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Abstract

We establish the first complexity analysis for Krawczyk-based certified homotopy tracking.
It consists of explicit a priori stepsize bounds ensuring the success of the Krawczyk test, and
an iteration count bound proportional to the weighted length of the solution path. Our a priori
bounds reduce the overhead of interval arithmetic, resulting in fewer iterations than previous
methods. Experiments using a proof-of-concept implementation validate the results.

1 Introduction

Homotopy path tracking is a method for solving systems of nonlinear equations. Given a target
system F : Cn → Cn to solve, the method introduces a start system G : Cn → Cn with known
solutions and defines a homotopy Ft : Cn × [0, 1] → Cn such that F0 = G and F1 = F . If both
F = 0 and G = 0 have finitely many nonsingular solutions, one can track a solution path x(t) from
t = 0 to t = 1 starting at a solution to G = 0.

Tracking a solution path is carried out using a numerical predictor-corrector method [26, Chapter
2.3]. Given a time t0 ∈ [0, 1] and an approximation x0 to a solution to Ft0 = 0, the method computes
the next time step t1 ∈ (t0, 1] along with an approximation x1 to a solution of Ft1 = 0. Repeating
this process yields a sequence 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tk = 1 with corresponding approximations
x0, x1, . . . , xk.

Certified homotopy path tracking algorithms rigorously guarantee correctness by enclosing the
path x(t) within a compact region where Ft = 0 has a unique solution for each t ∈ [0, 1]. This
approach has been studied using Smale’s alpha theory [4, Chapter 8] in various formulations [2,
3, 15, 16] and using interval arithmetic [17, 27, 28]. Recently, certified tracking using the interval
arithmetic has significantly improved [11, 13, 14] and has extended to various applications [5, 7, 10,
23]. These approaches compute a sequence of discrete time steps 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tk = 1 along
with interval boxes Ii that contain the solution path x(t) over each subinterval [ti−1, ti].

This paper establishes the first complexity analysis for Krawczyk-based certified tracking. We
achieve this through two key results. First, we derive explicit a priori stepsize bounds that guarantee
the success of the Krawczyk test (Theorem 2). Unlike previous methods that repeatedly evaluate
the Krawczyk operator to determine safe stepsizes, our bound depends only on local geometry that
can be computed once per step. Second, we provide the total iteration bound of the Krawczyk
homotopy in terms of the weighted length of the solution path (Theorem 4).
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The significance of this analysis extends to other certified algorithms in algebraic geometry.
For instance, certified approximation of algebraic varieties can be achieved either through path
tracking-based methods [7, 19] or subdivision-based approaches [8, 6, 22]. Our complexity analysis
enables the analysis of path tracking-based methods, allowing direct comparison with subdivision-
based paradigms. More broadly, our approach can be adapted to the complexity analysis of other
algorithms employing Krawczyk certification. In addition, on the practical side, our a priori stepsize
bounds demonstrate a core principle: reducing the overhead of interval arithmetic improves tracking
efficiency. Experiments confirm iteration reductions by eliminating repeated Krawczyk operator
evaluation (see Section 5.3).

We begin with introducing preliminaries in Section 2. In Section 3, we derive a priori stepsize
bounds and present a modified tracking algorithm. Section 4 establishes iteration count bounds
based on these stepsizes. Section 5 validates our results with experiments.

2 Preliminaries

Certified homotopy tracking relies on interval arithmetic to rigorously bound numerical errors, and
the Krawczyk operator to certify solution existence and uniqueness. We review these concepts and
their integration into the path tracking algorithm.

2.1 Interval arithmetic

Interval arithmetic extends standard arithmetic to intervals, yielding conservative enclosures of
exact results. For an arithmetic operator ⊙ and intervals I, J , we define

I ⊙ J := {x⊙ y | x ∈ I, y ∈ J}.

For instance, [a, b] + [c, d] = [a + c, b + d]. Explicit formulas for basic operations can be found in
[20].

While intervals are naturally defined over R, we extend interval arithmetic to C by treating real
and imaginary parts independently. A complex interval I takes the form I = ℜ(I) + iℑ(I) where
ℜ(I),ℑ(I) ⊂ R are real intervals. For two complex intervals I and J , we define

I + J = (ℜ(I) + ℜ(J)) + i(ℑ(I) + ℑ(J))
I − J = (ℜ(I)−ℜ(J)) + i(ℑ(I)−ℑ(J))
I · J = (ℜ(I) · ℜ(I)−ℑ(J) · ℑ(J)) + i(ℜ(I) · ℑ(J) + ℑ(I) · ℜ(J))

I/J =
ℜ(I) · ℜ(J) + ℑ(I) · ℑ(J)
ℜ(I) · ℜ(I) + ℑ(J) · ℑ(J)

+ i
ℑ(I) · ℜ(J)−ℜ(I) · ℑ(J)
ℜ(I) · ℜ(I) + ℑ(J) · ℑ(J)

, 0 ̸∈ J.

Throughout this paper, we work with complex intervals unless mentioned otherwise.
Let I = (I1, . . . , In) be an n-dimensional interval vector in Cn. For a function f : Cn → C, an

interval enclosure of f over I is an interval □f(I) ⊂ C satisfying

□f(I) ⊃ {f(x) | x ∈ I}.

That is, □f(I) is an interval that encloses the image of f on I. Note that □f(I) is not unique, as
it depends on how interval arithmetic is applied to evaluate f .
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For an interval vector I = (I1, . . . , In) in Cn, we define

∥I∥ = max
1≤i≤n

max{|ℜ(Ii)|, |ℑ(Ii)|}

where |J | = max
a∈J

|a| denotes the magnitude of an interval J over R. This is analogous to the ∞-norm

when treating Cn as R2n.

2.2 Krawczyk method

The Krawczyk method combines interval arithmetic with Newton’s method to certify the exis-
tence and uniqueness of solutions to square systems. Although the Krawczyk method is typically
presented for real variables, we work in the complex setting as analyzed in [9].

Let F : Cn → Cn be a square polynomial system and x ∈ Cn be a point. For r > 0 and an
invertible matrix Y ∈ Cn×n, the Krawczyk operator is

K(F, x, r, Y ) := −Y F (x) + (Id− Y□JF (x+ rB))rB

where B = ([−1, 1] + i[−1, 1])n denotes the unit box in Cn. We have the following theorem:

Theorem 1 (see [7, 14, 18]). IfK(F, x, r, Y ) ⊂ rρB for some r > 0 and invertible matrix Y ∈ Cn×n,
then there exists a unique solution x⋆ to F = 0 in x+ rB. Moreover, ∥x− x⋆∥ ≤ rρ and the quasi-
Newton iteration x− Y F (x) is ρ-Lipschitz continuous.

When this holds, we say that x is a ρ-approximate solution with certification radius r.
In practice, the matrix Y is chosen to minimize ∥Id − Y□JF (x + rB)∥. The standard choice

is Y = JF (x)−1, which we adopt for our a priori stepsize and complexity analysis in Sections 3
and 4. Additionally, since exact evaluation of F (x) is often infeasible, one typically replaces F (x)
with its interval enclosure □F (x).

To verify the containment K(F, x, r, Y ) ⊂ rρB, one checks the inequality

∥K(F, x, r, Y )∥ < rρ. (1)

Since ∥K(F, x, r, Y )∥ depends on how interval arithmetic is applied when evaluating F and JF , dif-
ferent evaluation strategies may yield different results. Consequently, overly conservative enclosures
may cause certification to fail even when x is close to an actual solution.

2.3 Krawczyk homotopy

The Krawczyk method extends to certified homotopy tracking. The key idea is to apply the
Krawczyk operator to a homotopy Ft = 0 over an interval T ⊂ [0, 1], certifying the existence
and uniqueness of a solution x(t) for each t ∈ T . We now describe the algorithm based on [11, 14].

Given a polynomial system F and a τ -approximate solution x with 0 < τ < 1, the core task in the
Krawczyk homotopy is to refine x into a ρ-approximate solution for a desired threshold 0 < ρ < τ .
The refinement strategy repeats quasi-Newton steps x 7→ x− Y F (x) and radius adjustments until
the Krawczyk test ∥K(F, x, r, Y )∥ < rρ is satisfied. We present Algorithm 1 for this task.

The second loop maximizes the certification radius while preserving the Krawczyk condition. A
larger radius reduces the number of tracking steps needed, as a small radius increases the risk of
the solution path leaving the interval box. The condition 2r̃ ≤ 1 in this loop is not necessary for
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Algorithm 1 RefineSolution [14, Algorithm 2]

Require: a polynomial system F : Cn → Cn, a τ -approximate solution x with certification radius
r and matrix Y ∈ Cn×n, and target threshold ρ ∈ (0, τ).

Ensure: a ρ-approximate solution x̃ with certification radius r̃ and matrix Ỹ .
1: Initialize x̃ = x, r̃ = r, Ỹ = Y
2: while ∥K(F, x̃, r̃, Ỹ )∥ ≥ r̃ρ do ▷ Refinement loop
3: if ∥Y F (x̃)∥ ≤ 1

8 (1− ρ)τ r̃ then
4: r̃ = 1

2 r̃ ▷ Shrink radius if the solution is accurate enough
5: else
6: x̃ = x̃− Y F (x̃) ▷ Newton step
7: end if
8: Ỹ = JF (x̃)−1 ▷ Update Jacobian
9: end while

10: while 2r̃ ≤ 1 and ∥K(F, x̃, 2r̃, Ỹ )∥ < 2r̃ρ do ▷ Expand radius
11: r̃ = 2r̃
12: end while
13: return x̃, r̃, Ỹ

the algorithm’s correctness, but ensures r ≤ 1 for the complexity analysis in Section 4. In practice,
the bound r ≤ 1 is naturally satisfied in most tracking scenarios.

The Krawczyk homotopy operates in two phases: refine tight with ρ, proceed with τ . At
time t, we refine the solution to satisfy ∥K(Ft, x, r, Y )∥ ≤ rρ. We then proceed over the interval
T = [t, t+ h] with ∥K(FT , x, r, Y )∥ ≤ rτ where τ > ρ. Algorithm 2 provides the algorithm for the
Krawczyk homotopy.

Note that Algorithm 2 employs an adaptive strategy; the Krawczyk operator is repeatedly
computed to determine a stepsize dt for the success of the Krawczyk method. Also, it uses a
constant predictor, meaning that the approximate solution x at time t is used directly as the initial
guess at t + dt. Although higher-order predictors can improve practical performance [11, 14], we
focus on the constant predictor case because it provides the essential complexity bounds and serves
as a theoretical baseline for more sophisticated methods.

3 A priori stepsize bounds

In this section, we derive an a priori bound on the stepsize for the Krawczyk homotopy. This bound
determines how far we can proceed while guaranteeing the Krawczyk method succeeds. Our result
is the Krawczyk homotopy analogue of the stepsize bounds for alpha theoretic certified tracking
studied in [3, 16, 24, 25].

3.1 Affine linear parameter homotopies

Throughout this paper, we work with affine linear parameter homotopies. It is a class of homotopies
that arises naturally in various applications and whose explicit structure makes them amenable to
complexity analysis.

Consider a homotopy Ft(x) = F (x; p(t)) where the parameter varies affinely p(t) = tp0+(1−t)p1.
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Algorithm 2 Track [14, Algorithm 3]

Require: a homotopy Ft : Cn× [0, 1] → Cn with solution path x(t) satisfying Ft(x(t)) = 0, a point
x approximating x(0) with radius r and matrix Y , and thresholds 0 < ρ < τ < 1.

Ensure: a ρ-approximate solution to F1 = 0.
1: Initialize t = 0, dt = 1.
2: while t < 1 do
3: x, r, Y = RefineSolution(Ft, x, r, Y, ρ) ▷ Refine x with ρ
4: dt = 2dt
5: T = [t, t+ dt]
6: while ∥K(FT , x, r, Y )∥ ≥ rτ do ▷ Proceed with τ
7: dt = 1

2dt
8: T = [t, t+ dt]
9: end while

10: t = t+ dt
11: end while
12: x, r, Y = RefineSolution(F1, x, r, Y, ρ)
13: return x

We call such Ft an affine linear parameter homotopy. We can decompose

Ft(x) = F (1)(x; p(t)) + F (2)(x)

where F (1)(x; p(t)) contains all monomials involving parameters and F (2)(x) collects parameter-free
monomials. The affine structure gives us explicit control over how Ft varies with t. Specifically, for
any stepsize dt:

Ft+dt(x) = F (1)(x; (p1 − p0)(t+ dt) + p0) + F (2)(x)

= F (1)(x; (p1 − p0)t+ p0) + F (1)(x; (p1 − p0)dt) + F (2)(x)

= Ft(x) + F (1)(x; (p1 − p0)dt)

= Ft(x) + dtF (1)(x; p1 − p0).

This linearity extends to all derivatives, that is, JkFt+dt = JkFt + dtJkF (1)(x; p1 − p0) for all k.
Since the parameter p1 − p0 is fixed throughout, we suppress it from the notation and simply write
F (1)(x) for F (1)(x; p1 − p0).

3.2 Derivation

We now derive explicit stepsize bounds for the Krawczyk homotopy. Consider an affine linear
parameter homotopy Ft = 0 and fix t0 ∈ [0, 1]. Let x be a ρ-approximate solution to Ft0 = 0 with
certification radius r obtained from Algorithm 1. We aim to find the maximum stepsize dt such
that x remains a τ -approximate solution to F[t0,t0+dt] = 0, allowing the looser threshold τ > ρ.

Our guiding principle is refine tight with ρ, proceed with τ . To make this precise, we
translate it into two Krawczyk conditions: ∥K(Ft0 , x, r, Y )∥ ≤ rρ for tight certification at time t,
and ∥K(F[t0,t0+dt], x, r, Y )∥ ≤ rτ for tracking over the interval. The gap between τ and ρ determines
the achievable stepsize.
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We take Y = JFt0(x)
−1 for the remainder of this section. This simplifies both the analysis and

notation, and is the standard choice in practice. With this convention, we write K(Ft0 , x, r) instead
of K(Ft0 , x, r, Y ). We have the first main result as below:

Theorem 2. Let Ft : Cn × [0, 1] → Cn be an affine linear parameter homotopy and fix t0 ∈ [0, 1].
Suppose x is a ρ-approximate solution to Ft0 = 0 with certification radius r and Y = JFt0(x)

−1.
Then x is a τ -approximate solution to Ft = 0 for all t ∈ [t0, t0 + dt] whenever

dt ≤ (τ − ρ)r

∥Y F (1)(x)∥+ r sup
z∈x+rB

∥Y JF (1)(z)∥
. (2)

Proof. Since x is a ρ-approximate solution to Ft0 = 0, we have

∥K(Ft0 , x, r)∥ = ∥ − Y Ft0(x) + (Id− Y□JFt0(x+ rB))rB∥ ≤ rρ. (3)

At t = t0 + dt, we expand

Y Ft0+dt(x) = Y (Ft0(x) + dtF (1)(x))

and for any z ∈ x+ rB,

Id− Y JFt0+dt(z) = Id− Y (JFt0(z) + dtJF (1)(z))

= (Id− Y JFt0(z))− dtY JF (1)(z).

Hence,

− Y Ft0+dt(x) + (Id− Y JFt0+dt(z))rB

= −Y Ft0(x) + (Id− Y JFt0(z))rB − dtY (F (1)(x) + JF (1)(z)rB).

Taking norms and using the inequality (3) yields

∥K(Ft0+dt, x, r)∥ = ∥ − Y Ft0+dt(x) + (Id− Y JFt0+dt(z))rB∥
≤ rρ+ dt(∥Y F (1)(x)∥+ r∥Y JF (1)(z)∥).

Thus, x is a τ -approximate solution to Ft0+dt = 0 provided

rρ+ dt
(
∥Y F (1)(x)∥+ r∥Y JF (1)(z)∥

)
≤ rτ.

Solving for dt and taking the supremum over z ∈ x+ rB gives the claimed bound.

The stepsize bound has a natural interpretation. The numerator (τ − ρ)r measures the slack
between certification thresholds, while the denominator captures the rate at which the homotopy
varies. Faster variation requires smaller steps.

Computing the bound (2) requires interval arithmetic only for sup
z∈x+rB

∥Y JF (1)(z)∥. In contrast,

evaluating the entire Krawczyk operator K(Ft, x, r) with interval arithmetic may cause overesti-
mation. Using a priori bound avoids this, allows a larger stepsize, and so improves efficiency.
Experimental comparisons are provided in Section 5.3.

We present Algorithm 3, which uses the a priori stepsize bound from Theorem 2 to eliminate
the adaptive tracking of Algorithm 2.
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Algorithm 3 AprioriTrack

Require: a homotopy Ft : Cn× [0, 1] → Cn with solution path x(t) satisfying Ft(x(t)) = 0, a point
x approximating x(0) with radius r and thresholds 0 < ρ < τ < 1.

Ensure: a ρ-approximate solution to F1 = 0.
1: Initialize t = 0.
2: while t < 1 do
3: x, r, Y = RefineSolution(Ft, x, r, Y, ρ) ▷ Refine x with ρ

4: dt = (τ−ρ)r
∥Y F (1)(x)∥+r sup

z∈x+rB
∥Y JF (1)(z)∥

5: t = t+ dt ▷ Proceed with a priori stepsize
6: end while
7: x, r, Y = RefineSolution(F1, x, r, Y, ρ)
8: return x

4 Complexity analysis

One observes that the stepsize bound (2) depends on local quantities at each point along the path.
By integrating these constraints over the entire solution path x(t) for t ∈ [0, 1], we obtain an upper
bound on the total number of tracking steps required.

Define the weighted path length as

L :=

∫ 1

0

1

r(t)

(
∥JFt(x(t))

−1F (1)(x(t))∥+ r(t) sup
z∈x(t)+r(t)B

∥JFt(x(t))
−1JF (1)(z)∥

)
dt

where r(t) denotes the certification radius at time t. This quantity captures how the homotopy
varies relative to the local certification scale, analogous to the condition-based path length in alpha
theory [3, 16, 24].

The reciprocal of our stepsize bound appears as the integrand, suggesting that the number of
steps should be proportional to L. We make this precise in this section.

4.1 Iteration count bound

We first state an assumption required for the main analysis. For an affine linear homotopy Ft = 0
with a nonsingular solution path x(t), differentiating Ft(x(t)) = 0 with respect to t yields

dFt

dt
+ JFt(x(t))ẋ(t) = 0.

Solving for ẋ(t), we have

ẋ(t) = −JFt(x(t))
−1 dFt

dt
= −JFt(x(t))

−1F (1)(x(t)). (4)

Thus ∥JFt(x(t))
−1F (1)(x(t))∥ represents the speed of the solution path. If this vanishes at some t,

the path becomes stationary and the complexity analysis breaks down. To exclude this degeneracy,
we assume there exists η > 0 such that

r(t) sup
z∈x(t)+r(t)B

∥JFt(x(t))
−1JFt(z)∥ ≤ η∥JFt(x(t))

−1F (1)(x(t))∥.
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This condition ensures the path maintains nonzero velocity throughout [0, 1]. Also, it is natural to
assume it for generic homotopies since x(t) is a nonsingular solution, and so the left-hand side is
bounded below by r(t).

We present a useful technical lemma:

Lemma 3. Let Ft : Cn×[0, 1] → Cn be a homotopy. For a fixed t0 ∈ [0, 1], let y be a ρ-approximate
solution to Ft0 = 0 which is also a τ -approximate solution to Ft = 0 for any t ∈ [t0, t0+dt] for some
dt > 0. Furthermore, let x(t) denote the solution path satisfying Ft(x(t)) = 0 for each t. Then,

∥JFt(x(t))
−1JFt0(y)∥ ≥ 1

1 + τ
. (5)

Proof. Define E = Id − JFt0(y)
−1JFt(x(t)). As y is a τ -approximate solution to Ft = 0 for

all t ∈ [t0, t0 + dt], we have ∥E∥ < τ . Also, we have Id − E = JFt0(y)
−1JFt(x(t)), and so

(Id − E)−1JFt0(y)
−1 = JFt(x(t))

−1. For a vector w ∈ Cn, we define v = (Id − E)−1w. In this
case,

∥w∥ = ∥(Id− E)v∥ ≤ ∥v∥+ ∥Ev∥ ≤ (1 + ∥E∥)∥v∥ ≤ (1 + τ)∥v∥ = (1 + τ)∥(Id− E)−1w∥.

It implies that

∥(Id− E)−1w∥ ≥ 1

1 + τ
∥w∥.

The claim follows as w is arbitrary.

We present the main result of this section.

Theorem 4. Let L be the weighted path length for a nonsingular solution path x(t) to an affine
linear homotopy Ft = 0. Assume there exists η > 0 such that

r(t) sup
z∈x(t)+r(t)B

∥JFt(x(t))
−1JFt(z)∥ ≤ η∥JFt(x(t))

−1F (1)(x(t))∥ (6)

for all t ∈ [0, 1].
Suppose Algorithm 3 terminates in P steps with certification radii r0, r1, . . . , rP−1 at each

refinement. Then,

P ≤ (1 + τ)(1 + η)

(τ − ρ)rmin
L (7)

where rmin := min
i=0,...,P−1

ri.

Proof. Suppose that it took P iterations, and so there is a sequence

0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tP−1 < tP = 1.

Fix i and let ∆ti = ti−ti−1 > 0. Let yi be the ρ-approximate solution to Fti = 0 with corresponding
radius r, which is also the τ -approximate solution to Ft = 0 for all t ∈ [ti, ti+1]. We lower bound
the integral L by replacing continuous path quantities with these discrete approximations obtained
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from the tracking algorithm. Then,

L =

∫ 1

0

1

r(t)

(
∥JFt(x(t))

−1F (1)(x(t))∥+ r(t) sup
z∈x(t)+r(t)B

∥JFt(x(t))
−1JF (1)(z)∥

)
dt

=

P−1∑
i=0

∫ ti+1

ti

1

r(t)

(
∥JFt(x(t))

−1F (1)(x(t))∥+ r(t) sup
z∈x(t)+r(t)B

∥JFt(x(t))
−1JF (1)(z)∥

)
dt

≥
P−1∑
i=0

∆ti min
ti≤t≤ti+1

1

r(t)

(
∥JFt(x(t))

−1F (1)(x(t))∥+ r(t) sup
z∈x(t)+r(t)B

∥JFt(x(t))
−1JF (1)(z)∥

)

≥
P−1∑
i=0

∆ti min
ti≤t≤ti+1

∥JFt(x(t))
−1F (1)(x(t))∥+ r(t) sup

z∈x(t)+r(t)B

∥JFt(x(t))
−1JF (1)(z)∥.

The last inequality uses r(t) ≤ 1, which is ensured by Algorithm 1.
First, note that

∥JFt(x(t))
−1F (1)(x(t))∥ = ∥JFt(x(t))

−1(F (1)(yi)− F (1)(yi) + F (1)(x(t)))∥
≥ ∥JFt(x(t))

−1F (1)(yi)∥ − ∥JFt(x(t))
−1(F (1)(yi)− F (1)(x(t)))∥

≥ ∥JFt(x(t))
−1F (1)(yi)∥ − r(t) sup

z∈x(t)+r(t)B

∥JFt(x(t))
−1JF (1)(z)∥.

Therefore,

∥JFt(x(t))
−1F (1)(x(t))∥+ r(t) sup

z∈x(t)+r(t)B

∥JFt(x(t))
−1JF (1)(z)∥ ≥ ∥JFt(x(t))

−1F (1)(yi)∥. (8)

Combining inequalities (5) and (8) yields that

∥JFt(x(t))
−1F (1)(yi)∥ = ∥(JFt(x(t))

−1JFti(yi))JFti(yi)
−1F (1)(yi)∥ ≥ 1

1 + τ
∥JFti(yi)

−1F (1)(yi)∥.

From the assumption that

ri sup
z∈yi+riB

∥JFti(yi)
−1JFti(z)∥ ≤ η∥JFti(yi)

−1F (1)(yi)∥,

we have

∆ti ≥
(τ − ρ)ri

(1 + η)∥JFti(yi)
−1F (1)(yi)∥

which implies that

∆ti∥JFti(yi)
−1F (1)(yi)∥ ≥ (τ − ρ)ri

1 + η
.

Therefore,

L ≥
P−1∑
i=0

∆ti∥JFt(x(t))
−1F (1)(yi)∥ ≥

P−1∑
i=0

∆ti∥JFti(yi)
−1F (1)(yi)∥

1 + τ
≥

P−1∑
i=0

(τ − ρ)ri
(1 + τ)(1 + η)

and the claimed result follows.
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4.2 Certification radius bounds via Smale’s alpha theory

Theorem 4 proposes a complexity bound in terms of the minimum certification radius rmin. However,
this approach is inherently conservative as it ignores the local behavior of the homotopy and treats
all steps as if they achieve only the worst-case certification radius. Hence, it is natural to find the
bound of each ri using computable quantities. We derive such bounds using Smale’s alpha theory.

Let F : Cn → Cn be a system and x ∈ Cn. Smale’s alpha theory introduces two fundamental
quantities:

β(F, x) := ∥JF (x)−1F (x)∥, γ(F, x) := sup
k≥2

∥JF (x)−1JkF (x)

k!
∥

1
k−1 .

The quantity β(F, x) measures the size of the Newton step, while γ(F, x) captures the local nonlin-
earity of F near x through its higher derivatives. Together, they determine the convergence behavior
of Newton’s method and the existence of nearby solutions. For more details, see [4, Chapter 8].
The following proposition provides a lower bound on certification radii using these quantities.

Proposition 5. Let Ft : Cn × [0, 1] → Cn be a homotopy, and let yi be a ρ-approximate solution

to Fti = 0 with certification radius ri. Assume that u := γ(Fti , yi)ri ≤ 1−
√
2
2 . Then

ri ≥
β(Fti , yi)

ρ+ 1
. (9)

Proof. Consider the Krawczyk operator K(Fti , yi, ri). Then,

∥K(Fti , yi, ri)∥ = ∥ − JFti(yi)
−1Fti(yi) + (Id− JFti(yi)

−1JFti(yi + riB))riB∥
= ∥ − JFti(yi)

−1Fti(yi) + JFti(yi)
−1(JFti(yi)− JFti(yi + riB))riB∥

≥ ∥JFti(yi)
−1Fti(yi)∥ − ∥JFti(yi)

−1

(
JFti(yi)−

∞∑
k=1

JkFti(yi)

(k − 1)!
(riB)k−1

)
riB∥

= ∥JFti(yi)
−1Fti(yi)∥ − ∥JFti(yi)

−1
∞∑
k=2

JkFti(yi)

(k − 1)!
rk−1
i ∥ri

= ∥JFti(yi)
−1Fti(yi)∥ − ∥JFti(yi)

−1
∞∑
k=2

k
JkFti(yi)

k!
rk−1
i ∥ri

= β(Fti , yi)−
∞∑
k=2

kγ(Fti , yi)
k−1rki

= β(Fti , yi)−
(

1

(1− u)2
− 1

)
ri

≥ β(Fti , yi)− ri,

the last inequality uses the assumption u ≤ 1−
√
2
2 , which implies 1

(1−u)2 − 1 ≤ 1.

Since yi is a ρ-approximate solution to Fti = 0, we have ∥K(Fti , yi, ri)∥ ≤ riρ. Therefore,

β(Fti , yi)− ri ≤ riρ, which yields ri ≥
β(Fti

,yi)

ρ+1 .

The bound in Proposition 5 is typically conservative since the triangular inequality in the proof
ignores cancellation in the Krawczyk operator. The resulting bound is proportional to β(Fti , yi),

10



yet an assumption that yi is ρ-approximate implies β is small. As demonstrated in Section 5.1,
actual certification radii greatly exceed this bound. This highlights the need for tighter analysis of
Krawczyk-based certification.

5 Experiments

We implemented Algorithm 3 in Julia, utilizing the Nemo.jl library [12] for rigorous complex
interval arithmetic. Throughout this section, we use ρ = 1

8 and τ = 7
8 .

5.1 Benchmark examples

The primary goal of this experiment is to investigate the practical behavior of the quantities in-
troduced in our main results. While the complexity bounds in Sections 3 and 4 provide worst-case
guarantees, we aim to quantify their magnitude and distribution in actual tracking scenarios. Ad-
ditionally, we report auxiliary quantities obtained from the implementation to provide a complete
picture of the algorithm’s performance.

We consider two families of benchmark systems: Katsura systems and dense random systems
of degree 2 with varying the number of variables. For each system, we construct a linear homotopy
starting from a Bézout start system and track all solution paths. We report the average of the
following quantities:

• the minimum stepsize;

• the median stepsize for each solution path, which shows the typical behavior of the stepsize;

• the minimum certification radius rmin for each solution path, which is the critical factor in
the complexity bound (7);

• The gap between the theory and practice, measured by the average ratio between the certifi-
cation radius ri and its theoretical lower bound (9) at each iteration; and

• The maximum value of η defined in (6), to verify the regularity assumption of the solution
paths.

Table 1 summarizes the results.
Relying only on averages across all solution paths can obscure the actual tracking behaviors, as

it hides the impact of outliers and difficult paths. To address this, Figure 1 presents box plots of
the stepsize distribution of a single solution path from Katsura 4, 5, 6 and random systems with
4, 5, 6 equations.

We observe a significant gap between the theoretical certification radius and the actual radius
used in practice. The average ratio ri

rtheory
consistently lies in the range of 104 to 105. This indicates

that the theoretical bound derived in Proposition 5 is rigorous but conservative compared to the
computed Krawczyk regions. Also, the maximum values of η remain small, approximately 10−2

across all benchmarks. It validates the regularity assumption (6) and shows that the total iteration
count P is significantly governed by L and rmin. Lastly, as the dimension of the system increases
(e.g., from Katsura 4 to 6), both dtmin and the median stepsize decrease, while the spread of the
distribution widens. As shown in Figure 1 (plotted on a log10 scale), Katsura 6 exhibits a much
larger variance in stepsize compared to smaller systems. This suggests that higher-dimensional
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system paths iters dtmin median dt rmin avg. ( ri
rtheory

) ηmax

katsura3 4 1101.25 4.2 · 10−4 9.6 · 10−4 1.6 · 10−3 1.9 · 105 2.1 · 10−2

katsura4 8 1942.25 1.5 · 10−4 4.9 · 10−4 9.8 · 10−4 1.5 · 105 1.9 · 10−2

katsura5 16 6892.81 2.9 · 10−5 1.4 · 10−4 4.4 · 10−4 6.4 · 104 1.3 · 10−2

katsura6 32 12777.9 2.8 · 10−5 1.3 · 10−4 2.7 · 10−4 1.4 · 105 1.3 · 10−2

random(23) 8 2498.5 7.4 · 10−4 1.2 · 10−3 1.7 · 10−3 3.0 · 105 3.0 · 10−2

random(24) 16 8275.44 2.4 · 10−4 5.1 · 10−4 9.7 · 10−4 1.0 · 105 2.7 · 10−2

random(25) 32 36323.3 3.9 · 10−5 8.6 · 10−5 2.7 · 10−4 1.0 · 105 5.6 · 10−2

random(26) 64 105884.52 2.6 · 10−5 6.3 · 10−5 2.6 · 10−4 6.5 · 104 2.4 · 10−2

Table 1: Average iterations per path, stepsize statistics, minimum certification radius, theory-
practice gap (Proposition 5), and the maximum η parameter (Proposition 6).

paths may encounter more complex local geometries, and they necessitate reductions in stepsize to
maintain certification, which impacts the total number of iterations.

−7 −6 −5 −4 −3 −2

katsura4

katsura5

katsura6

random(24)

random(25)

random(26)

log10(dt)

Figure 1: Stepsize distributions (log scale) for a single solution path from each benchmark system.
The boxes show interquartile ranges with the median marked by the vertical lines. Whiskers extend
to the minimum and maximum values.

5.2 Univariate examples: theory validation via exact computation

In Section 4, the number of iterations (7) is proportional to the weight path length L. To validate
this directly, we construct a simple univariate system where both quantities can be computed
exactly.

Consider the target system f(x) = x2 − m = 0 for a constant m > 1, with the Bézout start
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system g(x) = x2 − 1 = 0. The linear homotopy is Ft = (1 − t)g + tf = 0, which simplifies to
Ft(x) = x2 −mt+ t− 1 = 0. The positive solution path is x(t) =

√
mt− t+ 1.

We compute the weighted path length

L :=

∫ 1

0

1

r(t)

(
∥JFt(x(t))

−1F (1)(x(t))∥+ r(t) sup
z∈x(t)+r(t)B

∥JFt(x(t))
−1JF (1)(z)∥

)
dt.

By Equation (4), the first term equals the path velocity

∥JFt(x(t))
−1F (1)(x(t))∥ = ∥ẋ(t)∥ =

∣∣∣∣ m− 1

2
√
mt− t+ 1

∣∣∣∣ .
Note that JF (1) = 0 since F (1)(x) = −(m− 1) is constant, and therefore the second term vanishes.
Moreover, the certification radius remains constant. Tracking Ft = 0 confirms r(t) = 0.05 for all
t ∈ [0, 1], as the Jacobian JFt(x) = 2x varies smoothly along the path. Combining these, we obtain

L =
1

0.05

∫ 1

0

m− 1

2
√
mt− t+ 1

dt = 20

∫ 1

0

m− 1

2
√

1 + t(m− 1)
dt = 20(

√
m− 1).

Table 2 reports the ratio of actual iteration count to computed path length for various values of m.

m iters/L

10 1.3643

100 1.3444

1000 1.3372

10000 1.3348

20000 1.3346

30000 1.3342

Table 2: Ratio of iteration count to weighted path length for univariate quadratic systems.

With uniform certification radius r(t) = rmin = 0.05 throughout the path, the example confirms
that the ratio between the number of iterations P and the length of the path L are approximately
1.33 across all test cases. It demonstrates the linear relationship between P and L.

5.3 Computational efficiency

Another takeaway is that reducing interval arithmetic improves tracking efficiency. Algorithm 3
demonstrates this for constant predictors by eliminating adaptive stepsize selection, which requires
repeated Krawczyk operator evaluation with interval arithmetic. We investigate the practical im-
pact of interval arithmetic reduction on tracking efficiency across constant and higher-order predic-
tors.

We compare the following algorithms on benchmark systems with Bézout start systems by
tracking all solution paths and reporting average iteration counts:

• Adaptive (Algorithm 2): Constant predictor with adaptive stepsize selection via repeated
interval arithmetic evaluation.

13



• A priori (Algorithm 3): Constant predictor using Theorem 2 to avoid adaptive selection.

• Higher-order [14, Algorithm 4]: Hermite predictor with adaptive stepsize. Uses Taylor
models [21] to reduce overestimation in the predictor step.

• Higher-order without truncation: Hermite predictor without Taylor models. It demon-
strates interval arithmetic overhead when Taylor models are not used.

• Mitigated higher-order: Higher-order without truncation, but with the inequality (1)
replaced by

∥ − Y Ft0(x)∥+ r∥(Id− Y□JFt0(x+ rB))∥ ≤ rρ

to reduce interval arithmetic at the certification step.

• Alpha theory tracking [1]: For comparison with known certified tracking methods.

System Paths Algo. 2 Algo. 3
Truncated

Hermite

Non-truncated

Hermite

Mitigated

Hermite
BL [2]

katsura3 4 2728.75 1978.75 51.5 60.0 44.5 569.5

katsura4 8 4685.63 3515.38 58.5 70.25 55.0 1149.88

katsura5 16 13148.0 9774.94 92.57 107.75 78.25 1498.38

katsura6 32 13229.5 9949.09 115.25 138.5 108.91 2361.81

random(23) 8 3457.5 2590.63 32.25 38.63 31.5 370.13

random(24) 16 54288.19 40098.81 80.44 102.25 84.5 813.81

random(25) 32 44049.28 33112.31 56.78 72.69 59.47 1542.5

random(26) 64 58106.27 42604.41 92.21875 115.66 93.03 2361.81

Table 3: Average iteration counts per solution path comparing constant predictor methods (Algo-
rithms 2 and 3), higher-order Krawczyk predictors, and alpha theory tracking [2].

Comparing Algorithm 2 with Algorithm 3, we observe improvement from all benchmarks. Im-
provements from reducing interval arithmetic were even observed for higher-order predictors in
several test cases. While we analyze only constant predictors in Sections 3 and 4, the core in-
sight (minimizing interval arithmetic overhead) applies and yields practical benefits from different
predictor types.

Extending a priori stepsize to higher-order predictors remains a future direction. The predictor
step involves higher derivatives whose interval enclosures are more complex, making stepsize bound
derivation nontrivial. However, the mitigated Hermite results suggest such an extension could result
in reduced overhead and advance the efficiency of certified tracking.
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