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Abstract

Let f be a monic univariate polynomial with non-zero constant term. We say that f is positive
if f(z) is positive over all > 0. If all the coefficients of f are non-negative, then f is trivially positive.
In 1883, Poincaré proved that f is positive if and only if there exists a monic polynomial g such that all
the coefficients of g f are non-negative. Such polynomial g is called a Poincaré multiplier for the positive
polynomial f. Of course one hopes to find a multiplier with smallest degree. This naturally raised a
challenge: find an upper bound on the smallest degree of multipliers. In 1918, Curtiss provided such a
bound. Curtiss also showed that the bound is optimal (smallest) when degree of f is 1 or 2. It is easy to
show that the bound is not optimal when degree of f is higher. The Curtiss bound is a simple expression
that depends only on the angle (argument) of non-real roots of f. In this paper, we show that the Curtiss
bound is optimal among all the bounds that depends only on the angles.

1 Introduction

Let f be a monic univariate polynomial with non-zero constant term. We say that f is positive if f(x) is
positive over all x > 0. L If all the coefficients of f are non-negative, then obviously f is positive, but the
converse is not true. Consider the following small (toy) examples:

fi=a*+ 2% +1022 + 22 + 10
f2::1:4—:1:3—1011:2—233—|—10
fs=a* —a® + 1022 — 22 + 10

Note that all the coefficients of f; are non-negative. Thus it is trivial to see that f; is positive. However fs
and f3 have negative coefficients, and thus it is not obvious whether they are positive or not. It turns out
that fo is not positive and f3 is positive.

In 1883, Poincaré [15] proposed and proved a modification of the converse: if f is positive, then there
exists a monic polynomial g such that all the coeflicients of g f are non-negative. Such polynomial g is called
a Poincaré multiplier for the positive polynomial f. For the above examples, we have

e Since f3 is not positive, there is no Poincaré multiplier for fs.
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e Since f3 is positive, there is a Poincaré multiplier for f3. For instance, let ¢ = x + 1. Then
9fs = (z+1) (z* — 2% +102* — 22 4+ 10) = 2° + 92™ + 82% + 8z + 10
Note that all the coeflicients of g f3 are non-negative.

In 1928, Pélya provided a shape for the Poincaré multiplier [16], namely (x + 1)*.[q In fact, in the above
example, we used a multiplier of the Pdlya shape with k = 1. However, there are other multipliers for f3
that do not have the Pélya shape. For instance, let g = 22 + x + 1. Note that it does not have the Pélya
shape, but it is a Poincaré multiplier since all the coefficients of g fs are again non-negative:

9fs = (2 +x +1) (2* — 2° + 102° — 2z + 10) = 2° + 102" + 72° 4 182> 4 8z + 10.

In fact, there are infinitely many multipliers of diverse shapes. Hence a challenge naturally arises: Find an
upper bound on the smallest degree of multipliers.

In 1918, Curtiss found an upper bound [6]. However, it seems to have been forgotten until the paper
was digitized. Separately, in 2001 Powers and Reznick gave another bound based on the Pdlya shape in the
multivariate homogeneous case [I7]. Avendano (page 2885 of [2]) specialized this bound to the univariate
case.

It is easy to show that the Powers-Reznick bound is not optimal. Curtiss showed that his bound is
optimal when degree of f is 1 or 2. It is, however, easy to show that the bound is not optimal when degree
of f is higher. For example, the Curtiss bound for f3 is 2, which is bigger than the optimal degree which
is 1. Hence another challenge naturally arises: Find the optimal (smallest) bound.

This can be done, in principle, by the following process: for each degree d, starting with 0, we check
whether there exists a Poincaré multiplier of degree d. If not, we continue with next degree. If yes, we report
d to be the optimal bound. The process is guaranteed to terminate due to Poincaré’s theorem. Checking the
existence of a Poincaré multiplier of a given degree d can be carried out by any algorithm (such as simplex
phase I) for deciding the existence of a solution for a system of linear inequalities in the coefficients of the
multiplier polynomial.

However, it has two major difficulties. (1) It requires that we run the software on each d from scratch.
(2) Each run on degree d quickly becomes very time-consuming as d grows, making this approach practically
infeasible, especially when the optimal bound is very large.

Fortunately, there is a related challenge which might be feasible to tackle. For this, we note the Curtiss
bound (Theorem [) depends only on the angles (arguments) of the non-real roots of f. Thus, we formulate
the following alternative challenge: Find an optimal bound among the family of bounds that depend only on
the angles of the non-real roots.

Note that Curtiss already showed that his bound is optimal among the family of those bounds for degrees 1
and 2. One wonders whether the Curtiss bound is optimal among this family of bounds for higher degrees.
The main contribution of this paper is to prove that it is so (Theorem [2]).

2 Main Result

Let f € R[z] be monic such that Z’Of (z) > 0, that is, f does not have any non-negative real root. We first

define a notation for the optimal dégree of the Poincaré multiplier as it will be used throughout this work.

Definition 1 (Optimal Bound) The optimal degree of the Poincaré multiplier for f, written as opt (f),
is defined by
opt = min de .
pt(f) = min = deg(g)
coeff(gf)>0

2Pélya used the multivariate version of the shape while trying to find a certificate for a variant of Hilbert’s 17th problem
[I1]. For similar efforts on different variants of Hilbert’s 17th problem, see [I} [12] [19] 20} [18] [14].



Example 2 Consider the polynomial

4
f= (H (2% — 2(1) cos(0;) = + 12)> (x+1)

i=1

7w 10m 11w 14
where 0 = {ﬁ, 2—;, 2—;, 2—;} First, note that opt (f) # 0, as f has mized sign coefficients. If we let the
Poincaré multiplier be g = x + 1, we see we have opt (f) = 1, since coeff (gf) > 0.
Theorem 1 (Curtiss Bound 1918 [6]) Let rie®, ... r e*? be the roots of f where multiple roots are
repeated. Let
T
b(f) = —|—2].
0= (i)
1<i<o
91’;571'

Then opt (f) < b(f) and the equality holds if deg f < 2.

Example 3 Consider the same polynomial from Ezample 3,

f= (H (2% — 2(1) cos(0;) z + 12)> (z+1)

i=1

7w 107w 11w l4xw
247 247 247 24

0= (5] -2) (] -2) (] )~ (] -2)

=24+1+140
=4.

where § = { }.The Curtiss bound for this polynomial is

Here we can see by comparing to Example[ that the Curtiss bound is not always optimal.

Theorem 2 (Main Result: Angle-Based Optimality of Curtiss’s Bound) We have
opt (f) = b(f).

91,...,906(0,71'] T1,00,Te >0

Example 4 Consider the following polynomial with the same angles as that from Ezample [3 but different
radii,
4
f= (H (2% —2(10"") cos(6;) = + (1Oi1)2)> (z + 10%)
i=1
7m 10w 117w ldrw
247247247 24
case we have opt(f) = b(f) = 4.

where 6 = . The Curtiss bound for this polynomial is still b(f) = 4. However, in this

3 Proof of Angle-Based Optimality (Theorem [2)

3.1 Overview

As the proof is rather lengthy, we will include an overview of the structure of the proof. First, we provide
a diagram of the various components of the proof. As shown in the diagram, the main claim is split into
two sub-claims, which are then proven via several smaller claims. Below, we explain the diagram from a big
picture standpoint. In the sections referenced in the diagram, we provide the proofs for each claim.



Optimality of Curtiss’s Bound

Section 3.2l Theorem
!

[ 1
All Angles in Quadrant 1 Some Angles in Quadrant 2

Section 3.4l Lemma [4] Section [35 Lemma [T
| % | |
One Less Degree 3 Coefficients  Existence of Radii One New Quadrant 2 Factor
Lemma Lemma Lemma Lemma
Partial Witness Separation of Sets
Lemma Lemma

Our goal is to prove the angle-based optimality of Curtiss’s bound on the degree of the Poincaré multiplier
for a positive polynomial.

Symbolically, we have

3 opt(f) =b(f).

v
0cO© reRr
T
After extensive exploration, we identified a natural split in strategies between collections of angles 0 < 6 < 5

and those with additional angles g < 6 < m. We now have

opt (f) = b(f)-

v 3
0€0,U0; rER

T
We first focus on the claim for # € ©1, polynomials with complex root arguments 0 < 6 < 5 That is, for

any collection of angles in this subset, there exists a corresponding collection of radii such that Curtiss’s
bound is the minimum possible degree for the Poincaré multiplier to achieve a product with all non-negative
coefficients. One way to show this is to prove that there exist radii such that any multiplier of smaller degree
will produce a product with a negative coefficient. We can then rewrite the claim as

9;(/91 TEHR gevG kEHK Coeff(gfak) < 0.

Note, with this rewrite we consider a problem with three quantifier alternations. As this is a very complex
problem, we seek to reduce the search space for the negative coefficient. It is straightforward to prove
that, rather than consider the entire set of multipliers of smaller degree, it is sufficient to focus on the set
of multipliers with degree one less than Curtiss’s bound to show that any such multiplier will produce a
product with a negative coeflicient. We now have

3 3 T k
9:@1 réR gGVG’ kEK coeff(gf, k) < 0

for a subset G’ of the original multiplier search space G that is determined by the Curtiss bound (hence,
by 6). After detailed analysis of examples, we surprisingly discovered that we can also narrow down the
potential locations of the negative coefficient. In fact, although the collection of product coefficients grows
in size with Curtiss’s bound, we can identify a negative coefficient from a subset of just 3 possibilities. Hence

96v®1 TGER gevG/ kEEK’ Coeﬁ(gf7k) <0

for a subset K’ of the original coefficient search space K that is determined by the number of angles in 6 and
the Curtiss bound (hence, by #). Finally, with more difficulty, we determined how to reduce the search space



for the desired radii. By identifying a witness, in terms of cos (), for all but one of the radii, we reduced
the radii search space to just a one-dimensional space for the final radius. We have
\ 3 N4 3 ff(gf, k) <O
0€O, rE€R’ geG' keK’ coeff(gf, k)

for a subset R’ of the original radii search space R. Proving this final version of the claim was still a significant
challenge. We examined the geometry of the product coefficients as a function of this final unknown radius in
order to verify the claim. Expressing the coefficients of the original polynomial f in terms of the elementary
symmetric polynomials in the roots of f proved essential to our progress, enabling us to make claims about
the sign of the coeflicients that were otherwise quite challenging.

Having proved the claim in the case where all angles fall in ©1, we move on to the case where we have mixed
angles from ©; or ©5. The crux of this claim is that any polynomial in which Curtiss’s bound is optimal can
be multiplied by a quadratic with angle — < 6 < 7w and a radius that preserves the optimality of Curtiss’s
bound or a linear factor with an appropriate radius that preserves the optimality of Curtiss’s bound. Thus,
for any collection of additional angles in quadrant 2, we can inductively prove the existence of the necessary
radii to ensure the optimality of Curtiss’s bound.

V. 3 opt(fo,f)=opt(f)=0b(f)

0c®> reR

Note that, in this case, the additional factors in the polynomial do not increase the Curtiss bound. For
this sub-claim we utilize a different strategy, relying on linear algebra to rewrite the optimality claim as a
separation between two sets.

3.2 Proof of Angle-Based Optimality (Theorem [2])

Since we must treat angles separately according to their measure, we split the collection of angles 64, ..., 0,
into three sets as detailed below. Let

f = f@,rg f¢,r¢ fTr,p

T
fore = H (x2 — 2r, cos@ix—l-rgi) where 79, >0and 0 < 6; <--- <6y < 5
1<i<e
0<0;< %

fors = H (w2—2r¢icos¢ix+rii) where 7y, >0and - <¢; <--- < <

1<i<k
zlgi<n

frp = H (x +p;) where p; >0

1<i<t

T
2

where k+ ¢+t =0 and 2(k + ¢) + t = n = deg(f).
Proof: [Proof of Theorem 2] We need to show
3 3 3 opt(f) =b(f).

<1< K< 0<01<-<0,<F p1,..pt>0 Ty, me, >0 Ty, >0

[SE]

Let g <1< <pgp<mand 0< b <--- <Oy < g be arbitrary but fixed. We need to show

3 3 3 opt (f) =b(f).

P1yspt >0 1o, >0 Ty, Te, >0

We need to find a witness for p, 74,79 such that opt (f) = b(f). We propose a witness candidate as follows.
From the All Angles in Quadrant 1 Lemma (Lemma [, for the fixed 6, we have

3 opt (fo,ry) = b (fo.ry)- (1)

Ty 576, >0



From the Some Angles in Quadrant 2 Lemma (Lemma [ITl), for the fixed ¢ and 6, we have

3 3 v opt (fG,Te fqb,w fﬂ,p) = opt (f(-),re) . (2)

P10t >0 Ty, >0 1o, >0

We propose p, rg, 9 appearing in the above two facts as a witness candidate.
We verify that the proposed candidate is indeed a witness, that is, opt (f) = b (f). Note

opt (f) = opt (fG,re f¢,r¢ fw,p)
= opt (fo,r,) by @)
=b(fo,r) by @)
=0b(fo.re) +0 (fcb,w) +b (fﬂnp) since b (f¢,r¢) =b (fﬂ',p) =0
=b (fe,rg f¢,r¢ fﬂ,p)
=b(f).

Hence the theorem is proved. [J

3.3 Common Notations

The following notation and lemma will be used in both the subsequent subsections. Let

f=apnz" + - +agx’

g=bex®+ -+ b’
where a, = 1 and by = 1. We first rewrite them using vectors. Let
a = ag - a'n:| b:|:b0 cee by

and let

T =

Then we can write f and g compactly as

f=ax, and g¢g=bx.

Let
a/O e e an

A, = c R(s+1)><(s+n+1)'
a/O ... ... an
Lemma 3 (Coefficients) coeffs (¢f) = bA,

Proof: Note

gf = (bz;) (azy)
=b(xsazy,)



T T
=b [ ag an }
s z"
(@ - - a, 20
=b
I ag - - an st
= bAsstrn

Hence coeffs (gf) = bA,. O

3.4 Concerning Angles in Quadrant 1, 0 < 6 < g

First, we present the overarching argument for the claim that, given a collection of angles in quadrant 1
(excluding the axes), there exist radii such that the Curtiss bound is optimal. There are a number of claims
required for this proof.

All Angles in Quadrant 1

Lemma [

|
( I \

One Less Degree 3 Coeflicients  Existence of Radii
Lemma Lemma Lemma [I0]

Partial Witness
Lemma

We will utilize the following notations throughout this subsection. For ¢ > 2, let

o; :riewi for 1 <i</

Qpyq = rie % for1<i</

t; = cos (0;)
¢ ¢ 2¢ .
fory = H (2® = 2ritiz +1}) = H(:v — )@ — i) = Zaixz
i=1 i=1 =0
s =b(fo,rs)

g=a""  F by oz 2 4+ bz + by

¢ = coeff (g fgn,xk).

Note that a; = (—1)>*"Peg,_; (a1, ..., az) where e;, (a1, ..., ag) is the elementary symmetric polynomial of
T
degree k in the roots ajq, ..., as. When ¢ = 0, we define eg = 1. Second, t; > 0 since 0 < 6; < 5

Lemma 4 (All Angles in Quadrant 1)

= opt (f@,ra) =b (f&m)

£>0 0<60:<..<O<T Toy,...,m0,>0

Proof: We need to prove the following claim for every £ > 0.

3 opt (fo =s
0<01<...50,<5 T0y5.-,79,>0 (f ’TG)



where s = b(fg.r,). By the One Less Degree Lemma (Lemma []), it suffices to show

N 3 4 | ck < 0.
0<01<.. <O <T Toysesr0,>0  geR[x]  0<k<204s—1
deg(g)=s—1

We will show it in three cases depending on the values of 4.
Case: £ =0.
Here, f = 1. The claim is trivially true since opt (fg,r,) = b (fo,r,) = 0.

Case: £ =1.
Immediate from the Curtiss Bound (Theorem [IJ).

Case: £ > 2.
Note
| opt =b
0<01<..<0,< T 7oy, 70,0 p (fG,Te) (feﬂ”e)
= v = \ d ¢, <0
0<91§,..S92<% T91,~~~;7‘9[>0 gER[x] k
deg(g)<s
— v 3 N4 3 ¢ <0 by Lemmalf
0<61<..<0,<F Toysemes rg, >0 gER[z] k
deg(g)=s—1
S v 3 N 3 c¢x <0 by Lemmal[dl
0<601<...<0,<F Toy,e-s70,>0 gER[z] ke{s—2,2¢+s—5, 20+s—2}
deg(g)=s—1

We prove this final claim to be true in the Existence of Radii Lemma, Lemma

O

Now we prove Lemmas B and B cited above, and also several other lemmas required for the main claim, the
Existence of Radii Lemma (Lemma [I0).

First, we prove the small but essential claim that if there is no Poincaré multiplier, g, of a certain degree,
then there is also no Poincaré multiplier with smaller degree.

Lemma 5 (One Less Degree) A Vo, >0 @ — i Y ¢, >0
g,deg(g)=s Fk g,deg(g)<s k

Proof: We will prove via the contrapositive:

| YV ¢, >0 - | V ¢ > 0.
g,deg(g)<s k g,deg(g)=s k

Assume 3 V ¢ > 0. Then there exists a g with deg(g) =t < s such that g fy -, has all non-negative

g,deg(g)<s k
coefficients. Let u = s —t.

Consider the multiplier z* g. Note that (z* g) fo.r, = 2%(9 fo.r,) must have all non-negative coefficients
and deg(z" g) = u+t = s. Then there exists a multiplier, z* g with degree equal to s such that the product
has all non-negative coeflicients.

Hence we have

g,deg(g)<s



O

Our ultimate goal for this section is to prove that there exist radii such that there is no multiplier with
degree less than b(fyr,). The One Less Degree Lemma (Lemma [B) states that it suffices to show there is
no multiplier with degree b(fpr,) — 1. Next, we show that if we consider a multiplier of degree one less, it
suffices to examine a specific subset of the coefficients in the product rather than all coefficients to prove
the claim. Note that the surprisingly small subset of coefficients was selected by examining the geometry of
the coeflicients and determining a minimally sufficient set. This is the proof that a subset will suffice. The
proof that this particular subset satisfies the claim is given in Lemma

Lemma 6 (3 Coefficients)

Proof: Recall that

P—

v 3 Y 3 cp <0
0<0:<...50,< 3 7‘91,...,7‘9@>0 gER[z] ke{s—2,20+s—5,20+s—2}
deg(g)=s—1
= 4 3 ¢ <0
0<01<...K0, <5 Tp5s 79,>0 gER[z] k
deg(g)=s—1
s=b (fG,Te)
g=2""1 Fb_ox® 2+ -+ bz + b
t; = cos(6;).
Note that if deg(f) = 2¢ and deg(g) = s — 1, then deg(g f) = 2¢ + s — 1.
3 A d e, <0
0<91S...§9[<% 7‘91,...,7‘9@>0 geR[m] k
deg(g)=s—1
v Y 3 cr, <0
0<01<..<O<E Toy,r0,>0  gER[z]  0<k<2l4s—1
deg(g)=s—1
v d \ | cr < 0.
0<01<...<50,<5 Toy5--T9,>0 gER[x] ke{s—2,20+s—5,2(+s—2}
deg(g)=s—1

O

The next two lemmas are helpful in the proof of Lemma [I0] and are listed separately here to streamline the

proof of Lemma

Lemma 7 (Coefficient Expressions) We have

where

s—2
Cs—2 = apbs—2 + a1bs_3 + E aibs—2)—;
i=2
Cotts—5 = A2¢0—4 + Q20—3bs_2 + a2p_2bs_3 + azp_1bs_4 + bs_5

Corqs—2 = Q2¢—1 + bs_2

£>2
¢ ¢ 2¢ _
fore = H (x2 — 2r;tix + rf) = H(x —ai)(x — apgq) = Zaiiﬂl
i=1 i=1 i=0



§= b(feﬂ“e)
g=2""1 F b0z %+ -+ bz + b
¢ = coeff (g fgyre,fbk).

Proof: Recall from the Coefficients Lemma (Lemmal3]) for 0 <i <2 and 0 < j <s—1,

a/O PR PR a/2€
cotia) =10~ o]
ago a2y
Then
coeff(gf, ) = Z a;b;
i+j=k
k
= Z aibk_i.
i=0
Hence,
k
coeff(gf, ZCk) = Z a;bj = Zaibk_i for 0<k<20+s—1.
i+j=k i=0

Then we have

s—2

Co—2 = E a;b(s_2)_;
i=0
s—2

= aobs—2 + arbs—3 + Z aibs—2)—;

i=2
Cots—5 = E aib;
itj=20+5—5

= ag¢—4bs—1 + aop—3bs_2 + az¢—2bs_3 + aze—1bs_4 + azebs_s

= ag¢—4 + age—3bs_o + asg_2bs 3+ agp_1bs_4 +bs_5 since age = b1 =1

C2f45—-2 = E aibj

i+j=20+5—2
= aze—1bs—1 + azebs 2
= agy_1 +bs_o since agy = bs_1 = 1.

O

The following lemma verifies a property of elementary symmetric polynomials in the roots aq, ..., ass that
is required for the proof of the Existence of Radii Lemma (Lemma [I0).

Lemma 8 (Symmetric Polynomials) If0 < 6; < g, then ey (a1,...,a9) >0 for k=0,...,2¢.
Proof: We will induct on ¢, the number of quadratic factors of f with non-real roots.

Base Case: / = 0.
Note that eg =1 > 0.

10



Hypothesis: ¢ > 1.
Assume ey (a1,...,a9) >0for £ >1and 0 < k < 2¢.

Induction Step: Prove ey (al, cee ag(g_;,_l)) >0for0<k<2(£+1).

¢
Let fy = H (:E2 — 2rit;x + rf) and agp = coeff (fo, 7). Note that
i=1
fern = (w2 = 2rpp1te1r + Tfﬂ) fe
Q41 = Qpk—2 — 27041 t4100 k—1 + T?+1al,k-
Then
acs1ke = (=12 Fey iy (an,. . anes)
= (-1 * ey, 9 (@1, .., a00)
— 2rgptern (1) ey, gy (..., an0)
+ Tg+1(—1)2e7k62g,k (041, ceey OQg) .
Hence, by dividing the above by (—1)2(“1)_16, we have
eager1)—k (1, ... Qo041)) = €20—(h—2) (01, ..., v2)
— 2rpatepn (—1) " Tear— o1y (a1, ..., ap)
+ 7“?+1(—1)_2625_k (a1,...,q9)
= egr—(k—2) (Q1,..., 20)
+2ropateriear— -1 (1, .., a20)
+ 77 €20 (@1, ..., )

>0
by the inductive hypothesis and the fact that ryy1,te4+1 > 0.
O
The next lemma provides witnesses for a claim that is utilized in the proof of the Existence of Radii Lemma

(Lemma [IQ). It is stated separately to preserve the intuitive flow of the proof of the Existence of Radii
Lemma.

Lemma 9 (Partial Witness) V v 3 C(r) < 1 where
£>23 1>t12-2t,>0 71,...,7¢>0
Clr) = eo (o1, 1, g1, .., 20—1) e20—2 (Q1, o QU 1, Qpge1, .., Q20— 1)
€1 (041, ey Q1,000 41, . ,042[,1) €203 (041, B 0 7/ RO 7/ A OQg,l)
Proof: Note
eo (a1, .. 1, 0041,...,a0-1) =1
er(ai, .. 1,01, .00 1) =0 gy F oy e

= (a1 +apr1) + -+ (1 + oe—1)
=2rity 4+ -+ 21t

11



€203 (041,---,Oéefl,aul,---,aufl) = E Haj

i€{1,.0—1,641,...,20-1} \j#i

= > ([Ho+ I o
1<i<l—1 \j#i AL+
= E (Qvoi + aq) H Qj
1<i<l—1 G041
Z 2
= (27’1t1) H’I’j
1<i<t—1 i
€202 (041, BERIPNE /A RR TR R 062!—1) =01 0p 1041 Qg1

= 01041 Q10201

2 2
=TT
Then
O(T) o €0 (alv ey Q1,04 7, - - ,062[71) €202 (alv s 01,04 1y, O‘Q@*l)
€1 (Oél, ceey, O, Oéé-l—lu . 7042f—1) €273 (Ofl, cee 01, Of[+1, ety a2€—1)
_ rfrf
(2r1t1 + -+ 2rp—1te—1) (21@3[?1 ((2Titi) Hj;éi T?))
. 7’1 DY T£71
(2rity 4+ -+ 2rp_1te1) (Zlgigf—l ((2ti) Hj;éi Tj))
B 1
2t 2te_ 1\
(27’1t1+"'+27’£71t[71) <_1+.._+ 4 1)
™ Te—1
Consider the following witness candidates for the existentially quantified variables ry,...,7r;_1:

1
ry = 2tq, ri:% for2<i</-—1.

%

Obviously, r1,...,7¢—1 > 0. Note

1
C(r) =
20, 2t 2y
(2T1t1+27'2t2+"'+27°g_1tg_1) (—1+_2++ 4 1)
1 T2 To—1
_ 1
1 1 2, 2t 2y
(2(2t1)t1+2<—)f2+“-+2( )tg_1> _1+T2+"'+ ‘;1
2t2 2t€71 2t1 55 55T
_ 1
A+ 14+ 1) (1 + 43+ + 42 )
<1

Hence the candidates are witnesses. [

12



Note that the candidates provided above were discovered via guess-and-check in an attempt to manipulate

the expression C(r) into a fraction of the form — where the stated property would be clear.
1 + positive terms

Finally, we provide the Existence of Radii Lemma, the core argument supporting the All Angles in Quadrant
1 Lemma (Lemma H]). One of the biggest obstacles was in determining which coefficients to examine to
prove the claim. You will notice that different coeflicients are required based on the number of angles in this
quadrant and where they lie. For example, the coefficients needed to prove the claim when there are two

angles % <6 <0y < g are different from the coefficients needed when 0 < 61 < % and g <6y < g

Lemma 10 (Existence of Radii) V v 3 v 3 cp <0
€22 0<01<...<0<F Ty5--570,>0 g€ER[z] ke{s—2,20+s—5,20+s—2}
deg(g)=s—1
Proof: Note
v 3 4 3 cr, <0
£>2 0<01<...560,<F T0y5079,>0 gER(z] ke{s—2,204+s—5, 20+s—2}
deg(g)=s—1

\4 v 3 v 3 cr <0
022 1>t1>..2t>0 7o;,..,70,>0 {bo,....bs_2}ER kE{s—2, 20+5—5, 20+5—2}

since the leading coefficient of ¢ is assumed to be 1.

Let £ > 2 and t1,...,ty be such that 1 > ¢y > --- >, > 0. Let ry > 0.

Claim 1: When s =2, 3 v YV coptrs—s5 <0 V copps—o <O0.

r§1)>0 rngél) 0

Note that s = 2 only when ¢ = 2 and g <60, <0< g Note

Cor4s—5 = ao + aibg

Cor4s—2 = az + bo.

We have

ao eq(ar, v, i3, vy
Couts—5 <0 <= by>—-—— <= by > ( ) 02, 03, t4) = byp>-——-"-"-"—
a es(a1, as, as, au) 2raty + 2r1ts

Copys—2 < 0 <= by< —ag — by < 61(041,042,(13,044) < by < 211ty + 2raots.

rir

Note I V copys—5 <0 V copqs—2 < 0. Note
2>0 bg

T

bV Corts—5 <0 V copys-2 <0
0

rir
= ﬁmm < 2r1t1 + 2rats
(2raty + 2r1ta)(2r1t1 + 2rata) <l
e YV lim o =0
bo r2—00 (2raty + 2r1ta)(2r1t1 + 2rata)
since

degrg (TITQ) =1
deg,, ((2raty + 2rits)(2r1ty + 2rata)) = 2.

13



Hence 4 v V copts—5 <0 V copyrs—o < 0. The claim has been proved.
©) (1 by
ry >0 ra>ry

Example for Claim 1: The following two graphs demonstrate Claim 1 for the degree 4 polynomial

1= (2 - 2eos (g7 ) o+ 07) (2 - 2racos (57 ) 413

™ 107 117
where — < — <

T
3 21 ﬂ<§ Note thatry =1 and g = x + by, as s = 2.

rlzlanerZI rIZIanerZIO

_____________|
bO bO

., <0 W c, <0 W, <O, <0

When both radii are equal to 1, there are potential values of by that do not produce a negative coefficient.
When ro is increased to 10, at least one coefficient is negative for any bg.

For the remainder of the proof, let s > 3. Let r1,...,7,—1 > 0 be such that C(r) < 1 is true, where

€o (alu e 7045—1704@4-17 e 7042f—1) €202 (Oé], .. '7af—17aé+17 .. .,Of2[_1)
e1(ar, . .oy 1,041, Q20-1) €203 (Q1, 0oy 1, Qpy1, - Qg 1)

C(r) =

The existence of such radii is justified based on the value of /.
1. In the case where £ = 2 and s > 3,

eo (a1, as) e (g, as)

C(r) =
( ) €1 (0417043) €1 (041,043)
- 1- 103
(a1 + a3)(a1 + as)
_
41"%15%
1
4

1
Since s > 3, we must have 0 < 67 < % and t; > 5 Hence, C(r) < 1.

2. In the case where ¢ > 3, we know such radii exist from Lemma

Using the coefficient expressions from Lemma [7} note

s—2
ao a;
Cs—2 = 0 < bs—3 = __bs—Z - § _b(572)7i
al i—2 a1
i
a2¢—3 a2¢—1bs—4 +bs_5 + a4
Coys—5=0 = by 3=— bs—2 — .
ase—o a2¢—2

Let by, ...,bs_4 be arbitrary but fixed.

14



Let Ly be the line given by ¢ = 0 in (bs_2,bs_3) space. Let py be the slope of L. Then

Qg
HUs—2 = ——
ai
a3
H2t4s—5 = — .
202
Since a; = (—=1)*~"egy_; (a1, . .., az), we have
ag = €z¢ (041, e ,0422)
a1 = —e€2¢—1 (041, ceey 0425)
az—3 = —e3(a,..., )
az—o = ez (aq,..., ).
Then
ege (ai, ..., a)
Hs—2 =
€20—1 (041, cees 0425)
€3 (041, ceey 042[)
H2p4s—5 = —F————————~.
€9 (041, ceey 042[)
Claim2: d V' oets—5 > Hs—2.
ré2)>0 TZZTf)
Note as ry — oo
€20 (a1, e ,0422) — QupQioy €202 (041, e 01,0041, 042271)
€201 (041, e ,0422) — QuQiay €203 (041, e 01,0041, 042271)
e3(a,. .., aop) = agang ey (@1, ..., 01, Q1. .., Q20 1)
ea (o1, ..., c00) = ayagg eg (O, .oy Q1 g, o Q2p—1) -
Then
€2¢—2 (alu cee,0p—1, Oéé-‘rlu e 7042@—1)
Hs—2 —
€a0—3 (Q1, . 1,041, .., 0000_1)
€1 (Oél, s, Olp1, Oéé-‘rlu ceey a2€—1)
H2t4s—5 — .
€0 (041, B 0 7/ RO 7/ A OQg,l)

Then for sufficiently large ry,

H2e+4s—5 > Mhs—2

€1 (alv cees 1, QT a?f*l) €272 (alv cee s Q1,415 a?f*l)
eo (a1, 1, 041, ., 1) ear—3 (0, ., 01,0041, .., Q20—1)
— 1 >C(r)
which is true for the r1,...,7,_1 we have previously chosen based on the claim from Lemma[d Recall

that the elementary symmetric polynomials in these roots are always positive by Lemma[8 The claim
has been proved.

Continuing with the proof of the lemma, let 7“52) be such that V(z) lopts—5 > Mhs—2. Such ré2) exists due

2T,
to the previous claim. Let r;, be arbitrary but fixed such that r, > rf). Then over the space (bs—2,bs—3),
there exists a unique intersection point of Ls_o and Losys—5. Let (p,q) be the intersection point.

24 24

1
Example of (p,q): In this example, f = <x2 —2(1) cos (E) T+ (1)2> <3:2 — 279 COS <E) T+ r%), 50
s=3,g9=a%+bix+ by, and (p,q) is the intersection point of L1 with Lo.

15



rp=landr,=1 rp=1landr, =10

L2 L2

L1
L1

(p, q)

(P, @)

by by

— ¢ =0—1c,=0 l—c1=1—cz=10‘

We will continue using this example to illustrate the remainder of the proof.

age—odo — ard
Continuing with the proof of the lemma, as shown below, we have p = 20270 71 and
apaz2¢—2 — A1G2¢-3

s—2
apd1 — aze—3do
q= P e where dog = — E aibs—2)—; and dy = —agg—1bs—4 — bs_5 — aze—4. Note
0020—2 102¢-3 P

cs—2=0 A cops—5=0

s—2
<= apbs—2 +arbs_3+ ;5 aibs_2y—; =0 A
a2¢—4 + a2¢0—3bs_2 + a2¢—2bs_3 + azp_1b5_4 +bs_5 =0
s—2
<  agbs—2 +aibs_3 = — Zi:2 aib(sf2)7i A
a2¢—3bs_2 + agp—2bs_3 = —a2r_1b5_4 — bs_5 — a20—4
s—2
<= agbs_o +aibs_3=dy where dy=— Ei:Q aib(s_g)_i N
a2¢—3bs_2 + agr_2bs_3 = dy where di = —a¢—1bs—4 — bs—5 — a2e—4
ao ai bs—2 _ do
a2¢—3 G272 bs—3 dy
do aq an do
dy a2 aze—3 dy
<~ by 9= A
ag ai aq ai
G2¢—3 Q202 G2¢—3 Q202
az¢—2dg — aydy apdy — aze—3do
<~ by_o9= AN bs_3= .
apa2¢—2 — A102¢-3 apa2¢—2 — A1A2¢—-3
Claim3: V v Ccs—2 <0 V copqs-5 < 0.
rp2r(® bosbes
bs_2>p

Let 7"52) be such that V() Horts—5 > ps—2. In Claim 2, we showed that such rf) exists. Let
2

Te>T,

Ty > réz) be arbitrary but fixed.

Let by, ...,bs_4 be arbitrary but fixed. We need to show , Vb Ccs—2 <0 V capqs—5 < 0.
s—2,Us—-3
bs_2>p

Over the space (bs—2,bs—3) where bs_o > p, we have

16



1. cap45—5 = 0 line and c,_5 = 0 line do not intersect
2. copys—5 = 0 line is above c;_o = 0 line.

Let (bs—2,bs—3) be an arbitrary but fixed point such that bs_o > p. Then (bs_3,bs_3) is above Ls_o
or below Logys—5. Note

(bs_g,bs_g) is above Ls_o <~ bs_3> —Z—?bs_g + Z—(l) << cs_2<0
. _ d
(bs_g, bs_g) is below L2g+3_5 <— bs_3< —Z§j72 bs—o + 0221—2 — Coqs—5 < 0
since a; = (—1)%*tegr_1 (a1,...,a2) <0 and ag_2 = (—1)%ez (aq, ..., ) > 0.

Thus cs_o9 < 0 or ca¢4s—5 < 0. The claim has been proved.

1
Example of Claim 3: Again, f = <:c2 —2(1) cos <;—Z> z+ (1)2) (a:Q — 2ry cos (%) T+ T%) , 80 8 =3,
g =%+ bz + by, and (p,q) is the intersection point of Ly with La.

r1:landr2:l rlzlanerZIO

by by

<O, <0 W, <O, <0

For any point with bs_o = by > p, we can see that either ¢; < 0 or co < 0.

Claim 4: 4 v v Ccar+s—2 < 0.
50 rp>r® b5 bs—2
bs—2<p
Note p J
a2¢—200 — @101
v v <1l = coys-2< 0
7¢>0 bg,....bs_2 €7 (al, RN agg) (aoagg_g — alagg_3)
bs—2<p
since
Cor4s—2 <0
— bs—2 < —ag—1
= p < —ag_1 since bs_o <p
age—2do — ards
S <€1(O¢1,...,agg)
d aoaﬂzlz — a1a2¢-3
Q¢—20d0 — a1dy
<~ < 1.
€1 (041, cees Oéze) (aoaufz - a1a2z73)
Once more, €1 (a,...,a) > 0 from Lemma [8
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Let e, = ey (aq,...,a2). Note
ag¢_2dp — ard;
e1 (a1, ..., az) (agaz—2 — araze—3)
—e2 25;22(—1)2271-62571'17(5—2)—1‘ +ea0—1 (e1bs—q — bs_5 — €4)

e1 (eares — ear—_1€3)

Note . _
. —ea > o (1) legp ibisoy—; + €201 (€1bs—g — bs_5 — €4)
v lim

=0
bo,..ybs—2 Tg—00 e1 (eggeg — 625_163)

since

5—2
deg,, <—62 Z(_1)2é_i6257ib(s—2)—i +e20—1 (e1bs—a — bs—5 — 64)) <4

1=2
deg,, (e1 (earea — eap—1€3)) = 5.

The claim has been proved.

7 10
Example of Claim 4: Once more, f = (:v2 —2(1) cos (2—1) x+ (1)2> (w2 — 2rg COS (2—I> x+ 7‘%) , 808 =3,
g = 2%+ bz + by, and (p,q) is the intersection point of L1 with L.

r1=1andr2=1 r1=1andr2=10

b b

1 1
l-c5<0-c1<0-c2<0‘ l-c1<0-c2<0-c5<0‘

Notice that when ro = 1, there is a region of points with bs_o = by < p where copys—2 = c5 is not negative.
However, when ro = 10, ¢5 < 0 for all points where by < p.

We continue with the proof of the lemma.

From Claim 1, when ¢ = s = 2, for some 7"51) > (0 we have V YV coprs—5 <0 V copps—o <O0.

1
Te>T, 0

From Claim 3, when s > 3, for some r§2) > 0 we have

v Ccs—2 <0 V copqs-5 <O0.
’I"[>’r’£2) bo,...,bs—2
bs_2>p
. 3
From Claim 4, when s > 3, for some ’I”é ) > 0 we have VY v Covt+s—2 < 0.
7«[27«23) bo,..sbs—2

bs—2<p

Then for r} = max{rél), réz), rég)}, we have
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A Cs—2 <0 V copq5-5<0 A ) Cot+s—5 <0 V copps—2 <0

Te2T] bo,..ybs—2 boy-.ybs—2
bs—2>p bs—2<p

Hence

3 \J \/ e < 0.
r¢>0 bo,....bs—2
ke{s—2, 20+s—5, 20+s—2}

The lemma has finally been proved. [J

3.5 Concerning Angles in Quadrant 2, g <op<m

Finally, we present the proof for the case when some angles fall in quadrant 2, including the axes. We convert
the optimality claim into a statement on the separation of two sets in Lemma Then we prove that for
any polynomial for which Curtiss’ bound is optimal, there is a radius such that we can multiply by a linear

or quadratic factor with angle T < ¢ < 7 and this radius while maintaining the optimality of the bound.

Inductively, we can extend this argument to any collection of angles in quadrant 2.

Some Angles in Quadrant 2

One New Quadrant 2 Factor

Separation of Sets

The main challenge of this section was in the One New Quadrant 2 Factor Lemma (Lemma [[3]). To prove a
separation between the two necessary sets, we examined the Euclidean distance between them and proved
it must be greater than zero, a surprisingly non-trivial task.

Lemma 11 (Some Angles in Quadrant 2) We have

3 3 A opt (feﬂ“e f¢,r¢ fTﬂP) = opt (feﬂ“e) .

<1< K< 0<01<<L00<T P1,-- Pt >0 Ty, T, >0 1oy 00, >0

Proof: We will first induct on k, the number of quadratic factors with g < ¢; < min fgr,, to show that
Opt (fe,’r'e f¢,T¢) = Opt (fe,’l‘g)'
Base Case: The claim holds for k£ = 0.

It is trivially true.

Hypothesis: Assume the claim holds for k& quadratic factors with g < ¢; <.

V >0 Opt (fe,’l‘g f¢,T¢) = Opt (fe,’l‘g)

TgpssTop >0 Toy,...r0,

Induction Step: Consider k + 1 quadratic factors with g < ¢ <.

Assume ry,,...,rg, > 0 are such that the induction hypothesis holds. By the One More Quadrant 2
Factor Lemma (Lemma [[3)),

3 A Oopt (f@)re f¢>,r¢ (x2 — 274, , COSPp11 T + rikﬂ))

Topp1 >0 Topse-0,
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= opt (fgm f¢,r¢) + opt (;52 — 2rg, ., COSPry1 T+ rikﬂ) .
By the Curtiss Bound, (Theorem[I]), opt (x2 — 274, COSPp1 T + riHl) =0, so we have

opt (fgme fore (332 — 2rg,,, COSPry1 T + Tﬁ,k+l)) = opt (fgme f¢yr¢)
= opt (feﬂ“e) :

Hence, we have 3 v opt (fgn f¢7T¢) = opt (fo,re)-

Now we will induct on ¢, the number of linear factors in fr ;, to show that

3 3 v opt (fo,ro fo,rs frp) = 0P (fo,r) -

Base Case: The claim holds for ¢ = 0.

Trivially true.

Hypothesis: Assume the claim holds for ¢ linear factors.

3 3 v oo OPt (fo,ro fo,rs frp) = 0Pt (fo,r)

Induction Step: Consider ¢t + 1 linear factors.

Assume pi,...,p, "¢, ..,T¢, > 0 are such that the induction hypothesis holds. By the One More
Quadrant 2 Factor Lemma (Lemma [I3]),

3 v opt (fG,re f¢7T¢ Jrp (x +pt+1)) = opt (f(?,re fcb,w fﬂ,p) +opt (z + pry1) -
pt+1>0 Ty, To, >0

By the Curtiss Bound (Theorem [I), opt (x + ps11) = 0, so we have

opt (fG,Te fcb,w fﬂ,p (33 +pt+1)) = opt (f(?,re f¢,r¢ fﬂ,p)
= opt (f(’ﬂ“e) .

Hence, we have 3 = A opt = opt .
’ P15 Pt>0 Ty, T, >0 Ty, >0 P (fe’re fqb’% fﬁ’p) P (fg’re)

d

The above proof relies on the One More Quadrant 2 Factor Lemma (Lemma [I3]). To prove this lemma, we
will build additional notation and convert the optimality claim to a claim about separation of sets. Recall

that
a/O e e an

Ag = " " e RTDX(s+n+1)

ag (025
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and, from the Coefficients Lemma (Lemma []), coeffs (¢f) = bA,. We partition A, into two sub-matrices as

As = [Ls|Rs] where

_ - i [o2% ]
a’O DY a]n71
L= a | e RGEFDX" and R, =
ao
B - L ao an |
Let
c=bR, €RM(FD
T,=R;'L, eRGH"
Lemma 12 (Separation of Sets) We have
3 coeffs >0 <+=  ConvexHull (T;) NRZ 0
90, deg(g)<s (9f) > (Ts) >0 #
where Ty is viewed as a set of row vectors.
Proof: Note that
coeffs (gf) =bAs  (from Lemma [3)
=b(R,R;") Ay
- OR) (1)
= (bRs) (R [Ls| i)
= (bRs) [R;'Ls|R; ' R, ]
( S [ S 1L |I]
= c[T,|I] where ¢ = bR, and T, = R, 'L,.

Thus we have

3 coefls >0
970, deg(g)<s (9f) 2
3 c[T1] >0
c#0
3 Is>0 andc>0
c#0

= cls >0
c>0, c#0

= s >0
c>0, co+-+ecs=1

ConvexHull (T5) NRY, # 0.

[

O

Notation 5 Note
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e hy,=x+7r when ¢ =7
® hy,=a%—2rcospz+r? wheng§¢<ﬂ-
e P={feR[z]: f(x) >0 for x>0}

Lemma 13 (One New Quadrant 2 Factor) 3 opt(f he,r) = opt (f)+opt (he.r)

4 v
fEP, deg(f)>1 F<¢<m r>0

Proof: Let f € P and h = f hy . We need to show go opt(h) = opt(f) since opt(hy,) = 0. We will divide

the proof into several claims.

Claim 1: go opt(h) = opt(f) <<= 3, CH(Ty o, T o 1) NRY, =10

>
where
o n=deg(f)
o s =opt(f)
o d =deg(h)

The T}, ; are the rows of Ts_; for h.
Ty, ; is obtained from T}, ; by deleting the first d elements.

Note
opt(h) = opt(f)
s since opt(h) < opt(f) + opt(hg,,) = opt(f) =s

= 3 coeffs(gh) >0
g7#0, deg(g)<s (gh) 2

- (CH(Thyo, coisThs—1) N R’;gd + @) from Lemma [12]
CH(Th0, .- Thys—1) NRLG4 =0
CH(T} ..., Ty ) NRZ, = 0.

Tre iy

Claim 2: Eo opt(h) = opt(f) < Tgogh (r)>0

where ¢, (r) stands for the minimum Euclidean distance between CH(T}; ), ..., T); ;) and R%, that
is,
en(r) = min z—y| .
h( ) x€CH(T}, o5 Th s—1) ” yH
SIS

Immediate from the above claim.

Claim 3: ¢ (1) is continuous at r = 0.

Note
s—1
ep(r) = min g Ty, — vy
ceRY —o ’
cottes =1 1T
yERY,

s—1 s—1
. * *
= min E ali, i — v ,.ee, E ¢ty i — Yn
ceRY, . i, : i,
=0 =0

cotetoa_1=1
yGRgo
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min
zeR‘;tn
2o+ tzs—1=1

= minp(z,7)

s—1 s—1
* *
g 2T i1 — Zs 5ees g 2Ty i — Zstn—1

i=0 =0

’ where z = (¢, y)

where p(z,r) is Euclidean distance and
O:{ZERSZJB":zl—I—“'—I—zS:l}.

Note, since p(z,r) is the distance between two closed sets, the minimum distance is realized by a point
in each set. Hence,

en(r) = min p(z,r) = inf p(z,r).
Note the following:
1. By Section 3.1.5 of [3], p(z,r) is a convex function since p(z,r) is a norm.
2. By Section 3.2.5 of [3], ex(r) = ing p(z,7) is a convex function, since C' is convex and p(z,r) is
ze
bounded below.

3. By Corollary 3.5.3 in [13], since e,(r) is a convex function defined on a convex set R, ep,(r) is
continuous on the relative interior of R, ri (R) = R.

4. Hence, e (r) is continuous at r = 0.
Claim 4: ¢, (0) > 0.
The claim follows immediately from the following subclaims. Let r = 0. Then h = 2% - f.

Subclaim 1 : T}

hij = Lfi;- Note that these are the entries of Ty . | and T'fs—1. We will prove the

claim using the fact that Ts_y = R;llLS,l for any f.
Note Rfs—1 = Rp,s—1. This is clear from the definition of R;_;. Hence R;Ll = R}:,ls—l'

Note that L¢; j = Lp,; j+q. This is clear from the definition of L,_1, since L s—1 is composed of
Ly s—1 with d columns of zeroes added on the left.

Note that fori=0,...,s—1and j=0,...,n—1,
Tf:,i,j :Th,i,j+d

s—1
—1
E :Rh,i,kLh;k,j-i-d

W
Il
= o

(]

—1
Ry ik Lyk.

Il
ol
e i
s (=)
&

Hence T7

hyij Ty,i,5-

23



Subclaim 2: €5,(0) = €5 where € stands for the minimum Euclidean distance between CH (T g,
RY,, that is,

ef 1= min |z =yl
xz€CH(TYy,0,---,Tf,5-1)
yGRgo
To see this, note
s—1
en(0) = min E Ty — Yy
CERZO o
ot toag=1 T
yERL
s—1
= min E cilrs — y
cERY, s
ot toa =1 T
yERY,
= min = —yl
x€CH(Ty,0,--,Tf,5—1)
yERgo
=E&f.

Subclaim 3: g7 > 0.

Note since opt (f) = s, we have CH(TY 0, ..., Tfs—1) "RZy = (. Thus e > 0.

From the above four claims, we immediately have

3, opt(h) = opt(f).

Thus we have proved the lemma. [J

Example 6 Consider the following function, for which b(f) = 4:

f=

3
1=

; ; 7m 10m 11w
> —2(10"") cos(6; 10°71)?) where § = —, —, —¢.
1(1: ( )cos(6;) z + ( )?) where 51 21 91
2 0 14m 0\2
When hg , = 2* — 2(10°) cos -1 )® + (10°)2, we have opt(f hy ) = 3.
14
When hg, = 2% — 2(10%) cos (2—1-) x + (10%)%, we have opt(f he,r) = b(f) = 4.

Example 7 Consider the following function, for which b(f) = 4:
4
f =

. . 1 117 14
(2® — 2(10" ") cos(6;) z + (10'")?)  where 0 = {77T Or 1lm W} )

1l TR TR TR T

When hy . = x + 10°, we have opt(f hg,) = 3.

When hg, = x + 10*, we have opt(f hg,) = 4.
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and 1813340).
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