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Abstract

Let P be a set of n points in R?, in general position. We remove all of them
one by one, in each step erasing one vertex of the convex hull of the current
remaining set. Let gqa(P) denote the number of different removal orders we can
attain while erasing all points of P this way, and let gqa(n) be the minimum of
ga(P) over all n-element point sets P C R%. Dumitrescu and Téth showed that
ga(n) < (d+ 1)(d+1)2". We substantially improve their bound, by proving that
ga(n) = O0((d+dln d)(2+%)"). It follows that, for any € > 0, there exist
sufficiently high dimensional point sets P C R? with ga(P) < O(dZt9n),
This almost closes the gap between the upper bound and the best-known lower
bound (d + 1)™ for large values of d.
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1 Introduction

Let P be a set of n > d points labelled 1,2, ...,n in R? in general position, i.e., assume
that no d 4+ 1 of them lie on the same hyperplane. In each step, we remove exactly
one vertex of the convex hull of the current point set and write down the label of
the removed point. We repeat the process until removing all the points in P. We get
a sequence of the labels, and call that sequence a ”peeling sequence of P”. We are
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interested in determining the minimum number of peeling sequences a set of n points
can have. The maximal value is not that interesting, as we have gq4(P) < n! for every
set of n points, and g4(P) = n! for every set of n points in convex position.
Definition. Given a point set P in general position in R?, let g4(P) denote the number
of peeling sequences of P.

Let gq(n) = min|p|—,, ga(P), where the minimum is taken over all n-element point
sets P in general position in R?.

The investigation of peeling sequences was initiated by Dumitrescu [7], who studied
only the 2-dimensional problem. For go(n), the minimum number of peeling sequences,
he established the following asymptotic bounds:

Q(3") < gz(n) < 20(n10glogn).

The upper bound later got improved significantly by Dumitrescu and G. Téth [10],
where they have shown gs(n) < 121.3371.

The lower bound is simple, and can be generalized to any dimension d: In each
step of the peeling process, where we have more than d points left, the current convex
hull must consist of at least d + 1 points. Hence, in each step, we have at least d + 1
choices to continue the peeling sequence, which gives at least Q((d + 1)") different
sequences on n points. This argument gives the best known lower bound on g4(n).

In the other direction, the best known upper bounds are also due to Dumitrescu

and G. Téth [10]:

ga(n) < (d+ 1)(d+1)2” for every d

In the current paper, we substantially improve the above bound, for d > 3. Our
main result is the following.
Theorem 1. For any fixed d > 3 and for all n > 2 integers, there is a set of n
(2+ﬁ)n)

points in general position in R?, that admits at most O((d+ dInd) peeling

sequences. In other words, we have
ga(n) < O((d + dIn d) >+ Twar™),

Theorem 1 immediately follows from the next statement, by choosing m = d1Ind.
Theorem 2. For any fized integers d > 3, m > 1, and all integers n > 2, we have

d+2m—1

gi(n) <c-(d+m) = ",

where c is an absolute constant.

As d tends to infinity, the upper bound in Theorem 1 is asymptotically not far
from d?".
Corollary 3. For any € > 0, there is a real number D = D(¢) such that gq4(n) =
O(d®+9m), for all fived d > D.

We build our point sets recursively: we place in R, in a regular manner, tiny copies
of our construction for smaller values of n, transformed into segment-like objects.



To find the optimal placement of these segments, we need to define and solve a
different problem. Suppose the origin p belongs to our point set, and we want to make
sure that p does not get removed in the first m steps of the peeling algorithm. We
seek the minimal number of points needed to achieve that. These numbers directly
affect the number of peeling sequences.

Related work. The number of peeling sequences is an important parameter of
point sets, which can be used for their classification. This number is maximal when the
points are in convex position. To some extent, this value measures how far the point
set is from being in convex position. Similar parameters that have been investigated
are the number of triangulations (see [1, 9, 19] for some bounds), the number of
polygonizations (see [13], [20]), the number of non-crossing perfect matchings (see [4]),
etc.

Peeling point sets has also been widely studied in several other contexts. Many
results are concerned with convez-layer peeling, where at each step we remove all
vertices of the current convex hull. Such methods have been used, e.g., for proving
that every sufficiently large set of points in general position in the plane has six points
that form an empty hexagon [14][16]; see also [8]. Another area where peeling the grid
plays an important role is affine curve-shortening [2, 11, 18], which has applications
in computer graphics. The number of layers a point set has is called the layer number.
Bounds on the layer number of various structures have been investigated, see [3, 6, 15]
for some examples.

In Section 2, we define and analyse the auxiliary problem needed for our construc-
tion, which is interesting on its own right. In Section 3, we describe our recursive
construction and prove Theorem 2. In Section 4, we prove our numerical theorems,
Theorem 1 and Corollary 3. The last section contains concluding remarks and open
problems.

2 Defending a point

To define the constructions needed for the upper bounds in Theorem 2, we need to
solve a completely different problem first.

The new problem is the following: For a fixed dimension d, let p be the origin in
R?. Find a point set S, such that SU{p} is in general position, and if we start peeling
SU{p}, p cannot get removed in the first m steps. We seek to minimise |S|. We say
that the set S defends p for m steps.

Definition (Defense number). For given positive integers d, m, let Dq(m) denote the
size of the minimal set S in R? needed to defend the origin p for the first m steps of
the peeling algorithm.

Observation 4. A point in R? is on the convex hull of a point set in general position,
if and only if there is a hyperplane through the point, such that there are no points in
one of the open halfspaces bounded by the hyperplane.

Based on the above observation, we can give an equivalent definition of the Defense
number:



Definition (Defense number). For given positive integers d,m, Dg(m) denotes the
size of the minimal set S in R? needed to have at least m points in any of the open
halfspaces around the origin.

Note that there is a similar notion in previous papers called Tukey-depth [21], but
it is defined via closed halfspaces, so it is not exactly equivalent to our Defense number.

Now we determine the exact values of Dy(m) for all d and m. As a warm-up, we
exhibit two simple cases. In 1-dimension, general position means that no two points
lie in the same position.
Proposition 5. The following values are easily seen:

a) Dd(l) =d+1.

b) Di(m) = 2m.

Proof.

a) By the definition of defending for 1 step, we need a set S such that p lies in the
interior of conv(S). The convex hull of at most d points must be degenerate in R,
so p cannot be in its interior. Hence we need |S| > d + 1. To achieve that, we can
select a regular simplex centered at the origin, as illustrated in Figure 2.

b) Since the dimension is 1, points are arranged on a single line. If we want to defend
the origin in the first m steps, we need to place m points to the left of p on the line,
and m points to the right, and it is obviously the optimal construction. See Figure 1.

O

Now we state and prove the general value of Dy(m), which is the main result of
this section. Theorem 6 will be used for building up constructions, and proving the
main theorems of the paper.

Theorem 6. For every m > 1 integer, the minimal number of points needed to defend
point p for m steps in RY is Dg(m) = d + 2m — 1.



Fig. 1 A minimal point set for d = 3 and m = 1 defending p (upper)
A minimal point set for d = 1 and m = 4 defending p (lower)

Proof of upper bound. The upper bound is established through Gale’s Theorem II.,
first presented in [12], and later simplified in [17]. The theorem says, that one can
place 2m + d — 1 points on Sy (the surface of the d 4+ 1 dimensional sphere), such that
each open hemisphere through the origin contains at least m points. O

Proof of lower bound. We prove the lower bound for all point sets, not just the ones in
general position. This includes having more than one point at the same position too.
By Proposition 5 b), in one dimension, the lower bound holds, and it also remains
valid without general position. For higher dimensions, we proceed by induction on d.
Suppose that Dy(m) > d+ 2m — 1 holds for any m and d < dy, where m, d, dy are all
positive integers. We aim to show that the lower bound holds for d = dy + 1 too.

Suppose for contradiction, that there is an m, such that the origin p can be
defended for m steps in R%*+! by dy + 2m — 1 points. Let S be such a defending
point set, and let v € S. We can also suppose v is not the origin. Let H be the do-
dimensional hyperplane through the origin, whose normal vector is vp. Project all
elements of S\ {v} onto H.

After projection, we get dg+2m—2 points around p in R%, not necessarily in general
position. By the induction hypothesis, the origin cannot be defended for m steps with
that many points, hence there is a peeling sequence starting with V;l , v§27 ...V{mil ,pon
H, where v{ denotes the image of v; after the projection. So let v{ ,v{ ,..vi _ ,p be
the beginning of the peeling sequence of the image on H. We claim vi, , Viy, ..., Vi,_,, P
is the beginning of a valid peeling sequence in R%*! contradicting that S defends p
for m steps.

If we forget the existence of v, the correctness of the peeling sequence is obvious,
since there is a basis of vectors in which the first dy coordinates of the points are
unchanged by reversing the projections. Therefore if at a given step, point v is on
the convex hull in the hyperplane, it is not a linear combination with non-negative
weights of sum < 1 of the other remaining points. This condition also stays true by
taking preimages, since the first dy coordinates are unchanged. So the preimage of the
peeling sequence is a peeling sequence in R? too.

Adding back v does not affect that, since the image of v would be p, so they reach
the boundary at the same time in H, and by taking preimage, the line vp becomes
a boundary segment of the current convex hull. So whenever v gets into the peeling
sequence in the above way, we can switch it to p.

Hence we have a contradiction, thus we need at least dy + 2m points to defend the
origin for m steps in R%+1 satisfying the induction step and concluding the proof. [



Fig. 2 Creation of the base set starting from a 3-defending point set in the plane. Red points show
the points in the final set.

3 Our Construction

3.1 Constructing Base Sets

The construction is built recursively. The main idea is to take the optimal constructions
for smaller values of n, transform them to look like a tiny segment, and then place
copies of them in R? such that their placement points defend the origin for many
steps. We will call the set of these placement points S, which we soon define. This
way, if the segments point towards the origin, as long as the origin is defended, we
can only peel the outermost point of each segment. Consider a fixed dimension d, and
a fixed positive integer m, and these stay fixed during Section 3. For each positive
integer n we will define a construction S,,, using an optimal m-defending set S’ of size
D = Dy(m)=d+2m — 1.

Let S’ = {p},P5, ---Pp} be a set of minimal size in R? defending the origin for m
steps in the peeling algorithm. From S’, we derive a special set S of the same size as
S’, in which during the first m steps of the peeling algorithm, there are never more
than D — m + 1 = d + m points on the convex hull. We refer to S as the base set of
the construction.

Such a defending set can be derived from an arbitrary S’ = {p], p5, ...7pbd(m)}
m-step defending set of size D. Rescale S’ such that each point has a distance < 1 from
the origin. Let pj = p; for all j < D —m+ 1. Note that {p1, P2, ..., PD-m+1} defends



&) 3
@
@
2
1
Y
6 5 4 3 2 1 ’O bl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Fig. 3 Transforming a point set on the plane with § = 0.1 and € = 0.01. The blue points are the
original points, and the red ones are the transformed points. In practice, much smaller § and € values
will be used.

the origin p for 1 step, so there is a closed ball of center p and radius €; contained in
the interior of the convex hull of the set. Let Pp_m+2 = €1Pp_ g2, Where multiplying
a point by a scalar e denotes the transformation (x1,xzs,...,xq) — (€21, €xa, ..., €x4).
By Observation 4, it is easy to see that scaling distances of individual points from the
origin does not change the defense properties of a point set. So, {p1, P2, ..-s PD—m-+2}
defends the origin p for 2 steps, so there is a closed ball of radius €5 centered at p,
contained in the interior of the convex hull of any subset of D —m + 1 different points
among these Dg(m) —m +2 points. Let Pp_m+3 = €2Pp_y - Similarly, recursively,
for any j < m — 1, define ¢; the same way, and define pp_m+j+1 = ejpb_m+j+1.
The set S = {p1, P2, ..., Pp } satisfies the properties described at the beginning of the
subsection.

We can notice that in the resulting set, pp_m-+; can only be removed at or after
the j-th step for all j, hence in each step, only one more point is added to the new
convex hull. Initially, there are at most D — m + 1 points on the convex hull, so it
stays like that in all of the steps. The creation of our base set from an arbitrary set is
illustrated in Figure 2 for d = 2 and m = 3.

3.2 Constructing S,

The point sets of the constructions are built recursively. Let S,, denote the construction
for n points. For n < D, pick S,, to be an arbitrary subset of S.



Fig. 4 The recursive construction for d = 3 and m = 1.

For n > D, partition n into D pieces of size i1, 12, ...,7p, such that all the pieces
have size | 75| or [5]. Then, for any i;, take a copy of S;;, and transform it to look like
a tiny segment. This means, that we rotate S;, until no two points have the same z
coordinates, then apply the transformation (z, y1,y2, ...ya—1) = (0, €y, €Yo, ..., €Yyq—1)
with J tiny, and € << 4. Call the segment-like image SZ{J_. For clarity, check Figure 3:

Now place a copy of each S/ with one of its points being at pj, and rotate it
such that its a-vector aligns with the pp; vector. In other words, the tiny segment
points towards the origin. Call that rotated and placed set A; for each 1 < j < D.
We will also refer to these D different sets in the construction as blocks. For a simple
three-dimensional example, see Figure 4.

Note that g4(S;;) = ga(Si,) = ga(A;) since flattening, scaling, rotating, and
translating do not change the inclusion properties of the convex hulls in the point set.

By the above process, we defined a set .S;, for all values of n. In the next section,
we estimate the number of peeling sequences these constructions admit.

4 Proof of the upper bound

First, we need to define the concept of simplified peeling sequences, here we use the
same definitions as Dumitrescu and Téth in [10].



Definition (Simplified Peeling Sequence). Let w be a peeling sequence of S,,. Replace
every element of A; with a symbol a; in the sequence, for all1 < j < D. The resulting
sequence of D different symbols is the simplified peeling sequence of 7, and it is denoted
m*.

We can think of the simplified peeling sequence as a way of seeing the order in
which we remove the blocks of the construction. Each symbol a; just represents the
block A;.

Lemma 7. g4(S,) <(D—-—m+1)" Hi’;mﬂ 9a(A;), where we labelled the blocks such

Proof. We can give an upper bound to the number of peeling sequences of S, the
following way: First, we bound from above the number of different simplified peeling
sequences S,, can admit. We also bound from above the maximum number of peeling
sequences inducing the same simplified peeling sequence 7*. The product of these two
values gives an upper bound for ¢4(Sy).

Let 74, denote the subsequence of m containing all elements of A;. Note that 74,
is a peeling sequence of A;.

Due to the construction of S, and the tiny segment-like nature of A;, at any time we
can only peel elements of at most D —m 41 different A;-s. When all points in a block
Aj are removed, it introduces at most one additional block A; to the current boundary,
ensuring that the number of blocks on the boundary remains at most D —m + 1 at
any given time.

Hence the number of simplified peeling sequences of \S,, is bounded above by (D —
m+1)".

Now we need to bound the number of peeling sequences admitting the same
simplified peeling sequence.

As long as the origin is still defended by our point set during the peeling algorithm,
only the outermost points (points with the largest distance from the origin) of A; may
be removed for each ¢. This is because if the origin is defended, then a small ball is
defended around it, hence the ball is in the current convex hull. Since A; is segment-
like pointing towards the origin, any line between two points of A; intersects the ball
at the center. If we take the outermost point v of A;, then for all of the other points
v’ € A; the line vv’ intersects the ball, hence v/ must be in the interior of the current
convex hull. Hence, only v can be removed in the current step if A; is on the boundary.

Since S defends the origin for m steps in the peeling algorithm, in 5,, the origin
remains defended as long as we have not removed m distinct A; blocks entirely.

So, consider the simplified peeling sequence 7*, and without loss of generality
assume Aj, As, ..., A, are the first m blocks that disappear entirely throughout the
peeling. In other words, if we consider only the last a; for each 7 in the simplified
peeling sequence, a1, as, ..., a,, are the first m elements.

Then, for any 7 admitting 7* as its simplified peeling sequence, 74, for i« < m are
fixed since points of A; are removed one by one in decreasing order of distance from
the origin.

For i > m + 1, we can use any upper bound we have for g;(4;).



The total number of peeling sequences admitting 7* as the simplified peeling
sequence is thus at most Hi’;m +19d(A;). To get an upper bound we just relabel every-
thing such that g4(A41) < ga(A2) < ... < gq(Ap). This is equivalent with saying
|A1] < |Az] < ... < |Ap|. So for the upper bound we just assume that the remaining
blocks are the largest possible out of all blocks, hence we have the maximum possible
number of peeling sequences on the remaining blocks.

Multiply that upper bound with the upper bound on the number of different
simplified peeling sequences, and we proved the Lemma. O

Having settled the foundations, we can now prove Theorem 2. Let’s recall the
theorem for clarity.
Theorem 2. For any fized integers d > 3, m > 1, and all integers n > 2, we have

d+2m—1

ga(n) < c-(d+m) =",

where ¢ is an absolute constant.

Proof. Let D = Dg(m) = d + 2m — 1 as shown in Theorem 6, and denote a =
(d+m) = for simplicity in the proof. Using the construction described in sections

3.1 and 3.2 for these fixed values of d and m, we aim to show that the number of

distinct peeling sequences of 5, is at most ca™. For the constant, we select ¢ = a7,
First, we establish the statement for 2 < i < 2D.

e For 2 points we have g4(S2) = 2, which is clearly less than ca? = Q= >4

since a > 4 and d > 3.

e For 3 < ¢ < 2D points we use the upper bound g4(S;) < i!, which arises from
placing all points in convex position. On the other hand, since d +m > 4, we can
show that a > (d +m)? > 4(d +m) > 2d + 4m — 2 = 2D.

Hence gq(S;) < i! < 2(2D)""2 < (ca?)a’=2 = ca’ which we wanted to prove. Note
that we used the n = 2 case in the inequality.

N

=2

(S

We proceed by induction, assume g4(S;) < ca’ for all [25L] < i < n.

Applying Lemma 7, and using that g4(A;) < ca® ! by the induction hypothesis,
we derive:
9a(Sn) < (D =m +1)" 1,211 9a(A)) < (D —m+1)"(ca)”~™a

To complete the proof, we need to show that (D —m + 1)”(ca)D*maD5m” < ca™.
We verify this separately for the coefficient and the exponential factors.

D—m
D

n

e For the exponential factor we need (D —m + 1)”a]}Tm” < a"™, which holds if and
only if (D —m~+1)" < aB". This is true, since a = (D —m+1)m = (d+m) it

® For the coefficient factor, we need to show ¢ > (ca)P?~™. After rearranging, this

)

requirement becomes a DS > c. This inequality holds because:
a% — ai% 2 a 9a-1 = ¢c.
Thus, we conclude that
D—m
9a(Sn) < (D —m+1)" T, 11 9a(A:) < (D —m+1)"(ca)P"a"5"" < ca™
Hence by induction the theorem holds for any n > 2. O
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To get the best possible upper bounds, we need to find the value m that minimises
(d+m) 23— Using Theorem 2, we can easily deduce the following Corollary:
Corollary 8. For any fized d > 3 and all n > 2 integers,
ga(n) < ¢ min,,((d+m) (Hz;?fl”) for a positive real constant c. Minimum is taken
over all positive integer values of m.

Finding the minimum of that function generally is not straightforward, but for
small values it can be optimised numerically, giving a much better upper bound than

Theorem 1 will. For general parameters, we can prove Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. For general d, pick m = |d1nd] which is a decent approximation
for the minimum point of the above expression, but not optimal in general. After
substituting m into Theorem 2, we get the upper bound

ga(n) <c-(d+dln d)(2+ T ] )" concluding the proof of Theorem 1. O
Corollary 3 follows easily from here.

Proof of Corollary 3. Using Theorem 1 and that d is at least 3,
d—

ga(n) < O((d+ dInd)®* i al ") < O((2d1n d)?*=2)"). Now take logarithm to get

2+ i) (Ind+1n (2Ind)) = (2+ 1y + 22 C0d) @Dy, g < (24 ¢) Ind whenever

Ind (Ind)?
€> ﬁ—i— 2 lnl(fclln 44 ln(l(f ilr)‘zd) . Since the right side converges to 0 as d goes to infinity, for

arbitrary small positive € we can choose d large enough. Hence the corollary holds. [

5 Concluding Remarks

The upper bounds provided in the paper are substantially closer to the best lower
bounds than any previous result, but there is still room for improvement. Further anal-
ysis of these constructions, utilizing the tools from Section 3.2 in [10], could potentially
yield stronger upper bounds. Nevertheless, even that analysis is not perfect, as refine-
ment in the recursion can lead to better upper bounds at the expense of more intricate
calculations. Unfortunately, we currently lack the tools to determine the exact number
of peeling sequences in that specific construction. By developing some further count-
ing methods it seems probable that one could improve the upper bound. Despite this,
we do not anticipate the existence of much better constructions. It is possible that if
we could accurately count the number of peeling sequences, the optimal value of m
for our construction might be 1.

Open Problem 9. Determine the number of peeling sequences of the construction
presented in this paper. Improve the upper bound on gq(n).

The next logical step in the area should be improving the lower bound on the
number of peeling sequences for any dimensions. While this question was initially posed
in [10], I present it as a conjecture, emphasizing the need for further exploration in this
direction. The existence of the fractional Erdés-Szekeres theorem [5] seems to imply
that there are many configurations when one can choose more than d 4+ 1 points to
peel, making the lower bound appear weak, but we still could not improve the bound.
Conjecture 10. The minimal number of peeling sequences of n points in R? is at
least c(d+ 1+ €)™ for some positive constants ¢ and €. So gq(n) = Q((d+ 1+ €)™).

11
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