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SYMMETRIC POWERS: STRUCTURE, SMOOTHABILITY, AND APPLICATIONS

COSIMO FLAVI, JOACHIM JELISIEJEW, MATEUSZ MICHALEK

ABsTRACT. We investigate border ranks of twisted powers of polynomials and smoothability of symmetric
powers of algebras. We prove that the latter are smoothable. For the former, we obtain upper bounds for
the border rank in general and prove that they are optimal under mild conditions. We give applications to
complexity theory.

1. INTRODUCTION

We consider two classical problems: finding smoothable finite algebras and finding homogeneous
polynomials of small border rank. Both problems are understood to be next-to-impossible in general and
positive results are very scarce except for specific cases, such as subschemes of A? [Fog68], Gorenstein
subschemes of A3 [KMR98], forms in small number of variables [Lan12], subscheme defined by mono-
mial ideals or complete intersections. Outside this realm, the main general tool to obtain either object is
using tensor powers:

(1) if A is a smoothable algebra, then for every d the tensor product A®? is smoothable;
(2) if F = F(xg,...,x,) is a homogeneous polynomial of border rank at most r, then for every d the
polynomial

F® = F(x10,. .., X10)F (X205 - s X20) - F(Xd.05 - - - » Xd.n)

in (n + 1)d variables has border rank with respect to the Segre-Veronese variety (=variety of
monomials of the same multi-degree as F®?) at most r¢.

In this article we provide twisted symmetric power analogues of the two results, see Theorem 1.1 and
Theorem 1.11 below. Both results are special cases of more general structure theorems that we explain
below. The passage from tensor to symmetric powers may seem to be automatic, but it is not, in fact it
is unexpectedly subtle, see Counterexamples 1.4, 1.7, 5.4 below and the discussion about the necessity
of twisting. In fact, while the tensor powers are a classical tool, it appears that almost nothing is known
about symmetric powers.

Smoothability is of much interest for moduli spaces, with applications to enumerative geometry and
combinatorics. Border rank is central to classical theory of secant varieties (see [BCC*18, BGIII,
CGO14]) with applications to statistics, signal processing (see [Chell, DLC07, McC87]) and, most
notably, to complexity theory and the geometry of tensors ([BCS97, LM17b, CW90]). From this point
of view, it is important to look at the asymptotical behavior: to consider sequences of polynomials or
algebras with growing degree and number of variables. In this aspect, the gain from passing from tensor
to symmetric powers is very notable. Also in the symmetric power setting the rank we consider is
always the usual Waring rank, in contrast with the right hand side of (2) above, where it changes to the
Segre-Veronese rank.

1.1. Smoothability. The situation is much cleaner for smoothability, so we begin with setup. We talk
about finite schemes Z = Spec(A) rather than algebras A. By Ap(—) we denote the apolar algebra.

Theorem 1.1. (1) For every smoothable scheme Z, its d-th symmetric power S¢Z is smoothable for
everyd e N;
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(2) if f € K[x1,...,x,] and d > 1 are such that
i A 1
i Ap(£9) dimg Ap(f) +d ’

then the scheme
Z4 = Spec(Ap(f))

is isomorphic to S4Z,; moreover, if Zy is smoothable, then Z; is smoothable.

We remark that in general the smoothability of Spec(Ap(f)) does not imply the smoothability of
Spec(Ap(f?)) for d > 1. In Example 5.5 we provide an f such that Ap(f) is smoothable, while Ap(f?)
is not. The proof of Theorem 1.1 is based on the following abstract but useful proposition.

Proposition 1.2. Let Z be a finite scheme with an action of a linearly reductive algebraic group G and
suppose that Z admits a G-equivariant smoothing Z. Then Z || G is a smoothing of Z || G, so Z [| G is
smoothable.

For the case Spec(Ap(f?)), we have Z = Spec(Ap(f)®?) and G = X, is the symmetric group acting
on Z by permuting the copies of Ap(f). Proposition 1.2 applies in other natural situations, notably for
the Veronese subalgebras. We discuss them now.

Example 1.3. Fix an arbitrary d and consider the monomial algebra
Klai,. .., a4l
Ad = —= 2
(aj,---,ay)
and the corresponding scheme Z; := Spec(Ay,). Let G := (g) be a cyclic group of order two that acts on
Zy = Spec(K[a]/(a?))

by g - @ := —a. The scheme Z; has a G-equivariant smoothing K[a, t]/(a? — t). Therefore, also the
scheme Z; = Z; X - - - X Z; admits a G-equivariant smoothing, so

Za | G =~ Spec(A%/?)
is smoothable.

Proposition 1.2 is surprisingly sharp in that the assumption of the existence of G -equivariant smoothing
is necessary, as we demonstrate in the following example.

Example 1.4. Let us consider the monomial algebra
_ Klai,...,a]
(cz%, ... ,ag)
which has degree 512 and Hilbert function
HF4 = (1,9, 36, 84, 126, 126, 84,36,9, 1).

The corresponding subscheme Z := Spec(A) C A° is torus-fixed and in particular the cyclic group
G = 7Z/3 acts on it by multiplying each variable by a third root of unity. In this case

Z | G ~ Spec(A?/3) = Spec (K @ A3 ® Ag ® Ag)

This is a much smaller subscheme, with Hilbert function (1, 84, 84, 1), but it is not smoothable by the
criterion of [Jel19, Theorem 1.2].

Let us define a more general class of algebras which includes the last two examples.

Definition 1.5. Given a graded algebra A = 5
called the k-th Veronese subalgebra.

i>0 Ai and a positive integer k the algebra @izo Ay is

The previous examples, as well as our theorems on passing to symmetric powers can be seen as specific
cases of a more general question:
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Question 1.6. Given a finite smoothable scheme Spec(A) with an action of a group G, when is Spec(A®)
also smoothable?

As we can see in Example 1.4 the answer is not always positive. Still, Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 1.2
provide many examples when it is.

1.2. Powers of polynomials and their ranks. We now shift the attention from smoothability to border
rank. Let F € K[xo, ..., x,] be ahomogeneous polynomial. The natural expectation is that if brk (F) = r,

then
d-1
brk (F9) < (r+ d )

for all d > 1. But this is false even in the most basic cases.

Example 1.7. Let
F = xg +x? € K[xg,x1].
Then rk(F) = 2 and the middle catalecticant rank of F? is 4 > (;) so brk(F?) > 4, in fact brk(F?) = 4.

Also brk(F!?) = 4, where FI?! is the divided square of F. Similar results will be obtained for Fermat
cubics in more variables, for exponents higher than 3 and so on.

Since the upper bound on the border rank is wrong in the easiest case of two variables, it may come
as a surprise that a bound can be achieved in a fairly general situation, which we explain below. We need
two notions.

First, for a homogeneous polynomial F = }; 1;x € K[xo,...,x,], where i = (ig,...,i,), we define
the twist of F by

1 .
tw(F):= ) A4;—x'.
w(F) Z i
For example,

1 1
tw(x%)q +x8xz +x1) = Exéxl + gxng +Xx1.

Second, we say that a polynomial f is encompassing if the parts of degree < 1 of a basis of the space
of its partials are linearly independent, see Definition 4.1. For example, the polynomial f := xl2 + X 1S
encompassing, because the degree < 1 part of derivatives of f are

2 2
(f<1 = x2, af:(af) =2 af:(a f) =2,
<1 <1

ox| oxi (')x% axf

and they are linearly independent. The form F' := x% + x% is, instead, not encompassing, because already

F< is zero. Our first theorem is as follows.

Theorem 1.8. Let F € K|xq, ..., x,] be a concise homogeneous polynomial such that its dehomogeniza-

tion f = F|y, is encompassing and the apolar algebra of f is smoothable. Then, for every d > 1, the
following conditions hold:

(1) the form tw(F d) has smoothable rank, border rank, cactus rank, border cactus rank and the middle

catalecticant rank all equal to ("Zd);

(2) the scheme Spec(Ap(f d)) is smoothable and apolar to tw(F%) under a suitable embedding (see

§2.3).
Example 1.9. Let Q be a full rank quadric given by
0 = xpx, +x% +x§ +... +x,21_1.

The dehomogenization p,, = Q|1 is encompassing. By Theorem 1.8, for every d > 1 the form tw(Q%)
has smoothable and border ranks equal to
n+d
g )

For ternary quadratic forms and without twisting this result was obtained by the first author in [Fla23,
Theorem 4.5]. We warn that not every dehomogenization of Q is encompassing.
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Example 1.10. Let us consider the cubic
F = x? +x§ + .- +xfl +x0 (X1y1+ -+ X0V0) +x%y0
in 2(n + 1) variables. The dehomogenization F|, - is encompassing and the apolar algebra
Ap(F|yxy=1) = Ap(x? +x§ +... +xf,)
is smoothable. Hence, by Theorem 1.8, for every d > 1 we have

2n+d + 1
J .

We warn the reader that twisting is necessary: even for F' satisfying the assumptions of Theorem 1.8,
the border rank of F2 and F!?! can be higher than ("}'), see Example 5.4.

The theorem implies that tw (F') has the minimal possible border rank n and smoothable rank also equal
ton, so tw(F') is not wild in the sense of [BB15]. A natural question is: how limiting are the assumptions in
Theorem 1.8? The following theorem shows that the smoothability of Ap( f) is the primary requirement.
In other words, the perhaps non-intuitive condition of being encompassing is common and can always be
assured.

We say that a polynomial G € K{xo,...,x,] restricts to a polynomial F € Kl[xo,...,xx], where
k <n,if F = G|y, o0,....x,=0-

brk (tw(F9)) = (

Theorem 1.11. Let F € Klxo,...,xx] be a concise homogeneous polynomial, let f = F|y -1 be its
dehomogenization, and assume that Ap(f) be smoothable. If dimg (Ap(f)) = n, then there exists a
concise homogeneous polynomial G € Kxo,...,x,]| restricting to F and such that G satisfies the
assumptions of Theorem 1.8. In particular,
+d
brk (tw(F4)) < (” . )

for every d € N. Moreover, for g .= G|x,=1 we have Ap(g) =~ Ap(f).

The proof of Theorem 1.11 is constructive and the form G is determined explicitly. Namely, let us
take a concise homogeneous F € K[xo, ...,xx] and f = F|y,=1. The apolar algebra Ap(f) is a quotient
of the dual ring D := K]ay, ..., ar], where

0
' ax,-
foreveryi = 1,..., k. Let us consider a basis B of Ap(f) given by
B = {faa,l Of,...,akof,o_lOf,...,O_n_k_l Of}a
where o; € D>,. For any multi-index a € Zg(‘)k‘l, let us define

ot =o' ok and oyt =y eyl
Then the polynomial g € K[x1,...,Xg, V1,--..,Yn—k-1] is defined by a Taylor-like series
_ Y a
g= > (0o f) (1.12)
aeZl k!
and G € K[xg,...,Xk, Y1, .., Yn-k-1] is the homogenization of g with respect to xo. To obtain G in
K[xo,...,x,] one takes x; := y;_ for j > k.

Example 1.13. To obtain Example 1.9, let us consider the form

2 2
F=x{+-+x,_; €Klxo,...,xp_1].

Then f = F|y,= is essentially equal to F. Let us fix the set

{1,(}’1,. .. ,Q’n_l,o_l},

where o = %a%, as the basis of Ap(f). Then, we have

0'12sz0'10120,
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so that the polynomial defined in formula (1.12) is g = f + y;. The homogenization with respect to xg

yields

2 2
Xyt X, +XoY1,

as expected.
Example 1.14. To obtain Example 1.10, let us consider the form
F::x?+~-+x2 € K[xg,...,xu].

Then, we take f := F|y,=1 and as a basis of Ap(f) fix the set

{1’ Ofl, .. 7a,na O—l’ .. ,O-n’ O-I’L+1}’
with oy = aiz/2 fori=1,...,nand oy = a?/6. For every i, j we have o o (07 o f) = 0, so that the
formula (1.12) becomes

g=r +x1yi+. .+ XnYn+ Yl
which homogenizes to the form from the example.

Having discussed the abundance of encompassing polynomials, we present a more geometric point
of view for them. In the projective setting, there exist elegant classical links between the algebra of a

homogeneous polynomial F € K[xo,...,x,] and the topology of its gradient map
oF oF
grad(F)=|—,...,— | : P" - P",
0xg 0x,

also called the polar map. For further details, the reader can see, e.g., [Huh12, DP03, Dol00, HKS92].

In the affine setting, we prove the following analogue which in particular gives a characterization
of polynomials which have dominant affine gradient maps and a characterization of polynomials with
maximal growth of powers. We need one definition. By Proposition 3.5 for every polynomial f with
dimg (Ap(f)) = € and every d > 1 we have

{+d-1
dimg Ap(f9) < ( p ) (1.15)
We say that f has maximal growth of powers if for every d > 1 equality holds in (1.15).
Theorem 1.16. Let f € K[xy,...,x,]| be a concise polynomial. Then, the following conditions are

equivalent:
(1) f has maximal growth of powers;
(2) the total gradient map

af af

15> C) G

totalGrad( f) = ( ) D A" > AT

is dominant, where the set

af
{axai }i Vi
forms a basis of the space of all partials of f;
(3) the partials of f are homogeneously algebraically independent (see §4);
(4) f is an encompassing polynomial.
Moreover, if these conditions hold, then € = n + 1 and the higher gradient map totalGrad( f) is, up to
coordinate changes, the usual gradient map

0 o
grad(f) = ( A

— ., = A" A"
6x1 axn ) ’

A word of caution is that the rational map grad( f) yields a rational map P" --> P"*, but this map is in
general not equal to grad( ") for a homogenization f” of f.

Outside the class of encompassing polynomials, the following natural question seems absolutely open.

Question 1.17. Which sequences can be obtained as (dimg Ap(f9)) ;.,?
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Specializing a bit, one could wonder whether knowing first few dimensions is enough to know the
whole sequence. This is an open question as well. In Corollary 4.15 we answer it for the sequence

C+d-1
d .
H(d)

We show that if dimg Ap(f?) is maximal for all d < deg(f), then f is encompassing.

1.3. Applications to complexity theory. In the last part of the article our main results are:

(1) Corollary 5.13: deciding smoothability of algebras implies estimating border rank of tensors, up to
a factor of 1/2,

(2) Corollary 5.15: deciding smoothability of modules implies estimating border rank of tensors T €
K" ® K" ® K" up to an error of n,

(3) introduction of sweet pieces, that is a special class of tensors appearing in complexity theory,
see Definition 6.2,

(4) estimates of ranks of sweet pieces of interest in Proposition 6.12 and Proposition 6.17.

One of our motivations comes from applications to complexity theory. More precisely, the two major

challenges relevant for us are:

(1) fast matrix multiplication;

(2) special NP-hard problems, like chromatic number of a graph or the set cover problem.

It turns out that in both of the above problems good upper bounds on ranks of Kronecker powers of special

tensors can lead to very surprising upper bounds on complexity. Let us explain in detail how smoothable

algebras, their tensor powers, and Veronese subalgebras appear in problems above.

The complexity of matrix multiplication is governed by the constant w, see [BCS97,L.LM17b] for a
detailed exposition, or [MS21, Chapter 9.3] for a fast introduction to the topic. The state of the art method
to bound w from above is due to D. Coppersmith and S. Winograd (see [CW90]). The exact value of w
remains unknown, although upper bounds have been improved in recent years, showing that w < 2.38,
see [CW90, AVW21,VWXXZ23, ADVW*24]. The core method starts with a smoothable algebra A that
is apolar to a quadric. The bilinear map given by multiplication in A gives rise to a tensor T, known
as the Coppersmith-Winograd tensor, that is of minimal border rank dimg A, see [BL16]. One identifies
direct sums of matrix multiplication tensors as restriction of the tensor associated to A®? for large d,
which is also the d-th Kronecker power of T4. This allows to upper bound the border rank of the direct
sums by (dimg A)¢. Via Schonhage’s 7-theorem [BCS97, §15.5] one obtains upper bounds on w.

The key step in this method is to identify a highly symmetric subtensor SP; of T4ea and prove that it
restricts to the aforementioned direct sum of matrix multiplications. It turns out that SP; in many cases
is not only a restriciton of the tensor associated to A®¢, but also of its much smaller Veronese subalgebra.
Thus, obtaining bounds on border rank or smoothable rank of tensors associated to Veronese subalgebras
of smoothable algebras would lead to new upper bounds on w. In particular, if SP; was of minimal
asymptotic rank, then w = 2.

For the second point one considers some of the well-known NP-hard problems. In the very recent
works [BK23, Pra23, BCH*24] one identifies specific families of tensors for which upper bounds on rank
would provide algorithms of unexpectedly low complexity. For example for a family of tensors SP, one
could, in the randomized setting, check if there exist three sets from a given three (balanced) families
whose union is the whole given set of size n, in time C”" for a constant C < 2.

In our work, we identify the properties of SP, to define the class of tensors called the sweet pieces,
see Definition 6.2. As argued above, upper bounding ranks of sweet pieces is of central importance. We
provide new methods to upper bound not only border ranks, but also ranks of the sweet pieces SP4, see
Lemmas 6.7 and 6.9 and Corollary 6.10. We apply these results to obtain new, best upper bounds for
rank and border rank of SP, tensors that appear in the Coppersmith-Winograd tensor and in the work of
K. Pratt [Pra23], see below.
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Proposition 1.18 (Proposition 6.12). The rank of any sweet piece for the N-th Kronecker power of the
n X n X n Coppersmith-Winograd tensor CW,, is smaller than

N
N (p+q)N-1
- -1 .
" ((2p+2q)N+ 1)(11 )

In particular, it is smaller than the border rank of (CW,)=V.

Proposition 1.19 (Proposition 6.17). Consider the tensors associated to the bilinear multiplication map
®3k ®3k ®3k
(CLx1/G)™ e x (CLx]/ ()" )k = (CIx] /(%) ax
where the subindex denotes the degree (these are precisely the tensors from [Pra23]). These tensors have
rank at most

The improvements in the upper bounds may seem not big. Indeed, to obtain new estimates on w
one needs to obtain in Proposition 1.18 an upper bound of form n", where C < 1. Still, we believe
that improving the upper bounds of sweet pieces is important, as e.g. for the set covering problem
subexponential improvements may already refute the conjectures about the complexity of the problem
[Pra23, Corollary 1.12]. Further, recently new barrier results appeared [CVZ21,BL20], which show that
using many tensors, including the Coppersmith-Winograd tensor, it is essentially impossible to prove
w = 2. However, these barrier results are not valid, if one improves upper bounds on ranks of the sweet
pieces. Experts may notice that the sweet pieces of interest have asymptotically largest subrank.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In the study of tensor decomposition, the quantity that has appeared most frequently in the literature is the
Waring rank of a symmetric tensor or, equivalently, of a homogeneous polynomial. For any f € SV, the
Waring rank, or simply the rank, of f is minimum number of linear forms such that f can be expressed
as a linear combination of the d-th powers of such forms. Over the years, many other concepts related
to symmetric tensors have been introduced, such as border rank, cactus rank, and smoothable rank. In
general, for tensor decompositions, important tools are provided by the theory of apolarity. In this article
we work over an algebraically closed field K of characteristic zero.

2.1. Apolarity. Let V be an arbitrary (n + 1)-dimensional vector space over K. We will think of V* as
linear forms on a projective space P(V). This is stressed below by the superscripts (—)&. Let

ReL = S(V), D = §(V*)
denote the symmetric algebra of V and its dual, respectively, and let
(REY, = 59V, (D, = sv*

denote the d-th symmetric powers of V and V*, respectively. The ring D¢ acts on Re' so that every
a € V* acts as a partial derivative. If we fix the dual bases {x,...,x,} and {ag,...,a,} of V and V*
respectively, we can identify their symmetric algebras as

R =K|[xo, ..., xn], D¢ =Klay, ..., an].

We denote the monomials in RE and D¢ by

m ._ My m m .__ my m
X _xo ...xnn, Q _ao ...ann,
for any multi-index m = (my, ..., m,) € N"*'. For such an m, let m! := my!---m,!. The polarization
map is defined on monomials as
m!

— x™ K ifm-k >0,
akox™ = { (m-Kk)!

0 otherwise.
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Definition 2.1. The apolarity action of D& on Re is defined by linearly extending the polarization maps
for each component of D& and RE. It is denoted by o: D& x R — R and gives (o, f) — o o f.

By fixing a polynomial f € R®!, it is possible to define a function that describes the apolarity action
of the space D# on f.

Definition 2.2. For any f € R, the catalecticant map of f is defined as the linear map

. el gl
Caty: D8 — R (2.3)
o+ oof.
The annihilator (or apolar ideal) of f is the kernel of Caty, that is, the set
Ann(f) = {o-eZ)gl|0'0f:O}.

The annihilator of a polynomial f was called principal system by F. S. Macaulay and its quotient

gl

also called the apolar algebra of f. The apolar algebra was introduced in [Mac94] by F. S. Macaulay, see
also [IK99, p. XX] and [Dol12, p. 75]. The definition above extends immediately to several polynomials.

Definition 2.4. Let fi, ..., f € R&. The annihilator of fi, ..., f is the ideal

Am(fi,.... f;) = [ ) Ann(f).
i=1

The apolar algebra of fi,.. ., f, is the quotient space
Re!
Ap(fi,...» fr) = ————.
p(fl fr) Ann(fl,,,,,fr)
In the specific case of a single polynomial f € R¢, we have the isomorphism of D&-modules
Do f = Ap(f). (2.5)
We also recall that f € K[xy,...,x,] is concise if it cannot be written, perhaps after a change of

coordinates, using less than n variables. Equivalently, the polynomial f is concise if

Ann(f) NK[xy,...,x,]<1 = {0}.

2.2. Ranks of tensors. In this section we recall several notions of rank, useful below. A crucial tool for
providing upper for the rank is the classical apolarity lemma.

Lemma 2.6 (Apolarity lemma). Let f € (R&), be a homogeneous form and Z C P™ be a finite scheme.
Let

va: P((R&)1) - P((R¥)4)
be the d-Veronese map. The following conditions are equivalent:
(1) [f1 € va(2));
(2) 1(Z) € Ann(f).
If they hold, we say that Z is apolar to f.

The lemma gives rise to three notions of rank, and also gives an alternative but equivalent definition
of Waring rank.

Definition 2.7. The cactus rank of F is the minimum degree of a scheme Z apolar to F'. The smoothable
rank of F is the minimal degree of such a Z, where Z is smoothable (see §2.4 below). The Waring rank
of F is the minimum degree of such a Z, where Z is a tuple of points.
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The cactus rank was introduced under the name of scheme length by A. larrobino and V. Kanev (see
[IK99, Definition 5.1]). The term cactus rank was first used by K. Ranestad and F.-O. Schreyer in [RS11],
inspired by the notion of cactus variety, introduced by W. Buczyriska and J. Buczynski in [BB14]. The
cactus rank was analyzed in several other papers, such as [Ball8, BR13,BBG19]. The smoothable rank
was also first introduced in [RS11], motivated by several results appearing in [BGI11, BB14, BGL13].
For a homogeneous polynomial f, we denote its smoothable rank by smrk f and its cactus rank by crk f.
For any f we have inequalities

crk f < smrk f <1k f,

which can be strict in general, see, for example, [BB15, HMV20].

2.3. Tautological schemes. In general, the construction of apolar schemes for a given form is a subtle
problem. There are several papers in the literature treating these objects, such as [BB 14, Chi06, GRV 18,
RSI11].

A clear and general procedure is provided by A. Bernardi and K. Ranestad in [BR13] and later in
[BJMR18, section 4]. This strategy allows to relate homogeneous polynomials to their dehomogeniza-
tions.

Before proceeding further, we warn the reader about one known caveat: Theorem 3 in [BR13] is false
as stated, see corrigendum [BR24]. A counterexample is Example 1.7. The source of problem is the lack
of constants in the last line of the proof of [BR13, Lemma 2], compare (2.9) below. As far as we know,
the results of [BIMR18, section 4] are fine. However, [BIMR 18] uses the contraction action rather than
differentiation (see [IK99, Appendix A] for comparison of two actions). The whole problem may seem
notational and negligible, but it is unavoidable and led us to the introduction of twists above. Example 5.4
below shows that they are necessary.

In the current article, we do not introduce the contraction action directly. Rather, we only introduce
the necessary notation, referring the reader to [BIMR18] and [IK99, Appendix A] for details.

The main result we use is the following proposition.

Proposition 2.8 ([BJMR18, Corollary 4] or corrected [BR13, Lemma 2]). Let F € Re = K[xo, . .., %]
be an arbitrary form and let

ZF xy := Spec Ap(F|xp=1) € (xo # 0) € P".
Then the scheme Zr. x, is apolar to tw(F).
Proof. We deliberately follow the notation of [BR13, Lemma 2]. Let d be the degree of F. Take a
homogeneous G € D' such that its dehomogenization g = G|a=1 is apolar to f = F|y,-1. If the degree
of G is higher than d, then the apolarity is clear. Otherwise, write

g=8a+ " +go Flxy=1 = fa+--+ fo,

where f; and g; are homogeneous of degree i. The apolarity boils down to
Z 8j © fi+e =0
J

for every e. We compute

| e tens 1,
GOtW(F)=ZZm(Gg ]Oxg (+J))gjofe+j:ZZXQZgjofe+j:0- (2.9)
e j ’ ’ J

e

O

2.4. Smoothability. Lemma 2.6 and Proposition 2.8 are powerful results that can be useful in determin-
ing upper bounds. To use them to determine smoothable rank, it is necessary to discuss the notion of
smoothability. We recall that the Hilbert scheme Hilb, (A") of r points in the affine space A" is a scheme
parametrizing all the finite subschemes of A" of degree r. It was first introduced by A. Grothendieck
in [Gro61] and it is a very important object in algebraic geometry, widely used in the literature (see,
e.g., [Str96, MS03, Ber12] for introductions). Denoting by Hilb?(A”) the open subset of Hilb, (A")
consisting of the r-tuples of distinct points in A", we say that a scheme Z C A" is smoothable if it is
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contained in the closure of Hilb®(A"). The smoothability does not depend on the embedding of Z, only
on Z itself. Moreover, a finite scheme Z is smoothable if and only if all of its irreducible components
are smoothable (see [BJ17, Theorem 1.1]). For more details on smoothability, the reader may consult
[IK99,BJ17,CEVV09,JKK19].

Let D = Klej,...,a,] be the coordinate ring of A". Our interest focuses on the smoothability
of symmetric powers of algebras (see §5.1), and we will see that it is cumbersome to consider them
as quotients of 9. Thus, it is also important to consider smoothability from the point of view of
non-embedded K-algebras.

Definition 2.10. A K-algebra A of finite rank is said to be smoothable if there exists a homomorphism
K[[¢]] — A, where K[[¢]] is the formal power series ring in ¢t and A is a K[[¢]]-algebra such that
the special fiber A/tA is isomorphic to A as an K-algebra, the generic fiber A[t~'] is a smooth
K[[#]][¢~']-algebra, and A is a free K[[¢]]-module.

These last two definitions are equivalent. In particular, using Definition 2.10, we recall the following
lemma, provided by D. A. Cartwright, D. Erman, M. Velasco, and B. Viray.

Lemma 2.11 ([CEVV09, Lemma4.1]). Let I C D be an ideal such that dimg D /I = r. Then Spec(D/I)
lies in the smoothable component of Hilb,,(A") if and only if D /1 is a smoothable K-algebra in the sense
of Definition 2.10.

For any scheme Z C A", much is known about smoothability of Z for small values of deg(Z). Indeed,
all schemes Z such that deg(Z) < 7 are smoothable ((CEVV09]) and all Gorenstein schemes Z such that
deg(Z) < 13 are smoothable ([CJN15]). However, when deg(Z) is larger the situation is much more
complicated. The known classes of smoothable Z are:

(1) Z c A?

(2) Z C A® Gorenstein;

(3) Z given by a locally complete intersection or, more generally, linked to a smoothable scheme;

(4) Z given by a monomial ideal in an A".

Disjoint union and product of smoothable schemes are smoothable. While there are many other construc-
tions that yield specific examples of smoothable schemes, it seems that the above are the only general
ones known. In §5.2 we show that being able to decide if explicit, simple algebras are smoothable or not,
would provide upper and lower bounds on tensor border rank that are much better than state-of-the-art
techniques.

2.5. Secant varieties and border rank. When dealing with decompositions of homogeneous polyno-
mials, there is another quantity which must be taken into account, namely the border rank of a form.
The notion of border rank of an arbitrary tensor was introduced for the first time in 1979 by D. Bini,
M. Capovani, G. Lotti, and F. Romani in [BCRL79], and then named that way in the following year by
D. Bini, G. Lotti, and F. Romani in [BLR80], where the authors defined it as the minimum number of
decomposable tensors required to approximate a tensor with an arbitrarily small error. This is, in fact, the
reason why it can be useful in cases where tensors have a large gap between rank and border rank (see,
e.g., [Zuil7]). The analog for homogeneous polynomials is defined in the same way. For a homogeneous
polynomial f, the border rank of f, denoted by brk f, is the smallest natural number 7 such that f is in
the closure of a set of polynomials having rank equal or less than r. The closure is taken in the Zariski
topology. For K = C the closure agrees with the closure in the Euclidean topology.

Determining the border rank of a given polynomial is in general a very difficult problem. However,
again, much information is known for small values of n and d (see, e.g., [LO13,CGLV22, GL19,LMR23,
Fla23,GMR23]). A classical example that illustrates the difference between rank and border rank is given
by a monomial of the type xld_lxg, for any d € N. Indeed, it has rank equal to d, but its border rank is 2,
as we can express it as

_ 1 .1
x? Iy, = 7 th_r)r(l) ?((xl +tx2)d —xd).
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The catalecticant bound is a well known lower bound for the border rank of a form f € (R)4,
historically attributed to J. J. Sylvester in [Syl51]. It states that for every k € N we have

brk f > rk(Caty )y, (2.12)

where (Caty)y is the k-th catalecticant matrix, see (2.3).

The catalecticant bound, usually taken for k ~ d/2, is very effective when d is large with respect to
r. For example, it gives set theoretic equations of the r-th secant variety o (v4(P")) when d > 2r and
r < 13, see [BB14, Theorem 1.1 and §8.1]. When r is large with respect to d, the bound is very weak
and there are few explicit classes of f for which equality holds: mostly additive decompositions, such as

o d d
f=xl 4+ +xy,,

and more generally forms in disjoint sets of variables, such as tangential generalized additive decompo-
sitions of the type

f = xfl_lxz +x§i_1X4 +... +x§in__11xzn,
or yet more generally the GADs, see, e.g., [BOT24]. All examples known to authors have max; rk Caty ;
equal to n or slightly higher.

There are several examples in the literature concerning the analysis of the rank of the catalecticant
matrices of certain homogeneous polynomials (see [BBM 14, Example 2.21] for the case of monomials,
see also [IK99, p. 198]). A special case concerns the powers of quadratic forms. Given any quadratic
form g, of rank equal to n, B. Reznick proves that for every integer d > 1 the catalecticant matrices of
qﬁ are all full rank. This can be obtained from [Rez92, Theorem 8.15], using [Rez92, Theorem 3.7 and
Theorem 3.16]. Different proofs have been provided in [GL19, Theorem 2.2] and [Fla23, Proposition
3.2]. Therefore, by inequality (2.12) we get the following result.

Theorem 2.13. For a quadratic form g, € (R&), of rank n and for any d > 1 we have

+d-1
brk(qZ) > (n )
d

A notable fact is that the border rank and the smoothable rank can be compared. Indeed, as observed
by A. Bernardi, J. Brachat, and B. Mourrain in [BBM 14, Remark 2.7], using [IK99, Lemma 5.17], we
have

brk f < smrk f. (2.14)

As one might expect, there are many cases where the equality in formula (2.14) does not hold. Several
examples of polynomials with border rank strictly less than smoothable rank are given by W. Buczyriska
and J. Buczyniski in [BB15]. It is expected that for many polynomials the inequality (2.14) is strict.

2.6. Lowest and top degree forms. Some of the proofs below make use of the theory of top degree and
lowest degree forms, which we briefly review here (see [lar94, §1] for details). Write a polynomial f € R
as

f=fet fer1+... + fa,
for some e € N, where f; € R is homogeneous of degree i for e < i < d and f,, f; # 0. Then the lowest
degree form and the top degree form of f are respectively the homogeneous polynomials

Wf(f) = fe, () = fa.
In general none of these is a monomial. Analogous definitions can be made for any polynomial o € D.

For a D-submodule M C R, we define the space of the lowest degree forms and the space of the top
degree forms as the K-linear spaces given by

Wdf (M) == ({1dE(f) [ feM}),  wdf(M) = {tdf(f) | feM}),

respectively. Then 1df (M) and tdf (M) are also D-submodules. In particular, for any ideal / € D such
that D, C I for some large enough r, we can define tdf(/), which is the K-linear space spanned by the
set

{tdf (o) |o €1},

which is also an ideal.
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Lemma 2.15. Let M be a finitely generated D-submodule of R and let I = Ann(M). Then
Ann(ldf(M)) = tdf(1).

Proof. Note that 1df (M) is a D-submodule of R. Since I annihilates M, then also tdf (/) must annihilate

1df (M). Therefore, we must have the inclusion
tdf (1) € Ann(Idf(M)).

The spaces M and 9D /Ann(M) are dual, so they have the same dimension. We obtain

dimK(Z) /Ann(ldf(M))) = dimy 1df (M) = dimg M = dimg (D/1) = dimg (D /tdf (1)) = d,
so tdf (7) and Ann(1df (M)) have the same (finite!) codimension and hence the inclusion is an equality. O

2.7. Iarrobino’s symmetric decomposition. In the following, in §4.2 we will need a bit of theory of
nonhomogeneous Gorenstein algebras, as developed by larrobino [lar94, chapter 2].
Let f be a polynomial and A = Ap(f). We have

D geg(r) S Ann(f),

so A is local with maximal ideal m being the image of (D)-. We have a bilinear map u: A X A —» K
given by

u(ay, az) = ((a1az) o f),,
where (—)p denotes the constant part of a polynomial and the action o is the apolarity action given
in Definition 2.1. The whole operation is well-defined because Ann( f) by definition annihilates f, so
(=) o f descends to Ap(f). For every K-subspace L C A we define

L* ={a€A|u(a,L)=0}.

We have the following properties:

(1) the pairing u is perfect;

(2) for any m we have (m™)* = (0 : m™);

(3) for any m the pairing u induces a perfect pairing

mn (0 . mm+l)
: K
K T X 0w (2.16)

(a1 +m™ ! ay + (0: m™)) — u(ar,az).

The following lemma is all we will use in the sequel. It is very easy in the case of homogeneous
polynomials, but subtler in the nonhomogeneous case.

Lemma 2.17. Let f € R be a polynomial, let m > 0 be fixed and let oy, . ..,07 € Dsyy + Ann(f) be
elements such that no nonzero K-linear combination of o, . . ., oy lies in Ds iy + Ann(f). Then there
exist Ty, ..., T € D such that the following hold:

(1) deg(rj o f) < m for every j;

(2) (7j07) o f =1 for every j and (7;05) o f = 0 for everyi # j.

Proof. The surjection D — Ap(f) sends Dy, onto m"”. Consider the classes oi,...,0; in m". By
assumption, they yield nonzero and linearly independent elements of m™/m™*!. Complete them to a
basis of m™/m™*! and let 7y,...,7; € (0 : m™*!) be the duals of &1, ..., o; under the perfect pairing
of formula (2.16). Let 7,...,7; € D be any lifts of 71,...,7;. For every j we have mm”?j =0, so
D> me1(75 0 f) = 0. Hence, deg(7j o f) < m, which proves (1).

By construction of , the constant z1(c;, T;) is the degree zero part of (077j) o f. By the choice of 7},
we have

T em™ - (0:m™!) C (0:m),

so 0;7;m = 0 and hence D1 o (07 o f) = 0. It follows that 07 o f € K is a constant polynomial. We
can then identify it with the constant (0, 7;) and obtain part (2). O
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3. APOLAR ALGEBRAS OF POWERS OF POLYNOMIALS

In this section we focus on the apolar algebras of powers f¢ of a given polynomial f. It turns out that it
is easier to start with the tensor powers.

We now consider, given any number d € N, the d-th tensor power R® and its dual space D®?. These
can be identified as the polynomial rings

R = K[x;j li=1,...,n, j=1,....d], D™ =Kla;; |i=1,...,n, j=1,....d].
For a polynomial f € R, its d-th tensor power f2¢ is defined as

2= f X)) F(X12s s X2) o f (X1ds - -+ s Xna) -

In the following we will use the notation X,; for xy;,...,x,; and a; for ayj,...,@,;, where j €
{1,...,d}.

Proposition 3.1 (apolar algebra of the tensor power). The apolar algebra Ap(f®?) is isomorphic to
Ap(f)®4. In particular, it has dimension (dimg Ap(f))d.

Proof. Let I = Ann(f) and for every j = 1,...,d, let I; € K[as;] be a copy of I. Then every I;
annihilates f®¢, so
Ap(f#9) = D=/ Ann(f27)

is a quotient of

D= Klaa] _ Klaw] K [@ud] J
~ QK QK Qg —— ~ A R QA = A ed.
)+ (1) + -+ (Iy) I A I p(f) p(f) = Ap(f)
Moreover, if g1,...,84 € D o f are arbitrary partials of f, say g; = 0y o f, then

g1(%e1) - - 8a(Xea) = (01 (1) - - - Ta(@eq)) o f29.

This shows that the linear space D=9 o £ has dimension at least (dimg Ap(f ))d. Therefore, by formula
(2.5), we also have
dimg (Ap(f24)) < (dimg Ap(f)). o
Proposition 3.1 implies that the algebra Ap(f®¢) is closely related to Ap(f). For example, if Ap(f)
is smoothable by a family K[[¢]] — A, then Ap(f®¢) is smoothable by a family K[[¢]] — A®<.
We now move on to discussing the usual powers f¢. We will see that the situation here is much more
subtle. This is perhaps unexpected, so we give an example. Namely, the dimension of the K-vector space

Ap(f?) is by no means determined by dimg (Ap(f)). In fact it is not determined by the isomorphism
class of the algebra Ap(f) itself!

Example 3.2. Let f = x% and g := x% + x>. We have
Ap(f) =K[e]/ (%) = Ap(g).
However, dimg (Ap(f?)) = 5, while dimg (Ap(g?)) = 6.

We now give a bound on the dimension of Ap(f¢). It is most convenient to work with the space
Do fd Let F := D o f. Consider the space

where the product is taken d times. This space contains

fh=ff
N—————
d

and it is closed under the action of D, hence

Do fdcFd, (33)
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Moreover, there is a natural surjective map S¢F — ¢ which maps a formal product of d elements of
¥ to the actual product. All in all we get a diagram
Fd e——0 S§IF
] (3.4)
Do f4

Proposition 3.5 (dimension of the apolar to the symmetric power). For any arbitrary polynomial f, let
¢ = dimg (Ap(f)). Then we have

. {+d-1
dimg (Ap(f9)) < ( J )
and equality holds if and only if both arrows in diagram (3.4) are bijections.

Proof. Diagram (3.4) yields inequalities

O

dimg (Ap(f%)) < dimg F¢ < dimg S4F = (£’+ d- 1).

d

The most interesting case for us is when the dimension of Ap(f¢) is maximal for all d. When this is
the case, we say that f has maximal growth of powers. If this holds, we will show that the problem from
Example 3.2 disappears: the dimension of Ap(f¢) is determined by dimg Ap(f), see Corollary 3.9. For

this, we need to switch from spaces of partials to quotients of 9 and below we prepare for this.
There is a canonical injective homomorphism iz : R < R®¢ of algebras defined on variables by

There is a corresponding projection homomorphism 7g : R®¢ — R, which satisfies the equality 7g o1z =
idg and it is defined by 7z (x;;) := x; forevery i = 1,...,n. We do the same for the space D=,
To preserve duality, we define the maps tp: D — D® and 19 : D¢ — D such that

d
1
tp(a;) = Za/ij, np(a;j) = PR
=

foreveryi =1,...,nand j = 1,...,d. Again, we have mp o tp = idp. The duality alluded to above
follows from the equality

d 1 1 1, ifi=k
tp(a;) otr(xy) = a;ilo|— xril=— aiioxri) =14~ ’
Z)( l) 73( k) (; l_]) (d; k]) d;( ij k]) {O, otherwise.
The most important formal property of the above maps is captured by the following statement. The

reader will probably recognize that the argument is about the representations of the symmetric group X,
but we keep the proof elementary.

Lemma 3.6. Let f; in K[x,;] for every j =1,...,d. For any o € D we have
g (o () o (fi-+- fa)) = o onr(fi- - fa)-
Before we give the proof, let us make an illustrative example. Take d = 2 and o = @ja,. Then
tp(0) = (a1 + @) (@ + ),
hence
(o) o fifa = (anaz o fi) 2+ fil@naxn o f2) + (a1 0 fi)(ax o f2) + (@21 0 fi)(@z 0 f2).
Let 71‘ = i (f;). Applying nig to the right side, we obtain

(o102 071)72‘*‘71 (o102 072) + (a1 071)(0/2 072) + (@2 071)(0/1 072) = (a1a2) © (7172)
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Proof of Lemma 3.6. Considering the diagram

D Rgd o ; Z)Ed ® Rlzd action RIZId
k lﬂ'@@ﬂ'ﬁ lﬂfk
DR action R

we have to prove that it commutes for every oo € D and every fi,..., fy with f; € K[x,;]. Let # be
the linear space spanned by all products fi,..., f4 as above. Then # C R®? is a D®-submodule, in
particular it is a D-submodule. We will prove that for every p € £ and o € D we have

R (1p(0) 0 p) = o o R(p). 3.7

First, we do it for o = @; a linear form. It is sufficient to check it for p when it is a product f; - ... - fz as
above.

(o (@) o (fi-+- fa)) = FR((Cm +o+aig) o (fi(xer) - ‘fd(X.d)))

M=

”R(a’ij o (fi(xer) - 'fd(X.d)))

1

~.
Il

M=

”ﬂ((aij o fi(xe))) l_[ fk(x-k))

1 k#j

~.
Il

M=

(a0 £i0)) | | ficlxe)

k#

~.
Il
—_

= ;o (fi(x) - fa(x)) = @i o g (fi -+ fa). (3.8)

This proves (3.7) for o a variable. We will now prove (3.7) for o a monomial. We do this by induction on
the degree. To do the induction step, suppose that 7 = ;0 and that (3.7) holds for 0. Take any p € P.
We have tp(07) o p € P, and hence

ronr(p) =aio (¢ orr(p) =" aro (nx(in(o) 0 p))

(3-Dfor o ﬂR(L_@(a’i) o (tp(o)o p)) =& (to(7) o p).

This concludes the proof of (3.7) for o a monomial. For general o, the proof follows by linearity. O
Lemma 3.6 implies the following key corollary.
Corollary 3.9. Ler f € Rand d > 1. Take ¢ = dimg (Ap(f)). Suppose that

dimg (Ap(f%)) = (“‘;_ 1).

Then Ap(f?) is isomorphic to S¢ Ap(f).
Proof. Let o € D. Then

R (tp (o) o f*) = o f4.
In particular, we have

D N Ann(f®4) c Ann(f9).

By the construction of ¢y, the image of the map

D — D% 5 Ap(f29)
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lands in the X ;-fixed part, so we obtain the following diagram

D c Rd Zd
£ 0 Am(f=) e (3.10)

Ap(f9)

By Proposition 3.1 the algebra Ap(f®¢) is isomorphic to Ap(f)®?. The Z4-action on Ap(f=¢) corre-
sponds to permuting factors in Ap(£)®¢, so that

Ap(f2y* ~ S (Ap(f))

as algebras. We have
. {+d-1
dimg S¢(Ap(f)) = ( 4 )

By assumption, this is also the dimension of Ap(f¢). Therefore, both arrows in diagram (3.10) are
isomorphisms. The claim follows. O

4. ENCOMPASSING POLYNOMIALS

Inequality in Proposition 3.5 and the consequence of equality in Corollary 3.9 naturally leads to asking for
which polynomials the equality holds. In this section we answer this question by proving Theorem 1.16.
The key property for us is given by the following definition.

Definition 4.1. A polynomial f € R is encompassing if there is no nonzero element g € D o f such that
g<1 = 0. Equivalently, for any basis {gi,...,g¢} of D o f, the degree < 1 parts (g1)<1, ..., (g¢)<1 are
linearly independent.

We observe how this notion translates to the apolar side.

Lemma 4.2. A polynomial f is encompassing if and only if the image of D« in Ap( f) spans this algebra
(as a K-vector space).

Proof. Let I := Ann(f) and let € := dimg (Ap(f)). The dimension of the image im(D<;) € Ap(f) is
1+n—dimg(I N Dey).
A form is linear if and only if its top degree form is linear, hence
1+n—dimg (I N D) = 1+n - dimg (tdf (1)),
By Lemma 2.15 we have
l+n- dimK(tdf(I))Sl = dimg (1df(D o f))sl.

The polynomial f is encompassing precisely when

dimg (1df (D o f))sl ={.
This holds precisely when the dimension of the image of D« is £. O

For an arbitrary finite-dimensional vector space V' C R, we say that V is homogeneously alge-
braically independent if for any basis {v{,...,vi} of V there is no nonzero homogeneous polynomial
p € K[t1,...,1x] such that p(vy,...,vr) = 0. We note that if this condition holds for some basis of V,
then it holds for every basis of V. The only spaces we will consider are spaces of partial derivatives and
they always contain the element 1 € R. Taking v; = 1, there is always a trivial (nonhomogeneous!) alge-

braic dependence p(¢y,...,1;) =t — 1, so we need to restrict to homogeneous polynomials. It is mostly
an aesthetic choice: if {vi = 1,v,,..., v} is a basis of V, then homogeneous algebraic independence of
V is equivalent to usual algebraic independence of {vs,...,vg}.

Lemma 4.3. For an encompassing polynomial, its partial derivatives are homogeneously algebraically
independent.



SYMMETRIC POWERS: STRUCTURE, SMOOTHABILITY, AND APPLICATIONS 17

Proof. Fix a basis hy, ..., hy of the space of partials, where hy = 1 and Ay, . . ., hy—1 have zero constant
term. By assumption, their linear terms are linearly independent so that, perhaps after a linear change, we
have h; = x; mod Ry, fori =1,2,...,¢— 1. Assume that these partials are homogeneously algebraically
dependent and let @ be a homogeneous polynomial of degree d such that
O(hy,... he1,he) =0
Let ¢ := ®|p,—1, then ¢(hy,...,he—1) = 0. Let d’ be the smallest natural number such that ¢4 # 0.
Then
0= La (ldf(hl), ey ldf(hg_1)) = Qg ()C], e ,Xg_l),
so ¢ is the zero polynomial, which is a contradiction. O

Proposition 4.4. Let f be an encompassing polynomial, let € := dimg Ap(f) and suppose that
Wdf (Do f)=(Uo=1,11,...,0p-1)

for linearly independent linear forms 1y, . ..,lr_1. Then for every d > 1 we have
f(D o f9) =KIh,....le-1]<a

In particular,
{+d-1
dimg (D o f4) = ( p )
Proof. The case deg(f) = Ois trivial, and in the following we assume deg (f) > 1. We start by simplifying
the notation. Change the coordinates in D = K[ay,..., ;] so that the kernel of D.; — Ap(f) is
generated by ay, . .., a,. Then f lies in the subring K[xj,...,x,—1]. We restrict to this subring, so that
n becomes ¢ — 1 and

Uiseeslemr) = (xns e X))
We make another crucial observation. Since D<; surjects onto Ap(f), there is a linear form o € D
such that o o f = 1. Since

deg(o o f) =0 < deg(f),
we have o € D;. By changing the coordinates we can assume o = «@,. We have
an o (Dz10f)=Ds10(apof)=0
so no polynomial in D5 o f depends on x,. We want to prove that
Wdf (Do 9 =K[xi,. .., xn]<a-

First we prove the inclusion "2". Assuming that this is not the case, we have by Lemma 2.15 a polynomial
® € Ann(f9) of degree at most d. Let d’ = deg(®) and let ®, be its top degree form. For any a € N”,
we write @ := o' - - - ay". Take any monomial a? of degree d’. Then

R
d! ’ )
@t fh= (@l o) o £ = (@ e HM - (w0 - £ mod fUIHL L 45)
If instead a® has degree strictly less than d’, then
a? o fd =0 mod fd_d,-ﬂ.

Suppose that @ = Y, l,0*. By repeatedly applying (4.5) we get

O:CI)ofd =0y ofd = Zﬂ (CL’lof)al ...(a/nof)anfd—d' modfd‘d'”.

(d-d)! d )!
It follows that the sum

3 dalar o - (a0 ) (46)

is a multiple of f. However, the sum does not depend on x,,, while any non-zero element of R - f
depends on x,,. We obtain that the sum (4.6) is zero. By Lemma 4.3 this implies ®, = 0, which is a
contradiction. This proves that @ does not exist and hence we obtain one inclusion. The equality then
follows by Proposition 3.5, which completes the proof. O
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Proof of Theorem 1.16. We start by a preliminary remark. Since f is concise, the map D; — Ap(f)
is injective. The image of this map lies in the maximal ideal of Ap(f), hence also D<; — Ap(f) is
injective. It follows that

n+1=dimg D < dimg Ap(f) =¢. 4.7
Now we begin the proof of the equivalences. Proposition 4.4 and Lemma 4.3 prove that (4) implies (1)
and (3), respectively. Let us prove that (1) implies (3). For every d, let £; C R denote the linear space
spanned by products Hflzl (0 o f) over all o; € D. We have a natural surjection S4(D o f) — P, and
an inclusion D o f4 C Py, see (3.3). Therefore

f+d-1
d

By assumption (1), equalities must hold. But the first equality shows that the map S¥(D o ) — Py
is an isomorphism, which means that the partials of f satisfy no homogeneous polynomial of degree d.
Iterating over all d, we obtain (3).

Now we prove that (3) implies (4). This is perhaps the most surprising part, because it follows easily and
yet gives a strong characterization. Since the partials of f are homogeneously algebraically independent,
there are at most 7+ 1 of them, so dimg Ap(f) < n+1. By (4.7) we have equality dimg Ap(f) = n+1 and
additionally get that the image of D« spans Ap(f). By Lemma 4.2, this proves that f is encompassing,
hence (4).

Finally, let us prove that (2) is equivalent to (3). Assume (2). By (4.7) we have ¢ > n+ 1. By (2), we

) = dimg Sd(@ o f) = dimg Py > dimg (D o fd)

have £ — 1 < n. Joining these, we get { = n+ 1. Let by, ..., by be a basis of the space of partials of f,
where
_9f
e ox?
fori=1,2,...,0—1and by = 1. Suppose that by, . . ., by satisfy some nonzero homogeneous polynomial
®. Then ®|p,—; is nonconstant. This polynomial shows that by, ..., b,_; are algebraically dependent.

But this means that the subfield
K(bi,...,bp—1) CK(x1,...,x,) 4.8)

has transcendence degree at most £ — 2. However, by assumption (2), the field extension (4.8) is finite, so
both fields have transcendence degree n = £ — 1. This contradiction proves (3). The proof that (3) implies
(2) is analogous. O

4.1. Encompassing polynomial from any polynomial. In this section we discuss how to construct
an encompassing polynomial from any polynomial and prove Theorem 1.11. We keep the notation as
in the theorem, so we deal with polynomial rings in k variables, rather than in n variables. Take a
nonhomogeneous concise polynomial f € K[xy,...,x;] with n := dimg Ap(f) and fix elements

Lay,...,an,01,...,00-k-1 € D =Klay,...,a]

restricting to a basis of Ap(f). Let I’ := Ann(f) C D be the annihilator of f.
Let us now introduce the enlarged rings

ﬁ = K[xb s X Y1, ayn—k—l]v @ = K[Q’l, o 7a/kaﬂla cee aﬁn—k—l]-
We define a ring automorphism ¢: D — D, such that
() =ai, @(Bj) =p; -0y,
foreveryi=1,...,kand j=1,...,n—k — 1 and consider the ideal
I=1"-D+ (B =01 Bnk-1 — Tn_k_1) = p(Ann(f)).
Lemma 4.9. The ideal 1 is the annihilator of an encompassing polynomial g equal to
_ Y (o
g= ), mla'of).
aeZl k!

Moreover, the apolar algebras Ap(g) and Ap(f) are isomorphic.
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Proof. The algebras @/ I and @/Ann( f) = Ap(f) are isomorphic via ¢, so by Macaulay’s inverse
systems (see [[K99, Appendix A]), we get that / = Ann(g) for some non-unique g and Ap(g) =~ Ap(f).
The classes of the elements

1,(}/’1,. s @, =050 oo, =Op—f—1

in 13/ Ann( f) are by definition linearly independent. Since every §; annihilates f, these classes coincide
with the classes of

Lap,...,0,(Bi—01)s s (Bu—k=1 — On—k-1)-

But these are the images under ¢ of the classes of 1, a1, ..., @, B1,...,Bn-k-1. Therefore, the classes
of D are linearly independent, so g is encompassing by Lemma 4.2. Finally, the explicit expression for
g, again non-unique, is given by [Jel17, Proposition 2.12]. O

Example 4.10. Let

4

4,4
fr=x{+x5+-+x,.

The Hilbert function of Ap(f) is (1,n,n, n, 1) and we can take

. I _ 13
g =, Opyti = —120/1-, O2n+i = —240/,-
foreveryi=1,2,...,n, and
. 1 4
O34l = —24a1.

Then we have

n n
8= LU +YE X+ V) + D Vi i +XD) + D Yaneii + Yaned

i=1 i=1
Unlike the examples in the introduction, here g has parts which are quadratic in y,.

Proof of Theorem 1.11. Assume that F € K[xo, ...,xx] is concise and f = F|,- is its dechomogeniza-
tion. Let g be an encompassing polynomial obtained from f as above and let G be its homogenization
multipled by a power of xj so that deg G = deg F and

G eK[xg,. s Xks V1se o Ynk-1] = K[xg,...,x,].

The polynomial g restricts to f by setting y, = 0, so also G restricts to F' by setting yo = 0. We now
observe that the homogeneous polynomial G satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 1.8. The algebra Ap(g)
is smoothable, since it is isomorphic to Ap(f), and the polynomial g is encompassing, see Lemma 4.9
for both claims. This completes this part of the proof.

Fix any d. From Theorem 1.8 it follows that the
+d
smrk (tw(G9)) < (n J ),

so we also have by (2.14) that

brk(tW(Gd)) < (n ; d).

Since tw(F¢9) is a restriction of tw(G¢) and border rank does not increase under restriction, we also get

n+d)

brk (tw(F?)) < ( 4

Finally, the explicit form (1.12) was already noted in Lemma 4.9. O
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4.2. Almost encompassing polynomials.

Definition 4.11. A polynomial f is almost encompassing if f<; = 0 but for every nonzero element g of
PD- o f we have g<; # 0.

For example, any quadratic form is an almost encompassing polynomial. In general, for any encom-
passing polynomial f, the polynomial fs; is almost encompassing. This shows that plenty of examples
of almost encompassing polynomials can be produced using the method from §4.1.

In this section we show that almost encompassing polynomials f raised to power deg f fail to have
maximal dimension of the apolar algebra, i.e.,

deg f — 1 + dimg Ap(f)

deg f
We conclude with a similar statement for arbitrary polynomials.

dimg Ap(f%¢/) <

Theorem 4.12. Let f be an almost encompassing polynomial. Then f is equal to a polynomial of degree
deg f in the variables Ds, o f.

Proof. Take f € R. After a possible coordinate change and lowering the n, we can assume that there is
no linear form in the variables a1, ..., @, annihilating f. For every j > 2 define a linear subspace of D
by the formula

Lj={peD |FoceDs;:fof=00f}=Dn(Am(f)+Ds;).
We have inclusions
L2 L:32...2L;2...,
so after another coordinate change we may assume that for every j we have an n; such that

Lsj =15 .., an) (4.13)
Taking k := n; equality (4.13) for j = 2 shows that
Ann(f) C (@1, . > An) + Dso.
Dualizing this containment, we obtain

(Lxt, .oy x1) = ((@kats 5 @) + D) C (Ann(f)) = Do f,

SO X1,...,X) are partials of f. Additionally, it follows from (4.13) and Nakayama’s Lemma that the
classes of a1, . .., ay generate the algebra Ap(f).

We now introduce an auxiliary grading on R. Namely, taking n; = 0, for every i = 1...n there is a
unique j such that n; < i < n;,;. We take the degree of x; to be j. For example, the degrees of xi, ..., x
are 1. We will refer to the resulting grading on R as the custom grading and to the degree of an element
as the custom degree, which we denote by deg’.

For every i > k + 1 we will now inductively generate elements o3, 7; € ©. Suppose we have already
produced them for all i < n;. To get them fori =n; +1,...,nj;1, we use (4.13) and fix o; € D ; so that
a; — o; annihilates f.

By definition of L ;, Ls 41, and the construction of (4.13), no nonzero linear combination of the

elements @y, +1, - - ., Ay, lies in Ann(f) + D5 j41.
Since 0 = a; mod Ann( f) fori =n; +1,...,nj.1, no nonzero linear combination of Tnjtls -+ s Oy
lies in Ann(f) + D j,1. Using Lemma 2.17, we obtain Tnjtls - - s Tnjy such that
(1) deg(trjo f) < jforeveryi=mn;+1,...,nj1,
(2) gio(riof)y=1foreveryi=n;+1,...,n1,

(@) oxo(riof)=0forn;+1 <i,k < njyy withi # k.
Since 0; o f = a; o f, the last two equations imply that
@jo(rof)=1, ao (10 f)=0, (4.14)
fornj +1 <i,k <njy withi # k.
We claim for every p € D the custom degree deg’ (p o f) is equal to deg(p o f). It is immediate that

deg’(p o f) = deg(po f),



SYMMETRIC POWERS: STRUCTURE, SMOOTHABILITY, AND APPLICATIONS 21

as this holds for every monomial. We will now prove that

deg’(p o f) < deg(po f).

It suffices to prove that p o f is annihilated by every monomial a/?‘ ...ay" such that

D aideg’ (xi) > deg(p o f).

For every such monomial, we get

al a — al ag Ak+] a,
()" ..ayt)opof=(a)'...af o ..o )opof.
By definition of the custom degree, the element
aj Aai Qi+l an
al.a ooy,

lies in Dy 4, deg’ (x;) Which is contained in D geg(pof) SO this element indeed annihilates p o f. This
concludes the proof that deg’(p o f) = deg(p o f).

Fixani € {1,...,n} and let j be the custom degree of x;, so that n; < i < nj,;. Consider the element
7; o f. By the first bullet above, the degree of 7; o f is at most j. By the above argument, also the
custom degree of 7; o f is at most j. In particular, the polynomial 7; o f does not contain x; for k > n;4;
and contains Xpj4ls -+ s Xpy,, At MOst in the linear part. By (4.14) the linear part contains only x;, so in
particular 7; o f does not contain x; with k > n;, k # i.

We now prove that the polynomial f, written as a polynomial in variables

V1= X1, Vi = X Yk+l =Tks1 0 foovosyni=Tp o f,

is of degree equal to deg f. We subsequently replace x,,, . .., xr+1 by the corresponding
Yn=TnOfo .Ykl =Tks1 0 f

as follows. We know that for i with deg’(x;) = j, the element 7; o f is of the form

Xi+ Pi(x1, ..o, xn;)
for a polynomial P;. Going down from #n to k + 1, we replace

xi:=T1;0f—Pi(xq,... ,xnj) =y; — Pi(xq,... ,xn]_).
We have deg’(x;) = j and deg’(1; o f) < J, s0
deg’ (Pi(x1,....xn)) < J.

Therefore, after each substitution the custom degree remains at most deg f, so the usual degree, where
the usual degree of each y; equals one, also remains at most deg f. Finally, all variables in the top degree
part of f are in the subset of x1, ..., xg, and these are unchanged, so the obtained polynomial is of degree
at least deg f. Hence, it has degree exactly d. O

Corollary 4.15. Let f be a polynomial and let € = dimg Ap(f). Suppose that

{+d-1
dimg Ap(f9) = ( * y )
ford=1,2,...,deg f. Then f is encompassing.

Proof. Suppose that f is not encompassing. Then there is a partial g € 9D o f which is almost

encompassing. By Theorem 4.12 it follows that there is a trivial homogeneous algebraic dependence of

degree d := deg(g) < deg(f) among the partials of f. As in the proof of Proposition 3.5 it follows that
£+d-1

d b

which is a contradiction. a

dimg Ap(f9) < (
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Remark 4.16. We conjecture that the bound in Corollary 4.15 is optimal in that for every almost encom-
passing polynomial f, we have
{+d-1
dimg Ap(f) = ( J )

forall d < deg f.

5. SMOOTHABILITY

5.1. Smoothable rank of powers and locally encompassing polynomials. In this section we relate
the previous results to the “global” setting of border ranks and smoothable ranks of homogeneous
polynomials. A homogeneous polynomial F € K|xo,...,x,] is locally encompassing if there exists a
linear form, say xo, such that F|, - is encompassing.

A locally encompassing form comes with the tautological apolar scheme as defined in §2.3. To
complete the proof of Theorem 1.8 we need to know that such a scheme is smoothable.

Example 5.1. In the setting of Example 1.9, we want to know that
Ap((xT+...+x2 | +x0)9)

is smoothable for every d > 1. For d = 1 this algebra has Hilbert function HF = (1,7 — 2,1) and is
smoothable for example by [CEV V09, Proposition 4.9].
In fact, an explicit smoothing is given over A! with parameter ¢ by the family of n points

1
(0,0,...,0), (ﬁ,ﬁ,...,ﬁ,—ﬁ), ©,...,0,4,0,...,0) | k=1,...,n—1
2 N
k

In contrast, already for d = 2 the Hilbert function is

(l,n—Z, (”;1) —2n,n—2,1)

and there is no general statement similar to [CEVV09, Proposition 4.9] in the literature.

For a finite-dimensional K-vector space V we have the vector spaces V® and SV C V®¢ where
§9y = (V®4)Xa for the usual symmetric group action. For a finite-dimensional K-algebra A both A®¢
and S¢ A are algebras as well: the tensor product of K-algebras is a K-algebra and the symmetric group
¥4 acts on A®¢, whence the invariants SYA = (A®%)> is its subalgebra.

Proposition 5.2. Let A be a smoothable K-algebra. Then S¢ A is smoothable for every d > 1.

Proof. Let K[[t]] — A be a smoothing of A as in Definition 2.10. As a K[[¢]]-module, the algebra A
is isomorphic to K[[¢]|®¢, where ¢ = dimg A. Consider the tensor product algebra A®?. As a K[[¢]]-
module, it is free of rank ¢¢. The subalgebra S A C A® is stable under the K[[]] action. Power series
are a principal ideal domain, so a submodule of a free K[[¢]]-module is free as well. Hence S%A is a free
K[[¢]]-module.

The special fiber (S¢A)/tSYA is isomorphic to S?A since S¢(-) is exact. The generic fiber of S¢A
is isomorphic to S¢(A[t~']). Recall that over any field L, a finite-dimensional L-algebra is smooth (over
L) if and only if it is étale if and only if it is geometrically reduced, that is, it is reduced and remains
reduced after any change of basis by a field extension L € L’, see [Sta23, Tag 03PC(1), Tag 030W,
Tag 05DS]. Take L = K[[¢]][¢~']. The L-algebra

A7) = (AL

is smooth by Definition 2.10. Therefore, it is geometrically reduced, so automatically also its L-subalgebra
S4A is geometrically reduced, hence smooth. Thus S¢A gives a smoothing of S¢A. O

Proof of Theorem 1.1. The first part is proved in Proposition 5.2. The second follows from the first and
Corollary 3.9. O


https://stacks.math.columbia.edu/tag/03PC
https://stacks.math.columbia.edu/tag/030W
https://stacks.math.columbia.edu/tag/05DS
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Corollary 5.3. Let f be an encompassing polynomial and take € = dimg Ap(f). Suppose that Ap(f) is

smoothable. Then for every d the algebra Ap(f?) is smoothable of degree (“Z_l).

Proof. Fix any d. Since f is encompassing, by Proposition 4.4, the algebra Ap(f¢) has degree (“Z‘l),
so the claim follows from Theorem 1.1. m]

Proof of Theorem 1.8. Let f be the encompassing dehomogenization of F as in the theorem. Since F
was concise, also f is concise. Hence the natural map D<; — Ap(f) is injective. It is also surjective by
Lemma 4.2 hence it is bijective and

dimg Ap(f) = dimg Dy =n+ 1.

By Corollary 5.3 the algebra Ap(f¢) is smoothable and of required degree ("Zd).

the smoothable rank of F' is at most ("Zd). Moreover, by Proposition 4.4 there is no polynomial of degree

d annihilating F¢, which means that the rank of Caty 4 is ("Zd). This shows that the smoothable rank
equals the catalecticant one. The border rank is always between the catalecticant and the smoothable
ranks, hence is equal to both of them as well, and similarly for cactus and border cactus rank. O

By Proposition 2.8

Example 5.4. In this example we show that Theorem 1.8 would be false without the twists. Take the
cubic form

F = x? +x§ +x0(x1y1 +x2y2) +x§y0.
The algebra Ap(F|x,=1) is smoothable and has degree 6, so F satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 1.8.
Moreover, both the smoothable and border rank of F are equal to 6, so that F is not wild in the sense
of [BB15]. The rank of the middle catalecticant for F? is 25, so brk(F?) > 25 > (;) Similarly,

brk(F [2]) > 25, where F2! is the divided square, see [[K99, Appendix A].

Proof of Proposition 1.2. The proof follows the one of Proposition 5.2, so we only sketch it. Let Z =
Spec(A) for A as in Definition 2.10. The quotient Z // G corresponds to the subalgebra A of A. We
argue as in Proposition 5.2, replacing X4, A®?, SYA by G, A, AC, respectively. O

Example 5.5. Let
3 2, .2 2.,.3
f = X3 + X1X2X4 + X3X5 + X5X5 + X2X3X5 + X1 X5 + X5

be a cubic form in 5 variables where, as always, K has characteristic zero. The algebra Ap(f) is
smoothable by [BCR22,Jel14]. It has degree 12. The algebra Ap(f?) has degree 67 < ('%"). Moreover
it satisfies the trivial negative tangents condition from [Jel19, Theorem 1.2] and thus in particular it is
not smoothable (and not cleavable).

5.2. Smoothability and border rank. It is well-known that smoothability of algebras A corresponds to
minimal border rank of the tensor T (see [BL16,LM17a]). As we show below, deciding smoothability
of very simple algebras allows to determine border rank of arbitrary tensors up to a multiplicative factor.
Our results provide another indication that deciding if an algebra is smoothable should be in general very
hard.

Given a concise tensor T € S?(K") ® K™ and a nonnegative integer k we define the standard graded
local algebra Ar j as follows. The algebra Ar i is nonzero only in degrees 0, 1 and 2. Its degree zero
part is spanned by 1. Its degree one part has a basis x1,...,x,, y1,..., Vi Its degree two part is K.
Thus the algebra Ar ; has degree 1 + n + k + m. The multiplication is defined as follows. Each y; is
annihilated by all variables. The multiplication among x; is defined by the linear map S?((K")*) — K™
induced by the tensor 7.

Example 5.6. Let m = n = 2. Let us represent T by a 2-dimensional space of symmetric 2 X 2 matrices:

2a+b 3b
3b 0
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The multiplication tensor of the algebra A7 ;, represented as a linear space of symmetric matrices, is:

J X1 X2 y1 a b
x1 2a+b 3b 0 0 0
X2 3b 0 0 0 0
yi 0 0 0 0 0
a 0 0 0 0 0
b 0 0 0 0 0

Definition 5.7. In analogy to the usual rank, for tensors 7' € S?(K") ® K™ we define partially symmetric
rank of T as the minimum r so that T is a sum of r rank one tensors in S2(K”) ® K™. For K = C, the
partially symmetric border rank of T is the minimum r so that in any neighbourhood of T there exist
tensors of partially symmetric rank 7.

Proposition 5.8. For any k € N, any tensor T € S*>(K") ® K™ is a restriction of the tensor Ta;, of the
algebra Aty associated to T. In particular, the border rank of T is at most the border rank of T, .
If At x is smoothable, then the border rank and the partially symmetric border rank of T is at most
l+n+k+m.

At first glance, putting £ = 0 seems optimal. However, it may well happen that A7 is not smoothable,
while A7 x is smoothable for some k& > 0.

Proof. The tensor T is a restriction as it corresponds to the multiplication map of two elements of degree
one in At . If A is a tuple of e points, then T has partially symmetric rank e, so if Ay x is smoothable
then T4, . has partially symmetric border rank dimg A7 x = 1 +n+k+m. The last statement follows. O

Theorem 5.9. If T has partially symmetric border rank b, then At p,_p, is smoothable.

Remark 5.10. Note that for any 7 € S?(K") ® K™ we may consider an isomorphic nonconcise tensor
T’ € S>(K™") @ K™*!. For such a tensor we have A7 x41 = A7v . Hence, formally Az ;_,, = AT b (m+1)»
whenever b — (m +1) > 0. We may thus naturally extend the definition of Az j_,,, even when b —m < 0,
which may happen only for nonconcise tensors. This reduces the theorem to the case when 7' is concise.

Proof. A family of T induces a flat family of Ar j_,,, so by semicontinuity it is enough to prove the result
for T of partially symmetric rank equal to . Such a tensor T is given by Zf’: 1 Ll@ ® z;, where L; € K"
and z; € K" are arbitrary. As T has partially symmetric rank b, the L; are pairwise different. Consider a
generic tensor of such rank: let 77 € S?(K") ® K” be given by

b
T’ = ZLl2 ® 7,
i=1

where z1, ..., 2, is a basis of K?. Then 7 is a restriction of 7’ by a linear map 7 that sends every Z; to
z;. This map has m-dimensional image by assumption on the conciseness of 7. Let K = ker 7 € K? and
let kq, ..., kp_,, be the basis of K.

Consider the algebra A7 ;_,,. By definition, the subspace K is contained in it, as the degree two
part. For every A € K consider the quotient of Az~ ,_,, by the ideal

(ki—/ly,-|i:1,...,b—m).

Denote it by Br(4). Both k; and y; are annihilated by the maximal ideal of A ,_,,, so dimg Br(1) =
dimg A7’ p—m — (b —m). Thus, By (1) form a flat family. For every nonzero A taking the quotient is the
same as evaluating y; := A7 k;, so Br(Q) is isomorphic to the algebra A7+ o. We claim that By (A = 0) is
isomorphic to A7 j,_,,. Indeed, the relevant part of the multiplication in By (A = 0) sends S?(x1, ..., x,)

to _ _
ki kpom) K B
so indeed B (A = 0) is isomorphic to Az p_,.
We will now prove that A7 is smoothable, so By (A) are smoothable for A # 0 and, by semicontinuity

(see subsection 1.1) also By (A = 0) =~ Az p_,, is smoothable.
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Recall that A7~ o is generated by xi,...,x, and its degree two part is identified with K?, where the
multiplication is induced by L?z, cees L;‘fz. Every form L; € (xy,...,x,)" yields a point of the affine
space A" = Spec K[x1,...,x,]. Consider, for every i € K the subscheme of A" given by

{(uLi} U {uLa} U... U {uLp} U Spec (K[X‘—"”z]) .
(X150 0yXn)
Such a subscheme is smoothable for every p and the limit of at # — 0 yields Spec A7 . O

Corollary 5.11. For a tensor T € S*(K") ® K™ let k be the smallest integer so that Ay is smoothable.
Then the partially symmetric border rank of T is at most 1 + n + k and at least k.

Proof. The first estimate follows from Proposition 5.8 and the second from Theorem 5.9. O

Definition 5.12. For any concise tensor 7 € K" ® K" ® K" let Ts € S*(K?") ® K™ be constructed
by replacing each slice T(e]’.‘) by a symmetric 2n X 2n matrix, putting T(e]’.k) on the antidiagonal blocks,
where one block is transposed in order to obtain symmetry. Clearly, Tg restricts to 7.

Corollary 5.13. Fora concise T € K"®@K" @K™ let k be the smallest integer so that At i is smoothable.
Then the border rank of T is at most 1 + 2n + k and at least %k.

Proof. As Ty restricts to T, the partially symmetric border rank of Ty is at least the border rank of 7. We
claim that the partially symmetric border rank of 7 is at most twice the border rank of 7. By taking
limits it is enough to consider the case when T has rank r,i.e. T = 2}:1 Xj ® y; ® zj. We have:

r r
2 . . 2
2Tg = Z(yj,xj)® ®z + Z(zyj, —l)Cj)® ® z;.
J=1 J=1

Thus if rank of T is r then partially symmetric rank of T is at most 2r.
The claim follows by applying Corollary 5.11 to Ts. O

This implies that efficient, general criteria for proving nonsmoothability of simple algebras could
lead to superlinear in n lower bounds on border ranks of tensors. Further, efficient, general criteria
proving smoothability of simple algebras could lead to upper bounding asymptotic rank and the exponent
[KM?24] of arbitrary tensor up to arbitrary precision. This indicates that obtaining either type of criteria
is extremely hard, but see [Jel19].

The lower estimate %k in Corollary 5.13 makes us lose a multiplicative constant % This is due to
the fact that we insisted on remaining in the realm of algebras and needed to symmetrize our tensor. If
instead one works with 14-generic tensors we obtain results that are more efficient. Recall that 14-generic
tensors T € K ® K? ® K? of minimal border rank b correspond to smoothable modules and are actively
investigated [LM17a, Wo0j23,1522, JLP24].

Proposition 5.14. For any concise tensor T € K® ® KP ® K¢ of border rank k there exists a concise,
lycas1 -generic, minimal border rank b + k tensor T' € K @ KP+* @ KP** such that T is a restriction of
T'. Explicitly, if ey, .. ., eq is a basis of K% and we extend it by e to a basis of K then T' =T + e ®1,
where i is the identity on KP**. As spaces of matrices:

X[ oovees Xp ‘ Yy Vk—c 21 --c-c- Ze
T/ Kb+k * — . ,
where the entries of T((K°)*) are linear forms in z1,. . ., Zc.

Proof. We proceed in analogy to the proof of Theorem 5.9. However, as we are no longer in the realm of
algebras, we provide our rank and border rank estimates in a more direct way.
WhenT; — T, thenT/ — T’. Thus, it is enough to prove the statement under the assumption that 7" has

rank k. Let T = Z]].‘:l a; ® bj ® ¢;. Let T be the corresponding generic tensor, i.e. T = ZJ’.‘ZI a; ® b; ® ¢j,
where ¢; form a basis of K¥. We divide the proof into two claims.
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Claim 1: 77 has border rank b + k. We will present the linear space f’((Kb”‘)*) as the limit of spaces
spanned by (b + k)-tuples of rank one matrices. For each integer n, the b + k rank one matrices are as
follows:

(1) b matrices Ny, for j = 1,..., b, with one nonzero entry in the first row and column ;.

(2) k matrices M, ;, for j = 1,...,k, where M, ; = (1, %aj) ® ((n-bj) +epsj), where ey is the
(b + j)-th basis vector of K+,

Clearly the matrices N; span the space corresponding to (xi,...,X;) in the statement, while M, ; —

X, n(bj)sNy have limit that corresponds to z;.

Claim 2: T restricts to T”. For every e; € (K)* the layer ¢} (T) is a linear combination of a; ® b;,
thus of e]’.k (T). We may use the same restrictions for T’ so that we obtain the same tensor as 7" in first

b-layers with respect to second tensor factor. Then, it is enough to use an automorphism of K¥ ¢ K?+k
to obtain exactly 7”.
The two claims above imply that 77 has indeed border rank b + k. O

Corollary 5.15. Fix a concise tensor T € K @ K? ® K. Let k be the smallest integer, so that the tensor
T’ from the statement of Proposition 5.14 has border rank b + k. Then T has border rank at least k and
at most b + k.

6. SWEET PIECES

In this section we define a class of tensors that we call sweet pieces. As we will argue, sweet pieces
play an essential role when using the Coppersmith-Winograd method to bound the constant w governing
the complexity of matrix multiplication. Surprisingly, as we will see, sweet pieces have rank strictly
smaller than the bounds used so far in the CW-method. The introduction of sweet pieces also allows
to remove any reference to border rank and the Coppersmith-Winograd tensor to obtain upper bounds
on w, as in [CW90]. We start by recalling notions from complexity theory. A good reference for the
methods we describe is [BCS97, Part IV]. We work over K, which is as before, algebraically closed
and of characteristic zero. Much of the literature below is done only for C. In case of need, we may
always reduce to this case, by restricting K to a countably generated field (containing all coefficients of
all involved tensors etc.) and embedding it into C.

Definition 6.1. For atensor T € V| ® V> ® V3, we call a blocking a triad of functions f;: 8; — Z”, where
B; is a basis of V; for every i = 1,2, 3. For (ay,a,as3) € (Z")3, we obtain a block T4, ,ay,a; as the image
of T by the projection
Viev,eVz - ViV, eV;

where V! C V; is the linear subspace spanned by those elements b € B; such that f;(b) = a;. Thus we
may write the block (a1, a,az), meaning Ty, 4, a5 -

We say that a block is in the support of the tensor, if it is nonzero. We call a tensor (or blocking) tight
if there exists a blocking ( f1, f2, f3) such that for every block (ay, as, a3) in the support we have

aj+ar+az=0€7Z".
By a (probability) distribution p on any set S we mean a function p : S — Ry, such that

Zp(s) =1.

seS

Thus, a probability distribution p on the support S of a tensor 7 with fixed blocking assigns a nonnegative
real number p(a, b, c¢) for each (a, b, ¢) indexing a block in the support of 7. Such a distribution induces
three marginal distributions p, p2, p3, where p; is a distribution on the image of f;. Precisely,

pi(@ =Y plab,c)

(a,b,c)eS

and similarly for p, and ps.
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The following definition has appeared implicitly in many articles on fast matrix multiplication. While
it looks technical, in practice it means that the tensor is sufficiently symmetric so that it shares many
properties with a tensor that is simply a direct sum of copies of the same tensor.

Definition 6.2. A sweet piece is a tight tensor T, with a fixed blocking fi, f2, f3 such that:

(1) each block in the support is isomorphic to a fixed tensor U

(2) the uniform distribution on support has three equal marginals, which are also uniform.

The cardinality of the image of each f;, which by the definition does not depend on i, is denoted by pr.

Definition 6.3. For a tensor T its asymptotic rank is defined by

lim R(T®")x,

n—oo
where R(T®") is the rank of the n-th Kronecker power of T'. For a concise tensor T € K¢ ® K? ® K¢ the
asymptotic rank is always greater or equal to max(a, b, ¢) and we say a tensor has minimal asymptotic
rank when equality holds.

For example, the 2 X2 matrix multiplication tensor M, has asymptotic rank 2¢. The following theorem
may be considered as the cornerstone of the Coppersmith-Winograd method.

Theorem 6.4. LetT € (]K‘DT”’Q)®3 be a sweet piece of asymptotic rank r, where each block U is isomorphic
to the matrix multiplication tensor M, with a > 1. Then

w < log,(r/pr).

In particular, if T has minimal asymptotic rank, then w = 2.

Proof. Consider the uniform probability distribution for all blocks and apply the main Coppersmith-
Winograd theorem, for example as in [BCS97, Theorem 15.41]. O

The proof above suggests that Theorem 6.4 is a simple consequence of the results of Coppersmith-
Winogrand. However, we would like to emphasize that sweet pieces play an absolutely central role in the
whole theory. In particular, the main part of [CW90] can be restated as the following lemma.

Lemma 6.5. Let T be a sweet piece and & > 0. There exists N > 0, such that T®*N restricts to (p — £)N
disjoint copies of UV .

We emphasize that in Lemma 6.5, to obtain a direct sum

(UEN)GB([)—S)N’

one does not need to degenerate the tensor, but only to restrict!.

The CW-method also provides a way to create new sweet pieces. One starts with a tight tensor 7,
with blocking f1, f>, f3, and a probability distribution P on the support of 7. Note that the blocking on
T induces the blocking on T®V, where the indices of the blocks are sequences of length N of indices for
blocks of 7. In particular, each block B in T®N provides three sequences of length N. The i-th sequence
gives a probability distribution p;(B) on the image of f;, where the probability of a € im f; is equal to
the number of times a appears in the i-th sequence divided by N.

Proposition 6.6. Let T be a tight tensor with a fixed blocking. Assume P is a probability distribution
on blocks b in the support of T that is reconstructable from its three marginals? and all three marginals
are the same distributions. Then, the projection of TEN onto the basis vectors belonging to the blocks B,
such that fori = 1,2, 3 the i-th marginal of P equals p;(B), is a sweet piece.

Proof. As the three marginals for 7 are the same, by the action of the permutation group Xy on the
entries of the indexing sequences and the action of X3 on the sequences themselves, the second point in
Definition 6.2 holds. We have to prove that all blocks in the support are isomorphic. Indeed, we claim

However, the proof that such restriction exists is nonconstructive and relies on probabilistic arguments.
2j.e. it is the unique probability distribution on the support with given marginals
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that each one is isomorphic to the Kronecker product of blocks of 7', where each block b appears P(b)N
many times. Fix a block B in 72V indexed by the three sequences

(ar,...,an), (aj,...,ay), (af,....a}).

Then B is isomorphic to the Kronecker product of Ty ,al,ar i.e. blocks of T indexed by a;,a;,a;. The
three sequences provide a probability distribution P’ on the support blocks of 7. By the choice of the
projection, P’ and P have the same marginals. By assumption on P, we have P = P’ and the claim
follows. O

The sweet piece from Proposition 6.6 will be denoted by SP(T') or SPp n(T). LetT e V1 @V, ® V3
be a (possibly not tight) tensor with a fixed blocking. Fix a K* action on each V;, where the fixed basis
vectors are eigenvectors and the weight w(e) = w(f;(e)) of the action on a basis vector ¢ depends only
on f;(e). We obtain induced weights of blocks, where the block indexed by (ai, az, az) has weight

w(ay) +w(az) +w(as).

Assume that for nonzero blocks the weights are nonnegative. Let 7’ be the toric degeneration of 7, as the
parameter K* 5t — 0.

Lemma 6.7. Using the notation introduced above, assume that the toric degeneration T’ satisfies the
assumptions of Proposition 6.6. If SP(T") # 0, then SP(T) = SP(T’).

Proof. Clearly SP(T) and SP(T’) agree on blocks where SP(7T’) is nonzero. Thus it remains to show
that if a block is zero in SP(T’), then it is also zero in SP(T). Pick a zero block in SP(T”) indexed by
three sequences. For contradiction, assume that this block is nonzero in SP(T). Consider the probability
distribution P on the blocks of T induced by the three sequences. As the block was nonzero in SP(T)
and zero in SP(T’), the probability distribution must be supported on blocks of nonnegative weight in 7
and positive on at least one block of positive weight. Let P’ be the probability distribution on the blocks
of T induced by the three sequences labeling a block in the support of SP(7”). Notice that P and P’ have
the same marginals. Thus, P — P’ is negative only on blocks of weight zero, is positive on at least one
block of positive weight and has all three marginals equal to zero.

Let S be the sum of the weights of all the blocks, each one multiplied by the value P — P’ takes on that
block. Looking at the marginals, we see that S = 0. However, by summing over all blocks we see that
S > 0, which is a contradiction and concludes the proof. O

Definition 6.8. Let G be a finite abelian group. We identify G with the basis of K¢. We define
T € K¢ @ K¢ @ K€ by
I = Z 81 ® 82 ® gs.
81+82=83€G
By the discrete Fourier transform this is a tensor of rank |G|. The tensor CW,, € K" @ K" ® K" is defined

as
n n—1

n
CW, = Zel ®ei®ei+Zei®el ®ei+Zei®ei®en.
i=1 i=2 i=2

The next lemma and corollary may be regarded as variants or special cases of [AVW 18] and [HINY?22,
Proposition 4.1]. The first work explicitly says that 7 may replace CW,g, for the bounds on w. In the
second, the authors provide degenerations of a larger class of tensors to CW,,. The main difference to the
second article is that we may identify sweet pieces of two tensors. In comparison to the first article, we
may later apply our results to obtain new rank estimates of sweet pieces of both tensors.

Lemma 6.9. For any abelian group G of cardinality at least three, the structure tensor Tg has a K*
degeneration into the big Coppersmith-Winograd tensor CW,g|, by using the blocking as in [CW90)].

Proof. Pick a nonneutral element g € G. Assign weight 0 to the neutral element, weight 1 to all elements
that are distinct from g and the neutral element, and weight 2 to g for first two copies of K¢ and minus
these weights on the third copy. The toric degeneration is isomorphic to CW|g. O
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Corollary 6.10. The tensors Tg and CW|g| have the same sweet pieces. In particular, SPn (CW,,) has
rank at most n'V.

The corollary above allows us to provide better bounds for the rank of SP(CW,,).

Definition 6.11. Let T be a tensor with a blocking and a probability distribution P on the blocks. A
chimney is the image of T®N under the projection map:

V1®V2®V3—>V{®V2/®V3,

where, for i = 1,2, the subspace V/ is spanned only by basis vectors indexed by sequences that give rise
to the same probability distribution as the i-th marginal of P. By changingi =1,2toi=1,30ri =2,3
we similarly obtain two other chimneys.

Note that we should imagine the sweet piece to be the intersection of three chimneys, if we consider
T®N as a three dimensional cuboid.

Proposition 6.12. Consider a probability distribution on the six blocks in the support of CW,, that assigns
p to each of the three large blocks of format (n—2)? x 1 and g = 1/3 — p to each of the three small blocks
of format 13. The rank of SPy_p(CW,,) is smaller than

N
N (p+q)N-1
- -1 .
" ((2p +2¢g)N + 1)(11 )

In particular, it is smaller than border rank of (CW,,)®V.
Proof. By Corollary 6.10 it is enough to prove the statement for SPy_p(Tg) for |G| = n. Note that
(Tc)®N is a tensor of minimal rank n?.

Let us consider the corresponding chimney with entries indexed by triples of sequences of group ele-
ments, where for the first two sequences the neutral element appears (p+2g) N times and the distinguished
group element g € G appears gN times. Note that the third sequence is arbitrary, as we are working with
the chimney, not the sweet piece.

Further, note that an entry in the chimney indexed by (g;), (g;),(g;’) is nonzero only if: for any
i =1,...,N we have the implication: if g; = e then g; = g”’. In particular, as we have (p +2q)N neutral
elements in the first sequence and only gN elements equal to g in the second sequence, the entries are
always zero if the third sequence contains less than (p +¢)N elements distinct from g. In particular, there
are at least

( N )(n — 1)pra)N-1
(2p +2g)N +1
sequences indexing layers of the chimney that have only zero entries.

We now apply the classical substitution method ([LM17a, §3], [Pan66]) for the tensor (75)®" and the
layers that are zero in the chimney. Note that we do not change the sweet piece, as the layers, nonzero in
the whole tensor, are zero over the sweet piece. The result follows. |

Remark 6.13. Clearly, the previous estimate can be made much better. We believe that estimating
ranks and border ranks of sweet pieces may lead to new discoveries about the bounds on w. We also
emphasize that if we bound the ranks of sweet pieces all of the barriers results, as in [CVZ21], do not
apply. In particular, it is in principle possible to prove w = 2, even with the use of arbitrary large
Coppersmith-Winograd tensors, assuming we will find better bounds on the ranks of sweet pieces.

Our next aim is to explain relations between sweet pieces and smoothability of algebras. We note that
CW,, is the structure tensor of the algebra A apolar to the quadric
f=xi++xl

Hence, CW®V is the structure tensor of the algebra A®" apolar to f®V. We note that A comes with the
standard grading and has Hilbert function (1,n — 2, 1). Thus A®N s multigraded and with respect to the
total grading

4] .
dimg (A®N); = )" (]JV ) (jv__zj' )(n —2)i7%,
j=0
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The grading on A corresponds exactly to the blocking of CW,, introduced in [CW90]. The total grading
on CWEN corresponds to the blocking on Kronecker powers of this tensor, which has been used most
often so far.

Lemma 6.14. Let T be a structure tensor of a graded algebra A, with the blocking induced by the grading.
Consider the total grading on A®N. Then, there exists a degree i, such that SPp_n(T) is a restriction of
the tensor representing the map:

(A®N); x (A®N); = (A®N)y;.

Proof. Let P; = P; be the two marginals of P. An indexing sequence of N elements of A is an indexing
sequence for the first coordinate in SP(T) if and only if elements of degree d appear P (d)N times in it.
Thus the total degree of such a sequence isi := ), ; P1(d)dN. O

In the setting of the previous lemma SP(7T) may also be seen as a restriction of the tensor that is the
structure tensor of the subalgebra of A®N generated in degree i. Such algebras are in most cases of much
smaller dimension, even asymptotically with N.

Example 6.15. Let A = K[x,y]/(x?, y?) be the algebra representing the CW, tensor. Let P be the
probability distribution equal to 1/3 on the large blocks of the support of format 22 x 1. The Veronese
subalgebra of A®3k generated in degree k has dimension

k
3k 3k —a
2+2 . .
* Z ( a ) (2k - a)
a=0
The sweet piece SPp 31 (CWy) is a subtensor of the tensor associated to that Veronese algebra.

One way to realize the Veronese subalgebra of A®N generated in degree i is to fix a G; := Z/iZ action
on A, where elements of degree one are acted upon with 1 € G;. We can also think of it as multiplication
by the complex i-th root of unity. Then the Veronese subalgebra we are interested in is given by the
invariants (A®V)%i. Unfortunately, as we have seen in Example 1.4 even when A is smoothable and so
is A®N, the algebra of invariants does not have to be so.

LetT € (K")®? be atensor giving rise to sweet piece SP(T), where each block is a matrix multiplication
tensor. Letus emphasize that the only asymptotically nonoptimal estimation in the Coppersmith-Winograd
method is precisely the point that the size of T®V, that is n", is usually much larger than the size of
SP(T). In particular, either

e if SP(T) grows in size as n", as it is the case for the symmetric tensor 7 € (K3)®3 given by the

monomial xyz, and 7T is of minimal asymptotic rank, or
e if one can prove that SP(T) has minimal asymptotic rank,

N

then w = 2, by Theorem 6.4. Further, asymptotically in NV improvements on the (asymptotic) border rank
of (A®N)Gi would lead to improvements on bounds on w.

In the last part of the article we exhibit relations of sweet pieces to NP-hard problems in complexity
theory. Consider the algebra B := K[x]/(x?) and let Tz € (K?)®3 be the associated tensor. It is natural
to identify a basis of K? with subsets of the set with one element. In this way the tensor T has the three
entries equal to one exactly in 3-way partitions of the one element set [BK23]. We note that the algebra
A from Example 6.15 is B®2. Consider the tensor

Tn = TN,

where now we identify the basis of K2" with subsets of the set with N elements. Notice that Tn encodes
3-way partitions of the set with N elements. Let us fix N := 3k and the uniform probability distribution
on the three entries of 75. We obtain the sweet piece SPyTp that is exactly equal to the tensor Ty
from [Pra23]. This sweet piece is also the tensor representing the degree one multiplication in the k-th
Veronese subalgebra of B®N. The dimension of this Veronese subalgebra equals twice the size of the
sweet piece plus two. Combining this observation with [Pra23, Corollary 1.12] we obtain the following
corollary.
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Corollary 6.16. If the asymptotic rank of a sweet piece coming from tensors with minimal border rank
has minimal asymptotic rank or if Veronese subalgebras of smoothable algebras give rise to tensors of
minimal asymptotic rank, then the set covering conjecture from [CDL*16] is false.

We note that by [Pra23, Corollary 1.12] one does not need exponential improvements in the border
rank of the tensors Ty to disprove the set covering conjecture. The obvious bound is 8%, while the current
best known bound is %8" [Pra23, p. 4, point (4)]. In fact, it would be enough to prove that asymptotic
rank is at most

2.8
9-k°
Below we provide a modest improvement on the upper bound.

Proposition 6.17. The rank of the tensor Ty is at most

1 " [N/2] ( N)
2 i=k+1 2i

Proof. We proceed similarly to Proposition 6.12. We start with 77, € (K?)®? and note that Ty is a
subtensor of the minimal rank tensor T;ZN . By the substitution method the rank of 7y is bounded by the
number of sets obtained as the symmetric difference of two subsets of cardinality k of a set of cardinality
N. We note that such subsets are always even and of cardinality at most 2k. The bound follows. O
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