
ON THE EXTENSION FOR TOEPLITZ MATRICES OF CERTAIN
MARKOV INEQUALITIES

K. CASTILLO AND A. SUZUKI

Abstract. Starting from a doubly infinite sequence of complex numbers, the
aim of this paper is to extend certain Markov inequalities for the determinant
of Hankel matrices and the zeros of the corresponding orthogonal polynomials
on the real line (A. Markov in Notes of the Imperial Academy of Sciences, St.
Petersburg, 74 (Appendix nº2) (1894) 1-30. English translation, by J. Shohat,
Duke Math. J. 7 (1940), 85-96) to the Toeplitz case, where the central role is
played by CD kernels and paraorthogonal polynomials on the unit circle. In
particular, we consider the case in which the starting sequence is a two-sided
Pólya frequency sequence.

1. Introduction

Given an infinite sequence of real numbers (aj)j∈N, define the (n+1)-by-(n+1)
Hankel matrices

An+1 = (aj+k−2)
n+1
j,k=1.

Denote by A(j,k) the submatrix of a matrix A obtained by deleting the row j and
the column k. In order to guarantee the existence of a solution of the Stieltjes
moment problem, i.e., that the numbers aj may be represented as

aj =

∫ ∞

0

xj dµ(x),

for some nontrivial Borel measure µ on R, it is necessary and sufficient that the
matrices An+1 and their n-by-n submatrices

A
(n+1,1)
n+1 = (aj+k−1)

n
j,k=1,

be positive definite for all n ∈ N. (Recall that a matrix is called positive definite if
it is Hermitian and its leading principal minors, including the determinant of the
matrix itself, are positive.) In addition, the matrices An+1 and A

(n+1,1)
n+1 are positive

definite1 if and only if An+1 is totally positive. (Recall that a totally positive matrix
is one in which all the minors are positive definite.) From the above, the interested
reader can easily prove that the matrices An+1 and A

(n+1,1)
n+1 are positive definite
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2 K. CASTILLO AND A. SUZUKI

if and only if there exists a (unique) sequence of monic orthogonal polynomials on
the real line (OPRL) with respect to µ, say (Pj)j∈N, given by

P0 = 1, Pn+1(x) =
1

detAn+1
det



a0 a1 a2 · · · an+1

a1 a2 a3 · · · an+2

...
...

...
. . .

...

an an+1 an+2 · · · a2n+1

1 x x2 . . . xn+1


,

whose zeros are all positive.
The above results, and others, were proven, using the analytic theory of con-

tinued fractions, in two articles published in 1894 by two of the most prominent
mathematicians of the 19th century (see [17] and [29]): Markov and Stieltjes. Stielt-
jes’ work is his celebrated memoir “Recherches sur les fractions continues”, which
contains our modern “Stieltjes integral” and also gave rise to the terminology “Prob-
lem of Moments”, whose first systematic treatment appears in works of Chebyshev,
Markov and Stieltjes himself, and, later, Hamburger, Nevanlinna, Riesz, Hausdorff,
Carleman, and Stone. However, as far as we know, Markov’s work2 never went
beyond his own results3. His work, written in Russian, only began to appear in
literature after being translated into English by Shohat in 1940. In fact, Markov’s
theorems appear in the monographs on the problem of moments by Shohat and
Tamarkin (see [22, p. 114]) and by Krein and Nudel’man (see [15, pp. 210-211, p.
224]), and in the classical book on matrix theory by Gantmacher (see [9, Chapter
XV]). The definitive recognition came in 1987, when Kolmogorov and Yushkevich
collected Markov’s results in their “Mathematics of the 19th Century” (see [14, p.
52]).

Assume that one element of the sequence (aj)j∈N is a continuously differentiable
real valued function, say ak = ak(t), depending on a parameter t varying in a real
open interval. Suppose also that An+1 = An+1(t) and A

(n+2,1)
n+2 = A

(n+2,1)
n+2 (t) are

positive definite for all t (i.e., the zeros of the corresponding OPRL are all positive),
and

(−1)k
dak
dt

(t) < 0.

Roughly speaking, under these hypotheses, Markov proved in [17], as he himself
wrote, “two remarkable theorems”4 (see [17, p. 21]) regarding the monotonicity of
the zeros (xj(t))

n+1
j=1 of Pn+1 = Pn+1(·; t) and the determinants detAn+1(t):

dxj

dt
(t) > 0,

d detAn+1

dt
(t) < 0.

2Read at the meeting of the Physics and Mathematics Department on October 13, 1893. The
article was printed in March 1894 and at the time was sold for 40 kopecks. On April 1, 1894, the
United States Treasury valuation of the ruble was 37.2 cents. There are 100 kopecks in a ruble.

3In his work, implicitly, Markov proved that An+1 and A(n+1,1) are positive definite if and
only if An+1 is totally positive. Note, for instance, that the proof that appears in [19, Theorem
4.4] is essentially given by Markov in [17, pp. 18-20].

4две замечательные теоремы.
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These results are directly related to the sign of the coefficients of certain real poly-
nomials obtained from the OPRL ([17, pp. 15-16]). This is the technical reason
why Markov (implicitly) considered OPRL with only positive zeros, which easily
allowed to control the sign of their coefficients after having factored xj(t). While
all the above is “easy” for real polynomials with real zeros, it can be a much more
delicate question if we are dealing with complex polynomials. The aim of this paper
is to extend as far as possible the above Markov results to doubly infinite sequences
of complex numbers and the corresponding Toeplitz matrices. In this context, the
orthogonal polynomials will be “replaced” by the CD kernels and paraorthogonal
polynomials on the unit circle (POPUC), which once again reaffirms that these
polynomials are the correct analogue of the OPRL. In particular, we consider the
case in which the starting sequence is a two-sided Pólya frequency sequence. It is
worth pointing out that POPUC have received significant attention over the last
years (see for instance [30, 3, 13, 27, 26, 23, 24, 7, 18, 5, 6] and references therein)
and, of course, Pólya frequency sequences and Toeplitz matrices appear in quite
a large number of applications. Section 2 contains our the main results and some
corollaries. In Section 3 we prove the theorems of Section 2.

2. Basic definitions and main results

Denote by S1r(c) the boundary of the open disk Dr(c) of radius r > 0 with
center c. Since the unit disk with center at the origin plays a distinguished role,
we use the notation D = D1(0) and S1 = S11(0). Let us introduce the notation
Cr(c) = Dr(c) ∩ S1, Ir(c) = Dr(c) ∩ R, and S1∓ = {z ∈ S1 : ℜ(z) ≶ 0}. A (doubly
infinite) sequence (cj)j∈Z of complex numbers is called a two-sided Pólya frequency
sequence if the four-way infinite matrix

. . .
...

...
...

...
...

...
... . .

.

· · · c2 c1 c0 c−1 c−2 c−3 c−4 · · ·

· · · c3 c2 c1 c0 c−1 c−2 c−3 · · ·

· · · c4 c3 c2 c1 c0 c−1 c−2 · · ·

. .
. ...

...
...

...
...

...
...

. . .


is totally positive (see, for instance, [8, Definition 1] and [12, Chapter 8]). Define
the sequence of (monic) orthogonal polynomials on the unit circle (OPUC) from an
arbitrary sequence of complex numbers (cj)j∈Z as follows:

Q0 = 1, Qn(z) =
1

detCn
det



c0 c1 c2 · · · cn

c1 c0 c1 · · · cn−1

...
...

...
. . .

...

cn−1 cn−2 cn−3 · · · c1

1 z z2 . . . zn


,(1)

where Cn = (cl−j)
n
j,l=1, cj = c−j , with detCn > 0. Define the normalized OPUC

by qn(z) = κn z
n + · · · , where κn = ∥Qn∥−1. Of course, here and subsequently,
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whenever we consider a sequence of OPUC, we are implicitly assuming that Cn+1

is positive definite for all n ∈ N. The CD kernel is defined (see [28, (2.13.1)]) for
w, z ∈ C by

Kn(w, z) =

n∑
j=0

qj(w)qj(z).(2)

Recall that a monic POPUC of degree n+1 is defined from a sequence of complex
numbers (cj)j∈Z as follows (see [28, p. 115]):

Pn+1(z, b) = Pn+1(z) = zQn(z)− bQ∗
n(z), b ∈ S1,(3)

where Q∗
n(z) = zn Qn(1/z). Recall that a Hurwitz polynomial is a polynomial

whose zeros are located in the open left half-plane (see [9, p. 195]).
The next theorem is the analogue of Markov’s result for determinants of Hankel

matrices.

Theorem 2.1. Fix k ∈ Z and let ck = ck(t) be a continuously differentiable com-
plex valued function depending on a parameter t varying in a real open interval
containing the origin. Let (cj)j∈Z,j ̸=±k be a sequence of complex numbers. Define,
from the elements of the sequence (cj)j∈Z, the (n+1)-by-(n+1) parametric Toeplitz
matrix

Cn+1(t) = (cl−j)
n+1
j,l=1, cj = c−j .

If (cj)j∈Z is a two-sided Pólya frequency sequence for all t, then detCn+1(t) is a
strictly increasing function of t, provided that (−1)kck(t) is a strictly increasing
function of t.

When (cj)j∈Z is not a two-sided Pólya frequency sequence, the conclusion of
Theorem 2.1 remains valid whenever a certain CD kernel is a Hurwitz polynomial.

Theorem 2.2. Assume the hypotheses and notation of Theorem 2.1 with all the
elements of the sequence (cj)j∈Z taking real values. If the CD kernel Kn(1,−z) =
Kn(1,−z; t) is a Hurwitz polynomial for all t, then detCn+1(t) is a strictly in-
creasing function of t, provided that (−1)kck(t) is a strictly increasing function of
t.

The next theorem is much more general that Markov’s result for zeros of OPRL.

Theorem 2.3. Assume the hypotheses and notation of Theorem 2.1. Let Pn+1(z, b) =
Pn+1(z, b; t) = Pn+1(z; t) be defined as in (3) with Qn(z) = Qn(z; t) and b = b(t) ∈
S1 for all t. Let Kn(w, z) = Kn(w, z; t) be defined as in (2) for all t. Assume that
b(t) is a continuously differentiable complex valued function. If Pn+1(ζ0; 0) = 0,
then there exist ϵ > 0 and δ > 0, and a unique function, ζ : Iϵ(0) → Cδ(ζ0), differ-
entiable on Iϵ(0), with ζ(0) = ζ0, and such that Pn+1(ζ(t); t) = 0 for each t ∈ Iϵ(0).
Set ζ(t) = eiφ(t) for all t. If Pn+1(e

iφ(t); t) = Pn+1(e
−iφ(t); t) = 0 for each t ∈ Iϵ(0),

then

sgn

(
dφ

dt
(t)

)
= − sgn(ℑ(eiφ(t))) sgn

(
ℜ
(
bk(t)

dck
dt

(t)

))
,
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where

bk(t) = −
∫

e−ikθ

sin

(
θ − φ(t)

2

)
sin

(
θ + φ(t)

2

) ∣∣∣Kn(e
iφ(t), eiθ; t)

∣∣∣2 dθ

2π

= − eiφ(t)

Q2
n(e

iφ(t); t)

∫
e−ikθKn(e

iφ(t), eiθ; t)Kn(e
iθ, e−iφ(t); t)

dθ

2π
.

Furthermore, under the assumption Pn+1(e
−iφ(t); t) = 0 replaced by Pn+1(e

iθ0 ; t) =
0,

sgn

(
dφ

dt
(t)

)
= sgn

(
ℜ
(
bk(t)

dck
dt

(t)

))
,

where

bk(t) = − i e−iθ0(eiφ(t) − eiθ0)

Qn(eiθ0 ; t)Qn(eiφ(t); t)

∫
e−ikθKn(e

iφ(t), eiθ; t)Kn(e
iθ, eiθ0 ; t)

dθ

2π
.

Depending on the location of the zeros of the corresponding POPUC, we can
give more concrete results on zeros of POPUC from the previous theorem. Below
we consider a series of examples in the form of corollaries.

Corollary 2.1. Assume the hypotheses and notation of Theorem 2.3 with all the
elements of the sequence (cj)j∈Z taking real values and b = 1. If the CD ker-
nel Kn(1,−z) = Kn(1,−z; t) is a Hurwitz polynomial for all t, then ζ(t) moves
clockwise (respectively, counterclockwise) along S1+ as t increases on Iϵ(0) provided
ℑ(ζ0) > 0 (respectively, ℑ(ζ0) < 0) and (−1)kck(t) is a strictly decreasing function
of t.

Proof. By [28, Proposition 2.14.3 (iii)], the zeros of Pn+1(·, 1; t) = Pn+1(·; t) are
1 plus the zeros of Kn(1, ·; t). Since all the zeros of Pn+1(·; t) are on S1 (see [28,
Theorem 2.14.4]), they are indeed on S1+. By hypothesis, all the coefficients of
Pn+1(·; t) are real, and so its nonreal zeros can be arranged in conjugate pairs.
Assume that ℑ(ζ0) ̸= 0 and write

R(z; t) =
Pn+1(z; t)

(z − ζ(t))(z − ζ(t))
=

n−1∑
j=0

fj(t)z
j .(4)

By hypothesis, (−1)n−1R(−z; t) is a monic Hurwitz polynomial, and so its coeffi-
cients are all positive (see [21, Definition 11.4.1 and Proposition 11.4.2]). (Since
the zeros of Pn+1(·; t) are simple (see [28, Theorem 2.14.4]) and lie on S1+, and
(−1)n−1R(−z; t) is a monic Hurwitz polynomial, we must have n even.) Hence

sgn (fj(t)) = (−1)j+1.
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Note that

∣∣R(eiθ; t)
∣∣2 =

n−1∑
j=0

fj(t)e
ijθ

n−1∑
j=0

fj(t)e
−ijθ



=

n−1∑
j=0

fj(t)e
ijθ

 0∑
j=−n+1

f−j(t)e
ijθ

 =

n−1∑
j=−n+1

gj(t)e
ijθ

where
gj(t) =

∑
0≤j1, j2≤n−1

j1−j2=j

fj1(t)fj2(t).

Since sgn (fj1(t)fj2(t)) = (−1)j1+1(−1)j2+1 = (−1)j , we obtain sgn (gj(t)) = (−1)j .
Write

n∑
j=−n

dj(t)e
ijθ = (e−iθ − 2ℜ(ζ(t)) + eiθ)

∣∣R(eiθ; t)
∣∣2 .

A similar argument to the above implies that sgn (dk(t)) = (−1)k+1. By [28,
Proposition 2.14.3 (i)-(ii)], we have that the zeros of Pn+1(·; t) are the n+1 solutions
of the equation

z
Qn(z; t)

Q∗
n(z; t)

= b(t).(5)

Since Pn+1(ζ(t); t) = Pn+1(ζ(t); t) = 0, the equation (5) yields

b(ζ(t)) = ζ(t)
Qn(ζ(t); t)

Q∗
n(ζ(t); t)

= b(t) = ζ(t)
Qn(ζ(t); t)

Q∗
n(ζ(t); t)

= b(ζ(t)),

and so Pn+1(z, b(ζ(t)); t) = Pn+1(z, b(ζ(t)); t) = Pn+1(z, b; t). Therefore, by [28,
Proposition 2.14.3 (iii)], we get

1

k2n Qn(ζ(t); t)
Kn(ζ(t), e

iθ; t) =
Pn+1(e

iθ, b; t)

eiθ − ζ(t)
.

Hence
n∑

j=−n

dj(t)e
ijθ =

eiθ
∣∣Pn+1(e

iθ; t)
∣∣2

(eiθ − ζ(t))(eiθ − ζ(t))
(6)

= −
∣∣∣∣Kn(ζ(t), e

iθ; t)

k2n Qn(ζ(t); t)

∣∣∣∣2 sin

(
θ − φ(t)

2

)
sin

(
θ + φ(t)

2

) .

Multiplying both sides of the above equation by e−ikθ and then integrating on S1,
we get

dk(t) =
1∣∣k2n Qn(ζ(t); t)

∣∣2 bk(t),(7)

and the result follows from Theorem 2.3. □
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Corollary 2.2. Assume the hypotheses and notation of Corollary 2.1, under the
assumption b = 1 and the arc S1+ replaced by b = −1 and S1−, respectively. Then
ζ(t) moves clockwise (respectively, counterclockwise) along S1− as t increases on
Iϵ(0), provided ℑ(ζ0) > 0 (respectively, ℑ(ζ0) < 0) and ck(t) is a strictly increasing
function of t.

Proof. The proof follows as the proof of Corollary 2.1. □

Corollary 2.3. Assume the hypotheses and notation of Theorem 2.3 with b = 1
and n even. Suppose that (cj)j∈Z is a two-sided Pólya frequency sequence for all t.
If ζ(t) is the closest zero to z = −1 with ℑ(ζ0) > 0, then ζ(t) moves clockwise along
S1 as t increases on Iϵ(0), provided (−1)k ck(t) is a strictly decreasing function of
t.

Proof. Set

Qj(z; t) =

j∑
l=0

aj,l(t)z
l, αj(t) = (−1)j

det C
(j+2,1)
j+2 (t)

det Cj+1(t)
.

We claim that sgn (aj,l(t)) = (−1)j−l. Indeed, by Szegő’s recursion (see [25, The-
orem 1.5.2 and Theorem 1.5.11]), we have Q1(z; t) = z − α0(t), and so a1,0(t) < 0
and a1,1(t) > 0. The proof of our claim is by induction on j. Assume that Qj−1(·; t)
is such that sgn (aj−1,l(t)) = (−1)j−l−1. By Szegő’s recursion, we get

Qj(z; t) = zQj−1(z; t)− αj−1(t)Q
∗
j−1(z; t)

= zj +

j−1∑
l=1

(aj−1,l−1(t)− αj(t)aj−1,j−l−1(t))z
l − αj−1(t),

and, hence,

aj,l = (1− δl,0)aj−1,l−1(t)− (1− δl,j)αj−1(t)aj−1,j−l−1(t),

from which our claim follows. From (3), it is easily seen that

Pn+1(z, 1; t) =

n+1∑
j=0

rj(t)z
j , rj(t) = (1− δj,0)an,j−1(t)− (1− δj,n+1)an,n−j(t),

and so sgn(rj(t)) = (−1)j+1. Consequently, all the coefficients of −Pn+1(−z, 1; t)
are positive. By [2, Theorem 1.1](see also [4, Theorem 2.4.5])5, it follows that all
the coefficients of

−Pn+1(−z, 1; t)

(z + ζ(t))(z + ζ(t))

are positive and, hence, sgn (fj(t)) = (−1)j+1, where fj(t) is defined in (4). Note
that dj(t), defined in (6), is given by

dj(t) =
∑

0≤j1≤n+1, 0≤j2≤n−1

−j1+j2=j−1

rj1(t)fj2(t).

Since sgn (rj1(t)fj2(t)) = (−1)−j1+1(−1)j2+1 = (−1)j+1, we have sgn (dj(t)) =
(−1)j+1, and the result follows as the proof of Corollary 2.1.

5In particular, this interesting result gives a positive answer to a conjecture posed of B. Conroy.
Borwein and Erdelyi wrote in their book that the proof of this result is “surprisingly complicated.”
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□

Remark 2.1. In Corollary 2.3 we may replace the assumption that (cj)j∈Z is a
two-sided Pólya frequency sequence for all t by the assumption that C(j+2,1)

j+2 (t) is a
P-matrix (see [11, p. 11]) for all t and j ∈ N.

Remark 2.2. Although it is implicitly above, we emphasize that bk(t) in Theorem
2.3 is, depending on which case we are considering, the coefficient of order k of one
of the following Laurent polynomials:

k4n |Qn(ζ(t); t)|2
z |Pn+1(z; t)|2

(z − ζ(t))(z − ζ(t))
= · · ·+ bk(t)z

k + · · ·

or

i k4n
(
ζ(t)− eiθ0

) z |Pn+1(z; t)|2

(z − ζ(t)) (z − eiθ0)
= · · ·+ bk(t)z

k + · · · .

In other words, in view of Theorem 2.3, if we “perturb” the moment ck in the se-
quence (cj)j∈Z, all information about the monotonicity of zeros of the corresponding
POPUC depends exclusively on the coefficient of order k of one of the above poly-
nomials and on ck itself.

We end this section with an example which gives readers a final taste of the
complexity of the problems we are dealing with.

Example 2.1. Let r be a continuously differentiable real function depending on a
parameter varying in a real open interval containing the origin. Fix k ∈ Z and let
c±k = c±k(t) = (−1)kr(t)k

2/2. Set q = r(0) ∈ (0, 1) and define cj = (−1)jqj
2/2 for

all j ∈ Z \ {−k, k}. For t = 0, (cj)j∈Z is the sequence of moments of the rotated
Rogers-Szegő polynomials (see [25, p. 87]), and so Cn+1(0) is positive definite for
all n ∈ N, where Cn+1(t) = (cl−j)

n+1
j,l=1. Consequently, for t small enough, Cn+1(t)

is positive definite and the corresponding OPUC have positive coefficients. Let
Qn = Qn(·; t) be the OPUC defined as in (1) and let Pn+1(·,−1) = Pn+1(·,−1; t)
be the POPUC defined as in (3) with b = −1. Let ζ(t) denote one of the closest
zeros to z = 1 of Pn(·,−1; t). Since the coefficients of Pn(·,−1; t) are positive, by
[2, Theorem 1.1], all the coefficients of the Laurent polynomial

zPn+1(z,−1; t)
Pn+1(z,−1; t)

(z − ζ(t))(z − ζ(t))

are positive for n even. Thus, from the proof of Corollary 2.1 (see also Remark 2.2),
it is easily seen, for n even, that ζ(t) moves clockwise (respectively, counterclockwise)
on S1 as t strictly increases, provided ℑ(ζ(0)) > 0 (respectively, ℑ(ζ(0)) < 0) and
ck(t) is a strictly increasing function of t. We conjecture that this is true for all the
zeros in the upper half plane.
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Figure 1. The zeros of Pn+1(z;−1) for n odd.

Note that when n is odd, Pn+1(z;−1) has a zero in z = 1. In Figure 1 we illus-
trate this situation, where the black dots represent the zeros of Pn+1(·,−1). From
[2, Theorem 1.1], we know that since the coefficients of Pn+1(·,−1) are positive, the
coefficients of the monic polynomial whose zeros are all the black points to the left
of the vertical dashed line are also positive. However, in this case, the information
about the monotonicity of ζ(t) has to be extracted from a certain polynomial with
positive coefficients multiplied by the linear factor z− 1, and controlling the sign of
a given coefficient of such a polynomial is not an easy task.

3. Proof of the main results

We now proceed to prove our main results.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. By Jacobi’s formula,
d detCn+1

dt
(t) = tr

(
adjCn+1(t)

d detCn+1

dt
(t)

)

=

n+1∑
j,l=1

(−1)l+j detC
(l,j)
n+1(t)

dcl−j

dt
(t)

=

n+1∑
j,l=1

|l−j|=k

(−1)k detC
(l,j)
n+1(t)

dck
dt

(t),(8)

and, since (cj)j∈Z is a two-sided Pólya frequency sequence for all t, the result
follows. □

Proof of Theorem 2.2. By Carathéodory-Toeplitz’s theorem (see [25, p. 27]), there
exists, for each t, a nontrivial positive Borel measure σ on S1 parametrized by
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z = eiθ such that
cj(dσ) = cj =

∫
e−ijθdσ(θ; t)

if and only if the matrices Cn+1(t) are positive definite for all n ∈ N. By Heine’s
formula (see [25, Theorem 1.5.11]), (Qn(·; t))n∈N defined in (1) is the corresponding
sequence of (monic) OPUC, and, consequently, (Pn(·, 1; t))n∈N, defined as in (3)
with b = 1, is a sequence of POPUC associated with the sequence (Qn(·; t))n∈N
(see [28, p. 115]). To shorten notation, we omit the dependency on t. By [28,
Proposition 2.14.3 (iii)], the zeros of Pn+1 are 1 plus the zeros of Kn(1, ·). Since
all the zeros of Pn+1 are on S1 (see [28, Theorem 2.14.4]), they are indeed on S1+.
Denote the zeros of Pn+1 by ζ1, . . . , ζn+1. By the mechanical quadrature on S1 (see
[25, Theorem 2.2.12]), there exist positive weights λn(ζ1), . . . , λn(ζn+1) such that

cj = cj(dσ) =

∫
eijθdλn+1(θ),

for each j ∈ {0,±1, · · · ,±n}, λn+1(θ) being a measure on S1 given by

λn+1(θ) =

n+1∑
m=1

λn(ζm)δζm ,

where δζm is a point of mass at ζm. Writing λm = λn(ζm), we get

cj =

n+1∑
m=1

λmζ
j

m.

Hence, an arbitrary minor of order n of Cn+1 can be written as

(9) D = det

(
n+1∑
m=1

λmζ
αj−βl

m

)n

j,l=1

,

where α1 < · · · < αn ≤ n, α1, . . . , αn ∈ N, and β1 < · · · < βn ≤ n, β1, . . . , βn ∈ N.
We can rewrite (9) as

D = det



λ1ζ

α1

1 · · · λn+1ζ
α1

n+1

...
...

λ1ζ
αn

1 · · · λn+1ζ
αn

n+1




ζβ1

1 · · · ζβn

1

...
...

ζβ1

n+1 · · · ζβn

n+1


 .

Let z1, . . . , zn ∈ {ζ1, . . . , ζn+1} be pairwise distinct and let γ1 < · · · < γn ≤ n,
γ1, . . . , γn ∈ N. Writing the generalized Vandermonde matrix as

(10) V(γ1,...,γn)(z1, . . . , zn) = (zγl

j )nj,l=1,

we have, by Cauchy-Binet’s formula,
(11)
D =λ1 · · ·λn detV(α1,...,αn)(ζ1, . . . , ζn) detV(β1,...,βn)(ζ1, . . . , ζn)

+ · · ·+ λ2 · · ·λn+1 detV(α1,...,αn)(ζ2, . . . , ζn+1) detV(β1,...,βn)(ζ2, . . . , ζn+1).

We claim that each product of determinants on the right-hand side of (11) has
positive real part. Indeed, considering the product

(12) detV(α1,...,αn)(ζ1, . . . , ζn) detV(β1,...,βn)(ζ1, . . . , ζn),
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we write

(13) R(z) =
Pn+1(z)

z − ζn+1
=

n∑
j=0

djz
j .

By Heineman’s theorem (see [10, Theorem I]), we have

(14)
detV(0,1,...,n−r−1,n−r+1,...,n)(ζ1, . . . , ζn)

detV(0,1,...,n−1)(ζ1, . . . , ζn)
= (−1)rdn−r,

for r = 0, 1, . . . , n. Hence,

(15)
detV(α1,...,αn)(ζ1, . . . , ζn) detV(β1,...,βn)(ζ1, . . . , ζn)

= (−1)j1+j2dn−j1 dn−j2

∣∣detV(0,1,...,n−1)(ζ1, . . . , ζn)
∣∣2 ,

for some j1, j2 ∈ {0, 1, . . . , n}. Since b = 1 and all the elements of the sequence
(cj)j∈Z are real, the coefficients of Pn+1 are also real. Consequently, the nonreal
zeros of Pn+1 occur in conjugate pairs. If ζn+1 = 1, then6

sgn (dn−j) = (−1)j ,

for each j = 0, 1, . . . , n. Consequently, (−1)jdn−j > 0 and, by (15),

(16) detV(α1,...,αn)(ζ1, . . . , ζn) detV(β1,...,βn)(ζ1, . . . , ζn) > 0.

On the other hand, if ζn+1 ̸= 1, then we may write

Pn+1(z)

z − ζn+1
= (z − ζn+1)

n−1∑
l=0

flz
l

= zn +

(
n−1∑
l=1

(fl−1 − flζn+1)z
l

)
− f0ζn+1, fl ∈ R, fn−1 = 1.

Hence,
dj = (1− δj,0)fj−1 − (1− δj,n)fjζn+1,

for each j = 0, 1, . . . , n. Using a similar argument as in the previous case, we obtain
sgn(fn−j) = (−1)j+1 for each j = 0, 1, . . . , n, and so

(17)
(−1)jℜ(dn−j) > 0,

(−1)j sgn(ℑ(dn−j)) = (δn−j,n − 1) sgn (ℑ(ζn+1)).

From (15), we have

(18)
sgn(ℜ(detV(α1,...,αn)(ζ1, . . . , ζn) detV(β1,...,βn)(ζ1, . . . , ζn)))

= sgn(ℜ((−1)j1dn−j1(−1)j2dn−j2)).

Taking into account (17), we obtain

(19)

ℜ((−1)j1dn−j1(−1)j2dn−j2)

= (−1)j1ℜ(dn−j1)(−1)j2ℜ(dn−j2) + (−1)j1ℑ(dn−j1)(−1)j2ℑ(dn−j2)

> 0.

6Note that (−1)n R(−z) is a monic Hurwitz polynomial.
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Consequently, the right-hand side of (18) is positive. Hence, from (16) and (18),
the real part of (12) is positive. The positivity of the real part of the other products
of determinants on right-hand side of (18) can be obtained in the same way and
our claim follows. Thus, since D is real, we conclude that it is positive and the
result follows from (8). □

Proof of Theorem 2.3. By definition, the coefficients of Pn+1(·; t) are rational func-
tions of the elements of the sequence (cj)j∈Z and b(t), and so they are differentiable
functions for each t. Since Pn+1(ζ0; 0) = 0, by simplicity of the zeros of Pn+1(·; t)
(see [28, Theorem 2.14.4]), we have

∂Pn+1

∂z
(z; t)

∣∣∣∣
z=ζ0,t=0

̸= 0,

and the first part of the theorem follows from the implicit function theorem (see [1,
Theorem 2.4] and its remark). Moreover,

(20)
dζ

dt
(t) = −

∂Pn+1

∂t
(ζ(t); t)

∂Pn+1

∂z
(ζ(t); t)

for each t ∈ Iϵ(0). From the definition of Pn+1(·; t) and the orthogonality of Qn(·; t)
with respect to σ, it is easy to see that∫

Pn+1(e
iθ; t)g(eiθ) dσ(θ; t) = 0,(21)

for any polynomial g of degree at most n vanishing at z = 0. An easy computation
(see [6, (5)]) also shows that

(22)
∫

Pn+1(e
iθ; t)

eiθ − ζ(t)
h(eiθ)dσ(θ; t) = h(ζ(t))

∫
Pn+1(e

iθ; t)

eiθ − ζ(t)
dσ(θ; t),

for any polynomial h of degree at most n. We claim that7

(23)
∫

Pn+1(e
iθ; t)

eiθ − ζ(t)
dσ(θ; t) ̸= 0.

Indeed, replacing h = h(·; t) = Qn(·; t) into (22), we have∫
Pn+1(e

iθ; t)

eiθ − ζ(t)
dσ(θ; t)

=
1

Qn(ζ(t); t)

∫
Pn+1(e

iθ; t)

eiθ − ζ(t)
Qn(eiθ; t)dσ(θ; t) ̸= 0,

because Qn(·; t) is orthogonal with respect to σ and, by Fejér’s theorem (see [25,
Theorem 1.7.19]), the zeros of this polynomial are in D. Since the leading coefficient
of Pn+1(·; t) does not depend on t, replacing

h(z; t) =
∂Pn+1

∂t
(z; t)

7An alternative proof can be given using Christoffel-Darboux’s formula as in the proof of [16,
Lemma 4.4].
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into (22) and using (23), we obtain

(24)
∂Pn+1

∂t
(ζ(t); t) =

∫
Pn+1(eiθ; t)

eiθ − ζ(t)

∂Pn+1

∂t
(eiθ; t)dσ(θ; t)∫

Pn+1(eiθ; t)

eiθ − ζ(t)
dσ(θ; t)

.

Moreover, one can check that

z

(z − ζ(t))2

(
Pn+1(z; t)− (z − ζ(t))

∂Pn+1

∂z
(ζ(t); t)

)
is a nonzero polynomial of degree n vanishing at z = 0. Hence, by (21),

(25)
∂Pn+1

∂z
(ζ(t); t) =

hζ(t)∫
Pn+1(eiθ; t)

eiθ − ζ(t)
dσ(θ; t)

,

where

hζ(t) =

∫ ∣∣∣∣Pn+1(e
iθ; t)

eiθ − ζ(t)

∣∣∣∣2 dσ(θ; t) > 0.

Substituting (24) and (25) into (20), and multiplying the result by −iζ(t), we obtain

hζ(t)
dφ

dt
(t) =

∫
iζ(t)

eiθ − ζ(t)
Pn+1(eiθ; t)

∂Pn+1

∂t
(eiθ; t)dσ(θ; t).(26)

Assuming that Pn+1(ζ(t); t) = 0, the equation (26) yields

(27)

(hζ(t) + hζ(t))
dφ

dt
(t)

= 2ℑ(ζ(t))
∫

eiθPn+1(e
iθ; t)

(eiθ − ζ(t))(eiθ − ζ(t))

∂Pn+1

∂t
(eiθ; t)dσ(θ; t).

We first prove the theorem for the case where

(cj)j∈N ∈ ℓ1.(28)

In this case, combining the Radon-Nikodym and Lebesgue decomposition theorems,
we can write the measure in the form

dσ(θ; t) = ω(θ; t)
dθ

2π
+ dσs(t),

where σs is singular relative to the Lebesgue measure and ω ∈ L1(S1, σ). Of course,
(cj)j∈Z ∈ ℓ1 gives that σ is absolutely continuous with continuous density ω, which
equals

∞∑
j=−∞

cje
ijθ

in this case and obeys minθ ω(θ; t) > 0. Since the set {(θ; t) : θ ∈ [θ0, θ0 + 2π], t ∈
Iϵ(0)} is closed and bounded,

∂ω

∂t
(θ; t) = (2− δk,0)ℜ

(
dck
dt

(t) eikθ
)
,(29)
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and the range of integration is finite, we can take the partial derivative of (21) with
respect to t, which gives∫

∂Pn+1

∂t
(eiθ; t)g(eiθ)ω(θ; t)

dθ

2π
= −

∫
Pn+1(e

iθ; t)g(eiθ)
∂ω

∂t
(θ; t)

dθ

2π
.(30)

Since
zPn+1(z; t)

(z − ζ(t))(z − ζ(t))

is a nonzero polynomial of degree n vanishing at z = 0, the equation (30) yields

(31)

∫
eiθPn+1(e

iθ; t)

(eiθ − ζ(t))(eiθ − ζ(t))

∂Pn+1

∂t
(eiθ; t)ω(θ; t)

dθ

2π

= −
∫

eiθ
∣∣Pn+1(e

iθ; t)
∣∣2

(eiθ − ζ(t))(eiθ − ζ(t))

∂ω

∂t
(θ; t)

dθ

2π
.

Combining (31) and (27), we can assert that

(32) (hζ(t) + hζ(t))
dφ

dt
(t) = −2ℑ(ζ(t))

∫
eiθ
∣∣Pn+1(e

iθ; t)
∣∣2

(eiθ − ζ(t))(eiθ − ζ(t))

∂ω

∂t
(θ; t)

dθ

2π
.

Write

(33)
eiθ
∣∣Pn+1(e

iθ; t)
∣∣2

(eiθ − ζ(t))(eiθ − ζ(t))
=

n∑
j=−n

dj(t)e
ijθ.

We claim that d−k(t) = dk(t). Indeed, multiplying both sides of (33) by e−ikθ and
then integrating on S1 yields

dk(t) =

∫
e−i(k−1)θ

(eiθ − ζ(t))(eiθ − ζ(t))

∣∣Pn+1(e
iθ; t)

∣∣2 dθ

2π
.(34)

Since
e−i(k−1)θ

(eiθ − ζ(t))(eiθ − ζ(t))
=

e−ikθ

cos θ − cosφ(t)
,

our claim follows from (34). Substituting (29) and (33) into (32), we obtain

(hζ(t) + hζ(t))
dφ

dt
(t)

= −2(2− δk,0)ℑ(ζ(t))
∫ n∑

j=−n

dj(t)e
ijθℜ

(
dck
dt

(t) eikθ
)

dθ

2π

= −2(2− δk,0)ℑ(ζ(t))ℜ
(
dk(t)

dck
dt

(t)

)
.(35)

Let us now note that the assumption (28) can be suppressed. Indeed, by Bernstein-
Szegő’s approximation (see [25, Theorem 1.7.8]), (Qj(·; t))nj=0 are OPUC for any
fixed m ∈ N such that

dσm(θ; t) =
1

|qm(eiθ; t)|2
dθ

2π
, m ≥ n.
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Consequently, Qj(·; t) and Pj+1(·; t) are OPUC and POPUC, respectively, for both
dσ and dσm. Combining Geronimus’ theorem (see [25, Theorem 1.7.5]) and Baxter’s
theorem (see [25, Theorem 5.2.1]) gives

(cj(dσm))j∈N ∈ ℓ1.

Taking into account the notation fixed in (6) and (7), the second part of the the-
orem for conjugate zeros follows from (35). Similar arguments apply under the
assumption Pn+1(e

−iφ(t); t) = 0 replaced by Pn+1(e
iθ0 ; t) = 0. The details are left

to the reader, as an exercise.
□
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thesis, Fakultät für Mathematik, Universität Bielefeld, Bielefeld, Germany, 1993.
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