arXiv:2307.00363v1 [cs.CC] 1 Jul 2023

On the Complexity of Robust Eventual Inequality Testing for C-Finite Functions

Eike Neumann Swansea University Swansea, Wales neumaef1@gmail.com

Abstract

We study the computational complexity of a robust version of the problem of testing two univariate C-finite functions for eventual inequality at large times. Specifically, working in the bit-model of real computation, we consider the eventual inequality testing problem for real functions that are specified by homogeneous linear Cauchy problems with arbitrary real coefficients and initial values. In order to assign to this problem a well-defined computational complexity, we develop a natural notion of polynomial-time decidability of subsets of computable metric spaces which extends our recently introduced notion of maximal partial decidability. We show that eventual inequality of C-finite functions is polynomial-time decidable in this sense.

1 Introduction

Linear dynamical systems capture the evolution of a wide range of real-world systems of interest in physics, biology, economics, and other natural sciences. In computing, they arise in connection with questions such as loop termination, model checking, and probabilistic or quantum computation. Unsurprisingly, questions surrounding decidability of liveness and safety properties of such systems have a long history in theoretical computer science, dating back at least to the mid-1970s with the work of Berstel and Mignotte [6] on decidable properties of the zero sets of linear recurrence sequences – a line of research that itself goes back at least to the beginning of the 20th century, as exhibited by Skolem’s famous structural result of 1934. A simple-looking but notoriously difficult open problem in this area is the so-called Positivity Problem [22]: decide whether a given linear recurrence sequence or C-finite function is positive. The Positivity Problem is known to be decidable for linear recurrences of order up to five, but known to likely fall outside the scope of current techniques for recurrences of order six or higher [20]. The situation is better for simple linear recurrences, where Positivity is known to be decidable up to order nine [19] and Ultimate Positivity – to decide if a recurrence sequence is eventually positive – is known to be decidable for all orders [21]. Similar results have been obtained for the continuous-time analogues of these problems for C-finite functions [5, 9, 10].

Recently, there has been increased interest in the study of robust reachability questions for linear dynamical systems: in [2], point-to-point reachability for linear systems with rounded orbits is studied. In [11], a version of the Skolem Problem (to decide whether a recurrence sequence has a zero), where arbitrarily small perturbations are performed after each step of the iteration, is shown to be decidable. Most notably, in [1] two robust versions of the Positivity Problem are studied: in the first version, one is given a fixed rational linear recurrence equation and a rational ball of initial values and asked to decide whether the linear recurrence is positive for all initial values in the ball. In the second version, one is given a linear recurrence equation and a single vector of initial values and asked if there exists a ball about the initial values such that all sequences satisfying the equation with initial values in the ball are positive. The second version is shown to be decidable in polynomial space, while the first version is shown to be at least as hard as the standard Positivity Problem. Both results are shown to hold true also for analogous versions of the Skolem Problem.

We recently proposed [17] another natural robust variant of the Positivity Problem based on computable analysis. Computable analysis [28, 7] is the study of computation on data that is in general not known exactly but can be measured to arbitrary accuracy. Algorithms are provided infinitary objects as inputs via streams of increasingly accurate approximations. This allows one to provide arbitrary real numbers (as opposed to “efficiently discrete” countable subsets of real numbers such as rational or algebraic numbers) as inputs to algorithms. Here, robustness is built into the definition of computation, for any decision that an algorithm makes can only depend on a finite approximation to its input.

We showed that the Positivity Problem and the Ultimate Positivity Problem for linear recurrences with arbitrary real parameters are maximally partially decidable (see below for a definition). In this paper we improve one of these results by showing that the Ultimate Inequality Problem for C-finite functions which are specified by arbitrary real parameters is maximally partially decidable in polynomial time. This is a significant improvement over our previous decidability result, which requires exponentially many queries to the theory of the reals. The focus on the continuous-time setting is mainly for the sake of variety. Our results apply, mutatis mutandis, to linear recurrence sequences as well. More concretely, we consider functions that are specified by homogeneous linear differential equations

f^{(n)}(t) + c_{n−1} f^{(n−1)}(t) + ··· + c_1 f^{(1)}(t) + c_0 f (t) = 0 (1)

with constant coefficients c_0,... , c_{n−1} ∈ R and initial values f^{(k)}(0) ∈ R, k = 0,... , n − 1. Functions of this type are also called C-finite. The Ultimate Inequality Problem^1 is to decide, given (c, u, d, v) ∈ R^{2n} × R^{2m} if there exists t_0 > 0 such that the function f satisfying the differential equation (1) with coefficients c and initial values f^{(k)}(0) is greater than or equal to the function g satisfying an equation analogous to (1) with coefficient vector d and initial values g^{(k)}(0) = v_k for all t ≥ t_0. Thus, we admit functions as inputs that are specified by Cauchy problems with arbitrary real coefficients and initial values. Computation on such objects can be defined using computable metric spaces [8]. A computable metric space is a separable metric space (X, d) together with a dense sequence (x_k)_k and a computable map δ: N^3 → Q such that |δ(k,ℓ, n) − d(x_k , x_ℓ)| < 2^{−n}. A point x ∈ X can be provided as an input to an algorithm in the form of an infinite sequence (k_n)_n of integers such that |x − x_{kn} | < 2^{−n}. A sequence (k_n)_n with this property is called a name of x. Note that we do not require names to be computable. In our computational model, the algorithm is given access to the name of its input as a black box. As a consequence, algorithms may operate on all points of X, not just on the computable points. This should be distinguished from the related notion of Markov computability (see [28, Chapter 9.6] and references therein), where algorithms operate on computable points which are presented as Gödel numbers of Turing machines.

The prototypical example of a computable metric space is the space R of real numbers with the usual Euclidean distance, where (x_k)_k is a suitable enumeration of the rational numbers. The computability of the map δ ensures that the distance function d : X × X → R is computable when R is given this structure of computable metric space.

1Over discrete inputs, the Ultimate Inequality Problem reduces to the Ultimate Positivity Problem, i.e., the special case of Ultimate Inequality where the second function is identically equal to zero. However, the standard reduction maps robust instances of Ultimate Inequality to non-robust instances of Ultimate Positivity, which is why we consider Ultimate Inequality instead. For the same reason, we cannot assume without loss of generality that n = m in the definition of the Ultimate Inequality Problem.

Since an algorithm can only read a finite approximation to its input before committing to a decision, connected computable metric spaces do not have any non-trivial decidable subsets. For this reason, decision problems have arguably been somewhat neglected by the computable analysis community in the past. In order to extend the definition of decidability from N to arbitrary computable metric spaces in a more meaningful way, we proposed [17] the following notion:

Let A ⊆ X be a subset of a computable metric space X. A partial algorithm for deciding A is an algorithm that takes as input (a name of) a point^2 x ∈ X and either halts and outputs a boolean value or runs indefinitely. Should the algorithm halt on an input x, it is required to correctly report whether x belongs to A. A maximal partial algorithm for deciding A is a partial algorithm for deciding A which halts on all names of all points x ∈ X \ ∂A. If there exists a maximal partial algorithm for deciding A, then A is called maximally partially decidable. A point in X \ ∂A is also called a robust instance of A, while a point in ∂A is called a boundary instance of A. A maximal partial algorithm for deciding a set A can be alternatively defined as a partial algorithm whose halting set^3 is maximal among the halting sets of all partial algorithms for deciding A. This motivates the name “maximal partial algorithm”.

For metric spaces X whose closed balls are compact, maximal partial decidability can be further characterised using rational balls as inputs (cf. [17, Proposition 2.2]). This helps clarify how maximal partial decidability compares with notions of robust decidability proposed by other authors. Let (x_k)_k denote the dense sequence that is part of the data by which X is presented. The existence of a maximal partial algorithm for deciding A is (uniformly computably) equivalent to the existence of an algorithm which takes as input an integer k ∈ N and a positive rational number r ∈ Q and behaves as follows:

1. If the closed ball B(x_k, r) is contained in the set of robust problem instances, then the algorithm halts and correctly reports the uniform answer to the decision problem on B(x_k, r).

2. If the open ball B(x_k, r) intersects the set of boundary instances, then the algorithm halts and correctly reports that there exist both “Yes”-instances and “No”-instances in the ball.

3. If the closed ball intersects the boundary instances but the open ball does not, then the algorithm runs forever.

In this paper, we extend the definition of maximal partial decidability to polynomial-time decidability. For general background on computational complexity in analysis, see [15]. Using secondorder polynomials [14] and parametrised spaces [18], the notion of “maximal partial decidability in polynomial time” can be defined in great generality. For our present purpose, an ad-hoc definition will suffice. We restrict ourselves to computable metric spaces X such that there exists a function size: X → N with the property that every point x ∈ X is the limit of a sequence (x_{kn} )_n with |x_{kn} − x| < 2^{−n} and k_n ≤ size(x) + O(n). This property is closely related to σ-compactness of X. See [24, 16] for discussions on spaces that admit size-functions of this type. We tacitly assume in the sequel that all inputs to our algorithms are guaranteed to satisfy a size bound of this form.

The only computable metric spaces we consider in this paper are subspaces of countable sums of finite products of R or C. Size functions for these spaces can easily be constructed from size

2It is an essential requirement that the behaviour of a maximal partial algorithm be constrained on the entire set X, and not just on X \ ∂A. For example, it can be shown that for a real number x ∈ R, the set R \ {x} is maximally partially decidable if and only if x is computable. If the algorithm’s behaviour was only constrained on X \ ∂A, then the algorithm which always outputs “false” would “maximally partially decide” all sets A with A ⊆ ∂A.

3We did not require in our definition of partial algorithm that the halting behaviour of a partial algorithm be independent of the given name of a point. The halting set is hence a-priori a set of names, and not a set of points in X. However, the map that sends names to the points they encode is “effectively open”, so that every partial algorithm can be made into a partial algorithm with extensional halting behaviour.

functions for the spaces K^n where K ∈ {R,C}. For the latter, we may put

size((x_1,... , x_n)) = O � n + n� j=1 � log_2(|x_j| + 1) � � .

Let X be a computable metric space admitting a size function as above. Let A ⊆ X be a subset of X. We say that A is maximally partially decidable in polynomial time if there exist a polynomial P ∈ N[x] and a maximal partial algorithm for deciding A such that given a name of a point x ∈ X \ ∂A, the algorithm halts within at most

P (size(x) − log(min{d(x,∂A),1}))

steps (with the convention that min{d(x,∂A),1} = 1 if ∂A = �). Observe that we recover the definition of polynomial-time decidability of subsets of N by interpreting N as a computable metric space with the discrete metric.

For K ∈ {R,C} and n ≥ 0, write C_n(K) = K^n × K^n. Let �·� :

�_{n∈N} C_n(K) → C(R,K) be the function that maps (c, u) ∈ C_n(K) to the unique solution f : R → K of the Cauchy problem (1) with coefficient vector c and initial values u. By convention, if n = 0, then the single element of C_n(K) represents the constant zero function. The following is our main result:

Theorem 1. The Ultimate Inequality Problem is maximally partially decidable in polynomial time. More precisely, given (c, u, d, v) ∈ C_n(R)×C_m(R) we can maximally partially decide in polynomial time if �(c, u)� (t) ≥ �(d, v)� (t) for all sufficiently large t.

As part of the proof of Theorem 1, we establish the following result of independent interest:

Theorem 2. Equality comparison is maximally partially decidable in polynomial time. More precisely, given (c, u, d, v) ∈ C_n(C) × C_m(C) we can maximally partially decide in polynomial time if �(c, u)� ≠ �(d, v)�.

It can be proved essentially as in [17, Proposition 10.1] that the sets of boundary instances of both problems above have measure zero, so that our algorithms halt on almost every input.

2 Proof Outline

Let us briefly outline the proof of Theorem 1. For the purpose of exposition, consider the special case of the Ultimate Positivity Problem, i.e., the special case of Ultimate Inequality where the second function is identically equal to zero^4.

The polynomial χ_c(z) = z^n + c_{n−1} z^{n−1} + ··· + c_1 z + c_0

is called the characteristic polynomial of (the differential equation with coefficient vector) c. The roots of χ_c are also called the characteristic roots of (the differential equation with coefficient vector) c. Write σ_c ⊆ C for the set of all roots of χ_c. The Cauchy problem (1) has a unique solution �(c, u)� : R → C, which has the shape

�(c, u)� (t) = � λ∈σ_c

P_λ(c, u, t)e^{λt} = N� j=1 m_j −1� k=0 a_{j,k} t^k e^{λ j t}. (2)

4Formally speaking, this is the special case where the second input is an element of C0(R), so that we know for certain that the input represents the constant zero function.

The representation (2) is also called the exponential polynomial solution of (1).

A result by Bell and Gerhold [4] asserts that non-zero linear recurrence sequences without positive real characteristic roots admit positive and negative values infinitely often. As an immediate consequence, one obtains an analogous result for linear differential equations (see also the proof of [5, Theorem 12]):

Corollary 3. Let f satisfy a linear differential equation (1) where χ_c has no real roots. Then either f is identically zero, or there exist unbounded sequences (t_j )_j and (s_j )_j of positive real numbers with f (t_j) < 0 and f (s_j) > 0.

It is well-known [15, p. 117] that the roots of a polynomial can be computed in polynomial time in the sense described above^5: There exists a polynomial-time algorithm which takes as input a vector (c_0,... , c_{n−1}) ∈ C^n of complex numbers and returns as output a vector (z_0,... , z_{n−1}) ∈ C^n of complex numbers such that (z_0,... , z_{n−1}) contains all roots of the polynomial χ_c(z), counted with multiplicity. Any such algorithm is necessarily multi-valued, which means that it is allowed to return different outputs (z_0,... , z_{n−1}) for different names of the same input (c_0,... , c_{n−1}). Out course, any two valid outputs for the same input agree up to permutation.

It is relatively easy to see that �(c, u)� is robustly eventually positive if and only if χ_c has a simple real root ρ with ρ > Re(λ) for all other roots such that the coefficient of ρ in the exponential polynomial solution (2) is strictly positive. We will show that we can detect this situation and in this case compute the sign of the coefficient in polynomial time.

The case where �(c, u)� robustly fails to be eventually positive is much more difficult. Intuitively, this can happen for two (potentially overlapping) reasons:

A The polynomial χ_c has a root λ with non-zero imaginary part such that Re(λ) > ρ for all real roots ρ of χ_c and the coefficient P_λ(c, u, t) in (2) is non-zero. In this case, eventual inequality fails due to Corollary 3.

B The polynomial χ_c has real roots and the leading coefficient of the polynomial P_ρ (c, u, t) in (2) corresponding to the largest real root ρ is strictly negative, robustly under small perturbations of (c, u).

There is no obvious reason why either of these properties should be semi-decidable, since the polynomials P_λ(c, u, t) do not depend continuously on c. Indeed, the degree of P_λ(c, u, t) depends on the multiplicity of the roots of χ_c, which is unstable under small perturbations. When the multiplicities of the roots are fixed, the polynomials P_λ depend computably on the initial data. The function which sends the initial data to the coefficients of the P_λ’s subject to fixed multiplicities is unbounded near the boundary of its domain. This implies that if λ has multiplicity > 2, then the coefficient of P_λ will “jump discontinuously” from a finite value to an arbitrarily large value under arbitrarily small perturbations of the initial data.

In order to verify Condition (A) we approximate the roots of χ_c to finite error 2^{−N} . We can then identify roots λ_1,... ,λ_m that are guaranteed to have non-zero imaginary part and real part larger than any real root. To verify that one of the coefficients P_{λ j} (c, u, t) does not vanish, we construct the differential equation c^′ with χ_c′ (z) = χ_c/

�_m

j=1(z − λ_j) and check that the functions �(c, u)� and � (c^′, u) � are different (to some finite accuracy). In case this check does not succeed, we start over with increased accuracy.

In order to verify Condition (B), observe that we can compute arbitrarily good upper bounds on the multiplicities of the roots. If we fix multiplicities m_1,... , m_N with m_1+···+m_N = n, then the coefficients P_λ(c, u, t) depend continuously on c and u. The function F_{m1,...,mN} (λ_1,... ,λ_N , u_0,... , u_{n−1})

5This can be deduced from the many results on efficient root finding for polynomials with rational coefficients, starting with the famous result of Schönhage [25].

which sends a vector of roots (λ_1,... ,λ_N ) and initial values (u_0,... , u_{n−1}) to the leading coefficient of the polynomial P_{λ1} (c, u, t), where χ_c =

�_N j=1(z − λ_j )^{m j} , is rational. It has singularities at all points where λ_j = λ_1 for j > 1. We show in Theorem 6 below that F_{m1,...,mN} (λ_1,... ,λ_N , u_0,... , u_{n−1}) = F_{m1,1,...,1}(λ_1,λ_2,... ,λ_2,... ,λ_N ,... ,λ_N , u_0,... , u_{n−1}) and

F_{m1,1,...,1}(λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_n, u_0,... , u_{n−1}) =

G_{m1,n}(λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_n, u_0,... , u_{n−1}) (m_1 − 1)!

�_n

j=m_1+1(λ j − λ1)

where G_{m1,n}(λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_n, u_0,... , u_{n−1}) depends linearly on u_0,... , u_{n−1}, the coefficient of u_{n−1} being (−1)^{n+m1} . These results are obtained by studying the cofactor expansions of generalised Vandermonde matrices. Now, to verify Condition (B), we first approximate the characteristic roots to error 2^{−N} for some integer N. We identify the largest “potentially real” root ρ, i.e. the root with largest real part among those roots whose imaginary part has absolute value less than 2^{−N}. We compute an upper bound on the multiplicity m_1 of this root. We then evaluate the “potential numerators” ReG_{ℓ,n}(ρ,ρ,... ,ρ,λ_{m1 +1},... ,λ_n, u) for ℓ = 1,... , m_1 as far as the accuracy of the root approximations allows, to check if the sign of the real part of the leading coefficient of P_ρ(c, u, t) is guaranteed to be negative. It is possible for this check to succeed while ρ is not a real root. However, in that case Reρ is larger than all real roots and P_ρ(c, u, t) is non-zero, so that Condition (A) is met. If the check does not succeed, we start over, increasing the accuracy to N + 1.

In the full algorithm, we run all three of the above searches simultaneously while increasing the accuracy to which we approximate the roots. To establish polynomial running time, we show that if our searches do not succeed after “many” steps, then there exists a “small” perturbation of the problem which is eventually positive, and another “small” perturbation which is not eventually positive. This is made possible mainly due to the special shape of the polynomials G_{m1,n}. If the search to verify Condition (A) does not halt after “many” steps, the coefficients P_λ(c, u, t) of all roots with “large” imaginary part whose real part is larger than the real part of the largest root with “small” imaginary part can be made zero by a “small” perturbation^6 of (c, u). The argument to establish this is elementary, but less obvious than one might expect (at least in the general case of Ultimate Inequality). The same argument yields a proof of Theorem 2.

In perturbation arguments we will almost always perturb the roots of the characteristic polynomial χ_c, rather than perturbing its coefficients directly. It will therefore be useful to work with a suitable distance function. Let (c, u),(c^′ , u^′) ∈ K^{2n}. Let λ_1,... ,λ_n ∈ C denote the roots of χ_c, listed with multiplicity. Let μ_1,... ,μ_n ∈ C denote the roots of χ_c′ , listed with multiplicity. Define the spectral distance d_σ(c, c^′ ) of c ∈ K^n and c^′ ∈ K^n as d_σ � c, c^′ � = inf_{π∈Sn} max_{j=1,...,n} � λ_j − μ_{π( j)} � �. The spectral distance d_σ((c, u),(c^′ , u^′)) of (c, u) ∈ C_n(K) and (c^′, u^′) ∈ C_n(K) is then defined as

d_σ � (c, u),(c^′ , u^′ ) � = � � � �u − u^′ � � � �_∞ + d_σ �c, c^′ �.

The next proposition, proved in Appendix A, shows that the running time of an algorithm is bounded polynomially in the spectral distance to the set of boundary instances, then it is bounded polynomially in the ordinary distance.

Proposition 4. Let c, c^′ ∈ K^n with c ≠ c^′. Then we have:

−log d_σ(c, c^′) ≤ −log d(c, c^′ ) + 2nlog(n) + 2nlog(max{||c||_∞ , � � � �c^′ � � � �_∞}).

6Observe that the coefficients Pλ(c, u, t) themselves are not necessarily small, since large coefficients for close characteristic roots could cancel each other out. In this case, a small perturbation of (c, u) can induce a large perturbation of Pλ(c, u, t). It is not difficult to construct instances where this is the case.

3 Leading Coefficient Functions

We now study the leading coefficients of the polynomials P_λ(c, u, t) in (2) as functions of c and u.

Let us introduce some useful notation. We write [a_q]^{q=1,...,n} for the row vector (a_1,... , a_n). We write [b_p]_{p=1,...,m} for the column vector (b_1,... , b_m)^T . We write [c_{p,q}]^{q=1,...,n}_{p=1,...,m} for the (m × n)-matrix with columns [c_{p,q}]_{p=1,...,m}, where q = 1,... , n. We also allow nesting of this nota-

tion. For example, � a_{p,q, j}

�_{q=1,...,n}

p=1,...,m

�_{j=1,...,ℓ} denotes the (m × (ℓ · n))-matrix whose columns are � a_{p,1,1} � p=1,...,m ... , � a_{p,m,1} � p=1,...,m ,... , � a_{p,1,ℓ} � p=1,...,m ,... , � a_{p,m,ℓ} � p=1,...,m.

We write � [a_{p,q}]^{q=1,...,n}

p=1,...,m;[bp,q] q=n+1,...,ℓ p=1,...,m � for the (m × ℓ)-matrix whose first n columns are the

columns of [a_{p,q}]^{q=1,...,n}_{p=1,...,m} and whose last ℓ − n columns are the columns of [b_{p,q}]^{q=n+1,...,ℓ}_{p=1,...,m} , and so on. In the sequel it will be convenient to extend the definition of the binomial coefficient

�_n k � to all integers n, k ∈ Z, by letting

�_n k � = 0 if n or k is negative. For k ∈ Z, we let X^{[k]} = X^k if k ≥ 0 and X^{[k]} = 0 if k < 0.

Let n ≥ 1 and let m_1,... , m_N be positive integers with m_1 + ··· + m_N = n. The generalised Vandermonde matrix with signature (m_1,... , m_N ) is the (n × n)-matrix

V_{m1,...,mN} (Λ_1,... ,Λ_N ) = � p − 1 q − 1 � Λ^{[p−q]}_j

�_{q=1,...,m1}

p=1,...,n

�j=1,...,N .

The modified generalised Vandermonde matrix with signature (m_1,... , m_N ) is the (n × n)-matrix

~V_{m1,...,mN} (Λ_1,... ,Λ_N ) = � (q − 1)! � p − 1 q − 1 � Λ^{[p−q]}_j

�_{q=1,...,m1}

p=1,...,n

� j=1,...,N .

It is easy to see that the coefficients � a_{1,k} � k=0,...,m_1−1 ;... ; � a_{N,k} � k=0,...,m_N −1 � in (2) satisfy the linear equation

~V_{m1,...,mN} (λ_1,... ,λ_N ) · � a_{j,k} � k=0,...,m_1−1 � j=1,...,N

= [u_j ]_{j=0,...,n−1}. (3)

Equation (3) can be solved explicitly by computing the inverse of ~V_{m1,...,mN} (λ_1,... ,λ_N ) via cofactor expansion. This motivates the following definition:

Definition 5. Let n be a positive integer. Let m_1,... , m_N be positive integers with m_1 +···+ m_N = n. The leading coefficient function with signature (m_1,... , m_N ) is the function

F_{m1,...,mN} : D_{m1,...,mN} × R^n → C,

F_{m1,...,mN} (λ_1,... ,λ_N )(u_0,... , u_{n−1}) =

�_n

j=1(−1)^{j+m1} det � ~V_{m1,...,mN} (λ_1,... ,λ_N )_{j,m1} � u_{j−1}

det ~V_{m1,...,mN} (λ_1,... ,λ_N ) ,

where D_{m1,...,mN} = � (λ_1,... ,λ_N ) ∈ C^N | λ_j ≠ λ_k whenever j ≠ k � . Here, for a matrix M, the matrix M_{j,k} is obtained from M by deleting the j^{th} row and k^{th} column.

By our previous observation, the function F_{m1,...,mN} maps the vector (λ_1,... ,λ_N , u_0,... , u_{n−1}) to the coefficient a_{1,m1−1} in (2). We obtain the following result on the shape of F_{m1,...,mN} :

Theorem 6.

1. Let n ≥ 1. Let 1 ≤ m_1 ≤ n. We have

F_{m1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... Λ_n)(U_0,... ,U_{n−1}) =

G_{m1,n} � Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_n,U_0,... ,U_{n−1} � (m_1 − 1)!

�_n

j=m_1+1 � Λ_j − Λ_1 � ,

where

G_{m1,n} � λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_n, u_0,... , u_{n−1} � = n� j=1 (−1)^{j+m1} A_{n,m1, j}(λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... λ_n)u_{j−1}

with integer polynomials A_{n,m1, j} ∈ Z � Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... Λ_n � satisfying A_{n,m1,n} = 1. Moreover, the polynomials A_{n,m1, j} can be evaluated on a complex vector in polynomial time, uniformly in n, m_1, and j (when these integers are given in unary).

2. There exists a polynomial Ω ∈ N[X,Y , Z] with the following property: Let � λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_n, u_0,... , u_{n−1} � and � μ_1,μ_{m1+1},... ,μ_n, v_0,... , v_{n−1} � be complex vectors. Let C be a positive integer with C ≥ log � max{||u||_∞ ,||v||_∞ ,||λ||_∞ , � � � �μ � � � �_∞} + 1�.

If |λ_j − μ_j| < 2^{−Ω(n,C,p)} and |u_j − v_j| < 2^{−Ω(n,C,p)} for all j, then � �G_{m1,n} �λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_n, u_0,... , u_{n−1}� −G_{m1,n} �μ_1,μ_{m1+1},... ,μ_n, v_0,... , v_{n−1}� � � < 2−p.

3. Let n ≥ 1. Let m_1,... , m_N be positive integers with m_1 + ··· + m_N = n. Then

F_{m1,m2,...,mN} (Λ_1,... ,Λ_N )(U_0,... ,U_{n−1}) =F_{m1,}1,... ,1 � � �

m2 times

,...,1,... ,1

� � �

mN times

(Λ_1,Λ_2,... ,Λ_2 � � �

m_2 times

,... ,Λ_N ,... ,Λ_N

� � �

m_N times

)(U_0,... ,U_{n−1}).

To prove Theorem 6, we will compute the minors of the matrix V_{m1,1,...,1} by elementary row and column operations. The minors of ~V_{m1,1,...,1} differ from these only by a product of factorials. Some of the results below may well be “folklore”, but I am not aware of a reference.

During the calculation of the minors through elementary row and column operations one encounters a particular family of polynomials with integer coefficients. For m, n, i ∈ Z, let

Q_{n,m,i}(X_1,... , X_n) = � k_1+···+k_n=m � k_1 + i i � X^{[kn]}_n · ··· · X^{[k1]}_1 .

Observe that a generalised Vandermonde block of dimension n and multiplicity m in the variable Λ can be written as � Q_{1,p−q,q−1}(Λ)

�_{q=1,...,m}

p=1,...,n . The polynomials Qn,m,i satisfy recursive equations

that allow us to calculate the minors. A proof is given in Appendix B.

Lemma 7. The polynomials Q_{n,m,i} satisfy the following recursive equations:

1. Q_{n,m,0}(X_1,... , X_{n−1},Y )−Q_{n,m,0}(X_1,... , X_{n−1}, Z) = (Y − Z)Q_{n+1,m−1,0}(X_1,... , X_{n−1},Y , Z) for all n, m ≥ 1.

2. Q_{n+1,m,i}(X_1,... , X_{n+1})−Q_{n,m,i+1}(X_1,... , X_n) = (X_{n+1}−X_1)Q_{n+1,m−1,i+1}(X_1,... , X_{n+1}) for all i ≥ 0 and n, m ≥ 1.

Using these equations, we obtain a concrete representations of the minors, which allows us to prove Theorem 6.

Proof of Theorem 6.

1. Using Lemma 7 one establishes a concrete representation of the minors of ~V_{m1,1,...,1}. This is done in Lemma 20 in Appendix C. The rest is a straightforward calculation. A full proof is given in Appendix D.

2. This follows from the previous item since a polynomial-time computable function can only query its input to a polynomially bounded accuracy before committing to an output of a certain accuracy (cf. [15, Corollary 2.20]). The full proof is given in Appendix D.

3. Our explicit representation of the function F_{m1,1,...,1} shows that it extends to the complement of the set

Z^′ = � (λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_n, u_0,... , u_{n−1}) ∈ C^{n−m1+1} × C^n | ∃ j ≥ m_1 + 1.λ_j = λ_1 � . Let γ: C^{n−m1+1} × C^n \ Z^′ → C

be the function which sends a given complex vector

(λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_n, u_0,... , u_{n−1})

to the coefficient of t^{m1 −1}e^{tλ1} in the exponential polynomial solution (2) to the initial value problem with characteristic polynomial χ(z) = (z − λ_1)^{m1}

�_n

j=m_1+1(z − λn) and initial values

(u_0,... , u_{n−1}). This function agrees with F_{m1,1,...,1} on the complement of Z. We show in Appendix D that γ is continuous by showing that it is computable. This is essentially the continuous-time version of [17, Corollary 4.4]. Then, since Z is nowhere dense, it follows that γ and F_{m1,1,...,1} coincide on the complement of Z^′. It follows that

F_{m1,m2,...,mN} (λ_1,... ,λ_N , u_0,... , u_{n−1}) = F_{m1,1,...,1} (λ_1,λ_2,... ,λ_2,... ,λ_N ,... ,λ_N , u_0,... , u_{n−1}).

Theorem 6 has the following straightforward corollary, which is useful for constructing perturbations. It is proved in Appendix E.

Proposition 8. Let m, n_1, n_2 ∈ N with m ≤ n_2 ≤ n_1. Let λ_1,... ,λ_{n1} , u_0,... , u_{n1−1} ∈ C. Assume that the finite sequence (u_k)_k satisfies the linear recurrence with initial values u_0,... , u_{n2−1} and characteristic polynomial

�_{n2} j=1(z − λ_j). Then the number

G_{m,n1} (λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_{n1} , u_0,... , u_{n1−1})

is equal to �_n 1� j=n_2+1 � λ_j − λ_1 � � G_{m,n2} (λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_{n2} , u_0,... , u_{n2−1}).

4 Proof of Theorem 2

Our algorithm for Ultimate Inequality involves checking if the difference of the two given functions has a characteristic root λ with non-zero imaginary part such that λ dominates all real characteristic roots and the coefficient of e^{λt} in (2) is non-zero. The complexity analysis of this step is closely related to a problem of independent interest: testing functions for equality.

The algorithm for testing two Cauchy problems (c, u) ∈ C_n(C) and (d, v) ∈ C_m(C) for equality is straightforward: compute the first n + m terms u_0,... , u_{n+m−1} and v_0,... , v_{n+m−1} of the linear recurrence sequences specified by (c, u) and (d, v) and halt if there exists 0 ≤ j ≤ n+m−1 such that u_j ≠ v_j. This algorithm is correct since �(c, u)� − �(d, v)� satisfies a differential equation of order n+m whose solutions for a given vector of initial values must be unique. It is not obvious, however, that this algorithm runs in polynomial time. In order to show this one needs to prove that if all of the differences |u_j − v_j| are small, then there exist small perturbations of (c, u) and (d, v) such that the perturbed differences become equal. Perhaps surprisingly, there does not appear to be an immediately obvious way of constructing such a perturbation.

We can “extract” the required construction from an elementary constructive proof of the fact that if the first n + m terms of the sequences (u_j )_j and (v_j)_j agree, then (u_j )_j satisfies the linear recurrence with characteristic polynomial χ_d. The proof is based on the following simple lemmas: If a sequence satisfies a recurrence equation with characteristic polynomial χ, then it satisfies the recurrence equation with characteristic polynomial (z − λ)χ for all λ ∈ C. If a sequence satisfies a recurrence equation with characteristic polynomials (z − α)χ and (z − β)χ, then it satisfies the recurrence equation with characteristic polynomial χ. If a sequence satisfies a recurrence equation with characteristic polynomial χ of degree n and its first n terms satisfy a recurrence equation with characteristic polynomial ψ with ψ|χ, then the whole sequence satisfies the recurrence equation with characteristic polynomial ψ. The proof can then be outlined as follows: We will be able to assume without loss of generality that n = m. Let λ_1,... ,λ_n denote the roots of χ_c, let μ_1,... ,μ_n denote the roots of χ_d. Using the first lemma, it follows by induction that (u_j )_j satisfies the equations

�_k j=1(z − μ_j) � χ_c and that (v_j)_j satisfies the equations

�_k j=1(z − λ_j) � χ_d for k = 0,... , n. Up to

relabelling we can write χ_dχ_c =

�_n

j=s+1(z − λ j)

�_n

j=s+1(z − μ j) � gcd(χ_d,χ_c) for some s ∈ {0,... , n}.

We then show that the finite sequence u_0,... , u_{2n−1} satisfies the linear recurrence equation with characteristic polynomial gcd(χ_c,χ_d) by inductively employing the second lemma in a pattern that is illustrated below for the case n − s = 2:

(z − λ1)(z − λ2)(z − μ1)gcd(χd,χc ) χc = (z − λ1)(z − λ2)gcd(χd,χc ) (z − λ1)(z − μ1)(z − μ2)gcd(χd,χc) χd = (z − μ1)(z − μ2)gcd(χd ,χc)

(z − λ1)(z − μ1)gcd(χd,χc )

(z − λ1)gcd(χd,χc)

(z − μ1)gcd(χd,χc) gcd(χd,χc) 1st Lemma1st Lemma

2nd Lemma

2nd Lemma

2nd Lemma

2nd Lemma

It then follows from the third lemma that (u_j)_j satisfies the linear recurrence equation with characteristic polynomial gcd(χ_c,χ_d). The first lemma shows that it satisfies the recurrence equation with characteristic polynomial χ_d.

The above proof may seem unnecessarily complex and overly detailed for the purpose of establishing the qualitative result, but it translates immediately to a proof of a quantitative version of the theorem. The lemmas involved in the proof can be easily strengthened to results that say that if the linear recurrence equations in the premises are satisfied “approximately”, then the linear recurrence equations in the conclusion are satisfied “approximately”. By replacing the inductive arguments by recursive estimates we arrive at the next result. Theorem 2 follows immediately from this result.

Lemma 9. Let (c, u, d, v) ∈ C_n(C) × C_m(C). Let (u_j)_j be the linear recurrence sequence with initial values u and characteristic polynomial χ_c. Let (v_j)_j be the linear recurrence sequence with initial values v and characteristic polynomial χ_d. Assume that � �u_j − v_j � � < ε < 1 for j = min{n, m},... , n+m.

Then there exists a perturbation (~c, ~u, ~d, ~v) ∈ C_n(C) × C_m(C) of (c, u, d, v) by at most

O � (n + m + ||c||_∞ + ||d||_∞ + ||u||_∞)^{O(max{n,m}logmax{n,m})} � ε 1 4max{n,m}−2

with respect to the spectral distance, such that �(~c, ~u)� = �~ d, ~v � . Let us now prove Lemma 9. The next three lemmas are “quantitative” versions of the lemmas

we used in the proof outline above. The first two lemmas are proved by straightforward calcula-

tion.

Lemma 10. Let u_0,... , u_{2n−1} ∈ C with |u_k + c_{n−1}u_{k−1} + ··· + c_0u_{k−n}| < ε for k ≥ n. Let χ_d = (z−α)χ_c.

Then we have:

|u_k + d_n u_{k−1} + ··· + d_0u_{k−n−1}| < (1 + |α|) ε.

for k ≥ n + 1.

Lemma 11. Let α,β,λ_1,... ,λ_{n−1} be complex numbers with α ≠ β. Consider the polynomials χ_c(z) =

(z−α)

�_{n−1}

j=1 (z−λ_j) =

�_{n−1} k=0 c_k z^k and χ_d(z) = (z−β)

�_{n−1}

j=1 (z−λ_j) =

�_{n−1}

k=0 d_k z^k. Let χ_e(z) =

�_{n−1}

j=1 (z−λ_j) = �_{n−2}

k=0 e_k z^k. Let u_0,... , u_n ∈ R satisfy � �u_n + �^{n−1}_{k=0} c_k u_k � � < ε and � �u_n + �^{n−1}_{k=0} d_k u_k � � < δ.

Then � �u_{n−1} + �^{n−1}_{k=0} e_ku_k � � <^{ε+δ}_{|α−β|} .

Lemma 12. Let (c, u) ∈ C_n. Let (e, w) ∈ C_m with m ≤ n be such that there exists e^′ ∈ R^m with χ_e′ |χ_c

and:

1. d_σ(e, e^′) < ε.

2. |w_j − u_j | < ε for j = 0,... , m − 1.

3. |u_k + e^′_{m−1}u_{k−1} + ··· + e^′_0u_{k−m}| < ε for k = m,... , n.

Then there exists (~c, ~u) ∈ C_n with

d_σ ((c, u),(~c, ~u)) = O � (n + ||c||_∞ + ||u||_∞)^{O(nlogn)} � ε and ~u_j = w_j for j = 0,... m − 1 such that �(~c, ~u)� = �(e, w)�.

Proof. Write χ_c = χ_e′ · χ_c′ . Let ~c be defined by letting χ_{c̃} = χ_e · χ_c′ .

Let ~u_j = w_j for j = 0,... , m − 1. For j ≥ m, let ~u_j be defined by the recurrence

~u_j = −e_{m−1} ~u_{j−1} − ··· − e_0 ~u_{j−m}.

By construction, the function �(~c, ~u)� defines the linear recurrence with characteristic polyno-

mial χ_e. Its first m derivatives agree with those of �(e, w)�. Hence we must have �(~c, ~u)� = �(e, w)�.

By construction, the spectral distance between ~c and c is smaller than ε and the distance

between ~u_j and u_j is smaller than ε for j = 0,... , m−1. It remains to estimate the error |~u_j −u_j | for

j = m,... , n. Let ε_j denote |~u_j −u_j |. We have ε_j < ε for j = 0,... , m−1 and ε_j ≤ ε_{j+1} for j = 0,... , m−2.

We have:

|~u_j − u_j | = � �−e_{m−1} ~u_{j−1} − ··· − e_0 ~u_{j−m} − u_j � � ≤ � �u_j + e^′_{m−1}u_{j−1} + ··· + e^′_0u_{j−m} � � +^m � k=1 � �e^′_{m−k}u_{j−k} − e_{m−k} ~u_{j−k} � �

≤ ε + m� k=1 � e^′_{m−k} � � · � �u_{j−k} − ~u_{j−k} � � + � �~u_{j−k} � � · � �e^′_{m−k} − e_{m−k} � �

≤ ε + m� k=1 � e^′ � · � u_{j−k} − ~u_{j−k} � + ||~u|| · � e^′ − e �

≤ ε + � � � �e^′ � � � � mε_{j−1} + m||~u|| · � � � �e^′ − e � � � �.

It follows that

ε_n ≤ � e^′

�_{n−m+1}

m^{n−m+1}ε + � m||~u|| · � e^′ − e � + ε � 1 − � � � �e′ � � � �^{n−m+1} mn−m+1

1 − ||e^′|| m . Estimating generously, we obtain � � � �e − e′ � � � � < n!(C + ε)nε where C is a bound on the roots of χ_c.

We obtain:

ε_n ≤ � � � � �e^′ � � � �^{n−m+1} m^{n−m+1} + �m||~u|| · n!(C + ε)^n + 1� 1 − � � � �e′ � � � �^{n−m+1} mn−m+1

1 − ||e^′|| m � ε. Standard estimates on C and � � � �e′ � � � � show that the bound is of the required shape.

We are now in a position the prove Lemma 9.

Proof of Lemma 9. First, assume that n = m. Assume that |u_k − v_k| ≤ ε ≤ 1 for all 0 ≤ k ≤ n+ m−1.

Then we have:

|u_k + d_{n−1}u_{k−1} + ··· + d_0u_{k−n}|

≤ |u_k − v_k| + |d_{n−1}||u_{k−1} − v_{k−1}| + ··· + |d_0||u_{k−n} − v_{k−n}|

≤ (n||d||_∞ + 1)ε.

Write δ = (n||d||_∞ + 1)ε. Write η = ε^{14n−2} . Write χ_c =

�_n j=1(z − λ_j) and χ_d =

�_n

j=1(z − μ_j).

Consider the graph whose vertices are pairs of integers ( j, k) with j ∈ {1,2} and k ∈ {1,... , n},

and where there is an edge between (1, k) and (2,ℓ) if and only if we have � �λ_k − μ_ℓ � � < η. This graph

is clearly bipartite. Choose a maximal matching M in this graph. Consider the set of vertices V

which are not incident at an edge of M . Since the graph is bipartite, the set V has even cardinality,

all vertices in V are independent, and we have |{( j, k) ∈ V | j = 1}| = |{( j, k) ∈ V | j = 2}|.

Thus, up to relabelling the λ_j’s and μ_j’s there exists an s ∈ {0,... , n} such that � �λ_j − μ_k � � > η for

all j, k ∈ {1,... , s} and � λ_j − μ_j � ≤ η for all j > s.

Consider the vector e ∈ R^{n−s} with χ_e(z) =

�_n

j=s+1(z − λ j). We will show that

|u_k + e_{n−s−1}u_{k−1} + ··· + e_0u_{k−n+s}| ≤ � 2s − 1

s − 1 � (1 + ||c||_∞)^{s−1} δ

η^{2s−1}

for all n − s ≤ k ≤ 2n − 1.

For p, q ∈ {0,... , s}, let C(p, q) denote the coefficient vector of linear recurrence with character-

istic polynomial

�_p j=1(z − λ_j)

�_q

j=1(z − μ_j)

�_n

j=s+1(z − λ j). Let dim(p, q) = p + q + n − s. Write

E(p, q) = max

k≥dim(p,q) � �u_k + C(p, q)_{dim(p,q)−1}u_{k−1} + ··· + +C(p, q)_0 u_{k−dim(p,q)} � �.

Then our claim can be rephrased as E(0,0) ≤

�_{2s−1} s−1 �_{(1+||c||∞)}s−1_δ

η^{2s−1} .

We will prove this by recursively estimating E(p, q) in terms of E(p + 1, q) and E(p, q + 1). The

next two lemmas provide the base case and the recursive estimate:

Lemma 13. We have E(s, q) = 0 and E(p, s) ≤ (1 + ||c||_∞)^pδ.

Proof. We have E(s, q) = 0 since the sequence (u_k)_k satisfies the linear recurrence associated with

χ_c, which divides χ_{C(s,q)} for all q ≥ 0.

We have E(p,0) = δ by definition of δ. By Lemma 10 we have E(p, s+1) ≤ (1+||c||_∞)E(p, s). The

claim now follows by induction.

Lemma 14. Let p, q ∈ {0,... , s − 1}. Then we have E(p, q) ≤^1_η (E(p + 1, q) + E(p, q + 1)).

Proof. This follows immediately from the definition of E(p, q) and Lemma 11.

Finally, we can recursively estimate E(p, q) for all p and q: Lemma 15. We have the following estimate for all q, p ∈ {0,... , s}:

E(p, q) ≤ � 2s − 1 − (p + q) s − 1 − p � (1 + ||c||_∞)^{s−1} δ η^{2s−1−(p+q)} .

In the above formula, we let

�_n k � = 0 for all n ≥ 0 and all k < 0.

Proof. We prove the claim by induction on k = 2s − (p + q) when k ≥ 1.

Consider the case k = 1. Then (p, q) ∈ {(s, s − 1),(s − 1, s)}. We have

E(s, s − 1) = 0 = � 0 −1 � (1 + ||c||_∞)^{s−1} δ η^0 and E(s − 1, s) ≤ (1 + ||c||_∞)^{s−1}δ = � 0 0 � (1 + ||c||_∞)^{s−1} δ η^0 . Assume that we have established the claim for k < 2s. Consider p, q with k + 1 = 2s − (p + q), i.e. p + q = 2s − (k + 1).

If p = s, then q = s − (k + 1) ≥ 0, so that

E(p, q) = 0 = � k −1 � (1 + ||c||_∞)^{s−1} δ η^k . If q = s, then p = s − (k + 1) ≥ 0

E(p, q) ≤ (1 + ||c||_∞)^{s−1} δ ≤ � k k � (1 + ||c||_∞)^{s−1} δ η^k . Here, we have used that η < 1.

Now, assume that p, q ∈ {0,... , s − 1}. Then by Lemma 14, we have

E(p, q) ≤ 1 η (E(p + 1, q) + E(p, q + 1)) .

Employing the induction hypothesis we obtain:

E(p, q) ≤ 1 η � 2s − 1 − (p + 1 + q) s − 1 − (p + 1) � (1 + ||c||_∞)^{s−1} δ η^{2s−1−(p+1+q)} + � 2s − 1 − (p + q + 1) s − 1 − p � (1 + ||c||_∞)^{s−1} δ η^{2s−1−(p+q+1)} �

= � 2s − 1 − (p + q) s − 1 − p � (1 + ||c||_∞)^{s−1} δ η^{2s−1−(p+q)} .

Our claim now follows by setting p = q = 0 in Lemma 15. Since we have η = ε^{14n−2} , we obtain

E(0,0) ≤ � 2s − 1 s − 1 � (1 + ||c||_∞)^{s−1} (n||d||_∞ + 1)ε^{12} .

Now, let χ_e =

�_n

j=s+1(z − λ j). By Lemma 12 there exists (~c, ~u) ∈ Cn(C) with �(~c, ~u)� = �(e, u)� and

d_σ ((c, u),(~c, ~u)) ≤ O � (n + ||c||_∞ + ||d||_∞ + ||u||_∞)^{O(nlogn)} � ε^{12} .

Applying Lemma 12 to (d, v) and (e, u) we obtain a perturbation �~ d, ~v � of (d, v) with �~ d, ~v � = �(e, u)� and d_σ � (d, v), �~ d, ~v � ≤ O � (n + ||c||_∞ + ||d||_∞ + ||u||_∞)^{O(nlogn)} � ε^{14n−2} .

If n ≠ m, say m < n, choose n − m roots of χ_c and add them as roots to χ_d, carry out the above perturbation, and remove the added roots from the characteristic polynomial of the perturbed instance (observing that the added roots themselves do not get perturbed). This yields an estimate of the same shape.

5 Proof of Theorem 1

We can now give the full algorithm for inequality testing:

Algorithm 1.

• Input. A pair of C-finite functions, specified by Cauchy problems (c, u, d, v) ∈ C_n(R) × C_m(R).

• Behaviour. The algorithm may halt and return a truth value or run indefinitely. If the algorithm halts, it returns “true” if and only if �(c, u)� (t) ≥ �(d, v)�(t) for all sufficiently large t ≥ 0.

• Procedure.

1. Compute λ_1,... ,λ_{n+m} ∈ C such that the list λ_1,... ,λ_n contains all roots of χ_c, and the list λ_{n+1},... ,λ_{n+m} ∈ C contains all roots of χ_d, listed with multiplicity.

2. Compute an integer B > log(max{||u||_∞ ,||v||_∞ ,|λ_1|,... ,|λ_{n+m}|} + 1). 3. For N ∈ N:

3.1. Let M = max{Ω(n,B, N + 1),Ω(m,B, N + 1)}, where Ω is the polynomial from the second item of Theorem 6.

3.2. Query the numbers λ_j for approximations ~λ_j ∈ Q[i] with |Re(~λ_j)−Re(λ_j)| < 2^{−M} and |Im(~λ_j) − Im(λ_j)| < 2^{−M} such that the polynomials

�_n j=1 � z − ~λ_j � and �_{n+m}

j=n+1 � z − ~λ_j � have real coefficients.

3.3. Compute an (n+m)×(n+m)-matrix encoding the relation ⪯_M ⊆ {1,... , n+m} which is defined as follows: j ⪯_M k if and only if Re(~λ_j) − 2^{−M} < Re(~λ_k) + 2^{−M}.

3.4. Compute the sets M_1 = {k ∈ {1,... , n} | j ⪯_M k for all j ∈ {1,... , n + m}} and M_2 = {k ∈ {n + 1,... , n + m} | j ⪯_M k for all j ∈ {1,... , n + m}} 3.5. Initialise Kleeneans^7 c-positive? and d-positive? with value unknown.

7i.e., variables that can assume three values: true, false, and unknown.

3.6. If |M_1| = 1:

Writing M_1 = { j_1} and { j_2,... , j_n} = {1,... , n} \ { j_1 }, compute an approximation to (−1)^{n−1}G_{1,n}(λ_{j1} ,... ,λ_{jn} , u_0,... , u_{n−1}) to error 2^{−N−1}. If the result is greater than or equal to 2^{−N} , assign the value true to c-positive?. If the result is less than or equal to −2^{−N}, assign the value false to c-positive?.

3.7. If |M_2| = 1:

Writing M_2 = {k_1} and {k_2,... , k_n} = {n + 1,... , n + m} \ {k_1 }, compute an approximation to (−1)^{m−1}G_{1,m}(λ_{k1} ,... ,λ_{kn} , v_0,... , v_{m−1}) to error 2^{−N−1}. If the result is greater than or equal to 2^{−N}, assign the value true to d-positive?. If the result is less than or equal to −2^{−N} , assign the value false to d-positive?.

3.8. If |M_1| = 1, |M_2| = 0, and c-positive? ≠ unknown: Halt and output the value of c-positive?.

3.9. If |M_1| = 0 and |M_2| = 1, and d-positive?≠ unknown: Halt and output the negated value of d-positive?.

3.10. If |M_1| = 1, |M_2| = 1, and c-positive? = ¬d-positive?: Halt and output the value of c-positive?.

3.11. Compute the set R of indexes j ∈ {1,... , n + m} such that Im(~λ_j) < 2^{−M}. 3.12. Compute the sets M R_1 = {k ∈ R ∩ {1,... , n} | j ⪯_M k for all j ∈ R} and M R_2 = {k ∈ R ∩ {n + 1,... , n + m} | j ⪯_M k for all j ∈ R}.

3.13. Compute the set C = { j ∈ {1,... , n + m} | j ⪯̸_M k for all k ∈ R}. 3.14. If C is non-empty:

3.14.1 Compute the coefficients e ∈ R^{n+m} of the polynomial χ_e =

�_{j∈{1,...,n+m}} (z − λ_j).

3.14.2 Compute the first n + m terms of the sequence w_j = u_j − v_j. 3.14.3 Compute the coefficients e^′ ∈ C^ℓ of the polynomial χ_e′ =

�_{j∈{1,...,n+m}\C} (z − λ_j).

3.14.4 Let (w^′_j)_j be the recurrence sequence with initial values w^′_j = w_j for j = 0,... ,ℓ− 1 and characteristic polynomial χ_e′ .

3.14.5 Compute rational approximations ~ε_j to ε_j = |w_j − w^′_j | for j = ℓ,... , n + m − 1 to error 2^{−M}.

3.14.6 If ~ε_j > 2^{−M} for some j, halt and output false. 3.15. Initialise an empty list L = 〈〉. 3.16. Let m_1 = |M R_1|. Let m_2 = |M R_2|. 3.17. If m_1 > 0:

3.17.1 Pick an arbitrary index j_1 ∈ M R_1. 3.17.2 Let { j_{m1+1},... , j_n} = {1,... , n} \ { j_1 } 3.17.3 For ℓ = 1,... , m_1, Compute a rational approximation α_ℓ to

(−1)^{n−ℓ} ReG_{ℓ,n} � � �λ j_1 ,λ j_1 ,... ,λ j_1 � � �

m_1−ℓ times

,λ_{jm1 +1} ,... ,λ_{jn} , u_0,... , u_{n−1} � � � to error 2^{−N−1}. Add α_ℓ to L.

3.18. If m_2 > 0:

3.18.1 Pick an arbitrary index k_1 ∈ M R_2. 3.18.2 Let {k_{m2+1},... , k_m} = {n + 1,... , n + m} \ {k_2 } 3.18.3 For ℓ = 1,... , m_2, Compute a rational approximation α_ℓ to

(−1)^{m−ℓ+1} ReG_{ℓ,m} � � �λk_1 ,λk_1 ,... ,λk_1 � � �

m_2−ℓ times

,λ_{km2 +1} ,... ,λ_{km} , v_0,... , v_{m−1} � � � to error 2^{−N−1}. Add α_ℓ to L.

3.19. If all elements of L are strictly smaller than −2^{−N}: halt and output false.

Remark 16. 1. Our formulation of Algorithm 1 requires an explicit evaluation of the “modulus of continuity” Ω of the functions G_{ℓ,k}. This can be avoided by evaluating the functions G_{ℓ,k} on suitable interval approximations of the input using interval arithmetic. The only advantage of the formulation chosen here is that the complexity analysis becomes more straightforward.

2. The relation ⪯_M is an overapproximation of the relation j ⪯ k defined by Re(λ_j) ≤ Re(μ_k).

Consequently, the set M_1 contains all indexes of all roots of χ_c which are dominant roots of χ_c · χ_d. Similarly, if χ_c has real roots, then the set M R_1 contains all indexes j ∈ {1,... , n} such that λ_j is the largest real root of χ_c · χ_d. Analogous statements hold true for the sets M_2 and M R_2. Dually, all indexes in the set C correspond to roots of χ_c · χ_d with non-zero imaginary part whose real part is strictly greater than any real root of χ_c · χ_d.

Lemma 17. Algorithm 1 is correct and runs in polynomial time.

Proof. Write f = �(c, u)� and g = �(d, v)�. We claim that if Algorithm 1 halts, then it reports correctly whether f (t) ≥ g(t) for all large t.

Consider the case where the algorithm halts in Step 3.8. Then the polynomial χ_c has a simple real root ρ with ρ > Re(ν) for all roots ν of χ_d and of χ_c/(z − ρ). Without loss of generality, we have ρ = λ_1. By Theorem 6 we have

f (t) − g(t) = F_{1,n}(λ_1,... ,λ_n, u_0,... , u_{n−1})e^{ρt} + o(e^{ρt}).

By definition, the sign of F_{1,n}(λ_1,... ,λ_n, u_0,... , u_{n−1}) is equal to n� j=2 sgn(λ_j − λ_1)sgn � G_{1,n}(λ_1,... ,λ_n, u_0,... , u_{n−1}) � . Since λ_1 is greater than all real roots of χ_c, and the complex roots come in conjugate pairs, we have

�_n

j=2 sgn(λ_j − λ_1) = (−1)^{n−1}. It follows that the sign of f (t) − g(t) is eventually equal to the sign of (−1)^{n−1}G_{1,n}(λ_1,... ,λ_n, u_0,... , u_{n−1}), as long as the latter is non-zero. The correctness of the algorithm now follows easily. The cases where the algorithm halts in Steps 3.9 or 3.10 are treated analogously.

Assume that the algorithm halts in Step 3.14.6. Then there exists j ∈ {ℓ,... , n + m} such that w_j ≠ w^′_j. Hence, �(e, w)� ≠ � (e^′, w^′) � . Observe that if λ_j is a real eigenvalue of (e, w), then j ∈ R.

Further observe that if j ∈ C , then Re(λ_j) > Re(λ_k) for all k ∈ R, so that λ_j ∉ R and Re(λ_j) > λ_k for all real eigenvalues λ_k of (e, w).

Now, if the coefficient of λ_j in the exponential polynomial representation of f − g is zero for all j ∈ C , then �(e, w)� = f − g = � (e^′, w^′) � by construction of � (e^′, w^′) � . But we have � (e^′, w^′) � ≠ �(e, w)�, so that f − g is non-zero and does not have a real dominant characteristic root. It follows from Corollary 3 that f cannot be eventually greater than g.

Finally, assume that the algorithm halts in Step 3.19. Observe that we must have �(c, u)� ≠ �(d, v)� in this case. If χ_d and χ_c do not have real roots then it follows from �(c, u)� ≠ �(d, v)� and Corollary 3 that f is not eventually greater than or equal to g.

Thus, let us assume that χ_c or χ_d have real roots. Let ρ denote the largest real element of σ_{(c,u)} ∪ σ_{(d,v)}. Assume that ρ is a root of both χ_c and χ_d. The cases where ρ is a root of only one the polynomials are similar. Observe that if j ∈ {1,... , n} with λ_j = ρ, then j ∈ M R_1. Similarly, if j ∈ {n + 1,... , n + m} with λ_j = ρ, then j ∈ M R_2. In particular, m_1 is an upper bound on the multiplicity μ_1 of ρ as a root of χ_c and m_2 is an upper bound to the multiplicity μ_2 of ρ as a root of χ_d.

By assumption, there exist j_1 ∈ M R_1 and k_1 ∈ M R_2 such that

(−1)^{n−μ1}G_{μ1,n}(λ_{j1} , λ_{j1} ,... ,λ_{j1} � � �

μ_1−mu_1 times

,λ_{jm1 +1} ,... ,λ_{jn} ) < −2^{−N−1}

and (−1)^{m−μ2+1}G_{μ2,m}(λ_{k1} ,λ_{k1} ,... ,λ_{k1} � � �

μ_2−m_2 times

,λ_{km2+1} ,... ,λ_{km} ) < −2^{−N−1}.

By construction, we have |ρ − λ_j | < 2^{−M} for all j ∈ M R_1 ∪ M R_2. It follows that the leading coefficients of the polynomials P_ρ(c, u, t) and P_ρ(d, v, t) in (2) are strictly negative. Together with Corollary 3 the claim follows.

Let us now show that Algorithm 1 halts in polynomial time on all robust instances. The roots of χ_c and χ_d can be computed in polynomial time [15, p. 117]. It is relatively easy to see that each iteration of the For-loop takes polynomially many steps. It therefore suffices to show that the number of iterations of the For-loop is bounded polynomially in the negative logarithm of the spectral distance of (c, u, d, v) to the set of boundary instances of Ultimate Inequality.

Assume that the algorithm does not halt within the first N iterations of the For-loop. We will show that there exist polynomially controlled perturbations of (c, u, d, v) such that one of the perturbed instances is a “Yes”-instance and the other is a “No”-instance.

First consider the case where we have |M_1| = 1 and |M_2| = 0. In this case we have

f (t) − g(t) = F_{1,n}(λ_{j1} ,... ,λ_{jn} , u_0,... , u_{n−1})e^{λ j}1^t + o(e^{λ j}1^t).

Since the algorithm does not halt in Step 3.8, � �G_{1,n}(λ_{j1} ,... ,λ_{jn} , u_0,... , u_{n−1}) � � is less than 2−N.

It follows from the definition of G_{1,n} (Theorem 6) that there exists a perturbation of u_{n−1} by at most 2^{−N} such that (−1)^{n−1}G_{1,n}(λ_{j1} ,... ,λ_{jn} , u_0,... , u_{n−1}) is strictly positive, and another perturbation by at most 2^{−N} such that it is strictly negative. It is easy to see that the sign of F_{1,n}(λ_{j1} ,... ,λ_{jn} , u_0,... , u_{n−1}) is equal to that of (−1)^{n−1}G_{1,n}(λ_{j1} ,... ,λ_{jn} , u_0,... , u_{n−1}). Hence, these perturbations yield a “Yes”-instance and a “No”-instance of Ultimate Inequality. The cases where |M_1| = 0 and |M_2| = 1 or |M_1| = 1 and |M_2| = 1 are treated analogously.

It remains to consider the case where |M_1| ≥ 2 or |M_2| ≥ 2. Let us assume without loss of generality that |M_1| ≥ 2.

Let us first construct the “No”-instance. Consider the set of all λ_j with j ∈ M_1. If this set contains only real numbers, then the ball of radius 2^{−M} about the largest real root of χ_c·χ_d contains at least two real roots of χ_c, counted with multiplicity. It follows that there exist perturbations ~c and ~d of c and d by at most 2^{−M} such that all roots of χ_{~c} ·χ_{~d} have non-zero imaginary part. We can further ensure that all roots of χ_{~c} · χ_{~d} with maximal real part are roots of χ_{~c}. Let λ be a root of χ_{~c} with maximal real part. Let P_λ ∈ C[t] denote its coefficient in the exponential polynomial solution of (~c, u). Up to an arbitrarily small perturbation, P_λ is non-zero. This induces an arbitrarily small perturbation of u by (3). It then follows from Corollary 3 that �(~c, ~u)� − � (~d, v) � assumes negative values at arbitrarily large times, so that (~c, ~u, ~d, v) is a “No”-instance of Ultimate Inequality.

Let us now construct the “Yes”-instance. Assume that the set C computed in Step 3.14 is non-empty. Since the algorithm does not halt in Step 3.14.6, it follows exactly like in the proof of Lemma 9 that there exists a perturbation (~c, ~u, ~d, ~v) of (c, u, d, v) by at most

δ := O � (n + m + ||c||_∞ + ||d||_∞ + ||u||_∞)^{O(max{n,m}logmax{n,m})} � 2 −M 4max{n,m}−2

such that we have �(~c, ~u)� =

�_{j∈{1,...,n}}

P_j(t)e^{~λ j t} and � (~d, ~v) � = �_{j∈{n+1,...,n+m}} P_j(t)e^{~λ j t} with |Re(λ_j) −

Re(~λ_j)| < δ, |Im(λ_j) − Im(~λ_j)| < δ, and P_j = 0 for all j ∈ C . In particular, the real part of the

dominant characteristic roots of �(~c, ~u)� − � (~d, ~v) � is δ-close to the real part of a characteristic root

whose imaginary part is at most 2δ. Further, we can ensure that gcd(χ_c,χ_{~c}) = � j∈{1,...,n}\C � z − λ_j � and gcd(χ_d,χ_{~d}) = � j∈{n+1,...,n+m}\C � z − λ_j � . If C is empty, then these properties already hold true

for (~c, ~u, ~d, ~v) = (c, u, d, v).

Now, let c^′ ∈ R^{n′} and d^′ ∈ R^{m′} be defined by letting their characteristic polynomials be χ_c′ = �_{j∈{1,...,n}\C} � z − ~λ_j � and χ_d′ =

�_{j∈{n+1,...,n+m}\C} � z − ~λ_j � . Define initial values u^′ = (~u_0,... , ~u_n′_{−1}) and

v^′ = (~v_0,... , ~v_m′_{−1}). Then we have � c^′, u^′ � = �(~c, ~u)� and � d^′, v^′ � = �~ d, ~v � . Let N^′ be the largest integer with 2^{−max{Ω(n,B,N′+1),Ω(m,B,N′+1)}} > δ. Then, since Ω is a polyno-

mial and −log δ depends polynomially on N, n, and B we have N^′ ≥ α(n+m+B)N^{1/β(n+m+B)} −γ(n+

m + B) for polynomials α,β,γ ∈ N[x].

Observe that M R_1 ∪ M R_2 ≠ �. Since the algorithm does not halt, there exists – without loss

of generality – an ℓ ∈ {1,... , m_1} such that

(−1)^{n−ℓ} ReG_{ℓ,n} � � �λ j_1 ,λ j_1 ,... ,λ j_1 � � �

m_1−ℓ times

,λ_{jm1 +1} ,... ,λ_{jn} , u_0,... , u_{n−1} � � � ≥ −2^{−N′} .

By construction, there exist ~λ_{j1} , ~λ_{jℓ+1} ,... , ~λ_{jm1} , whose real and imaginary parts are 2^{−M}-close

to those of λ_{jk} , such that ~λ_{j1} is real and Re(~λ_{j1} ) > Re(ν) for all

ν ∈ {~λ_{jℓ+1} ,... , ~λ_{jm1} ,λ_{jm1 +1} ,... ,λ_{jn} }.

We then have: G_{ℓ,n} � ~λ_{j1} , ~λ_{jℓ+1} ,... , ~λ_{jm1} ,λ_{jm1 +1} ,... ,λ_{jn′} ,λ_{jn′ +1} ... ,λ_{jn} , ~u_0,... , ~u_{n−1} � ≥ −2^{−N′+1}.

Further, up to perturbing the characteristic roots of χ_d′ by at most 2^{−M}, we can ensure that

Re(~λ_{j1} ) > Re(ν) for all characteristic roots ν of χ_d′ .

Up to relabelling, we may assume that C ∩ {1,... , n} = { j_n′_{+1},... , j_n}. By Proposition 8 we have

that

G_{ℓ,n} � ~λ_{j1} , ~λ_{jℓ+1} ,... , ~λ_{jm1} ,λ_{jm1 +1} ,... ,λ_{jn′} ,λ_{jn′ +1} ... ,λ_{jn} , ~u_0,... , ~u_{n−1} �

is equal to

�_n � k=n^′+1 � λ_{jk} − ~λ_{j1} � � G_{ℓ,n}′ � ~λ_{j1} , ~λ_{jℓ+1} ,... , ~λ_{jm1} ,λ_{jm1 +1} ,... ,λ_{jn′} ~u_0,... , ~u_{n′−1} �

so that the number

(−1)^{n−ℓ}G_{ℓ,n}′ � ~λ_{j1} , ~λ_{jℓ+1} ,... , ~λ_{jm1} ,λ_{jm1 +1} ,... ,λ_{jn′} ~u_0,... , ~u_{n′−1} �

is greater than or equal to

�_n

k=n^′+1 � λ_{jk} − ~λ_{j1}

�_{−1}

− 2^{−N′+1}. Now,

�_n

k=n^′+1 � λ_{jk} − ~λ_{j1} � is a positive

real number, since the numbers λ_{jk} with k ≥ n^′ + 1 come in complex conjugate pairs. Further, the

difference n − n^′ is even, so that (−1)^{n−ℓ} = (−1)^{n′−ℓ}. Let C be an upper bound on � �λ_{jk} − ~λ_{j1} � �. We

obtain that (−1)^{n′−ℓ}G_{ℓ,n}′ � ~λ_{j1} , ~λ_{jℓ+1} ,... , ~λ_{jm1} ,λ_{jm1 +1} ,... ,λ_{jn′} ~u_0,... , ~u_{n′−1} � is greater than or equal to

−C^n2^{−N′+1}.

Now, by Proposition 8, the left-hand side of this inequality can be written as

~u_n′_{−1} +

n^′−1� j=1 (−1)^{n′+ j} A_n′_{,ℓ, j} � ~λ_{j1} , ~λ_{jℓ+1} ,... , ~λ_{jm1} ,λ_{jm1 +1} ,... ,λ_{jn′} � ~u_{j−1}

so that there exists a perturbation ~u_n′_{−1} of ~u_n′_{−1} by at most C^n2^{−N′+1} such that the number

(−1)^{n′−ℓ}G_{ℓ,n}′ � ~λ_{j1} , ~λ_{jℓ+1} ,... , ~λ_{jm1} ,λ_{jm1 +1} ,... ,λ_{jn′} ~u_0,... , ~u_{n′−2}, ~u_{n′−1} �

is strictly positive. Observing that N^′ is controlled polynomially in the input data and that the logarithm of C is bounded polynomially in the input data, we obtain that the perturbation is controlled polynomially. We have thus constructed polynomially controlled perturbations (~c^′, ~u^′) ∈ C_n′ (R) and ( ~d^′, v^′) ∈ C_m′ (R) of � c^′, u^′ � and � d^′, v^′ � with �~ c^′, ~u^′ � (t) ≥ � ~ d^′, v^′ � (t) for all large t. We can construct polynomially controlled perturbations of (c, u) and (d, v) by adding back the characteristic roots we have removed by passing from c to c^′ and from d to d^′ and by extending ~u′ and v^′ using the linear recurrence equations with characteristic polynomial χ_{~c′} and χ_{~d′} respectively. By a calculation similar to Lemma 12, this yields polynomially controlled perturbations of (c, u) and (d, v).

References

[1] S. Akshay, Hugo Bazille, Blaise Genest, and Mihir Vahanwala. On robustness for the skolem and positivity problems. In Petra Berenbrink and Benjamin Monmege, editors, 39th International Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science, STACS 2022, March 15-18, 2022, Marseille, France (Virtual Conference), volume 219 of LIPIcs, pages 5:1–5:20. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2022. doi:10.4230/LIPIcs.STACS.2022.5.

[2] Christel Baier, Florian Funke, Simon Jantsch, Toghrul Karimov, Engel Lefaucheux, Joël Ouaknine, Amaury Pouly, David Purser, and Markus A. Whiteland. Reachability in dynamical systems with rounding. In Nitin Saxena and Sunil Simon, editors, 40th IARCS Annual Conference on Foundations of Software Technology and Theoretical Computer Science, FSTTCS 2020, December 14-18, 2020, BITS Pilani, K K Birla Goa Campus, Goa, India (Virtual Conference), volume 182 of LIPIcs, pages 36:1–36:17. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz- Zentrum für Informatik, 2020. doi:10.4230/LIPIcs.FSTTCS.2020.36.

[3] Saugata Basu, Richard Pollack, and Marie-Françoise Roy. Algorithms in Real Algebraic Geometry. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2006.

[4] Jason P. Bell and Stefan Gerhold. On the positivity set of a linear recurrence. Israel Journal of Mathematics, 157:333 – 345, 2007. doi:10.1007/s11856-006-0015-1.

[5] Paul C. Bell, Jean-Charles Delvenne, Raphaël M. Jungers, and Vincent D. Blondel. The continuous Skolem-Pisot problem. Theoretical Computer Science, 411(40):3625–3634, 2010. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tcs.2010.06.005.

[6] Jean Berstel and Maurice Mignotte. Deux propriétés décidables des suites récurrentes linéaires. Bulletin de la Société Mathématique de France, 104:175–184, 1976. doi:10.24033/bsmf.1823.

[7] Vasco Brattka and Peter Hertling, editors. Handbook of Computability and Complexity in Analysis, Theory and Applications of Computability, Cham, 2021. Springer. doi:10.1007/978-3-030-59234-9.

[8] Vasco Brattka and Gero Presser. Computability on subsets of metric spaces. Theoretical Computer Science, 305(1 – 3):43 – 76, 2003.

[9] Ventsislav Chonev, Joël Ouaknine, and James Worrell. On recurrent reachability for continuous linear dynamical systems. In Proceedings of the 31st Annual ACM/IEEE Symposium on Logic in Computer Science, LICS ’16, pages 515–524, New York, NY, USA, 2016. Association for Computing Machinery. doi:10.1145/2933575.2934548.

[10] Ventsislav Chonev, Joël Ouaknine, and James Worrell. On the Skolem Problem for Continuous Linear Dynamical Systems. In Ioannis Chatzigiannakis, Michael Mitzenmacher, Yuval Rabani, and Davide Sangiorgi, editors, 43rd International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming (ICALP 2016), volume 55 of Leibniz International Proceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs), pages 100:1–100:13, Dagstuhl, Germany, 2016. Schloss Dagstuhl– Leibniz-Zentrum fuer Informatik. doi:10.4230/LIPIcs.ICALP.2016.100.

[11] Julian D’Costa, Toghrul Karimov, Rupak Majumdar, Joël Ouaknine, Mahmoud Salamati, Sadegh Soudjani, and James Worrell. The pseudo-skolem problem is decidable. In Filippo Bonchi and Simon J. Puglisi, editors, 46th International Symposium on Mathematical Foundations of Computer Science, MFCS 2021, August 23-27, 2021, Tallinn, Estonia, volume 202 of LIPIcs, pages 34:1–34:21. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2021. doi:10.4230/LIPIcs.MFCS.2021.34.

[12] Graham Everest, Alf van der Poorten, Igor Shparlinski, and Thomas Ward. Recurrence Sequences. American Mathematical Society, 2003.

[13] Manuel Kauers and Veronika Pillwein. When can we detect that a P-finite sequence is positive? In Wolfram Koepf, editor, Symbolic and Algebraic Computation, International Symposium, ISSAC 2010, Munich, Germany, July 25-28, 2010, Proceedings, pages 195–201. ACM, 2010.

[14] Akitoshi Kawamura and Stephen Cook. Complexity theory for operators in analysis. ACM Trans. Comput. Theory, 4(2):5:1–5:24, May 2012. doi:10.1145/2189778.2189780.

[15] Ker-I Ko. Complexity theory of real functions. Progress in Theoretical Computer Science.

Birkhäuser Boston, Inc., Boston, MA, 1991. doi:10.1007/978-1-4684-6802-1.

[16] Daren Kunkle and Matthias Schröder. Some Examples of Non-Metrizable Spaces Allowing a Simple Type-2 Complexity Theory. Electronic Notes in Theoretical Computer Science, 120:111–123, 2005. Proceedings of the 6th Workshop on Computability and Complexity in Analysis (CCA 2004). doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.entcs.2004.06.038.

[17] Eike Neumann. Decision problems for linear recurrences involving arbitrary real numbers.

Logical Methods in Computer Science, 17(3), 2021. doi:10.46298/lmcs-17(3:16)2021.

[18] Eike Neumann and Florian Steinberg. Parametrised second-order complexity theory with applications to the study of interval computation. Theoretical Computer Science, 806:281 – 304, 2020. URL: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tcs.2019.05.009.

[19] Joël Ouaknine and James Worrell. On the positivity problem for simple linear recurrence sequences,. In Javier Esparza, Pierre Fraigniaud, Thore Husfeldt, and Elias Koutsoupias, editors, Automata, Languages, and Programming - 41st International Colloquium, ICALP 2014, Copenhagen, Denmark, July 8-11, 2014, Proceedings, Part II, volume 8573 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 318–329. Springer, 2014. doi:10.1007/978-3-662-43951-7\_27.

[20] Joël Ouaknine and James Worrell. Positivity problems for low-order linear recurrence sequences. In Chandra Chekuri, editor, Proceedings of the Twenty-Fifth Annual ACM-SIAM

Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2014, Portland, Oregon, USA, January 5-7, 2014, pages 366–379. SIAM, 2014. doi:10.1137/1.9781611973402.27.

[21] Joël Ouaknine and James Worrell. Ultimate positivity is decidable for simple linear recurrence sequences. In Javier Esparza, Pierre Fraigniaud, Thore Husfeldt, and Elias Koutsoupias, editors, Automata, Languages, and Programming - 41st International Colloquium, ICALP 2014, Copenhagen, Denmark, July 8-11, 2014, Proceedings, Part II, volume 8573 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 330–341. Springer, 2014. doi:10.1007/978-3-662-43951-7\_28.

[22] Joël Ouaknine and James Worrell. On linear recurrence sequences and loop termination. ACM SIGLOG News, 2(2):4–13, 2015. URL: https://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=2766191.

[23] Veronika Pillwein and Miriam Schussler. An efficient procedure deciding positivity for a class of holonomic sequences. ACM Communications in Computer Algebra, 49(3):90–93, 2015. Extended abstract of the poster presentation at ISSAC 2015.

[24] Matthias Schröder. Spaces Allowing Type-2 Complexity Theory Revisited. Mathematical Logic Quarterly, 50(45):443–459, 2004. doi:10.1002/malq.200310111.

[25] Arnold Schönhage. The fundamental theorem of algebra in terms of computational complexity. Preliminary Report, Mathematisches Institut der Universität Tübingen, 1982.

[26] R. Tijdeman, M. Mignotte, and T.N. Shorey. The distance between terms of an algebraic recurrence sequence. Journal für die reine und angewandte Mathematik, 349:63–76, 1984. URL: http://eudml.org/doc/152622.

[27] N.K. Vereshchagin. Occurrence of zero in a linear recursive sequence. Mat. Zametki, 38(2):177 – 189, 1985.

[28] Klaus Weihrauch. Computable Analysis. Springer, 2000.

[29] Martin Ziegler and Vasco Brattka. Computability in linear algebra. Theoretical Computer Science, 326(1-3):187–211, 2004.

A Proof of Proposition 4

We recall Bernstein’s inequality:

Theorem 18 (Bernstein). Let P be a complex polynomial of degree n. Then

max_{|z|≤1} � � �P^{(k)}(z) � � � ≤ n! (n − k)!

max_{|z|≤1} |P(z)|.

Proposition 19. Let c, c^′ ∈ K^n. Assume that c ≠ c^′. Then we have:

−log d_σ(c, c^′) ≤ −log d(c, c^′ ) + 2nlog(n) + 2nlog � max{||c||_∞ , � � � �c^′ � � � �_∞}�.

Proof. Let (λ_1,... ,λ_n) ∈ C^n be a vector containing all roots of the polynomial χ_c, where each root

occurs according to its multiplicity. Let (μ_1,... ,μ_n) ∈ C^n be a vector containing all roots of the

polynomial χ_c′ , where each root occurs according to its multiplicity. Let S_n denote the group of all

bijections π: {1,... , n} → {1,... , n}. Let π: {1,... , n} → {1,... , n} be a bijection such that the minimum � � � �(λ_1,... ,λ_n) − (μ_{τ(1)},... ,μ_{τ(n)}) � � � �_∞ where τ ranges over all bijections of type {1,... , n} → {1,... , n} is

attained at π. Consider the sequence of polynomials

P_j(z) = (z − λ_1) · ··· · (z − λ_j) · (z − μ_{π( j+1)}) · ··· · (z − μ_{π(n)}),

for j ∈ {0,... , n}. Observe that P_0(z) = χ_c(z) and P_n(z) = χ_c′ (z).

We have: � �P_{j+1}(z) − P_j(z) � � = � �(z − λ_1) · ··· · (z − λ_j) · (z − λ_{j+1}) · (z − μ_{π( j+2)}) · ··· · (z − μ_{π(n)})

− (z − λ_1) · ··· · (z − λ_j) · (z − μ_{π( j+1)}) · (z − μ_{π( j+2)}) · ··· · (z − μ_{π(n)}) � � = � �(z − λ_1) · ··· · (z − λ_j) · (μ_{π( j+1)} − λ_{j+1}) · (z − μ_{π( j+2)}) · ··· · (z − μ_{π(n)}) � � ≤ d_σ(c, c^′) · � �(z − λ_1) · ··· · (z − λ_j) · (z − μ_{π( j+2)}) · ··· · (z − μ_{π(n)}) � � Write C = max{||c||_∞ , � � � �c′ � � � �_∞}. By [3, Proposition 5.9] we have |λ_j| ≤ nC and |μ_j| ≤ nC for all j. We

hence obtain: � �P_{j+1}(z) − P_j(z)� ≤ d_σ(c, c^′ )(nC)^{n−1}

for all z in the complex unit disk. This implies � �χ_c(z) − χ_{c′} (z) � � ≤ |P_n(z) − P_{n−1}(z)|+ |P_{n−1}(z) − P_{n−2}(z)|+ ··· + |P_1(z) − P_0(z)|

≤ d_σ(c, c^′ )n(nC)^{n−1}

for all z in the complex unit disk.

The coefficient of z^k in the polynomial χ_c(z) − χ_c′ (z) is given by 1 k! �_{dk}

dz^k � χ_c(z) − χ_c′ (z) � z=0 � . By Bernstein’s inequality (Theorem 18) we have � � �^{dk}_{dzk} � χ_c(z) − χ_c′ (z) � z=0 � � � ≤ n! (n − k)!

max_{|z|≤1} � �χ_c(z) − χ_d(z) � � ≤ d_σ(c, c^′ )(nC)^{2n}.

It follows that

−log d(c, c^′ ) ≥ −log d_σ(c, c^′ ) − 2nlog(nC).

This yields the result.

B Proof of Lemma 7

Proof of Lemma 7.

1. Observe that we have Y^k − Z^k = (Y − Z)

�_ℓ

1+ℓ_2=k−1 Y ℓ_1 Zℓ_2 . We calculate:

Q_{n,m,0}(X_1,... , X_{n−1},Y ) −Q_{n,m,0}(X_1,... , X_{n−1}, Z) = � k_1+···+k_n=m � Y^{kn} X^{kn−1}_{n−1} · ··· · X^{k1}_1 − Z^{kn} X^{kn−1}_{n−1} · ··· · X^{k1}_1 �

= � k_1+···+k_n=m � (Y^{kn} − Z^{kn} )X^{kn−1}_{n−1} · ··· · X^{k1}_1 �

= (Y − Z) � k_1+···+k_n=m � � ℓ_1+ℓ_2=k_n−1

Y^{ℓ1} Z^{ℓ2} � X^{kn−1}_{n−1} · ··· · X^{k1}_1 �

= (Y − Z) � k_1+···+k_{n−1}+ℓ_1+ℓ_2=m−1 � Y^{ℓ1} Z^{ℓ2} X^{kn−1}_{n−1} · ··· · X^{k1}_1 �

= (Y − Z)Q_{n+1,m−1,0}(X_1,... , X_{n−1},Y , Z).

2. Let

Δ(X_1,... , X_{n+1}) = (X_{n+1} − X_1)Q_{n+1,m−1,i+1}(X_1,... , X_{n+1}) −Q_{n+1,m,i}(X_1,... , X_{n+1}) +Q_{n,m,i+1}(X_1,... , X_n).

Our goal is to show that Δ is zero. Write out Δ according to the definition:

Δ(X_1,... , X_{n+1}) = � k_1+···+k_{n+1}=m−1 � k_1 + i + 1

i + 1 � X^{kn+1+1} n+1 · ··· · X^{k1}_1

− � k_1+···+k_{n+1}=m−1 � k_1 + i + 1

i + 1 � X^{kn+1}_{n+1} · ··· · X^{k1+1}_1

− � k_1+···+k_{n+1}=m � k_1 + i i � X^{kn+1}_{n+1} · ··· · X^{k1}_1

+ � k_1+···+k_n=m � k_1 + i + 1 i + 1 � X^{kn}_n · ··· · X^{k1}_1 .

Re-write the first two sums in the above equation as follows: let k_{n+1} in the first sum range from 1 to m rather than from 0 to m − 1. Let k_1 in the second sum range from 1 to m rather than from 0 to m − 1. We obtain:

Δ(X_1,... , X_{n+1}) = � k_1+···+k_{n+1}=m k_{n+1}≥1

� k_1 + i + 1 i + 1 � X^{kn+1}_{n+1} · ··· · X^{k1}_1

− � k_1+···+k_{n+1}=m k_1≥1

� k_1 + i + 1 i + 1 � X^{kn+1}_{n+1} · ··· · X^{k1+1}_1

− � k_1+···+k_{n+1}=m � k_1 + i i � X^{kn+1}_{n+1} · ··· · X^{k1}_1

+ � k_1+···+k_n=m � k_1 + i + 1 i + 1 � X^{kn}_n · ··· · X^{k1}_1 .

To show that Δ(X_1,... , X_{n+1}) is zero, consider a monomial X^{k1}_1 ····· X^{kn+1}_{n+1} with k_1 +···+k_{n+1} = m. We show that the coefficient of this monomial in Δ is zero. We distinguish four cases:

(a) k_1 ≥ 1, k_{n+1} ≥ 1. In this case we get a contribution from the first three sums. The coefficient of X^{k1}_1 · ··· · X^{kn+1}_{n+1} is hence equal to � k_1 + i + 1 i + 1 � − � k_1 + i i + 1 � − � k_1 + i i � = 0.

(b) k_1 ≥ 1, k_{n+1} = 0. In this case we get a contribution from the last three sums. The coefficient of X^{k1}_1 · ··· · X^{kn+1}_{n+1} is hence equal to

− � k_1 + i i + 1 � − � k_1 + i i � + � k_1 + i + 1 i + 1 � = 0.

(c) k_1 = 0, k_{n+1} ≥ 1. In this case we get a contribution from the first and third sum. The coefficient of X^{k1}_1 · ··· · X^{kn+1}_{n+1} is hence equal to � k_1 + i + 1 i + 1 � − � k_1 + i i � = � i + 1 i + 1 � − � i i � = 0.

(d) k_1 = 0, k_{n+1} = 0. In this case we get a contribution from the last two sums. The coefficient of X^{k1}_1 · ··· · X^{kn+1}_{n+1} is hence equal to

− � k_1 + i i � + � k_1 + i + 1 i + 1 � = − � i i � + � i + 1 i + 1 � = 0.

Thus, Δ is indeed equal to zero, as claimed. This finishes the proof.

Let us write C^n_{k,m,i}(X_1,... , X_k) = � Q_{k,m+p−n,i}(X_1,... , X_k) � p=1,...,n .

In the above notation, k denotes the number of variables, m denotes the degree of the last entry of the column, and i determines the binomial coefficient

�_{k1+i} i � . Then the recursive equations from Lemma 7 become:

C^n_{k,m,0}(X_1,... , X_{k−1},Y ) − C^n_{k,m,0}(X_1,... , X_{k−1}, Z) = (Y − Z)C^n_{k+1,m−1,0}(X_1,... , X_{k−1},Y , Z) and C^n_{k+1,m,i}(X_1,... , X_{k+1}) − C^n_{k,m,i+1}(X_1,... , X_k) = (X_{k+1} − X_1)C^n_{k+1,m−1,i+1}(X_1,... , X_{k+1}).

These recursive equations allow us to decrease the degree of a column, which allows us to bring the matrix ~V_{m1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,... ,Λ_n) into lower echelon form.

C Minors of Generalised Vandermonde Matrices

Based on Lemma 7 we can compute the minors of a generalised Vandermonde matrix:

Lemma 20. Let m_1 ≤ n. Let K = (Q[i])(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_n).

1. Assume that m_1 = 1. Then we have: det � V_{1,...,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_n)_{j,m1} � = det(V_{1,...,1}(Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_n)) · det � Q_{q−1,p+1−q,0}(Λ_2,... ,Λ_q)

�_{q=2,...,n}

p=1,...,n,p≠ j �

= � � 2≤β<α≤n � Λ_α − Λ_β � � · det � Q_{q−1,p+1−q,0}(Λ_2,... ,Λ_q)

�_{q=2,...,n}

p=1,...,n,p≠ j � . Moreover, the function � n∈N C^n → � n∈N C^{n×(n−1)}, (λ_1,... ,λ_n) �→ � Q_{q−1,p+1−q,0}(λ_2,... ,λ_q)

�_{q=2,...,n}

p=1,...,n

is computable in polynomial time.

2. Assume that m_1 ≥ 2. Then det � V_{m1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,... ,Λ_n)_{j,m1} � = det � V_{m1−1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,... ,Λ_n) � · det � Q_{1,p−q,q−1}(Λ_1)

�_{q=1,...,m1−1}

p=1,...,n,p≠ j ; � Q_{q−m1+1,n−q+1,m1−2}(Λ_1,... ,Λ_{q+2})

�_{q=m1+1,...,n}

p=1,...,n,p≠ j � = � � 1<γ≤n � Λ_γ − Λ_1

�_{m1−1} � � 1<β<α≤n � Λ_α − Λ_β � � · det � Q_{1,p−q,q−1}(Λ_1)

�_{q=1,...,m1−1}

p=1,...,n,p≠ j ; � Q_{q−m1+1,n−q+1,m1−2}(Λ_1,... ,Λ_{q+2})

�_{q=m1+1,...,n}

p=1,...,n,p≠ j � . Moreover, the function � n∈N C^n → � n∈N C^{n×(n−1)},

(λ_1,... ,λ_n) �→ � Q_{1,p−q,q−1}(λ_1)

�_{q=1,...,m1−1}

p=1,...,n ; � Q_{q−m1+1,n−q+1,m1−2}(λ_1,... ,λ_{q+2})

�_{q=m1+1,...,n}

p=1,...,n �

is computable in polynomial time.

Proof. We only show the second claim. The proof of the first claim is essentially identical.

Let W_{1,0} be the matrix which is obtained from ~V_{m1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,... ,Λ_n) by deleting the m^{st}_1 column. Observe that the mappings

M_j : K^{n×(n−1)} → K, M �→ det(M_j),

where M_j is obtained from M by deleting the j^{th} row, are alternating linear forms. Further, we have det � ~V_{m1−1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1} ... ,Λ_n) � = M_n(W_{1,0}).

Thus, consider an arbitrary multilinear form

M : K^{n×(n−1)} → K.

We then have:

W_{1,0} = � C^n_{1,n−q,q−1}(Λ_1)

�_{q=1,...,m1−1} ; � C^n_{1,n−1,0}(Λ_j)

�_{j=m1+1,...,n}� . Subtract the first column of W_{1,0} from columns m_1,... , n and use Lemma 7.1 to obtain:

M (W_{1,0}) = � � j≥m_1+1

(Λ_j − Λ_1) � · M (W_{1,1}),

where W_{1,1} = � C^n_{1,n−q,q−1}(Λ_1)

�_{q=1,...,m1−1} ; � C^n_{2,n−2,0}(Λ_1,Λ_j)

�_{j=m1+1,...,n}� . Subtract the m^{st}_1 column from the following columns to obtain with Lemma 7.1:

M (W_{1,1}) = � � j≥m_1+2

(Λ_j − Λ_{m1+1}) � · M (W_{1,2}),

where

W_{1,2} = � C^n_{1,n−q,q−1}(Λ_1)

�_{q=1,...,m1−1} ; � C^n_{2,n−2,0}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1}) � ; � C^n_{3,n−3,0} � Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},Λ_j

� j=m1+2,...,n� . Proceeding in this manner, we eventually obtain:

M (W_{1,0}) = � � 1≤β<α≤n

(Λ_α − Λ_β) � · M (W_{1,n−m1} ),

where

W_{1,n−m1} = � C^n_{1,n−q,q−1}(Λ_1)

�_{q=1,...,m1−1} ; � C^n_{j−m1+1,n− j+m1−1,0}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_j)

�_{j=m1+1,...,n}� . If m_1 = 2, then the matrix W_{1,n−m1} is already of the required form.

If m_1 > 2, subtract the second column of W_{1,n−m1} from the m^{st}_1 column and apply Lemma 7.2 to obtain:

M (W_{1,n−m1} ) = � Λ_{m1+1} − Λ_1 � · M (W_{2,1}), where

W_{2,1} = � C^n_{1,n−q,q−1}(Λ_1)

�_{q=1,...,m1−1} ; � C^n_{2,n−3,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1}) � ; � C^n_{j−m1+1,n− j+m1−1,0}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_j)

�_{j=m1+2,...,n} � . Now, subtract the m^{st}_1 column from the next column to obtain:

M (W_{1,n−m1} ) = � Λ_{m1+2} − Λ_1 � · M (W_{2,2}),

where

W_{2,2} = � C^n_{1,n−q,q−1}(Λ_1)

�_{q=1,...,m1−1} ; � C^n_{2,n−3,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1}) � ; � C^n_{3,n−4,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},Λ_{m1+2}) � ; � C^n_{j−m1+1,n− j+m1−1,0}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_j)

�_{j=m1+3,...,n} � . Proceed in this manner to obtain:

M (W_{1,n−m1} ) = � � j≥m_1+1 � Λ_j − Λ_1 � � · M (W_{2,n−m1} )

where

W_{2,n−m1} = � C^n_{1,n−q,q−1}(Λ_1)

�_{q=1,...,m1−1} ; � C^n_{j−m1+1,n− j+m1−2,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_j)

�_{j=m1+1,...,n}� . If m_1 > 3, we proceed in the same manner, starting with the third column of W_{2,n−m1} to eventually obtain:

M (W_{1,0}) = � � 1≤β<α≤n

(Λ_α − Λ_β) � · � � j≥m_1+1 � Λ_j − Λ_1

�_{m1−2} � M � W_{m1−1,n−m1} �

where

W_{m1−1,n−m1} = � C^n_{1,n−q,q−1}(Λ_1)

�_{q=1,...,m1−1} ; � C^n_{j−m1+1,n− j+1,m1−2}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_j)

�_{j=m1+1,...,n}� . This finishes the proof of the claimed identity. The claim about det � ~V_{m1−1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1} ... ,Λ_n) � follows by noticing that the matrix which is obtained from W_{m1−1,n−m1} by removing the last row is a lower echelon matrix whose diagonal entries are all equal to 1.

It remains to show that the entries of the matrix

W_{m1−1,n−m1} (λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_n) = � C^n_{1,n−q,q−1}(λ_1)

�_{q=1,...,m1−1} ; � C^n_{j−m1+1,n− j+1,m1−2}(λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_j )

�_{j=m1+1,...,n}� are uniformly polytime computable in λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_n.

To this end, observe that the polynomials Q_{n,m,i} satisfy the recursive equation

Q_{n+1,m,i}(X_1,... , X_{n+1}) = m� k=0 X^k_{n+1}Q_{n,m−k,i}(X_1,... , X_n).

We can hence compute a tableau that contains all entries of W_{m1−1,n−m1} (λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_n) as fol-

lows:

1. Start with the numbers Q_{1,m,i}(λ_1) =

�_{m+i} i � λ^m_1 for m = 0,... , n − 1 and i = 0,... , m_1 − 2.

2. Having computed the numbers Q_{ℓ+1,k,i} � λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_{m1+ℓ} � for ℓ ≥ 0, compute

Q_{ℓ+2,m,i} � λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_{m1+ℓ},λ_{m1+ℓ+1} � = m� k=0 λ^k_{m1+ℓ+1}Q_{ℓ+1,m−k,i}(λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_{m1+ℓ}).

It is easy to prove that the size of the numbers Q_{ℓ+2,m,i} � λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_{m1+ℓ},λ_{m1+ℓ+1} � grows poly-

nomially in ℓ, m, and i. From this, it is easy to deduce that the full tableau with ℓ = 0,... , n − 1,

m = 0,... , n − 1, i = 0,... , m_1 − 2 is computable in polynomial time. The matrix entries can then be

easily computed from this tableau.

D Proof of Theorem 6

1. Assume first that m_1 = 1. Let

W_{n,1, j} = � Q_{q−1,p+1−q,0}(Λ_2,... ,Λ_q)

�_{q=2,...,n}

p=1,...,n,p≠ j

By Lemma 20 we have:

F_{1,...,1} =

�_n

j=1(−1)^{j+1} det � ~V_{1,...,1}(Λ_1,... ,Λ_n)_{j,1} � ·U_{j−1}

det ~V_{1,...,1}(Λ_1,... ,Λ_n) = �_n

j=1(−1)^{j+1} det � V_{1,...,1}(Λ_1,... ,Λ_n)_{j,1} � ·U_{j−1}

detV_{1,...,1}(Λ_1,... ,Λ_n) = �_n

j=1(−1)^{j+1} det � V_{1,...,1}(Λ_2,... ,Λ_n) � · det � W_{n,1, j} � ·U_{j+1}

detV_{1,...,1}(Λ_1,... ,Λ_n) . The matrix V_{1,...,1}(Λ_2,... ,Λ_n) has determinant � 2≤ j<k≤n � Λ_k − Λ_j � . The matrix V_{1,...,1}(Λ_1,... ,Λ_n) has determinant � 1≤ j<k≤n � Λ_k − Λ_j � . The matrix W_{n,1,n} is a lower echelon matrix whose diagonal entries are equal to 1. It follows

that det � W_{n,1,n} � = 1. We hence obtain

F_{1,...,1} = n� k=2 (Λ_k − Λ_1)^{−1} � (−1)^{n+1}U_{n−1} + n−1� j=1 (−1)^{j+1} det � W_{n,1, j} � U_{j+1} � .

Letting A_{n,1, j}(Λ_1,... ,Λ_n) = det � W_{n,1, j} � shows that F_{1,...,1} has the desired shape.

Assume now that m_1 ≥ 2. Let

W_{n,m1, j} = � Q_{1,p−q,q−1}(Λ_1)

�_{q=1,...,m1−1}

p=1,...,n,p≠ j ; � Q_{q−m1+1,n−q+1,m1−2}(Λ_1,... ,Λ_{q+2})

�_{q=m1+1,...,n}

p=1,...,n,p≠ j �

By Lemma 20 we have:

F_{m1,1,...,1} =

�_n

j=1(−1)^{j+m1} det � ~V_{m1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_n)_{j,m1} � ·U_{j−1}

det ~V_{m1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_n) = �_n

j=1(−1)^{j+m1}

�_{m1−2}

k=0 k! � det � V_{m1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_n)_{j,m1} � ·U_{j−1} �_{m1−1}

k=0 k! � detV_{m1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_n) = �_n

j=1(−1)^{j+m1} det � V_{m1−1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_n) � · det � W_{n,m1, j} � ·U_{j+m1}

(m_1 − 1)!detV_{m1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_n) . We have

detV_{m1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_n) =

�_n � j=m_1+1

(Λ_j − Λ_1)^{m1} � � m_1+1≤ j<k≤n

(Λ_k − Λ_j) �

and detV_{m1−1,1,...,1}(Λ_1,Λ_{m1+1},... ,Λ_n) =

�_n � j=m_1+1

(Λ_j − Λ_1)^{m1−1} � � m_1+1≤ j<k≤n

(Λ_k − Λ_j) � . The matrix W_{n,m1,n} is a lower echelon matrix whose diagonal entries are all equal to 1. It follows that det(W_{n,m1,n}) = 1. Letting A_{n,m1, j} = det(W_{n,m1, j}) for j = 1,... , n − 1 shows that F_{m1,1,...,1} has the desired shape.

Using that, according to Lemma 20, W_{j,m1,n}(λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_n) is uniformly polynomial-time computable in n and (λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_n) we obtain that A_{n,m1, j}(λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_n) is uniformly polynomial-time computable in n and (λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_n). It suffices to observe that the determinant of an n × n matrix is uniformly polynomial-time computable in n and the matrix entries.

2. By the previous item, the function G_{m1,n} is computable in polynomial time, uniformly in n and the bitsize of the input vector. In other words, there exist a polynomial ω ∈ N[X,Y , Z] and an algorithm which takes as input n ≥ 1, p ∈ N, and a complex vector x ∈ C^{n−m1+1} × C^n and outputs a rational approximation of G_{m1,n}(x) to error 2^{−p−1} within ω(n,C, p) steps, where C is a bound on the logarithm of the absolute values of the entries of x. In particular, this algorithm can query its input vector to accuracy at most 2^{−ω(n,C,p+1)} before producing an approximation to error 2^{−p−1}. If two input vectors have distance less than 2^{−ω(n,C,p)}, then the algorithm outputs the same rational approximation to error 2^{−p−1} on both inputs. The claim follows if we put Ω(X,Y , Z) = ω(X,Y , Z + 1).

3. It remains to prove the computability of the function γ.

Suppose we are given complex numbers (λ_1,λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_n) and (u_0,... , u_{n−1}) such that λ_j ≠ λ_1 for j ≥ m_1 + 1. Using Vieta’s formulas we can compute the coefficients of the polynomial

χ(z) = (z − λ_1)^{m1} n� j=m_1+1

(z − λ_n) = z^n + c_{n−1} z^{n−1} + ··· + c_1 z + c_0.

Consider the matrix

A = � � � � � 0 1 . . .. . .. . 0 ... 0 1 −c_0 ... −c_{n−2} −c_{n−1}

� � � � �

and the associated initial value problem

ẋ(t) = Ax(t) (4) x(0) = u. (5)

Let x be a solution to (4). Then the function x_1(t) is a solution to the initial value problem (1) (with complex coefficients).

By construction, the number λ_1 is an eigenvalue of A with algebraic multiplicity m_1. By observing that χ(z) and the first m_1 − 1 derivatives of χ(z) vanish in λ_1, we find that the geometric multiplicity of λ_1 is equal to 1 and that a Jordan chain for λ_1 is given by the generalised Vandermonde block [λ_1]_{n,m1} of size n×m_1 in λ_1. It follows from [17, Lemma 4.2, Lemma 4.3] that we can compute matrices S and S^{−1} such that

SAS^{−1} = � J 0 0 B � , where J is a Jordan block for λ_1 of size m_1 and all generalised eigenvectors of SAS^{−1} for the eigenvalues λ_{m1+1},... ,λ_n lie in the span of the standard unit vectors e_{m1+1},... , e_n. Note that the results in [17] are stated only for real matrices, but their proof equally applies to complex matrices.

Consider the initial value problem

ẏ(t) = SAS^{−1} y(t) y(0) = Su.

The unique solution y of this initial value problem satisfies y(t) = Sx(t), where x is the unique solution of (4).

The simple shape of SAS^{−1} allows us to solve the initial value problem for the first m_1 components explicitly. We have

y_j(t) =

m_1− j� k=0 u_{m1−k−1} (m_1 − j − k)!

t^{m1− j−k} e^{λ1 t}

for j = 1,... , m_1.

Let s_{j,k}, j = 1,... , n, k = 1,... , n denote the entries of the matrix S^{−1}. We have

x_1(t) = s_{1,1} y_1(t) + s_{1,2} y_2(t) + ··· + s_{1,n} y_n(t),

where

�_n

k=m_1+1 s1,k yk(t) is a linear combination of terms of the form t

ℓ e^{λ j t} with j ≥ m_1 + 1.

It follows that the coefficient of t^{m1 −1}e^{λ1 t} in the unique solution of (1) is equal to s_{1,1}u_{m1−1} (m_1 − 1)! . Since the matrix S is uniformly computable in the input data, so is this number. This finishes the proof.

E Proof of Proposition 8

By continuity, it suffices to prove the equality when the numbers λ_1,... ,λ_{n1} are pairwise distinct. Then F_{m,n1} (λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_{n1} , u_0,... , u_{n1−1}) and F_{m,n2} (λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_{n2} , u_0,... , u_{n2−1}) are welldefined with

F_{m,n1} (λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_{n1} , u_0,... , u_{n1−1}) = 1 (m − 1)!

�_{n1} � j=m+1 � λ_j − λ_1 � �_{−1} G_{m,n1} (λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_{n1} , u_0,... , u_{n1−1})

and F_{m,n2} (λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_{n2} , u_0,... , u_{n2−1}) = 1 (m − 1)!

�_{n2} � j=m+1 � λ_j − λ_1 � �_{−1} G_{m,n2} (λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_{n2} , u_0,... , u_{n2 −1}).

It hence suffices to prove that the numbers

F_{m,n1} (λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_{n1} , u_0,... , u_{n1 −1}) and F_{m,n2} (λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_{n2} , u_0,... , u_{n2 −1})

are equal.

Consider the Cauchy problem with characteristic polynomial

�_{n1} j=1(z − λ_j) and initial values u_0,... , u_{n1 −1}. By assumption, the solution to this Cauchy problem already satisfies the linear differential equation with characteristic polynomial

�_{n2} j=1(z − λ_j). It follows that the solution to this Cauchy problem must be equal to the solution of the Cauchy problem with characteristic polynomial

�_{n2}

j=1(z − λ_j) and initial values u_0,... , u_{n2−1}. But this implies that

F_{m,n1} (λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_{n1} , u_0,... , u_{n1 −1}) and F_{m,n2} (λ_1,λ_{m+1},... ,λ_{n2} , u_0,... , u_{n2 −1})

must be equal by definition of the functions F_{ℓ,n}.