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Abstract

In the study of Hilbert schemes, the integer partition λ helps re-
searchers identify some geometric and combinatorial properties of the
scheme in question. To aid researchers in extracting such information
from a Hilbert polynomial, we describe an efficient algorithm which
can identify if p(x) ∈ Q[x] is a Hilbert polynomial and if so, recover
the integer partition λ associated with it.
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1 Introduction

The roots of this work can be traced back to the following theorem proved
by Macaulay.
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Theorem 1. [5] Let R = C[x0, ..., xn] and p(x) ∈ Q[x], there exists ide-
als in R with Hilbert polynomial p(x) iff p(x) can be written in the form
∑r

i=1

(
x+λi−i

λi−1

)
for some integer partition λ = (λ1, ..., λr) where n ≥ λ1 ≥

... ≥ λr ≥ 1.

From this work, other researchers have been able to identify the smooth-
ness of the associated Hilbert schemes as well as the sum of the Betti numbers
via λ [7, 3].

With the rich information embedded in λ as well as the advent of soft-
ware used for experimentation in algebraic geometry such as Macaulay2 [4]
we recognize the utility of having an algorithm for identifying if p(x) is a
Hilbert polynomial and if so, recover λ.

The outline of this paper is as follows. In section 2 we describe a naive re-
covery algorithm as well as its severe limitations. In section 3 we review some
ideas from discrete derivatives. Finally, in section 4, we employ the ideas in
section 3 to derive the efficient and robust algorithm briefly mentioned in [1]
and derive its worse case complexity.

2 Naive Algorithm

The naive algorithm is fairly simple to describe. That is, if the user provides
a polynomial p(x) ∈ Q[x] of degree n then the algorithm enumerates through
all possible λ such that λ1 = n+ 1 up to a certain size rmax which must also
be provided by the user. The algorithm determines if there is a match by
employing the polynomial interpolation theorem.

To define this algorithm, let’s begin by defining some subroutines for the
sake of simplicity.

• nonIncrSeqs(m,n) which returns the set of non-increasing sequences
of size m with allowed values 1, ..., n.

• generateDataPoints(p(x)) which generates the deg(p(x))+1 data points
of p(x) needed for comparing polynomials via polynomial interpolation.
Here, we will assume that our data points are {p(0), p(1), p(2), ..., p(deg(p(x)))}.

• compare(λ, pdata) which compares the deg(p(x)) + 1 data points pdata
of p(x) to the data points generated by Hilbert polynomial constructed
from λ and returns true if they match and false otherwise.
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With these definitions in mind, we define the naive algorithm as follows.

Algorithm 1: Naive Recovery Algorithm

Input: p(x) ∈ Q[x].
Input: rmax: maximum size of λ to search for.
Output: λ: if p(x) is a Hilbert polynomial with λ of size ≤ rmax.
n← deg(p(x));
λinit ← (n + 1);
pdata ← computeDataPoints(p(x));
if compare(λinit, pdata) then

return λinit;
end

for j = 1 : rmax − 1 do

for s ∈ nonIncrSeqs(j, n+ 1) do
λ← (λinit, s);
if compare(λ, pdata) then

return λ;
end

end

end

Now let’s draw our attention to some key takeaways of Algorithm 1. First
note that we must maintain that the first element in λ must be deg(p(x))+1
since the degree of

(
x+λ−i

λ−1

)
is λ − 1 and ensures we minimize the set of re-

dundant searches.
From here, let’s bring up some glaring set backs of the algorithm. First,

note that the algorithm doesn’t precisely tell you if p(x) is a Hilbert polyno-
mial or not, it simply informs you if p(x) is a Hilbert polynomial up to an
upper bound for the size of λ. This upper bound is necessary since if p(x) is
not a Hilbert polynomial and an upper bound is not in place then Algorithm
1 will not terminate.

Now let’s derive the complexity of the algorithm. First, we will let
Ob(n, k) be the complexity of computing the binomial coefficient

(
n

k

)
. This

convention will be employed here since the computation of the binomial co-
efficients can be done directly or via the memoization of pascals triangle
depending on memory considerations.

Next, let’s determine the complexities of compare and nonIncrSeqs indi-

vidually. The complexity of compare(λ, pdata) isO
(
∑deg(p(x))

x=0

∑r=|λ|
i=1 Ob (x+ λi − i, λi − 1)

)
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since for each data point x ∈ {0, 1, ..., deg(p(x))} we must compute
∑r=|λ|

i=1

(
x+λi−i

λi−1

)
.

Next, to determine the complexity of nonIncrSeqs(m,n) it is important
to note that the problem of computing non-increasing sequences can be re-
framed as the problem of determining all possible non-integer solutions to
x1 + ...+ xn = m or the weak composition of m into n parts where xℓ is the
number of times ℓ occurs in the non-increasing sequence. The complexity of
generating all such weak compositions is O

(
m ·

(
n+m+1

m

))
[6].

With the complexities of our subroutines determined, we can now deter-
mine the complexity of Algorithm 1. The complexity of nonIncrSeqs(j, n+1)

isO
(

j ·
(
n+j+2

j

))

and considering this along with the complexity of compare(λ, pdata)

and the fact that |λ| = j+1 in the inner loop this tells us that the complexity

of the inner loop isO
(

j ·
(
deg(p(x))+j+2

j

)
·
∑deg(p(x))

x=0

∑j+1
i=1 Ob (x+ λi − i, λi − 1)

)

.

Finally, since the outer loop iterates from 1 to rmax−1 then we can conclude
that the complexity of the whole algorithm is

O





rmax−1∑

j=1



j ·

(
deg(p(x)) + j + 2

j

)

·

deg(p(x))
∑

x=0

j+1
∑

i=1

Ob (x+ λi − i, λi − 1)







 .

Overall, this leaves more to be desired in terms of efficiency. The study
of discrete derivatives will subsequently come to our aid in addressing this.

3 Discrete Derivatives

Let k be a field containing Q, so that N ⊆ k. Then let S = kN be the
ring of sequences (f(0), f(1), f(2), ...) with entries in k where f : N −→ k,
and addition and subtraction are defined entry-wise. A polynomial f ∈ k[x]
defines a function k → k and by restriction f |N : N −→ k. For f ∈ S, we
define the k-linear operator ∆ : S −→ S which we refer to as the discrete
derivative:

(∆f)(x) = f(x+ 1)− f(x)

with zero entries filled in as appropriate. For example, if f = (18, 2, 8, 2, 11, ...),
then

∆f = (−16, 6,−6, 9, ...)

Before moving on, it is important to note that we refer to a sequence
f ∈ S as a polynomial of degree d if there is a (necessarily unique) polynomial
f̂ ∈ k[x] such that f = f̂ |N.
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Theorem 2. Let f ∈ S be a sequence.

1. ∆f = 0 iff f is a constant sequence. Thus, ∆f = ∆g iff g = f + c,
where c is a constant sequence.

2. If f is a polynomial of degree d > 0, then ∆f is a polynomial of degree
d− 1.

3. Let c be a constant sequence. For any n > 0, there is a polynomial g
of degree n such that c = ∆ng.

4. ∆nf = 0 iff f is a polynomial of degree < n.

Proof.

1. ( =⇒ ) Suppose that ∆f = 0 and let’s assume that f is not a constant
sequence. That is, there exists an x such that f(x + 1) − f(x) 6= 0
which is a contradiction.
( ⇐= ) Suppose that f is a constant sequence. This means that for
every x, f(x+ 1)− f(x) = 0 =⇒ ∆f = 0.
Furthermore, since ∆ is k-linear, ∆f = ∆g means that ∆f − ∆g =
∆(f − g) = 0 iff f − g = c for some constant c.

2. Let f be a polynomial of degree d > 0, say obtained by the restriction
of a0x

d + a1x
d−1 + ... for a0 6= 0. We can the compute the following.

(∆f)(x) = f(x+ 1)− f(x)

= a0(x+ 1)d + a1(x+ 1)d−1 − a0x
d − a1x

d−1 + [lower degree terms]

= a0(x
d + dxd−1) + a1x

d−1 − a0x
d − a1x

d−1 + [lower degree terms]

= a0dx
d−1 + [lower degree terms]

3. Let g0 be the sequence described by g0 = xn. Be repeated application of
(2), ∆ng0 is a constant sequence a (In fact, a = n!). Let g(x) = c

a
g0(x)

and we can see by k-linearity that ∆ng = c.

4. ( =⇒ ) Suppose that ∆nf = 0 and let’s assume that f is a polynomial of
degree d ≥ n. By repeated application of (2) this implies that ∆df = c

for some non-zero constant c which is a contradiction.
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( ⇐= ) Suppose that f is a polynomial of degree d < n. Then by
repeated application of (2) we have that ∆df = c for some non-zero
constant c and by (1) we have that ∆d+1f = 0. Further, since d+1 ≤ n

and ∆0 = 0 we have our desired result.

With these foundational concepts in mind, let’s move onto the binomial
sequences which we will find have some useful properties.

For each d ≥ 0, define the dth binomial sequence Bd by

Bd(x) =
x(x− 1)...(x− (d− 1))

d!
=

(
x

d

)

∈ k[x] ⊆ S.

By convention, B0 is the constant sequence equal to 1, and note that
B1(x) = x. We may write

Bd =



0, ..., 0
︸ ︷︷ ︸

d times

,

(
d

d

)

,

(
d+ 1

d

)

,

(
d+ 2

d

)

,

(
d+ 3

d

)

, ...



 .

For example,

B2 =

(

0, 0,

(
2

2

)

,

(
3

2

)(
4

2

)

,

(
5

2

)

, ...

)

.

Next, so that we can swiftly cite it later on, we will remind the reader of
the following well known theorem.

Theorem 3. The binomial sequences are integer valued: Bd(Z) ⊆ Z.

In addition to this, we will find that the following theorem will also pro-
vide invaluable utility when deriving the superior algorithm.

Theorem 4. ∆Bd(x) = Bd−1(x)

Proof. This can trivially be shown using Pascals rule.

∆Bd(x) =

(
x+ 1

d

)

−

(
x

d

)

=

(
x

d− 1

)

= Bd−1(x)
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4 Discrete Derivative Algorithm

Now that we have the necessary mechanisms in place from Section 3, let’s
derive the superior algorithm. First, let’s repackage the integer partition into
the following form (which has been employed in other literature as well [7]).

λ = (λr1
1 , λ

r2
2 , ..., λre

e )

= (λ1, λ1, ..., λ1
︸ ︷︷ ︸

r1 times

, λ2, λ2, ..., λ2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

r2 times

, ..., λe, λe, ..., λe
︸ ︷︷ ︸

re times

)

Where λ1 > λ2 > ... > λe and the size of λ is r = r1 + r2 + ... + re.
With this new notation, we can now say that if h(x) is a Hilbert polyno-

mial then

h(x) =

r1∑

i=1

(
x+ λ1 − i

λ1 − 1

)

+

r1+r2∑

i=r1+1

(
x+ λ2 − i

λ2 − 1

)

+ ...+
r∑

i=r−re+1

(
x+ λe − i

λe − 1

)

.

From here, the general idea of the superior algorithm is fairly straightfor-
ward. If we consider the sequence h ∈ S generated by h(x) then by Theorem
4 and k-linearity we know that ∆λ1−1h = r1. With this in mind, we count
how many times (λ∗) we apply ∆ until we are left with a constant sequence
r and subtract the contribution

∑r

i=1

(
x+λ∗−i

λ∗−1

)
leaving us with a new polyno-

mial sequence in which we apply the same procedure. In practice however, if
the user provides a polynomial p(x) with degree n then we begin by allocating
a vector of length n + 1 with values {p(0), p(1), p(2), ..., p(n)} and we know
that the sequence after an arbitrary number of discrete derivatives will have
a unique polynomial associated with it due to the polynomial interpolation
theorem and Theorem 2(2).

With the above framework in place, let’s begin in formalizing the superior
algorithm by defining some subroutines. First, we define the trivial method
notConstant(p, end) which returns true if the sequence {p(0), p(1), ..., p(end)}
is constant (or of size 1) and false otherwise. Next, we shall define the
reduce(p) which applies ∆ to the polynomial sequence p until we are left
with a non-zero constant sequence.
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Algorithm 2: reduce(p, n)

Input: p: Polynomial sequence.
Input: n: size(p) − 1.
Output: m: The minimum number of times ∆ must be applied to p

so that ∆mp = c for some constant c.
Output: c: The value of the constant sequence ∆mp = c.
counter ← 0;
end← n;
while notConstant(p, end) do

for i = 0 : end− 1 do

p(x)← p(x+ 1)− p(x);
end

counter ← counter + 1;
end← end− 1;

end

return (counter, p(0));

For the sake of addressing some potential concerns it is important to note
that if the user passes in a polynomial sequence p, a positive integer n and n

is the degree of p then the above routine will exit after notConstant checks a
sequence of size 1 due to repeated application of Theorem 2(2). By the same
argument, in cases where deg(p) < n we know that the robustness of the
algorithm is also not affected with the only difference being that the reduce

method will return after the notConstant routine checks a sequence of size
greater than 1. In fact, we will later find that in the context of the superior
recovery algorithm, these are the only possible use cases.

Next, we define the method subtract(p, n, λ, start, end) which for x ∈
{0, 1, ..., n} subtracts

∑end

i=start

(
x+λ−i

λ−1

)
from p(x) and returns the resulting se-

quence.
Finally, let’s define the method isIntegerSeq(p) simply as the method

which returns true if all the elements in the sequence are in Z and re-
turns false otherwise. In the final formalization of the superior algorithm,
isIntegerSeq along with one other check will be used to verify that the poly-
nomial provided by the user is in fact a Hilbert polynomial. With all the
subroutines in place, let’s define the superior recovery routine.
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Algorithm 3: Discrete Derivative Recovery Algorithm

Input: p(x) ∈ Q[x]
Output: λ if p(x) is a Hilbert polynomial and false otherwise.
n← deg(p(x));
p← {p(0), p(1), ..., p(n)};
λ← ();
s← 1;
e← 0;
if isIntegerSeq(p) == false then

return false;
end

while p 6= ~0 do

p∗ ← p;
(m, r)← reduce(p∗, n);
if r < 0 then

return false;
end

λ← (λ, (m+ 1)r);
e← s+ r − 1;
p← subtract(p, n,m+ 1, s, e);
s← s+ r;

end

return λ;

Now that the algorithm has been defined, let’s address some potential
questions regarding the algorithm. First, let’s address the first “if” state-
ment in the algorithm. This check addresses two concerns. The first be-
ing that by Theorem 3 it must be the case that if p(x) is a Hilbert poly-
nomial then ∀x ∈ Z, p(x) ∈ Z. Furthermore, simply checking the values
{p(0), p(1), ..., p(deg(p(x)))} is sufficient enough due to the following theo-
rem.

Theorem 5. [2] A degree n polynomial with rational coefficients is integer-
valued iff it takes integer values on n+ 1 consecutive integer values.

In addition to the previously mentioned concern, the first “if” statements
also addresses ideas surrounding the following theorem.
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Theorem 6. Let (m, r) = reduce(p, n) where p is an polynomial sequence
with values in Q. If r ∈ Q\Z then at least one of the values in {p(0), ..., p(n)}
must be in Q\Z.

Proof. Suppose that r ∈ Q\Z and let’s assume that all the values in {p(0), ..., p(n)}
are in Z then since Z is a subring of Q, and reduce generates r by simply
subtracting elements in p from other elements in p then r ∈ Z which is a
contradiction.

The importance of this theorem is realized when we note that the leading
coefficient of a Hilbert polynomial h(x) is r

(λi−1)!
for some positive integer

r and by the observations in the proof of Theorem 2(3) we know that the
second value in the tuple returned by the reduce(h, n) method is r. It is
also important to note that checking if p is all integers is only needed in the
beginning of the algorithm since if that is the case then p will remain integer
valued due to the subtract method only subtracting integer contributions
from p.

Moreover, the check for r < 0 in the “if” statement inside the “while” loop
is needed since as we mentioned earlier, the leading coefficient of a Hilbert
polynomial must be a positive integer multiple of 1

(λ1−1)!
.

Next, let’s analyze the complexity of this algorithm by first noting that
we cannot derive the average case complexity since we must concede to the
fact that the distribution of Hilbert polynomials in Q[x] is not precisely
known. However, we can derive the worst case complexity. This occurs when
p(x) is a Hilbert polynomial and the λ which generates it is ((deg(p(x)) +
1)r1, (deg(p(x)))r2 , (deg(p(x))− 1)r3 , (deg(p(x))− 2)r4, ..., 1rdeg(p(x))+1). To de-
rive the worst case complexity, we begin by noting that the complexity of
reduce(p∗, n) isO(deg(p∗)2). Furthermore, the complexity of subtract(p, n,m+
1, j, r) is

∑n

x=0

∑r

i=j Ob(x+m+1−i,m+1−1) =
∑n

x=0

∑r

i=j Ob(x+m+1−
i,m). Next, in the context of the worst case λ, we can rewrite the “while”
loop as a “for” loop from k = deg(p(x)) + 1 down to k = 1. In considering
this, within a single iteration, the complexity of reduce(p∗, n) becomes O(k2)
and the complexity of subtract(p, n,m+1, j, r) is what we derived above but
m+1 is exchanged for k and r is exchanged for rdeg(p(x))+1−k+1 = rdeg(p(x))+2−k.
All in all, the worst case complexity of this algorithm is

O





deg(p(x))+1
∑

k=1

[

O(k2) +
n∑

x=0

rdeg(p(x))+2−k
∑

i=j

Ob(x+ k − i, k − 1)

]

 .
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When comparing the above expression to the complexity of the naive algo-
rithm, it is important to remark that ri is not known a priori. However,
provided that the user inputs a large enough rmax to recover λ, the naive al-
gorithm has to compute the binomial coefficients associated with the correct
λ as well as all candidate λ, whereas the discrete derivative algorithm only
computes the binomial coefficients associated with the correct λ.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we began by considering a fairly basic and naive λ recovery
algorithm which we found had some very harsh limitations. From there, we
reviewed the topic of polynomial sequences, discrete derivatives, and some
useful properties of binomial sequences. Finally, by utilizing discrete deriva-
tives, we then devised a robust algorithm whose worst case complexity is a
considerable improvement over the complexity of the naive algorithm.

References

[1] Alberelli, D., and Lella, P. Strongly stable ideals and Hilbert
polynomials. J. Softw. Algebra Geom. 9 (2019), 1–9.

[2] Cahen, P.-J., and Chabert, J.-L. What You Should Know About
Integer-Valued Polynomials. The American Mathematical Monthly 123,
4 (2016), 311–337.

[3] Donato, J., Lewis, M., Ryan, T., Udrenas, F., and Zhang, Z.

The Sum of the Betti Numbers of Smooth Hilbert Schemes. Journal of
Algebraic Combinatorics 55, 2 (Mar 2022), 393–411.

[4] Grayson, D. R., and Stillman, M. E. Macaulay2, a Soft-
ware System for Research in Algebraic Geometry. Available at
http://www.math.uiuc.edu/Macaulay2/.

[5] Macaulay, F. S. Some Properties of Enumeration in the Theory of
Modular Systems. Proc. London Math. Soc. (2) 26 (1927), 531–555.

[6] Page, D. R. Generalized Algorithm for Restricted Weak Composition
Generation. Journal of Mathematical Modelling and Algorithms in Oper-
ations Research 12, 4 (Dec 2013), 345–372.

11

http://www.math.uiuc.edu/Macaulay2/


[7] Skjelnes, R., and Smith, G. G. Smooth Hilbert Schemes: Their
Classification and Geometry. Journal für die reine und angewandte Math-
ematik (Crelles Journal) 2023, 794 (2023), 281–305.

12


	Introduction
	Naive Algorithm
	Discrete Derivatives
	Discrete Derivative Algorithm
	Conclusions

