestimate) the extent of vanishing due to the
bloat in the coefficient norm.

Next, we evaluate SBC-n. with the coefficient truncation. The result is summarized in Table[3] We
change the truncation threshold 6 in from 0.0 to 1.0. Following Theorem we keep at least | Fy|
coefficients at each degree regardless of §. Thus, § = 0.0 corresponds to the case where we keep exactly
|Fy| coefficients for each degree. 6 = 1.0 corresponds to SBC-n. without the coefficient truncation.
Here, we analyze the nonvanishing polynomials in terms of the length of coefficient vectors, the
actual coefficient norm (mean, minimum, and maximum), the runtime of basis construction, and the
memory used during the basis construction. To measure these statistics consistently across methods
and parameters, the basis construction is terminated at degree 10 even if the termination condition
is not satisfied. We also show the same statistics of SBC-I. As for VCA, we cannot find proper
parameter e so that the degree and number of basis polynomials are similar to the Grébner basis.
VCA rescales each nonvanishing polynomial by the norm of its evaluation vector during the basis
construction. We consider that this rescaling can lead to more spurious vanishing polynomials,
resulting in too early termination, or lead to more spurious nonvanishing polynomials, resulting in
fewer vanishing polynomials than those of the Grobner basis at each degree. Because the computation
of VCA and SBC-I is quite similar, it is enough only to consider SBC-I for measuring runtime and
memory.

As can be seen in Table 3, with 6 = 0.9, the truncated coefficient vectors are approximately
100 times shorter. Nevertheless, the mean, minimum, and maximum of the coefficient norm are
still moderately close to unity, respectively, for both datasets. This means that only about 1% of
monomials and coefficients have a significant contribution to the basis polynomials. Even in the
extreme case (0 = 0.0), the coefficient norm of polynomials still lies in the moderate range, while
the coefficient vectors are significantly shortened (less than 0.1%). By the coefficient truncation, the
runtime and memory for SBC-n, is reduced. For example, at # = 0.9, the runtime and memory of
SBC-n, is reduced by around 3 for both datasets; at 8 = 0.5, the runtime is reduced by 20 times for
D3*. SBC-I remains faster than SBC-n. even with # = 0.0. However, the coefficient norm of SBC-I
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significantly varies across polynomials (e.g., 10!° gap between minimum and maximum for D37T).
In other words, the fast calculation of SBC-TI is a consequence of allowing the basis construction to
encounter the spurious vanishing problem.

Again, note that coefficient vectors are typically not accessible for VCA and SBC-I in the numeri-
cal implementation. Thus, one cannot normalize nor discard polynomials by weighing their coefficient
norms, as done in the analysis. For the above analysis, we calculated the coefficient vectors for VCA
and SBC-I in the same manner as in SBC-n., which takes the additional cost. The runtime was
measured by independently running VCA and SBC-I without the coefficient calculation.

5.2 Classification

Here, we extract feature vectors from data using vanishing polynomials, and train a linear classifier
with these vectors. We compare VCA and SBC-n. with and without the coefficient truncation. In

the training stage, we compute vanishing polynomials for each class. Let G; = {gii)7 ...,g‘(g‘} be the
vanishing polynomials of the i-th class data. As proposed in [3], a feature vector of a data point x is
given by
-
)

F@) = (- |o @)

el @)

|Gi ()| T

where g§i)

data point = takes small values for G; part and large values for the rest. Note that these feature
vectors do not exploit class-discriminative information because the basis set for each class is inde-
pendently constructed by only using data of the corresponding class. We employed f5-regularized
logistic regression and one-versus-the-rest strategy using LIBLINEAR [27].

is the j-th vanishing polynomials of the i-th class. Intuitively, F (w(i)) for the i-th class

Datasets and paramters We used three datasets (Iris, Vowel, and Vehicle) from the UCI dataset
repository [28]. The parameter ¢ was selected by 3-fold cross-validation. Because Iris and Vehicle do
not have prespecified training sets and test sets, we randomly split each dataset into a training set
(60%) and test set (40%), which were mean-centralized and normalized so that the mean norm of
data points is equal to unity.

Results As can be seen from Table[d SBC-n. achieves comparable or lower classification error than
VCA for all the datasets. In particular, the improvement at the Vowel dataset is significant. Note
that SBC-n. yields much shorter feature vectors than VCA. For example, in the Vehicle dataset,
SBC-n. feature vectors are shorter than the VCA feature vectors by approximately 3,000 (about
36% reduction). Furthermore, in contrast to the previous experiment using D2% and D3™, the gap
of runtimes between SBC-n. and VCA is much less significant. This is because the termination
degree of the basis construction is rather low (approximately five, in most cases). In such a case,
the length of coefficient vectors is not the bottleneck of the runtime. This also explains why the
coefficient truncation not necessarily decreases the runtime of SBC-n.. It also can be seen that the
effect of the coefficient truncation on the classification error is not consistent. The classification error
decreases for the Iris dataset and increases for the other datasets. To pursue better performance in
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classification, it is necessary to consider class-discriminative information in basis construction and
coefficient truncation. For example, introducing coefficient normalization in discriminative VCA
(DVCA,; [7]) is an interesting future work.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper, we discussed the spurious vanishing problem in the approximate vanishing ideal, which
has been an unnoticed theoretical flaw of existing polynomial-based basis constructions. To circum-
vent the spurious vanishing problem, polynomial-based basis constructions are required to introduce
a normalization. We propose a method to optimally generate basis polynomials under a given normal-
ization. The proposed method is enough general to extend the existing basis construction algorithms
and to consider various types of normalization. In particular, we consider coefficient normalization,
which is intuitive but costly to introduce. We propose two methods to ease the computational cost;
one is an exact method that takes advantages of the iterative nature of the basis construction frame-
work, and the other is an approximation method, which empirically but drastically shortens the
coefficient vectors while keeping the coeflicient norm of the polynomials in a moderate range.

The experiments show the severity of the spurious vanishing problem in basis construction algo-
rithms without proper normalization (VCA and SBC-I) and the effectiveness of the proposed method
for avoiding the problem. In the classification tasks, SBC with coefficient normalization achieved
comparable or even lower classification errors with much shorter feature vectors than unnormalized
methods. An important future direction is to design a more scalable algorithm. Our experiments
suggest that the coefficient norm of polynomials is well regularized even when only a few proportions
of monomials are considered. This can be a key observation to reduce the runtime of new algorithms.
Another interesting direction is to consider a different type of normalization.
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Figure 3: Coefficient norm of nonvanishing polynomials (upper row of each panel) and vanishing
polynomials (lower row of each panel) by (a) VCA and (b) SBC-I for three datasets (each column
for each dataset). The mean coefficient norms of each degree are linked by solid lines. The range
from the smallest to the largest coefficient norms is represented by shades. The coefficient norm
is considerably different even at a degree, and the average coefficient norm increases sharply over

degree.
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Figure 4: The extent of vanishing of polynomials obtained by VCA (a) and SBC-I (b), and SBC-n,
(c) for three datasets (each column for each dataset). In each panel, the upper and lower rows show
the result for nonvanishing and vanishing polynomials, respectively. The mean extent of vanishing at
each degree is linked by dots and solid lines (blue), and the mean extent of vanishing of polynomials
whose coefficient norm is normalized to unity by a post-processing is linked by dots and dashed
lines (red). The range from the smallest to the lgggest extent of vanishing is represented by shades
(red and blue). Dotted lines (gray) represent threshold e. (a, b) using VCA and SBC-I, some
nonvanishing polynomials turn into vanishing polynomials when the coefficient vectors are normalized,
whereas some vanishing polynomials turn into nonvanishing polynomials. (c¢) by taking the coefficient
normalization into account (SBC-n.), the extent of vanishing remains invariant when coefficients are
normalized because the coefficients are already normalized during the basis construction.
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