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Abstract

In this paper, we consider interpolation by completely monotonous polynomials
(CMPs for short), that is, polynomials with non-negative real coefficients. In
particular, given a finite set S ⊂ R>0 × R≥0, we consider the minimal poly-
nomial of S, introduced by Berg [1985], which is ‘minimal,’ in the sense that
it is eventually majorized by all the other CMPs interpolating S. We give an
upper bound of the degree of the minimal polynomial of S when it exists. Fur-
thermore, we give another algorithm for computing the minimal polynomial of
given S, which utilizes an order structure on sign sequences. Applying the upper
bound above, we also analyze the computational complexity of algorithms for
computing minimal polynomials including ours.



1 Introduction

By celebrated Descartes’ rule of signs, we have that each univariate polynomial
with non-negative real coefficients (sometimes called completely monotonous
polynomial (CMP)) is uniquely characterized among others as an interpolation
polynomial of an appropriate finite set of points.

Example 1.1. The polynomial f(X) = X100 is a unique CMP interpolating
S = {(1, 1), (2, 2100), (3, 3100)}. Indeed, if g ∈ R≥0[X ] \ {X100} interpolates
S, the polynomial g − X100 has three positive roots 1, 2, 3, which contradicts
Descartes’ rule of signs since the number of sign changes of g−X100 is at most
two.

This is a radically different situation compared with the case of polynomials
with unrestricted real coefficients. A further interesting point is that the mini-
mum number of points we need to identify a CMP f is related to the number of
the terms of f rather than the degree of f . (See Corollary 2.9 for the details.)

A line of research on the reverse direction, that is, given a finite set S =
{(ai, bi)}ni=1 ⊂ R>0 × R≥0, finding the unique CMP f interpolating S if such
a polynomial exists was essentially initiated by [3] and further developed in [4]
and related works. After those, [7] independently considered the problem in the
context of feedback control systems.

[3] introduced the notion of minimal polynomials (of given S), and it is es-
sential when we consider the interpolation problem above; f is a unique CMP
interpolating S if and only if it is a minimal polynomial of some T ( S. (cf.
Corollary 2.16). [3] gave a concrete algorithm to compute minimal polynomials
in a special case, [10] gave two heuristics: one using linear programming and the
other without it, and [4] established the theoretical background of [10]. Further-
more, [7] took a more geometrical approach and gave another algorithm deciding
the existence of interpolating CMP’s by exploring the surface hyperplanes of a
clam, a particular convex set depending on S.

However, the computational complexity of these algorithms, which is related
to degree upper bounds for f above, has not been analyzed. It is natural to
refer to results on sparse interpolation since f should be #S-sparse if f is the
minimal polynomial of S. Indeed, when we consider the case when f is the
unique CMP interpolating S, then f is (#S − 1)-sparse, and the degree upper
bound given in Theorem 4.5 in [6] can be applied. Nevertheless, it is still unclear
whether this degree upper bound can be applied to the minimal polynomials
which are precisely #S-sparse. It is beyond the scope of the theory of general
sparse interpolation since it is trivial to find an #S-sparse polynomial in R[X ]
interpolating S.

In this paper, we focus on analyzing minimal polynomials and give a degree
upper bound for them, described in terms of the size of a reasonable repre-
sentation of the input S (Theorem 3.10). As an application, we evaluate the
computational complexity of simple algorithms computing minimal polynomi-
als by linear programming (Theorem 3.13). Furthermore, we give a new linear-
programming-free algorithm for finding minimal polynomials which works along
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a particular order structure on sign sequences (Algorithm 3). We evaluate its
complexity, too (Theorem 5.6). This algorithm is somehow similar to the one
in [7], but ours are more refined so that the relation to the order structure is
clearer. We believe that this algorithm is theoretically meaningful rather than
practically since it reveals the structure of minimal polynomials by developing
the theory of sign sequences.

The article is organized as follows:
In section 2, we set up our notation, review some of the known results on

Descartes’ rule of signs, and locate the work of [4] on minimal polynomials in
our context.

In section 3, we prove our main result, a degree upper bound for minimal
polynomials, and give a sketch of the evaluation of the complexity of simple
algorithms using linear programming to find minimal polynomials.

In section 4, we introduce an order structure on sign sequences, which is
helpful in describing manipulations of CMPs relying on Descartes’ rule of signs
and its optimality.

In section 5, we present another linear-programming-free algorithm for find-
ing minimal polynomials, which searches the object based on the order structure
introduced in section 4. We also mention the relation to the algorithm in [7].

In section 6, we cast some open problems which clarify the precise location
of our work in the course of research.

2 Preliminaries

First, we set our notation:

• R denotes the set of real numbers, and Q denotes the set of rational num-
bers. When we consider algorithms, since we want the inputs and outputs
to have finite expressions, we restrict the coefficients of polynomials to be
rational. However, the theory behind those algorithms applies to the case
of real coefficients, so we use R for generality, too.

• ω denotes the set of natural numbers (including 0).

• For n,m ∈ ω, the interval {x ∈ ω | n ≤ x ≤ m} (which might be empty)
is denoted by [n,m]. [1,m] is also denoted by [m].

• Let R>0 := {x ∈ R | x > 0} and R≥0 := {x ∈ R | x ≥ 0}. We also define
Q>0 and Q≥0 similarly.

• For a set A, its cardinality is denoted by #A.

• For a sequence s = (si)i∈ω ∈ {−, 0,+}
ω of signs, the support of s, denoted

by supp(s), is defined by;

supp(s) := {i ∈ ω | si 6= 0} ⊆ ω.
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• The set S of finite sequences of signs is defined by;

S := {s ∈ {−, 0,+}ω | #supp(s) <∞} .

For s ∈ S , the degree deg(s) of s is defined by;

deg(s) := max supp(s) ∈ ω ∪ {−∞},

where we set max ∅ = −∞.

We write an element s = (si)i∈ω ∈ S by

s0 · · · sd or (s0 · · · sd)

if deg(s) ≤ d.

• Define

Sign: R[X ]→ S ;

∞∑

i=0

aiX
i 7→ (Sign(ai))i∈ω ,

where Sign(ai) ∈ {−, 0,+} is the sign of ai ∈ R.

Note that deg(Sign(f(X))) = deg(f(X)) (we adopt a convention deg(0) =
−∞).

• Put S+ := S ∩ {0,+}ω. Note that the restriction of supp to S+:

supp: S+ → {S ⊂ ω | #S <∞}

is a bijection.

• R≥0[X ] denotes the set of polynomials with non-negative real coefficients
(completely monotonous polynomials, or CMPs in short), that is,

R≥0[X ] := {f ∈ R[X ] | Sign(f) ∈ S+} .

Note that each f(X) ∈ R≥0[X ] \ R≥0 gives a strictly increasing function
on R>0. We also define Q≥0[X ] similarly.

• SC(t) is the number of sign changes in t, defined by

SC(t) := #






(i, j) ∈ ω2

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

i < j
{ti, tj} = {−,+}
tk = 0 for any k ∈ [i+ 1, j − 1]






.

The following well-known Descartes’ rule of signs is crucial in this work:

Theorem 2.1. Let f ∈ R[X ] \ {0} and p be the number of positive roots of f
counting their multiplicities. Then (SC(Sign(f)) − p) is an even non-negative
integer. In particular,

p ≤ SC(Sign(f)).

3



Furthermore, it is also known that the bound above is optimal in the follow-
ing sense:

Theorem 2.2 ([1]). Let M be a finite multiset of positive reals and σ ∈ S . If
(SC(σ)−#M) is an even non-negative integer, then there exists f ∈ R[X ] such
that:

• The set of all positive roots (formalized as a multiset reflecting their mul-
tiplicities) of f is precisely M ,

• Sign(f) = σ.

Corollary 2.3. Let S be a finite set of positive reals and σ ∈ S . If #S ≤
SC(σ), then there exists f ∈ R[X ] such that:

• The set of all positive roots of f is precisely S.

• Sign(f) = σ.

Remark 2.4. As for the optimality, there had been a series of studies on it
[2, 9] before [1], gradually relaxing the conditions on sign sequences σ. See
section 1 of [1] for a clear exposition of the history.

Our starting point is the following definition and corollary (Corollary 2.9) of
Descartes’ rule of signs and its optimality, which essentially already appeared
in [4] as a notion of pair structures (cf. Proposition 2.13):

Definition 2.5. For s = (si)i∈ω ∈ S+, the number d(s) denotes the maximum
of the number of sign changes in t ∈ S such that t can be obtained by changing
some entries of s to − (or we can also allow 0). More precisely,

d(s) :=max

{

SC(t)

∣
∣
∣
∣

t = (ti)i∈ω ∈ S

ti ∈ {−, si} for any i ∈ ω

}

=max

{

SC(t)

∣
∣
∣
∣

t = (ti)i∈ω ∈ S

ti ∈ {−, 0, si} for any i ∈ ω

}

.

Note that ti can be − even if i is greater than¿ deg s.
For f ∈ R≥0[X ], put d(f) := d(Sign(f)).

The following observation is useful:

Lemma 2.6. Let s ∈ S+ and supp(s) 6= ∅. Let t ∈ S be a sign sequence
obtained by changing some entries of s to 0 or −. If SC(t) = d(s), then deg(t) ≥
deg(s) ≥ 0 and tdeg(t) = −.

Proof. First, note that d(s) ≥ 1 since supp(s) 6= ∅.
Suppose deg(t) < deg(s). Then we can increase the number of sign changes

in t by changing tdeg(s) to + and tdeg(s)+1 to −. Thus deg(t) ≥ deg(s) ≥ 0.
Now, tdeg(t) is − or + by defnition. Suppose tdeg(t) = +. Then we can

increase the number of sign changes in t by changing tdeg(t)+1 to −. Thus
tdeg(t) = −.
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The quantity d(s) can be feasibly calculated as follows:

Proposition 2.7. Let s = (si)i∈ω ∈ S+. Let X0, . . . , Xk be the unique decom-
position of supp(s) satisfying the following:

• supp(s) = X0 ∐ · · · ∐Xk.

• For each i ∈ [0, k], Xi is an interval in ω.

• If 0 ∈ supp(s), 0 ∈ X0. Otherwise, X0 = ∅.

• For each i ∈ [k], Xi 6= ∅.

• minXi −maxXi−1 ≥ 2 for any i ∈ [k]. Note that we set max ∅ := −∞.

Let li := #Xi for each i ∈ [0, k]. Then

d(s) = l0 + 2

⌈
l1
2

⌉

+ · · ·+ 2

⌈
lk
2

⌉

.

Example 2.8. If s = + + +
︸ ︷︷ ︸

l0=3

0 0 +
︸︷︷︸

l1=1

0 + +
︸ ︷︷ ︸

l2=2

,

then d(s) = 3 + 2 + 2 = 7.
If s =

︸︷︷︸

l0=0

0 + + +
︸ ︷︷ ︸

l1=3

0 0 +
︸︷︷︸

l2=1

, then d(s) = 0 + 4 + 2 = 6.

Proof of Proposition 2.7. Note that, given n ≥ 0, 2
⌈
n
2

⌉
is the least even integer

bounding n above.
We prove the equality by induction on k of the decomposition.
When k = 0, s = (si)i∈ω is of the following form:

s = + · · · +
︸ ︷︷ ︸

l0

.

By changing the components of s to − alternately from sl0 , we obtain

t = · · · − + − +
︸ ︷︷ ︸

l0

−

attaining SC(t) = l0. Hence, d(f) ≥ l0. On the other hand, if t′ is obtained from
s by changing some components of s to −, there is no sign change in (t′i)

∞
i=l0

since (si)
∞
i=l0

= (0, 0, · · · ). Therefore, SC(t′) ≤ l0. Thus d(s) = l0.
Consider the case for k + 1. The sign sequence s is of the following form:

s = s′
︸︷︷︸

n

0 · · · 0
︸ ︷︷ ︸

m≥1

+ · · · +
︸ ︷︷ ︸

lk+1

,

where supp(s′) is divided into intervals X0, . . . , Xk in the manner described in
the statement. By induction hypothesis, there exists t obtained by changing
some components of (s′00 · · · ) to − such that

SC(t) = d(s′) = l0 + 2

⌈
l1
2

⌉

+ · · ·+ 2

⌈
lk
2

⌉

.
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By Lemma 2.6, deg(t) ≥ deg(s) ≥ 0 and tdeg(t) = −, so, without loss of gener-
ality, we may assume that t is of the form:

t = t′
︸︷︷︸

n

− · · · −
︸ ︷︷ ︸

m

.

(Changing tn+i to − does not change SC(t), and neither cutting off tn+m+i

does, given tn+m−1 = −.)
Now, changing components of (si)

n+m−1
i=0 to t and those of

(si)
n+m+2

⌈

lk+1
2

⌉

−1

i=n+m alternately starting from tn+m+2, we obtain the following u:

u = t′
︸︷︷︸

n

− · · · −
︸ ︷︷ ︸

m

+−+− · · · +−
︸ ︷︷ ︸

2
⌈

lk+1
2

⌉

Then we have

d(s) ≥ SC(u) = SC(t) + 2

⌈
lk+1

2

⌉

= l0 + 2

⌈
l1
2

⌉

+ · · ·+ 2

⌈
lk+1

2

⌉

.

On the other hand, if v attains SC(v) = d(s), without loss of generality, we may
assume that it has the following form:

v = v′
︸︷︷︸

n

− · · · −
︸ ︷︷ ︸

m

v′′−
︸︷︷︸

lk+1+1

.

(Changing 0-entries of s to − does not decrease SC(v), and neither cutting off
vn+m+lk+1+1 and further, given vn+m+lk+1

= −.)

The number of sign changes in (vi)
n+m−1
i=0 is bounded by d(s′). Furthermore,

the number of sign changes in (vi)
n+m+lk+1

i=n+m−1 is bounded by 2
⌈
lk+1

2

⌉

since it starts

and ends with −. Thus

d(s) ≤ d(s′) + 2

⌈
lk+1

2

⌉

= l0 + 2

⌈
l1
2

⌉

+ · · ·+ 2

⌈
lk+1

2

⌉

,

and this completes the proof.

Corollary 2.9 (The meaning of d(f); a corollary of Descartes’ rule of signs). Let
f(X) ∈ R≥0[X ] interpolate S = {(ai, bi)}ni=1 ⊂ R>0 ×R≥0 (0 < a1 < · · · < an).

1. If d(f) + 1 ≤ n, then f is the unique CMP interpolating S.

2. If n ≤ d(f), then there are infinitely many CMPs interpolating S.

Proof. We first consider the case 1. Assume d(f)+1 ≤ n. Suppose g ∈ R≥0[X ]\
{f} also interpolates S. Then each ai is a positive root of the polynomial
f − g ∈ R[X ] \ {0}. Therefore, we have

n = #S ≤ SC(Sign(f − g)) ≤ d(f)
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by Descartes’ rule of signs, the definition of d(f), and that each coefficient of f
and g is non-negative. This contradicts d(f) + 1 ≤ n.

Next, we consider the case 2. By the definition of d(f), there exists σ ∈ S

such that:

• σ can be obtained by changing some components of Sign(f) to −, and

• n = #S ≤ SC(σ).

For such σ, there exists h(X) ∈ R[X ] such that:

• h(ai) = 0 for each i ∈ [n], and

• Sign(h) = σ

by the optimality of Descartes’ rule of signs.
Then, for any sufficiently small ǫ > 0, f − ǫh ∈ R≥0[X ] also interpolates

S.

Now, we can define the notion of a minimal polynomial :

Definition 2.10. Let S = {(ai, bi)}ni=1 ⊂ R>0 × R≥0 (0 < a1 < · · · < an)
and f(X) ∈ R≥0[X ] interpolate S. We say f is the minimal polynomial of S if
d(f) ≤ n.

Example 2.11. 0 ∈ R≥0[X ] is the minimal polynomial of S = ∅.

Example 2.12. For each a > 0 and b ∈ R≥0, b ∈ R≥0[X ] is the minimal poly-
nomial of S = {(a, b)}. Especially if b = 0, then it is the only CMP interpolating
S, by Corollary 2.9.

A further example is postponed to Example 2.17. We treat the uniqueness
and the existence of the minimal polynomial in Theorem 2.13 and Theorem
2.18.

We use the same term “the minimal polynomial” as [4] based on the following
theorem:

Theorem 2.13 (essentially by [4]). Let f(X) ∈ R≥0[X ] interpolate finite S =
{(ai, bi)}ni=1 (0 < a1 < · · · < an). Then the following are equivalent:

1. f is the minimal polynomial of S.

2. Any g ∈ R≥0[X ] \ {f} interpolating S can be represented as

g(X) = f(X) + r(X)
n∏

i=0

(X − ai)

with a residual polynomial r(X) such that r(t) > 0 for any t > 0 (cf. [3]
and Theorem 5 in [4]).

3. For any g ∈ R≥0[X ] \ {f} interpolating S and any t > an, it holds that
g(t) > f(t).
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4. For any g ∈ R≥0[X ] interpolating S and any t > an, it holds that g(t) ≥
f(t).

5. For any g ∈ R≥0[X ] interpolating S, the leading coefficient of g − f is
nonnegative, that is, for sufficiently large t, it holds that g(t) ≥ f(t).

6. f has the following pair structure (cf. [4]):

f(X) =

gn∑

i=1

(αi + βiX)Xmi,

where αi, βi ∈ R≥0, gn :=
⌊
n+1
2

⌋
, mi + 2 ≤ mi+1 for i ∈ [gn − 1], and

{

m1 = −1 & α1 = 0 (if n is odd)

m1 ≥ 0 (if n is even).

In particular, a minimal polynomial of S is unique.

Remark 2.14. Note that [4] considers polynomials vanishing at zero while we
are treating the whole R≥0[X ] here; that is, they adopt XR≥0[X ] instead of
R≥0[X ] in the definition of minimal polynomials. Note that the two conventions
can be converted to each other simply; let f(X) ∈ R≥0[X ] interpolate S =
{(ai, bi)}

n
i=1 ⊂ R>0 × R≥0 (0 < a1 < · · · < an). Then f is the minimal

polynomial of S in our sense if and only if Xf(X) is the minimal polynomial
of {(ai, aibi)}ni=1 in the sense of [4]. The condition (6) is also consistent with
the criterion given in [4] applied to Xf(X). We stick to our convention since
we think it looks more natural when we consider d(f).

Remark 2.15. It is proven that r(X) in (2) is actually a CMP. See Theorem
5 in [4].

The essence is already argued in [4], but we include our version of the proof
for completeness:

Proof. (2) =⇒ (3) =⇒ (4) =⇒ (5) immediately follows from the definitions.
Also, (1)⇐⇒ (6) follows easily from the computation of d(f) given in Propo-

sition 2.7.
(5) =⇒ (1). We consider the contrapositive. Suppose d(f) ≥ n + 1. Then

f 6= 0, and there exists σ ∈ S such that:

• σ is obtained by changing some components of Sign(f) to −.

• SC(σ) ≥ n+ 1.

Let σ = σ0 · · ·σk and Sign(f) = s0 · · · sl, where
k ≥ l = deg(f). Changing the top components σl · · ·σk back to sl · · · sk =
+0 · · ·0, we obtain τ ∈ S such that:

• τ is obtained by changing some components of Sign(f) to −.

8



• SC(τ) ≥ n.

• deg(τ) = l and τl = +.

Now, by the optimality of Descartes’ rule of signs, there exists h ∈ R[X ]
such that:

• Each ai (i ∈ [n]) is a root of h.

• Sign(h) = τ .

Then we have gǫ := f − ǫh ∈ R≥0[X ] for sufficiently small ǫ > 0, and gǫ
interpolates S. Furthermore, the leading coefficient of f − gǫ is positive, and
therefore f(t) > gǫ(t) for sufficiently large t. Thus (5) does not hold.

(1) =⇒ (2). Suppose g ∈ R≥0[X ] \ {f} also interpolates S. Then each ai is
a root of f − g ∈ R[X ] \ {0}, and therefore we can write

g(X) = f(X) + r(X)

n∏

i=1

(X − ai).

The remaining problem is to show r(t) > 0 for any t > 0.
First, by Descartes’ rule of signs, we have

n ≤ SC(Sign(f − g)) ≤ d(f).

By the assumption (1), we obtain n = d(f). Therefore, we see that there is
no root of (f − g) other than ai’s, and, by Descartes’ rule of signs again, each
ai is a simple root; that is, r has no root in R>0. Furthermore, by Lemma 2.6,
the leading coefficient of (f − g) is negative. Thus, the leading coefficient of r
is positive. This implies r(t) > 0 for any t > 0.

By Corollary 2.9, we can see that our original problem, that is, to find the
unique CMP interpolating given S if it exists, is essentially the same as finding
the minimal polynomial of S if it exists:

Corollary 2.16. Let f(X) ∈ R≥0[X ] interpolate finite S = {(ai, bi)}ni=1 (0 <
a1 < · · · < an). Then the following are equivalent:

1. f(X) is the unique CMP interpolating S.

2. f(X) is the minimal polynomial of some T ( S.

Example 2.17. Let S = {(a1, b1), (a2, b2)} (0 < a1 < a2, 0 ≤ b1 ≤ b2). If
b1 = b2 = 0, then 0 ∈ R≥0[X ] is the unique CMP interpolating S since it
interpolates S and d(0) = 0 < #S. If b1 = 0 and b2 > 0, then there is no CMP
interpolating S.

Assume b1 > 0.
If b1 = b2, then b1 ∈ R≥0[X ] is the unique CMP interpolating S since it

interpolates S and d(b1) = 1 < #S.
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If 0 < b1 < b2, let n := ⌈ log(b2/b1)log(a2/a1)
⌉, that is, n is the unique natural number

satisfying
(
a2
a1

)n−1

<
b2
b1
≤

(
a2
a1

)n

.

Then

f(X) :=

b1

{(

b2
b1
−
(

a2

a1

)n−1
)

Xn + a1

((
a2

a1

)n

− b2
b1

)

Xn−1

}

(a2 − a1)a
n−1
2

is the minimal polynomial of S. Indeed, it is straightforward to see f ∈ R≥0[X ],
f interpolates S, and d(f) = 2 = #S.

There are also criteria when minimal polynomials exist:

Theorem 2.18 ([10]). A set S = {(ai, bi)}
n
i=1 (0 < a1 < · · · < an) has a

minimal polynomial if and only if there exists f ∈ R≥0[X ] which interpolates S.

The following criterion enables us to take an inductive approach:

Theorem 2.19 ([4]). Let n ≥ 1,

Sn+1 = {(ai, bi)}
n+1
i=1 (0 < a1 < · · · < an+1),

and let f(X) ∈ R≥0[X ] interpolate Sn := {(ai, bi)}ni=1. Suppose f(X) is the
minimal polynomial of Sn and d(f) = n, that is, f is not the minimal polynomial
of Sn−1 := {(ai, bi)}

n−1
i=1 . Then the following are equivalent:

1. There exists a minimal polynomial of Sn+1.

2. f(an+1) ≤ bn+1.

We do not include proofs of the above two theorems here. However, the
argument in the proof of Theorem 3.8 originates from a careful analysis of the
proof given in [4]. Furthermore, Algorithm 1 is based on a proof of Theorem
2.18. See Remark 3.9 and 3.12.

3 A degree upper bound for minimal polynomi-

als

From the very beginning of the study of minimal polynomials, linear program-
ming has been one of the approaches to computing the minimal polynomial of
given S ([3], [10]). The idea is simple; suppose we are given S = {(ai, bi)}ni=1 ⊂
Q>0 × Q≥0, and it has the minimal polynomial with degree d. Then it suffices
to solve the following equation, minimizing xd, . . . , x0 inductively in this order:






a01 · · · ad1
...

a0n · · · adn











x0

...
xd




 =






b1
...
bn




 ,

x0, . . . , xd ≥ 0.
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Therefore, if we are just given S, the degree upper bounds for the minimal
polynomial of S (if it exists) play a prominent role in designing algorithms and
measuring their complexity. Theorem 3.10 in this section tackles this issue.

We begin with setting up our convention of the complexity of descriptions
of rational numbers.

Definition 3.1. Define ||n|| := ⌈log2(|n|+ 1)⌉ for n ∈ Z.

In other words, ||n|| is the length of the binary notation of n (ignoring signs).

Definition 3.2. For x = q
p ∈ Q, where p > 0 and p, q are coprime, set sz(x) :=

max{||p||, ||q||}.

Example 2.17 tells us that deg(f) for the minimal polynomial f of given S
may be large. However, by the definition of minimal polynomial, f is at lease
#S-sparse, that is, the number of monomials in f with non-zero coefficients
should be at most #S. Therefore, the following degree upper bound for sparse
interpolation is instructive:

Theorem 3.3 ([6]). Let t ≥ 1, S = {(xi, yi)}
t+1
i=1 ⊆ Q>0 × Q. Let f(X) be a

t-sparse polynomial (that is, the number of monomials with non-zero coefficients
is at most t) in Q[X ] interpolating S. Then

deg(f) ≤
(

t+ logγ [(t!)2
t+1λβ(αλ)t

2

]
) (

1 + logγ [αλ]
)t−1

,

where α = maxi xi, β = maxi |yi|, γ = {xj/xi | xj > xi}, and λ is the least
common multiple of the denominator of xi’s and yi’s in the reduced form.

Actually, taking a close look at the proof in [6], we can observe that xi’s and
yi’s contribute to the degree upper bound independently:

Corollary 3.4. In the setting in Theorem 3.3, we further have the following:

deg(f) ≤
(

t+ logγ [(t!)2
t+1νβ(αµ)t

2

]
) (

1 + logγ [αµ]
)t−1

,

where µ is the least common multiple of the denominator of xi’s, and ν is that
of yi’s.

Sketch. We just mention how we change the proof of Theorem 4.5 in [6]. Im-
mediately after the formula (4.6) in [6], they deduced detZi1,...,ik

1,...,k = 0 or

|detZi1,...,ik
1,...,k | ≥

(
1

λ

)1+
∑k−1

j=1 Dj

.

We change this bounding term
(
1
λ

)1+
∑k−1

j=1 Dj
to 1

νµ
∑k−1

j=1
Dj

. Then, the oc-

currences of the term λ1+
∑k−1

i=1 Di in the latter inequalities are replaced with

νµ
∑k−1

i=1 Di , and the last inequality on page 80 of [6] becomes

γ(ek−t) ≥ (t!)

(
t+ 1

k

)

νµ
∑k−1

i=1 Di

∏

i>j(xbi − xbj )
∏

i>j(xvi − xvj )
α
∑k−1

i=1 Diβ.
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Since each (xbi − xbj ) is at most α and each (xvi − xvj ) is at least 1/µ, we
can change the subsequent recurrence in [6] to the following:

Dk = t+ logγ

{

(t!)2t+1νβ(αµ)t
2+

∑k−1
i=1 Di

}

.

Thus, solving the recurrence in the same manner as [6], we see the claim
follows.

Therefore, if f is the minimal polynomial of S = {(ai, bi)}ni=1 ⊂ Q>0 ×Q≥0

and if f is in addition (n− 1)-sparse, then we have deg(f) ≤ exp(n,A)poly(B),
where A = maxi sz(ai), B = maxi sz(bi), by the following calculation:

(

n+ logγ [(n!)2
n+1νβ(αµ)n

2

]
) (

1 + logγ [αµ]
)n−1

=

(

n+
log2[(n!)2

n+1νβ(αµ)n
2

]

log2 γ

)(

1 +
log2[αµ]

log2 γ

)n−1

≤

(

n+
poly(n,A,B)

log2 γ

)(

1 +
2A

log2 γ

)n−1

,

log2 γ ≥ min
j>i
{1, (aj/ai − 1)} ≥ 2−2A.

This gives a degree upper bound for the unique CMP interpolating given S if
it exists by Corollary 2.16. However, the minimal polynomial f of S can have
n-terms, and this case is not covered by the theory of sparse interpolation in
Q[X ]; if we do not stick to CMP’s, then for any natural numbers e1 < · · · < en,
there exists an n-sparse polynomial of the form

∑n
j=1 cjX

ej interpolating S. In
other words, it is trivial to find #n-sparse interpolating given n points, and we
cannot hope degree upper bounds for it.

Still, we can obtain an upper bound of the same order exp(n,A)poly(B) for
the case when d(f), n, and the number of terms of f coincide.

Towards the bound, we introduce the following operation on sign sequences:

Definition 3.5. Let s ∈ S+ be a sign sequence. Divide supp(s) into the inter-
vals X0, . . . , Xk in the manner presented in Proposition 2.7.

(1) For each i ∈ [k], put

⌊Xi⌋ :=

{

{minXi − 1} ∐Xi (#Xi : odd)

Xi (otherwise).

⌊s⌋ ∈ S+ is defined by

supp(⌊s⌋) = X0 ∐ ⌊X1⌋ ∐ · · · ∐ ⌊Xk⌋.

(2) For each i ∈ [k], put

⌈Xi⌉ :=

{

Xi ∐ {maxXi + 1} (#Xi : odd)

Xi (otherwise).

12



⌈s⌉ ∈ S+ is defined by

supp(⌈s⌉) = X0 ∐ ⌈X1⌉ ∐ · · · ∐ ⌈Xk⌉.

Example 3.6. (1) If s = +
︸︷︷︸

l0

0 0 +
︸︷︷︸

l1 : odd

0 + +
︸ ︷︷ ︸

l2 : even

, then

⌊s⌋ = + 0 + + 0 + + ,

⌈s⌉ = + 0 0 + + + + .

(2) If s =
︸︷︷︸

l0

0 + + +
︸ ︷︷ ︸

l1 : odd

0 0 +
︸︷︷︸

l2 : odd

, then

⌊s⌋ = + + + + 0 + + ,

⌈s⌉ = 0 + + + + 0 + + .

The following observation is useful when we manipulate interpolation CMPs:

Lemma 3.7. Let s ∈ S+.

(1) Let supp(⌊s⌋) = {d1 > · · · > dm}. We have d2i+1 ∈ supp(s) for 2i + 1 ∈
[m].

(2) Let supp(⌈s⌉) = {d1 > · · · > dm}. We have d2i ∈ supp(s) for 2i ∈ [m].

The following bound allows us to take an inductive approach:

Theorem 3.8. Let n ≥ 1. Assume f be the minimal polynomial of S =
{(ai, bi)}

n+1
i=1 ⊂ R>0 × R≥0 (0 < a1 < · · · < an+1), and Sn := {(ai, bi)}ni=1

has a minimal polynomial f0 ∈ R≥0[X ]. Furthermore, assume d(f0) = n and
f0 6= f . Let s := Sign(f0) and supp(⌊s⌋) = {d1 > · · · > dn}. (Note that
#supp(⌊s⌋) = d(f0).)

Define the (n+ 1)× n-matrix M and the (n+ 1)-dimensional vector b by

M :=






adn

1 · · · ad1
1

...
...

adn

n+1 · · · ad1

n+1




 and b :=






b1
...

bn+1




 .

For each j ∈ [n], let ∆j be the (n+1)×n-matrix obtained from M by replacing

the (n−j+1)-th column, which consists of a
dj

i , with b. For i ∈ [n+1], let ∆
(i)
j be

the (n×n)-matrix obtained by removing the i-th row of ∆j. Let D
(i)
j := det∆

(i)
j .

Then, for each odd j ∈ [n] and any i ∈ [n+ 1], D
(i)
j > 0. Furthermore, if k

is the least natural number satisfying k > d1 and

k ≥
log(nD

(i)
j /D

(n+1)
j )

log(an+1/ai)

for any odd j ∈ [n] and i ∈ [n], then we have deg(f) ≤ k.

13



Proof. Because f0 6= f , we have f0(an+1) < bn+1. Let

f0(X) = cd1X
d1 + · · ·+ cdn

Xdn.

Fix an odd j ∈ [n] and an arbitrary i ∈ [n+1]. First we prove D
(i)
j > 0. Let

Mi be the n×n-matrix obtained by removing the i-th row from the (n+1)×n-
matrix M . We observe that bl = f0(al) = cd1a

d1

l + · · ·+cdn
adn

l for l ∈ [n]. Using

elementary column operations on ∆
(i)
j and the multilinearity of the determinant,

we see that

D
(i)
j =







cdj
detMn+1 (i = n+ 1)

cdj
detMi +

(bn+1 − f0(an+1)) detMi,j (i ∈ [n]),

where Mi,j is the (n − 1) × (n − 1)-matrix obtained from Mi by deleting the
bottom row and the (n− j + 1)-th column. We get cdj

> 0 by Lemma 3.7. We
have detMi, detMi,j > 0 since they are minors of a Vandermonde matrix with

positive entries. Thus, we obtain D
(i)
j > 0.

Next, we show deg(f) ≤ k. By the minimality of f , it is enough to show
that there exists g ∈ R≥0[X ] interpolating S and satisfying deg(g) ≤ k.

We search g of the following form:

g =

n∑

i=1

αdi
Xdi + αkX

k.

We obtain g ∈ R[X ] interpolating S by solving the linear equation

Γ[αdn
, . . . , αd1 , αk]

t = b,

where ak :=
[
ak1 , . . . , a

k
n+1

]t
and Γ :=

[
M ak

]
. Hence, the remaining task is to

show that all αdi
and αk of the solution are nonnegative. We have det Γ > 0 since

it is a minor of a Vandermonde matrix of positive entries. By Cramer’s formula,
we obtain αdj

= Ej/ det Γ and αk = E′/ det Γ, where Ej := det
[
∆j ak

]
and

E′ := det[M b]. Hence, it suffices to prove Ej ≥ 0 for j ∈ [n] and E′ ≥ 0. By

reasoning similar to that for D
(i)
j above, we deduce that Ej > 0 for an even

j ∈ [n] and E′ > 0.
Now, consider odd j ∈ [n]. Taking a cofactor expansion, we get

Ej = D
(n+1)
j akn+1 +

n∑

i=1

(−1)n+1+iD
(i)
j aki

= D
(n+1)
j akn+1

(

1 +

n∑

i=1

(−1)n+1+i
D

(i)
j

D
(n+1)
j

(
ai

an+1

)k
)

.

By the definition of k, each of the n-terms in the sum is bounded by 1/n, and
hence the result follows.
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Remark 3.9. Note that the proof above and Theorem 2.18 imply Theorem 2.19.

Theorem 3.10. Let n ≥ 2, S = {(ai, bi)}ni=1 (0 < a1 < · · · < an, and ai, bi ∈ Q

for each i ∈ [n]), and assume f ∈ Q≥0[X ] is the minimal polynomial of S. Let
α, β, γ, µ, ν be the parameters as in Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.4, that is,
α = maxi ai = an, β = maxi bi = bn, γ = min{aj/ai | aj > ai}, µ is the least
common multiple of the denominators of ai’s and ν is that of bi’s. Then

deg(f) ≤ (n− 1)! logγ ((n+ 1)!βν)
(
logγ(αµ)

)n−2

Proof. First, note that βν ≥ 1 and αµ ≥ γ > 1, and therefore logγ(βν) ≥ 0 and
logγ(αµ) ≥ 1. Let Sm := {(ai, bi)}mi=1 for m ∈ [n], and let fm be the minimal
polynomial of Sm. Let

δm := (m− 1)! logγ ((m+ 1)!βν)
(
logγ(αµ)

)m−2
.

By induction on m ≥ 1, we prove

deg(fm) ≤ δm.

Then the case m = n gives the claim.
The base case when m = 1 is clear since deg(f1) ≤ 0. Assume the statement

holds for m and consider m+1. If fm+1 = fm, then the statement is immediate
from the induction hypothesis, so we focus on the case when fm+1 6= fm. We
use the notations in Theorem 3.8 applied to f = fm+1, S = Sm+1, f0 = fm,
Sn = Sm. Note that d1 there equals to deg(fm) in this context. It is enough to
show that

log
(

m
(

D
(i)
j /D

(m+1)
j

))

log(am+1/ai)
≤ δm+1 (3.1)

for any odd j ∈ [m] and arbitrary i ∈ [m].
Indeed, we observe

log γ ≤ log(am+1/ai).

Furthermore, expanding D
(i)
j to a sum of m!-many products of (m − 1) terms

of the form a
dj

i and one term of the form bl, we obtain

D
(i)
j ≤ m!αd1(m−1)β.

On the other hand, expandingD
(m+1)
j similarly asD

(i)
j above, we have (µd1(m−1)ν)D

(m+1)
j ∈

Z. Knowing D
(m+1)
j > 0, we have D

(m+1)
j ≥ (µd1(m−1)ν)−1. Thus, we can

bound the LHS of (3.1) as follows:

log
(

m
(

D
(i)
j /D

(m+1)
j

))

log(am+1/ai)
≤

log
(
m×m!αd1(m−1)β × µd1(m−1)ν

)

log γ

≤ logγ

(

(m+ 1)!(αµ)d1(m−1)βν
)

≤ d1(m− 1) logγ(αµ) + logγ ((m+ 1)!βν) .
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By induction hypothesis, d1 ≤ δm. Therefore, we can bound the last bound
further:

d1(m− 1) logγ(αµ) + logγ ((m+ 1)!βν)

≤(m− 1)! logγ ((m+ 1)!βν)
(
logγ(αµ)

)m−2
× (m− 1) logγ(αµ) + logγ ((m+ 1)!βν)

≤m!
(
logγ(αµ)

)m−1
logγ((m+ 1)!βν)

≤δm+1.

As for the second last inequality, note that logγ(αµ) ≥ 1 since aj/ai ≤ αµ.

For the discussion on whether the above degree upper bound is optimal or
not, see section 6.

As a quick application of Theorem 3.10, we consider the complexity of a
straightforward algorithm using linear programming to compute the minimal
polynomial f of given S: Algorithm 1. Such algorithms are ones of the earliest
in this field ([3], [10]).

Proposition 3.11. Algorithm 1 outputs the minimal polynomial f ∈ Q≥0[X ]
of S if it exists and “none” if there is none.

Proof. Clearly, Algorithm 1 returns “none” if there does not exist a minimal
polynomial of S.

Consider the case when S has a minimal polynomial f . Then there are
deg(f)-times of repetition of solving linear programming during lines 4-12, and
it finds deg(f) as d in line 7 since Theorem 2.13 (3) implies that deg(f) is the
minimum of degrees of CMPs interpolating S.

The latter line 13 finds an interpolating CMP g of degree d whose leading
coefficient attains the minimum, and actually g = f . Indeed, if g 6= f , then
f − g has a1, . . . , an as their roots. Since

SC(Sign(f − g)) ≤ d(f) ≤ n,

SC(Sign(f − g)) = n = d(f) by Descartes’ rule of signs. Hence, by Lemma 2.6
and deg(f) = deg(g), the leading coefficient of g is greater than that of f , which
is a contradiction.

Thus the algorithm outputs the minimal polynomial of S.

Remark 3.12. Note that the argument above, verifying that the output polyno-
mial is the minimal polynomial, also gives a proof of Theorem 2.18 (cf. [10]).

Theorem 3.13. Let U be the upper bound in Theorem 3.10. Let A = maxi sz(ai)
and B = maxi sz(bi). Algorithm 3 runs in poly(U)-time. In particular, it runs
in exp(n,A)poly(B)-time.

Proof. Algorithm 1 executes linear programming O(U)-times repeatedly. Each
time of the repetition during lines 4-12, the size of the input to the linear
programming is bounded above by

O(dA) × n(d+ 1) + nB ≤ poly(n,A,B, d).
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Linear programming can be solved in polynomial time, so the whole costs
poly(n,A,B, d)-time. The last optimization step 13 is another linear program-
ming, and this is solved in poly(n,A,B, d)-time by a similar reasoning.

Hence, the whole procedure takes at most poly(n,A,B, d) ≤ poly(U)-time
(note that poly(n,A,B) = O(U)).

In the case when S does not have a minimal polynomial, the algorithm
also runs in poly(U)-time (equivalent to the case when d = U above), and this
completes the analysis.

4 An order structure of sign sequences

In this section, we introduce a useful order structure on S+ which neatly ex-
presses our manipulation of polynomials in the algorithm presented in section
5.

We begin by considering the following subset of S+:

Definition 4.1. Set

S
◦
+ := {s ∈ S+ | d(s) = # supp(s)},

that is, for s ∈ S+, s ∈ S ◦
+ if and only if each li (i ∈ [k]) described in Proposi-

tion 2.7 is even.

Remark 4.2. We point out that {supp(s) | s ∈ S ◦
+} already appeared in [7,

Theorem 3] in the characterization of the set of vertices of a clam giving surface
hyperplanes. See the last part of §5 for the relation between [7] and our paper.

The following is immediate from the definitions:

Lemma 4.3. For s ∈ S+, the following hold:

(1) ⌊s⌋, ⌈s⌉ ∈ S ◦
+.

(2) d(s) = d(⌊s⌋) = d(⌈s⌉).

(3) s ∈ S ◦
+ ⇐⇒ ⌊s⌋ = ⌈s⌉ ⇐⇒ ⌊s⌋ = s = ⌈s⌉.

Now, we introduce an order ≺0 on S ◦
+:

Definition 4.4 (Order structure on S ◦
+). Let s, s′ ∈ S ◦

+, and write

supp(s) = {d1 > · · · > dm}, supp(s′) = {d′1 > · · · > d′m′}.

The order structure �0 on S
◦
+ is defined by

s �0 s′ :⇐⇒ m ≤ m′ & di ≤ d′i (i ∈ [m]).

Remark 4.5. By definition, for s, s′ ∈ S ◦
+, it follows that if s �0 s′, then

d(s) ≤ d(s′).
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The following is immediate:

Lemma 4.6. For s ∈ S+, ⌊s⌋ �0 ⌈s⌉.

Next, we extend the order on S ◦
+ to that of S+.

Definition 4.7 (Order structure on S+). The order structure � on S+ is
defined by

s � s′ :⇐⇒ s = s′ or (s 6= s′ & ⌈s⌉ �0 ⌊s
′⌋).

It is clear that (S+,�) is a poset extending (S ◦
+,�0) by Lemma 4.6.

Example 4.8.

0 ≺ + ≺ + + ≺ 0 + ≺ 0 + + ≺ 0 0 + .

For further examples, see the diagram below:

+ + + +
88

rr
OO dd ■■

+ + 0 +
99

rr
0 + + +

LL

+ + 0 + +
99

rr
OO ee ▲▲

0 + 0 +
OO

+ + 0 0 +
99

rr
0 + 0 + +

ee ▲▲

+ + 0 0 + +
OO

✣✣
✣
OO ee ▲▲

0 + 0 0 +
OO

0 + + + +
99

rr
OO dd ❍❍

0 + 0 0 + +
ee ▲▲

0 + + 0 +
99

rr
0 0 + + +

OO

0 + + 0 + +
99

rr
rr

OO ee ▲▲
0 0 + 0 +

OO

0 0 + 0 + +
ee ▲▲

0 0 + + + +
77

♦♦♦
♦ OO ff ▲▲▲

Above, we write s′ ← s if s′ ≺ s, and the elements of S ◦
+ are in framed boxes.

Lemma 4.9. For s, s′ ∈ S+, the following hold:

(1) ⌊s⌋ � s � ⌈s⌉.

(2) If s � s′, then ⌊s⌋ � ⌊s′⌋, ⌈s⌉ � ⌈s′⌉ and d(s) � d(s′).

Proof. ⌊s⌋ � s follows from ⌈⌊s⌋⌉ = ⌊s⌋ and s � ⌈s⌉ follows from ⌈s⌉ = ⌊⌈s⌉⌋.
Now let s ≺ s′. ⌊s⌋ � ⌊s′⌋ follows from ⌊s⌋ � ⌈s⌉ � ⌊s′⌋, and ⌈s⌉ � ⌈s′⌉ can

be shown similarly. d(s) � d(s′) also follows from

d(s) = d(⌈s⌉) � d(⌊s′⌋) = d(s′).

Here, we have used Remark 4.5 and Lemma 4.6.
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Lemma 4.10. (1) If s0 ≺ s1 ≺ s2 in S+, then ⌊s0⌋ ≺ ⌊s2⌋.

(2) (S+,≺) is well-founded.

(3) If s0 ≺ s1 ≺ s2 ≺ · · · (si ∈ S+), then limi→∞ deg(si) =∞.

(4) Let s1 ≺ · · · ≺ sl be a chain in S ◦
+, and #supp(sl) = n ≥ 2. Then

l ≤ n deg(sl).

Proof. We first consider (1). Indeed, ⌊s0⌋ � ⌈s0⌉ � ⌊s1⌋ � ⌈s1⌉ � ⌊s2⌋, hence,
if ⌊s0⌋ = ⌊s2⌋, then s0 = s1 ∈ S ◦

+. (2) follows immediately from (1) and the
fact that (S ◦

+,�0) is well-founded. (3) follows from (1) and the definition of
�0. We prove (4). For each s ∈ S ◦

+, let µ(s) :=
∑

d∈supp(s) d. Then we have

0 ≤ µ(s1) < · · · < µ(sl) < n deg(sl) by the definition of �0 and the assumption
n ≥ 2.

The remaining lemmas in this section are immediate consequences of the
definitions:

Lemma 4.11. Let s ∈ S ◦
+ and supp(s) = {d1 > · · · > dm}. Assume that

s′ ∈ S+ satisfies
{

supp(s′) ( supp(s),

supp(s) \ supp(s′) ⊆ {d2i | 1 ≤ 2i ≤ m}.

Then s′ /∈ S ◦
+ and ⌊s′⌋ = s. In particular, s ≺ s′ and d(s′) = d(s).

Definition 4.12. Let s ∈ S ◦
+. Put d = min{i | si = 0}. Define s+ by

supp(s+) = supp(s) ∪ {d}.

Lemma 4.13. Let s ∈ S ◦
+. Then s+ ∈ S ◦

+, s ≺ s+, and d(s+) = d(s) + 1.

Lemma 4.14. Let s ∈ S+ and supp(⌈s⌉+) = {d1 > · · · > dm}. Then d2i ∈
supp(s) for 2i ∈ [m].

5 An algorithm along �

[10] gave a linear-programming-free heuristics for finding a minimal polyno-
mial. However, as far as we see, there has not been a complete analysis of it,
and natural trials actually would be complicated.

Thus we take a different approach. In this section, we describe another
linear-programming-free algorithm for constructing the minimal polynomial of
given S = {(ai, bi)}ni=1 “along” the order �.

Although the resulting Algorithm 3 itself is of performance equivalent to
Algorithm 1 in the sense that they both run in exp(n,A)poly(B)-time, we think
it is worth mentioning since it reveals some new facts on the relation between
minimal polynomials (and interpolating CMPs) and may contribute to future
solutions to some open problems in section 6.

We begin with a subroutine “incrementing” interpolating CMPs.
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Proposition 5.1. For Algorithm 2, the system in line 6 has a solution, and
the algorithm outputs a CMP g.

Proof. That the system in line 6 has a solution follows from the optimality of
Descartes’ rule of signs.

Next, we show that g ∈ Q≥0[X ]. Consider h in line 7, and let τ := Sign(h).
By the argument above, h(ai) = 0 for i ∈ [m], and τdi

= (−1)i+1 for i ∈ [m+1].
Hence, we obtain f + th ∈ Q≥0[X ] by Lemma 3.7 and 4.14.

By the analysis of h above and the fact that t is the maximum scalar such
that f + th ∈ Q≥0[X ];

Corollary 5.2. For Algorithm 2, the following hold:

1. g(ai) = f(ai) for i ∈ [m].

2. Put s′ := Sign(g). The pair (s, s′) satisfies the assumption of Lemma 4.11.
In particular, Sign(f) � s ≺ s′,

d(s′) = d(s) = m+ 1, and #supp(s′) ≤ m.

3. g(a) > f(a) for a > am.

4. Sign((1 − u)f + ug) = s for 0 < u < 1.

Now, we can describe our algorithm:

Theorem 5.3. Algorithm 3 outputs the minimal polynomial f ∈ Q≥0[X ] of S
if it exists and “none” if there is none.

Proof. For each k ∈ [n], define Sk := {(ai, bi)}ki=1.
Inductively on k ∈ [n], we show the following:

• if Sk has a minimal polynomial h, then gk is the one.

• otherwise, the algorithm returns “none.”

The base case k = 1 is clear. Assume that k ≥ 2. If Sk−1 does not have a
minimal polynomial, then neither does Sk by Theorem 2.18, and the algorithm
returns “none” by induction hypothesis. Suppose Sk−1 has a minimal polyno-
mial, which is gk−1 by induction hypothesis, but Sk does not, then there are
two cases by Corollary 2.9 and Theorem 2.19:

• d(gk−1) < k − 1 and bk 6= gk−1(ak).

• d(gk−1) = k − 1 and bk < gk−1(ak).

Hence, the algorithm returns “none” by line 6.
Assume that Sk−1 has a minimal polynomial, which is gk−1, and that Sk

also has a minimal polynomial h. If d(gk−1) < k − 1, then gk−1 = h and
gk−1(ak) = bk by Corollary 2.9, and gk = gk−1 = h by line 4. If d(gk−1) = k−1,
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then we have bk ≥ gk−1(ak) by Theorem 2.19. The case when bk = gk−1(ak)
is similar to above. We consider the case bk > gk−1(ak). By Corollary 5.2, it
holds that:

Sign(gk,0) < Sign(gk,1) < · · · ,

d(gk,0) = k − 1, d(gk,i) = k, (i = 1, 2, . . .)

gk,0(ak) < gk,1(ak) < gk,2(ak) < · · · .

For the sake of contradiction, assume there is no critical i which ends the
while-loop in line 10. Since Sign(gk,i) < Sign(gk,i+1), we have deg(gk,i) → ∞
as i → ∞ by Lemma 4.10. Consider sufficiently large i such that deg(gk,i) >
deg(h). Then we have SC(gk,i − h) ≤ k − 1 by d(gk,i) ≤ k and Lemma 2.6.
Hence, by Descartes’ rule of signs, all the roots of gk,i − h are a1, . . . , ak−1,
which implies gk,i(ak) > h(ak) = bk, a contradiction. Thus the algorithm finds
a polynomial gk.

Lastly, d(gk) ≤ k by the definition of gk and Corollary 5.2.

In order to consider the time complexity of the two algorithms, we measure
the size of f as follows:

Definition 5.4. For f := c1X
d1 + · · ·+cnX

dn ∈ Q[X ], where ci 6= 0 for i ∈ [n],
set sz(f) :=

∑n
i=1 sz(ci).

Lemma 5.5. Algorithm 2 runs in poly(m, sz(f),
∑m

i=1 sz(ai), deg(f))-time. Note
that m is redundant since

∑m
i=1 sz(ai) ≥ m. We put it here for readability.

Proof. Each line of the algorithm refers a polynomial time (with respect to the
parameters above) function. Since there is no loop or iteration in Algorithm 2,
it runs in polynomial time.

Theorem 5.6. For Algorithm 3, let M be the maximum index such that SM =
{(ai, bi)}Mi=1 has a minimal polynomial gM . Let d := deg(gM ). Let A =
maxi sz(ai) and B = maxi sz(bi). Then Algorithm 3 runs in poly(n,A,B, d)-
time. In particular, it runs in exp(n,A)poly(B)-time.

Proof. The dominant part of the algorithm is the iteration started in line 2.
The number of iterations is at most n. Each iteration includes a loop started
in line 10. We have to be careful with line 11; the (i + 1)-th step recursively
calls the result of the i-th step, and also we need to bound the number of steps
before the end of a loop.

By Lemma 4.10 (1) and (4), the number of steps we need is at most O(dn).
Despite (at most) polynomially many recursive applications of a polynomial-

time algorithm, each sz(gk,i) can be bounded sufficiently; first, by the mono-
tonicity of Sign(gk,i) with respect to <, we have deg(gk,i) ≤ d. Further-
more, sz(gk,i) ≤ poly(n,A,B, d). Indeed, gk,i is a result of Algorithm 2, thus
# supp(gk,i) ≤ k − 1 by Corollary 5.2 (2). Hence, if

gk,i = c1X
d1 + · · ·+ clX

dl (d1 < · · · < dl, l ≤ k − 1),
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then the coefficients form the solution of the following system:






ad1
1 · · · adl

1
...

...

ad1

l · · · adl

l











c1
...
cl




 =






b1
...
bl




 .

Note that the coefficient matrix is a submatrix of a Vandermonde matrix, and
therefore non-singular.

Now, the complexity of Algorithm 3 follows from Lemma 5.5.
The last stated complexity follows from Theorem 3.10.

For {(ai, bi)}
n
i=1 as above, Bottema–Halpern–Moran constructed in [7] an

algorithm which tells whether there exists an interpolating CMP. We can de-
scribe the relation between our algorithm and the algorithm in [7] as follows:
In [7], they use the normalization an = bn = 1 and defined a clam Cn−1 ⊂ Rn−1

as the convex hull of the set

{(ain−1, . . . , a
i
1)}

∞
i=0.

Note that the order of coordinates adopted in [7] is opposite to ours. For n ∈ ω,
put

S+,n := {s ∈ S+ | d(s) = n}

S+,≤n := {s ∈ S+ | d(s) ≤ n}.

For s ∈ S+,≤n, let ∆
(n−1)
s ⊂ Rn−1 be an open simplex defined as the interior

of the convex hull of {(ain−1, . . . , a
i
1) | i ∈ supp(s)} in its affine hull. Then we

have a simplicial decomposition

Cn−1 =
∐

s∈S+,≤n

∆(n−1)
s .

Moreover, {∆
(n−1)
s | s ∈ S+,n−1} is precisely the set of surfaces of Cn−1.

In the algorithm in [7], they choose an initial surface at first, and move to
an adjacent surface one after another until they reach the surface intersecting
the line through (bn−1, ..., b2, b1) parallel to the axis for the last coordinate.
(Note that surfaces are only on the top or only on the bottom according to
the parity of n. See also [7] §2 and its Definition 5 for their treatment of TOP
and BOT.) One can see that the surface they finally reach corresponds to the
support of the minimal polynomial of {(ai, bi)}ni=2. Therefore, the algorithm in
[7] for {(ai, bi)}ni=1 ∪ {(a0, b0)} with 0 < a0 < a1 and 0 < b0 < b1 gives the
minimal polynomial of {(ai, bi)}ni=1.

Our algorithm involves varying s ∈ S+ one after another by Algorithm 2,
which corresponds to moving from one surface to another. Thus the algorithms
in [7] and in this paper are similar in some way. However, while the algorithm in
[7] determines the next surface by a greedy way, ours describes a more concrete
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form of the next surface. Our algorithm makes it clear that the path is along
the order in §4. In particular, it is clear from the construction that our method
only involves shifts of sign sequences to the right (e.g. a shift like + + 0 →
0++), while it is not clear in [7]. See also [7] §3 for their analysis on “adjacent
hyperplanes.”

Remark 5.7. In the algorithm in this paper, the next surface we are moving to
is not necessarily the adjacent one. We may skip some surfaces.

6 Open Problems

Theorem 3.10 is optimal in the following sense: there is a sequence Sk =
{(ak,i, bk,i)}

nk

i=1 such that:

• nk, Ak := maxnk

i=1 sz(ak,i), and Bk := maxnk

i=1 sz(bk,i) are all ≤ poly(k),

• Each Sk has a minimal polynomial fk with deg(fk) = 2k
Ω(1)

.

Indeed, if we set

nk := 2, (ak,1, bk,1) := (1, 1) and (ak,2, bk,2) := (1 + 2−k, 2),

then, by Example 2.17, each Sk has a minimal polynomial fk, and deg fk =
⌈log 2/ log(1 + 2−k)⌉ ≥ 2k−1.

However, we do not know whether the dependence of the upper bound above
on n is crucial or not:

Question 6.1. Is there an upper bound of deg(f) of the form 2poly(A)poly(B)
(independent from n)? Or, is there a sequence Sk = {(ak,i, bk,i)}

nk

i=1 satisfying
the following?: nk, Bk = kO(1), Ak = O(log(k)), and each Sk has a minimal

polynomial fk with deg(fk) = 2k
Ω(1)

.

Furthermore, the known algorithms require exponential time to decide whether
a given S has a minimal polynomial or not. Moreover, because of the exponen-
tial degree upper bound (Theorem 3.10), the binary representation of the degree
of a minimal polynomial is bounded by poly(n,A,B). Therefore, the following
are interesting:

Question 6.2. Is there an algorithm to decide whether a given S has a minimal
polynomial or not in poly(n,A,B)-time?

Question 6.3. Given S having a minimal polynomial, can we find the degree
of the minimal polynomial in poly(n,A,B)-time?
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Algorithm 1 Minimal Polynomial by Linear Programming

Input: n ≥ 1, S = {(ai, bi)}ni=1 ⊂ Q>0 ×Q≥0 with a1 < · · · < an.
Output: The minimal polynomial of S if it exists. Otherwise, “none.”
1: U ← the degree upper bound given in Theorem 3.10
2: q ← 1
3: r ← “not yet”
4: while r = “not yet” do

5: Solve the following linear programming:






a01 · · · aq1
...

a0n · · · aqn











x0

...
xq




 =






b1
...
bn




 ,

x0, . . . , xq ≥ 0.

6: if such [x0, . . . , xq]
t exists then

7: d← q
8: r← “found”
9: else if q = U then

10: return “none”
11: else ⊲ The case when q < U
12: q ← q + 1

13: minimize yd subject to:






a01 · · · ad1
...

a0n · · · adn











y0
...
yd




 =






b1
...
bn




 ,

y0, . . . , yd ≥ 0.

14: return ydX
d + · · ·+ y0X

0 ∈ Q≥0[X ]
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Algorithm 2 Increment

Input: f ∈ Q≥0[X ], m ≥ 1, and a1 < · · · < am ∈ Q>0 with d(f) = m,m+ 1.
Output: g ∈ Q≥0[X ] (see Corollary 5.2).
1: if d(f) = m then

2: s← ⌈Sign(f)⌉+.
3: else ⊲ The case when d(f) = m+ 1.
4: s← ⌈Sign(f)⌉.

5: {d1 > · · · > dm+1} ← supp(s) ⊲ Note that # supp(s) = m+ 1 in any case.
6: Find one [c1, . . . , cm+1]

t such that






ad1
1 · · · a

dm+1

1
...

...

ad1
m · · · a

dm+1
m











c1
...

cm+1




 = 0, c1 > 0.

7: h← c1X
d1 + · · ·+ cm+1X

dm+1

8: Let f = e1X
d1 + · · ·+ em+1X

dm+1.
9: ⊲ Note that supp(Sign(f)) ⊆ supp(s).

10: t← min
⌊(m+1)/2⌋
i=1 |e2i/c2i|

11: g ← f + th
12: return g

Algorithm 3 Find the minimal polynomial

Input: n ≥ 1, S = {(ai, bi)}ni=1 ⊂ Q>0 ×Q≥0 with a1 < · · · < an.
Output: The minimal polynomial of S if it exists. Otherwise, “none.”
1: g1 ← b1 ∈ Q≥0[X ]
2: for k = 2, . . . , n do

3: if bk = gk−1(ak) then
4: gk ← gk−1.
5: else if bk < gk−1(ak) or d(gk−1) < k − 1 then

6: return “none” ⊲ We stop the computation in this case.
7: else ⊲ The case when gk−1(ak) < bk and d(gk−1) = k − 1.
8: gk,0 ← gk−1

9: i← 0
10: while gk,i(ak) < bk do

11: gk,i+1 ← Increment(gk,i, k − 1, a1, . . . , ak−1)
12: i← i+ 1

13: t← (bk − gk,i−1(ak))/(gk,i(ak)− gk,i−1(ak))
14: gk ← (1− t)gk,i−1 + tgk,i

15: return gn
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