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Abstract

We present an algorithm for isolating all roots of an arbitrary complex polynomialp that also works in
the presence of multiple roots provided that (1) the number of distinct roots is given as part of the input
and (2) the algorithm can ask for arbitrarily good approximations of the coefficients ofp. The algorithm
outputs pairwise disjoint disks each containing one of the distinct roots ofp and the multiplicity of the
root contained in the disk. The algorithm uses approximate factorization as a subroutine. For the case where
Pan’s algorithm [34] is used for the factorization, we derive complexity bounds for the problems of isolating
and refining all roots, which are stated in terms of the geometric locations of the roots only. Specializing
the latter bounds to a polynomial of degreed and with integer coefficients of bitsize less thanτ, we show
thatÕ(d3+d2τ +dκ) bit operations are sufficient to compute isolating disks of size less than 2−κ for all
roots ofp, whereκ is an arbitrary positive integer.

In addition, we apply our root isolation algorithm to a recent algorithm for computing the topology of
a real planar algebraic curve specified as the zero set of a bivariate integer polynomial and for isolating
the real solutions of a bivariate polynomial system. For polynomials of degreen and bitsizeτ, we improve
the currently best running time from̃O(n9τ +n8τ2) (deterministic) toÕ(n6+n5τ) (randomized) for topol-
ogy computation and from̃O(n8+n7τ) (deterministic) toÕ(n6+n5τ) (randomized) for solving bivariate
systems.
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1. Introduction

Root isolation is a fundamental problem of computational algebra and numerical analysis [23,24,1,33,51].
Given a univariate polynomialp with complex coefficients and possibly multiple roots, the goal
is to compute disjoint disks in the complex plane such that each disk contains exactly one root
and the union of all disks covers all roots. We assume the existence of an oracle that can be asked
for rational approximations of the coefficients of arbitrary precision. In particular, coefficients
may be transcendental. Note that non-rational coefficientscan never be learned exactly in finite
time.

In this generality, the problem is unsolvable. This is a consequence of the numerical halting
problem [50,29]. We give an example of a polynomial of degreethree, for which, in the input
model above, no finite algorithm can distinguish between thecase of two or three distinct roots.
When the coefficient oracle is asked for coefficients with precisionL, it returns 1,αL, βL, and
2, whereαL andβL are rational, the polynomialpL(x) = x3+αLx2+βLx+2 has three distinct

roots, and
∣

∣

∣(−2
√

2−1)−αL

∣

∣

∣ ≤ 2−L and
∣

∣

∣βL − (2+2
√

2)
∣

∣

∣ ≤ 2−L. Observe that these answers

of the oracle are consistent with the polynomialspL and p, wherep(x) = (x−
√

2)2(x+ 1) =
x3+(−2

√
2−1)x2+(2+2

√
2)x+2. The former polynomial has three distinct roots and the latter

polynomial has two distinct roots. Assume that the algorithm stops after asking for coefficients
with precisionL. If it outputs “two distinct roots”, the oracle can claim that the input polynomial
is pL, if it outputs “three distinct roots”, the oracle can claim that the input polynomial isp. In
either case, the output is incorrect.

The example shows that the problem needs to be restricted. Inaddition to our assumption
that the coefficients of our input polynomialp are provided by coefficient oracles, we further as-
sume thatthe number k of distinct rootsis also given.1 The computation ofk requires symbolic
methods. We would like to explain why knowledge ofk is nevertheless a reasonable assumption:
Root isolation is a key ingredient in the computation of a CAD(cylindrical algebraic decom-
position) for a set of multivariate polynomials and, in particular, for computing the topology
of algebraic curves and surfaces. In these applications, one has to deal with polynomials with
multiple roots and algebraic coefficients; the coefficientsare easily approximated to an arbitrary
precision. In addition, the number of distinct roots is readily available from an algebraic precom-
putation (e.g. computation of a subresultant sequence, triangular decomposition). We now give
an overview of our algorithm, our results, and related work.

Root Isolation: We fix some definitions which are used throughout the presentation: Let p(x) =
∑n

i=0 pixi ∈ C[x], with 1/4≤ |pn| ≤ 1,2 be a complex polynomial withk distinct rootsz1, . . . ,zk.
For i = 1, . . . ,k, letmi :=mult(zi , p) be themultiplicityof zi , and letσi :=σ(zi , p) :=minj 6=i

∣

∣zi − zj
∣

∣

be theseparationof zi from the other roots ofp. Then, our algorithm outputs isolating disks
∆i = ∆(z̃i ,Ri) for the rootszi and the corresponding multiplicitiesmi . The radii satisfyRi <

σi
64n,

Email addresses:mehlhorn@mpi-inf.mpg.de (Kurt Mehlhorn),msagralo@mpi-inf.mpg.de (Michael
Sagraloff),s9pewang@stud.uni-saarland.de (Pengming Wang).
1 An alternative restriction is to be content with the computation of well-separated clusters of roots, i.e., the computation
of disks∆i and multiplicitiesmi such thatDi contains exactlymi roots counted with multiplicity,∑i mi is equal to the
degree of the polynomial, and substantially enlarged disksare disjoint. Our algorithm also applies to this version of the
problem. We come back to it in Section 2.4.
2 The additional requirement for the leading coefficientpn yields a simpler presentation. Notice that, for general values
pn, we first have to multiply the polynomialp by some 2t , with t ∈ Z, such that 2t · |pn| is contained in[1/4,1].
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and hence the center ˜zi of ∆i approximateszi to an error of less thanσi
64n. If the number of distinct

roots ofp differs fromk, we make no claims about termination and output.
The coefficients ofp are provided by oracles. That is, on inputL, the oracle essentially returns

binary fraction approximations ˜pi of the coefficientspi such that
∥

∥p−∑n
i=0 p̃ixi

∥

∥ ≤ 2−L ‖p‖.
Here,‖p‖ := ‖p‖1 = |p0|+ . . .+ |pn| denotes theone-normof p. The details are given in Sec-
tion 2.1. The assumption that the coefficients are given through oracles is standard in compu-
tational real analysis [29] and numerical analysis [23,24,1], and is used in previous papers on
approximate factorization and root isolation [43,34].

Many algorithms for approximate factorization and root isolation are known, see [18] for a
survey. The algorithms can be roughly split into two groups:there are iterative methods for si-
multaneously approximating all roots (or a single root if a sufficiently good approximation is al-
ready known), and there are subdivision methods that start with a region containing all the roots
of interest, subdivide this region according to certain rules, and use inclusion- and exclusion-
predicates to certify that a region contains exactly one root or no root. Prominent examples of
the former group are the Aberth-Ehrlich method (used for MPSOLVE [6]) and the Weierstrass-
Durand-Kerner method. These algorithms work well in practice and are widely used. However,
a complexity analysis and global convergence proof is missing. Prominent examples of the sec-
ond group for isolating all complex roots are the Bolzano method [9,52] and the splitting circle
method [43,34]. There are also methods, e.g., the Descartes, Sturm, and continued fraction meth-
ods, for isolating the real roots of a real polynomial. Amongthe subdivision methods, the splitting
circle method is asymptotically the best. It was introducedby Schönhage [43] and later consid-
erably refined by Pan [34]. An implementation of the splitting circle method in the computer al-
gebra system Pari/GP is available [22]. None of the algorithms mentioned deals specifically with
multiple roots. For square-free polynomials, i.e, the casek= n, the subdivision methods guaran-
tee root isolation. For integral polynomials, a square-free decomposition can be computed [48].
Alternatively, separation bounds [51, Section 6.7] can be used to guarantee isolation in the pres-
ence of multiple roots. Johnson [26], Cheng et. al. [11], andStrzebonski and Tsigaridas [47]
discuss root isolation for polynomials with algebraic coefficients.

Strzebonski [46] presents an algorithm that deals with multiple roots in our setting. How-
ever, it has heuristic steps. The algorithm in [31] can cope with at most one multiple root and
needs to know the number of distinct complex roots as well as the number of distinct real roots.
Algorithms for root refinement, e.g., Newton-Raphson iteration, compute arbitrary good approx-
imations to roots once a good initial approximation is known. Generalization to clusters of roots
are provided by [49,20].

Our algorithm has a simple structure. It combines mainly known techniques. Our contribution
is the right assembly into an algorithm, our novel clustering step, and the complexity analysis.
We first use any algorithm (e.g. [6,43,34,52]) for approximately factorizing the input polynomial.
It is required that it can be run with different levels of precision, and that, for any given integer
b, it returns approximations ˆz1 to ẑn for the roots ofp such that

∥

∥

∥p− pn∏1≤ j≤n
(x− ẑj)

∥

∥

∥≤ 2−b‖p‖ . (1)

In a second step, we partition the root approximations ˆz1 to ẑn into clustersC1,C2 . . . based on
geometric vicinity. If the number of clusters is less thank, we increase the precision, and refactor.
The difficulty of the clustering step lies in the fact that theamounts by which roots will move after
a perturbation of the coefficients (recall that, in our inputmodel, we only see perturbations of the
true coefficients) depends heavily on the multiplicity of the root. We enclose each clusterCi in a
disk Di = ∆(z̃i , r i) and make sure that the disks are pairwise disjoint and that the radiir i are not
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“too small” compared to the pairwise distances of the centers z̃i . 3 In a third step, we verify that
then-times enlarged disks∆i = ∆(z̃i ,Ri) = ∆(z̃i ,n· r i) are disjoint and that each of them contains
exactly the same number of approximations as roots ofp counted with multiplicity. As in [49,20],
we use Rouché’s theorem for the verification step. If the clustering and the verification succeed,
we return the disks∆1, . . . ,∆k and the number of approximations ˆz∈ {ẑ1, . . . , ẑn} in the disk as the
multiplicity of the root isolated by the disk. If either clustering or verification does not succeed,
we repeat with a higher precision. Strzebonski [46] has previously described a similar approach.
The main difference is that he used a heuristic for the clustering step and hence could neither
prove completeness of his approach nor analyze its complexity. He reports that his algorithm
does very well in the context of CAD computation.

In the example above, we would have the additional information thatp has exactly two distinct
roots. We ask the oracle for anL-approximation ofp for sufficiently largeL and approximately
factor it. Suppose that we obtain approximations−1.01, 1.4, and 1.42 of the roots, and let ˆp=
(x+ 1.01)(x− 1.4)(x− 1.42). The clustering step may then put the first approximation into a
singleton cluster and the other two approximations into a cluster of size two. It also computes
disjoint enclosing disks. The verification step tries to certify that p andp̂ contain the same number
of roots in both disks. IfL andb are sufficiently large, clustering and verification succeed.

If Pan’s algorithm [34] is used for the approximate factorization step, then the overall algo-
rithm has bit complexity4

Õ

(

n3+n2
k

∑
i=1

logM(zi)+n
k

∑
i=1

log
(

M(σ−mi
i ) ·M(P−1

i )
)

)

(2)

wherePi := ∏ j 6=i(zi − zj)
mj = p(mi )(zi)

mi !pn
, andM(x) := max(1, |x|). Observe that our algorithm is

adaptive in a very strong sense, namely, the above bound exclusively depends on the actual
multiplicities and the geometry (i.e. the actual modulus ofthe roots and their distances to each
other) of the roots. There is also no dependency on the size orthe type (i.e. whether they are
rational, algebraic or transcendental) of the coefficientsof p.

Our algorithm can also be used to further refine the isolatingdisks to a size of 2−κ or less,
whereκ is a given integer. The bit complexity for the refinement is given by the bound in (2)
plus an additional term̃O(n·κ ·maxi mi). In particular, for square-free polynomials the amortized
cost per root and bit of precision is̃O(1), and hence the method is optimal up to polylogarithmic
factors.

For the benchmark problem of isolating all roots of a polynomial p with integercoefficients
of absolute value bounded by 2τ , the bound in (2) becomes̃O(n3 +n2τ). 5 The bound for the
refinement becomes̃O(n3+n2τ +nκ), even if there exist multiple roots.

For a square-free integer polynomialp, an algorithm by Pan [18, Theorem 3.1] achieves a
comparable complexity bound for the benchmark problem. That is, based on the computations
in [43, Section 20], one can compute a boundb0 of sizeΘ(n(τ + logn)) with the property that
if n pointsẑj ∈ C fulfill the inequality (1) for ab≥ b0, then they approximate the corresponding
roots zj to an error less thanσ j/(2n); cf. Lemma 3 for an adaptive version. Hence, forb ≥
b0, Pan’s factorization algorithm also yields isolating disks for the roots ofp usingÕ(n2τ) bit

3 This is crucial to control the cost for the final verification step. For details, we refer to Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3.
4 Õ indicates that we omit logarithmic factors.
5 We first dividep by its leading coefficient to meet the requirement on the leading coefficient, and apply our algorithm
to p/pn.
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operations. Note while this approach achieves a good worst case complexity, however, it is for
the price of running the factorization algorithm withb = Θ(n(τ + logn)) even when the roots
are well conditioned. In contrast, our algorithm turns Pan’s factorization algorithm into a highly
adaptive method for isolating and approximating the roots of a general polynomial. Also, for
general polynomials, there exist bounds [43, Section 19] for the distance between the roots of
p and corresponding approximations fulfilling (1). They are optimal for roots of multiplicity
Ω(n) but overestimate badly if all roots have considerably smaller multiplicities. For the task of
root refinement, the bit complexity of our method depends onκ asÕ(nmaxi mi ·κ) and, hence,
it adapts to the highest occurring multiplicity, whereas previous methods [27,34,41] depend as
Õ(n2κ).

Topology Computation and Computing Real Solutions of Bivariate SystemsOur new root iso-
lation algorithms has an interesting consequence on the complexity of computing the topology
(in terms of a cylindrical algebraic decomposition) of a real planar algebraic curve specified
as the zero set of an integer polynomial and of isolating the real solutions of a bivariate poly-
nomial system. Both problems are well-studied [3,4,5,7,8,10,12,13,14,15,16,17,21,25,28,39,46].
The latter problem can be reduced to the former as the real solutions of the bivariate system
f (x,y) = g(x,y) = 0 correspond to the points on the real curvef 2(x,y)+ g2(x,y) = 0. In Sec-
tion 3, we apply our method to a recent algorithm TOPNT [5] for computing the topology of
a planar algebraic curve. This yields bounds on theexpectednumber of bit operations. which
improve the currently best (which are both deterministic) bounds [16,28] fromÕ(n9τ +n8τ2) to
Õ(n6+n5τ) for topology computation and from̃O(n8+n7τ) to Õ(n6+n5τ) for solving bivariate
systems.

As several other recent algorithms [46,15,11,12] for topology computation or bivariate system
solving, TOPNT uses numerical computation as much as possible. In particular, the symbolic
operations are restricted to resultant and gcd computations, which do not dominate the overall
bit complexity. The workhorse in TOPNT is root isolation and refinement as considered in the
first part of this paper, in particular, the isolation of the roots of the ”fiber” polynomialsf (α,y) ∈
C[y], whereα is anx-critical point of a planar algebraic curve defined as the vanishing set of
a polynomialf ∈ Z[x,y]. The number of distinct roots off (α,y) is available from an algebraic
precomputation. Combining the adaptive complexity boundsfrom this paper and the amortized
complexity bounds from [28] for all fiber polynomialsf (α,y) eventually yields considerably
improved complexity bounds for the numerical steps.

Paper History: An extended abstract [32] of this paper was presented at ISSAC 2013. The cur-
rent paper extends the conference version significantly. Inparticular, the analysis of the algorithm
for root isolation (i.e. the results in Section 2) was only sketched (Lemma 1 and Theorem 1 were
stated without proof, and only a sketch of the proof of Theorem 5 was given), and the application
of our root isolation algorithm to curve topology computation and to solving bivariate polyno-
mial systems as well as the corresponding analysis (i.e. Section 3) was not covered at all in the
extended abstract.
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2. Root Finding

2.1. Setting and Basic Properties

We consider a polynomial

p(x) = pnxn+ . . .+ p0 ∈ C[x] (3)

of degreen≥ 2, where 1/4≤ pn ≤ 1. We fix the following notations:

• M(x) := max(1, |x|), for x∈ R,

• τp denotes the minimal non-negative integer with|pi |
|pn| ≤ 2τp for all i = 0, . . . ,n−1,

• ‖p‖ := ‖p‖1 := |p0|+ . . .+ |pn| denotes the 1-norm ofp,
• z1, . . . ,zk ∈ C are the distinct complex roots ofp, with k≤ n,
• mi := mult(zi , p) is the multiplicity ofzi ,
• σi := σ(zi , p) := minj 6=i |zi − zj | is theseparationof zi ,
• Γp := M(maxi logM(zi)) denotes thelogarithmic root boundof p,
• Mea(p) = |pn| ·∏i M(zi)

mi denotes theMahler Measureof p.
The quantitiesτp, Γp, |pn| and Mea(p) are closely related.

Lemma 1. Γp ≤ 1+ τp andτp−n−1≤ log Mea(p)
|pn| ≤ nΓp.

Proof. By Cauchy’s root bound maxi |zi | ≤ 1+maxi |pi |/ |pn|, and thus maxi log|zi | ≤ 1+ τp.
Sinceτp ≥ 0, by definition, we haveΓp ≤ 1+ τp. The i-th coefficient ofp is smaller than or
equal to

(n
i

)

Mea(p) ≤ 2nMea(p) ≤ 2n(Γp+1). Thus, from the definition ofτp, eitherτp = 0 or

2n Mea(p)
|pn| ≥ maxi

|pi |
|pn| ≥ 2τp−1

✷

We assume the existence of an oracle which provides arbitrary good approximations of the
polynomial p. Let L ≥ 1 be an integer. We call a polynomial ˜p = p̃nxn + . . .+ p̃0, with p̃i =
si ·2−(L+1) andsi ∈ Z, anabsolute L-approximationof p if |p̃i − pi| ≤ 2−L. We further assume
that we can ask for such an approximation ˜p for the costÕ(n(L+τp)). This is the cost of reading
the coefficients of ˜p.

We call a polynomial ˜p = p̃nxn + . . .+ p̃0, with p̃i = si · 2−(L+1) and si ∈ Z, a relative L-
approximationof p if ‖p̃− p‖ ≤ 2−L ‖p‖. SinceL ≥ 1, the triangle inequality implies that

‖p̃‖
2

≤ ‖p‖ ≤ 2‖p̃‖ . (4)

Furthermore, notice that any absolute(L+⌈log(n+1)⌉+2)-approximation ofp is also a relative
L-approximation ofp because of‖p̃− p‖ ≤ (n+1) ·2−L−⌈log(n+1)⌉−2 ≤ |pn| ·2−L ≤ ‖p‖ ·2−L.
Hence, we can ask for a relativeL-approximation for the cost̃O(n(L+τp)) = Õ(n(L+Mea(p))).

In the next step, we show that a “good” integer approximationΓ of Γp can be computed with
Õ(n2Γp) bit operations.

Theorem 1. An integerΓ ∈N with

Γp ≤ Γ < 8logn+Γp (5)

can be computed with̃O(n2Γp) bit operations. The computation uses an absoluteL-approximation
of precisionL of p with L = O(nΓp).
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Proof. We consider theCauchy polynomial

p̄(x) := |pn|xn−
n−1

∑
i=0

|pi |xi

of p. Then, according to [35, Thm. 8.1.4.] or [45, Thm. 3.8(e)], ¯p has a unique positive real root
ξ ∈ R+, and the following inequality holds:

max
i

|zi | ≤ ξ <
n

ln2
·max

i
|zi |< 2n ·max

i
|zi | .

It follows that p̄(x)> 0 for all x≥ ξ and p̄(x)< 0 for all x< ξ . Furthermore, since ¯p coincides
with its own Cauchy polynomial, each complex root of ¯p has absolute value less than or equal to
|ξ |. Let k0 be the smallest non-negative integerk with p̄(2k)> 0 (which is equal to the smallestk
with 2k > ξ ). Our goal is to compute an integerΓ with k0 ≤ Γ ≤ k0+1. Namely, ifΓ fulfills the
latter inequality, thenM(maxi |zi |)≤ M(ξ )≤ 2Γ < 4M(ξ )< 8n·M(maxi |zi |), and thusΓ fulfills
inequality (5). In order to compute aΓ with k0 ≤ Γ≤ k0+1, we use exponential and binary search
(try k= 1,2,4,8, . . . until p̄(2k)> 0 and, then, perform binary search on the intervalk/2 tok) and
approximate evaluation of ¯p at the points 2k: More precisely, we evaluate ¯p(2k) using interval
arithmetic with a precisionρ (using fixed point arithmetic) which guarantees that the width w of
B(p̄(2k),ρ) is smaller than 1, whereB(E,ρ) is the interval obtained by evaluating a polynomial
expressionE via interval arithmetic with precisionρ for the basic arithmetic operations; see [27,
Section 4] for details. We use [27, Lemma 3] to estimate the cost for each such evaluation: Since
p̄ has coefficients of size less than 2τp|pn|< 2τp, we have to chooseρ such that

2−ρ+2(n+1)22τp+nk <
1
4

in order to ensure thatw < 1/4. Hence,ρ is bounded byO(τp + nk) and, thus, each interval
evaluation needs̃O(n(τp + nk)) bit operations. We now use exponential plus binary search to
find the smallestk such thatB(p̄(2k),ρ) contains only positive values. The following argument
then shows thatk0 ≤ k ≤ k0+1: Obviously, we must havek ≥ k0 since p̄(2k) < 0 andp̄(2k) ∈
B(p̄(2k),ρ) for all k< k0. Furthermore, the pointx= 2k0+1 has distance more than 1 to each of
the roots of ¯p, and thus|p̄(2k0+1)| ≥ |pn| ≥ 1/4. Hence, it follows thatB(p̄(2k0 +1),ρ) contains
only positive values. For the search, we need

O(logk0) = O(log logξ ) = O(log(logn+Γp))

iterations, and the cost for each of these iterations is bounded byÕ(n(τp+nk0)) = Õ(n2Γp) bit
operations. ✷

2.2. Algorithm

We present an algorithm for isolating the roots of a polynomial p(x)=∑n
i=0 pixi = pn ∏k

i=1(x−
zi)

mi , where the coefficientspi are given as described in the previous section. We may assumethat
k > 1; the problem is trivial otherwise. Ifk = 1, then−pn−1/(npn) is the root of multiplicityn.
The algorithm uses some polynomial factorization algorithm to produce approximations for the
rootsz1, . . . ,zk, and then performs a clustering and certification step to verify that the candidates
are of high enough quality. For concreteness, we pick Pan’s factorization algorithm [34] for
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the factorization step, which also currently offers the best worst case bit complexity.6 If the
candidates do not pass the verification step, we reapply the factorization algorithm with a higher
precision. Given a polynomialp with |zi | ≤ 1 for 1≤ i ≤ k, and a positive integerb denoting
the desired precision, the factorization algorithm computesn root approximations ˆz1, . . . , ẑn. The
quality of approximation and the bit complexity are as follows:

Theorem 2 (Pan [34]). Suppose that|zi | ≤ 1 for 1≤ i ≤ k. For any positive integerb≥ nlogn,
complex numbers ˆz1, . . . , ẑn can be computed such that they satisfy

∥

∥p− pn∏n
i=1(x− ẑi)

∥

∥≤ 2−b‖p‖
usingÕ(n) operations performed with the precision ofO(b) bits (orÕ(bn) bit-operations). The
input to the algorithm is a relativeL-approximation ofp, whereL = O(b). We write p̂ :=
pn ∏n

i=1(x− ẑi). The algorithm returns the real and imaginary part of the ˆzi ’s as dyadic fractions
of the formA ·2−B with A∈ Z, B∈ N andB= O(b). All fractions have the same denominator.

The parameterb controls the quality of the resulting approximations. Notethat Pan’s algo-
rithm requires all roots of the input polynomial to lie within the unit disk∆(0,1). Hence, in
order to apply the above result to our input polynomial, we first scalep such that the roots come
to lie in the unit disk. That is, we compute aΓ as in Theorem 1, and then consider the poly-
nomial f (x) := p(s· x) = ∑n

i=0 fixi with s := 2Γ. Then, f (x) has rootsξi = zi/s∈ ∆(0,1), and
thus we can use Pan’s Algorithm withb′ := nΓ+ b to compute an approximate factorization
f̂ (x) := ∑n

i=0 f̂ixi := fn ∏n
i=1(x− ξ̂i) such that

∥

∥ f − f̂
∥

∥ < 2−b′ ‖ f‖. Let ẑi := s· ξ̂i for all i and
p̂(x) := pn ·∏n

i=1(x− ẑi) = f̂ (x/s) = ∑n
i=0 f̂i/sixi , then

‖p̂− p‖=
n

∑
i=0

| fi/si − f̂i/si | ≤
n

∑
i=0

| fi − f̂i| ≤ 2−b′
n

∑
i=0

| fi | ≤ 2−b′sn
n

∑
i=0

| fi/si |= 2−b‖p‖ .

For the factorization off , we need a relativeb′-approximation of f , and thus a relativeL-
approximation ofp with L = O(nΓ+b) = Õ(nΓp+b). The total cost isÕ(n2Γp+nb) bit opera-
tions. We summarize in:

Corollary 1. For an arbitrary polynomialp= pn ·xn+ · · ·+ p0 ∈C[x], with 1/4≤ |pn| ≤ 1, and
an integerb≥ nlogn, complex numbers ˆz1, . . . , ẑn can be computed such that

∥

∥p− pn∏n
i=1(x− ẑi)

∥

∥≤ 2−b‖p‖

usingÕ(n2Γp+bn) bit-operations. We write ˆp := pn ∏n
i=1(x− ẑi). The algorithm returns the real

and imaginary part of the ˆzi ’s as dyadic fractions of the formA · 2−B with A ∈ Z, B ∈ N and
B= O(b+nΓp). All fractions have the same denominator.

We now examine how far the approximations ˆz1, . . . , ẑn can deviate from the actual roots for
a given value ofb, i.e., a quantitative version of the fact that the roots of a polynomial depend

6 In practice, one might consider a numerical root finder [6] based on the Aberth-Ehrlich method instead. There is
empirical evidence that such methods achieve comparable complexity bounds. We further remark that many solvers
only provide approximations ˆz1, . . . , ẑn of the roots without any guarantee on the error‖p− pn ·∏i(x− ẑi)‖. In this case,
we first have to estimate the latter error by an algorithm for approximate polynomial multiplication; e.g. the method
from [42] allows us to approximate the productpn · ∏i(x− ẑi) to an absolute error of 2−b using Õ(n(nΓp + b)) bit
operations. Obviously, if ˆzi → zi for all i, then‖p− pn ·∏i(x− ẑi )‖ → 0, hence we can alternatively assume that our
oracle provides arbitrary good approximations of the roots(without any additional estimate on the actual error).
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continuously on the coefficients. Such estimates are well known, e.g., [44, Theorem 2.7] and [24,
Theorem 4.10c]. For our complexity bounds, we also need the dependency on the multiplicities
and the root separation and hence need to state our own bounds. Technically, there is nothing
new here. Let∆(z, r) be the disk with centerzand radiusr and let bd∆(z, r) be its boundary. We
further definePi := ∏ j 6=i(zi − zj)

mj . Then,p(mi)(zi) = mi !pnPi.

Lemma 2. If r ≤ σi/n, then

|p(x)|> rmi · |pnPi |
4

for all x on the boundary of∆(zi , r).

Proof. We have

|p(x)|= |pn| · |x− zi|mi ·∏
j 6=i

|x− zj |mj ≥ |pn| · |x− zi|mi ·∏
j 6=i

|zi − zj |mj · (1−|x− zi|/|zi − zj |)mj

≥ rmi (1−1/n)n−mi |pn| ·∏
j 6=i

|zi − zj |mj > rmi · |pnPi |/4.

✷

Based on the above Lemma, we can now use Rouché’s theorem7 to show that, for sufficiently
largeb, the disk∆(zi ,2−b/(2mi)) contains exactlymi root approximations.

Lemma 3. Let p̂ be such that‖p− p̂‖ ≤ 2−b‖p‖. If

b≥ max(8n,nlog(n)), andb is a power of two (6)

2−b/(2mi) ≤ 1
2n2 , (7)

2−b/(2mi) ≤ σi

2n
, and (8)

2−b/2 ≤ |Pi |
16(n+1)2τpM(zi)n (9)

for all i, the disk∆(zi ,2−b/(2mi)) contains exactlymi root approximations. Fori 6= j, let ẑi andẑj

be arbitrary approximations in the disks∆(zi ,2−b/(2mi)) and∆(zj ,2−b/(2mj )), respectively. Then,
(

1− 1
n

)

·
∣

∣zi − zj
∣

∣≤
∣

∣ẑi − ẑj
∣

∣≤
(

1+
1
n

)

·
∣

∣zi − zj
∣

∣ .

Proof. Let

δi :=
(

16· (n+1) ·2−b2τp|Pi |−1M(zi)
n
)1/mi

.

It is easy to verify thatδi ≤ 2−b/(2mi) ≤min(1,σi)/(2n). The first inequality follows from (9) and
the second inequality follows from (7) and (8). We will show that∆(zi ,δi) containsmi approx-
imations. To this end, is suffices to show that|(p− p̂)(x)| < |p(x)| for all x on the boundary of
∆(zi ,δi). Then, Rouché’s theorem guarantees that∆(zi ,δi) contains the same number of roots of
p and p̂ counted with multiplicity. Sincezi is of multiplicity mi andδi < σi/n, the disk contains

7 Rouché’s theorem states that iff andg are holomorphic functions with|( f −g)(x)| < | f (x)| for all pointsx on the
boundary of some disk∆, then f andg have the same number of zeros (counted with multiplicity) in∆.
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exactlymi roots ofp counted with multiplicity. We have (note that|x| ≤ (1+1/(2n2)) ·M(zi) for
x∈ bd∆(zi ,δi))

|(p− p̂)(x)| ≤ ‖p− p̂‖ ·M(x)n < 2−b‖p‖M(x)n

≤ 2−b‖p‖ · (1+1/(2n2))n ·M(zi)
n

≤ 4 ·2−b ·2τp|pn| · (n+1) ·M(zi)
n

≤ δ mi
i |pnPi |/4< |p(x)|,

where the inequality in line three follows from‖p‖ ≤ (n+ 1)|pn|2τp, the first one in line four
follows from the definition ofδi , and the last inequality follows from Lemma 2. It follows that
∆(zi ,2−b/(2mi)) contains exactlymi approximations. Furthermore, sinceδi ≤ σi/(2n) for all i, the
disks∆(zi ,δi), 1≤ i ≤ k, are pairwise disjoint.

For the second claim, we observe that|ẑℓ− zℓ| ≤ 2−b/(2mℓ) ≤ σℓ/(2n) ≤
∣

∣zi − zj
∣

∣/(2n) for
ℓ = i, j and hence|ẑi − zi|+

∣

∣ẑj − zj
∣

∣ ≤
∣

∣zi − zj
∣

∣/n. The claim now follows from the triangle
inequality. ✷

We have now established that the disks∆(zi ,2−b/(2mi)), 1≤ i ≤ k, are pairwise disjoint and
that thei-th disk contains exactlymi root approximations provided thatb satisfies (6) to (9). We
want to stress that the radii 2−b/(2mi), 1≤ i ≤ k, are vastly different. For example, assumeb= 40.
For a one-fold root (m= 1), the radius is 2−20, for a double root (m= 2) the radius is 2−10, for
a four-fold root (m= 4) the radius is 2−5, and for a twenty-fold root (m= 20), the radius is as
large as 1/2. Unfortunately, the conditions onb are stated in terms of the quantitiesmi , σi and
|Pi | which we do not know. Also, we do not know the centerzi . In the remainder of the section,
we will show how to cluster root approximations and to certify them. We will need the following
more stringent properties for the clustering and certification step.

2−b/(2mi) < min

(

( σi

4n

)8
,

σi

1024n2

)

(10)

2−b/8 < min

(

1
16

,
|Pi|

(n+1) ·22nΓp+8n

)

(11)

Let b0 be the smallest integer satisfying (6) to (11) for alli. Then,

b0 = O(nlogn+nΓp+maxi(mi logM(σ−1
i )+ logM(P−1

i )).

We next provide a high-level description of our algorithm toisolate the roots ofp. The de-
tails of the clustering step and the certification step are then given in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3,
respectively.

2.2.1. Overview of the Algorithm
On input p and the numberk of distinct roots, the algorithm outputs isolating disks∆i =

∆(z̃i ,Ri) for the roots ofp as well as the corresponding multiplicitiesmi . The radii satisfyRi <
σi/(64n).

The algorithm uses the factorization step with an increasing precision until the result can be
certified. If either the clustering step or the certificationstep fails, we simply double the precision.
There are a couple of technical safeguards to ensure that we do not waste time on iterations with
an insufficiently large precision (Steps 2, 5, and 6); also recall that we need to scale our initial
polynomial.
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(1) Compute the bound 2Γ for the modulus of all roots ofp, whereΓ fulfills Inequality (5).
According to Theorem 1, this can be done withÕ(n2Γp) bit operations.

(2) Compute a 2-approximationλ = 2lλ , with lλ ∈ Z, of ‖p‖/|pn|. According to (4), this
computation needs̃O(nτp) = Õ(n2Γp) bit operations.

(3) Scalep, that is, f (x) := p(s·x), with s := 2Γ, to ensure that the rootsξi = zi/S, i = 1, . . . ,k,
of f are contained in the unit disk. Letb be the smallest integer satisfying (6)

(4) Run Pan’s algorithm on inputf with parameterb′ := b+ nΓ to produce approximations
ξ̂1, . . . , ξ̂n for the roots of f . Then,ẑi := s· ξ̂i are approximations of the roots ofp, and
‖p̂− p‖< 2−b‖p‖, wherep̂(x) := pn ∏n

i=1(x− ẑi).
(5) If there exists a ˆzi with ẑi ≥ 2Γ+1, return to Step 4 withb := 2b.
(6) If ∏n

i=1M(ẑi)> 8λ , return to Step 4 withb := 2b.
(7) Partition ẑ1, . . . , ẑn into k clustersC1, . . . ,Ck. Compute (well separated) enclosing disks

D1, . . . ,Dk for the clusters. For details, see Section 2.2.2. If the clustering fails to findk
clusters and corresponding disks, return to Step 4 withb := 2b.

(8) For eachi, let ∆i denote the disk with the same center asDi but with ann-times larger
radius. We now verify the existence of|Ci | roots (counted with multiplicity) ofp in ∆i . For
details of the verification, see Section 2.2.3. If the verification fails, return to Step 4 with
b := 2b.

(9) If the verification succeeds, output the disks∆i (in Step 7, we guarantee that the disks∆i

are pairwise disjoint) and report the number|Ci | of root approximations ˆz∈ {ẑ1, . . . , ẑn}
contained in the disks as the corresponding multiplicities.

Notice that Steps 5 and 6 ensure that logM(ẑi)=O(Γp+ logn) for all i, and that log∏n
i=1M(ẑi)=

O(log(‖p‖/|pn|)) = O(logn+ τp) = Õ(nΓp). The following Lemma guarantees that the algo-
rithm passes these steps ifb≥ b0.

Lemma 4. For anyb≥ b0, it holds that|ẑi | < 2Γ+1 for all i, and∏n
i=1M(ẑi)< 8λ .

Proof. In the proof of Lemma 3, we have already shown that|ẑi | ≤ (1+1/(2n2)) ·M(zi) for all
i. Hence, it follows that|ẑi | ≤ (1+1/(2n2)) ·2Γp < 2 ·2Γp ≤ 2Γp+1, and

n

∏
i=1

M(ẑi)≤ 4 ·
k

∏
i=1

M(zi)
mi <

4Mea(p)
|pn|

≤ 4‖p‖2

|pn|
≤ 4‖p‖

|pn|
< 8λ .

✷

2.2.2. Clustering
After candidate approximations ˆz1, . . . , ẑn are computed using a fixed precision parameterb,

we perform a partitioning of these approximations intok clustersC1, . . . ,Ck, wherek is given
as an input. The clustering is described in detail below. It works in phases. At the beginning of
a phase, it chooses an unclustered approximation and uses itas the seed for the cluster formed
in this phase. Ideally, each of the clusters corresponds to adistinct root of p. The clustering
algorithm satisfies the following properties:

(1) Forb< b0, the algorithm may or may not succeed in findingk clusters.
(2) Forb≥ b0, the clustering always succeeds.

Whenever the clustering succeeds, the clusterCi with seed ˜zi is contained in the diskDi :=
∆(z̃i , r i), wherer i ≈min( 1

n2 ,
σ̃i

256n2 ), andσ̃i =minj 6=i

∣

∣z̃i − z̃j
∣

∣. Furthermore, forb≥b0, Di contains
the rootzi (under suitable numbering) and exactlymi many approximations.
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×

×
×

r = 2−b/2

r = 2−b/2

r = 2−b/4

r = 2−b/8

Fig. 1. Example of a polynomial with four distinct roots withmultiplicities 1, 1, 2, and 4. Crosses are roots
of the polynomial, dots represent the approximations. The disk around a root shows the potential locations
of its approximations. Note that the straight-forward approach to cluster with a fixed distance threshold fails
for all b with b< (maxi mi) · log(mini σi)

−1: For each suchb, one can not choose any threshold that allows
detecting the simple roots without splitting the four-foldroot.

Before we describe our clustering method, we discuss two evident approaches that do not
work for any b of size comparable tob0 or smaller. A clustering with a fixed grid does not
work as root approximations coming from roots with different multiplicities may move by vastly
distinct amounts. As a consequence, we can only succeed ifb> (maxi mi) · log(mini σi)

−1 which
can be considerably larger thanb0, see Figure 1. A clustering based on Gershgorin disks does not
work either because very good approximations of a multiple root lead to large disks which then
fail to separate approximations of distinct roots. In particular, if approximations are identical, the
corresponding Gershgorin disks have infinite radius.

For our clustering, we use the fact that the factorization algorithm provides approximations ˆz
of the rootzi with distance less than 2−b/(2mi) (for b≥ b0). Thus, we aim to determine clustersC
of maximal size such that the pairwise distance between two elements in the same cluster is less
than 2·2−b/(2|C|). We give details.

(1) InitializeC to the empty set (of clusters).
(2) Initialize C to the set of all unclustered approximations and choose ˆz∈ C arbitrarily. Let

a := 2⌊logn⌋+2 andδ := 2−b/4.
(3) UpdateC to the set of pointsq∈C satisfying|ẑ−q| ≤ 2 a/2

√
δ .

(4) If |C| ≥ a/2, addC to C . Otherwise, seta := a/2 and continue with step 3.
(5) If there are still unclustered approximations, continue with step 2.
(6) If the number of clusters inC is different fromk, report failure, doubleb and go back to

the factorization step.

Note that, forb ≥ b0, the disks∆(zi ,2−b/(2mi)) are disjoint. LetZi denote the set of root
approximations in∆(zi ,2−b/(2mi)). Then,|Zi | = mi according to Lemma 3. We show that, for
b≥ b0, the clustering algorithm terminates withC= Zi if called with an approximation ˆz∈ Zi .

Lemma 5. Assumeb≥ b0, ẑi ∈ Zi , ẑj ∈ Z j , andi 6= j. Then,
∣

∣ẑi − ẑj
∣

∣≥ 2 · (2−b/(16mi)+2−b/(16mj)).
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Proof. Sinceb≥ b0, we have 2−b/(2mℓ) ≤ σℓ for ℓ= i, j by (8) and 2−b/(16mℓ) = (2−b/(2mℓ))1/8 ≤
σℓ/(4n)≤ σℓ/8 by (10). Thus,
∣

∣ẑi − ẑj
∣

∣≥ max(σi ,σ j)−2−b/(2mi)−2−b/(2mj) ≥ σi

2
+

σ j

2
− σi

4
− σ j

4
≥ 2 · (2−b/(16mi)+2−b/(16mj)).

✷

Lemma 6. If b≥ b0, the clustering algorithm computes the correct clustering, that is, it produces
clustersC1 to Ck such thatCi = Zi for all i (under suitable numbering). Let ˜zi be the seed ofCi

and letσ̃i = minj 6=i
∣

∣z̃i − z̃j
∣

∣. Then,(1−1/n)σi ≤ σ̃i ≤ (1+1/n)σi andCi as well as the rootzi

is contained in∆(z̃i ,min( 1
n2 ,

σ̃i
256n2 )).

Proof. Assume that the algorithm has already producedZ1 to Zi−1 and is now run with a seed
ẑ∈ Zi . We prove that it terminates withC= Zi . Letℓ be a power of two such thatℓ≤mi < 2ℓ. The
proof that the algorithm terminates withC= Zi consists of two parts. We first assume that steps
2 and 3 are executed fora= 2ℓ. We show that the algorithm will then terminate withC= Zi . In
the second part of the proof, we show that the algorithm does not terminate as long asa> 2ℓ.

Assume the algorithm reaches steps 2 and 3 witha/2 = ℓ, i.e. a/2 ≤ mi < a. For any ap-
proximationq∈ Zi , we have|ẑ−q| ≤ 2·2−b/(2mi) = 2 mi/2

√
δ ≤ 2 a/2

√
δ . Thus,Zi ⊆C. Conversely,

consider any approximationq /∈ Zi . Then,|ẑ−q| ≥ 2 ·2−b/(16mi) > 2 4mi
√

δ ≥ 2 2a
√

δ , and thus no
such approximation is contained inC. This shows thatC = Zi . Since|C| ≥ a/2, the algorithm
terminates and returnsZi .

It is left to argue that the algorithm does not terminate before a/2 = ℓ. Sinceℓ and a are
powers of two, assume we terminate witha/2≥ 2ℓ, and letC be the cluster returned. Then,mi <
a/2≤ |C|< a andZi is a proper subset ofC. Consider any approximationq∈C\Zi, sayq∈ Z j

with j 6= i. Sinceq /∈ Zi , we have|q− ẑ| ≥ 2 · (2−b/(16mi)+2−b/(16mj)) > 2 ·2−b/(16mi) > 2 4mi
√

δ .
And sinceq∈C, we have|q− ẑ| ≤ 2 a/2

√
δ . Thus, 4mi ≤ a/2 and, hence, there are at least 3a/8

many approximations inC\Zi . Furthermore,
∣

∣zi − zj
∣

∣≤ |zi − ẑ|+ |ẑ−q|+
∣

∣q− zj
∣

∣≤ 2−b/(2mi)+

2 a/2
√

δ +2−b/(2mj) ≤ 2−b/(16mi)+2 a/2
√

δ +2−b/(16mj) ≤ 3 a/2
√

δ . Consequently, there are at least
3a/8 rootszj 6= zi counted with multiplicity within distance 3a/2

√
δ to zi . This observation allows

us to upper bound the value of|Pi|, namely

|Pi |= ∏
j 6=i

|zi − zj |mj ≤ (3
a/2
√

δ )3a/82(n−mi−3a/8)Γp < 3nδ 3/42nΓp ≤ 3n2−3b/162nΓp < 3n2−b/8 ·2nΓp,

a contradiction to (11).
We now come to the claims aboutσ̃i and the disks defined in terms of it. The relation between

σi andσ̃i follows from the second part of Lemma 3. All points inCi = Zi have distance at most
2 ·2−b/(2mi) from z̃i . Also, by (7) and (10),

2 ·2−b/(2mi) < min(1/n2,σi/(512n2))≤ min(1/n2, σ̃i/(256n2))

Hence,Ci as well aszi is contained in∆(z̃i ,min(1/n2, σ̃i/(256n2))). ✷

Lemma 7. For a fixed precisionb, computing a complete clustering needsÕ(nb+ n2Γp) bit
operations.

Proof. For each approximation, we examine the number of distance computations we need to
perform. Recall thatb (property (6)) anda are powers of two,a ≤ 4n by definition, andb ≥
8n≥ 2a by property (6). Then,a/2

√
δ = 2−b/(2a) ∈ 2−N. Thus, the numbera/2

√
δ has a very simple
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format in binary notation. There is a single one, and this oneis b/(2a) positions after the binary
point. In addition, all approximations ˆz have absolute value less than 2·2Γ due to Step 5 in the
overall algorithm. Thus, each evaluation of the form|ẑ−q| ≤ 2 a/2

√
δ can be done with

O(Γ+ logδ−2/a) = O((b/a)+Γ) = O((b/a)+Γp+ logn)

bit operations.
For a fixed seed ˆz, in thei-th iteration of step 2, we have at mosta≤ n/2i−2 many unclustered

approximations left inC, since otherwise we would have terminated in an earlier iteration. Hence,
we perform at mosta evaluations of the form|ẑ−q| ≤2 a/2

√
δ , resulting in an overall number of bit

operations ofa·O((b/a)+Γ) = O(b+aΓ) for a fixed iteration. As we halvea in each iteration,
we have at most logn+2 iterations for a fixed ˆz, leading to a bit complexity ofO(blogn+nΓ) =
Õ(b+nΓ) = Õ(b+nΓp).

In total, performing a complete clustering has a bit complexity of at mostÕ(nb+n2Γp). ✷

When the clustering succeeds, we havek clustersC1 toCk and corresponding seeds ˜z1, . . . , z̃k ⊆
{ẑ1, . . . , ẑn}. For i = 1, . . . ,k, we defineDi := ∆(z̃i , r i), wherez̃i is the seed for the clusterCi and

r i := min(2−⌈2 logn⌉,2⌈logσ̃i/(256n2)⌉)≥ min

(

1
2n2 ,

σ̃i

256n2

)

. (12)

In particular,r i is a 2-approximation of min(1/n2, σ̃i/(256n2)). Notice that the cost for com-
puting the separations̃σi is bounded byÕ(nb+n2Γp) bit operations since we can compute the
nearest neighbor graph of the points ˜zi (and thus the values̃σi ) in O(nlogn) steps [19] with a
precision ofO(b+nΓ).

Now, suppose thatb≥ b0, Then, according to Lemma 6, the clusterCi is contained in the disk
Di . Furthermore,Di contains exactly one rootzi of p (under suitable numbering of the roots), and
it holds thatmi = mult(zi , p) = |Ci | and min(1/(2n2),σi/(512n2))≤ r i ≤ min(1/n2,σi/(64n2)).
If the clustering succeeds for ab< b0, we have no guarantees (actually, the termination condition
in step 4 gives some guarantee, however, we have chosen not toexploit it). Hence, before we
proceed, we verify that each diskDi actually contains the clusterCi . If this is not the case, then
we report a failure, return to the factorization step withb= 2b, and compute a new corresponding
clustering.

In the next and final step, we aim to show that each of the enlarged disks∆i := ∆(z̃i ,Ri) :=
∆(z̃i ,nri), i = 1, . . . ,k, contains exactly one rootzi of p, and that the number of elements inCi ⊆∆i

equals the multiplicity ofzi . Notice that, from the definition ofr i and∆i , it obvious that the disks
∆i are pairwise disjoint and thatCi ⊆ Di ⊆ ∆i .

2.2.3. Certification
In order to show that∆i contains exactly one root ofp with multiplicity |Ci |, we show that

each∆i contains the same number of roots ofp and p̂ counted with multiplicity. For the latter,
we compute a lower bound for|p̂(z)| on the boundary bd∆i of ∆i , and check whether this bound
is larger than|(p̂− p)(z)| for all pointsz∈ bd∆i . If this is the case, then we are done according
to Rouché’s theorem. Otherwise, we start over the factorization algorithm withb= 2b. We now
come to the details:

(1) Let λ = 2lλ be the 2-approximation of‖p‖/|pn| as defined in step 2 of the overall algo-
rithm.

(2) For i = 1, . . . ,k, let z∗i := z̃i +n · r i ∈ ∆i . Note that|z∗i | ≤ (1+1/n) ·M(z̃i) sincenri ≤ 1/n.
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(3) We try to establish the inequality

|p̂(z∗i )/pn|> Ei := 64·2−bλM(z̃i)
n (13)

for all i. We will see in the proof of Lemma 9 that this implies that eachdisk ∆i con-
tains exactly one rootzi of p and that its multiplicity equals the number|Ci | of approxi-
mations within∆i . In order to establish the inequality, we considerρ = 1,2,4,8, . . . and
compute|p̂(z∗i )/pn| to an absolute error less than 2−ρ . If, for all ρ ≤ b, we fail to show
that |p(z∗i )/pn| > Ei , we report a failure and go back to the factorization algorithm with
b= 2b. Otherwise, letρi be the smallestρ for which we are successful.

(4) If, at any stage of the algorithm,∑i ρi > b, we also report a failure and go back to the
factorization algorithm withb= 2b. Lemma 8 then shows that, for fixedb, the number of
bit operations that are used for all evaluations is bounded by Õ(nb+n2τp+n3).

(5) If we can verify that|p̂(z̃i +nri)/pn| > Ei for all i, we return the disks∆i and the multi-
plicitiesmi = |Ci |.

Lemma 8. For anyi, we can compute|p̂(z∗i )/pn| to an absolute error less than 2−ρ with a number
of bit operations less than

Õ(n(n+ρ +nlogM(z̃i)+ τp)).

For a fixedb, the total cost for all evaluations in the above certification step is upper bounded by
Õ(nb+n2τp+n3).

Proof. Consider an arbitrary subsetS⊆{ẑ1, . . . , ẑn}. We first derive an upper bound for∏ẑ∈S|z∗i −
ẑ|. For that, consider the polynomial ˆpS(x) := ∏ẑ∈S(x− ẑ). Thei-th coefficient of ˆpS is bounded
by
(|S|

i

)

·∏ẑ∈SM(ẑ) ≤ 2n ∏n
i=1M(ẑi) ≤ 8λ ·2n due to step 6 in the overall algorithm. It follows

that

∏̂
z∈S

|z∗i − ẑ|= |p̂S(z
∗
i )| ≤ (n+1)M(z∗i )

n ·8λ ·2n < 64(n+1)2 ·2n2τpM(z̃i)
n

In order to evaluate|p̂(z∗i )/pn|= ∏n
j=1 |z∗i − ẑj |, we use approximate interval evaluation with

an absolute precisionK = 1,2,4,8, . . .. More precisely, we compute the distance ofz∗i to each
of the points ˆzj , j = 1, . . . ,n, up to an absolute error of 2−K , and then take the product over
all distances using a fixed point precision ofK bits after the binary point.8 We stop when the
resulting interval has size less than 2−ρ . The above consideration shows that all intermediate
results have at mostO(n+ τp + nlogM(z̃i) bits before the binary point. Thus, we eventually
succeed for anK = O(ρ + τp+n+nlogM(z̃i)). Since we have to performn subtractions andn
multiplications, the cost is bounded bỹO(nK) bit operations for eachK. Hence, the bound for
the evaluation of|p̂(z∗i )/pn| follows.

We now come to the second claim. Since we doubleρ in each iteration and consider at
most logb iterations, the cost for the evaluation of|p̂(z∗i )/pn| are bounded byÕ(n(n+ ρi +
nlogM(z̃i) + τp)). Since we ensure that∑i ρi ≤ b, it follows that the total cost is bounded by
Õ(nb+n2τp+n3+n2 log(∏k

i=1M(z̃i))). The last summand is smaller thann2 ·8λ according to
step 6, andλ < 2‖p‖/|pn|< 2(n+1)2τp. This shows the claim. ✷

We now prove correctness of the certification algorithm. In particular, we show that Inequal-
ity (13) implies that the disk∆i contains the same number of roots of the polynomials ˆp andp.

8 In fact, we compute an intervalI j of size less than 2−K such that|z∗i − ẑj | ∈ I j , and then consider the product∏ j I j .
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Lemma 9. (1) For all pointsx∈ bd∆i , it holds that

|p̂(x)| ≥ 1
8
|p̂(z∗i )| .

(2) If Inequality (13) holds for alli, then∆i isolates a root ofzi of p of multiplicity mi =
mult(zi , p) = |Ci |.

(3) If b≥ b0, then

|p̂(z∗i )|
|pn|

>

(

min(256,σi)

1024n

)mi

· |Pi |
8

≥ 64·2−b0λM(z̃i)
n

Proof. For a fixedẑ, let x be the farthest point on bd∆i from ẑ, and lety be the nearest. Fori 6= j,
we have

|x− ẑ| ≤ |x− z̃i|+ |z̃i − z̃j |+ |z̃j − ẑ| ≤ (1+1/n)|z̃i − z̃j | , and
|y− ẑ| ≥ |z̃i − z̃j |− |y− z̃i|− |z̃j − ẑ| ≥ (1−1/n)|z̃i − z̃j | .

Similarly, for i = j:

|x− ẑ| ≤ |x− z̃i|+ |z̃i − ẑ| ≤ (1+1/n)nri , and

|y− ẑ| ≥ |y− z̃i|− |z̃i − ẑ| ≥ (1−1/n)nri .

Consequently, for anyx,y∈ bd∆i , it holds that

|p̂(x)|= |pn| ·
n

∏
ℓ=1

|x− ẑℓ| ≥
(

1−1/n
1+1/n

)n

|pn| ·
n

∏
ℓ=1

|y− ẑℓ| ≥
1
8
|p̂(y)| .

This shows the first claim.
We turn to the second claim. Sincenri < 1/n, we have|x|< (1+1/n)M(z̃i) for all x∈ bd∆i .

Now, if |p̂(z∗i )/pn|> 64·2−bλM(z̃i)
n, then

|p̂(x)|> |p̂(z∗i )|
8

> 2|pn|λ2−bM(x)n > ‖p‖2−bM(x)n ≥ ‖p̂− p‖M(x)n ≥ |p̂(x)− p(x)|.

Hence, according to Rouché’s theorem.∆i contains the same number (namely,|Ci |) of roots
of p and p̂. If this holds for all disks∆i , then each of the disks must contain exactly one root
sincep hask distinct roots. In addition, the multiplicity of each root equals the number|Ci | of
approximations within∆i .

It remains to show the third claim. Sinceb≥ b0, it follows that min(1/(2n2),σi/(512n2)) ≤
r i ≤ min(1/n2,σi/(64n2)) and|z̃i − zi |< r i ; cf. the remark following the definition ofr i in (12).
Thus,

|p̂(z∗i )| ≥ |p(z∗i )|−2−b‖p‖ ·M(z∗i )
n

= |p(zi +(z̃i − zi +nri))|−2−b‖p‖ ·M(z∗i )
n

≥ ((n−1)r i)
mi |pnPi |/4−4 ·2−b‖p‖M(zi)

n

≥
(

(n−1)min(256,σi)

512n2

)mi

· |pnPi |
4

−4 ·2−b‖p‖M(zi)
n

≥
(

min(256,σi)

1024n

)mi

· |pnPi |
4

−4 ·2−b‖p‖M(zi)
n,

where the first inequality is due to|(p− p̂)(x)|< 2−b‖p‖ ·M(x)n, the second inequality follows
from |z̃i − zi +nri | ≤ (n+ 1)r i ≤ σi/n, Lemma 2 andM(z∗i ) < (1+ 1/n) ·M(zi), and the third
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inequality follows fromr i ≥ min( 1
2n2 ,

σi
512n2 ). In addition, we have

2−b‖p‖M(zi)
n ≤

(

min(256,σi)

1024n

)mi

· |pnPi |
4096

, (14)

since

2−b‖p‖M(zi)
n ≤ 2−b/8 ·2−b/2 ·2τp |pn| · (n+1) ·M(zi)

n

≤ |Pi|
(n+1)22nΓp+8n

(

min(256,σi)

1024n

)mi

2τp |pn|(n+1)M(zi)
n

≤
(

min(256,σi)

1024n

)mi

· |pnPi|
27n−1 ≤

(

min(256,σi)

1024n

)mi

· |pnPi|
4096

,

where the second inequality follows from (11), (10), and (7)9 , and the third inequality follows
from τp ≤ nΓp+n+1 (Lemma 1) andM(zi)

n ≤ 2nΓp. Finally,

|p̂(z∗i )|
|pn|

>

(

min(256,σi)

1024n

)mi

· |Pi |
8

≥ 512·2−b‖p‖
|pn|

M(zi)
n ≥ 64·2−bλM(z̃i)

n,

where the first and the second inequality follow from (14) andthe third inequality holds sinceλ
is a 2-approximation of‖p‖/ |pn| and|zi |n ≤ (1+ 1/n)n|z̃i |n ≤ 4|z̃i |n. Since the valuesσi , mi ,
andPi do not depend on the choice ofb, and the above inequality holds for anyb≥ b0, it follows
that 512·2−b‖p‖

|pn|M(zi)
n ≥ 64·2−b0λM(z̃i)

n. ✷

Lemma 10. There exists ab∗ upper bounded by

O
(

nlogn+nΓp+∑k
i=1

(

logM(P−1
i )+mi logM(σ−1

i )
)

)

such that the certification step succeeds for anyb>b∗. The total cost in the certification algorithm
(i.e. for all iterations until we eventually succeed) is bounded by

Õ
(

n3+n2τp+n ·∑k
i=1

(

logM(P−1
i )+mi logM(σ−1

i )
)

)

bit operations.

Proof. Let b≥ b0. Then, due to Lemma 9,

|p̂(z∗i )/pn|>
(

min(256,σi)

1024n

)mi

· |Pi|
8

≥ 64·2−b0λM(z̃i)
n ≥ 128·2−bλM(z̃i)

n

Thus, in order to verify inequality (13), it suffices to evaluate|p̂(z∗i )/pn| to an error of less than
|p̂(z∗i )/2pn|. It follows that we succeed for someρi with

ρi = O(mi logn+mi max(1, logσ−1
i )+ logmax(1, |Pi |−1)).

In Step 3 of the certification algorithm, we require that the sum over allρi does not exceedb.
Hence, we eventually succeed in verifying the inequality (13) for all i if b is larger than someb∗

with

b∗ = O(b0+∑i
mi logn+∑i

(logM(P−1
i )+mi logM(σ−1

i )))

= O(nlogn+nΓp+∑i
(logM(P−1

i )+mi logM(σ−1
i ))).

9 Observe 2−b/(2mi ) ≤ min( 1
2n2 ,

σi
1024n2 )≤ min(256,σi)

1024n .
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For the bound for the overall cost, we remark that, for eachb, the certification algorithm needs
Õ(n3+nb+n2τp) bit operations due to Lemma 8. Thus, the above bound follows from the fact
that that we doubleb in each step and that the certification algorithm succeeds under guarantee
for all b> b∗. ✷

2.3. Complexity of Root Isolation

We now turn to the complexity analysis of the root isolation algorithm. In the first step, we
provide a bound for general polynomialsp with real coefficients. In the second step, we give a
simplified bound for the special case, wherep has integer coefficients. We also give bounds for
the number of bit operations that is needed to refine the isolating disks to a size less than 2−κ ,
with κ an arbitrary positive integer.

Theorem 3. Let p(x) ∈ C[x] be a polynomial as defined in Section 2.1. We assume that the
numberk of distinct roots ofp is given. Then, for alli = 1, . . . ,k, the algorithm from Section 2.2
returns an isolating disk∆(z̃i ,Ri) for the rootzi together with the corresponding multiplicitymi ,
andRi <

σi
64n.

For that, it uses a number of bit operations bounded by

Õ
(

n3+n2τp+n ·∑k
i=1

(

logM(P−1
i )+mi logM(σ−1

i )
)

)

(15)

The algorithm needs an absoluteL-approximation ofp, with L bounded by

Õ
(

nΓp+∑k
i=1

(

logM(P−1
i )+mi logM(σ−1

i )
)

)

. (16)

Proof. For a fixedb, let us consider the cost for each of the steps in the algorithm:
• Steps 1-3, 5 and 6 do not use more thanÕ(n2Γp+nb) bit operations,
• Step 4 and 7 do not use more thanÕ(n2Γp+nb) bit operations (Corollary 1 and Lemma 7),

and
• Step 8 and 9 use a number of bit operations bounded by (15) (Lemma 10).
In addition, for a fixedb, the oracle must provide an absoluteL-approximation ofp, with

L = Õ(nΓp+ b), in order to compute the boundΓ for Γp, to compute the 2-approximationλ
of ‖p‖/|pn|, and to run Pan’s algorithm. The algorithm succeeds in computing isolating disks
if b> b∗ with a b∗ as in Lemma 10. Since we doubleb in each step, we need at most⌈logb∗⌉
iterations and the total cost for each iteration is bounded by (15). This shows the complexity
result.

It remains to prove the bound forRi . When the clustering succeeds, it returns disksDi =
∆(z̃i , r i) with min( 1

2n2 ,
σ̃i

256n2 )≤ r i ≤min( 1
n2 ,

σ̃i
128n2) for all i = 1, . . . ,m. It follows thatRi = n· r i ≤

σ̃i
128n, and thus|zi − zj | ≥ |z̃i − z̃j |− |zi − z̃i |− |zj − z̃j |> |z̃i − z̃j | · (1−1/(64n))> |z̃i − z̃j |/2 for
all i, j with i 6= j. We conclude thatσi > σ̃i/2≥ 64nRi. ✷

We remark that the bound (15) can also be reformulated in terms of values that exclusively
depend on the degreen and the geometry of the roots (i.e. their absolute values andtheir distances
to each other). Namely, according to Lemma 1, we haveτp ≤ n+1+ log Mea(p)

|pn| , and the latter
expression only involves the degree and the absolute valuesof the roots ofp. This yields the
bound (2) from the introduction.

In the next step, we show that combining our algorithm with Pan’s factorization algorithm
also yields a very efficient method to further refine the isolating disks.
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Theorem 4. Let p(x) be a polynomial as in Theorem 3, andκ be a given positive integer. We can
compute isolating disks∆i(z̃i ,Ri) with radiusRi < 2−κ in a number of bit operations bounded by

Õ

(

n3+n2τp+n ·∑k
i=1

(

logM(P−1
i )+mi logM(σ−1

i )
)

+nκ · max
1≤i≤k

mi

)

. (17)

For that, we need an absoluteL-approximation ofp with L bounded by

Õ

(

nΓp+∑k
i=1

(

logM(P−1
i )+mi logM(σ−1

i )
)

+nκ · max
1≤i≤k

mi

)

.

Proof. As a first step, we use the algorithm from Section 2.2 to compute isolating disks∆i =
∆(z̃i ,Ri) with Ri ≤ σi/(64n). Each disk∆i contains the rootzi , mi = mult(zi , p) approximations
ẑ∈ {ẑ1, . . . , ẑn} of zi , and it holds thatσi/2< σ̃i < 2σi. Let

P̂i := ∏ j :ẑj /∈∆i
(z̃i − ẑj).

We claim that 1/2|Pi|< |P̂i|< 2|Pi|. Since|z̃i −zi |< σi/(64n) for all i, it holds that(1− 1
64n)|zi −

zj | ≤ |z̃i − ẑ| ≤ (1+ 1
64n)|zi − zj | for all j 6= i andẑ∈ ∆ j . Thus,|P̂i | is a 2-approximation of|Pi|.

Similar as in the certification step, we now use approximate interval arithmetic to compute a
2-approximationµi of |P̂i|, and thus a 4-approximation of|Pi |. A completely similar argument as
in the proofs of Lemma 8 and Lemma 10 then shows that we can compute suchµi ’s with less
thanÕ(n3+n2τp+n∑i logM(P−1

i )) bit operations. Now, from the 2- and 4-approximations of
σi and|Pi|, we can determine abκ such that

• the properties (6) to (9) are fulfilled, and
• 2−b/(2mi) < 2−κ .

Then, from Corollary 1 and Lemma 3, we conclude that Pan’s factorization algorithm (if run with
b≥ bκ) returns, for alli, mi approximations ˆzof zi with |ẑ−zi |< 2−b/(2mi) < 2−κ . Thus, for each
i, we can simply choose an arbitrary approximation ˆz∈ ∆i and return the disk∆(ẑ,2−κ) which
isolateszi . The total cost splits into the cost for the initial root isolation and the cost for running
Pan’s Algorithm withb= bκ . Since the latter cost is bounded byÕ(nbκ +n2Γp), the bound (17)
follows. ✷

Finally, we apply the above results to the important specialcase, where we aim to isolate the
roots of a polynomial with integer coefficients.

Theorem 5. Let p(x) ∈ Z[x] be a polynomial of degreen with integer coefficients of size less
than 2τ . Then, we can compute isolating disks∆(z̃i ,Ri), with Ri <

σi
64n, for all rootszi together

with the corresponding multiplicitiesmi using

Õ(n3+n2τ) (18)

bit operations. For a given positive integerκ , we can further refine the disks∆i to a size of less
than 2−κ with a number of bit operations bounded by

Õ(n3+n2τ +nκ). (19)

Proof. In a first step, we compute the square-free partp∗ = p/gcd(p, p′) of p. According to [48,
§11.2], we needÕ(n2τ) bit operations for this step, andp∗ has integer coefficients of bitsize
O(n+ τ). The degree ofp∗ yields the numberk of distinct roots ofp. In order to use our root
isolation algorithm from Section 2.2, we dividep by its leading coefficientspn to meet the
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requirement that the leading coefficient has absolute valuein [1/4,1]. Obviously, the roots are
not affected by this normalization step.

Now, in order to derive the bound in (18), we have to reformulate the bound from (15)
in terms of the degreen and the bitsizeτ of p. We first use [16, Theorem 2] to show that
∑k

i=1mi logmax(1,σ−1
i ) = Õ(n2+nτ). Furthermore, we haveτp ≤ τ. Hence, it remains to show

thatn ·∑k
i=1 logM(P−1

i ) = Õ(n3+n2τ). For that, we consider a square-free factorizationp(x) =
∏n

l=1(Ql (x))l with square-free polynomialsQl ∈ Z[x] such thatQl andp/Ql
l are coprime for all

l = 1, . . . ,n. Note that the roots ofQl are exactly the roots ofp with multiplicity l , and thatQl is
a constant for mostl . We further denote ¯p := p/ lcf(p) andQ̄l := Ql/ lcf(Ql ). Let Sl denote the
set of roots ofQl . Then, from the definition ofPi,

∏
i:zi∈Sl

|Pi |= ∏
i:zi∈Sl

∏
j 6=i

|zi − zj |mj

= ∏
i:zi∈Sl

∏
j 6=i:zj /∈Sl

|zi − zj |mj · ∏
i:zi∈Sl

∏
j 6=i:zj∈Sl

|zi − zj |l

= ∏
i∈Sl

|(p̄/Q̄l
l)(zi)| · ∏

i:zi∈Sl

|(Q̄l )
′(zi)|l

= | res(p̄/Q̄l
l ,Q̄l )| · | res(Q̄l ,(Q̄l )

′)|l

=
| res(p/Ql

l ,Ql )|
| lcf(Ql )n−l ·degQl (lcf(p/Ql

l ))
degQl | ·

∣

∣

∣

∣

res(Ql ,Q′
l )

lcf(Ql )2degQl−1(degQl )degQl

∣

∣

∣

∣

l

≥ 1
| lcf(Ql )|n−l · | lcf(p)|degQl ·nl degQl

where res( f ,g) denotes the resultant10 of two polynomialsf andg. For the last inequality, we
used that res(p/Ql

l ,Ql ) ∈ Z and res(Ql ,Q′
l ) ∈ Z. Taking the product over alll yields

k

∏
i=1

|Pi | ≥
∣

∣

∣

∣

1

∏n
l=1(lcf(Ql )n−l · lcf(p)degQl ·nl degQl )

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ 1
| lcf(p)|2n ·nn ≥ 2−2nτ−nlogn.

Note that, for anyi, we also have

|Pi|=
|p(mi)(zi)|

mi !pn
<

mi !2τ(n+1)M(zi)
n

mi !|pn|
≤ n2τ+1M(zi)

n,

and, thus,
k

∑
i=1

logM(P−1
i ) = Õ(nτ +n

k

∑
i=1

logM(zi)) = Õ(nτ),

where we used that∑i logM(zi))≤ logMea(p)≤ log‖p‖< log(n+1)+ τ. This shows (18).
For the bound in (19) for the cost of refining the isolating disks ∆i(z̃i ,Ri) to a size of less

than 2−κ , we consider the square-free partp∗. Note that the disks∆i obtained in the first step are
obviously also isolating for the roots ofp∗ (p and p∗ have exactly the same distinct roots) and
that Ri < σ(zi , p)/(64n) = σ(zi , p∗)/(64n) ≤ σ(zi , p∗)/(64degp∗). Thus, proceeding in com-
pletely analogous manner as in the proof of Theorem 4 (with the square-free partp∗ instead of

10 For univariate polynomials

res( f ,g) = lcf( f )degg lcf(g)degf ∏
(x,y): f (x)=g(y)=0

(x−y) = lcf( f )degg ∏
x: f (x)=0

g(x).
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p) shows that we need̃O(n3+n2τ+nκ) bit operations for the refinement. This proves the second
claim. ✷

2.4. Well-separated Clusters of Roots

We now turn to the problem of computing well-separated clusters of roots. We no longer
insist that the clusters are in one-to-one correspondence with the roots, but may have clusters
containing more than one root as long as the clusters are well-separated. Well-separated means
that the diameter of each cluster is much smaller than the distance from the cluster to the nearest
distinct cluster. We also need to impose an upper bound on thediameter of any cluster to make
the problem non-trivial. Otherwise, it would be allowed to return a single cluster, e.g., the disk
centered at the origin and having radius 4maxi |pi |/ |pn|, containing all roots. Recall that this
disk contains all roots ofp (Lemma 1).

Renegar’s algorithm [37] computes clusters of radiusε, whereε > 0 is an input parameter.
More precisely, it computes ˜z1 to z̃j (the number of clusters is not predetermined) and multiplici-
tiesmi such that∑i mi = n, the disks∆i = ∆(z̃i ,ε) are disjoint, and∆i contains exactlymi roots of
p. He uses subdivision and Newton iteration for root approximation, the Shur-Cohn method [24,
Theorem 6.8b] for determining whether a disk contains a root, and an approximate winding num-
ber algorithm for estimating the number of zeros in a disk. The arithmetic complexity (= number
of arithmetic operations) is analyzed and shown to be nearlyoptimal. The author also states that
“his algorithm will not fare well in the bit-complexity model”.

Yakoubsohn and Giusti et. al. [49,20] show how to approximate a single cluster of zeros.
Given a good starting point, they derive an estimate for the number of zeros in the cluster from
the convergence rate of Newton’s method. They verify the number of roots in a cluster by an
inclusion test based on Rouché’s theorem. Schröder’s variant of Newton’s method is used to
improve the approximation of the cluster. In the case of a multiple root of known multiplicity it
is known to converge quadratically [24]. They show that, in the case of a cluster of roots, it is still
quadratic provided the iteration is stopped sufficiently early. They propose a method for stopping
the iteration at a distance from the cluster which is on the order of its diameter.

We modify our algorithm as follows. The input to the algorithm is the polynomialp. In the
clustering algorithm (Section 2.2.2), we drop step (6), i.e., we allow the algorithm to generate
any number of clusters. After the clustering, we proceed to the verification step. If the verification
step succeeds (this includes a check that the disks have radius at most 4maxi |pi |/ |pn|), we output
the clusters determined in the clustering step. Otherwise,we doubleb and repeat. The modified
algorithm has the following properties:

(1) If it returns disksD1 to D j and associated multiplicitiesm1 to mj , then∑i mj = n, ∆ j

containsmj root approximations andmj roots ofp counted with multiplicity, and the disks
with then-fold radii are pairwise disjoint.

(2) The algorithms stops at the latest when the precision exceedsb0, whereb0 is as in the
preceding section.

(3) The bit complexity of the algorithm is as stated in (15).

3. Curve Analysis

In this section, we show how to integrate our approach to isolate and approximate the roots of a
univariate polynomial in an algorithm to compute a cylindrical algebraic decomposition [3,4,5,21,13,25,46,15,28,10].
More specifically, we apply the results from the previous section to a recent algorithm, de-
noted TOPNT, from [5] for computing the topology of a real planar algebraic curve. This yield
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a bound on the expected number of bit operations for computing the topology of a real planar
algebraic curve that improves the currently best bound [28]from Õ(n9τ +n8τ2) (deterministic)
to Õ(n6+n5τ) (randomized). Isolating the real-valued solutions of a bivariate polynomial system
g(x,y) = h(x,y) = 0 can be reduced to the problem of computing the topology of analgebraic
curve of a degree comparable to the degree of the polynomialsg andh. Based on the latter ob-
servation, we derive a bound on the expected number of bit operations for solving a bivariate
polynomial system that improves the best known bound [16] from Õ(n8+n7τ) (deterministic)
to Õ(n6+n5τ); see Theorem 7.

We also remark that an implementation of algorithm TOPNT is available [5]. The implemen-
tation uses a variant of the Aberth-Ehrlich method for root isolation [30,40] and shows great
efficiency in practice.

3.1. Review of the AlgorithmTOPNT

For the sake of a self-contained representation, we briefly review the algorithm TOPNT. For
more details and the corresponding proofs, we refer to [5]. The input of the algorithm is a bivari-
ate polynomialf ∈ Z[x,y] of total degreen with integer coefficients of magnitude 2τ or less. The
polynomial defines an algebraic curve

C := {(x,y) ∈ C2 : f (x,y) = 0} ⊆ C2.

The algorithm returns a planar straight-line graphG embedded inR2 that is isotopic11 to the
real part CR :=C∩R2 of C.

In the first step (theshearing step), we choose ans∈ Z at random (initially, considers= 0)
and consider the sheared curve

Cs := {(x,y) ∈C2 : fs(x,y) := f (x+ s·y,y) = 0}.
Then, any planar graph isotopic to the real partCs,R :=Cs∩R of Cs is also isotopic toCR, and
vice versa. We chooses such that the leading coefficient lcf( fs(x,y);y) (with respect toy) of
the defining polynomialfs(x,y) of Cs is a constant. This guarantees thatCs,R has no vertical
asymptote and that it contains no vertical line. By abuse of notation, we writeC=Cs and f = fs
throughout the following considerations.

In theprojection step, thex-critical points ofC (i.e. all points(x0,y0) ∈C with fy(x0,y0) = 0,

where fy := ∂ f
∂y ) are projected onto the realx-axis by means of a resultant computation. More

precisely, we compute

• R := res( f , fy;y) ∈ Z[x],
• its square-free partR∗ := R/gcd(R,R′),
• isolating intervalsI1, . . . , Im for the real rootsα1, . . . ,αm of R∗,
• the multiplicitymi := mult(αi ,R) of αi as a root ofR for all i = 1, . . . ,m, and
• arbitrary separating valuesβ0, . . . ,βm+1 ∈ R with αm < βm+1, andβi−1 < αi < βi for all

i = 1, . . . ,m.

We further compute

• f ∗x := fx
gcd( fx, fy)

and f ∗y := fy
gcd( fx, fy)

,

11 We actually consider the stronger notion of anambient isotopy, but omit the “ambient”.G is ambient isotopic toCR if
there is a continuous mappingφ : [0,1]×R2 7→ R2 with φ(0, ·) = idR2 , φ(1,CR) = G , andφ(t0, ·) is a homeomorphism
for eacht0 ∈ [0,1].
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• Q := res( f ∗x , f ∗y ;y), and
• the multiplicity l i := mult(αi ,Q) of αi as a root ofQ for all i = 1, . . . ,m.

In the lifting step, we compute the fibers ofC at the pointsαi and βi , that is, we isolate
the roots of the polynomialsfαi (y) := f (αi ,y) ∈ R[y] and fβi

(y) := f (βi ,y) ∈ R[y]. For that, we
first compute the number of distinct complex roots of each of these polynomials, and then use
the root isolator from Section 2.12 Obviously, each polynomialfβi

(y) hask(βi) = degfβi
= n

distinct complex roots. The difficult part is to determine the numberk(α) of distinct roots of
fα (y) for a rootα of R∗. According to [5, (3.6)] and [5, Theorem 5],

k+(α) := n−mult(α,R)+mult(α,Q)≥ k(α), (20)

and, for a generic shearing factors(more precisely, for all butnO(1) manys), the equalityk+(α) =
k(α) holds for all rootsα of R∗. Summation over all complex roots ofR∗ then yields

K+ := ∑
α :R∗(α)=0

k+(α) = n ·degR∗−degR+deggcd(R∞,Q)≥ ∑
α :R∗(α)=0

k(α) =: K, and

K = K+ for generics,

where gcd(R∞,Q) is defined as the product of all common factors ofRandQ with multiplicities
according to their occurrence inQ. The crucial idea is now to compare the upper boundK+

with a lower boundK− which also equalsK up to a non-generic choice of some parameters.
In order to understand the computation ofK−, we first consider the exact computation ofK: Let
Sresi( f , fy;y)∈Z[x,y] denote thei-th subresultant polynomialof f and fy (with respect toy), and
sri(x) := sresi( f , fy;y) ∈ Z[x] its leading coefficient. In particular, we haveR= sres0( f ,g;y) =
res( f , fy;y). We define:

S0 := R∗, Si := gcd(Si−1,sri) (21)

R1 :=
S0

S1
=

S0

gcd(S0,S1)
, Ri :=

Si−1

Si
=

gcd(S0, . . . ,Si−1)

gcd(S0, . . . ,Si−1,Si)
,

wherei = 1, . . . ,n. Then,∏i≥1Ri constitutes a factorization ofR∗ such thatRi(α) = 0 if and only
if f (α,y) has exactlyn− i distinct complex roots; see [5, Section 3.2.2] for details.Hence, we
haveK = ∑i≥1(n− i) ·degRi . We do not carry out the latter computation ofK over the integer
domain, but over a modular prime field which yields a lower boundK− for K. More precisely, we

choose a primep at random, compute the modular images sr(p)
i (x) = sresi( f modp, fy modp;y)∈

Zp[x] of sri(x) ∈ Z[x], and perform all computations from (21) inZp[x]. This yields polynomials

R(p)
i ∈ Zp[x]. Now, [5, Lemma 4] shows that

K− := ∑
i≥1

(n− i) ·degR(p)
i ≤ K, (22)

andK− = K for all but finitely many bad primes.13 Hence, ifK− < K+, we have either chosen
a bad prime or a bad shearing factor. In this case, we start over with a news and choose a new

12 More precisely, we first compute some 2t , with lcf( fs(x,y);y)≤ 2t ≤ 4· lcf( fs(x,y);y), and apply the root isolator from
Section 2 to the polynomial 2−t · fαi (y) (and 2−t · fβi

(y), respectively) which has leading coefficient of absolute value
between 1/4 and 1.
13 In the computation of theSi ’s andRi ’s (overZ), all intermediate results have integer coefficients of bitsize bounded
by (nτ)O(1). Since the product ofN distinct primes is larger thanN! = 2Ω(N logN), there exist at most(nτ)O(1) many bad
primes for whichK− 6= K.
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prime p in the lifting step. IfK− = K+, we know for sure thatK+ = K, and thusk+(α) = k(α)
for all rootsα of the resultant polynomialR.

We can now use our method from Section 2 to isolate all complexroots of the fiber poly-
nomials fαi (y) and fβi

(y). Namely, we can ask for arbitrary good approximations ofαi andβi

(by refining corresponding isolating intervals), and thus for arbitrary good approximations of the
coefficients of the fiber polynomials. In addition, we know the exact number of distinct roots of
either polynomial. From the isolating regions inC, we then derive isolating intervals for the real
roots together with corresponding multiplicities. If one of the polynomialsfαi (y) has more than
one multiple real root, we start over and choose a new shearing factors. Otherwise, we proceed
with the final step.

Connection step. We remark that, except for finitely manys, eachfαi has exactly one multiple
root. The previous two steps already yield the vertices of the graphG . Namely, these are exactly
the points14

V(G ) := {(x,y) ∈ R2 : ∃i with x= αi or x= βi , and f (x,y) = 0}
Since each polynomialfα (y) has exactly one multiple root, there exists a unique vertexv along
each vertical line, where either the number of edges connectingv to the left or to the right may dif-
fer from one. Hence, connecting all vertices in an appropriate manner is straightforward; see [5,
Section 3.2.3] for more details.

Remark.We remark that we use randomization at exactly two stages of the algorithm, that is,
the choice of a shearing values in the projection step and the choice of a primep for computing
the lower boundK− for K in the lifting step. LetP denote the set of all prime numbers, then
there exists a setB⊂ Z×P of ”bad” pairs(s, p) ∈ B for which success of the algorithm is not
guaranteed, whereas, the algorithm returns the correct topology ofC for all other pairs. There are
at mostnO(1) ”bad” values fors that yield a non-generic position of the curve, and, for eachof
the remaining values fors, there exist at most(nτ)O(1) many ”bad” choices forp. Since we can
generate a random prime of bit lengthL or less for the cost ofLO(1) bit operations,15 it follows
that using(log(nτ))O(1) bit operations, we can pick a pair(s,n) such that, with probability 1/2,
the algorithm succeeds.

3.2. Complexity Analysis

Throughout the following considerations, we say that a polynomial G ∈ Z[x1, . . . ,xk] with
integer coefficients hasmagnitude(N,µ) if the total degree ofG is upper bounded byN and all
coefficients have absolute value 2µ or less. In addition, we fix the following notations: For an
arbitraryα ∈ C,

• we definefα (y) :=∑n
i=0 fα ,iyi := f (α,y) ∈C[y], wheref ∈Z[x,y] is our input polynomial.

We further defineτα := logmaxi | fα ,i | ≥ 0 (notice that, for the considered shearing factors
s, the leading coefficientfα ,n is a constant integer for allα).

14 For a graph with rational vertices, you may replace eachx0 = αi (or x0 = βi ) by an arbitrary rational value in its
corresponding isolating interval, and the same for each real root of fx0(y).
15 In order to generate a random prime of size less than 2L, pick an integer of magnitude less than 2L at random and test
this integer for being prime. Since the cost for the latter test is polynomial [2] inL and since there exist [38] more than
2L/(ln(2) ·L+2) prime numbers of size less than 2L for anyL ≥ 6, we can pick a random prime of bit length less thanL
with a number of bit operations that is polynomial inL.
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• the number of distinct roots offα is denoted byk(α). We further denotezα ,1, . . . ,zα ,k(α)

the distinct roots offα , andmα ,i , with i = 1, . . . ,k(α), the corresponding multiplicities.
• σα ,i denotes the separation ofzα ,i , andPα ,i := ∏ j 6=i(zα ,i − zα , j)

mα, j .
• For an arbitrary polynomialG∈C[x], we denoteV(G) the set of all distinct complex roots

of G, andV (G) the multiset of all complex roots (i.e. each root occurs a number of times
according to its multiplicity).

We first prove the a couple of basic results which are needed for our analysis:

Lemma 11. For a fixed positive integerk, let G ∈ Z[x1, . . . ,xk] be an integer polynomial of
magnitude(N,µ). Then, each divisorg∈ Z[x1, . . . ,xk] of G has coefficients of bitsizẽO(µ +N).

Proof. We prove the claim via induction overk. For a univariateG ∈ Z[x1], we remark that
Mea(g) ≤ Mea(G) ≤ ‖G‖2 ≤ 2µ+1N, and thus the absolute value of each coefficient ofg is
bounded by 2N Mea(g)≤ 2N+µ+1N.

For the general case, we write

g(x1, . . . ,xk) = ∑
λ=(λ1,...,λk−1)

aλ (xk)x
λ1
1 · · ·xλk−1

k−1 , with aλ ∈ Z[xk].

For a fixed ¯xk ∈ {0, . . . ,N}, the polynomialg(x1, . . . ,xk−1, x̄k) ∈ Z[x1, . . . ,xk−1] is a divisor of
G(x1, . . . ,xk−1, x̄k) ∈ Z[x1, . . . ,xk−1]. Since|x̄k|N ≤ NN = 2N logN and aλ (xk) has degreeN or
less, it follows thatG(x1, . . . ,xk−1, x̄k) has bitsizeO(N logN+ µ). Hence, from the induction
hypothesis, we conclude that the polynomialg(x1, . . . ,xk−1, x̄k) has coefficients of bitsizẽO(µ +
N), and thusaλ (i)∈Z has bitsizeÕ(µ+N) for all i =0, . . . ,N and allλ . Sinceaλ is a polynomial
of degree at mostN, it follows that aλ is uniquely determined by the valuesaλ (i), and thus
Lagrange interpolation yields

aλ (x) =
N

∑
i=0

aλ (i) ·
x · (x−1) · · ·(x− i +1)(x− i −1) · · ·(x−N)

i · (i −1) · · ·1 · (−1) · · ·(i −N)

Expanding the numerator of the fraction yields a polynomialwith coefficients of absolute value
2O(N logN), and thus each coefficient ofaλ (xk) has bitsizeÕ(µ +N) becauseaλ (i) has bitsize
Õ(µ +N) and there areN+1 summands. This proves the claim.✷

In addition, we need a bound on the bit complexity of computing the greatest common divisor
of two univariate polynomials with integer coefficients. For a proof of the following result, we
refer to [48,§11.2].

Lemma 12. Let F,G∈ Z[x] be two univariate polynomials of magnitude(N,µ).
• ComputingH := gcd(F,G) usesÕ(N2µ) bit operations.
• Given a polynomialH ∈ Z[x] that dividesF , computingF/H usesÕ(Nµ) bit operations.

In the projection step of TOPNT, we also have to compute the greatest common divisor of
two bivariate polynomials. Although it is not very difficultto derive a reasonable good bound
on the bit complexity of the latter problem, it seems that no complexity results fordeterministic
algorithms are published so far. The following lemma provides such a result:

Lemma 13. Let F,G∈ Z[x,y] be two bivariate polynomials of magnitude(N,µ). Then, we can
computeH(x,y) := gcd(F,G) with Õ(N6+N5µ) bit operations.
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Proof. Throughout the following considerations, we say that two polynomialsp1, p2 in Z[x] (or
in Z[x,y]) are equivalent (written asp1 ≃ p2) if there exists an integerλ ∈Z such thatp1 = λ · p2

or p2 = λ · p1. Let F(x,y) = fl (x) · yl + · · ·+ f0(x) andG(x,y) = gk(x) · yk + · · ·+ g0(x), with
l ,k≤ N and polynomialsfi ,g j ∈ Z[x]. For an arbitrary but fixeds∈ Z, it holds that

H(x,y) = gcd(F,G) = Ĥ(x− s·y,y), whereĤ(x,y) := gcd(F(x+ s·y,y),G(x+ s·y,y)).
Namely, for each divisord(x,y)∈Z[x,y] of F andG, d(x±s·y,y) is also a divisor ofF(x±s·y,y)
and G(x± s· y,y), respectively. Thus, for computingH(x,y), it suffices to computêH for an
arbitrary integers0 ∈ Z and to replacex by x− s0 · y. We first determine an integers0 such that
both polynomialsF̂ := F(x+ s0y,y) andĜ := G(x+ s0y,y) have constant leading coefficients
with respect toy. That is,

F̂(x,y) = f̂m(x) ·ym+ · · ·+ f̂0(x) andĜ(x,y) = ĝn(x) ·yn+ · · ·+ ĝ0(x), (23)

with f̂i , ĝ j ∈ Z[x] and f̂m, ĝn ∈ Z.

Consideringsas an indeterminate variable, computingF(x+s·y,y)∈Z[s,x,y] andG(x+s·y,y)∈
Z[s,x,y] usesÕ(N4 + N3µ) bit operations because computing(x+ sy)i for all i = 0, . . . ,N,
needsÕ(N3) bit operations, and computingfi(x) · (x+ sy)i and gi(x) · (x+ sy)i for a fixed i
needsÕ(N2(N+ µ)) bit operations. The leading coefficients ofF(x+ sy,y) and G(x+ sy,y)
with respect toy are univariate polynomials ins of magnitude(N,O(N logN+ µ)). Thus, com-
puting an integers0, with |s0| ≤ N, such that both of the latter univariate polynomials do not
vanish needs at most̃O(N2µ +N3) bit operations (polynomial evaluation at the 2N+ 1 points
s=−N,−N+1, . . . ,−1,0,1, . . . ,N). It follows that computing ans0, with |s0| ≤N, which fulfills
the desired properties from (23) needsÕ(N4 +N3µ) bit operations. Throughout the following
considerations, we can further assume that there exists no integer different from±1 which di-
videsF̂ andĜ. Namely, withÕ(N2(N+µ)) bit operations, we can dividêF andĜ by the greatest
common divisorλ (which is an integer because off̂m, ĝn ∈ Z) of all coefficientsf̂i andĝ j .

We now come to the computation ofĤ(x,y) = gcd(F̂ ,Ĝ). According to [36,14], we can com-
pute the subresultant sequence Sresi(F̂ ,Ĝ;y) ∈Z[x,y] with Õ(N6+N5µ) bit operations since the
polynomialsF̂ andĜ have magnitude(N,O(µ +N logN)). The total degree of each polynomial
Sresi(F̂ ,Ĝ;y) is bounded byN2, they-degree is bounded byN− i, and all coefficients have bitsize
Õ(N(N+ µ)). Let i0 be the smallest index with Sresi0(F̂ ,Ĝ;y) 6≡ 0, then

H̄(x,y) := Sresi0(F̂ ,Ĝ;y) = h̄i0(x) ·yi0 + · · ·+ h̄0(x) = ∑
i, j

h̄i j ·xiy j

coincides withĤ up to a fractionp(x)
q(x) with coprimep,q∈ Z[x]. That is,

Ĥ(x,y) =
p(x)
q(x)

· H̄(x,y) =

(

p(x)
q(x)

· h̄i0(x)

)

·yi0 + · · ·+
(

p(x)
q(x)

· h̄0(x)

)

.

Again, we can assume that there exists no integer different from±1 that divides all coefficients
h̄i j of h̄. Namely, we can dividēH by the greatest common divisor of allh̄i j , and this computation
usesÕ(N2 ·N(N+ µ)) bit operations. Since the leading coefficients ofF̂ and Ĝ with respect
to y are constants, the same also holds forĤ = gcd(F̂ ,Ĝ). Thus, p must be a constant and
q ≃ h̄i0. It follows that the primitive part16 h̄∗i0 of h̄i0 divides all coefficients ofH̄, and that

H̄/h̄∗i0 ≃ Ĥ. Hence, sinceĤ is primitive, we must haveH̄/h̄∗i0 = Ĥ. The computation ofh∗i0

16 The primitive partP∗ of a polynomialP(x) = pN ·xN + · · ·+ p0 ∈ Z[x] is defined asP∗(x) := gcd(pN, . . . , p0)
−1 ·P(x).
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andH̄/h̄∗i0 needsÕ(N6+N5µ) bit operations, where we use the fact that the polynomialsh̄i(x)

have magnitude(N2,Õ(N(N+ µ))) and that each division of̄hi(x) by h∗i0 is remainder-free; cf.

Lemma 12. Finally, computingH = gcd(F,G) from Ĥ = H(x+ s0 · y,y) usesÕ(N4+N3µ) bit
operations sincêH has magnitude(N,O(N logN+N · logs0+ µ)) = (N,O(N logN+ µ)). ✷

We now come to the complexity analysis for TOPNT. For the shearing step, we remark that
there exist at mostnO(1) many bad shearing factorss for which our algorithm does not succeed;
see [5, Thm. 5] and [4, Prop. 11.23]. Thus, when choosings at random, we can assume that we
succeed for an integersof bitsizeO(logn). It follows that the sheared polynomialf (x+sy,y) has
magnitude(n,O(τ + nlogn)). Hence, throughout the following considerations, we can assume
that the leading coefficient lcf( f (x,y);y) of f (with respect toy) is an integer constant and thatf
has magnitude(n,O(τ +nlogn)). We further define 2t to be a power of two with lcf( f (x,y);y)≤
2t ≤ 4 · lcf( f (x,y);y).

Lemma 14. We can compute the entire subresultant sequence Sresi( f , fy;y), with i = 0, . . . ,n,
the polynomialQ = res( f ∗x , f ∗y ;y), and the square-free partsR∗ and Q∗ of the corresponding
polynomialsR= Sres0( f , fy;y) = res( f , fy;y) andQ with Õ(n6+n5τ) bit operations.17

Proof. For two bivariate polynomialsg,h ∈ Z[x,y] of magnitude(N,µ), computing the sub-
resultant sequence Sresi(g,h;y) ∈ Z[x,y] together with the corresponding cofactor representa-
tions (i.e. the polynomialsui ,vi ∈ Z[x,y] with uig+vih= Sresi(g,h;y)) needsÕ(N5µ) bit opera-
tions [36,14]. The total degree of the polynomials Sresi( f , fy;y) is bounded byN2, they-degree is
bounded byN− i, and all coefficients have bitsizẽO(Nµ). Furthermore, according to [48,§11.2],
computing the square-free part of a univariate polynomial of magnitude(N,µ) usesÕ(N2µ) bit
operations, and the coefficients of the square-free part have bitsizeO(N+ µ). Hence, the claim
concerning the computation of the polynomials Sresi( f , fy;y) andR∗ follows from the fact that
f and fy have magnitude(n,O(τ +nlogn)) andR has magnitude(n2,Õ(n2+nτ)).

For the computation of the polynomialsf ∗x = fx
gcd( fx, fy)

and f ∗y =
fy

gcd( fx, fy)
, Lemma 13 yields

the bit complexity bound̃O(n6+n5τ). Lemma 11 implies thatf ∗x and f ∗y have magnitude(n,O(n+
τ)), and thus computingQ needsÕ(n6 + n5τ) bit operations.Q has magnitude(n2,Õ(n2 +
nτ)). ✷

We now bound the cost for computing and comparing the roots ofRandQ.

Lemma 15. The roots of the polynomialsR andQ can be computed with̃O(n6+n5τ) bit oper-
ations. The same bound also applies to the number of bit operations that are needed to compute
the multiplicities mult(α,R) and mult(α,Q), whereα is a root ofR.

Proof. According to Theorem 5, we can compute isolating disks for the roots of the polynomials
R andQ together with the corresponding multiplicities with̃O(n6 + n5τ) bit operations since
R andQ have magnitude(n2,Õ(n2+ nτ)). For each rootα of R, the algorithm returns a disk

∆(R)(α) := ∆(α̃ , rα) with radiusrα < σ(α ,R)
64degR, and thus we can distinguish between real and non-

real roots. A corresponding result also holds for each rootβ of Q, that is, eachβ is isolated by a

17 The implementation from [5] does not compute the entire sub resultant sequence but only the resultantsR∗ andQ∗.
This does not yield any improvement with respect to worst case bit complexity, however, a crucial speed up in practice
can be observed.
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disk ∆(Q)(β ) with radius less thanσ(β ,Q)
64degQ . Furthermore, for any given positive integerκ , we can

further refine all isolating disks to a size of less than 2−κ with Õ(n6+n5τ +n2κ) bit operations.
For computing the multiplicities mult(α,Q), whereα is a root ofR, we have to determine the

common roots ofRandQ. This can be achieved as follows: We first computed := deggcd(R∗,Q∗)
for which we needÕ(n6+n5τ) bit operations. Namely, computing the gcd of two integer polyno-
mials of magnitude(N,µ) needsÕ(N2µ) bit operations. We conclude thatRandQ have exactly
d distinct roots in common. Hence, in the next step, we refine the isolating disks forR andQ
until there are exactlyd pairs(∆(R)(α),∆(Q)(β )) of isolating disks that overlap. SinceP := R·Q
has magnitude(2n2,Õ(n2 + nτ)), the minimal distance between two distinct rootsα andβ is
bounded by the separation ofP, thus it is bounded by 2−Õ(n4+n3τ). We conclude that it suffices
to refine the isolating disks to a size of 2−Õ(n4+n3τ), hence the cost for the refinement is again
bounded byÕ(n6+ n5). Now, for each of thed pairs(∆(R)(α),∆(Q)(β )) of overlapping disks,
we must haveα = β , and these are exactly the common roots ofR andQ. ✷

From the above Lemma, we conclude that we can compute the numbersk+(α) for all rootsα
of R with Õ(n6+n5τ) bit operations. Thus, the same bounds also applies to the computation of
the upper boundK+ = ∑α k+(α) for K = ∑α k(α). 18 For the computation of the lower bound
K−, we use the following result:

Lemma 16. We can computeK− with Õ(n6+n5τ) bit operations.

Proof. From the proof of Lemma 14, we can assume that the leading coefficients sri ∈Z[x] of the
subresultant sequence Sresi( f , fy;y) and the square-free partS0 :=R∗ of the resultant polynomial
R are already computed. Note that all polynomialsSi andRi as defined in (21) have coefficients
of bitsizeÕ(nτ +n2) because all of them divideR∗. Thus, except for(nτ)O(1) many bad primes,

the modular computation overZp yields polynomialsS(p)i ,R(p)
i ∈Zp[x] with degR(p)

i = degRi for
all i, and thusK− = K. Hence, we can assume that we only have to consider primesp of bitsize
O(log(nτ)). Since we can compute the polynomials sri andR∗ with Õ(n6+n5τ) bit operations,
the same bound also applies to their modular computation over Zp. 19

For the computation of the polynomialsS(p)i ∈ Zp[x], we have to perform at mostn gcd com-
putations (overZp with p of bit sizeO(log(nτ))) involving polynomials of degreen2. Thus, the
cost for these computations is bounded byÕ(n ·n2 log(nτ)) bit operations since computing the
gcd of two polynomials inZp[x] of degreeN can be achieved with̃O(N) arithmetic operations

in Zp due to [48, Prop. 11.6]. For the computation of theR(p)
i ’s, we have to consider the cost

for at mostn (remainder-free) polynomial divisions. Again, for the latter computations, we need
Õ(n ·n2 log(nτ)) bit operations. ✷

We remark that it is even possible to computeK directly in anexpectednumber of bit opera-
tions bounded bỹO(n6+n5τ). Namely, following a randomized approach, the computationof the
gcd of two integer polynomials of magnitude(N,µ) needs an expected number of bit operations
bounded byÕ(N2 +Nµ) according to [48, Prop. 11.11]. This yields the boundÕ(n(n4+n3τ))
for the expected number of bit operations to compute the polynomialsSi from the subresultant

18 For simplicity, we ignored that (in practice)K+ can be computed much faster from the equalityK+ = n ·degR∗−
degR+deggcd(R∞,Q) instead of computing thek+(α) first and, then, summing up all values.
19 We remark that, in practice, we never compute the entire subresultant sequence overZ. Here, we only assumed their
exact computation in order to keep the argument simple and because of the fact that our overall complexity bound is not
affected.

28



sequence Sresi( f , fy;y) and the polynomialS0 = R∗. Obviously, the same bound also applies to
the computation of theRi ’s.

For the analysis of the curve topology algorithm, it remainsto bound the cost for isolating
the roots of the “fiber polynomials”fαi (y) ∈ R[x] and fβi

(y) ∈ R[x], where theαi ’s are the real
roots ofR and theβi ’s are arbitrary separating values in between. In practice,we recommend to
choose arbitrary rational valuesβi , however, following this straight forward approach yieldsa bit
complexity ofÕ(n7+n6τ) for isolating the roots of the polynomialsfβi

(y) ∈Q[y]. Namely, ifβi

is a rational value of bitsizeLi , then fβi
has coefficients of bitsizẽO(nLi + τ). Thus, isolating the

roots of fβi
needsÕ(n3Li + n2τ) bit operations. However, since the separations of theαi ’s are

lower bounded by 2−Õ(n4+n3τ), we cannot get anything better thanÕ(n4+n3τ) for the largestLi .
The crucial idea to improve upon the latter approach is to consider, for the valuesβi , real roots

of the polynomialR̂(x) instead, where

R̂ :=
(R∗)′

gcd((R∗)′,(R∗)′′)

is defined as the square-free part of the derivative ofR∗. Notice that the polynomialŝR andR
do not share a common root. Furthermore, from the mean value theorem, we conclude that, for
any two consecutive real roots ofR, there exists a root of̂R in between these two roots. We can
obtain such separating roots by computing isolating disks for all complex roots ofR̂ such that
none of these disks intersects any of the isolating disks forthe roots ofR. The computation of
R̂ needsÕ(n6+n5τ) bit operations since(R∗)′ has magnitude(n2,Õ(n2+nτ)). We can use the
same argument as in the proof of Lemma 15 to show that it suffices to compute isolating disks for
RandR̂of size 2−Õ(n4+n3τ) in order to guarantee that the disks do not overlap. Again, Theorem 4
shows that we achieve this with̃O(n6+n5τ) bit operations.

Now, throughout the following considerations, we assume that the separating elementsβi are
real roots ofR̂with βi−1 < αi < βi . We will show in Lemma 20 that, for isolating the roots of all
polynomialsfβi

and fαi , we need onlyÕ(n6+n5τ) bit operations. For this, we use the following
result:

Lemma 17. Let G ∈ Z[x] be a polynomial of magnitude(N,µ). For an arbitrary subsetV ′ ⊂
V (G), it holds that

∑
α∈V′

logMea( fα ) = Õ(Nτ +nµ +Nn), and ∑
α∈V′

τα = Õ(Nτ +nµ +Nn).

In particular, forG∈ {R, R̂}, the bound writes as̃O(n3+n2τ).

Proof. The proof is almost identical to the proof of Lemma 5 in [28]. The only difference is
that we consider a generalG, whereas in [28], only the caseG = R has been treated. Note
that Meaα ≥ 1 for everyα ∈ V(G), and that the Mahler measure is multiplicative, that means,
Mea(g)Mea(h) = Mea(gh) for arbitrary univariate polynomialsg andh. Therefore,

∑
α∈V′

logMea( fα )≤ ∑
α∈V (G)

logMea( fα ) = logMea

(

∏
α∈V (G)

fα

)

.

Consideringf as a polynomial inx with coefficients inZ[y] yields

∏
α∈V (G)

fα =
res( f ,G;x)

lcf(G)n ⇒ ∑
α∈V′

logMea( fα )≤ logMea(res( f ,G;x)).
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It is left to bound the degree and the bitsize of res( f ,G;x). Considering the Sylvester matrix of
f andG (whose determinant defines res( f ,G;x)), we observe that it hasn rows with coefficients
of G (which are integers of sizeO(µ)) andN rows with coefficients off (which are univariate
polynomials of magnitude(n,O(τ +nlogn))). Therefore, they-degree of res( f ,G;y) is bounded
by O(nN), and its bitsize is bounded byO(n(µ + logn)+N(τ +nlogn)) = Õ(Nτ +nµ +Nn).
This shows that logMea(res( f ,G;x)) = Õ(Nτ +nµ +Nn), and thus the first claim follows.

For the second claim, note that the absolute value of each coefficient of fα (y) is bounded
by (n+ 1) · λM(α)n, whereλ = 2O(τ+nlogn) is an upper bound for the absolute values of the
coefficients off . Thus, we have

∑
α∈V′

τα ≤ ∑
α∈V (G)

τα ≤ ∑
α∈V (G)

log((n+1)λM(α)n)

= O(N(τ +nlogn)+nlogMea(G) = Õ(Nτ +nµ +Nn)

For the last claim, note that, forG∈ {R, R̂}, we haveN ≤ n2 andµ = Õ(n2+nτ). ✷

Lemma 18. ForG∈ {R, R̂}, we have

∑
α∈V(G)

k(α)

∑
i=1

mα ,i logM(σ−1
α ,i ) = Õ(n4+n3τ) and ∑

α∈V(G)

k(α)

∑
i=1

logM(P−1
α ,i ) = Õ(n4+n3τ).

Proof. First, considerG= R. For any rootα of R, we definem(α) := mult(α,R). From (20), we

conclude that∑k(α)
i=1 (mα ,i −1) = n− k(α)≤ n− k(α)+mult(Q,α) ≤ mult(α,R). Furthermore,

sincem(α)≥ 1, it follows thatmα ,i ≤ m(α)+1≤ 2m(α) for all i. Hence, we get

∑
α∈V(R)

k(α)

∑
i=1

mα ,i logM(σ−1
α ,i )≤ ∑

α∈V(R)

2 ·m(α) ·
k(α)

∑
i=1

logM(σ−1
α ,i )

(1)
= Õ

(

∑
α∈V(R)

m(α) ·
(

nlogMea( fα )+ logM(srn−k(α)(α)−1)
)

)

(2)
= Õ

(

∑
α∈V (R)

nlogMea( fα)+ logM(srn−k(α)(α)−1)

)

(3)
= Õ(n4+n3τ).

For (1), we used [28, 9] to show that

k(α)

∑
i=1

logM(σ−1
α ,i ) = Õ(nlogMea( fα )+ logM(srn−k(α)(α)−1)) . (24)

(2) follows from the fact that eachα ∈ V(R) occursm(α) times inV (R). Finally, for (3), we
apply Lemma 17 to bound the first sum and [28, Lemma 8] to bound the second one.

The second claim can be shown as follows. For eachα, we first split the sum

k(α)

∑
i=1

logM(P−1
α ,i ) =

k(α)

∑
i=1

log|Pα ,i |−1+ ∑
i;|Pα,i |>1

log|Pα ,i |. (25)
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Then, for the first sum, we have

k(α)

∑
i=1

log|Pα ,i|−1 =
k(α)

∑
i=1

log∏
j 6=i

|zα ,i − zα , j |−mα, j

= log

(

k(α)

∏
i=1

∏
j 6=i

|zα ,i − zα , j |
)−1

+
k(α)

∑
i=1

log∏
j 6=i

|zα ,i − zα , j |−(mα, j−1)

(1)
≤ log

|lcf( fα )
2k(α)−2| ·∏k(α)

i=1 mα ,i

|srn−k(α)(α)| +
k(α)

∑
i=1

∑
j 6=i

logσ−(mα, j−1)
α ,i

(2)
= Õ(nτ)+ log|srn−k(α)(α)|−1+

k(α)

∑
i=1

logσ−1
α ,i ∑

j 6=i

(mα , j −1)

(3)
≤ Õ(nτ)+ log|srn−k(α)|−1+m(α) ·

k(α)

∑
i=1

logM(σ−1
α ,i )

(4)
= Õ(nτ)+ (m(α)+1) ·

(

nlogMeafα + logM(srn−k(α))
−1) (26)

For (1), we have rewritten the product as a subresultant term, where we used [4, Prop. 4.28].
Furthermore, the distances|zα ,i − zα , j | have been lower bounded by the separation ofzα ,i . For
(2), note that lcfα is an integer of bitsizeO(τ + logn), that k ≤ n, and that∏i mα ,i ≤ nn. For

(3), we used that∑k(α)
j=1 (mα , j −1) ≤ m(α), and, in (4), we applied (24). Now, summing up the

expression in (26) over allα ∈V(R) yields

∑
α∈V(R)

k(α)

∑
i=1

log|Pα ,i |−1 = Õ(n4+n3τ),

where we again use Lemma 17 and [28, Lemma 8].
For the second sum in (25), we use that (cf. proof of Theorem 5)

|Pα ,i|=
| f (mα,i )

α (zα ,i)|
mα ,i !lcf( fα )

< n2τα+1M(zα ,i)
n,

and thus

∑
α∈V(R)

∑
i;|Pα,i |>1

log|Pα ,i|= Õ

(

∑
α∈V(R)

(

nτα +nlog
k(α)

∏
i=1

M(zα ,i)

))

= Õ

(

∑
α∈V(R)

(nτα +nlogMea( fα ))

)

= Õ(n4+n3τ)

according to Lemma 18. We conclude that

∑
α∈V(R)

k(α)

∑
i=1

logM(P−1
α ,i ) = Õ(n4+n3τ).

Now, consider the caseG= R̂. Note that, for eachα ∈V(R̂), we havemα ,i = 1 for all i, and
thusk(α) = n. Namely,R andR̂ do not share a common root, and thus each polynomialfα has
only simple roots. Also,V(R̂) = V (R̂) sinceR̂ is square-free. The following computation now
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shows the first claim

∑
α∈V(R̂)

k(α)

∑
i=1

mα ,i logM(σ−1
α ,i ) = ∑

α∈V(R̂)

(

n

∑
i=1

logM(σ−1
α ,i )

)

=Õ



 ∑
α∈V(R̂)

nlogMea( fα )+ logM(sr0(α)−1)





=Õ



n4+n3τ + ∑
α∈V(R̂)

logM(R(α)−1)



 .

In order to bound the sum in the above expression, note that

∑
α∈V(R̂)

logM(R(α)−1) = ∑
α∈V(R̂)

log|R(α)|−1+ ∑
α ;|R(α)|>1

|R(α)|.

We first compute an upper bound for each value|R(α)|. SinceR(x) has magnitude(n2,Õ(nτ)), it
follows that|R(α)| has absolute value less than 2Õ(nτ) ·M(α)n2

. Hence, for any subsetV ′ ⊆V(R̂),
it follows that

∑
α∈V′

log|R(α)| ≤ Õ(n3τ)+n2 logMea(R̂) = Õ(n4+n3τ).

Thus, it is left to show that∑α log|R(α)|−1 = Õ(n4+n3τ), which follows from

∑
α∈V(R̂)

log|R(α)|−1 = log ∏
α∈V(R̂)

|R(α)|−1 = log

(

|lcf(R̂)|deg(R)

|res(R, R̂)|

)

= Õ(n4+n3τ) . (27)

In the second equation we rewrote the product in terms of the resultant res(R, R̂) [4, Prop.
4.16]. SinceR and R̂ have no common root, we have|res(R, R̂)| ≥ 1. Thus, the last equation
follows from the fact that the leading coefficient ofR̂has bitsizeÕ(n2+nτ) and that deg(R)≤ n2.

Similarly, for the second claim, we first derive an upper bound for ∑α∈V(R̂) ∑i:Pα,i>1 log|Pα ,i|.
Again, we can use exactly the same argument as for the caseG= R to show that the latter sum is
bounded byÕ(n4+n3τ). Hence, it suffices to prove that

∑
α∈V(R̂)

k(α)

∑
i=1

log|Pα ,i |−1 = Õ(n4+n3τ).

which follows from

∑
α∈V(R̂)

k(α)

∑
i=1

log|Pα ,i|−1 = ∑
α∈V(R̂)

n

∑
i=1

− log∏
j 6=i

|zα ,i − zα , j |= ∑
α∈V(R̂)

(

− log
n

∏
i=1

∏
j 6=i

|zα ,i − zα , j |
)

= ∑
α∈V(R̂)

(

− log
|sr0(α)|

|lcf( fα )2n−2|

)

= ∑
α∈V(R̂)

(

− log
|R(α)|

|lcf( fα )2n−2|

)

= Õ(n4+n3τ) .

The last step follows from (27). We remark that the above computation is similar to the one for
the caseG= R. However, we used the fact thatR̂ is square-free, and thus all multiplicitiesmα ,i
are equal to one.✷

Lemma 19. Let G∈ {R, R̂} and letLα ∈ N be arbitrary positive integers, whereα runs over all
real roots ofG. Then, we can compute an absoluteLα approximations for all polynomialsf (α,y)
using

Õ(n6+n5τ +n2∑
α

Lα)

bit operations.
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Proof. For eachα, we use approximate interval arithmetic to compute an approximation of
the polynomialfα . If we choose a fixed point precisionρ , and a starting interval of size 2−ρ

that containsα, then the so-obtained interval approximation offα has interval coefficients of
size 2−ρ+2(n+ 1)22τM(α)n; see again [27, Section 4] and [28, Section 5] for more details.
Thus, in order to get an approximation of precisionLα of fα , it suffices to consider aρ of
size Õ(τ + nlogM(α) + Lα ). Thus, by doubling the precisionρ in each step, we eventually
succeed for someρ = ρα = Õ(τ +nlogM(α)+Lα ). The cost for the interval evaluations is then
dominated (up to a logarithmic factor) by the cost in the lastiteration. Thus, for a certainα, the
cost is bounded bỹO(n2(τ +nlogM(α)+Lα)) since for each of then+1 coefficients offα , we
have to (approximately) evaluate an integer polynomial (i.e. the coefficients off considered as a
polynomial iny) of magnitude(n,O(τ + logn)) atx= α. The total cost for allα is then bounded
by

Õ

(

n2 · ∑
α∈R∩V(G)

τ +nlogM(α)+Lα

)

= Õ(n6+n5τ +n2∑
α

Lα ),

where we again used the result in Lemma 18. For the interval evaluations, we need an approx-
imation of the rootα to an absolute error of less than 2−ρα . Such approximations are provided
if we compute isolating disks of size less than 2−κ for all roots of G, given thatκ is larger
than maxα ρα = Õ(τ +nmaxα logM(α)+maxα Lα ) = Õ(n3+n2τ +maxα Lα). In the proof of
Lemma 15, we have already shown that we can compute such disksusingÕ(n6+n5τ +n2κ) bit
operations. Thus, the claim follows.✷

Lemma 20. LetG∈ {R, R̂}. Then, computing isolating disks for all roots of allfα , α ∈V(G)∩R,
together with the corresponding multiplicities uses

Õ(n6+n5τ)

bit operations.

Proof. For a fixedα, let Bα be the number of bit operations that are needed to compute iso-
lating disks for all roots offα together with the corresponding multiplicities. We apply Theo-
rem 3 to 2−t · fα which has exactly the same roots asfα (remember that lcf( f (x,y);y) ∈ Z and
lcf( f (x,y);y) ≤ 2t ≤ 4 · lcf( f (x,y);y)). Then, we have

Bα = Õ
(

n3+n2τα +n ·∑k(α)

i=1

(

mα ,i logM(σ−1
α ,i )+ logM(P−1

α ,i )
))

.

The corresponding algorithm from Section 2.2 returns isolating disks for the rootszα ,i and
their multiplicitiesmα ,i . Furthermore, since the radius of the disk isolatingzα ,i is smaller than
σα ,i/(64n), we can distinguish between real and non-real roots. The algorithm needs an absolute
Lα -approximation of 2−t · fα (and thus an absolute(Lα − t)-approximation offα ) with

Lα = Õ
(

nτα +∑k(α)

i=1

(

mα ,i logM(σ−1
α ,i )+ logM(P−1

α ,i )
))

.

From Lemma 19, we conclude that we can compute correspondingapproximations for allfα ,
α ∈V(G)∩R, with a number of bit operations bounded by

Õ(n6+n5τ +n2 · ∑
α∈V(G)∩R

Lα).

The above expression is bounded byÕ(n6+n5τ) because

∑
α∈V(G)

(

nτα +∑k(α)

i=1

(

mα ,i logM(σ−1
α ,i )+ logM(P−1

α ,i )
))
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is bounded byÕ(n4+n3τ) according to Lemma 17 and 18. The same argument also shows that
the sum over allBα is even bounded bỹO(n5+n4τ). Hence, the claim follows. ✷

We can now formulate our main theorems of this section:

Theorem 6. Computing the topology of a real planar algebraic curveC=V( f ), wheref ∈Z[x,y]
is a bivariate polynomial of total degree ofn with integer coefficients of magnitude bounded by
2τ , needs an expected number of bit operations bounded by

Õ(n6+n5τ).

Proof. We already derived a bound ofÕ(n6+n5τ) or better for each of the steps in the projection
and in the lifting phase of our algorithm. The final connection phase is purely combinatorial since
we ensure that eachfα , with α a root of the resultantR, has at most one multiple real root. Thus,
we can compute all adjacencies in linear time with respect tothe number of roots of critical and
intermediate fiber polynomials. Since their number is bounded byO(n3), this step can be done
in O(n3) operations. ✷

Notice that the problem of (real) solving a bivariate polynomial systemg(x,y) = h(x,y) = 0,
with g,h∈Z[x,y] coprime polynomials, can be reduced to the problem of computing the topology
of the planar algebraic curveC := {(x,y) ∈ R2 : f (x,y) = 0}, where f := g2+ h2. Namely,C
coincides with the set of points(x,y) ∈ R2 for which both polynomialsg andh vanish. Since
the degree off is twice as large as the maximum of the degrees of the polynomialsg andh, the
following result follows in an almost straight forward manner:20

Theorem 7. Let g,h∈ Z[x,y] be coprime polynomials of magnitude(n,τ). Then, we can com-
pute isolating boxes for the real solutions of the systemg(x,y) = h(x,y) = 0 with an expected
number of bit operations bounded by

Õ(n6+n5τ).

Proof. As already mentioned above, the idea is to consider the polynomial f (x,y) := g2 + h2

and to compute the topology of the curveC := CR defined byf . Sinceg andh are assumed to
be coprime, the systemg = h = 0 has only finitely many solutions, and the set of these points
coincides with the “curve”C. Hence, the topology algorithm returns a graph that consists of
vertices only. According to Theorem 6, the cost the topologycomputation is bounded bỹO(n6+
n5τ) bit operations in expectation sincef has magnitude(2n,O(τ + logn)).

However, in general, our algorithm does not directly returnthe solutions of the initial system
but the solutions of a sheared systemg(x+ sy,y) = h(x+ sy,y) = 0. Here,s is a positive integer
of bitsizeO(logn) for which TOPNT succeeds in computing the topology of the sheared curve
Ĉ :=Cs,R defined byf̂ (x,y) = f (x+ sy,y) = 0. SinceĈ consists of isolated singular points only
and there are no two covertical points (note that our algorithm only succeeds for ans for which
there are no two covertical extremal points), it follows that, for each point(x̂, ŷ) ∈ Ĉ, x̂ is a root
of the resultant̂R= res( f̂ , f̂ ;y) andŷ is the unique (multiple) real root of̂f (x̂,y). The point(x̂, ŷ)
is represented by an isolating boxB(x̂, ŷ) = I(x̂)× I(ŷ), whereI(x̂) is the isolating interval for
the rootx̂ of R̂ and I(ŷ) is the isolating interval for the root ˆy of f (x̂,y). Each solution(x,y)

20 We remark that we consider this result of rather theoreticalinterest because there exist efficient algorithms for solving
bivariate systems that are comparable fast (in practice) asthe fastest algorithms for topology computation; see [5, Section
6] for extensive benchmarks. Increasing the degree of the input polynomials by a factor of 2 certainly does not harm the
asymptotic complexity bounds, however, it has a significantimpact on the practical running times.
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of the initial system can now be recovered from a unique solution (x̂, ŷ) ∈ Ĉ. More precisely,
x = x̂− s· ŷ andy = ŷ. However, in order to obtain isolating boxes for the solutions (x,y), we
have to refine the boxesB(x̂, ŷ) first such that the sheared boxesB(x,y) := (I(x̂)− s· I(ŷ), I(ŷ))
do not overlap. Note that the latter is guaranteed if both intervalsI(x̂) andI(ŷ) have width less
thanσ(x̂, R̂)/(4|s|) ≤ σ(x̂, R̂)/4. Namely, if the latter inequality holds, then the intervals I(x̂)−
s· I(ŷ) are pairwise disjoint. Hence, it follows that the corresponding isolating intervals have
to be refined to a width less thanw(x̂, ŷ) = σ(x̂,R̂)/nO(1). For the resultant polynomial̂R, we
conclude from Theorem 5 that computing isolating intervalsof size lessw(x̂, ŷ) usesÕ(n6+n5τ)
bit operations since logM(w(x̂, ŷ)−1) = Õ(n4+n3τ) andR̂ has magnitude(n2,Õ(nτ)). In order
to compute an isolating interval of sizew(x̂, ŷ) or less for the root ˆy of f̂ (x̂,y) (in fact, for all roots
of f̂ (x̂,y)), we need

Õ(n3+n2τx̂+n ·∑k(x̂)
i=1

(

mx̂,i logM(σ−1
x̂,i )+ logM(P−1

x̂,i )
)

+(nmax
i

mx̂,i) · logM(w(x̂, ŷ)−1)

bit operations; cf. the proof of Lemma 20 withα = x̂ and f = f̂ . Also, we need an approximation
of precisionLx̂ of f̂ (x̂,y) with Lx̂ bounded by

Õ(nτx̂+∑k(x̂)
i=1

(

mx̂,i logM(σ−1
x̂,i )+ logM(P−1

x̂,i )
)

+(nmax
i

mx̂,i) · logM(w(x̂, ŷ)−1).

Since maxi mx̂,i ≤ 2 ·mult(x̂, R̂) andw(x̂, ŷ) = σ(x̂, R̂)/nO(1), it holds that

(nmax
i

mx̂,i) · logM(w(x̂, ŷ)−1) = Õ(n ·mult(x̂, R̂) · logM(σ(x̂, R̂)−1).

Thus, summing up the cost for computing the roots off̂ (x̂,y) over all real roots ofR̂ yields the
boundÕ(n5+n4τ). Here, we use an analogous argument as in the proof of Lemma 20and the
fact that∑x̂ n·mult(x̂, R̂) · logM(σ(x̂, R̂)−1 = Õ(n5+n4τ). The more costly part is to compute the
approximations of precisionLx̂ of the polynomialsf̂ (x̂,y). Again, we can use Lemma 17 and 18
to show that∑x̂ Lx̂ = Õ(n4+n3τ). Thus, from Lemma 19, we conclude that the approximations
of the f̂ (x̂,y)’s can be computed with̃O(n6+n5τ) bit operations. ✷

4. Conclusion

We presented an algorithm for isolating the roots of a complex univariate polynomial that
can handle multiple roots provided the numberk of distinct roots is part of the input and the
coefficients can be approximated to an arbitrary precision.The algorithm uses approximate fac-
torization as a subroutine. Any algorithm for approximate factorization that can be run with
arbitrary precision can be used.

If used with Pan’s algorithm [34] for approximate factorization, the algorithm is highly effi-
cient:

• It solves the benchmark problem of isolating all roots of a polynomial p with integer
coefficients of absolute value bounded by 2τ with Õ(n3+n2τ) bit operations. This matches
the best bound known [18, Theorem 3.1].

• When combined with a a recent algorithm for computing the topology of a real planar alge-
braic curve specified as the zero set of a bivariate integer polynomial, it leads to improved
complexity bounds for topology computation and and for isolating the real solutions of a
bivariate polynomial system. For input polynomials of degreen and bitsizeτ, we improve
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the currently best running time from̃O(n9τ + n8τ2) (deterministic) toÕ(n6+ n5τ) (ran-
domized) for topology computation and from̃O(n8+n7τ) (deterministic) toÕ(n6+n5τ)
(randomized) for solving bivariate systems.

The considerable improvement of the bit complexity of the above problems related to the
computation of a cylindrical algebraic decomposition mainly stems from the adaptivity of our
root isolation method. That is, the precision demand as wellas the number of bit operations to
isolate the roots of the ”fiber polynomials” is directly related to the geometric locations of the
corresponding roots. As a consequence, our analysis profitsfrom amortization effects over the
critical fibers. We expect that our adaptive complexity bound for root isolation will yield a a
series of further complexity results for similar problems,where amortization effects take place.

A major open problem is whether there are deterministic algorithms for curve analysis and
bivariate system solving of the same complexity.
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