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Abstract

The best known algorithm for sorting X + Y takes O(n? logn) but the question of how
much computation time is really needed is open. We present here a collection of problems
which are, at least, as difficult as sorting X + Y as any improvement on them would imply
an o(n? logn) algorithm for this problem of sorting.

1 Introduction

In the process of designing efficient algorithms, we are faced with the problem of trying to lower
known time-bounds, or finding what the real lower bounds are for a given problem. It might
be useful to know that a problem we are trying to solve is, at least, as difficult as another
well-studied, very difficult one. Some classes of difficult problems have been found, where the
NP-complete class is, maybe, the best known. Inside computational geometry, a large number
of problems have been identified for which it is impossible to obtain subquadratic algorithms,
unless one manages to improve the complexity of a very simple formulated problem known
as “3SUM”. 3SUM is defined as follows: given a set S of n integers, are there a,b,ceS with
a + b+ ¢ = 07 The class of 3SUM-hard problems has been of growing interest lately to the
community of computational geometers and a paper surveying them can be found in [8]. There,
the authors indicated as a future direction for research to find other interesting classes of related
problems, if they exist.

In this abstract, we consider a collection of problems for which an O(n?log n) time complexity
algorithm can be designed, but the question of whether an o(n?logn) solution exists is open.
We show that sorting X +Y, our base problem, can be reduced to solve any of these problems.
The computation time really needed to sort X + Y has remained unknown for a long time in
spite of all the effort done to find it. Hence, an o(n?logn) algorithm for one of these problems
implies that we can construct an o(n?logn) algorithm for sorting X +Y. As in the 3SUM-hard
class, the lower bound for sorting X + Y will immediately carry over to the other problems.
whose trivial lower bound is quadratic since the size of the output is quadratic in the worst case.
And also like in the 3SUM-hard case the reductions do not imply that an o(n?logn) solution is
impossible, but it suggests we better first try to improve the base problem. Our analysis covers
computing the Minkowski sum, the z-sorting, enumerating distances, the polygon containment
and other problems.
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2 Preliminaries
2.1 Reductions

The idea of each proof in this abstract is to transform or reduce one problem into another so
that if an o(n?logn) algorithm for the second problem is found then an o(n?logn) algorithm
can be constructed for the first one. We say that problem P reduces to problem Q, P—@, iff
an O(n?) + T'(n) algorithm for solving P exists, where T(n) is Q’s complexity. P is equivalent
to Q, P—Q, iff P—Q and Q—P. It is clear that P is solved in less than O(n?logn) if Q

18.

2.2 The base problem

We take as our base problem the problem known in the literature as sorting X + Y.

Sorting X +Y, where X and Y are the sets of real numbers (z;)i<i<n and (¥;)1<j<n, respec-
tively, consists of sorting the n? sums (zi+Y;)1<ij<n- Using a standard sorting algorithm X +Y
can be sorted using O(n? logn) but, could it be done in less time, taking into consideration the
particular structure of this set? This question has remained unanswered for more than 20 years.
It was proven in 1976 in [9] that there exists a decision tree of depth O(n?) for sorting X +Y but
the proof was nonconstructive and it had to wait until 1990 ([10], see also [11]) for an algorithm
which constructs such a quadratic depth tree. Although the algorithm indeed employs O(n?)
comparisons to sort, it uses anyway O(n?logn) total time.

3 The reductions

3.1 Computing the Minkowski sum

Let A4 and B be two arbitrary sets in ®¢ space. The Minkowski addition of A and B, denoted
by A @ B, is defined as the set {a + b | acA, be B}, where “+’means vector sum.
We have this theorem:

Theorem 3.1 Let P and Q be two polygons which are monotone with respect to the same line
2, that is, the intersection of every line orthogonal to £ and any of them s a connected interval,
possibly empty. Let n be the total amount of edges of P and Q. Then

Sorting X +Y — Computing P & Q

Proof Let us construct rectilinear polygons P and @ as illustrated in Fig. 1. We generate
the vertices of the staircase part in P and @ by taking them along the same line L as the figure
shows: the intersection of a vertical line at z; (y;) with line L will be a vertex of P (Q) on the
staircase. It is not difficult to see that by traversing the vertices on the lower staircase in P @& Q
we get the values of X +Y sorted. O

It has been shown ([4]) that the sum P & @ of two monotone polygons can be computed in
O(n?logn).
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