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Constructing efficient spatial discretizations of
spans of multivariate Chebyshev polynomials

Lutz Kammerer*

June 5, 2024

For an arbitrary given span of high-dimensional multivariate Chebyshev polynomials,
an approach to construct spatial discretizations is presented, i.e., the construction of a
sampling set that allows for the unique reconstruction of each polynomial of this span.

The approach presented here combines three different types of efficiency. First, the
construction of the spatial discretization should be efficient with respect to the dimension
of the span of the Chebyshev polynomials. Second, the number of sampling nodes within
the constructed discretizations should be efficient, i.e., the oversampling factors should be
reasonable. Third, there should be an efficient method for the unique reconstruction of a
polynomial from given sampling values at the sampling nodes of the discretization.

The first two mentioned types of efficiency are also present in constructions based
on random sampling nodes, but the lack of structure here causes the inefficiency of the
reconstruction method. Our approach uses a combination of cosine transformed rank-1
lattices whose structure allows for applications of univariate fast Fourier transforms for
the reconstruction algorithm and is thus a priori efficiently realizable.

Besides the theoretical estimates of numbers of sampling nodes and failure probabilities
due to a random draw of the used lattices, we present several improvements of the basic
design approach that significantly increases its practical applicability. Numerical tests,
which discretize spans of multivariate Chebyshev polynomials depending on up to more
than 50 spatial variables, corroborate the theoretical results and the significance of the
improvements.
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1 Introduction

Polynomial approximation is an important approach in numerical analysis as well as in scien-
tific computing. In particular, Chebyshev polynomials provide a popular basis of polynomials
in univariate as well as multivariate settings [20, 26, 25, 4, 22, 17, 19].

In lower spatial dimensions d € N, a standard approach for approximating non-periodic
signals using polynomials, cf. e.g. [7], is fixing a maximal degree N, sampling the (dilated

*Chemnitz University of Technology, Faculty of Mathematics, 09107 Chemnitz, Germany
kaemmerer@mathematik.tu-chemnitz.de


http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.03281v1

and shifted) signal at a Cartesian product of one-dimensional grids, i.e., at (N +1)? sampling
nodes in [—1,1]%, and computing the coefficients (&g )res of the polynomial

P(:I:) = Z éka(CC) s

kel

by solving a linear system of equations. Here, I = {k: € Nd: ||kllo < N } is an index set,
x = (r1,...,24)" is a vector of d € N variables, and T}, a product of univariate Chebyshev
polynomials as defined in (2.1). Obviously, even for moderate spatial dimensions d the car-
dinality of the index set I as well as the cardinality of the Cartesian product grid in spatial
domain quickly becomes unreasonably large and most applications allow a suitable reduction
of the index set I without causing significant deterioration of the approximation quality, see,
e.g., [2, 5, 6, 22, 19]. Most commonly, the corresponding coefficient vector (¢x)res is com-
puted from samples using a least squares approach, i.e., by solving a normal equation of first
kind. The index set reduction usually leads to less structured index sets and sampling at a
complete Cartesian product grid becomes unfavorable due to huge oversampling and excessive
computational costs.

Once the possibly less structured index set I of finite cardinality |I| is fixed, the question
arises how to efficiently sample the signal in order to guarantee a unique solution of the
coefficient vector (¢g)ger. We call a set of sampling nodes X C [—1,1]¢ with finite cardinality
| X | spatial discretization of the linear span of Chebyshev polynomials CII(]) := span{Ty: k €
I}, iff the aforementioned least squares approach provides a unique solution, which is given
iff the corresponding Chebyshev matrix C(X, ), cf. (2.4), has full column rank.

Depending on the individual point of view, discretization approaches are efficient in differ-
ent ways. We differ construction efficiency, sample efficiency, and reconstruction efficiency.
First, approaches that construct sampling sets for adaptively determined index sets I require
efficient construction procedures, i.e., the construction of the sampling set should be of man-
ageable complexity. Second, the number of sampling nodes can be considered efficient if the
oversampling factor | X' |/|I| is not too large. Third, the solution of the least squares approach
requires an (approximate) inversion of a matrix-vector product, whose efficiency can be more
or less favored by the possible structure of the sampling nodes.

Motivated by the goal of developing a highly efficient dimension-incremental approach for
the approximation of non-periodic functions by algebraic polynomials, the aim of this work
is to construct spatial discretizations for algebraic polynomials that provide all three types
of efficiency mentioned above. Similar to the periodic approach, cf. [18, 13], adaptively
composed index sets will appear in the non-periodic approach. We are therefore interested in
an approach that constructs spatial discretizations for polynomial spaces CII(I) with arbitrary
index sets I C Ng of finite cardinality.

Existing sampling approaches based on suitable randomly drawn sampling sets provide con-
struction efficiency as well as sample efficiency, cf. [6] and columns CONSTRUCTION and X in
Table 1.1. Due to the associated, generally unstructured Chebyshev matrices, the reconstruc-
tion using a conjugate gradient (CG) method suffers from the necessary naive matrix-vector
products and is therefore less computationally efficient. The CG method calculates matrix-
vector products with Chebyshev matrices C(X, ) and their transposed. Since the matrix-
vector product with the matrix C'(X, I) corresponds to the evaluation of the polynomial at all
sampling nodes of the discretization X', the computational complexities of (efficient algorithms
realizing) the matrix-vector products are given in column EVALUATION of Table 1.1. Note
that the complexities specified in this column correspond to those of a single CG iteration.



Further, any linear span of a finite number of multivariate Chebyshev polynomials can
be discretized in spatial domain using single cosine transformed rank-1 lattices, resulting in
Chebyshev matrices whose inversion can be computed using a fast Fourier transform (FFT)
method whose computational effort is almost linear to the number of samples, cf. [17, 14].
This reconstruction is indeed easy to realize and a single efficiently realizable matrix-vector
product. Unfortunately, both the construction efficiency as well as the sample efficiency are
far from optimal, cf. [17, 14] and row CRI1L in Table 1.1.

The idea of cosine transformed rank-1 lattices is based on the well-known link between the
trigonometric system and the Chebyshev system. More precisely, a multivariate polynomial
P e CI(I), I € Ng and |I| < oo, can be regarded as a multivariate trigonometric polynomial
p € TI(J) := span{e?™": h € J} with modified index set J = M(I) C Z%, cf. (2.3), the so-
called mirrored index set M(I), cf. (1.1). In fact, a spatial discretization 7 C [0,1)%, | T | <
00, of TI(M(T)), which means that the corresponding Fourier matrix F(7,M(I)), cf. (2.5),
is of full column rank, provides a spatial discretization of CII(I) after cosine transform,
cf. Theorem 2.7. It is also known that sets of rank-1 lattices, suitably drawn at random,
provides advantageous spatial discretizations of II(M(T)), cf. [11], and thus, can be used as
spatial discretizations of CII(I) after cosine transform. However, a spatial discretization of
CII(I) must fulfill much weaker conditions than (cosine transformed) spatial discretizations
of II(M(1)), cf. also [14]. Accordingly, there is room for improvement which we explore in this
paper. In a first theoretical result, cf. Theorem 4.3, we observe that we can construct spatial
discretizations of CII(I) similar to the construction of spatial discretizations of II(M(I)),
cf. [11], using a random draw of several rank-1 lattices (and subsequent cosine transform).
The significant difference is in the number of drawn rank-1 lattices, which can be significantly
reduced from [C(In|M(I)| —Ind)]| to [C(In|I| —Ind)], where § € (0,1] is a specific upper
bound on the failure probability and C' > 1/2 is a universal constant for which C' = 2 seems
to be a good choice both theoreticallyand practically as our numerical tests promise.

The main advantages of the theoretical results in Theorem 4.3 are the observed sample
complexity and the obviously simple and highly efficient construction, cf. Table 1.1. The
sample complexity is almost linear in the number |M(I)|. Furthermore, an application of
multiple univariate FFTs and a conjugate gradient method provides an efficient reconstruc-
tion. A closer and more practical look at the simple construction approach leads to sev-
eral improvements, which are presented in three steps in Section 5.2. In the course of this,
we make sure that the sample complexity is essentially preserved - apart from exceptional
cases that are less relevant in practice - and that the upper bound on the failure probabil-
ity is also preserved. Certainly, in each step the computational effort of the construction
algorithm grows. In the first improvement step, the construction complexity increases to
O (|M(I)|(d +log |I])log|I]). In each of the subsequent two steps, the computational costs
for construction increase by factors in O ((d + log|I|)log |I|). Please note that | M(I)| < 2¢|I|
applies in general and is a worst case estimate. Some estimates on the given sample com-
plexities in column | X' | of Table 1.1 suffer from this estimate. As a result, the determined
evaluation complexities are also affected. To simplify the comparison, the two terms | M(I)|
and 2¢|| can be used synonymously.

Remark 1.1. Note that the dependencies on the spatial dimension d of the listed results in
Table 1.1 are based on estimates without additional assumptions on, e.g., the simultaneously
active dimensions. A common assumption, because it is observed in many applications, is
that significant individual basis functions of approximations do not actually depend on all d



COMPLEXITIES

APPROACH | X | CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION
random nodes (6] | M(1)[log | M(D)]  d| M(1)[log| M(D) M(D)] 1]10g | M(D)
CRIL [14 M1 R | M(D) 17| log | M(D)|)?
Theorem 4.3 | M(I)|log |I] d|I| | M(I)] (d + log|I])log ||
Section 5.2.1 | M(I)|log |I] | M(I)| (d + log|I])log || | M(I)| (d + log|I])log ||
Section 5.2.2 24 |1 log | 1| | M(I)| (d +log|I|)(log |I])3 d2%|I| (log |1])?
Section 5.2.3 24 |I|1og |1 | M(I)| (d + log |I])*(log |I])3 d2%|1| (log |1])?

Table 1.1: Complexities of cardinalities | X | of spatial discretizations X’ for CII(I) under the assump-
tion Ny < |M(I)|/log|I], cf. (2.7), construction complexities, and matrix evaluation com-

plexities, i.e., computational complexities of efficient realizations of matrix vector products
with matrices C(X,I) and C(X,I)".

possible variables. In fact an analysis of variance (ANOVA) can reveal significant variables
and their interactions, cf. [21]. Already available numerical methods for decomposing high-
dimensional signals w.r.t. their variance ranking of the variables and present interactions,
cf. [15, 16], in a black-box scenario can benefit from the discretization strategies developed in
this paper. However, the estimates on the number of sampling nodes should be refined for this
purpose.

If one assumes that each basis function Ty, of CII(I) actually depends on at most ds < d
different variables x;, j € {1,...,d}, the listed estimates in Table 1.1 can be reduced sig-
nificantly. To be more precise, the given dependencies on the dimension d can be mitigated
to similar dependencies on dg, since then cardinalities | NU(I)| of the mirrored index set can
be bounded from above by | M(I)| < 29|I|. Moreover, if the index set I C N fulfills a so-
called downward closed or lower set property, cf. [3], it is possible to estimate the cardinality
| M(I)| < |T|™3/™2 which reduces the given bounds in certain scenarios.

In addition, we need to mention that the component-by-component construction of cosine
transformed single rank-1 lattices in [14] is a deterministic approach, i.e., it is not subject
to any probability of failure. All other constructions mentioned can be affected by failures
that occur with well controllable and low probabilities. Moreover, for given cosine transformed
multiple rank-1 lattices determined by Theorem 4.3, it is relatively easy and computation-
ally affordable to check a sufficient discretization condition. The improved approaches from
Section 5.2 are based on this check so that possible failures can be reported at runtime.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 basic facts from linear algebra, the con-
nection of the Chebyshev and the trigonometric system, and rank-1 lattices are collected.
Section 3 presents the general approach for constructing spatial discretizations step by step
using what we call Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition here. A general improvement idea is dis-
cussed and, in addition, how the connection between the Chebyshev system and the trigono-
metric system can be exploited to construct the discretization for CII(/) in the trigonometric
framework. In Section 4 we adapt some results for sampling along multiple rank-1 lattices in
the trigonometric system in order to obtain specific basic results for the Chebyshev system.
Section 5 presents certain improvements that prove particularly useful in several numerical
tests. Some of these tests can be found in Section 6.



Notation

We use bold Latin uppercase letters as symbols for matrices and bold Latin lowercase letters
for vectors and denote the kernel of a n x m—matrix A by ker(A) and its image by Im(A).
Moreover, the inner product a-b of two vectors a = (aq, . .. ,ad)T € C%and b = (b1, ... ,bd)T €
C? is defined by a - b := 2?21 a;b;.

the Kronecker delta function and we

1 =0
Wedenotebyém@—){O,l},aH{ 4=

0, otherwise,
use || - [lo: C¢ = Ng, @ — d — Z?Zl do(laj|) for counting the number of nonzero elements

within complex, real, or integer valued vectors. For p € [1, 0] the mapping || - ||,: C% — R is
the usual p-norm for vectors in C¢. Furthermore, for I C Ng we define the mirror operator

M(I) :={h = (iky, ..., lgkq) - ke I,1 € {-1,1}%} (1.1)

and for sets 7 C T? where T := R/Z is the torus, we define the set of cosine transformed
elements of the set 7 by

C(T) := {x = (cos(2nty), ..., cos(2nty)) " € [-1,1]%: t e T}.

In addition, we denote the cardinality of a set I by |I| and for I C R the symbol Abs(I)
denotes the set

Abs(I) :={k = |h|: h e I},

where |h| := (|h1],...,|hq|) " is the vector containing the absolute values of the components
of h. Moreover, we define a function computing the next prime number greater than its input

by

nextprime: R — N, x +— min{p: p > z, p prime} .
For sets J of finite cardinality |.J|, we will consider vectors a = (a;);cs = (aj,, ... ,ajw)T €
CM1, where we assume that the distinct elements ji, . . ., Jjg of J are in a fixed order. We also

assume (the same) fixed orders of sets when indexing matrix elements.

2 Linear algebra, Fourier vs. Chebyshev, rank-1 Lattices

In this section, we collect basic facts about the ingredients that we combine to obtain the
main result of this work. Each of the ingredients is considered more or less separately in this
section.

2.1 Linear algebra

We consider matrices A € C™™ and we denote the [th column of the matrix A by a,
le{l,...,m}. If a; fulfills

a; ¢spani{a;: je{l,....,m}\{l}},

we say that a; fulfills the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition w.r.t. A. This condition will be
widely used throughout the work. In running text we will use the expression Not-In-Span-
Of-Rest condition, otherwise the formal description. In cases where the connection to matrix
A is clear, we omit "w.r.t. A”. We compile some basic facts that we can refer to later.
Without loss of generality, we just consider the first columns of matrices due to notation
simplification. Clearly, all statements apply analogously to any fixed column of the matrices.



Lemma 2.1. Let the matriz A = (ay;), € C™™ be given. For a subset K C

=1,...,n;5=1,...m
{1,...,n} we denote

6’] = (akj)keK’ J=1....m,

where the elements in K are assumed to be naturally ordered.
If there exists a set K C {1,...,n} such that

a; ¢span{a;: j € {2,...,m}},
then a1 € span{a;: j € {2,...,m}} holds.

Proof. Clearly, if the linear system of equations a; = Zje{Q,...,m} aja; does not allow for
an exact solution, then the even more overdetermined linear system of equations a; =
ZjE{Q,...,m} aja; cannot yield an exact solution. |

Later, we will deal with sampling matrices, i.e., the rows of the matrices will be determined
by sampling nodes. Since our construction of sets of sampling nodes is affected by duplicates,
we need to take into account the disappearance of duplicate rows of matrices. To this end,
we say that matrices AV € C*™ and A®) e C"2*™ 1, ny,ny € N, are essentially the
same and we denote A1) 2 A®) iff the sets of the row vectors of both matrices coincide, i.e.,
by eliminating duplicate rows in both matrices and applying a suitable permutation to the
remaining rows of one of the matrices equality of the matrices can be achieved.

Lemma 2.2. Let A € C"™™ be given. We define A € CF*™ as the matriz that consists

of all k pairwise distinct rows of AW In addition, we denote al(i) as the lth column of A0
1=1,2. Then

agl) 4 span{al(l): lef{2,....m}} & a§2) ¢ span{al(2): le{2,...,m}}
holds.

Proof. Dropping the duplicate rows of the linear system of equations

agn _ Z aka/(:)
k=2

does not affect the existence of a solution as well as a possible solution and the remaining
linear system of equations coincides with a§2) =3 o Oéka;(f)- |

Lemma 2.3. Let A € C*™ gnd A® e C*™ be given and we assume A £ A2)
i.e., the matrices AN and A® are essentially the same. Then

agl) 4 span{al(l): le{2,....m}} & a§2) ¢ span{al(z): led{2,...,m}}.
holds.

Proof. Applying Lemma 2.2 twice yields the assertion. |



Lemma 2.4. Let the matriz A € C™*"™ of the following form
A1 A12>
A=
<A21 Ag

with submatrices A;; € C"*™i n;,m; € No, 1 € {1,2}, j € {1,2}, ni+ny =n, mi+mg =m,
be given. In addition, we assume that each column of A1y fulfills the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest
condition with respect to (AH Alg).

If the lth column of Ags, 1 <1 < my, fulfills the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition w.r.t. Ass,

then the (my + l)th column of the matriz A fulfills the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition w.r.t.
the matriz A.

Proof. We assume the contrary, i.e. under the assumptions of the lemma, we assume that the
(my 4 1)th column of A does not fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition w.r.t. the matrix
A. Accordingly, there exist a € C, k € {1,...,m} \ {m1 + {}, such that

m
Qi1 = Y, Qgay
k=1
k;ﬁm1+l
holds. Due to the fact that each column of Aj; fulfills the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition
w.r.t. (AH A12), we observe a, = 0 for k € {1,...,m1}. Accordingly, we observe that

Gy 1 € span{a;: j € {m1+1,...,m} \ {m1 +1}} and, in particular, that the /th column of
Ao is in the span of the other columns of Ay which is in contradiction to the assumptions. H

Remark 2.5. Due to theoretical considerations, we distinguish three types of matrices A €
C™™_ On the one hand, there are matrices where each column fulfills the Not-In-Span-Of-
Rest condition, which means that the matriz has full column rank. On the other hand, there
are matrices where at least one column aj, j € {1,...,m}, does not fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-
Rest condition, which leads to a distinction of the two other types. First, assuming that there
is only a single column which does not fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition, we observe
a; = 0. Second, if a; # 0, then at least two columns do not fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest
condition. Accordingly, it is not possible that only a single nonzero column does not fulfill the
Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition.

2.2 Fourier vs. Chebyshev

For k € Ny, we define the univariate Chebyshev polynomials

1=5¢ (k)

Ti: [-1,1] = R, x+— 272 cos(karccos(x)),

ie.,

1 k=0,
Ti(@) = {\/icos(k arccos(z)) ke N,

which constitute an orthonormal system in L?([—1,1], p1), i.e., w.r.t. the inner product

(s =110 % (L) 2 Ry (Fug) o> g = [ f@glap(o)da



where p1(7) := (7v/1 — 22)7! is the weight function. For d € N and k € N&, we define the
d-variate Chebyshev polynomials

Te: [-1,1] 5 R, = (xl,...,xd)Tb—)HTkj(xj), (2.1)

which constitute an orthonormal system in L?([—1,1]%, pg), i.e., w.r.t. the inner product
<'7 '>d: LZ([_L 1]d7Pd) X LQ([_L 1]d7Pd) - R7 (f7 g) = <f7 g>d = % 11 f(CC)g(IE)pd(CC)dIE

d
where pq(x) = Hj:l p1(;).
We observe the equality

1—69(kj)

d d -
H H 2 cos(kjarccos(z;)) = H

elk; arccos(z;) + e—ik; arccos(z;)

d
_ 2,% H ( ik; arccos(z;) _{_efikj arccos(:vj))
7&

I
™

likllo ih; _lRlo .
5 Z H ih; arccos(x;) _ Z 92 5 ol arccos(m)’ (22)

heM({k}) }{ 7&10 heM({k})
J

where the arccos is applied to vectors componentwise.
For a Chebyshev coefficient series {¢ } kend € 41 (Nd), we observe

Z Cka Z 27 2 é 1h arccos(m)’

keNd hezd

where |h| is the vector of componentwise absolute values of h. Moreover, for an arbitrary
d-variate polynomial P € CII(I), I C N&, |I| < oo, i.e., P(x) = Y ,c; €Tk () with (&k)ker €
RHI, we observe

2] . iRl .
P(gc) = Z Q_TO Cr Z elh~arccos(:z: Z Z e élh‘elh-arccos(w)

kel heM({k}) kel heM({k})
- Y e aimsge (enlo)), (23)
heM(I) "—'_.ﬁ T
=:pp

where p: T? — C is a multivariate trigonometric polynomial. For each x € -1, 1]d, we have
t — arccos(m)

= e 10,1/2)%, and Consequently, p(t) = P(cos(2nt)) = P(x) holds. The similar
equality also holds for ¢ € [0,1)%\ [0,1/2]¢, due to the fact that for

5:{w, t; € [0,1/2],

T 1=ty ty e (1/2,1),



we observe t € [0,1/2]¢ and

~ —likll 3 —lEll ;
pd) =277, Y mht=N"omavg, Y Mt = p(t)

kel heM({k}) kel heM({k})

due to the symmetry of each M({k}).
Moreover, we observe
x = cos(2nt) = cos(2nt),

due to cos(27t;) = cos(—2wt;) = cos(2m(1 — ¢;)) = cos(27t;). Accordingly, we ascertain
P(z) = P(cos(2nt)) = p(t) for each t € [0,1)? and thus for all t € T¢.
For X C [~1,1]% and I € N¢, we denote the Chebyshev evaluation matrix by

C(X, 1) = (Th(x)) ey pes € RIF N (2.4)

and observe that the evaluation of P € CII(I) at all z € X is equivalent to the matrix vector
product C(X, )€ = P, where € = (Cg),; is the vector of Chebyshev coefficients correspond-
ing to the algebraic polynomial P and P = (P(x))gex. Clearly, the unique reconstruction
of the polynomial P from sampling values P(x), * € X, i.e., the unique reconstruction of ¢
from these sampling values, is guaranteed if and only if the matrix C'(X, I) has full column
rank |7|.

Due to the last considerations, we can decompose the matrix C(X,I) in two matrices F'
and B, where the matrix B computes the connection between ¢ and pp, for all h € M({k})
and all k € I, cf. (2.3), and F is a specific Fourier evaluation matrix, which is generally

defined by

F(T,J) = (&Wih-t)tg L, €CITL, (2.5)

where 7 C T¢ is a sampling set and J C Z% an index set that specifies a set of trigonometric
monomials. The matrix B is given by

B(I) = (bhvk)heM(I),keI € R‘M(D‘Xm 5

where el
{22%hemww
bh ==

0, otherwise.

Clearly, for given X C [~1,1]¢, | X | < 00, and T := {t = %:(w): x € X'} the relation

C(Xx,I) 2 F(T,M(I))B(I)

holds, i.e., C(X,I) and F(7,M(I))B(I) are essentially the same matrices. Due to the
considerations above, we also have the same relation for given 7 C T¢, |7 | < oo, and
determined X = @€(T) := {cos(2nt): t € T}. At this point, we would like to point out
that the sets 7 and X might not have the same cardinality due to several possible elements
t1,ty € T, t1 # to, for which cos(27t;) = cos(27ty) holds. However, the sets of the row vectors
of the matrices C(X,I) and F(7,M(I))B(I) coincide, which means that the matrices are
essentially the same matrices, cf. Section 2.1.

The matrix B([) is highly sparse and structured. More precisely, each row of B(I) has
exactly one nonzero entry, since each h € M(I) is an element of exactly one of the sets
M({k}), k € I. As a consequence, B(I) has full column rank |I| by default. We observe the
following facts.



Lemma 2.6. Let X C [-1,1]¢ or T C T% as well as I C NZ be given. Moreover, we assume
that X = C(T) holds. Then the matriz C(X,I) has full column rank |I| if and only if
ker(F(7,M(I))) NIm(B(I)) = {0}.

Proof. This is a simple consequence of the Rank-nullity theorem. |

The last lemma, states, that each sampling set 7~ C T¢ which provides ker(F (7, M(I))) N
Im(B(I)) = {0} can be cosine transformed to a sampling set X', which is then a spatial
discretization of CII(I). Clearly, each sampling set 7 with ker(F(7,M(I))) = {0} provides
this property.

Theorem 2.7. Let T be a spatial discretization of II(M(I)). Then X = C(T) is a spatial
discretization of CII(I).

Proof. Since T is a spatial discretization of II(M(I)), we observe ker(F(7,M(I))) = {0} and
thus C(X, 1) £ F(T,M(I))B(I) is of full column rank due to Lemma 2.6. |

Certainly, the case ker(F(7,M(I))) = {0} is the most strict sufficient condition that
implies ker (F(7,M(I)))NIm(B(I)) = {0}. Since satisfying less stringent requirements on the
matrix F'(7,M(I)) promises a lower number |7 | and, consequently, a possibly lower number

| @(T)| of sampling nodes, we are interested in less stringent but still sufficient conditions on
the matrix F(7,M(I)) such that C(€(T),I) has full column rank.

Lemma 2.8. Let T C T¢, | T | < 0o, and I C N, |I| < 0o, be given. We consider the matri-
ces F(T,M(I)) and B(I) and the corresponding matrices C(C(T),I) = F(T,M(I))B(I).
We denote the columns of the matrices C(C(T),I) and F(T,M(I)) as cx, k € I, and ap,
h € M(I).

In addition, we assume that ap ¢ span{a;: 1 € M(I) \ {h}} holds. Then we observe
cin| € span{c;: L € I'\ {|h|}}.

Proof. Due to the definition of the matrix B([), we observe for j € {1,...,|7T |} and k € T
o= D b= Aol = 1)
leM(I) leM(I
Il
—27 %" Y
leM({k})

IIkHo

which yields that the kth column ¢, of F/(7,M(I))B(I) is given by ¢j, = 2~ D eM({k}) M-

Due to the fact that each a;, I € M(I), contributes to exactly one ¢}, k € I, and each of the ¢},
is such a linear combination of a specific set of a;, I € M({k}) , we observe c" h & span{c;: l €
I\ {|h|}}. The matrix C(C(T),I) is essentially the same as the matrix consisting of the
columns ¢, k € I, i.e., applying Lemma 2.3, we observe ¢, & span{c;: I € I\ {|h|}}. [ |

Remark 2.9. The assumption ap, & span{a;: I € M(I)\{h}} in Lemma 2.8 can be weakened
slightly to ap, & span{ a;: L € M(I\{|h|}) } in combination with the assumption c ~ap, # 0.
We obtain the same result, i.e., ¢ & span{c;: L € I\ {|h|}}.

Lemma 2.8 provides a sufficient condition on the columns of matrices F(7,M(I)) which
implies that C(€(T), ) are full column rank matrices. In particular, it is not necessary that
all the columns of F(7,M(I)) are linearly independent, i.e., ker(F(7,M(I))) = {0}. It is
enough that there exists a set J C M(I) such that
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e for each h € J the matrix column ap, & span{a;: 1 € M(I) \ {h}} and
e [ C Abs(J), which implies equality of these two sets.

Then, each column of C(C(T),I) is not in the span of all other columns, i.e., the columns of
C(C(T),I) are linearly independent.

Corollary 2.10. Let an inder set I C N&, |I| < oo, and a sampling set T C T, | T| < oo,
be given. We denote the columns of F(T,M(I)) by apn, h € M(I). We assume that for each
k € I there exists ap, h € M({k}), such that ap, & span{a;: 1l € M(I)\ {h}} holds. Then
the matriz C(C(T),I) has full column rank.

Corollary 2.10 yields a construction concept for a spatial discretization of spans of Cheby-
shev polynomials. We just need to construct a sampling set 7 C T¢ such that for each k € T
at least one of the columns ap, h € M({k}), is not in the span of all other columns ay,
l e M(I)\ {h}. Then the sampling set €(7) = {cos(2nt): t € T} is a spatial discretization
of CII(I).

2.3 rank-1 Lattices

One possibility for discretizing multivariate trigonometric polynomials are so-called rank-1
lattices, cf. [9, 14]. For a given generating vector z € Z% and lattice size M € N, we call the
set

Az, M) := {ﬁzmod 1:j6{0,...,M—1}} c T¢

of sampling nodes in T¢ rank-1 lattice, cf. also [23]. Here the mod 1 means that we map each
component of a vector to its fractional part. However, due to the periodicity of trigonometric
polynomials the modulo part of the definition doesn’t matter for the rest of the paper. For
given Fourier coefficients p, k € J C Z% and |J| < oo, the evaluation of a trigonometric
polynomial p € II(J) at all nodes of a rank-lattice A(z, M), i.e., the matrix vector product
F(A(z,M),J)(Pr)keJ, simplifies to a univariate FFT of length M due to

AR CES o S S ol IS oA P
keJ =0 k-z=l (mod M) =0 \k-z=l (mod M)

gi
The pre-calculation of all g; requires a computational effort in O (d|J|) and the subsequent
univariate FFT in O (M log M), i.e., the evaluation requires O (M log M + d|J|) in total.
The corresponding adjoint evaluation, i.e., an matrix vector product with the conjugate
transpose of F'(A(z,M),J), can also be realized using a univariate FFT and has the same
computational complexity. Moreover, for sampling sets 7 consisting of K rank-1 lattices
A(z1,My),...,A(zx, Mk) , the computation of matrix vector products for matrices F(T,.J)

and its conjugate transpose is realizable in O <Z£{:1 | M| log My + Kd]J]) floating point op-
erations, cf. [10], and is therefore highly efficient with regard to the size of the matrices.

We recall a basic fact about Fourier matrices with a rank-1 lattice as sampling scheme.

Lemma 2.11. Let J C Z4, |J| < oo, be an index set and z € Z¢ and M € N generating
vector and size of the rank-1 lattice A(z, M). Then two columns ap, and ap,, hi,he € J, of
the matriz F(A(z, M), J)

11



e cither coincide, i.e., ap, = ap, and hy -z = hg - z (mod M),
e or they are orthogonal, i.e., ap, - ap, =0 and hy -z # hy - z (mod M).

Proof. This is a simple consequence of the formula for the sum of the first M terms of a
geometric series, since

o - _Mi(ezﬂw)j {0 %M_{o hy-z#hy-z (mod M)
1 2 T -

=~ T\ M @thez ez T\ M by z=hy oz (mod M)

In the case hy -z = hy - z (mod M), the columns ap, and ap, coincide. |

Remark 2.12. Due to the fact that two columns ap, and ap,, hi,ha € M(I), I C N¢,
of the matriz F(A(z,M),M(I)) are either orthogonal or identical and all columns ap, are
nonzero, we observe ¢y, - ap, # 0 for each k € I and any h € M({k}). Here, ¢}, k € I,
are the columns of the matriz F(T,M(I))B(I), cf. also the proof of Lemma 2.8. Taking
Remark 2.9 and Lemma 2.8 into account, ap ¢ span{a;: 1 € M(I \ {|h|})} immediately
implies c|p| & span{cy: L € I\{|h[}} if T is a rank-1 lattice. Here, cg, k € I, are the columns
of the Chebyshev evaluation matriz C(C(T),I).

Usually, distinct frequencies hi, ho € J C Z%, hy # hy and |J| < 0o, with coinciding matrix
columns ap, and ap, are called aliasing frequencies. An undesirable reason for aliasing are
inappropriate lattice sizes M. We observe the implication

hi=hy (mod M) = hy-z=hy -z (mod M)

for each z € Z%. Here, the modulo at the left hand side is applied component-wise. Accord-
ingly, for a fixed lattice size M we could have aliasing for each generating vector z € Z¢. As
a consequence, for theory we avoid lattice sizes M for which there exist hy,he € J, hy # ha,
such that h; = hy (mod M) holds, since the sampling values at all lattices of such sizes M
do not allow for distinguishing the two monomials e2™#1* and e?7*2', For that reason, we
introduce the set

Jmod v :={hmod M:heJ}c[o,M-1%nz, (2.6)

and observe that |J| = |J moq m| < 0o implies that there do not exist hy,hy € J, hy # ho,
with h; = hy (mod M). In addition, we introduce the number N; of the occurring maximal
powers of the monomials within II(J) or CII(Abs(J)) by

Ny = h| . 2.7
g = max [l (2.7)
In fact, for M € N and M > 2N; one observes |J| = |Jmod m|- Moreover, we observe

Ni = Nag(ry and thus | M(I)| = | M(I) mod m] for I € N§ and M € N with M > 2N7.

3 Joining suitable sampling sets for discretization

According to Lemma 2.1, one approach for constructing spatial discretizations of CII([) is
the successive determination of sets X'; C [—1,1]¢, | X;| < 00, i = 1,2,..., of sampling nodes.
For each sampling set X'; one determines all the columns, i.e., indices k € I, of C(X;, I) which
are not in the span of the other columns. Once for each of the indices k € I the corresponding
column is not in the span of all others for at least one C'(X;, I), the matrix C(|J; X;, 1) is of
full column rank. Obviously, the sampling sets X’; must be selected appropriately.

12



Remark 3.1. The aforementioned strateqy provides a general approach for discretizing finite
dimensional function spaces. Assuming a linear independent set of basis functions is given,
one can build up the discretization step by step. Clearly, the crucial challenge is that the
chosen sampling sets must be selected such that there is at least a chance that each column
might be not in the span of all others.

An alternative approach is to determine a sampling set 7 C T% which fulfills Corollary 2.10
in a similar way. One chooses 7; C T%, | T;| < 0o, i = 1,2,..., determines all columns, i.e.,
h € M(I), of F(T;, M(I)) which are not in the span of all other columns of F(7;, M(I)). The
corresponding indices h are collected in a set .J. Once I C Abs(J) is fulfilled, i.e., I = Abs(.J),
the matrix C(X,I) £ F({J, T: M(I))B(I), X = €(U, T:) := U,{cos(27t): t € T}, has full
column rank due to Corollary 2.10 and Lemma 2.1. Again, the chosen sampling sets T; must
be suitably selected. Well-chosen rank-1 lattices have such good properties as the theoretical
considerations in Section 4 verify.

Additional improvement

An additional refinement of the aforementioned strategy promises much lower cardinalities of
the constructed spatial discretizations. Once the first well-chosen sampling set X1 is fixed, it
is clear that all columns of the sampling matrix C(X1,I) which fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-
Rest condition will fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition w.r.t. C (X, I) for each sampling
set X D X as well, cf. Lemma 2.1. In other words, using an approach that builds up a
discretization by means of unions of sampling sets as described above, one needs to identify
each column as Not-In-Span-Of-Rest only once. Accordingly, it is possible to reduce the size
of the discretization problem after each step.

Immediate improvement

According to Lemma 2.4, we can further improve the discretization approach in the following
way. For a given sampling set X} we categorize the columns of C (X7, I) in those which fulfill
the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition and collect them in Aq; and the others in A12. We denote
the set of indices k € I which belong to A1 by Ji. Subsequently, we select a second sampling
set X3 and consider the matrix C(Xs, I\ Jp) in the role of Ags. We determine the columns of
C (X, I\ J1) which fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition w.r.t. C(Xs, I\ J;) and denote
the corresponding indices by Js. According to Lemma 2.4, each of the first |J;|+ |J2| columns
of the matrix
(C(Xl, Ji) C(X,Jz) C(X, I\ (LU J2))> (3.1)
C(XQ,Jl) C(XQ,JQ) C(XQ,I\(JlUJQ)) ’

fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition w.r.t. the matrix in (3.1). Note that(3.1) is essen-
tially the same as C(X; U Xa, I) up to column permutations. Consequently,

<C(X1, J1) C(XI, J2)>
C(XQ, Jl) C(XZ, JQ)

can be used as Ajj in the next step. Now, one continues in selecting suitable sampling sets
Xy up to £ = K for which J; U---U Jg = I is fulfilled.
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Improvement via Fourier

The strategy explained in the last paragraph can also be applied to the matrices F (7T, M(I))
with some slight modifications. For a given sampling set 71 € T we categorize the columns
of F(7T1,M(I)) in those which fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition w.r.t. F(71, M(I))
and the others. We denote the set of indices h € M(I) which belong to the columns that
fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition by J;. Applying Lemma 2.8, each column of the
matrix C(X1,J1), X1 = @(T1) and J; = Abs(.J;), fulfills the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition
w.r.t. C(X1,I). Accordingly, we just have to consider the index set I \ Jj, i.e., it remains
to determine a sampling set X’ such that the matrix C(X, T\ J;) is of full column rank. To
this end, one can determine 7~ C T¢ such that F(7,M(I \ J;)) fulfills the assumptions of
Corollary 2.10. Then the set @€(7 U T1) is a spatial discretization of CTI(T).

Of course, the aforementioned strategy can be applied iteratively as long as there are
columns that have not yet been identified as Not-In-Span-Of-Rest. It should be noted that at a
certain stage of such an iterative approach, there may be columns in the matrix C(€(X; U---U
X1),I), I > 2, that have not yet been identified fulfilling the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition,
but which, due to the combination of the sampling sets, already satisfy this condition.

4 Theory on (cosine transformed) multiple rank-1 lattices

The goal of this section is to combine Corollary 2.10 with known results on rank-1 lattices to
obtain theoretical estimates on the number of sampling nodes that a discretization constructed
using the proposed approaches contains and to estimate the associated failure probability. We
refer to [11, Section 3| from which we adapt the proofs in order to obtain specific results for
our present purposes. In contrast to the general formulation in Corollary 2.10, we restrict the
considerations to a special case. More precisely, for a given index set I C Ng, we construct
a sampling set 7 C T¢ such that for each k € I the column ay, of F(7,M(I)) fulfills the
Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition, i.e., ar & span{a;: I € M(I) \ {k}}. Obviously, this is even
more restrictive than the assumptions in Corollary 2.10. In fact, avoiding (too much) aliasing
frequencies is the main idea of the following construction approach.

Lemma 4.1. We fiz a frequency k € I C N¢, |I| < oo, and a prime number M such that
| M(1) mod m| = | M(D)], cf. (2.6). In addition, we choose a generating vector z € [0, M — 1]¢

: e M(I)|—1
at random. Then, with probability of at most %

other frequency l € M(I) \ {k}.

the frequency k aliases to at least one

Proof. Taking I € M(I) and, consequently, k € M(I) into account, we apply [11, Lemma
3.1] to k as element of M(I) C Z. [ ]

Theorem 4.2. We consider the given frequency set I C Ng, |I| < oo, and the corresponding
mirrored frequency set M(I) and we fiz an element k € I. In addition, we fix ¢ > 1 and
0 € (0,1] and we determine two numbers

A>c(|M(I)] - 1), (4.1)

L {<ci1>21nm2—1n5—‘ 42)

and a prime number M > X such that | M(I) mod pm| = | M(I)| holds.
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Moreover, we draw L generating vectors zy € [0, M — 1]d, £=1,...,L, i.i.d. uniformly at
random. Then, the probability that the frequency k € I aliases to any other frequency within

112
M(I) for each rank-1 lattice A(zy, My) is bounded from above by e—2L(H) < |§|

Proof. For the fixed frequency k € I, we define the random variables

vk ._ 0 : k does not alias to another frequency within M(I) using A(zy, M),
£ 1 : k aliases to at least one other frequency within M(I) using A(zy, M).

The random variables sz, ¢ =1,...,L, are independent and identically distributed with a
< \3\‘((]\1/[)|—1 IM( )\ 1

specific mean p < %, due to Lemma 4.1. Hoeffding’s inequality [8]

allows for the estimate

L L L
P{Zn’“:L}:P{L1an—u:1—u}s7>{L121@’“—u21—a—u}
(=1 (=1

(=1

< e 2L(l—e—p)® _ e—QL(%)2 < end-In|Il %

for the specific choice € = % —pu>0. |

Let us consider the matrix F (7, M(I)), where 7 = (g, A(z¢, M) is constructed as Theo-
rem 4.2 suggests. Taking Lemmas 2.11 and 2.4 into account, the probability that the kth col-
umn ag, k € I, of F (T, M(I)) fulfills the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition is at least 1 —d/|I|.
Accordingly, the probability that the kth column ¢ of C (C(T),I) fulfills the Not-In-Span-
Of-Rest condition is at least 1 — /|| due to Lemma 2.8.

Another simple conclusion allows for the estimate on the probability that each column of
C (€(T),I) fulfills the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition, i.e., the matrix C (€(T),I) is of full
column rank and, thus, €(7) is a spatial discretization of CII(T).

Theorem 4.3. Choosing M, L, and A(zy, M), £ = 1,...,L, as stated in Theorem 4.2,
the probability that we can uniquely reconstruct all Chebyshev coefficients from the sampling

values of P € CII; at the cosine transformed multiple rank-1 lattice C <U£L:1 A(zg,M)> =
Ule{cos(%rt): t € A(z¢, M)} is bounded from below by 1 — 4.

Proof. Applying the union bound on the probability determined in Theorem 4.2 yields an
upper bound on the failure probability

) Ut <pr (S i

Further, we apply Corollary 2.10 which yields the assertion. |

The difference to the results in [11, Section 3] lies in the columns that must have the Not-
In-Span-Of-Rest condition. For a spatial discretization of II(M(I)), all columns of the matrix
F(T,M(I)) must satisfy the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition. According to [11, Section 3],
this is guaranteed with probability of at least 0 if the sampling set 7 consists of at least

2
RL) M-‘ randomly drawn rank-1 lattices of size M as above.

c—1
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In contrast, a set of cosine transformed rank-1 lattices is a spatial discretization of CII([) if
the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition is satisfied for a subset of columns of F(7,M(I)). This is

2
already guaranteed with probability at least ¢ for a lower number, namely [(C—CJ In |I|; lné-‘ ,

of randomly drawn rank-1 lattices of the same size M.

Remark 4.4. The number of sampling nodes within a single cosine transformed rank-1 lattice,
i.e., within the set C(A(z, M)) = {cos(2nt): t € A(z, M)}, is bounded from above by 2L,
due to the fact that

cos 27Tiz = cos —QWLZ = cos 277%,2—2771,2 = cos QWM_jz
M M M M M

holds for each j € Ny, cf. also [24, 14]. Since 0 € T? is an element of each rank-1 lattice,
each cosine transformed rank-1 lattice contains the sampling node (1,...,1)T € [~1,1]%.

Moreover, for fired c = 2 and given I C N¢, 1 < |I| < oo with | M(I)| > 1, we determine

M := nextprime(max(2(M(I) — 1),2N7y)),

which implies | M(I) mod M| = | M(I)|, cf. (2.7) and the following paragraph. Consequently,
M fulfills the requirements of Theorem 4.3 with ¢ = 2. Then, M is bounded from above by

M < 2(2max(|M(I)| — 1, Ny)) — 1

due to Bertrand’s postulate. As a result, we observe that |C(A(z,M))| < 2max(M(I) —
1,N1) holds. In addition, for r > 0, we fit 6 = |I|7" and L = [2(r + 1)ln|I|]. For the
aforementioned fixed parameter choice, the sampling sets constructed by Theorem 4.3 have
cardinalities bounded by 2 [2(r + 1)ln |I|] max(| M(I)| — 1, N;) and the matriz C(X,I), X =
Uf:l C(A(z¢, M)), is of full column rank with probability at least 1 — |I]7".

5 Improvements for practical implementation

The analysis in Section 4 determines requirements for a sampling set 7 consisting of multiple
rank-1 lattices such that each column of the matrix F(7,M(I)) which belongs to some k €
I € M(I) has the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition with a certain probability. A subsequent
application of Corollary 2.10 leads to the statement about the Chebyshev matrices. However,
the requirements of Corollary 2.10 to the matrix F(7,M(I)) are slightly weaker, which leads
to the insight, that F(7,M(I)) fulfills these requirements when constructing the sampling
set T in the way Theorem 4.3 suggests with even higher probability. From another point of
view, the discretization property might even be fulfilled for, e.g., smaller lattice sizes M or
lower numbers L of lattices with the estimated probability.

Section 5.1 shortly explains, how to determine spatial discretizations without dealing (too
much) with index sets. Moreover, Section 5.2 discusses several approaches for determining
spatial discretizations of CII(I). Several improvements aim to significantly reduce the number
of sampling nodes.
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5.1 Construction without determining index sets

The suggested construction of multiple rank-1 lattices in Theorem 4.3 just uses the cardinality
of the index set I and the cardinality of the mirrored index set M([I). If the maximal extent
Nov(ry of M(I) is additionally bounded by its cardinality [ M([)]| (in practical applications the
rule rather than the exception) then the discretization can be constructed without knowing
the index sets itself. It is enough to have some close upper bounds on |I| and | M(I)|.

In any case, the construction from the known index set I without determining the mirrored
index set M(I) is a simple task.

Example 5.1 (Construction without M(I)). We assume that I C N& is given and we fiz
c=2andr > 0. We determine the cardinality of M(I) merely.

| M(I)| = Z 9llkllo

kel
M = nextprime(max(2(| M(I)| — 1),2Ny)), cf. (2.7)
L =[2(1+r)n|I|]

Subsequently, we draw L i.i.d. vectors uniformly at random from [0, M —1]¢ and denote them
by z¢p, £ = 1,...,L. Then the sampling set UiL:1 C(A(z¢, M)) is a spatial discretization of
CII(I) with probability at least 1 — |I|™". Assuming that N; < |M(I)|, the number of distinct
sampling nodes can be estimated by

L
Uen(z, M) <1+1L
=1

M—-1

cO(MD)|n|l]) c O <2d|1|1n |I|> .

The computational costs of that approach are very manageable in O (d|I]).

Indeed, the construction approaches mentioned in this section do not guarantee success,
since there is still a certain failure probability. However, knowing the index sets allows for
simply checking the discretization properties of the constructed sampling set or checking
conditions that imply the discretization property.

5.2 Construction with determined index sets

Theorem 4.3 allows for the estimate that with probability at least 1 — |I|e_2L(%)2, c>1,a
number of L randomly drawn rank-1 lattices of the determined (prime) size M > X asin (4.1),
constitutes a spatial discretization of CII(I). Moreover, once the L rank-1 lattices are drawn,
one can easily check whether or not each index k € I has some mirror in h € M({k}) whose
corresponding column in at least one F(A(z,, M), M(I)), ¢ = 1,..., L, fulfills the Not-In-
Span-Of-Rest condition. If each k € I has such a column in at least one F'(A(z¢, M), M(I)),

then the set € (ngl A(zy, M)> is a spatial discretization of CII(/). In fact, we compute the
values h - zy mod M for all h € M(I) and all £ € {1,..., L} and we determine the sets

Jo = {|k|: ke M(I), Bh e M(I)\ {k} with k-2, =h -2z, (mod M)}  (5.1)

due to Lemma 2.11. If &, J; = T holds, € (Uf:1 A(zy, M)) is guaranteed to be a spatial
discretization of CII(I).

17



Algorithm 1 Determining the sets Jy

Input: 1cC Ng frequency set
L number of rank-1 lattices to be considered
M prime number

1: forf{=1,...,Ldo

2: draw z, from [0, M — 1]¢ N Z? uniformly at random

3: determine J; := {|k|: k € M(I), Ah € M(I)\ {k} with k-zy=h -z (mod M)}
4: end for
Output: Z1y..-, 2L generating vectors

Ji,..JL index sets

Complexity: O (|M(I)|(log | M(I)| +d)L) = O (|M(I)|(log |I| + d)L)

Please note that it is not necessary to construct the mirrored index set. In fact, holding an
integer vector of size | M(I)| is enough in order to save all inner products h - z; mod M, h €
M(I), for fixed ¢. All the inner products can be computed from I directly. Moreover, the sets
Jp need not to be physically stored since it is enough to store a pointer to the corresponding
elements in I. Nevertheless, the computational complexity is in O (| M(I)|(log |I| + d)L), cf.
Algorithm 1, which already includes the random drawing of the generating vectors. Further
details on the implementation for the trigonometric system can be found in [11].

Remark 5.2. Applying Remark 2.12, we can slightly modify Jy, cf. (5.1), to
Jp = {|k|: k e M(I), Bh e M\ {|k|}) with k-z;=h-z; (mod M)}.

Note that Jy, C Jog holds and, thus, when using jg instead of Jy, (a few) more Not-In-Span-Of-
Rest condition fulfilling columns of the considered matrices might be identified in each step.
As a consequence, the following theoretical results remain valid even when using jg. Note that
the calculation of Jog is somewhat more complicated than the calculation of J,.

5.2.1 Greedy improvement

Applying the last mentioned strategy, an additional simple and affordable improvement im-
mediately catches the eye. The order of the randomly drawn rank-1 lattices might affect the
number of used rank-1 lattices since there are at least slight differences in the number of
columns in F(A(z, M), M(I)) which are Not-In-Span-Of-Rest depending on z. Accordingly,
it might be beneficial to determine the column indices of F(A(zy, M), M(I)) which have the
Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition for each ¢ = 1,..., L first. We denote the corresponding in-
dices of these columns by J; € M(I) and save the sets J; := Abs(.J;). Subsequently, we apply
a greedy approach. The strategy is to pick that rank-1 lattice A(z;, M) which yields most
columns cg, k € I, fulfilling the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition w.r.t. C(C(A(z¢, M)), ) to fix
X1. In other words, we determine arg max{|Jy|} := {¢ € {1,...,L}: |Jy| = max—1,__r|J;|},
pick one ¢ € argmax{|.Jy|} and set X1 = C(A(zy,, M)) as well as JI) = .J,,. Subsequently,
we update Jy := Jp \ JU, ¢ =1,... L, pick £y € arg max{|Jy|}, which is the index of that
rank-1 lattice with most Not-In-Span-Of-Rest columns w.r.t. C(C€(A(z¢, M)), T\ JWV)) and set
Xy = C(A(zg,, M)) as well as J@) = J,,.

We continue reducing J; by updating J, = J; \ J® ¢ =1,...,L, and picking {3 €
arg max{|Jy|} and so on until max,—; _r |Js| = 0. Clearly, this might be the case, before
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all L rank-1 lattices are chosen, i.e., at some point where only X1,...,X 1/, L' < L, are used
in order to obtain max,—; 1 |J;| = 0. In that way, we select the most contributing rank-1
lattices under consideration in each step and avoid less suitable ones.

After execution of the described algorithm, there are two possibilities:

o U£,:1 J®) =,
° Ug:r](k)g[-

In the first case, the sampling set C (ngl Xk> is a spatial discretization of CII(I). In the

second case, it is not guaranteed that € (ngl Xk> is a spatial discretization of CII(I). Of
course, it might be one, but to check this requires additional computational effort of higher
complexity compared to the calculations performed so far. Accordingly, a trial and error
strategy might be the better option.

Note in the case Ule J®) C I even @ <U£:1 A(zy, M)) might not be a spatial discretization

of CII(I). In the case ngl J®) = I, we call the greedy approach successful.

Clearly, calculating arg max{|Jy|} and updating the sets .J; requires additional computa-
tional effort in each step, which in any case causes at most O (]I|L) (not necessarily floating
point) operations. Since we achieve at least one additional ¢ with J, = () at the end of
each step, we have at most L steps. Consequently, the additional computational effort is in
O (|I|L?), i.e., the total computational effort is in

O (|M(I)|(log || + d)L + |I|L?),

ie., for L <log|I], cf. (4.2), we observe a total complexity in O (| M(I)|(log|I| + d)log |I]).

5.2.2 Improvement taking Section 3 into account

We assume |I| > 2 and we fix 6 € (0,1]. Due to Theorem 4.2, at least one of L :=
[2(In|I| — Ind)] randomly drawn generating vectors z € [0, M — 1] N Z¢, M prime and
M > 2max(|M(I)| — 1, Ny), provides a sampling set C(A(z,M)) such that at least |I|/L
columns of C(C(A(z,M)),I) fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition with probability at
least 1 — §. Due to Section 3 these columns fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition w.r.t.
each C(X,I) provided that X D €(A(z, M)) holds.

Consequently, the columns which are already known to fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest
condition do not need to be checked again for this condition. In other words, the remaining
part of the task is to construct a sampling set X’ such that C(X’,I’) has full column rank,
where I’ is the index set I reduced by those column indices of C(C(A(z,M)),I) for which
the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition w.r.t. C(€(A(z,M)),I) holds.

Accordingly, the following strategy yields a spatial discretization of CII(I). We determine
My = nextprime(2max (| M(I)| — 1, N7)) and draw a set of L = [2(In || — In¢)]| generating
vectors zéo) € [0, Mo —1]¢ uniformly at random. For each £ € {1,..., L}, we determine the sets

JO c M(I) which collect the indices of F(A(z'", M), M(I)) that fulfill the Not-In-Span-
Of-Rest condition. Subsequently, we fix Xy which is the best of the L cosine transformed
rank-1 lattices.

We choose the cardinality of Jéo) = Abs(jéo)) as quality criteria in order to grade the L

randomly drawn rank-1 lattices A(zéo),Mo), because the larger the ]JZ(O)\ is, the more the
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index set I will be reduced in the following steps. Similar as in Section 5.2.1, we determine

argmax{\JéO)]} ={le{l,...,L}: ]JZ(O)\ = maxj—1, .1 ]J](O)\}, pick one {y € arg max{]Jg(O)\},
0 0 0

fix T = Jj;) and Xo = € (A(z))), M) ).

Subsequently, we restart the just mentioned process for Iy = I\ JIE?QX with fixed L =
[2(In]] —Ind)] in order to determine X';. In detail, we determine a prime number M; =
nextprime(2 max(| M(I1)| — 1, Ny, )), draw L generating vectors zél) € [0, My — 1]¢ uniformly
at random, determine jél) C M(I;) which collect the indices of F(A(zél), M), M(Iy)) that
fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition, compute Jg(l) = Abs(jg(l)), {=1,...,L, and pick
one /] € arg max{]Jg(l)\}. Then, the sets Jio = Jéll) and X1 =€ <A(z2), M1)> can be used
in order to continue the reduction of the index set Iy = I \ Jé}gx under consideration. We
continue iteratively until we get I = I\ Jéﬁ;” = 0.

Obviously, the cardinalities of the mirrored index sets M(Z;) as well as the expansions N I
j =1,..., do not increase and consequently, the approach builds up a sequence of cosine
transformed lattices X1, X9, ... with non-increasing lattice sizes My, Mo, . ...

In the following, we estimate an upper bound on a specific failure probability. To this
end, we iteratively apply Theorem 4.3 and we assume I C Ng and 0 € (0,1] are given and
L > [2(log |I| —logd)| € N is determined and fixed. We denote the remaining index sets
under consideration by I;, i.e., [p =1, I} = IO\JI(I?QX,. N S j\Jr(nng,. ... The application
of Theorem 4.3 to a single step of the strategy explained above yields the following lemma.

Lemma 5.3. We consider the frequency set Iy C N4, |Iy| < oo, and I; C Iy which is a
remaining index set arising from the strategy explained above. In addition, 6 € (0,1] as
well as L € N, L > 2(log |Iy| — logd), are assumed to be fized. Then, we choose a prime
number M; such that M; > max(2(]|M(I;)| — 1),2Ny,) and we draw L generating vectors
zp€[0,M; — 114, ¢=1,...,L, ii.d. uniformly at random. Then the probability that none of
the L rank-1 lattices provides a Chebyshev matriz C(C(A(z¢, M;)),1;) that has at least |1;|/L

columns that fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition is bounded from above by %5.

Proof. For fixed ¢ € {1,...,L} we consider the Fourier matrix F'(A(z¢, M;),M(I;)) and we
denote their columns by afl, h € M(I;). In particular, we take a closer look at the columns
at, k € I;. If we assume that there are at least |I;|/L columns within {a}: k € I;}, that
fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition w.r.t. F(A(z¢, M;), M(I;)), then the corresponding
Chebyshev matrix C(C(A(z¢, M;)),I;) has at least |I;|/L columns that fulfill the Not-In-
Span-Of-Rest condition w.r.t. C(C(A(z¢, Mj)),I;) according to Section 3. Consequently, we
observe the following subset properties of several events, where we use the notation from the
proofs of Theorems 4.2 and 4.3.

none of the L rank-1 lattices A(zg, M;), pro-
(A(z, M)): €=1,...,L}: vides a C(C(A(z¢, M;)),I;) that has at least
|1;|/L columns that fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-
Rest condition
none of the L rank-1 lattices A(zy, M;), provides
a F(A(zp, M;),M(I;)) that has at least |I;|/L
C Az M) E=1,, L} colufnrfs out éi’ {aﬁ(:jli)é I;} that fulfill the’ IJ\T’ét—
In-Span-Of-Rest condition
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Clearly, the probability of the right hand side | J¢ I {Zé;:l sz = L} is already estimated in
Theorems 4.3 and 4.2. Note that ¢ = 2 is fixed here. We obtain

I
P U{Zn - } < B2 < [ ltlshes — 2.

kel
|

The last Lemma states that the probability that we cannot reduce I; by at least |I;|/L in
the (5 + 1)th step is bounded by %6. We apply this to
in any of the first K steps none of the
L rank-1 lattices A(zy, M;), provides a
A= q C(C(A(zp, M;)),I;) that has at least |I;|/L

columns that fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest

condition
the (7 + 1)th step is the first, where none

K-1 | of the L rank-1 lattices A(z,, M;), provides K-1

= |J qa C(€(A(z¢, M))), ;) that has at least |I;|/Lp=: (] A

=0 | columns that fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest j=0

condition

and exploit that in the event A; the relation |I;| < (L—) |Ip| holds. We gain

for each K € N.

Remark 5.4.

e Forr >0, we fixr L :=max (10,2 [2(1 4 r)log|I|]). Then, the above mentioned approach
will determine a discretization of CII(I) with probability at least 1 — |I|™". This is a
consequence of the last considerations, when choosing 6 = |I|""L~1' and taking L —
[2log L] > £ for L > 10 into account. Note that L = 2[2(1+r)log|I|] holds for all
|[I| > 8 and r > 0.
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o Tuking the aforementioned parameter choices into account, we estimate the number of
steps which lead to a spatial discretization. For L > 2, we compare the geometric series
Ay L% and the Taylor series of the exponential function, which yields

[ e R e T _
L1 L =7

L
< (%)4(”1) |I| < 1 in cases where no failure occurs. Accordingly, the

I .

FicEsy)
proposed strategy yields a spatial discretization consisting of not more than 4(7%—42_1) cosine

i.€.,

transformed rank-1 lattices with probability 1 — |I|™" at least.

e For|I| > 8 with Ny < |M \1\ , cf. (2.7), we estimate the number of sampling nodes. With

probability 1 — 1|7, we gain |I;] < (L2 ) |I| for all j € N and, thus, we estimate the
number of sampling nodes within X = € <UJ 1Az, M )) by

2
o L I
|X|<Zo2max | M(L;)] = 1,Np,) <2 Z max<2d< T ) 1], N,)
j
| M(D)] L? d+1 d+1 L? 9 od
2 I|IL <2 I||————=+L) <=2°L|I
log || 4(7“4—1)+ L < i 4(7“4—1)log|1|+ — 2 i
<4529 (r + 1)1 log|I| € O <2d|I|ln |I|> for fized r, (5.2)

where the first inequality holds due to Remark 4.4 taking Remark 2.5 and that all columns
of F(T,M(1;)) are nonzero, i.e. | M(Ij11)| € No\ {1}, into account. The last inequal-
ities in (5.2) are valid due to the general estimate L < 5(1 + r)log|I|. Note that the
upper bound on the number of sampling nodes | X' | has the same complezity as the one
given in Section 5.1 and the upper bound on the failure probability is also the same.

o Limiting the number of iterations of the described approach to +1), we observe an al-
gorithm that terminates after a finite number of steps. Clearly, the probability estimates
still hold true for large enough L. A rough estimate on the complexity of the algorithm
leads to O (| M(I)|(log |I] + d)L?), i.e., O (| M(I)|(d + log |I])(log |1])?) for L < log|I].

5.2.3 Further improvement

We additionally introduce some further improvement based on numerical observations. After

we have implemented the approach of the Section 5.2.2 and considered the sets Jé] ), we find
that their cardinality usually far exceeds the proportion % of the cardinality of the index set I;
under consideration. Often, many of the sets Jé] ) have cardinalities much greater than |I;|/2,
which is at least an indicator that possibly much smaller rank-1 lattice sizes can be used in
the last mentioned approach (since therein we exploit that only a single Jé] )
a cardinality |I;|/L).

This leads directly to the obvious idea of reducing the lattice sizes in each step appro-
priately. We describe one possibility that has proven successful in our numerical tests.

necessarily has
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First we fix L := max(10,2[2(1 +r)log|I|]) and in the (j + 1)th iteration, we determine
M; = nextprime(max(c(|M(I;)| — 1),2Ny,)). Then we calculate the set PU) = {p €
[3,M;]: p prime} of all primes within [3, M;] and apply a sorted set halving method simi-
lar to a bisection. In short words, we apply Algorithm 1 to I;, L, and the median(s) P of
PU). Subsequently, we consider the output and determine one set Jy of highest cardinality

and the associated zy. We refer to them as |J§{§X(P)| and z\)(P). We update the set P)
o) . [Pmax(PON PO I3 (P)| < 19, 5.3

 {min(PD), PIn PO, [T (P)] > 49, |

where t is an appropriate threshold. Based on theory, at least t() > |1;|/ L should be selected.
We iteratively apply this sorted set halving method until the set P\9) contains a last remaining
element P’ and, thus, we acquire the corresponding rank-1 lattice A(z)(P’), P'). Depending
on tU), P’ might be significantly smaller than M;. We fix X; = € (A(z(j)(P’), P')), compute
Iiyi = I; )\ JI(IQX(P' ) and proceed further, i.e., we apply the algorithm explained above to
I 11 with fixed L := max(10,2[2(1 4 r)log|I|]). Now we iteratively repeat the described
procedure up to the point at which the remaining index set is empty. The union of the
determined cosine transformed rank-1 lattices is a spatial discretization of CII(I) due to
Section 3.

Remark 5.5.

e Fizing the threshold tU) > |I;|/L, the theoretical upper bounds on the failure probability
and the theoretical upper bounds on the cardinality of the resulting sampling sets from
Section 5.2.2 still hold.

o Assuming N; S |M(I)|, we have M; € O (|M(I)|) and, consequently, the additional
sorting set halving method implemented in this section increases the computational effort
by a factor of at most log| M(I)| < d + log|I| compared to the method described in

Section 5.2.2 which yields a total complexity in
O (IM(I)|(d +log |1])*(log [1])*) € O (| M(I)]d*(log|1])°) ,

if the number of iterations is limited to 2(TL—j1), L <loglI|, cf. also Remark 5.4.

6 Numerical tests

We implemented the algorithms suggested by Theorem 4.3 and Sections 5.2.1, 5.2.2, 5.2.3 in
MATLAB®. We fixed r = 1 and 6 = |I|7", i.e., numbers L = [4log |I|] when applying the
algorithms proposed by Theorem 4.3 and Section 5.2.1 and L = max (10,2 [4log |I|]) when
applying the algorithms developed in Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3. According to the theory in
Sections 4 and 5, these parameter choices guarantee failure probabilities not greater than
L,

In addition, the sorted set halving strategy that we built into Section 5.2.3 requires certain
threshold values t) > |I;|/L which we have fixed with tY) := |I}|/2, cf. (5.3). Obviously,
these threshold values are much higher than the theory suggests. However, several numerical
tests, which we do not document here, have shown that when lower threshold values are taken
into account, the sizes of the rank-1 lattices determined in the iteration steps do not become
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significantly smaller, but the number of rank-1 lattices used increases, which means that the
total number of sampling nodes is generally higher. In addition, even larger threshold values
lead to significantly larger lattice sizes in the first steps, which often also lead to higher total
numbers of sampling nodes.

Each numerical test was repeated ten times and the presented numbers of sampling nodes
as well as the plotted condition numbers are the maximal values of the ten tests. Generally,
the minimal values are comparable to the maximal values at least in its order of magnitude.
In most reasonable cases, i.e., |I| > 100 and when applying the algorithms developed in
Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3, the minimal numbers of sampling nodes are greater than 90% of the
specified maximal numbers.

6.1 Comparison to single rank-1 Chebyshev lattices

In [17, Tables I and II], the authors presented results for single rank-1 Chebyshev lattices
that allow for the exact reconstruction of polynomials in the spans CII(I¢) and CII(HZ)
of Chebyshev polynomials, where I¢ := {k € N¢: ||k||; < n} are f;-ball index sets and
H? = {k € N¢: H?Zl max(1,k;) < n} are hyperbolic cross index sets. In fact, for a given
index set I C Ng the specified algorithm computes a single rank-1 lattice A(z,2M) C T% such
that the Chebyshev evaluation matrix C'(C(A(z,2M)), I) has full column rank. The sampling
set C(A(z,2M)) C [~1,1]¢ has a cardinality of at most M + 1. We would like to point
out, that finding relatively small M is one crucial challenge and causes high computational
effort which is roughly the same when applying the algorithms given by [14]. Accordingly,
the rank-1 lattices that results in the given size parameters M in [17] are the outcome of
resource-consuming computations.

In contrast to that, the newly developed strategies for determining the discretizations con-
sisting of multiple cosine transformed rank-1 lattices are inexpensive at least in its complexity.
Therefore, these strategies are better suited for use in adaptive algorithms.

We have applied the newly developed algorithms to the index sets that has been numerically
treated in [17, Tables I and II]. Tables 6.1 and 6.2 present the resulting numbers of sampling
nodes in columns four to seven. The last columns of the tables shows the results from
[17, Tables I and II]. Not surprisingly, the theoretical approach in Theorem 4.3 which only
depends on the cardinalities of the index sets I and M(I) does not yield spatial discretizations
of comparable cardinality. This seems to be due to the fact that the number of necessary
rank-1 lattices is clearly overestimated in our theory. However, even the greedy strategy in
Section 5.2.1 leads to spatial discretizations that are almost comparable in their cardinality,
i.e., we observe less than three times the cardinalities determined in [17, Tables I and II]. In
some cases we are below the comparative figures.

The two more sophisticated strategies from Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 lead to even lower
cardinalities of the spatial discretizations. In particular the strategy from Section 5.2.3 yields
cardinalities which are in most cases much lower than those presented in [17, Tables I and II].
Obviously, in the case of /1-ball index sets I2 in two dimensions, we do not beat the single
rank-1 Chebyshev lattice approach. In general, ¢;-balls in two dimensions seem to fit very
well to single rank-1 lattice approaches, which is at least indicated by the small oversampling
factors M /|I?| less than two. However, in all other cases we observe lower cardinalities of the
spatial discretizations constructed using the strategy presented in Section 5.2.3. In several
cases, there are significant reductions in the number of sampling nodes down to factors of less
than 1/20.
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| PARAMETERS || CARDINALITIES |
| d | n || |I] || [Thm. 4.3] My | [Sec. 5.2.1] Ma | [Sec. 5.2.2] M3 | [Sec. 5.2.3] My || [17] M |
2 64 2145 258 045 8325 8325 5180 4192
2 128 8385 1222222 33034 33034 20743 16576
2 256 33153 5526 571 131 586 131 586 82674 65920
3 16 969 168 505 12037 6019 3221 4265
3 32 6 545 1650097 45837 45 837 24037 33361
3 64 47905 15747073 715777 357 889 188929 264 353
6 4 210 28 359 3 868 1304 667 1461
6 8 3003 1322740 120 250 40238 16 577 63 369
6 16 74613 84 823 831 5654923 1885877 660 292 3242 322
7 4 330 53761 6721 2264 1142 2777
7 8 6435 3907981 325 666 108 788 41871 223 332
7 16 245157 458 675 801 27520 549 9176 575 2821570 21254 517
10 2 66 3758 443 242 144 202
10 4 1001 234193 25093 8489 4052 19423
10 8 43758 54 028 254 3769414 1258 864 394630 5912807
Table 6.1: ¢1-ball index sets and cardinalities of spatial discretizations.
| PARAMETERS || CARDINALITIES |
| d | n || [HE || [Thm. 4.3] My | [Sec. 5.2.1] My | [Sec. 5.2.2] Ms | [Sec. 5.2.3] My || [17] M |
2 256 1979 213591 20671 8182 5501 66 050
2 512 4305 515781 60 681 18695 12689 263170
2 1024 9311 1226 403 165731 41410 38041 1050 626
3 256 10303 2228733 301181 66 460 38977 302 883
3 512 23976 5872267 716131 160133 95091 1424613
3 1024 55202 14785 585 2016 217 381 582 227 288 4600672
6 16 8684 6260 808 507 634 170 099 63 259 303 396
6 32 26 088 22445 861 2189841 552 685 204472 1751513
6 64 76 433 76 944 961 6839553 1731541 638 331 8979932
7 8 7184 7142977 595 249 198 668 63 337 291 267
7 16 23 816 29 396 755 2150983 720 667 231583 1659 143
7 32 75532 110952676 9862461 2477496 784 926 10375 340
10 2 6144 15845 341 905 449 452725 97931 495451
10 4 27904 99261616 4842031 2421270 500 766 3083 988
10 8 109 824 508 497 748 32457 304 10821 189 2205847 || 25099619

Table 6.2: Hyperbolic cross index sets and cardinalities of spatial discretizations.
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6.2 Dyadic hyperbolic crosses

In this section we would like to focus on the difference between the construction of spatial
discretizations for TI(M(I)) and the construction of spatial discretizations for CII(I) using
rank-1 lattices and their cosine transformed sampling nodes. In particular, spatial discretiza-
tions of II(M(I)) can be cosine transformed to spatial discretizations of CII(I). Note that
the number of the lattice nodes are approximately halved after cosine transform. In that
sense, we can halve the number of nodes within spatial discretizations II(WM(I)) consisiting
of rank-1 lattices and compare that number to the number of sampling nodes the newly de-
veloped approaches yield. For comparison, we use the results from [11] for dyadic hyperbolic
cross index sets. To this end, we define the dyadic hyperbolic cross

Flg:: ﬂ Gj, X - x Gy, Gj:(2j*1,2j*1]ﬂZ,
l3ll1=n

which were used in [11]. A corresponding well-fitting index set for spans of Chebyshev poly-
nomials is given by HY := Abs(H%), which also has a dyadic construction and is downward
closed, i.e.,

R

Hi= ) Gj x-xG, G; =1[0,271nZ.
I3l =n

4 we observe H? ¢ M(HY). Accordingly, spatial discretiza-
tions of TI(HY) might not be spatial discretizations of II(M(HZ)) and a direct compari-
son is not possible. However, we will compare oversampling factors, i.e., the ratio of the
number of sampling nodes and the dimension of the function spaces that are discretized.
Based on theoretical considerations, we should expect oversampling factors to behave as
C w < 2%log |I|. In particular, the order of magnitude of the oversampling factor is
expected to be greater by a factor of up to 2¢ compared to those observed for multiple rank-1
lattice spatial discretizations in the trigonometric case. Clearly, this factor is relaxed in cases
where the number of simultaneously active variables is bounded below d, cf. Remark 1.1. At
this point, we should stress on the fact, that H% as well as H? consists of integer vectors
that have at most min(d,n) nonzero entries. Accordingly, the oversampling factors should
be bounded from above by C 2™(47) Jog ||, where C is a constant independent of d and |I|.
Figure 6.1 shows oversampling factors for fixed n € {2,3,4,5} and growing d. Increasing n
by one, we should expect a factor of up to 2 in the oversampling factors, which is roughly
affirmed by the plots even for the less predictable approaches from Section 5.2.

Due to the non-symmetry of H%

Similar to [11, Fig. 5.2], we observe mildly growing or even stagnating oversampling fac-
tors for fixed n and growing d. In absolute numbers, the oversampling factors of the most
sophisticated approach, cf. Section 5.2.3, are less than nine and, thus, entirely acceptable.

Moreover, we applied the developed algorithms for constructing spatial discretizations of
CII(HS), 1 < n < 13. Figure 6.2 shows the oversampling factors in a diagram that has
logarithmic scales on both axes. In addition, we have added dotted lines to indicate the
dependencies of the oversampling factors on the cardinality of the respective index sets. All
four algorithms appear to provide discretizations that have oversampling factors that actu-
ally depend logarithmically on the cardinality of the index sets. However, the oversampling
factors of the approach developed in section 5.2.3 are less than 6.1 even for H 163, which has a
cardinality of over one million.
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Figure 6.1: Oversampling factors of spatial discretizations consisting of cosine transformed
rank-1 lattices for CTI(H?), n € {2,3,4,5} fixed and dimensions d up to 53.

Further, we computed condition numbers of matrices C(X,Flg), 1 < n < 8. Figure 6.2
shows the maximum condition numbers of the respective ten tests. The computed condition
numbers are comparatively low. In fact, in all our numerical tests where we calculated
condition numbers, we found low condition numbers of a similar order of magnitude, even
when we considered other index sets. The surprising observation here is that the approach of
Section 5.2.3 leads to lower (maximal) condition numbers than the approach of Section 5.2.2
for HS, 4 < n < 8, even though fewer sampling nodes are taken. However, this effect is
generally not observed.
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Figure 6.2: Oversampling factors of spatial discretizations consisting of cosine transformed
rank-1 lattices for spans of Chebyshev polynomials with dyadic hyperbolic cross
index sets HS and the condition numbers of associated Chebyshev matrices.

6.3 Random index sets with fixed d;

According to Remark 1.1, the dependencies of the cardinalities of the spatial discretizations
mainly depend on the (maximal) number of interacting variables, i.e., on the (maximal)
number of different variables ds < d on which the basis polynomials Ty, depend. For a single
Ty this number is given by |kljp. In this numerical test, we will draw random index sets
I C [0,1024]%°, where ||k|lo = ds is fixed for each k € I in order to inspect the actual
dependencies on ds. On the one hand, for fixed cardinality |I| the larger ds is, the larger
the set M(I) is, i.e., | M(I)| = 2%|I|, which generally leads to a larger number of possible
aliasing frequencies within M(/) in the trigonometric system, cf. Lemma 4.1. On the other
hand, for each k € I, we need only one column ap, h € M({k}), of F(T,I), which fulfills the
Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition, cf. Corollary 2.10, i.e., which might decrease the necessary
number of samples compared to the theoretical results in Theorem 4.3 since this theoretical
result guarantees that each specific ag — and not one out of {ap: h € M({k})} — fulfills the
Not-In-Span-Of-Rest property. Clearly, for growing ds the cardinalities of the sets M({k})
increase and, thus, a larger number of columns aj are available, of which only one should
fulfill the Not-In-Span-Of-Rest condition.

We show oversampling factors | X' |/|I| in Figure 6.3 for different ds € {2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9}
and different |I| € {2¥: k € N,4 < k < 16}. Here, we used the most sophisticated approach
from Section 5.2.3. For fixed ds, we observe (almost) stagnating oversampling factors. As
expected the oversampling factors increase with increasing ds. However, the increase appears
to be somewhat milder compared to the theory, i.e., | X |/|I| = 2%. In fact, all obtained

oversampling factors fulfill ‘;J//C‘l” € (1,2), i.e., we observe oversampling factors that are at

least a factor d,/2 better than expected by theory.
Additionally, we plotted the factors | X' |/| M(I)| in order to discuss the advantages of the
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Figure 6.3: Oversampling factors of spatial discretizations consisting of cosine transformed
rank-1 lattices for spans of Chebyshev polynomials with random index sets in Ng‘:’
where the number d; of active dimensions is fixed.

developed approaches compared to cosine transforming spatial discretizations of II(M([)).
Clearly, a discretization of II(M(I)) has at least a number | M(I)| of samples. When us-
ing lattices for discretization here, the cosine transform leads to approximately half of this
number of samples and the resulting sampling set provides a spatial discretization of CII(I),
cf. Remark 4.4 and Theorem 2.7. Accordingly, using the detour via spatial discretizations
for TI(M(I)) we have to expect factors | X |/| M(I)| of at least 1/2. Obviously, for the well
adjusted approach from Section 5.2.3 we observe factors | X' |/|M(I)| that are below 1/2 in
the cases where d; > 3. Therefore, the approach developed in this paper seems to be generally
more sample efficient than detours via discretizations of trigonometric spaces — at least when
using known rank-1 lattice approaches.

Conclusion

The paper presents approaches for discretizing spaces of Chebyshev polynomials based on
cosine transformed rank-1 lattices. The structure of these building blocks allows for an efficient
reconstruction algorithm. Moreover, the spatial discretizations are relatively sample efficient,
i.e., the numbers of used sampling nodes are efficient — at least in terms of their complexity.
In addition, all construction approaches have acceptable computational complexities. The
numerical tests emphasize the differences of the presented improvement steps and indicate
that each improvement step, that comes along with growing computational effort, reduces
the cardinalities of the resulting spatial discretizations. In most cases, the cardinalities are
considerably lower when using the more complex algorithms.

Moreover, it seems that the arising sampling matrices C (X, I) are well-conditioned, which
means that the rows of the matrices form a well-suited frame, cf. [1]. Consequently, the number
of samples could be further reduced by applying subsampling ideas from [1], which would
require additional computational effort that is probably disproportionately higher compared
to the computational costs of the constructions we developed in this paper.
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Anyway, the main goal of this paper was to construct efficient spatial discretizations of
spaces of Chebyshev polynomails for use in a so-called dimension-incremental framework
similar to that in [19] that adaptively builds up spaces of Chebyshev polynomials and uses
their spatial discretizations for reconstructing projected polynomial coefficients. Algorithms
based on the general ideas presented in this paper have already been used in numerical tests
for the treatment of PDEs with random coefficients in [12].

Finally, the approaches developed in this paper can also be used for the spatial discretization
of spans of finitely many half-period cosine basis functions. The resulting sets of rank-1 lattices
just need to be tent transformed instead of cosine transformed, cf. [14] for details on the
relation of such subspaces of the so-called cosine spaces and spans of Chebyshev polynomials.
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