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Abstract. This paper addresses the problem of deciding the lower-bound-
edness of an arbitrary real polynomial p in n variables. To this end, we intro-

duce and investigate the n-th non-critical tangency value polynomial of p at a

point a in the ambient space, denoted by φp,a. This is a univariate polynomial
with coefficients in the field of Puiseux series, and its roots represent the n-th

non-critical tangency values of p at a.

We demonstrate that, when a is generic, the decision problem can be re-
duced to identifying the number of certain roots of φp,a, which can be ef-

fectively handled by Sturm’s theorem. Building on this approach, we design

a probabilistic algorithm that decides whether a given real polynomial p is
lower-bounded. The experimental results indicate that, in the tested scenar-

ios, the proposed algorithm is highly efficient and outperforms the sole existing

method based on quantifier elimination.

1. Introduction

A real polynomial p in n variables is said to be lower-bounded over Rn if there
exists a real number γ such that all of its values are greater than γ. This property
is fundamental in polynomial optimization, since it guarantees that the infimum
of p is finite. In fact, lower-boundedness constitutes an explicit prerequisite for
algorithms, for example in [22, 14], that compute global infima.

In the seminal work on polynomial optimization [23], Shor emphasized the intrinsic
difficulty of deciding whether a polynomial is lower-bounded, stating that

“Checking that a given polynomial function is lower-bounded is far from trivial.”

This decision problem can be solved completely by using quantifier elimination
over the reals. In particular, the polynomial p is lower-bounded if and only if the
following statement is true:

(1.1) ∃ t ∀x : p(x)− t > 0.

Determining the Boolean truth value of this statement can be achieved via the
cylindrical algebraic decomposition (CAD) [7]; however, its computational com-
plexity grows doubly exponentially with the number of variables n [9]. Although
many refinements of CAD have been developed (see [6] and the references therein),
solving the decision problem by means of quantifier elimination still suffers from
extremely high computational complexity. Moreover, to the best of our knowledge,
no approach independent of quantifier elimination has yet been proposed to address
this problem.
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Despite its fundamental importance in polynomial optimization, there exist only
a few works addressing the theoretical characterization of lower-boundeness. Re-
cently, a necessary and sufficient condition for a polynomial p to be lower-bounded,
formulated in terms of its tangency values, was established in [21]; However, its
proof does not yield an explicit algorithmic framework for resolving the lower-
boundedness decision problem.

In this paper, we establish a new necessary and sufficient criterion for lower-
boundedness. Our approach builds upon the technique developed in [10] for decid-
ing non-negativity using Sturm’s theorem. In particular, we introduce the so-called
the n-th non-critical tangency value polynomial of p at a point a in Rn, denoted
by φp,a, see Definition 3.9. This is a univariate polynomial with coefficients in the
field of Puiseux series F = R{{ϖ}}, where ϖ is a positive infinitesimal. The roots of
φp,a correspond to the n-th non-critical tangency values of p. Our main theoretical
result (Theorem 5.1) states that, for a generic point a ∈ Rn,

p is lower-bounded if and only if v(p, a) = 0,

where v(p, a) is the difference of the numbers of sign variations of the Sturm se-
quence of φp,a at minus infinites −∞F and −∞. Consequently, the decision problem
is reduced to identifying those roots of φp,a that lie in the interval (−∞F,−∞).

Building on this approach, we design a probabilistic algorithm (Algorithm 3) that
decides whether a given real polynomial p is lower-bounded. Our experiments
indicate that the proposed algorithm achieves higher efficiency than using quantifier
elimination for small-scale dense polynomials.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces nota-
tions and auxiliary results on asymptotic tangency values, computational algebraic
geometry, Puiseux series, and Sturm’s theorem. Fundamental results concerning
non-critical tangency value polynomials are established Section 3. Section 4 defines
the property of being T-good, proves its genericity, and provides a procedure to test
it. Section 5 presents Algorithm 3 for deciding lower-boundedness of polynomials.
Finally, Section 6 reports the experimental results and compares the performance
of the proposed algorithm with that of quantifier elimination.

2. Background and notations

We denote by R[x] the ring of polynomials in the variables x = (x1, . . . , xn) with
coefficients in a ring R. We use R and C to denote the fields of real and complex
numbers, respectively.

2.1. Asymptotic tangency values. Let p be a non-constant polynomial in R[x].
The tangency set [17] of p at a point a ∈ Rn is defined to be the following set

ΓR(p, a) :=
{
x ∈ Rn | there exists λ ∈ R s.t. ∇p(x)− λ(x− a) = 0

}
,

where ∇p is the gradient vector of p. The condition in the definition of ΓR(p, a)
is equivalent to the fact that the system of two vectors {∇p(x), x − a} is linear
dependent. Geometrically, ΓR(p, a) consists of all points x in Rn where the level
set of p is tangent to the sphere centered at a with radius ∥x−a∥. The set ΓR(p, a)
is an unbounded semi-algebraic set [17, Lemma 2.3]. It follows from the definition
that ΓR(p, a) contains the set of critical points of p - the real zeros of ∇p.
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Let R̃ := R∪{−∞,+∞}. The set of asymptotic tangency values of p at a is defined
as the following set:

T∞(p, a) =
{
λ ∈ R̃ | ∃xk ∈ ΓR(p, a), ∥xk∥ → +∞, p(xk) → λ

}
⊂ R̃.

The set of asymptotic tangency values is finite. Moreover, p is lower-bounded if
and only if the minimum of T∞(p, a) is finite or equal to +∞. These statements
are summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.1 ([16, Lemma 2.1], and [21, Theorem 4.1]). Let a ∈ Rn be given.
Then, the set T∞(p, a) is finite. Moreover, the polynomial p is lower-bounded if and
only if

min
{
T∞(p, a)

}
> −∞.

2.2. Ideals and Gröbner bases. Let K be a field, and denote by K its algebraic
closure. An additive subgroup I of K[x] is said to be an ideal of K[x] if pq ∈ I for
any p ∈ I and q ∈ K[x]. Given p1, . . . , ps in K[x], we denote by ⟨p1, . . . , ps⟩ the ideal
generated by p1, . . . , ps. If I is an ideal of K[x] then, according to Hilbert’s basis
theorem [8, Chapter 2, §5], there exist p1, . . . , ps ∈ K[x] such that I = ⟨p1, . . . , ps⟩.
The variety of an ideal I, denoted by VK(I), is defined as the set of all common
complex zeros of the polynomials in I:

VK(I) =
{
α ∈ Kn

: p(α) = 0, ∀p ∈ I
}
.

Let > be a monomial ordering on K[x] and I ̸= {0} be an ideal of K[x]. We denote
by LT>(I) the set of all leading terms LT>(p) for p ∈ I, and by ⟨LT>(I)⟩ the ideal
generated by the elements of LT>(I). A subset G = {p1, . . . , ps} of I is said to be
a Gröbner basis of I with respect to the monomial order > if

⟨LT>(p1), . . . ,LT>(ps)⟩ = ⟨LT>(I)⟩ .

A Gröbner basis of I really is a generating set of I, i.e. ⟨p1, . . . , ps⟩ = I. Every
ideal in K[x] has a Gröbner basis. A Gröbner basis G is reduced if the two following
conditions hold: the leading coefficient of p is 1, for all p ∈ G; and, for all p ∈ G,
there are no monomials of p lying in ⟨LT>(G \ {p})⟩. Every ideal I has a unique
reduced Gröbner basis. Algorithms for computing Gröbner bases, such as those
presented in [5, 11], are well established. For additional background, we refer the
reader to [8].

2.3. The field of Puiseux series over R. Denote by K{{ϖ}} the field of Puiseux
series over a field K, where ϖ is a positive infinitesimal. Recall that, K{{ϖ}}
consists of the series of form

φ(ϖ) =
∑
n≥ℓ

anϖ
n/N with n,N ∈ Z, an ∈ K, aℓ ̸= 0, N > 0.

The exponent ℓ/N is called the order of φ, denoted by ord φ. The term aℓϖ
ℓ/N and

aℓ are called the leading term and leading coefficient of φ and denoted by LT(φ)
and LC(φ) respectively. There is a morphism

lim
ϖ→0

: R{{ϖ}} → R∪{−∞,+∞}
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satisfying

lim
ϖ→0

φ(ϖ) =


0, if ord φ > 0,

LC(φ), if ord φ = 0,

+∞ if ord φ < 0 and LC(φ) > 0,

−∞ if ord φ < 0 and LC(φ) < 0.

In R{{ϖ}} we consider a total order > defined as follows: φ > 0 if and only if
LC(φ) > 0. Then, the field (R{{ϖ}}, >) is a real closed field. That is, every
positive element of R{{ϖ}} has a square root in R{{ϖ}} and any polynomial of odd
degree with coefficients in R{{ϖ}} has at least one root in R{{ϖ}}. The algebraic
closure of R{{ϖ}} is isomorphic to C{{ϖ}}. For further details, we refer the reader
to [2, Chapter 2].

Throughout this paper, we denote by F the field R{{ϖ}} and by F its algebraic
closure. We also use R(ϖ) to denote the field of rational functions in ϖ over R.
In F, one may define a notion of limit analogous to the usual epsilon-delta (ε-δ)
definition in R, denoted by Flim, where ε, δ are assumed to be in F. Let us denote

−∞F = Flimn→+∞ −ϖ−n, +∞F = Flimn→+∞ϖ
−n

and F̃ := F ∪ {−∞F,+∞F}. Note that the sequence {n} is not convergent in F̃.

2.4. Sturm’s theorem. Let φ be a polynomial in F[t]. The Sturm sequence of
the polynomial φ is defined as follows: φ0 := φ, φ1 := φ′, and for each i > 1,

φi+1 := − rem(φi−1, φi),

where rem(φi−1, φi) is the remainder of the Euclidean division of φi−1 by φi. It is
clear that deg(φi+1) < deg(φi). Let k be the first index i such that degφi = 0. The
last nonzero polynomial φ is then a nonzero constant. The length k of the Sturm
sequence is at most the degree of φ.

Let α ∈ F be a point. Define vφ(α) as the number of sign changes in the sequence
φ0(α), φ1(α), . . . , φk(α), ignoring any zero values. The following result is Sturm’s
theorem over the real closed field F, see [2, Theorem 2.50].

Theorem 2.2 (Sturm’s theorem). Let α < β be elements in F∪{−∞F,−∞} such
that neither α nor β are not roots of φ. Then the number of roots of φ in the
interval (α, β) in F is given by:

vφ(α)− vφ(β).

3. Properties of non-critical tangency value polynomials

Let p be a non-constant polynomial in R[x]. This section presents the concept of

the n-th non-critical tangency value polynomial of p at a given point a ∈ Fn
, where

F is the algebraic closure of F = R{{ϖ}}, and discusses its main properties.

3.1. Tangency points and values over F. The following n polynomials, asso-
ciated with the partial derivatives of p and the point a, will be used frequently
throughout this work:

(3.1) Φi(x, a) = (xi − ai)∂p/∂xn − (xn − an)∂p/∂xi, i = 1, . . . , n− 1,
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and

(3.2) Φn(x, a) := ϖ
(
(x1 − a1)

2 + . . .+ (xn − an)
2
)
− 1.

The set of tangency points over F of p at a ∈ Fn
is defined as the following subset

of Fn
:

(3.3) ΓF(p, a) :=
{
x ∈ Fn | Φi(x, a) = 0, ∀i = 1, · · · , n

}
.

Apart from ΓF(p, a), we now define a subset of it, which will play a crucial role in
the subsequent analysis.

Definition 3.1. The following set is called the n-th set of non-critical tangency
points of p with respect to a:

∆F(p, a) := ΓF(p, a) \ Σ
n
C(p),

where Σn
C(p) is the set of complex roots of ∂p/∂xn – the n-partial derivative of p.

The i-th set of non-critical tangency points can be defined analogously by replacing
n with i, where i = 1, . . . , n− 1. In this study, it suffices to consider only the n-th
set. Since the context is clear, the index n is be omitted from the notation.

Clearly, ∆F(p, a) does not contain the set of complex critical points of p. This set
can be expressed as the solution set of the following mixed system consisting of n
polynomial equations and one polynomial inequation:

(3.4) ∆F(p, a) =
{
x ∈ Fn | Φ1(x, a) = 0, · · · ,Φn(x, a) = 0, ∂p/∂xn ̸= 0

}
.

Proposition 3.2. The image set p
(
∆F(p, a)

)
⊂ F is finite.

Proof. Since ∆F(p, a) ⊂ ΓF(p, a), the finiteness of p(∆F(p, a)) is an immediate con-
sequence of the finiteness of p(ΓF(p, a)). Thus, it remains to establish the finiteness
of p(∆F(p, a)).

We consider ϖ as a non-zero real parameter. Let Iϖ be the ideal I in R[x] defined
as follows:

(3.5) Iϖ :=
〈
Φ1(x, a), . . . , Φn−1(x, a), Φn(x, a)

〉
.

From the definitions of Φi’s in (3.1) and (3.2), VC(Iϖ) is the set of complex critical
points of p over the sphere centered at a, which is considered as a complex vector
with parameter ϖ, with radius 1/w. This set has finitely connected components,
and according to the proof of [10, Proposition 3.2], p is constant in each of its
connected component. Hence, the image set p(VC(Iϖ)) is finite (in F). It follows
from (3.3) that if we substitute VC(Iϖ) = ΓF(p, a), then the set p(ΓF(p, a)) ⊂ F is
finite. □

Remark 3.3. It follows from the proof of Proposition 3.2 that the image set p
(
ΓF(p, a)

)
is finite.

Example 3.4. Consider the bivariate polynomial p = x1−x2 and a = (0, 0). Since
∂p/∂x2 = −2, ΓF(p, a) coincides with ∆F(p, a), and (3.3) becomes

ΓF(p, a) = {x ∈ Fn | x1 + x2 = 0, w(x21 + x22)− 1 = 0}

= {x ∈ Fn | x1 = −x2 = ± 1√
2
ϖ−1/2}.

Therefore, p
(
ΓF(p, a)

)
= {±

√
2ϖ−1/2} is finite.
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In the following, we introduce some notations concerning the sets of tangency points
in Fn and Fn

:

ΓF(p, a) := Fn ∩ΓF(p, a) and ∆F(p, a) := Fn ∩∆F(p, a).

The following property clarifies the importance of ∆F(p, a), and hence of ∆F(p, a),
in analyzing the behavior of p at −∞.

Lemma 3.5. Let x be in ΓF(p, a). If limϖ→0 p(x) = −∞, then x lies in ∆F(p, a).

Proof. Assume that limϖ→0 p(x) = −∞, but, on the contrary, x /∈ ∆F(p, a). It
then follows from the definition of ∆F(p, a) that x ∈ Σn

R(p), and hence p(x) is a real
number independent of ϖ. This leads to a contradiction. □

We now discuss the relationship of the set of asymptotic tangency values and
ΓF(p, a) - the set of tangency points in F.

Lemma 3.6. Let a be a given point in Rn. Then, the following identity holds

T∞(p, a) =
{

lim
ϖ→0

p(x) | x ∈ ΓF(p, a)
}
.

Proof. We only need to prove the inclusion ⊆, as the inverse is obvious. Assume
that λ ∈ T∞(p, a). Then there exists a sequence xk ∈ ΓF(p, a) such that ∥xk∥ → ∞
and p(xk) → λ. By a version at infinity of the curve selection lemma [20], there
exists a Nash curve φ(τ) in Rn of form

φ(τ) =
∑
k≤k0

akτ
k with ak ∈ Rn, ak0

̸= 0,

such that Φi(φ(τ)) = 0, for all i = 1, . . . , n and φ(τ) → ∞ and p(φ(τ)) → λ as
τ → ∞. We see that k0 > 0 because φ(τ) → ∞ as τ → ∞. Solving the equation
ϖ = ∥φ(τ)− a∥2, we obtain a series τ = ϕ(ϖ) in F satisfying

ϖ = ∥φ(ϕ(ϖ))− a∥2 and lim
ϖ→0

∥ϕ(ϖ)∥ = +∞.

Then, the element x = φ(ϕ(ϖ)) lies in ΓF(p, a) and satisfies limϖ→0 p(x) = λ. □

The relationship of ∆F(p, a) and the lower-boundedness of p is stated in the follow-
ing proposition, which will be used in the proof of the main result – Theorem 5.1.

Proposition 3.7. Let a be in Rn. The following statements are equivalent:

(i) p is lower-bounded;
(ii) For all x ∈ ∆F(p, a), the limit limϖ→0 p(x) belongs to R∪{+∞}.

Proof. Assume that (i) holds. It follows from Theorem 2.1 and Lemma 3.6 that (i)
is equivalent to the following statement: limϖ→0 p(x) belongs to R∪{+∞} for all
x ∈ ΓF(p, a). Consequently, (i) implies (ii).

It suffices to show that (ii) implies (i). Indeed, assume that (ii) holds, but, on the
contrary, −∞ ∈ T∞(p, a). There exist x ∈ ΓF(p, a) such that limϖ→0 p(x) = −∞.
According to Lemma 3.5, x belongs to ∆F(p, a). This yields a contradiction. □
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3.2. Non-critical tangency value polynomials. Recall that a polynomial φ in
R(ϖ)[t] is square-free if gcd(φ,φ′) = 1, i.e. the greatest common divisor of φ
and its derivative is 1. A polynomial θ in R(ϖ)[t] is the square-free part of φ if
φ = θ × gcd(φ,φ′).

By Proposition 3.2, one can define a univariate polynomial in F[t] whose roots
coincide with the set p(∆F(p, a)). The following proposition strengthens this result
by showing that the coefficients of such a polynomial actually lie in R(ϖ).

Proposition 3.8. Let a be in Rn. There exists a unique, up to multiplication by
a nonzero scalar in R(ϖ), square-free univariate polynomial in R(ϖ)[t] whose root
set coincides with the image set p(∆F(p, a)).

Definition 3.9. The square-free univariate polynomial in R(ϖ)[t] mentioned in
Proposition 3.8 is called the n-th non-critical tangency value polynomial of p at a.

Proof of Proposition 3.8 We enlarge the polynomial ring by introducing auxiliary
variables t and s. Let I denote the ideal in R(ϖ)[s, x, t] defined as follows:

(3.6) I :=
〈
p(x)− t, Φ1(x, a), . . . , Φn(x, a), s× ∂p/∂xn − 1

〉
.

According to Hilbert’s basis theorem, there exists a finite list B of generators of
the ideal I ∩R(ϖ)[t]. Since R(ϖ)[t] is a principal ideal domain, ⟨B⟩ is principal,
there exists a polynomial φ̄ ∈ R(ϖ)[t] such that ⟨φ̄⟩ = I ∩R(ϖ)[t]. Let φ be the
square-free part of φ̄.

We prove that the root set of φ coincides with p(∆F(p, a)). Assume that λ ∈ F is a

root of φ. By the definition of φ, λ is also a root of φ̄. Then, there exist s ∈ F and
x̄ ∈ Fn

such that λ = p(x̄) and x̄ is a root of the following polynomial system{
Φ1(x, a), . . . , Φn(x, a), s× ∂p/∂xn − 1

}
.

The identity s × ∂p/∂xn(x̄) − 1 = 0 implies that ∂p/∂xn(x̄) ̸= 0. It follows that
x̄ ∈ ∆F(p, a), and that λ is an element of p(∆F(p, a)). The converse inclusion,
namely that each value in p(∆F(p, a)) is a root of φ, is established by an analogous
argument. □

Remark 3.10. The preceding notion can be naturally extended to the case a in Fn.
Repeating the proof of Proposition 3.8 shows that there exists a unique square-free
polynomial in F[t], up to multiplication by a nonzero scalar in F, whose root set is
p(∆F(p, a)). This polynomial is also denoted by φp,a.

3.3. Computing φp,a. Guided by the arguments in the proof of Proposition 3.8,
we design Algorithm 1 for computing the polynomial φp,a using Gröbner basis
computations.

Algorithm 1 Computing φp,a – the n-th non-critical tangency value polynomial

Input: p in R[x] and a ∈ Rn

Output: φp,a

1: Compute G – the reduced Gröbner basis of I given in (3.6) w.r.t the pure
lexicographic monomial order s > x > t in R(ϖ)[s, x, t]

2: Let {φ̄} = G ∩ R(ϖ)[t] and compute φ – the square-free part of φ̄
3: Return φ
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Description. The input of Algorithm 1 includes p in R[x] and a ∈ Rn. The output
is the n-th non-critical tangency value polynomial of p at a. Step 1 computes the
the reduced Gröbner basis G of I, w.r.t the pure lexicographic monomial order
>, in the ring R(ϖ)[s, x, t]. Step 2 guarantees that the resulting polynomial φ is
square-free.

Correctness. The correctness of Algorithm 1 is guaranteed by the arguments in the
proof of Proposition 3.8: After Step 2, φ is a square-free univariate polynomial in
R(ϖ)[t] whose root set coincides with the image set p(∆F(p, a)).

Example 3.11. Consider the bivarite polynomial q = (x1x2 − 1)2 + x22 and a =
(0, 0). One computes the reduced Gröbner basis G of the following ideal with
respect to the pure lexicographic monomial order s > x1 > x2 > t in the ring
R(ϖ)[s, x1, x2, t]:

I =
〈
q − t, x1∂q/∂x2 − x2∂q/∂x1, ϖ(x21 + x22)− 1, s× ∂q/∂x2 − 1

〉
,

where t, s are new variables as in Step 1. One then obtains φ̄ in Step 2 as follows:

φ̄ = 16ϖ5t4 −
(
40ϖ5 + 32ϖ4 + 8ϖ3

)
t3 +

(
49ϖ5 + 60ϖ4 + 14ϖ3 + 12ϖ2 +ϖ

)
t2

−
(
42ϖ5 + 49ϖ4 + 26ϖ3 − 2ϖ2 + 4w + 1

)
t+

(
17ϖ5 + 21ϖ4 − 5ϖ3 + 3ϖ2 +ϖ

)
.

This polynomial is square-free. It follows that φ ≡ φ̄ and this is the tangency value
polynomial of q at (0, 0).

4. The property of being T-good

4.1. Definition and properties. This subsection introduces a new notion con-
cerning the relationship between the cardinalities of p

(
∆F(p, a)

)
and ∆F(p, a).

Definition 4.1. An element a ∈ Fn
is called T-good for the polynomial p if

(4.1) ♯ p
(
∆F(p, a)

)
= ♯ ∆F(p, a).

As the set p
(
∆F(p, a)

)
is finite, the T-goodness of a implies that the set ∆F(p, a)

is finite as well, and that p is injective when restricted to ∆F(p, a). The genericity
of the T-good property will be demonstrated in Theorem 4.4.

Example 4.2. Consider the polynomial p and point a given in Example 3.4. It
follows from the results of that example that the two sets p

(
ΓF(p, a)

)
and ΓF(p, a)

have the same number of elements. Hence, we conclude that a is T-good for p.

The following proposition establishes a fundamental property of T-goodness: the
image of ΓF(p, a) under p coincides with the n-th set of non-critical tangency values
of p in F.

Proposition 4.3. Assume that a ∈ Fn
is T-good for the polynomial p ∈ R[x]. The

following equality holds:

(4.2) p (∆F(p, a)) = p
(
∆F(p, a)

)
∩ F .

Proof. We only need to verify the inclusion p (∆F(p, a)) ⊃ p
(
∆F(p, a)

)
∩ F . Take

any element λ in p
(
∆F(p, a)

)
∩ F. Then, there exists z ∈ Fn

such that p(z) = λ
and z ∈ ∆F(p, a). However, we have z̄ ∈ ∆F(p, a), where z̄ = (z̄1, . . . , z̄n) with z̄i
is the conjugate of zi in F, and p(z̄) = λ. It follows from Definition 4.1 that z = z̄
and hence λ must belong to p (∆F(p, a)). □
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4.2. Genericity of the T-goodness. This subsection is devoted to proving the
genericity of the T-goodness. For this purpose, we introduce some additional nota-
tions.

Let ∆F(p) be a subset of F2n
defined as follows:

∆F(p) :=
{
(x, a) ∈ F2n | Φ1(x, a) = 0, · · · ,Φn(x, a) = 0, ∂p/∂xn ̸= 0

}
,

where Φi’s are defined in (3.1) and (3.2). The two natural projections

π1, π2 : F2n → Fn

are defined by π1(x, a) = x and π2(x, a) = a. For each a ∈ Fn
, we define a set

∆F(p, a) in Fn
as

∆F(p, a) := π1
(
π−1
2 (a) ∩∆F(p)

)
.

Clearly, if we fix a ∈ Fn
, then ∆F(p, a) coincides with the set defined in (3.3).

Theorem 4.4. There exists a Zariski open subset U in Rn such that all elements
a in U are T-good for p.

Proof. The proof is conducted in five claims as follows.

Claim 1: The restricted morphism π2 : ∆F(p) → Fn
is Zariski dominant. That is,

the Zariski closure of π2
(
∆F(p)

)
is equal to Fn

. Indeed, we first prove that the
map of rings

π∗
2 : F[a] → F[x, a]/⟨Φ1, . . . ,Φn⟩

is injective. Suppose that this is not the case. Then, for some non-zero element
f ∈ F[a], π∗

2(f) = 0. This means that

f(a) =

n∑
i=1

ci(x, a)Φi(x, a)

for some polynomials ci(x, a) in F[x, a]. Let α ∈ Rn be an element such that
f(α) ̸= 0, and let ϖ be fixed with a small value, then ci(x, α) and Φi(x, α) are
polynomials in R[x] for all i = 1, . . . , n. Clearly, the set

(4.3)
{
x ∈ Rn | Φ1(x, α) = · · · = Φn(ϖ,x, α) = 0

}
is the set of critical points of p on the sphere centered at α with radius ϖ:

Sϖ :=
{
x ∈ Rn | Φn(x, α) = ϖ

(
(x1 − α1)

2 + . . .+ (xn − αn)
2
)
− 1 = 0

}
.

The set in (4.3) is obviously nonempty because Sϖ is a nonempty, compact, and
smooth manifold. Let x̂ ∈ Sϖ be a critical point of p over Sϖ. Then Φi(x̂, α) = 0
for all i = 1, . . . , n. Therefore,

0 ̸= f(α) =

n∑
i=1

ci(x̂, α)Φi(x̂, α) = 0,

which is a contradiction. Hence, the map π∗
2 : F[a] → F[x, a]/⟨Φ1, . . . ,Φn⟩ is injec-

tive and so is the map

π∗
2 : F[a] → F[x, a]/⟨Φ1, . . . ,Φn⟩.

This implies that the morphism π2 : ∆F(p) → Fn
is dominant.

Claim 2: ∆F(p) is a smooth variety of dimension n in F2n
. Given α ∈ Rn as

shown in Claim 1, the set defined by equation (4.3) is nonempty; therefore, so is
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∆F(p). Let (x̂, â) be a point in ∆F(p). By the definition, ∂p/∂xn (x̂) ̸= 0, hence

there exists a neighbourhood V of (x̂, â) in F2n
such that ∂p/∂xn(x) ̸= 0 for all

(x, a) ∈ V ∩∆F(p). Consequently, we may write

V ∩∆F(p) =
{
(x, a) ∈ V | Φi(x, a) = 0, i = 1, . . . , n

}
.

We denote by M(x, a) the following matrix:

M(x, a) =

[
∂Φi

∂aj
(x, a)

]
1≤i,j≤n

.

A direct computation shows that

ϖ(xn − an) det
(
M(x, a)

)
=

(
∂p/∂xn(x)

)n−1 ̸= 0,

hence, that det (M(x, a)) ̸= 0 for all (x, a) ∈ V ∩ ∆F(p). Therefore, ∆F(p) is a

smooth variety of dimension n in F2n
.

Claim 3: There exists an open analytic subset U in Fn
such that all elements a

in U are T-good for p.

Recall from Claim 1 that π2 : ∆F(p) → Fn
, (x, a) 7→ a is dominant. By the generic

smoothness theorem, see e.g. [24, Theorem 25.3.3], there exists an open dense
V ⊂ Fn such that π2 is smooth over V and for every a ∈ V the fiber π−1

2 (a) is finite.
Moreover, by shrinking V, it follows from [15, Proposition 9.7.8] that the number
of points of π−1

2 (a) is constant for all a in V. We now take a point â in V and let

π−1
2 (â) = {(x1, â), . . . , (xr, â)}.

Since, for each k = 1, . . . , r the morphism π2 is smooth at (xj , â), it follows that the
matrix M(xk, â) is invertible. According to the implicit function theorem, see e.g.
[13, Theorem I.1.18], there exist an analytic open neighbourhood U ′ of â in V and
neighbourhoods Vk of xk and analytic functions φk : U ′ → Vk such that φk(â) = xk

and

Φ1(φk(a), a) = · · · = Φn(φk(a), a) = 0,

for all a ∈ U ′. By shrinking U ′ and Vk we may assume that Vi∩Vj = ∅ for all i ̸= j.
Then, one has

π−1
2 (U ′) =

r⋃
j=1

Vj × U ′.

Indeed, take an element a ∈ U ′, the points (φk(a), a) ∈ π−1
2 (a) for all k = 1, . . . , r.

Hence

π−1
2 (a) = {(φ1(a), a), . . . , (φr(a), a)}

since ♯ π−1
2 (a) = r.

Let U be the open analytic subset in Fn
defined as the set of elements a in U ′ such

that p(φi(a)) ̸= p(φj(a)) for all i ̸= j in {1, . . . , r}. Then

♯ p
(
∆F(p, a)

)
= ♯ ∆F(p, a) = r,

for all a ∈ U .
Claim 4: There exists a Zariski open subset U in Fn

such that all elements a in
U are T-good for p.
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Consider the morphism p̃ : F2n → Fn+1
mapping (x, a) to (p(x), a) and denote by

Y the Zariski closure of p̃
(
∆F(p)

)
in Fn+1

. Applying [15, Proposition 9.7.8] to the
morphisms π2 and

π̃2 : Y → Fn
, (t, a) 7→ a,

we obtain a Zariski open subset U of Fn
such that ♯ π−1

2 (a) and ♯ π̃−1
2 (a) are

constant on U . By Claim 3, there exists an analytic open subset U ′ ⊂ Fn
such that

all a ∈ U ′ are T-good for p. As U is Zariski open in Fn
, the intersection U ∩ U ′ is

nonempty. Hence, for all a ∈ U , we have

♯ p
(
∆F(p, a)

)
= ♯ p

(
∆F(p, b)

)
= ♯ ∆F(p, b) = ♯ ∆F(p, a),

where b is an element in U ∩ U ′.

Claim 5: There exists a Zariski open subset U in Rn such that all elements a in
U are T-good for p.

We consider the ideal

I = ⟨Φ1(x, a), . . . ,Φn(x, a), p(x)− t⟩

in R[ϖ,x, a, t]. Let φ denote a (square-free) polynomial in R[ϖ, a, t] generating the
radical of the ideal I ∩R(ϖ, a)[t].
Let

J = ⟨Φ1(x, a), . . . ,Φn(x, a), g(x, b)− t⟩.
be an ideal in R[ϖ,x, a, b, t], where g(x, b) = b1x1 + . . .+ bnxn. Let ψ be a square-
free polynomial in R[ϖ, a, b, t] generating the radical of the ideal J ∩R(ϖ, a, b)[t].
Notice that, for each a ∈ Fn

one has

degφp,a(t) = ♯ p
(
∆F(p, a)

)
and degt(ψa) = ♯ ∆F(p, a),

where ψa denotes the polynomial ψ evaluated at a in R[ϖ, b, t]. Let us define a

Zariski open subset in Fn
as follows:

UF := {a ∈ Fn | degt φ = degφp,a(t) and degt ψ = degt ψa}.

Let U be a Zariski open subset in Fn
obtained in Claim 4. Then U ∩ UF ̸= ∅, and

therefore

♯ p
(
∆F(p, a)

)
= degt(φ) = degφp,a(t)

= degt(ψ) = ♯ ∆F(p, a)

for all a ∈ UF. Let U be a Zariski open subset in Rn defined by

U := {a ∈ Rn | degt φ = degφp,a(t) and degt ψ = degφg,a}.

This leads U ⊂ UF, and therefore we conclude that all a ∈ U are T-good for p. □

Remark 4.5. Let θp,a be the square-free part of a generator of J ∩R(ϖ)[x1], where

(4.4) J :=
〈
Φ1(x, a), . . . , Φn(x, a), s× ∂p/∂xn − 1

〉
is an ideal in R(ϖ)[s, x]. Then there exists a Zariski open subset U in Rn such that
all elements a in U satisfy the condition deg θp,a = degφp,a.

Indeed, let us consider the point â, its analytic neighbourhood U ′, and the analytic
functions φk : U ′ → Vk as in the proof of Claim 3 of Theorem 4.4. Let U ′′ be the
set of elements a in U ′ such that π1(φi(a)) ̸= π1(φj(a)) and p(φi(a)) ̸= p(φj(a))
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for all i ̸= j in {1, . . . , r}. Here π1 : Fn → F denotes the projection on the first
coordinate. Then for all a ∈ U ′′ one has

(4.5) deg θp,a = degφp,a = ♯ ∆F(p, a).

Applying the same argument as in the proof of Claim 5 of Theorem 4.4 we obtain
a Zariski open subset U in Rn such that all elements a in U satisfy (4.5).

From Theorem 4.4 and Remark 4.5, we immediately obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 4.6. There exists a Zariski open subset U in Rn such that all elements
a in U satisfy the condition (4.5).

4.3. A sufficient condition. Testing the equality (4.1) directly may be difficult
in general. We therefore provide a sufficient condition relying on (4.5) for the
T-goodness of a that can be verified algorithmically.

Assume that ∆F(p, a) is finite. Let G be the reduced Gröbner basis of J given in
(4.4) w.r.t the pure lexicographic monomial order s > xn > · · · > x1 in R(ϖ)[s, x].

Proposition 4.7. Assume that deg θp,a = degφp,a. Then, the following statements
are equivalent:

(i) a is T-good for p;
(ii) R(ϖ)[s, x] is in shape position w.r.t the order >, i.e. there exist univariate

polynomials θ2, . . . , θn+1 in R(ϖ)[x1] such that

(4.6) G =
[
θp,a(x1), x2 − θ2(x1), . . . , xn − θn(x1), s− θn+1(x1)

]
.

Proof. Clearly, ∆F(p, a) is the image of VF(J ) under the natural projection

Fn+1 → Fn
, (s, x) 7→ x.

Hence, the x1-coordinate values of the points in ∆F(p, a) and in VF(J ) coincide.

Assume that (i) holds. By assumption, one has deg θp,a = ♯∆F(p, a). Hence, the
roots of θp,a(x1) are the x1-coordinate values of the points in VF(J ). According to
the Shape Lemma [12], R(ϖ)[s, x] is in shape position w.r.t the order >.

Suppose that (ii) holds. The roots of θp,a are the x1-coordinate values of the points
in VF(J ). It follows that the roots of θ(x1) are the x1-coordinate values of the
points in ∆F(p, a). Hence,

∆F(p, a) =
{
x ∈ Fn

: θp,a(x1) = 0, x2 = θ2(x1), . . . , xn = θn(x1)
}
,

and the cardinality of this set equals deg θp,a. Therefore, a is T-good for p. □

Denote by C the following condition:

(C) deg θp,a = degφp,a and R(ϖ)[s, x] is in shape position.

Remark 4.8. Proposition 4.7 establishes that (C) is sufficient to ensure that a is
T-good for p. In addition, Corollary 4.6 implies that this condition holds generically.

The polynomial θp,a is computed in the same manner as φ in Step 2 of Algorithm 1,
by working with the ideal J . Once the reduced Gröbner basisG has been computed,
checking whether it is in shape normal form (4.6) becomes a straightforward task.
Hence, (C) is checkable in practice. In the following, Algorithm 2 is designed to
check (C).
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Algorithm 2 Testing (C) - a sufficient condition for T-goodness

Input: p in R[x] and a ∈ Rn

Output: [boo, φ]

1: Perform Algorithm 1 with the input p, a, and let φ be the output
2: Compute G – the reduced Gröbner basis of J given in (4.4) w.r.t the pure

lexicographic monomial order s > xn > · · · > x1 in R(ϖ)[s, x]
3: Let {θ̄} = G ∩ R(ϖ)[t] and compute θ – the square-free part of θ̄
4: If (C) holds then return [true, φ], else return [false, φ]

Description. The input of Algorithm 2 is a polynomial p in R[x] together with a
point a ∈ Rn. Its output is the pair [boo, φ], where boo is a Boolean value that
returns true if and only if a is T-good for p, and φ is the n-th non-critical tangency
value polynomial of p at a. The goal of Step 1 is computing φ using Algorithm 1.
Steps 2–3 are dedicated to computing θ.

Correctness. After Step 1, φ is the n-th non-critical tangency value polynomial of p
at a. The polynomial θ obtained after Step 3 has the following property: the roots
of θ(x1) are the x1-coordinate values of the points in VF(J ). One observes that
condition (C) holds if and only if, as stated in Proposition 4.7, a is T-good for p.
Equivalently, this occurs if and only if the Boolean variable boo is equal to true.

Example 4.9. Consider the bivariate polynomial p = x1−x2 and a = (1, 3). After
Steps 1 and 2, one has

φp,a(t) = wt2 + 4wt+ 4w − 2, θp,a(x1) = 2wx21 − 8wx1 + 16w − 1.

Moreover, the J ∩R(ϖ)[s, x1, x2] is in shape position the pure lexicographic mono-
mial order s > x2 > x1 because of:

G =
[
2wx21 − 8wx1 + 16w − 1, x2 + x1 − 4, s+ 1

]
.

Hence, (1, 3) is T-good for p. Algorithm 2 returns [true, wt2 + 4wt+ 4w − 2].

Example 4.10. Consider the polynomial given in Example 3.11 and a = (0, 0).
From the results in the example, the polynomial φp,a is of degree 4. It follows that
♯ p

(
∆F(p, a)

)
= 4 < 8 = deg θp,a ≤ ♯ ∆F(p, a), hence (0, 0) is not T-good for p.

However, one can verify by using Algorithm 2 that a = (1, 3) is T-good for p.

5. Deciding lower-boundedness

In this section, we first establish a necessary and sufficient condition for the lower-
boundedness of a polynomial. Based on this condition, we then develop a proba-
bilistic algorithm to decide whether a given polynomial p is lower-bounded.

Sturm’s theorem will be applied to the interval (−∞F,−∞). For this purpose, we
recall the definitions of the signs of a polynomial φ ∈ F[t] at −∞F and −∞, which
are stated below:

(5.1) sign(φ(−∞F)) =

{
sign(LC(φ)), if deg(φ) is even,

−sign(LC(φ)) if deg(φ) is odd,
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and sign(φ(−∞)) = sign(φ(−r)), for all sufficiently large r > 0. More precisely, if
we write φ(t) =

∑
α≥α0

aα(t)ϖ
α with aα(t) ∈ R[t] and aα0(t) ̸= 0, then

(5.2) sign(φ(−∞)) = sign(aα0(−∞)) =

{
sign(LC(aα0

)), if deg(aα0
) is even,

−sign(LC(aα0
)) if deg(aα0

) is odd.

5.1. A necessary and sufficient condition. Let p ∈ R[x] and recall that φp,a

denotes the n-th non-critical tangency value polynomial of p at a ∈ Rn. With
notations as in Section 2.3, we define

(5.3) v(p, a) := vφp,a
(−∞F)− vφp,a

(−∞).

Once φp,a is obtained, the numbers of sign variations of its Sturm sequence at
−∞F and −∞ can be computed using the rules in (5.1) and (5.2). Consequently,
the invariant v(p, a) is effectively computable. The next result provides a criterion
for the lower-boundedness of a given polynomial.

Theorem 5.1. Let p ∈ R[x] be a polynomial and let a ∈ Rn be T-good for p. Then,
the following are equivalent:

(i) p is lower-bounded;
(ii) v(p, a) = 0.

Proof. By Proposition 3.7, p is lower-bounded if and only if, limϖ→0 p(x) belongs
to R∪{+∞}, equivalently ord p(x) ≥ 0, for all points x in ∆F(p, a). Combining
Proposition 3.8 and the equality (4.2), this is equivalent to the assertion that the
polynomial φp,a has no roots in the interval (−∞F,−∞). The theorem therefore
follows from Sturm’s theorem (Theorem 2.2). □

Example 5.2. Consider the bivariate polynomial p = x1 − x2 and a = (1, 3). As
pointed out in Example 4.9, a is T-good for p and φp,a(t) = wt2 + 4wt + 4w − 2.
The Sturm sequence is given as follows

[wt2 + 4wt+ 4w − 2, 2wt+ 4w, 2].

The two lists of signs of the sequence at −∞F and −∞ are [+,−,+] and [−,−,+],
respectively. Hence, one has vφp,a

(−∞F) = 2 and vφp,a
(−∞) = 1, and v(p, a) = 1.

According to Theorem 5.1, p is not lower-bounded.

5.2. An algorithm to decide lower-boundedness. Based on the necessary and
sufficient condition introduced in Theorem 5.1, we propose Algorithm 3 to decide
the lower-boundedness of an arbitrary real polynomial p.

Algorithm 3 is probabilistic in nature, since it involves choosing a generic point
a ∈ Rn to ensure that the T-goodness condition holds.

Description. The input of Algorithm 3 is a polynomial p in R[x]. The output is a
Boolean value that returns true if and only if p is lower-bounded. In Step 1, we
choose a random point a ∈ Rn and perform Algorithm 2. The resulting output
[true, φp,a] confirms that a is T-good for p and provides the n-th non-critical tan-
gency value polynomial of p at a. The goal of Step 2 is to determine the numbers
of sign changes −∞F and −∞ of the Sturm sequence of φp,a. Finally, the value
v(p, a) is computed in Step 3.
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Correctness. According to Corollary 4.6 and Remark 4.5, the sufficient condition
C of T-goodness is generic. Hence, if a ∈ Rn is chosen at random, then after Step
1, the first value of the output of Algorithm 2 is true. The output of Algorithm 3
turns true if and only if v(p, a) = 0. By Theorem 5.1, this equality holds precisely
if and only if p is lower-bounded.

Algorithm 3 Deciding the lower-boundedness of a polynomial p

Input: p in R[x]
Output: a Boolean value which equals true if and only if p is lower-bounded

1: Take a random point a ∈ Rn and perform Algorithm 2 with the output
[true, φp,a]

2: Compute the Sturm sequence of φp,a, and then the two numbers of sign
changes vφp,a(−∞F) and vφp,a(−∞) relying on the rules (5.1) and (5.2)

3: Compute v(p, a) as in (5.3)
4: Return true if v(p, a) = 0 and false otherwise

Example 5.3. Consider the bivariate Motzkin polynomial m = x41x
2
2 + x21x

4
2 −

3x21x
2
2 + 1. One takes a = (1, 3) in Step 1 and can verify that a is T-good for m.

The corresponding tangency value polynomial φm,a, computed in Step 2, has degree
6. The sequences of signs at −∞F and −∞ of the Sturm sequence are identical,
namely [+,−,+,+,−,+,−]. Consequently, v(m, a) = 0 and Algorithm 3 returns
true, and hence m is lower-bounded.

Example 5.4. Let q be the polynomial considered in Examples 3.11 and 4.10;
recall that q(x1, x2) = (x1x2 − 1)2 + x22. We summarize the results of Algorithm 3
applied to q and q+x1 at the point a = (1, 3) in Table 1. The results indicate that
q is lower-bounded, whereas q + x1 is not.

T-good degφ signs at −∞F signs at −∞ v output

q yes 8 [+,−,+,−,+,−,+,−,+] [+,−,+,−,+,−,+,−,+] 0 true

q + x1 yes 8 [+,−,+,−,+,−,+,−,+] [−,−,+,−,+,−,+,−,+] 1 false

Table 1. Results of Algorithm 3 for q and q + x1 at a = (1, 3)

5.3. Applications to deciding non-negativity and convexity. This subsec-
tion applies the results in Section 5 to decide non-negativity and convexity of poly-
nomials. Recall from [4, 1] that such decision problems are NP-hard in general.

Deciding non-negativity. A real polynomial p in R[x] is said to be non-negative
over Rn if p(x) for all x ∈ Rn. Characterizing non-negativity of polynomials is a
fundamental problem in both real algebraic geometry and polynomial optimization.

Assume that p has degree d, and p = pd + · · · + p0, where pk is homogeneous of
degree k. Denote by p̄ the homogenization of p,

p̄(x, z) := pd + zpd−1 + · · ·+ zdp0 ∈ R[x, z].

If p is homogeneous, then its lower boundedness and non-negativity are equiva-
lent. This equivalence, however, does not hold for non-homogeneous polynomials.
Nevertheless, by [19, Lemma 3.3] the non-negativity of p is equivalent to the non-
negativity of its homogenization p̄. Hence, we obtain the following lemma:
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Lemma 5.5. A polynomial p ∈ R[x] is non-negative over Rn if and only if p̄ is
lower-bounded over Rn+1.

Thanks to Lemma 5.5, the decision problem for the non-negativity of an arbitrary
polynomial p can be transformed into that of determining the lower-boundedness
of its homogenization p̄. The latter can be addressed by Algorithm 3 introduced in
the preceding section. We illustrate the this method by considering the following
simple two examples.

Example 5.6. Consider the bivariate quadratic polynomial p = x21+x
2
2−3x1x2+1.

Its homogenization is a trivariate quadratic form p̄ = x21 + x22 − 3x1x2 + x23; a =
(1, 2, 3) is T-good for p̄. Algorithm 3 returns false because of v(p̄, a) = 6− 4 ̸= 0.
Hence, p is not non-negative.

Example 5.7. Consider the bivariate quartic form p = x41 + x42 + x21x
2
2 − 3x31x2 −

3x1x
3
2. Since p is homogeneous, its lower-boundedness and non-negativity are equiv-

alent. Applying Algorithm 3 to p at the T-good point a = (1, 2), yields false, as
v(p, a) = 4. Therefore, p is not non-negative.

Deciding convexity. The polynomial p in R[x] is convex if the following inequality
holds for all α, β ∈ Rn and γ ∈ [0, 1]:

p(γα+ (1− γ)β) ≤ γp(α) + (1− γ)p(β).

We write ∇2p to indicate the Hessian matrix of p. For k ∈ [n], there are
(
n
k

)
principal minors of order k of ∇2p. It is clear that if p is in R[x], then so are the
principal minors. Moreover, if deg p = d then the degree of each principal minor
of order k is at most k × (d − 2); particularly, the degree of det(∇2p) may reach
n(d− 2).

From [3, Proposition 1.2.6], p is convex over Rn if and only if its Hessian matrix
∇2p is positive semi-definite for any x in Rn. Thanks to [18, Corollary 7.1.5 and
Theorem 7.2.5], the latter conclusion holds if and only if the principal minors of
∇2p are all non-negative over Rn. Therefore, a necessary and sufficient condition
for the convexity of polynomials is given below:

Lemma 5.8. A polynomial p ∈ R[x] is convex over Rn if and only if q̄ is lower-
bounded, for all principal minor q of ∇2p.

It follows from Lemma 5.8 that the convexity of p can be determined by checking the
lower-boundedness of the homogenizations of the principal minors of ∇2p. Recall
that deciding lower-boundedness of polynomials can be decided using Algorithm 3.
We we illustrate this procedure in the following example.

Example 5.9. Consider the bivariate quartic form p = x41 + x42 + 10x21x
2
2. The

Hessian matrix of p is given as follows:

∇2p =

[
12x21 + 20x22 40x1x2

40x1x2 20x21 + 12x22

]
The principal minors (of order 1 and 2) of ∇2p are the following polynomials:

12x21 + 20x22, 20x
2
1 + 12x22, 240x

4
1 − 1056x21x

2
2 + 240x42.

Since these are homogeneous polynomials, we apply Algorithm 3, which yields the
results true, true, and false, respectively. Consequently, we conclude that p is
not convex.
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6. Practical experiments

This section is twofold. First, we present the experimental results obtained by
applying Algorithm 3 to determine the lower-boundedness of polynomials. Second,
we compare these results with those obtained using existing quantifier elimination.
The algorithm was implemented in Maple 2024, and the results were obtained on
a MacBook Pro M3 with 18 GB of RAM.

In Steps 1-2 of Algorithm 3, to compute the reduced Gröbner basis of an ideal
with respect to a given order, we use the Basis command from the Groebner

package. The square-free part of a polynomial R(ϖ)[t] is computed using the
SquareFreePart command provided by the PolynomialTools package. Further-
more, we implement a procedure to construct the Sturm sequence of a polynomial
φ ∈ R(ϖ)[t] and to determine the sign variation counts vφ(−∞F) and vφ(−∞)
relying on the rules (5.1) and (5.2). The code used in our experiments is openly
available at: https://github.com/hieuvut/lbound.

Our experiment is conducted with the following family of dense bivariate polyno-
mials of degree d with coefficients 1:

pd :=
∑

i+j≤d

xi1x
j
2.

In Table 2, we ignore the subscripts p, a since the context is clear. Let d range
from 3 to 6. The values of degφp,a are reported in the second column. The time
of computing φ, i.e. Step 2 in Algorithm 3, is reported in the third column. The
reported timings correspond to real elapsed time measured in seconds. The second-
to-last column lists the total running time of Algorithm 3, including the step that
verifies whether a = (1, 3) is T -good for pd. We were unable to obtain a result
within four hours of computation, which is indicated by the symbol −.

d degφ computing φ vφ(−∞F) vφ(−∞) output Alg.3 QE
3 4 0.05 3 2 false 0.07 0.11
4 8 0.73 6 6 true 1.24 197
5 10 5.72 8 5 false 26.5 –
6 12 100.1 10 10 true 209.1 –

Table 2. Results of Algorithm 3 for pd at a = (1, 3)

The last column reports the computation time for solving (1.1) using quantifier
elimination (QE) by employing the QuantifierElimination command from the
SemiAlgebraicSetTools sub-package of the RegularChains package [6], available
in Maple. Across the last three cases, Algorithm 3 shows a substantial efficiency
advantage compared relative to quantifier elimination. Nevertheless, certain special
cases may still favor QE, particularly when the polynomial is sparse or highly
structured. For example, for the polynomial p = x61 + x62, which is both sparse and
homogeneous, Algorithm 3 required 2.56 seconds, whereas QE completed the task
in only 0.04 seconds.
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Conclusions and Discussion

This paper introduced the non-critical tangency value polynomial of a real polyno-
mial p at a given real point a, along with the notion of T-goodness. By exploiting
these concepts, we proposed a probabilistic algorithm that decides whether p is
lower-bounded. The experimental results indicate that the proposed algorithm per-
forms efficiently on small-scale instances and, in particular, surpasses the quantifier
elimination approach on dense polynomials.

This study has concentrated on establishing the theoretical guarantees and practical
implementation of the proposed algorithm, while a detailed analysis of its computa-
tional complexity has been left beyond the present scope. It would be of significant
interest to investigate whether the algorithm admits a single-exponential complexity
in the number of variables n. Such an analysis would provide a deeper understand-
ing of its scalability and could guide further improvements of the method.

References

1. Amir Ali Ahmadi, Alex Olshevsky, Pablo A Parrilo, and John N Tsitsiklis, NP-hardness of
deciding convexity of quartic polynomials and related problems, Mathematical Programming

137 (2013), 453–476.

2. Saugata Basu, Richard Pollack, and Marie-Françoise Roy, Algorithms in Real Algebraic Ge-
ometry, Springer, 2006.

3. Dimitri Bertsekas, Angelia Nedic, and Asuman Ozdaglar, Convex Analysis and Optimization,
vol. 1, Athena Scientific, 2003.

4. Lenore Blum, Felipe Cucker, Michael Shub, and Steve Smale, The Class NP and NP-Complete

Problems, pp. 99–112, Springer New York, New York, NY, 1998.
5. Bruno Buchberger, Bruno Buchberger’s PhD thesis 1965: An algorithm for finding the basis

elements of the residue class ring of a zero dimensional polynomial ideal, Journal of Symbolic

Computation 41 (2006), no. 3-4, 475–511.
6. Changbo Chen and Marc Moreno Maza, Quantifier elimination by cylindrical algebraic de-

composition based on regular chains, Journal of Symbolic Computation 75 (2016), 74–93.

7. George E. Collins, Quantifier elimination for real closed fields by cylindrical algebraic decom-
postion, Automata Theory and Formal Languages (Berlin, Heidelberg) (H. Brakhage, ed.),

Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 1975, pp. 134–183.

8. David Cox, John Little, and Donal O’Shea, Ideals, Varieties, and Algorithms: An Introduction
to Computational Algebraic Geometry and Commutative Algebra, Springer Science & Business

Media, 2013.
9. James H Davenport and Joos Heintz, Real quantifier elimination is doubly exponential, Jour-

nal of Symbolic Computation 5 (1988), no. 1-2, 29–35.

10. Nguyen Hong Duc, Vu Trung Hieu, and Akiko Takeda, Deciding non-negativity of polynomials
based on Sturm’s theorem and Descartes’ rule of signs, (2025).

11. Jean Charles Faugere, A new efficient algorithm for computing Gröbner bases without reduc-
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