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COMPATIBILITY OF REAL-ROOTED POLYNOMIALS WITH

MIXED SIGNS

JONATHAN LEAKE AND NICK RYDER

Abstract. We characterize compatible families of real-rooted polynomials,
allowing both positive and negative leading coefficients. Our characterization
naturally generalizes the same-sign characterization used by Chudnovsky and
Seymour in their famous 2007 paper proving the real-rootedness of indepen-
dence polynomials of claw-free graphs, thus fully settling a question left open in
their paper. Our methods are generally speaking elementary, utilizing mainly
linear algebra and the established theory of interlacing polynomials, along with
a bit of invariant theory.

1. Introduction

Univariate polynomials with only real roots, or real-rooted polynomials, play an
important role in the study of combinatorics and combinatorial inequalities. The
main basic idea is that the coefficients of any real-rooted polynomial form a log-
concave sequence, and thus one can prove log-concavity and unimodality statements
by proving real-rootedness of associated polynomials. This technique is well-known
and well-studied, dating back at least to [Har67, HL72, Com74] where it was applied
to Stirling numbers, graph matchings, and Eulerian numbers respectively. And
more recently, a generalization of this technique to Lorentzian polynomials was used
to resolve long-standing log-concavity conjectures on matroids [ALOGV18, BH20].
In general such techniques have been used to prove many log-concavity statements
and other inequalities in combinatorics; see the surveys [Brä15, Bre94, Sta89] and
the references therein.

One general method for proving real-rootedness is the method of compatible fam-
ilies, where a family of polynomials is called compatible if all non-negative linear
combinations have only real roots. This method can be particularly useful when
working with graphs: since graph polynomials can often be written as sums of
smaller graph polynomials, real-rootedness then follows inductively from compat-
ibility of these smaller graph polynomials. This method has had various appli-
cations, even beyond log-concavity; in particular in proving existence of bipartite
Ramanujan graphs of all degrees [MSS15a], and in the resolution of the Kadison-
Singer conjecture [MSS15b]. See the survey [Liu17] for further discussion of these
applications.

In [CS07], Chudnovsky and Seymour used the method of compatible families to
prove that the independence polynomial of a claw-free graph has only real roots
(thus implying log-concavity and unimodality statements on its independent sets).
Their proof utilized a nice characterization of compatible families of polynomials
via interlacing polynomials : roughly speaking, a polynomial p interlaces q if their
roots alternate along the real line. We state their characterization as follows.
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Theorem 1.1 ([CS07]; see also [Fel80, Ded92]). Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ R[t] be
such that fi is real-rooted and has positive leading coefficient for all fi ∈ f . Then
the following are equivalent:

(1) f is compatible,
(2) (fi, fj) is compatible for all i, j,
(3) there is a real-rooted g ∈ R[t] which interlaces every fi ∈ f .

At the end of [CS07], Chudnovsky and Seymour then ask for an analogue of
Theorem 1.1 without the assumption that the leading coefficients of the polynomials
are all positive. They provide a counterexample to the naive analogue of (1) ⇐⇒
(2), but leave open the question of an appropriate version of (1) ⇐⇒ (3). Partial
results towards this question were obtained in [Liu12], for the (3) =⇒ (1) direction
and also for the n = 2 case. The main goal of this paper is then to fully answer the
question of Chudnovsky and Seymour.

1.1. Our results. To state our results, we need a bit more notation. Given real-
rooted f ∈ R[t] we denote its roots (counted with multiplicities) by λ1(f) ≥ λ2(f) ≥
· · · . Given real-rooted f, g ∈ R[t] with positive leading coefficients we say that g

interlaces1 f , denoted f ≪ g, if deg(f) ∈ {deg(g), deg(g)− 1} and

λ1(g) ≥ λ1(f) ≥ λ2(g) ≥ λ2(f) ≥ λ3(g) ≥ · · · .
We also allow negative leading coefficients by adding the rule that f ≪ g implies
g ≪ −f for all real-rooted f, g ∈ R[t]. We also use the convention that 0 ≪ f

and f ≪ 0 for any real-rooted f ∈ R[t]. Condition (3) of Theorem 1.1 is then
equivalently stated as: there is a real-rooted g ∈ R[t] such that fi ≪ g for all i.
And finally, recall from above that a family of polynomials f ⊂ R[t] is compatible if
all non-negative linear combinations of f are real-rooted. With this, we can state
our main result.

Theorem 1.2. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ R[t] be such that fi is real-rooted for all
fi ∈ f . Then the following are equivalent:

(1) f is compatible,
(2) (fi, fj, fk) is compatible for all i, j, k.

If we further assume that no convex combination of f is the zero polynomial, then
the following is also equivalent to the above conditions:

(3) there is a real-rooted g ∈ R[t] such that fi ≪ g for all i.

Let us note that condition (3) of Theorem 1.2 always implies (1), even without
the extra assumption that no convex combination of f is the zero polynomial. (This
is proven in [Liu12, Theorem 2.3 and Remark 2.4]; we give a short proof of this fact
in Section 2.4 below.) On the other hand, this extra assumption cannot be dropped
in general (see Example 1.5). Finally, in the case that n = 2 this extra assumption
implies af1 = −bf2, and thus (1) and (3) are equivalent in general in this case.

Given Theorem 1.2, the natural next result is a characterization of compatible
families (f1, f2, f3) ⊂ R[t] of size 3. Combined with Theorem 1.2 (1) ⇐⇒ (2), this
yields a characterization of compatible families of polynomials based entirely upon
interlacing properties of the polynomials.

1Note that some authors reverse the order of f and g in this notation.
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Proposition 1.3. Let (f1, f2, f3) ⊂ R[t] be such that fi is real-rooted for all i ∈
{1, 2, 3}. Then (f1, f2, f3) is compatible if and only if one of the following conditions
holds:

(1) there is a real-rooted g ∈ R[t] such that f1, f2, f3 ≪ g,
(2) there is a choice of {i, j, k} = {1, 2, 3}, a ≥ 0, and b, c > 0 such that

afi + bfj + cfk ≡ 0 and either fi ≪ fj or fj ≪ fi.

Finally, we are also able to say something more topological about the simplicies
consisting of all convex combinations of f . In what follows, let ∆(f) denote the
simplex generated by f , let Rd[t] denote the set of real polynomials of degree at
most d, and let ‖ · ‖ denote any norm on R

d[t].

Theorem 1.4. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ R
d[t] be compatible and such that 0 6∈ ∆(f).

Then for all ǫ > 0 small enough there exists f̃ = (f̃1, . . . , f̃n) ⊂ Rd[t] such that

‖fi− f̃i‖ < ǫ for all i and ∆(f̃ ) is contained in the interior of the set of real-rooted
polynomials in Rd[t].

Theorem 1.4 does not consider the case when 0 ∈ ∆(f). While we have not fully
explored this case, we know that the conclusion of Theorem 1.4 does not hold in
full generality (see the discussion following Example 1.5).

1.2. Proof ideas, and counterexamples. The results of this paper essentially
follow from previously known theory of interlacing and compatible polynomials,
along with some linear algebra and a bit of invariant theory of SL2(R). That said,
here we will try to give a high-level sense of the main ideas of our proofs, and why
certain conditions of our results cannot be dropped.

The bulk of the proofs is devoted to proving that condition (2) of Theorem 1.2
implies conditions (1) and (3), and so let’s suppose we have a family f for which
condition (2) holds. One of the key insights of the proof then starts with a well-
known idea: if ps := (1 − s) · p0 + s · p1 for s ∈ [0, 1] is such that p0 is real-rooted
and p1 is not, then there must be some s ∈ [0, 1] for which ps is real-rooted with
a non-simple root. In what follows, we are able to show that the conditions under
which some convex combination g of f has a non-simple root r are very restrictive:
r must be a root of fi for some i (Proposition 3.6), and the signs of fi(r) and g′′(r)
are determined for all i (Proposition 3.8). These conditions allow us to perturb
f to force all zeros of all convex combinations of f to be simple, thus implying
compatibility.

That said, most of the arguments described above implicitly require that no
convex combination of f is the zero polynomial. This is why condition (3) of
Theorem 1.2 requires an extra assumption, compared to Theorem 1.1. And further,
this condition cannot be removed, which we now demonstrate with the following
illustrative example.

Example 1.5. For any r ≥ 0, define

f(t) = r2 − t2, g(t) = t2 + 2t− 3, h(t) = t2 − 2t− 3,

with roots (−r, r), (−3, 1), and (−1, 3) respectively. Thus all pairs of {f, g, h} are

compatible if and only if r ∈ [1, 3], and {f, g, h} is compatible if and only if r =
√
3.

Note that r =
√
3 is precisely the point where some convex combination of {f, g, h}

is the zero polynomial.

We now make a few observations regarding this example:
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• For r ∈ [1, 3]\{
√
3}, Example 1.5 gives a counterexample (similar to that of

[CS07]) to the claim that pairwise compatibility of f is sufficient to imply
compatibility of f .

• For r =
√
3, Example 1.5 gives a counterexample to the claim that one can

drop the extra assumption required for the equivalence of condition (3) in
Theorem 1.2. This is because the ordering of the roots of f, g, h in this case
makes it impossible to find some real-rooted p for which f, g, h ≪ p.

• For r =
√
3, continuity of roots implies no perturbation of ∆({f, g, h}) can

lie in the interior of the set of real-rooted polynomials (see Theorem 1.4).
Otherwise, we would obtain condition (3) of Theorem 1.2 for this pertur-
bation, which would be a contradiction.

This suggests Example 1.5 (and its implications) as a reason why the general
case is harder to handle than the case where all leading coefficients are of the same
sign.

1.3. Roadmap. In Section 2 we give notation, state various preliminary results
on interlacing and the action of SL2(R), and prove the (3) =⇒ (1) case of The-
orem 1.2. In Section 3 we prove some basic and useful results for k-compatible
families. In Section 4 we prove the (1) ⇐⇒ (2) case of Theorem 1.2. In Section 5
we prove the (2) =⇒ (3) case of Theorem 1.2. In Section 6 we prove Theorem 1.4.
In Section 7 we prove Proposition 1.3.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Notation. Let Rd[t] denote the vector space of real univariate polynomials of
degree at most d. Given a finite list of polynomials f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t], we say
that f is proper if there is no convex combination which is the zero polynomial,
we say that f is compatible if every convex combination is real-rooted, and we
say that f is k-compatible if every convex combination of at most k polynomials
in f is real-rooted. Further, we say that f ∈ R

d[t] has a root at infinity (of
multiplicity m) if the degree of f is d − m. The zero polynomial has a root of
multiplicity +∞ at every point in R ∪ {∞}.

As above, given real-rooted f ∈ R[t] we denote its roots (counted with multiplici-
ties) by λ1(f) ≥ λ2(f) ≥ · · · . Given real-rooted f, g ∈ R[t] with positive leading co-
efficients we say that g interlaces f , denoted f ≪ g, if deg(f) ∈ {deg(g), deg(g)−1}
and

λ1(g) ≥ λ1(f) ≥ λ2(g) ≥ λ2(f) ≥ λ3(g) ≥ · · · .
We also allow negative leading coefficients by adding the rule that f ≪ g implies
g ≪ −f for all real-rooted f, g ∈ R[t].2 We also use the convention that 0 ≪ f and
f ≪ 0 for any real-rooted f ∈ R[t], and that 0 ≪ 0. Finally, the Wronskian of
f, g ∈ R[t], denoted W [f, g], is defined as W [f, g] = f ′ · g − g′ · f .

2.2. Interlacing polynomials. Here we discuss some previously known results on
interlacing polynomials. We will follow the presentation of Wagner. In [Wag11],
Wagner defines ≪ slightly differently, but we will show that our definitions coincide.
By [Wag11, Section 2.3], we first have the following.

2[Liu12] uses the separate notion of “modification common interleaver” for the case of leading
coefficients of different signs.
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Lemma 2.1. Fix real-rooted polynomials f, g ∈ R[t] and suppose either f ≪ g or
g ≪ f . Then either W [f, g] ≤ 0 on all of R or W [f, g] ≥ 0 on all of R.

Lemma 2.2. Fix real-rooted polynomials f, g ∈ R[t] and suppose either f ≪ g or
g ≪ f . Then f ≪ g if and only if W [f, g] ≤ 0 on all of R.

Proof. If either f ≡ 0 or g ≡ 0, then the result is immediate. Otherwise note that
W [f, g] = W [g,−f ], and thus by definition of ≪ we may assume that f, g both
have positive leading coefficients. Now we compute

R′(t) =

(

f

g

)′

(t) =
f ′ · g − g′ · f

g2
=

W [f, g]

g2
.

Thus by Lemma 2.1, R′(t) has the same sign on all of R. The above computation
also shows that without loss of generality, we may assume that f, g share no roots
by possibly dividing by (t− r) for every shared root r.

With this, let t0 = λ1(g) + ǫ and t1 = λ1(g) +
1
ǫ
for small ǫ > 0. Since g has no

zeros in [t0, t1], the function R′(t) is continuous on [t0, t1]. If f ≪ g then R(t0) is
large and positive, and if g ≪ f then R(t0) is large and negative. Further, R(t1)
approaches the ratio of the leading coefficients of f, g. Thus if f ≪ g then R(t1)
approaches a positive constant or 0 as ǫ → 0, and if g ≪ f then R(t1) approaches a
positive constant or +∞ as ǫ → 0. Therefore if f ≪ g then R′(t) ≤ 0, and if g ≪ f

then R′(t) ≥ 0. Thus the same holds for W [f, g]. �

The next result is one of the most important in the theory; see [Wag11, Sec-
tion 2.3] for discussion and further references.

Theorem 2.3 (Hermite-Kakeya-Obreschkoff (HKO) Theorem). Let f, g ∈ R[t] be
real-rooted polynomials. Then af + bg is real-rooted for all a, b ∈ R if and only if
either f ≪ g or g ≪ f .

2.3. The action of SL2(R). The vector space Rd[t] can be equipped with a group

action of SL2(R) in the usual way. Given p ∈ Rd[t] and φ =
[

α β
γ δ

]

∈ SL2(R), we

define

φ−1 · p(t) = (γt+ δ)d · p
(

αt+ β

γt+ δ

)

.

Given r ∈ R∪{∞} we also define φ ·r = αr+β
γr+δ

, which implies p(r) = 0 if and only if

φ·p(φ·r) = 0. (Here, φ·∞ = α
γ
.) This action clearly preserves the set of real-rooted

polynomials in Rd[t]. See [Wag01] for further discussion of the connections of this
group action to log-concavity.

We will mainly utilize this SL2(R) action to remove roots at infinity and to
adjust polynomials to have certain nice properties. Thus we need the following
basic result. While we could not find this result in the literature, it was probably
already essentially known to the experts.

Lemma 2.4. Given φ ∈ SL2(R) and real-rooted f, g ∈ Rd[t], we have that f ≪ g

if and only if φ · f ≪ φ · g.
Proof. Since SL2(R) is a group, we only need to show that f ≪ g implies φ·f ≪ φ·g.
Since φ acts as a linear map on Rd[t], if all linear combinations of f and g are real-
rooted, then all linear combinations of φ · f and φ · g are real-rooted. Thus by
HKO (Theorem 2.3), f ≪ g implies either φ · f ≪ φ · g or φ · g ≪ φ · f . Finally,
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a straightforward computation shows that the Wronskian, considered as a map
W : Rd[t] × Rd[t] → R2d−2[t] is invariant under the action of SL2(R); that is,
W [φ · f, φ · g] = φ · W [f, g]. Since 2d − 2 is even, Lemma 2.2 therefore implies
φ · f ≪ φ · g. �

Remark 2.5. Let f ∈ Rd[t] be real-rooted, and consider the roots of f to be on the
unit circle via stereographic projection to R ∪ {∞}. Then SO2(R) ⊂ SL2(R) acts
on f by rotating its roots about the circle. Further, SO2(R) is a compact group
and thus preserves some norm on Rd[t] (e.g., ‖p‖ :=

∫

SO2(R)
‖φ ·p‖′ dφ for any norm

‖ · ‖′). We will frequently use SO2(R), along with SL2(R), to perturb polynomials
to have desirable properties.

2.4. Proof of Theorem 1.2: (3) =⇒ (1). We now give a quick proof of the
(3) =⇒ (1) case of Theorem 1.2. As stated in the introduction regarding this
case of Theorem 1.2, we do not require the extra assumption of properness on f ,
and this is already proven in [Liu12, Theorem 2.3 and Remark 2.4]. We prove this
here mainly to demonstrate the utility of the action of SL2(R) in the theory of
interlacing polynomials.

Proposition 2.6. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] be such that fi is real-rooted for
all fi ∈ f . If there is a real-rooted g ∈ Rd[t] such that fi ≪ g for all i, then f is
compatible.

Proof. By possibly applying an SL2(R) perturbation to f and g, we may assume
that g is of degree exactly d and fi is of degree exactly d for all i. By possibly
negating all polynomials, we may assume that g has positive leading coefficient.
And finally, by possibly permuting f , we may assume that f1, . . . , fm have positive
leading coefficients and fm+1, . . . , fn have negative leading coefficients for some
0 ≤ m ≤ n.

Thus we have f1, . . . , fm ≪ g ≪ −fm+1, . . . ,−fn, which implies

λ1(f1), . . . , λ1(fm), λ2(fm+1), . . . , λ2(fn) ≤ λ1(g) ≤ λ1(fm+1), . . . , λ1(fn).

Thus if we increase λ1(fk) by ǫ > 0 for all m+ 1 ≤ k ≤ n, we still have fi ≪ g for
all i, and we also have that t0 = λ1(g) +

ǫ
2 is such that

λ1(f1), . . . , λ1(fm), λ2(fm+1), . . . , λ2(fn) ≤ λ1(g) < t0 < λ1(fm+1), . . . , λ1(fn).

Letting φ ∈ SL2(R) be a rotation which maps t0 to ∞ (see Remark 2.5), we have
that φ ·g has positive leading coefficient, φ ·fi has positive leading coefficient for all
i, and φ ·fi ≪ φ ·g for all i by Lemma 2.4. Thus φ ·f is compatible by Theorem 1.1,
and therefore so is f . Limiting ǫ → 0 then implies the desired result. �

3. Results for k-compatible families

In this section we provide some basic results for k-compatible families of poly-
nomials, with a specific focus on 3-compatible families. The goal here is to demon-
strate that the conditions under which a convex combination of a 3-compatible
family f has a non-simple root are rather restrictive. Specifically, Proposition 3.6
shows that non-simple roots can only appear at finitely many points, and Proposi-
tion 3.8 shows that a non-simple root at r determines the sign of f(r) for all f ∈ f .
We will then use these basic results to prove some of our main results in Section 4.
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3.1. Basic results via linear algebra. The main goal of this section is to prove
Corollary 3.4, which allows us to restrict to only checking pairs of polynomials of a
k-compatible family (for k ≥ 3) when looking for non-simple roots.

Lemma 3.1. Fix f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] and suppose some convex combination
of f has a root at r ∈ R ∪ {∞} of multiplicity at least m. Then some convex
combination of at most m + 1 polynomials in f has a root at r of multiplicity at
least m.

Proof. By possibly applying an SL2(R) perturbation to f , we may assume that
r 6= ∞, and by possibly considering a sublist of f , we may assume that some
strictly positive convex combination of f has a root at r of multiplicity at least m.
Consider the m× n matrix

A =











f1(r) f2(r) · · · fn(r)
f ′
1(r) f ′

2(r) · · · f ′
n(r)

...
...

. . .
...

f
(m−1)
1 (r) f

(m−1)
2 (r) · · · f

(m−1)
n (r)











.

The kernel of the matrix A then corresponds precisely to the set of all linear com-
binations of f with a root at r of multiplicity at least m, and this kernel is of
dimension at least n−m. By assumption this kernel intersects the strict positive
orthant Rn

>0, and by a dimension count it also intersects some non-zero face of Rn
>0

of dimension at most n − (n − m − 1). Thus there exists some non-zero vector
in Rn

≥0 with at most m + 1 non-zero entries which is in the kernel of A, and this
implies the desired result. �

Lemma 3.2. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] be proper and compatible. If some
strictly positive convex combination of f has a root at r ∈ R ∪ {∞} of multiplicity
at least m, then every f ∈ f has a root at r of multiplicity at least m− 1.

Proof. By possibly applying an SL2(R) perturbation to f , we may assume that
r 6= ∞. If m ≤ 1 then the result is trivial, so we assume d ≥ m ≥ 2. Let
g 6≡ 0 denote the strictly positive convex combination of f which has a root at r of
multiplicity at least m. By assumption g ± ǫf is real-rooted for all f ∈ f and all
ǫ > 0 small enough. This implies f(r) = 0 for all f ∈ f . Now divide all f ∈ f by
(t− r) and reduce d and m by 1, and the result follows by induction on m. �

Proposition 3.3. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] be proper and compatible. If some
convex combination of f has a root at r ∈ R ∪ {∞} of multiplicity at least m,
then some convex combination of at most 2 polynomials in f has a root at r of
multiplicity at least m.

Proof. By possibly applying an SL2(R) perturbation to f , we may assume that
r 6= ∞, and by possibly considering a sublist of f , we may assume that some
strictly positive convex combination of f has a root at r of multiplicity at least m.
By Lemma 3.2, every f ∈ f has a root at r of multiplicity at leastm−1. Now divide
all fi ∈ f by (t − r)m−1 to obtain gi, and define g = (g1, . . . , gn) ⊂ Rd−m+1[t] so
that some strictly positive convex combination of g has a root at r (of multiplicity at
least 1). Lemma 3.1 then implies some convex combination of at most 2 polynomials
in g has a root at r of multiplicity at least 1. This implies some non-negative linear
combination of at most 2 polynomials in f has a root at r of multiplicity at least
m. �
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Corollary 3.4. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] be proper and k-compatible, and fix
m ≤ k−1. If some convex combination of f has a root at r ∈ R∪{∞} of multiplicity
at least m, then some convex combination of at most 2 polynomials in f has a root
at r of multiplicity at least m.

Proof. By Lemma 3.1, some convex combination of at most m+1 ≤ k polynomials
in f has a root at r of multiplicity at least m. The desired result then follows from
k-compatibility and Proposition 3.3. �

3.2. Non-simple roots of 3-compatible families. The goal of this section is
to prove (in in Proposition 3.6 and Proposition 3.8) the restrictions on non-simple
roots of 3-compatible families which were claimed at the start of Section 3.

Corollary 3.5. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] be proper and 3-compatible. If some
convex combination of f has a non-simple root at r ∈ R ∪ {∞}, then some convex
combination of at most 2 polynomials in f has a non-simple root at r.

Proof. Immediately follows from Corollary 3.4 with k = 3 and m = 2. �

Proposition 3.6. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] be proper and 3-compatible. If
some convex combination of f has a non-simple root at r ∈ R ∪ {∞}, then some
f ∈ f has a root at r.

Proof. By Corollary 3.5, some convex combination of at most 2 polynomials in f

has a non-simple root at r. The desired result then follows by restricting to these
two polynomials and applying Lemma 3.2 if necessary. �

Lemma 3.7. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] be proper and 3-compatible. If some
convex combination of at most 3 polynomials in f has a root at r of multiplicity at
least 3, then every f ∈ f has a root at r.

Proof. By possibly applying an SL2(R) perturbation to f , we may assume that
r 6= ∞. By Proposition 3.3, some convex combination of at most 2 polynomials
in f has a root at r of multiplicity at least 3. Without loss of generality, we may
assume some convex combination a1f1+a2f2 has a root at r of multiplicity at least
3. By 3-compatibility a1f1 + a2f2 + ǫf is real-rooted for all f ∈ f and ǫ > 0, and
this implies every f ∈ f has a root at r. �

Proposition 3.8. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] be proper and 3-compatible, such
that there is no r ∈ R ∪ {∞} for which f(r) = 0 for all f ∈ f . If g is a convex
combination of at most 3 polynomials in f such that g has a non-simple root at
r ∈ R, then g′′(r) 6= 0 and g′′(r) · f(r) ≤ 0 for all f ∈ f .

Proof. Without loss of generality, let g = a1f1+a2f2+a3f3 be a convex combination
with a non-simple root at r ∈ R. By Corollary 3.5, without loss of generality we
may assume that h = b1f1 + b2f2 is also a convex combination with a non-simple
root at r. By Lemma 3.7 and our assumptions on f , the multiplicity of r in
any convex combination of g and h equals 2, which implies g′′(r), h′′(r) 6= 0 and
g′′(r) · h′′(r) > 0. Now by 3-compatibility, h + ǫf is real-rooted for all f ∈ f and
ǫ > 0. This implies h′′(r) · f(r) ≤ 0 for all f ∈ f . Since h′′(r) · g′′(r) > 0, this
implies the desired result. �
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4. Proof of Theorem 1.2: (1) ⇐⇒ (2)

In this section we prove Theorem 4.6 which is the main technical result from
which most of our results are derived. This theorem gives an explicit way to perturb
a proper 3-compatible family so that all convex combinations have simple real roots.
We use it here to directly prove the (1) ⇐⇒ (2) case of Theorem 1.2.

4.1. The simple roots case. We first handle the much easier case in which the
product of all polynomials of a given 3-compatible family has simple roots. For this
case, the basic results of Section 3 essentially immediately imply the (1) ⇐⇒ (2)
case of Theorem 1.2.

Proposition 4.1. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] be proper and 3-compatible. If
every convex combination of at most 2 polynomials in f has only simple roots, then
f is compatible and every convex combination of f has only simple real roots.

Proof. By Corollary 3.5, the real roots of every convex combination of f are simple.
Now suppose some convex combination of f has non-real roots, call it g. Since
f ∈ f is real-rooted with only simple roots by assumption, real coefficients and
continuity of roots imply some convex combination of f and g must have a non-
simple real root. This is a contradiction, and thus every convex combination of f
is real-rooted. �

Corollary 4.2. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ R
d[t] be proper and 3-compatible. If the

roots of
∏n

i=1 fi ∈ Rnd[t] are simple, then f is compatible and every convex combi-
nation of f has only simple real roots.

Proof. So as to get a contradiction by Proposition 4.1, suppose without loss of
generality that some convex combination af1 + bf2 has a non-simple root at r ∈
R ∪ {∞}. Thus either f1 or f2 has a non-simple root at r, or by Lemma 3.2 both
f1 and f2 have a root at r. This implies f1 · f2 has a non-simple root at r, a
contradiction. �

4.2. The non-simple roots case. The case where some convex combinations of
the polynomials of a 3-compatible family f have non-simple roots is more difficult
to handle. To do so, we prove Theorem 4.6 by utilizing the restrictions on non-
simple roots proven in Section 3. The main idea is: because there are finitely many
non-simple root locations and because the sign of all f ∈ f is determined at a
non-simple root, we can make the non-simple roots simple via the perturbation
f 7→ f + ǫ · ∑f∈f f . This is done explicitly in Lemma 4.5 and in the proof of

Theorem 4.6. We finally prove the (1) ⇐⇒ (2) case of Theorem 1.2 for proper f
in Corollary 4.7.

We first need the following result from [CC89] which gives a more refined de-
scription of the continuity of the roots (in C ∪ {∞}) of polynomials in Cd[t]. Let
‖ · ‖ denote any fixed norm on the vector space Cd[t].

Theorem 4.3 ([CC89], Theorem 3). Let f ∈ Cd[t] be a non-zero complex polyno-
mial with distinct finite roots r1, . . . , rk ∈ C and respective multiplicities m1, . . . ,mk.
Let U1, . . . , Uk be disjoint discs centered at r1, . . . , rk with radii ǫ > 0 and contained
in the open disc centered at 0 with radius ǫ−1. There exists δ > 0 such that for
g ∈ Cd[t], ‖g − f‖ < δ implies g has mi roots in each Ui and deg(g) − deg(f)
finite roots with modulus greater than ǫ−1, all counted with multiplicity. (Thus g

has d− deg(f) roots, including ∞, with modulus greater than ǫ−1.)
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Corollary 4.4. Let f ∈ Cd[t] be a non-zero complex polynomial with no roots in
a closed and bounded set S ⊂ C. There exists δ > 0 such that for g ∈ Cd[t],
‖g − f‖ < δ implies g has no roots in S.

Proof. Since S is closed and bounded, we can choose ǫ-discs about the roots of f
with ǫ > 0 small enough so that the associated discs Ui in Theorem 4.3 are disjoint
from S and so that S is contained in the open disc centered at 0 with radius ǫ−1.
Applying Theorem 4.3 then gives the desired result. �

Lemma 4.5. Let B be a closed and bounded complex ǫ-disc about r ∈ R with ǫ > 0,
and fix c0 > 0. Let f, g ∈ Rd[t] be such that:

• f + c · g has exactly two roots (counting multiplicity) in B for all c ∈ [0, c0],
• f has two real roots (counting multiplicity) in B,
• f ′′(t) · g(t) < 0 for all t ∈ B ∩ R.

Then f + g has two real and simple roots in B.

Proof. By possibly negating both f and g, we may assume that f ′′(t) > 0 for all
t ∈ B ∩ R = [a, b]. Since f has exactly two real roots r1 ≤ r2 in [a, b], this then
implies f(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [a, r1) ∪ (r2, b] and f(t) ≤ 0 for all t ∈ [r1, r2]. Further,
f ′′(t) · g(t) < 0 implies g(t) < 0 for t ∈ [a, b], which in turn implies (f + c · g)(t) < 0
for all c ∈ (0, c0] and all t ∈ [r1, r2].

Now note that since B is closed and by continuity of roots, no roots of f + c · g
can enter or leave B as c goes from 0 to c0. Thus f +c ·g has sign pattern (+,−,+)
on [a, b] for c ∈ (0, c0), and therefore f + c0 · g has two real and simple roots in
B. �

We now state and prove the main technical result of the paper. Note that for
the case that the polynomials in f share no roots, Theorem 1.4 is a direct corollary
of this result.

Theorem 4.6. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] be proper and 3-compatible, such
that there is no r ∈ R ∪ {∞} for which f(r) = 0 for all f ∈ f . Further, define
f̄ :=

∑n
i=1 fi and g = (f1 + ǫf̄ , . . . , fn + ǫf̄). For all ǫ > 0 small enough, g is

compatible and every convex combination of g has only simple real roots.

Proof. By possibly applying an SL2(R) perturbation to f , we may assume that
f is of degree exactly d for all f ∈ f . Thus by Proposition 3.6, every convex
combination of f is of degree either d or d− 1.

So as to get a contradiction, suppose the desired result does not hold. Then by
Proposition 4.1, for every ǫ > 0, either g is not 3-compatible or else some convex
combination of at most 2 polynomials in g has a non-simple root. Thus for every
ǫ = k−1 for k ∈ N, let Hk be a convex combination of at most 3 polynomials3 in
g which is either not real-rooted or which has a non-simple root. By permuting
f and passing to a subsequence, we may assume without loss of generality that
Hk = ak(f1 + k−1f̄) + bk(f2 + k−1f̄) + ck(f3 + k−1f̄), and that ak → a, bk → b,
ck → c. By further defining hk = akf1+ bkf2+ ckf3, we have that Hk = hk+k−1f̄ .
Finally we define h = af1 + bf2 + cf3, and 3-compatibility of f implies h is real-
rooted and hk is real-rooted for all k.

3Using “at most 3” instead of “at most 2” here actually gives something stronger then needed
for the simple roots condition of Proposition 4.1.
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By Proposition 3.8 and the fact that no root is shared by every f ∈ f , we have
h′′(r) · f̄(r) < 0 for every non-simple root r of h. (Note that h does not have a
non-simple root at ∞ since deg(h) ∈ {d− 1, d}.) Let r1, . . . , rN ∈ R be the distinct
(finite) roots of h with multiplicities m1, . . . ,mN ∈ {1, 2}, let I be the set of all i
such that mi = 2, and let U1, . . . , UN be closed complex ǫ-discs about r1, . . . , rN
with ǫ > 0 small enough so that:

• U1, . . . , UN are disjoint,
• U1, . . . , UN are contained in the open disc centered at 0 of radius ǫ−1,
• for all i ∈ I we have that h′′(t) · f̄(t) < 0 for all t ∈ Ui ∩ R.

Further, let S be the union of all Ui for i ∈ I. By Theorem 4.3 applied to h and
Corollary 4.4 applied to h′′, there exists δ > 0 such that for g ∈ Cd[t]:

• ‖g − h‖ < δ implies g has mi roots (counted with multiplicity) in each Ui

and deg(g)− deg(h) ≤ 1 roots with modulus greater than ǫ−1,
• ‖g′′ − h′′‖ < δ implies g′′ has no roots in S.

Now, choose k large enough such that ‖h′′
k − h′′‖ < δ and ‖hk + cf̄ − h‖ < δ for

all c ∈ [0, k−1]. By continuity, this implies for all i ∈ I that h′′
k(t) · f̄(t) < 0 for all

t ∈ Ui. And for all c ∈ [0, k−1] and i ∈ I, the polynomial hk + cf̄ has exactly two
roots in Ui. Applying Lemma 4.5 to hk, f̄ for all i ∈ I, we have that the roots of
Hk = hk + k−1f̄ are all real and simple. This is a contradiction, and thus proves
the desired result. �

Corollary 4.7. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] be proper and 3-compatible. Then f

is compatible.

Proof. By possibly dividing out simultaneous roots, we may assume without loss
of generality that there is no r ∈ R ∪ {∞} for which f(r) = 0 for all f ∈ f . Thus
we may apply Theorem 4.6 for all ǫ > 0 small enough, and by limiting ǫ → 0 we
obtain the desired result. �

4.3. The non-proper case. Having proven the (1) ⇐⇒ (2) case of Theorem 1.2
for proper f in Corollary 4.7, we now handle non-proper f .

Theorem 4.8. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] be 3-compatible. Then f is compatible.

Proof. We prove this by induction on n, with the case of n = 3 being immediate.
If f is proper, then the desired result follows from Corollary 4.7. Otherwise, there
exists a convex combination of f which is the zero polynomial. That is, we have

f̃ =
n
∑

k=1

ckfk = 0.

Now let g =
∑n

k=1 akfk 6≡ 0 be any strictly positive convex combination of f . Let

s > 0 be maximal such that ak − s · ck ≥ 0 for all k. Thus g = g − s · f̃ is (up to
scalar) a convex combination of at most n − 1 polynomials in f . Thus g is real-
rooted by induction on n. Therefore every strictly positive convex combination of
f is real-rooted, and by taking limits this implies f is compatible. �

5. Proof of Theorem 1.2: (2) =⇒ (3)

We now give the remainder of the proof of Theorem 1.2. We first prove some
basic root separation lemmas for proper families of 2 and 3 polynomials, and then
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we use these to reduce to the case of all positive leading coefficients. This allows
us to utilize Theorem 1.1.

Recall that if f is a real-rooted polynomial then we denote its roots (with mul-
tiplicity) in R by λ1(f) ≥ λ2(f) ≥ · · · .

5.1. Basic lemmas. The main result of this section in Lemma 5.3 which says how
the signs of leading coefficients affect the ordering of roots.

Lemma 5.1. Let {f, g} ⊂ R
d[t] be proper and compatible such that f, g are of degree

exactly d with leading coefficients of different signs. If all convex combinations of
f, g have only simple roots, then λ1(f) 6= λ1(g).

Proof. So as to get a contradiction, suppose λ1(f) = λ1(g) = r. Let f̃ , g̃ ∈ Rd̃[t]
be the polynomials obtained from f, g respectively after dividing by (t − ri) for

every shared root ri of f, g (including r). Thus f̃ and g̃ have distinct largest

roots such that without loss of generality λ1(f̃) < λ1(g̃) < r. Further, every convex

combination of f̃ , g̃ is real-rooted, and since f̃ , g̃ have leading coefficients of different
signs, no roots lie in the interval I = (max{λ1(f̃), λ2(g̃)}, λ1(g̃)).

Now consider hs = s · f̃ + (1− s) · g̃, and let s0 ∈ (0, 1) be the unique value such
that hs0 has a root at ∞. As s goes from 0 to s0, the largest root of hs must go
from λ1(g̃) to +∞, since no roots of hs lie in I for all s ∈ [0, 1]. Thus for some
s′ ∈ (0, s0), we have that hs′(r) = 0. But this implies s′ ·f +(1−s′) ·g has a double
root at r, which is a contradiction. �

Lemma 5.2. Let {f, g} ⊂ Rd[t] be proper and compatible such that f, g are of
degree exactly d with leading coefficients of the same sign. If all non-negative linear
combinations of f, g have only simple roots, then λ2(f) < λ1(g).

Proof. If λ1(f) ≤ λ1(g) then the result immediately follows, and thus we may
assume that λ1(g) < λ1(f). So as to get a contradiction, suppose that λ1(g) ≤
λ2(f).

If λ1(g) = λ2(f), then choose φ ∈ SL2(R) which rotates some point in the interval
(λ2(f), λ1(f)) to +∞. Thus φ · f and φ · g have degree d, leading coefficients of
different signs, and λ1(φ · f) = λ1(φ · g). This contradicts Lemma 5.1.

Otherwise we have λ1(g) < λ2(f). Let hs = s · f + (1 − s) · g for all s ∈ [0, 1].
Since f, g have leading coefficients of the same sign, hs is of degree exactly d and
has no roots in the interval (λ1(g), λ2(f)) for all s ∈ [0, 1]. Thus by continuity of
roots, hs has no roots in (λ1(g),+∞] as s goes from 0 to 1. This contradicts the
fact that f has roots in this interval. �

Lemma 5.3. Let {f, g, h} ⊂ R
d[t] be proper and compatible such that f, g, h are of

degree exactly d. Suppose further that f, g have leading coefficients of the same sign,
and h has leading coefficient of a different sign. If all convex combinations of f, g, h
have only simple roots, then either λ1(f), λ1(g) < λ1(h) or λ1(h) < λ1(f), λ1(g).

Proof. So as to get a contradiction, suppose without loss of generality that λ1(f) ≤
λ1(h) ≤ λ1(g). Let ps = s · f + (1 − s) · g for s ∈ [0, 1]. As s goes from 0 to 1, the
largest root of ps must go from λ1(g) to λ1(f), since ps cannot have any roots larger
than λ1(g) for all s ∈ [0, 1]. Thus for some s′ ∈ [0, 1], we have that ps′(λ1(h)) = 0.
However, this contradicts Lemma 5.1 applied to ps′ and h. �
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5.2. Reducing to the case of positive leading coefficients. With the root
separation lemmas of the previous section, we first reduce the (2) =⇒ (3) case
of Theorem 1.2 to Theorem 1.1 for 3-compatible families f for which all convex
combinations have simple roots. We then prove the result in general using the
perturbations described in Theorem 4.6.

Proposition 5.4. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] be proper and 3-compatible, such
that all convex combinations of any 3 polynomials in f have only simple roots.
Then there exists an SL2(R) transformation φ such that all polynomials in φ · f
have degree exactly d and leading coefficients of the same sign.

Proof. By SL2(R) perturbation, we may assume that all polynomials in f are of
degree exactly d. Let r+ be the maximum λ1(f) over all f ∈ f which have positive
leading coefficient, and let r− be the maximum λ1(f) over all f ∈ f which have
negative leading coefficient. By possibly negating f , without loss of generality we
may assume that r+ < r− (with strict inequality by Lemma 5.1).

Let f+ ∈ f have positive leading coefficient such that λ1(f+) = r+, let f− ∈ f

have negative leading coefficient such that λ1(f−) = r−, and let f, g ∈ f have
negative leading coefficients. Then by applying Lemma 5.3 to f, f−, f+, we have
that r+ < r− implies r+ < λ1(f). And by applying Lemma 5.2 to any g, f , we
further have that λ2(g) < λ1(f). Thus there exists s ∈ R which is strictly larger
than r+ and contained in (λ2(f), λ1(f)) for all f ∈ f which have negative leading
coefficient. By choosing φ ∈ SL2(R) which rotates s to +∞, we obtain the desired
result. �

Theorem 5.5. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ Rd[t] be proper and 3-compatible. Then
there is a real-rooted g ∈ Rd[t] such that fi ≪ g for all i.

Proof. We may assume without loss of generality that there is no r ∈ R ∪ {∞} for
which f(r) = 0 for all f ∈ f . Otherwise, we may divide each f ∈ f by (t − r)
for each simultaneous root r. After finding g̃ which satisfies the desired conclusion
with these new polynomials, we simply multiply g̃ by these (t− r) factors to obtain
g.

With this, we can apply Theorem 4.6 to f . Letting f̄ =
∑n

i=1 fi, this implies
for all ǫ > 0 small enough that h = (f1 + ǫf̄ , . . . , fn + ǫf̄) is compatible and every
convex combination of h has only simple roots. Thus by Proposition 5.4, there is
some φ ∈ SL2(R) (depending on ǫ) such that all polynomials in φ · h have degree
exactly d and leading coefficients of the same sign. Therefore by Theorem 1.1 there
exists g̃ǫ such that φ · (fi+ ǫf̄) ≪ g̃ǫ for all i, which implies fi+ ǫf̄ ≪ φ−1 · g̃ǫ =: gǫ
for all i.

We now finally construct g. Note first that by scaling, we may assume that
the maximum coefficient of gǫ in absolute value is exactly equal to 1 for all ǫ > 0
small enough. Since the set of polynomials p ∈ Rd[t] with coefficients in [−1, 1] is
compact, we may choose a sequence ǫk → 0 such that gǫk → g for some g ∈ Rd[t].
Note that g 6≡ 0 since gǫ always has a ±1 coefficient. Continuity of roots then
implies g satisfies the desired conclusion. �

6. Proof of Theorem 1.4

We now prove Theorem 1.4 by showing that it is essentially a corollary of the
(1) =⇒ (3) case of Theorem 1.2. To do this, we need one extra lemma which shows
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that we can perturb interlacing polynomials so that they have simple roots. Recall
that if f is a real-rooted polynomial then we denote its roots (with multiplicity)
in R by λ1(f) ≥ λ2(f) ≥ · · · , and let ‖ · ‖ denote any norm on Rd[t] (since all are
equivalent).

Lemma 6.1. Let g, f1, . . . , fn ∈ Rd[t] be real-rooted such that f = (f1, . . . , fn) is
proper and that fi ≪ g for all i. Then for all ǫ > 0 small enough there exist real-
rooted g̃, f̃1, . . . , f̃n ∈ Rd[t] such that ‖g− g̃‖ < ǫ, ‖fi− f̃i‖ < ǫ for all i, (f̃1, . . . , f̃n)

is proper, f̃i ≪ g̃ for all i, and the roots (in R ∪ {∞}) of g̃ ·
∏n

i=1 f̃i are simple.

Proof. Let φ ∈ SO2(R) ⊂ SL2(R) be such that φ·g and φ·fi are all of degree exactly
d for all i. Since φ preserves a norm on Rd[t] by Remark 2.5, we may replace g by φ·g
and fi by φ·fi for all i without loss of generality. That is, we can act by φ, determine
g̃ and f̃i for all i, and then act by φ−1 to obtain the desired perturbations of the
original polynomials. Further, by possibly negating all polynomials and permuting
f , we may assume without loss of generality that g, f1, . . . , fm have positive leading
coefficients and fm+1, . . . , fn have negative leading coefficients for some 0 ≤ m ≤ n.

Given any small ǫ > 0, we now construct perturbations g̃, f̃1, . . . , f̃n by perturb-
ing roots via

λj(g̃) = λj(g)− 3jǫ and

{

λj(f̃i) = λj(fi)− (3j + i−1)ǫ, 1 ≤ i ≤ m

λj(f̃k) = λj(fk)− (3j − k−1)ǫ, m+ 1 ≤ k ≤ n
.

Recall that all inequalities of the form λj+1(g) ≤ λj(fi), λj+1(fk) ≤ λj(g) hold for
valid j and all 1 ≤ i ≤ m and m+ 1 ≤ k ≤ n. Thus we have

λj+1(g̃) + 3ǫ ≤ λj(f̃i) + i−1ǫ, λj+1(f̃k) + (3 − k−1)ǫ ≤ λj(g̃),

which implies
λj+1(g̃) < λj(f̃i), λj+1(f̃k) < λj(g̃)

for all ǫ > 0 small enough. Note that this choice further implies that all roots of
g̃ ·

∏n
i=1 f̃i are simple, and that f̃ is proper by compactness of ∆(f̃ ), for all ǫ > 0

small enough. This yields the desired result. �

Theorem 6.2. Let f = (f1, . . . , fn) ⊂ R
d[t] be proper and compatible. Then for

all ǫ > 0 small enough there exists f̃ = (f̃1, . . . , f̃n) ⊂ Rd[t] such that ‖fi − f̃i‖ < ǫ

for all i and ∆(f̃ ) is contained in the interior of the set of real-rooted polynomials
in Rd[t].

Proof. By Theorem 5.5 there is a real-rooted g ∈ Rd[t] such that fi ≪ g for all

i. By Lemma 6.1 we can perturb by ǫ > 0 small enough to obtain g̃, f̃1, . . . , f̃n so
that (f̃1, . . . , f̃n) is proper, f̃i ≪ g̃ for all i, and the roots of g̃ ·∏n

i=1 f̃i are simple.

By Corollary 4.2 (and Theorem 1.2), every convex combination of (f̃1, . . . , f̃n) has
only simple real roots. This implies the desired result. �

7. Proof of Proposition 1.3

In this section we prove Proposition 1.3 via a simple observation relating com-
patibility of a non-proper triple (f1, f2, f3) to interlacing properties of the pair
(f1, f2).

Lemma 7.1. Let f1, f2, f3 ∈ Rd[t] be real-rooted and such that af1 + bf2 + cf3 ≡ 0
for some a ≥ 0 and b, c > 0. Then (f1, f2, f3) is compatible if and only if either
f1 ≪ f2 or f2 ≪ f1.
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Proof. For any α, β, γ ≥ 0 we have

αf1 + (β − γ)f2 =
(

α+
aγ

b

)

f1 + βf2 +
cγ

b
f3

and

αf1 + βf2 + γf3 =
(

α− aγ

c

)

f1 +

(

β − bγ

c

)

f2.

Thus (f1, f2, f3) is compatible if and only if every linear combination of f1, f2 is
real-rooted. By Theorem 2.3, this implies the desired result. �

Proposition 7.2. Let (f1, f2, f3) ⊂ R[t] be such that fi is real-rooted for all i ∈
{1, 2, 3}. Then (f1, f2, f3) is compatible if and only if one of the following conditions
holds:

(1) there is a real-rooted g ∈ R[t] such that f1, f2, f3 ≪ g,
(2) there is a choice of {i, j, k} = {1, 2, 3}, a ≥ 0, and b, c > 0 such that

afi + bfj + cfk ≡ 0 and either fi ≪ fj or fj ≪ fi.

Proof. ( =⇒ ). If (f1, f2, f3) is proper then condition (1) follows from Theorem 1.2.
If at least one of f1, f2, f3 is the zero polynomial then (1) also follows from the
discussion following Theorem 1.2. Otherwise there is a choice of {i, j, k} = {1, 2, 3}
and a ≥ 0, b, c > 0 such that afi + bfj + cfk = 0, and thus (2) follows from
Lemma 7.1.

( ⇐= ). If (1) holds then (f1, f2, f3) is compatible by Theorem 1.2 and the
discussion following Theorem 1.2. If (2) holds, then (f1, f2, f3) is compatible by
Lemma 7.1. �
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