
ar
X

iv
:2

50
2.

18
37

0v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 2

5 
Fe

b 
20

25

Convergence rate for linear minimizer-estimators in the

moment-sum-of-squares hierarchy

Corbinian Schlosser1

February 26, 2025

Abstract

Effective Positivstellensätze provide convergence rates for the moment-sum-of-squares (SoS)
hierarchy for polynomial optimization (POP). In this paper, we add a qualitative property to
the recent advances in those effective Positivstellensätze. We consider optimal solutions to the
moment relaxations in the moment-SoS hierarchy and investigate the measures they converge
to. It has been established that those limit measures are the probability measures on the set
of optimal points of the underlying POP. We complement this result by showing that these
measures are approached with a convergence rate that transfers from the (recent) effective
Positivstellensätze. As a special case, this covers estimating the minimizer of the underlying
POP via linear pseudo-moments. Finally, we analyze the same situation for another SoS
hierarchy – the upper bound hierarchy – and show how convexity can be leveraged.

1 Introduction

Since its introduction around the year 2000 in the works [29, 45], the moment-sum-of-squares
(SoS) hierarchy has demonstrated remarkable success and found applications in numerous fields.
Originally developed for addressing polynomial optimization problems (POPs) of the form

f⋆ := min
x∈K

f(x), (1)

where f is a polynomial and K is a semialgebraic set – this hierarchy has since been extended to a
wide range of applications. These include stability analysis and control of dynamical systems [45,
26, 33], graph theory [16], game theory [28], and quantum information theory [20, 24], among others.
For a comprehensive overview, see [32, 30, 21].

The moment-SoS hierarchy comprises two dual sequences of finite-dimensional semidefinite pro-
grams: the moment relaxations, whose decision variables correspond to pseudo-moments, and the
SoS tightenings, which employ sums-of-squares polynomials to certify positivity. A key feature of
this hierarchy, when applied to solving (1), is its construction of a sequence of finite-dimensional con-
vex optimization problems whose optimal values converge monotonically to the global minimum f⋆.
However, while the convergence of these objective values is guaranteed under mild assumptions,
extracting optimal points x⋆ ∈ K from the moment-SoS hierarchy poses significant challenges.
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Positive results are available for (generic!, see [42, 7]) cases where the flatness condition (see Defini-
tion 3.14) holds, enabling exact extraction of minimizers [13]. Nevertheless, determining in advance
whether flatness will occur for a given problem instance is generally computationally hard [1]. Thus,
the optimal point extraction from the hierarchy invites further investigations.

This paper builds upon and extends existing literature in this domain, focusing on the moment
side of the hierarchy. Specifically, it refines the results of [51, Theorem 12], where it is shown
that the solutions of moment relaxations converge to the moments of measures supported on the
set of optimal points for (1). Our contribution enhances this analysis by providing a quantitative
convergence rate, leveraging insights from [6]. For cases where (1) has a unique minimizer x⋆ ∈ K,
we establish that this minimizer can be approximated, with a polynomial convergence rate, using
linear pseudo-moments obtained from the solutions within the moment hierarchy. Furthermore,
we show that certain convexity properties of the POP (1) translate into qualitative guarantees for
the approximation of x⋆. These include feasibility of the approximation and a priori bounds on its
associated cost (see Section 6).

Additionally, we show that certain convexity properties of the POP (1), transfer to certain
qualitative results on the approximations of the minimizer x⋆, including feasibility and apriori
bounds on its cost (see Section 6). This part is closely linked to [32, Section 13].

A central element of our analysis involves the use of Positivstellensätze, such as Schmüdgen’s
and Putinar’s theorems [46, 50], which provide structural decompositions of positive polynomials
as sums of squares. Quantitative refinements of these results, as developed in [44], have enabled
bounds on convergence rates within the moment-SoS hierarchy. Building on these foundations, the
recent work [6] introduced tighter bounds, establishing polynomial growth rates for effective versions
of Putinar’s Positivstellensatz and exploring the dual perspective on pseudo-moment sequences.

Compared to [6], our analysis focuses on approximating pseudo-moments of the moment-SoS
hierarchy by measures supported specifically on the set of optimal points for the POP (1). This
offers an enhanced characterization of the convergence behavior compared to [6, Section 5] where
the limit measures are instead supported on the larger semialgebraic set K associated with the
POP (1).

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 3 reviews the moment-SoS hierarchy
and Putinar’s Positivstellensatz, laying the groundwork for subsequent developments. Section 3.3
recalls key quantitative results on convergence rates from the literature. In Section 4, we summarize
existing techniques for extracting minimizers from solutions within the moment hierarchy. Our main
contributions are detailed in Section 5, where we analyze the quantitative convergence of moment
relaxations and establish polynomial convergence rates for certain moment-based estimators of the
minimizer of (1). Section 6 extends this analysis to an upper-bound hierarchy and highlights its
interplay with convexity properties of the original POP. Finally, Section 7 explores alternative
approaches to approximating the minimizers of (1), discussing limitations and future directions,
before concluding in Section 8.

2 Notation

We denote the reals by R and the natural numbers by N. We make the convention of writing vectors
or sets of vectors in bold font and scalars in regular font. For n ∈ N, we denote by R[X1, . . . , Xn],
or short R[X], the space of polynomials in n variables with coefficients in R. For a polynomial
f ∈ R[X], we denote by deg(f) the degree of f . The space of polynomials of degree at most d ∈ N

is denoted by R[X]d. For a multi-index α = (α1, . . . , αn) ∈ N
n, |α| := α1 + . . . + αn is the range
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of α and Xα := Xα1
1 · · ·Xαn

n is the corresponding monomial. For a measurable set K ⊂ R
n the

set M(K) denotes the set of Borel measures on K. The Lebesgue measure is always denoted by λ
and its restriction to a set K by λ

∣
∣
K

. For two measures µ, ν ∈ M(K) we write dν = g dµ if ν has
density g with respect to µ.

3 Preliminaries

3.1 Moment-SoS hierarchy for polynomial optimization

We consider a constraint optimization problem of the form

f∗ := inf
x

f(x) (2)

s.t. x ∈ K

where f ∈ R[X] is a polynomial and K ⊂ R
n a given set. To leverage the machinery from real

algebraic geometry we assume that the constraint set K is closed basic semialgebraic, i.e. it can be
described by polynomial inequalities.

Definition 3.1. A subset K ⊂ R
n is called closed basic semialgebraic if there exists m ∈ N and

polynomials p1, . . . , pm ∈ R[X] such that K has the representation

K = K(p1, . . . , pm) := {x ∈ R
n : p1(x) ≥ 0, . . . , pm(x) ≥ 0}. (3)

The set K is called closed semialgebraic if it is a finite union of closed basic semialgebraic sets. We
will write K = K(p) to shorten the notation.

For the minimization problem (2) this leads to the notion of polynomial optimization.

Definition 3.2 (Polynomial optimization problem (POP)). The problem

f∗ := inf
x

f(x) (4)

s.t. x ∈ K.

with a polynomial f and K ⊂ R
n a closed basic semialgebraic set is called a polynomial optimization

problem.

Polynomial optimization is linked to the analysis of positive polynomials via the following simple
reformulation of the problem (4)

f∗ = sup
s∈R

s (5)

s.t. f − s ≥ 0 on K.

Solving the formulation (5) requires testifying whether the polynomial f − s is non-negative on K.
At present, there are no computationally efficient characterizations for the cone of non-negative
polynomials on K. However, for certain sub-cones, membership can be verified efficiently. The
moment-SoS hierarchy [29] builds upon one such sub-cone – the cone of SoS polynomials denoted
by

Σ :=

{
m∑

i=1

q2i : m ∈ N, q1, . . . , qm ∈ R[X]

}

. (6)
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The polynomials q ∈ Σ are globally non-negative, to specify non-negativity to a closed semialgebraic
set K(p) for a vector of polynomials p = (p1, . . . , pm) we consider the quadratic module generated
by p1, . . . , pm.

Definition 3.3. For p1, . . . , pm ∈ R[X], the quadratic module Q(p) is defined by

Q(p) :=

{

σ0 +
m∑

i=1

σipi : σ0, σ1, . . . , σm ∈ Σ

}

.

For d ∈ N, we denote by Qd(p) ⊂ R[X]d the truncated quadratic module given given by

Qd(p) :=

{

σ0 +
m∑

i=1

σipi : σ0, σ1, . . . , σm ∈ Σ, (7)

deg(σ0), deg(σ1p1), . . . , deg(σmpm) ≤ d

}

.

If the closed basic semialgebraic set K is given by K = K(p) as in (3) then all polynomials in
Q(p) are non-negative on K. This motivated the following SoS hierarchy [29].

Definition 3.4 (SoS hierarchy for polynomial optimization; [29]). Let f ∈ R[X]. The SoS hierarchy
for the POP

f∗ := inf
x∈Rn

f(x)

s.t. x ∈ K(p)

is given by the following sequence of sum-of-squares programs: For each d ∈ N the d-th level of the
SoS hierarchy is given by the optimization problem

f∗
d := sup

s∈R

s (8)

s.t. f − s ∈ Qd(p).

Remark 3.5. For each d ∈ N the optimization problem (8) can be formulated as an SDP, see [32,
45, 36] for surveys on polynomial optimization.

Clearly, one should ask whether f∗
d converges to f∗. This question is answered by the following

theorem.

Theorem 3.6 (Convergence of the SoS hierarchy; [29]). Assume that R − ‖X‖22 ∈ Q(p) for some
R ≥ 0 (Archimedean property). Then it holds

f∗
d ≤ f∗

d+1 for all d ∈ N and f∗
d converges to the global optimum f∗ as d → ∞.

Moment approach and duality for the semidefinite programs The optimization problem
(5) is a linear optimization problem in s (with an “infinite dimensional constraint” f(x) − s ≥ 0
on K). Therefore it is subject to duality. We refer to the dual problem of (5) by the measure
formulation of the POP (4), it reads

m⋆ = inf
µ

∫

K

f dµ (9)

s.t. µ ∈ M(K)+

µ(K) = 1

4



where M(K)+ denotes the set of non-negative measures on K. Furthermore, it holds m⋆ = f⋆ [32].
The duality between (5) and (9) is based on the duality between the cone of non-negative polynomi-
als on K and the cone of non-negative measures on K where each measure µ ∈ M(K) is identified
with a (positive) linear form

Lµ : R[X] → R, Lµ(p) :=

∫

p dµ. (10)

This duality transfers to the SoS hierarchy via the cone Qd(p) and its dual cone Q∗
d(p) given by

Qd(p)
∗ := {L : R[X]d → R : L linear , L(q) ≥ 0 for all q ∈ Qd(p)}. (11)

For d ∈ N, the dual problem to (8) is given by

m∗
d := inf

L
L(f) (12)

s.t. L ∈ Qd(p)
∗

L(1) = 1.

Analog to the SoS hierarchy, we refer to the hierarchy of optimization problems (12) as the
moment hierarchy.

Remark 3.7. For d ∈ N the cone Qd(p)
∗ does not necessarily consist of truncations of measures

(10) and we identify its elements L ∈ Qd(p)
∗ with the associated family so-called pseudo-moments

L (Xα) for α ∈ N
n with |α| ≤ d. In general, Qd(p)

∗ is a strict superset of the cone of truncated
measures, i.e. the following inclusion is strict

Qd(p)
∗ ⊃ {(Lµ)

∣
∣
R[X]d

: µ ∈ M(K) and Lµ given by (10)}.

For this reason, each level (12) in the moment hierarchy is also called a moment-relaxation and it
holds m∗

d ≤ f⋆. Dually, the SoS hierarchy (8) is also referred to as SoS-tightening.

By weak duality, it holds f∗
d ≤ m∗

d ≤ f∗, and from Theorem 3.6 we get the following corollary.

Corollary 3.8. Under the assumption from Theorem 3.6 it holds

f∗
d ≤ m∗

d ր f∗ asd → ∞.

Remark 3.9. In [54], the convergence of the moment hierarchy (12) is guaranteed for more general
conditions than the Archimedean condition from Theorem 3.6.

3.2 Putinar’s Positivstellensatz

The convergence results from Theorem 3.6 and Corollary 3.8 are consequences of the celebrated
Putinar’s Positivstellensatz [46]. It states that under a certain compactness condition (Archimedean
property) on the set K = K(p) any strictly positive polynomial on K is contained in the quadratic
module Q(p).

Theorem 3.10 (Putinar’s Positivstellensatz [46, Theorem 1.3 & Lemma 3.2]). Let m ∈ N and

p ∈ R[X]. If there exists R ≥ 0 s.t. R2 − ‖X‖22 ∈ Q(p), then any polynomial f ∈ R[X] that is
strictly positive on K(p) belongs to Q(p).
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We end this section with a few short remarks on Putinar’s Positivstellensatz.

Remark 3.11 (On the Archimedean property). In practice, in many cases the set K := K(p) is
compact and a radius R ≥ 0 with K ⊂ BR(0) is known. In that case, the Archimedean property can

be enforced by simply adding the constraint pm+1(x) := R2 − ‖x‖22.
Remark 3.12 (Need for strict positivity). If, in Putinar’s Positivstellensatz, strict positivity is
replaced by non-negativity the statement does not remain true. A famous example of a non-negative
polynomial that is not sum-of-squares is the Motzkin polynomial [41]. Even more is true – there are
many more non-negative polynomials on K(p) than in the quadratic module Q(p), see [10].

Remark 3.13 (Effective Positivstellensätze). Compared to the structural statement, Theorem 3.10,
on positive polynomials, effective versions of Putinar’s Positivstellensatz address bounding d ∈ N

for which a positive polynomial f belongs to the truncated quadratic module Qd(p) defined in (7).
We will state a recent effective Positivstellensatz from [6] in Theorem 3.18.

3.3 Convergence rates for the moment-SoS hierarchy

In this section, we recall some of the important concepts and recent developments concerning the
convergence rate of f⋆

d → f⋆ respectively m⋆
d → f⋆ as d tends to infinity. The main result in this

paper is that the convergence rates relate to convergence rates for (candidate) minimizers of (4)
extracted from the moment-SoS hierarchy.

Flatness and finite convergence The moment hierarchy, respectively the moment-relaxations
(12), enjoys a powerful stopping criterion certifying finite convergence. This is the so-called flatness
criterion. To formulate it, we introduce the bilinear form BL : R[X]d × R[X]d → R, associated to
a linear form L : R[X]2d → R, given by

BL(g, h) := L(g · h) for g, h ∈ R[X]d.

The bilinear form BL has a representing matrix ML = (ML
α,β)|α|,|β|≤d, the so-called moment matrix.

It is given by

ML
α,β := BL(Xα,Xβ) = L(Xα ·Xβ) = L(Xα+β) for |α| , |β| ≤ d (13)

and for g =
∑

|α|≤d

vαX
α, h =

∑

|α|≤d

wαX
α ∈ R[X]d it holds

L(g · h) = vTMLw (14)

where v = (vα)|α|≤d,w = (wα)|α|≤d. By commutativity of R[X]d, the bilinear form BL (respec-
tively the moment matrix ML) is symmetric. Further, BL (respectively ML) is positive semidefinite
if and only if L ∈ Q(1)∗2d.

The following flatness criterion concerns the rank of the matrix ML, see for instance [32, Defi-
nition 2.39] or [13, 36].

Definition 3.14 (r-Flatness). Let r, d ∈ N with r ≤ d. A linear form L : R[X]2d → R is r-flat if it
holds

rank ML = rank ML−r

where L−r := L
∣
∣
R[X]2(d−r)

: R[X]2(d−r) → R denotes the restriction of L to R[X]2(d−r).
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Flatness is a powerful tool to guarantee finite convergence of the moment hierarchy, as the
following Theorem emphasizes.

Theorem 3.15 ([36, Theorem 6.18]). Set r := max
i

deg(pi) and let d ≥ max{deg(f), r}. If L⋆
d is

optimal for (12) and r-flat then it holds m⋆
d = f⋆, i.e. finite convergence for the moment hierarchy.

From a practical perspective, flatness is a useful criterion because it can be tested directly for the
computed solution L⋆

d of (12). Furthermore, flatness occurs generically for POPs [42, 7]. However,
it is computationally hard to decide if or at which level d finite convergence occurs for a given
instance of POP [1]. Consequently, general asymptotic convergence rates for the convergence of m⋆

d

respectively f⋆
d to f⋆ as d → ∞ remain of practical importance. In the next section, we state such

convergence rates based on state-of-the-art effective Positivstellensätze from [6].

Effective Putinar’s Positivstellensatz In this text, we will use an effective version of Putinar’s
Positivstellensatz from [6]. First, we need to introduce the Łojasiewicz exponent.

Theorem 3.16 (Łojasiewicz inequality [39][11, Corollary 2.6.7] ). Let K be a bounded closed semi-
algebraic set and f, g be continuous semialgebraic functions (see Definition D.3) with f−1({0}) ⊂
g−1({0}). Then there exist c,Ł ≥ 0 with

|g(x)|Ł ≤ c|f(x)| for all x ∈ K.

Later, we will need to choose the exponent Ł in Theorem 3.16 to be at least 1. This is always
possible, as stated in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.17. The exponent Ł in Theorem 3.16 can be chosen with Ł ≥ 1.

Proof. Let c,Ł ≥ 0 be as in Theorem 3.16. If Ł ≥ 1 we are done. If Ł < 1 then |g(x)|Ł ≥ |g(x)| for
all x in the open set U := {x ∈ K : |g(x)| < 1}, i.e. the Łojasiewicz inequality holds on U with
Ł = 1 and the same constant c. To assure it holds also on K \ U for Ł = 1 we will modify the
constant c. By the assumption on f and g, we have U ⊃ g−1({0}) ⊃ f−1({0}). Hence f(x) 6= 0 for
all x ∈ K \U. By compactness of K \U and continuity of f and g there exists ε > 0 and M ≥ 0
such that |f(x)| ≥ ε and |g(x)| ≤ M for all x ∈ K \U. For all x ∈ K \U we get

|g(x)| ≤ M =
M

ε
ε ≤ c̃|f(x)|

for c̃ := M
ε . Setting c

′ := max{c, c̃} shows that |g(x)| ≤ c
′|f(x)| for all x ∈ K, i.e. the Łojasiewicz

inequality with Ł = 1.

For the statement of the effective Putinar’s Positivstellensatz in Theorem 3.18 we use the fol-
lowing notation from [6]

‖f‖ := max
x∈[−1,1]n

|f(x)|. (15)

Theorem 3.18 (Effective Putinar Positivstellensatz [6, Theorem 1.7]).
Let n ≥ 2, f, p1, . . . , pm ∈ R[X] with f > 0 on K(p). Assume that

1− ‖X‖2 ∈ Q(p) and ∀1 ≤ i ≤ m, ‖pi‖ := max
x∈[−1,1]n

|pi(x)| ≤
1

2
. (16)
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Then one has
d ≥ γ(n,p) deg(f)3.5mŁ (‖f‖/f⋆)

2.5mŁ
=⇒ f ∈ Qd(p) (17)

for 1 ≤ γ(n,p) ≤ Γn3 25Ł−1 mn
c
2n max

i
deg(pi)

n with the constants c,Ł depending only on f, p1, . . . , pm,

and the constant Γ > 0 does not depend on n, f, p1, . . . , pm.

The effective Putinar’s Positivstellensatz Theorem 3.18 immediately translates into a conver-
gence rate for the SoS-tightenings f⋆

d from (8).

Corollary 3.19 (Convergence rate for POP [6, Theorems 4.2 & 4.3]). Let n ≥ 2. Under the
assumptions on p1, . . . , pm from Theorem 3.18, one has

0 ≤ f⋆ −m⋆
d ≤ f⋆ − f⋆

d ∈ O
(

d−1/2.5nŁ

)

(18)

where Ł is the constant from Theorem 3.18.

In this section, we were concerned with the convergence of m⋆
d from (12) and f⋆

d from (8) to
the optimal value f⋆ of (4). The next section is devoted to the extraction and approximation of
optimal points of (4) based on optimal points of the moment-relaxation (12).

4 Minimizer extraction

In this section, we treat two established ways of extracting (approximate) minimizers for (4) from
solutions L⋆

d of the moment-relaxation (12). One is concerned with finding exact minimizers, i.e.
optimal points x⋆ ∈ K for (4) with f(x⋆) = f∗, and the other proposes candidate points x(d) which
hopefully lie close to optimal points x⋆. Clearly, exactly extracting minimizers x⋆ is desirable.
However, we should not expect that this is always tractable, as many computationally complex
problems can be modeled by polynomial optimization problems, see for instance [37]. Thus, for
exactly extracting optimal solutions x⋆, one restricts to the (generic!) case of so-called flatness,
where finite convergence of the moment hierarchy is obtained [43, 7]. In those situations, optimal
solutions L⋆

d for (12) arise from atomic measures supported on optimal points, and the atoms can
be computed efficiently. For the case, when the convergence is not finite (or at least when we
do not know if finite convergence occurs) the desirable exact extraction of minimizers does not
apply. For this reason, we investigate also a second method complementing the exact extraction
method. It provides an easy-to-use method based only on linear moments of optimal solutions
L⋆
d of the moment-relaxation (12) and induces candidate minimizers for (4). The central topic in

this text concerns the quality of those candidate minimizers with a particular focus on asymptotic
convergence rates towards global minimizers of the POP (4).

Remark 4.1. Already the task of finding a feasible point x ∈ K can be highly complex. An example
from theoretical computer science is the NP-hard satisfiability problem SAT, see [3, Theorem 2.10],
which addresses the existence of a point x in a semialgebraic set K (more precisely, a subset of
the boolean hypercube). Consequently, extracting exact minimizers to POP (4) is computationally
challenging.

8



4.1 Extracting exact minimizers

In this section, we briefly outline an established method for extracting minimizers from flat solutions
of the moment-relaxation 12. In the Appendix B, we accompany this introduction with some
illustrative examples. For details on the method, we refer to [22, 34] and survey texts [32, Section
6.1.2] and [36, Sections 6.7 and 2.4].

A central pillar of the mentioned method is the notion of atomic measures.

Definition 4.2 (Finitely-atomic measure). Let K ⊂ R
n and µ ∈ M(K) be a measure on K. We say

µ is (finitely-) atomic if there exist (finitely) many points x1, . . . ,xl ∈ K and weights a1, . . . , al > 0
such that

µ =
l∑

i=1

aiδxi

where δxi
denotes the Dirac measure in xi. We call the points x1, . . . ,xm ∈ K the atoms of µ.

The starting point for exact minimizer extraction is the following straightforward observation.

Lemma 4.3. Let µ ∈ M(K) be a minimizer of the measure formulation (9) of the POP (4).

Assume µ is atomic with µ =
l∑

i=1

aiδxi
for a1, . . . , al > 0. Then each atom xi is a minimizer of (4).

The statement of Lemma 4.3 is well-known, see for instance [32, Theorem 6.6]. Because the
proof is very short, we state it here.

Proof. First note that
l∑

i=1

ai =
∫
1 dµ = µ(K) = 1 by feasibility of µ for (9). Thus, from f(x) ≥ f∗

for all x ∈ K – including the atoms x1, . . . ,xl ∈ K – we have

f⋆ =

(
l∑

i=1

ai

)

· f⋆ =

l∑

i=1

ai · f⋆ ≤
l∑

i=1

aif(xi) =

∫

f dµ ≤ f⋆ (19)

where the last inequality holds because µ is a minimizer of (9). We infer that both inequalities in
(19) is an equality. For the first, this is the case if and only if for all 1 ≤ i ≤ l it holds f(xi) = f⋆

(because f(xi) ≥ f⋆ and all the weights ai are strictly positive and sum to 1). We conclude
f(xi) = f⋆ and the statement.

The previous lemma indicates that for obtaining minimizers of the POP (4) we are interested in
finitely-atomic minimizers µ ∈ M(K) of (9). This is where flatness, see Definition 3.14, will again
prove useful. The following theorem is a refined version of Theorem 3.15.

Theorem 4.4 ([36, Theorem 6.18]). Set K = K(p) and d ∈ N with d ≥ r := max
i

deg(pi). Consider

Qd(p)
∗ from (11) and let L ∈ Qd(p)

∗ be r-flat. Then, there exist at most rank(ML) many atoms

x1, . . . ,xm ∈ K, and weights a1, . . . , am > 0 such that µ :=
m∑

i=1

aiδxi
∈ M(K) satisfies

L(p) =

∫

p dµ for all p ∈ R[X]2d.

Further, if L is optimal for (12), it holds m⋆
d = f⋆ and x1, . . . ,xm are minimizers for the POP (4).

9



In order to turn Theorem 4.4 into an efficient method of constructing minimizers for the POP
(4), we need to discuss how the atoms xi of an atomic measure can be efficiently extracted from
finitely many of its moments. This task is treated in [22] where an efficient computational method
is presented. We refer to the texts [22, 34, 32, 36] for the method and details. This leads to the
following established procedure of minimizer computation [32, Theorem 10.2]:

1. Formulate the moment hierarchy for the POP (4).

2. Choose d ∈ N with d ≥ max{deg(f), deg(p1), . . . , deg(pm)} and solve the moment-relaxation
(12) for optimal L⋆

d.

3. Check if L⋆
d is r-flat for r = max

i
deg(pi) if not, go to Step 2 and increase d.

4. If L⋆
d is r-flat, then follow the method from [22] (see also [32, Algorithm 6.9] and [36, Sections

6.7 and 2.4]) to compute atoms of the representing measure µ from Theorem 4.4.

If this procedure terminates, i.e. if Step 4. is reached, then Theorem 4.4 guarantees that the optimal
value f⋆ is found, and Lemma 4.3 implies that the extracted atoms x are optimal points x⋆ for
the POP (4). However, in general, whether or not this procedure terminates cannot be answered
in polynomial time unless P = NP , see [1]. For this reason, we investigate another method for
approximating the minimizers from optimal solutions L⋆

d that is applicable also when L⋆
d is not flat.

Remark 4.5 (Related methods). A method – that applies as well for non-commutative polynomial
optimization – of (robustly) extracting minimizers can be found in [25]. It should also be emphasized
that [25] investigates softening the concept of flatness and allowing for “almost flat” operators. In
Section 7, we mention two different methods from [40, 35] and [23] for estimating the support of a
measure by its moments.

4.2 Constructing candidate minimizers from linear moments

In the previous Section 4.1 we described a method for extracting minimizers of (4). This procedure
applies when flatness occurs in the moment hierarchy. In this section, we complement the approach
with a method that applies even also when flatness does not occur. As mentioned in Remark 4.1,
we should not even expect a method to efficiently provide feasible points x ∈ K for a general
POP. This is why, we examine a simple method for estimating minimizers with the risk that those
approximative minimizers are not feasible for (4). However, we will show that they lie increasingly
close to true minimizers.

To outline the idea, let us assume the POP problem (4) has a unique minimizer x⋆ ∈ K, i.e.
it holds f(x⋆) = f⋆ and f(x) > f⋆ for all x ∈ K \ {x⋆}. Then the (unique) optimal measure
µ ∈ M(K) for the measure formulation (9) of the POP (4) is given by the Dirac measure µ := δx⋆ .
From µ we can extract the point x⋆ = (x⋆

1, . . . , x
⋆
n) by taking linear moments: Let qi := Xi ∈ R[X],

it holds

x⋆
i =

∫

Xi dδx⋆ =

∫

qi dµ for i = 1, . . . , n. (20)

In the same spirit, for d ∈ N and L⋆
d a solution of the moment relaxation (12), we estimate the

minimizer x⋆ via
x
(d,⋆)
i := L⋆

d(qi) = L⋆
d(Xi). (21)

In contrast to the exact case (20), the estimators x(d,⋆) := (x
(d,⋆)
1 , . . . , x

(d,⋆)
n ) may be infeasible, i.e.

it can happen that x(d,⋆) /∈ K. For an illustrative purpose, we present the following simple example.

10



Example 4.6. Consider the set K := {0, 1}2. For g1(x1, x2) := x1(1 − x1) and g2(x1, x2) :=
x2(1− x2) we have

K = {(x1, x2) ∈ R
2 : g1(x1, x2) = g2(x1, x2) = 0} = K(g1,−g1, g2,−g2),

Let the cost be f(x1, x2) := −x1 − x2 + x1x2. By evaluating f in the four points of K, we get

−1 = min
x∈K

f(x). (22)

For d ∈ N, the moment relaxation for the POP is given by

m∗
d := inf

L
L(f)

s.t. L ∈ Qd(p)
∗

L(1) = 1.

Substituting L by its pseudo-moments yα := L(xα) for α ∈ N
2 with |α| ≤ d turns (23) into an

SDP. For d = 2, it reads

m∗
2 = inf

y10,y01,y20,y11,y02

−y10 − y01 + y11

s.t.





1 y10 y01
y10 y20 y11
y01 y11 y02



 � 0

y10 − y20 = 0
y01 − y02 = 0

Substituting y20 = y10 and y01 = y02 results in the SDP

m∗
2 = inf

y10,y01,y11

−y10 − y01 + y11

s.t.





1 y10 y01
y10 y10 y11
y01 y11 y01



 � 0
(23)

Solving (23) gives the optimal value m⋆
2 = −1.25 with optimal point y⋆ = (y⋆10, y

⋆
01, y

⋆
11) = (34 ,

3
4 ,

3
8 ).

For the extracted point x(2,⋆) from (21) we have

x(2,⋆) = (y⋆10, y
⋆
01) = (

3

4
,
3

4
) /∈ K.

We can also exclude the possibility of having chosen a “wrong” minimizer of (23). That is, there
is no other optimal point ŷ = (ŷ10, ŷ01, ŷ11) for (23) with (ŷ10, ŷ01) ∈ K. To verify this, let
y = (y10, y01, y11) be feasible for (23) with (y10, y01) ∈ K; a case distinction for each of the four
cases (y10, y01) ∈ {0, 1}2 shows that the cost for y is bounded from below by −1 > −1.25. Flatness
arises at d = 3, i.e. the optimal value −1 = m⋆

3 and optimal points (1, 0), (0, 1), (1, 1) ∈ K are
retrieved.

As we have seen in the above example, the point x(d,⋆) from (21) might not be feasible for the
POP (4). Hence, we should consider different indicators for the quality of x(d,⋆) as a candidate
minimizer. In this context, it is reasonable to ask how close x(d,⋆) lies to x⋆ (the related question of
how close f(x(d,⋆)) is to f⋆ will be treated in Proposition 6.4 for convex f). We can ask the same
question differently:

11



How close lie the linear pseudo-moments L⋆
d(Xi) of Ld to the linear moments of δx⋆?

This motivates two natural generalizations: First, we can investigate higher-order moments. Second,
we consider POPs (4) with possibly multiple minimizers. For such POPs, we replace the measure
δx⋆ by a general minimizer µ ∈ M(K) of the measure formulation (9) of the POP (4). Thus, we
ask:

How close lie the pseudo-moments L⋆
d(X

α) of Ld to the moments
∫
Xα dµ (24)

of a minimizer µ of (9)? (25)

The result [51, Theorem 12] gives a qualitative answer to the above question: As d tends to infinity,
the pseudo-moments of L⋆

d lie arbitrarily close to the moments of some optimal measure for (9).
In case of a unique minimizer of (4), this implies that x(d,⋆) converges to the optimal point x⋆ as
d → ∞. In the following section, we present a quantitative version of this result.

5 Convergence to optimal moments

The convex structure of the measure formulation (9) of the POP (4) implies that the set of optimal
points of (9) is convex. More precisely, the set of optimal points for (9) is given by

{µ ∈ M(S⋆) : µ(K) = 1} for S⋆ := {x ∈ K : f(x) = f⋆}. (26)

Consequently, we would expect the pseudo-moments L⋆
d(X

α) of an optimal point L⋆
d for (12) to be

close to the moments of an optimal point µ ∈ M(S⋆) – and not necessarily to the moments of a Dirac
measure δx in an optimal point x ∈ S⋆. Before we state our main result for the pseudo-moments,
we first show the analog result for measures.

Lemma 5.1. Let K ⊂ [−1, 1]n be closed basic semialgebraic, f ∈ R[X], r ∈ N and µ ∈ M(K) be a
probability measure with ∫

f dµ ≤ f⋆ + δ (27)

for some δ ≥ 0. Then, there exists a measure µr ∈ M(S⋆) such that for all α ∈ N
n with |α| ≤ r it

holds ∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xα dµ−
∫

Xα dµr

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ |α|Cδ

1
L

for constants C,L ≥ 0 that depend only on f and K (and not on r). Further, L can be chosen with
L ≥ 1.

Proof. Let α ∈ N
n with |α| ≤ r. Without loss of generality we may assume that f⋆ = 0, i.e. that

f ≥ 0 on K and f(x⋆) = 0. Otherwise, we consider the function f̃ := f − f⋆. In this proof we will
use two main ingredients:

a) The Łojasiewicz inequality: We apply Theorem 3.16 and Lemma 3.17 to the continuous
functions f and

g(x) := dist(x,S⋆) (28a)

That is, we get constants
c ≥ 0 and L ≥ 1 (28b)

12



with
g(x)L ≤ c |f(x)| = cf(x) for all x ∈ K. (28c)

That Theorem 3.16 can be applied is assured by Lemma D.4, namely it states that g is
semialgebraic.

b) Richter-Tchakaloff theorem: By Proposition A.4 applied to E := span ({f} ∪ {Xα : |α ≤ r|),
we get an integer l ≤

(
n+r
r

)
+ 1, points x(1), . . . ,x(l) ∈ K, and weights a1, . . . , al ∈ (0, 1] such

that for the atomic measure ν ∈ M(K) with

ν :=

l∑

i=1

aiδx(i) (28d)

it holds
∫

f dµ =

∫

f dν and

∫

Xα dµ =

∫

Xα dν for all |α| ≤ r. (28e)

Now we construct µr ∈ M(S⋆). Motivated by ν from (28d) we set

µr :=

l∑

i=1

aiδx(i,⋆) ∈ M(S⋆) for xi,⋆ ∈ argmin
{∥
∥
∥x− x(i)

∥
∥
∥
2
: x ∈ S⋆

}

. (29)

Integrating the Łojasiewicz inequality (28c) against ν, using (28a) and (28e), gives

c

∫

f(x) dµ
(28e)
= c

∫

f(x) dν ≥
∫

g(x)L dν =

l∑

i=1

aig(x
(i))L

(28a)
=

n∑

i=1

ai

∥
∥
∥x

(i) − xi,⋆
∥
∥
∥

L

2
. (30)

It remains to put the ingredients together – we get

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xα dµ−
∫

Xα dµr

∣
∣
∣
∣
=

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xα dν −
∫

Xα dµr

∣
∣
∣
∣

by (28e)

=

∣
∣
∣
∣

l∑

i=1

ai(x
(i))α −

l∑

i=1

ai(x
(i,⋆))α

∣
∣
∣
∣

by definition of ν, µ

≤
l∑

i=1

ai
∣
∣(x(i))α − (x(i,⋆))α

∣
∣

≤ |α|
l∑

i=1

ai
∥
∥x(i) − x(i,⋆)

∥
∥
2

by Lemma C.1

≤ |α|
(

l∑

i=1

ai
∥
∥x(i) − x(i,⋆)

∥
∥
L
2

) 1
L

by Jensen’s inequality

≤ |α|
(

c

∫

f dν

) 1
L

by (30)

= |α|
(

c

∫

f dµ

) 1
L

by (28e)

≤ |α| c 1
L (f⋆ + δ)

1
L . by (27)

(31)

By setting C := c

1
L , the claim follows.
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Now, we turn to pseudo-moments, i.e. to feasible points L ∈ Qd(p) for (12). To account for
practical solutions, we work with “ε-almost optimal” solutions Ld of (12). That is, for given εd ≥ 0,
we consider feasible points Ld of (12) with

Ld(f) ≤ m⋆
d + εd. (32)

In [51, Theorem 12] it was shown that, with lim
d→∞

εd = 0, the moments Ld(X
α) get arbitrarily

close to moments of optimal measures for (9) as d tends to infinity. The following Theorem is a
quantitative version of this result.

Theorem 5.2. Let m ∈ N, p1, . . . , pm ∈ R[X] satisfy (16) and f ∈ R[X]. Further, let r, d ∈ N with
deg(f) ≤ r ≤ d ∈ N and Ld be a feasible point for (12) satisfying (32). There exists a probability
measure µr,d ∈ M(S⋆) such that for α ∈ N

n with |α| ≤ r it holds
∣
∣
∣
∣
Ld(X

α)−
∫

Xα dµr,d

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ |α|C ·

(

ε
1
Ł

d + γ(n,p)
1

2.5nŁ t
12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d
− 1

2.5nŁ·Ł2

)

for t := max{r, deg(f)}, constants Ł,Ł2, C ≥ 0 which depend only on f with Ł2 ≥ 1, and the
constant γ(n,p) from Theorem 3.18.

Proof. Let α ∈ N
n with |α| ≤ r. We may assume |α| ≥ 1. For α = 0 ∈ N

n, due to feasibility,
it holds Ld(X

α) = Ld(1) = 1 = (x⋆)0 = (x⋆)α. Again, without loss of generality, we may assume
that f⋆ = 0, i.e. that f ≥ 0 on K and f(x⋆) = 0. In this proof, we will pair Lemma 5.1 with the
convergence rate for pseudo-moments from Theorem A.2. The strategy is as follows: Using Corollary
A.3 we find a measure µ′ ∈ M(K) whose moments approximate the pseudo-moments Ld(X

α) and
for which

∫
f dµ is close to the cost Ld(f). Then we apply Lemma 5.1 to find a measure µ ∈ M(S⋆)

that is “close” to µ′. Consequently, also the moments of µ lie close to the pseudo-moments Ld(X
α).

In the rest of the proof, we specify this strategy and quantify the arguments.

1. Finding a measure µ′ ∈ M(K) close to Ld: By Corollary A.3, we can find a measure µ′ ∈
M(K) with µ(K) = 1 such that for some constant Ł and all |α| ≤ r it holds

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xα dµ′ − Ld(X
α)

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ 6γ(n,p)

1
2.5nŁ t

12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d−
1

2.5nŁ =: η1,d (33a)

and ∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

f dµ′ − Ld(f)

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ 6γ(n,p)

1
2.5nŁ t

12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d−
1

2.5nŁ ‖f‖coeff =: η2,d (33b)

with the constants Ł and γ(n,p) from Corollary A.3 and the term ‖q‖coeff :=
∑

α
q2α for

polynomials q =
∑

α
qαx

α ∈ R[X] is the norm defined in (50a). The bound in (33b) is exactly

the statement of Corollary A.3 applied to q = f . Similarly, the bound in (33a) follows by
taking q(x) := xα in Corollary A.3 and noting that for this choice of q we have ‖q‖coeff = 1.
Note, that we did not choose t = |α| in (33a) because that might have led to different measures
µ in (33a) and (33b).

2. Defining µ ∈ M(S⋆): From (33b) we infer

∫

f dµ′ ≤ f⋆ + |Ld(f)− f⋆|+
∣
∣
∣
∣
Ld(f)−

∫

f dµ′
∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ f⋆ + εd + η2,d.
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Setting δ := εd + η2,d ≥ 0 in Lemma 5.1, we find a measure µ ∈ M(S⋆) satisfying

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xα dµ′ −
∫

Xα dµ

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ |α|C′ (εd + η2,d)

1
Ł2

for constants C′ ≥ 0,Ł2 ≥ 1 from Lemma 5.1. Sublinearity of the map z 7→ z
1
Ł2 implies

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xα dµ′ −
∫

Xα dµ

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ |α|C′

(

ε
1
Ł2

d + η
1
Ł2

2,d

)

(33c)

3. Relating µ to Ld: Combining (33a) with (33c), we have

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xα dµ− Ld(X
α)

∣
∣
∣
∣

≤
∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xα dµ−
∫

Xα dµ′
∣
∣
∣
∣
+

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xα dµ′ − Ld(X
α)

∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ |α|C′ε
1

Ł2

d + |α|C′η
1
Ł2

2,d + η1,d. (33d)

The rest of the proof consists of (coarsely) bounding the terms |α|C′η
1
Ł2

2,d and η1,d in (33d).

4. Computing bounds for (33d): We begin by defining a constant C′′

C′′ := 6C′ · ‖f‖
1

Ł2

coeff . (33e)

Inserting C′′ into (33b) gives, note that γ(n,p) ≥ 1,

C′η
1
Ł2

2,d ≤ C′′ · γ(n,p) 1
2.5nŁ t

12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d−
1

2.5nŁ·Ł2 . (33f)

This concludes a desired bound for the second summand in (33d). For the third summand in
(33d) we have, because of Ł2 ≥ 1,

η1,d = 6γ(n,p)
1

2.5nŁ t
12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d−
1

2.5nŁ ≤ 6γ(n,p)
1

2.5nŁ t
12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d
− 1

2.5nŁ·Ł2 . (33g)

Inserting (33f) and (33g) into (33d) gives

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xα dµ− Ld(X
α)

∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ |α|C′ε
1

Ł2

d + (|α| · C′′ + 6)γ(n,p)
1

2.5nŁ t
12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d
− 1

2.5nŁ·Ł2 .

The claim follows by setting C := max{C′, C′′ + 6} and µr,d := µ.

For optimal solutions L⋆
d of (12) we can state an asympotic convergence rate.

Corollary 5.3. Let the assumptions of Theorem 5.2 be satisfied. For r, d ∈ N and an optimal point
L⋆
d for (12), there exists µr,d ∈ M(S⋆) such that for α ∈ N

n with |α| ≤ r it holds

∣
∣
∣
∣
L⋆
d(X

α)−
∫

Xα dµr,d

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ |α|Cγ(n,p)

1
2.5nŁ t

12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d
− 1

2.5nŁ·Ł2 ∈ O
d→∞

(

d
− 1

2.5nŁ·Ł2

)

with t := max{r, deg(f)} and the same constants Ł,Ł2, C ≥ 0 as in Theorem 5.2.
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Proof. We can set εd = 0 in Theorem 5.2.

We accompany Theorem 5.2 and Corollary 5.3 with a few remarks on the distinction from [6,
Theorem 1.8], and a discussion on the appearing constants, effects of improved effective Positivstel-
lensätze, and practical relevance.

Remark 5.4 (Comparison to [6, Theorem 1.8]). There are two differences between Theorem 5.2
and [6, Theorem 1.8] (which we state in Theorem A.2). The principal one is that [6, Theorem 1.8]
considers measures supported on the semialgebraic set K while Theorem 5.2 further specifies their
support to be contained in the set of optimal points S⋆ from (26). The second difference is the
additional factor Ł2 in the exponent of d.

Remark 5.5 (Discussion on the constant C in Theorem 5.2). The constant C is essentially defined
in (33e) and contains the Łojasiewicz constant c2 and the Łojasiewicz exponent Ł2 from (28c), as
well as the norms ‖f‖ , ‖f‖coeff defined in (15) and (50a). Particularly, the quantity c2 is difficult
to access because it depends on the (unknown) minimizer x⋆ and the behavior of f around it.

Remark 5.6 (Improved Positivstellensätze). Any improved version of the effective Positivstellen-
satz Theorem 3.18 leads to an improved convergence bound in Theorem 5.2. The reason is that
stronger rates in the effective Positivstellensatz lead to stronger rates for the approximation of
pseudo-moments in the crucial Theorem A.2, see the discussion in [8, Section 3.3]. An example of
improved effective Positivstellensatz is the work [8], which presents an effective version of Putinar’s
Positivstellensatz without the dimension n appearing in the exponents in the rate (18). However, the
resulting improvement of the moment approximation in Theorem A.2 has not been made explicit,
which is why we work with [6].

In the above remark, we mention how improvements on general Positivstellensätze tighten the
convergence bound in Theorem 5.2. Analogously, specialized Positivstellensätze for specific sets K

imply stronger rates in Theorem 5.2.

Remark 5.7 (Specialized effective Positivstellensätze). Specialized effective Positivstellensätze are
Positivstellensätze tailored to certain sets K, such as the unit ball [53], the sphere [20, 49], or the
hypercube [9], etc. For these sets, refined effective Positivstellensätze with convergence rates of order
O
(
d−2

)
, as d tends to infinity, have been obtained. Such tightened convergence bounds carry over to

tighter bounds in Theorem 5.2 by similar arguments as in Remark 5.6. In [5], even an exponential
convergence rate in the effective Positivstellensatz is obtained on the hypercube for functions with
local regularity properties around the minimizer x⋆.

Remark 5.8 (Practical convergence rates). It is important to mention that the asymptotic analysis
of the moment-SoS hierarchy for generalized moment problems might not transfer to practical appli-
cations. The reason is threefold. Firstly, current computational capacities restrict the computation
of the moment-SoS hierarchy already for medium-sized problems to low-degree instances. Secondly,
the constants in (5.2) can be large and hide the asymptotic behavior at lower levels of the hierarchy;
further, as indicated by [53, Theorem 3 and 4], the convergence might appear only at higher level in
the hierarchy (see the condition d ≥ n deg(f)

√

deg(f) in the statements of [53, Theorem 3 and 4]).
And thirdly, the conditioning of the moment-relaxation (12) tends to worsen with increasing level
d in the hierarchy. In our setting, this could cause the term εd to approach zero at a slow rate (or
even not at all).
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In the next section, we transfer the bounds on convergent rates for the pseudo-moments to
bounds on approximating (unique) minimizers of the POP (4) by the estimators x(d) from Section
4.2.

5.1 Convergence rate for the estimated minimizers

Here we want to investigate how Theorem 5.2 can be used to analyze convergence of the candidate
minimizers (21) introduced in Section 4.2. To begin, we recall shortly the construction of these
candidate minimizers.

Minimizer estimation from Section 4.2 Consider the POP (4), i.e.

f∗ := inf
x

f(x)

s.t. x ∈ K(p)

Next, for given d ∈ N and dual cone Qd(p)
∗ given by (11), we consider the moment-relaxation (12),

that is

m∗
d := inf

L∈R[X]∗
d

L(f)

s.t. L ∈ Qd(p)
∗

L(1) = 1

and obtain an almost optimal operator Ld with, for given εd ≥ 0,

Ld(f) ≤ m⋆
d + εd.

We define a candidate point x(d) = (x
(d)
1 , . . . , x

(d)
n ) ∈ R

n as in (21) via linear pseudo-moments by

x
(d)
i := Ld(Xi).

We are interested in the question of how close x(d) lies to a minimizer x⋆ of the POP (4). Before
treating this question, we emphasize a fundamental problem in this context – convexity. Convexity
in the measure formulation (9) of the POP (4) can cause “mixing” of different minimizers when only
considering linear moments. We illustrate this in the following example.

Example 5.9 (Multiple minimizer). Consider a POP with multiple minimizers x⋆,1, . . . , x⋆,s ∈ K.
As mentioned in (26), the set of optimal measures M⋆ for (9) is given by

M⋆ =

{
s∑

i=1

aiδx⋆,i : a1, . . . , as ≥ 0,

s∑

i=1

ai = 1

}

.

For L :=
s∑

i=1

aiδx⋆,i ∈ M⋆ with a1, . . . , as ≥ 0 and
s∑

i=1

ai = 1 the vector x̃ := (L(Xi))i=1,...,n of

linear moments takes the form

x̃ =

s∑

i=1

aix
⋆,i. (34)
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In other words, any convex combination of minimizers of the POP (4) can be obtained as linear
moments of an optimal measure for (9). However, such a point (34) need not be optimal for the
POP (4). This is not an infinite-dimensional phenomenon – it can also occur for the moment-
relaxation (12) at a finite level d ∈ N, for instance when there are multiple minimizers and flatness
holds.

Case of unique minimizers Example 5.9 examines the situation of multiple minimizers for the
POP (4) and the resulting complications for linear minimizer estimation. However, the situation
changes significantly, when there is a unique minimizer x⋆ of (4). In that case, also the optimal
measure for the optimization problem (9) is unique and given by δx⋆ . By Theorem 5.2, this implies
that the pseudo-moments of solutions Ld to moment-relaxation (12) approximate the moments of
δx⋆ . This readily gives the following result.

Corollary 5.10. Assume the conditions of Theorem 5.2 are satisfied. Further assume that there
exists a unique minimizer x⋆ of the POP (4). Then, with r, d, Ld, α as in Theorem 5.2, it holds

|(x⋆)α − Ld(X
α)| ≤ |α|C ·

(

ε
1
Ł

d + γ(n,p)
1

2.5nŁ t
12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d
− 1

2.5nŁ·Ł2

)

with the same constants t, C,Ł,Ł2, γ(n,p) from Theorem 5.2.

Proof. We apply Theorem 5.2 and find a measure µr,d that is optimal for (12) with

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xα dµr,d − Ld(X
α)

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ |α|C ·

(

ε
1
Ł

d + γ(n,p)
1

2.5nŁ t
12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d
− 1

2.5nŁ·Ł2

)

.

By the assumption on the uniqueness of the minimizer x⋆ of (4), the optimal measure for (9) is
unique and given by δx⋆ , i.e. we have µr,d = δx⋆ . Thus, its moments are given by

∫

Xα dµr,d =

∫

Xα dδx⋆ = (x⋆)α.

The statement follows.

The argument can be slightly refined when we are interested in the Euclidean distance between
the estimator x(d) and the unique minimizer x⋆.

Corollary 5.11. Under the assumptions of Theorem 5.2. Let x(d) be given by (21). It holds

∥
∥
∥x

(d) − x⋆
∥
∥
∥
2
≤ Cε

1
Ł2

d + (C +
√
n) · γ(n,p) 1

2.5nŁ t
12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d
− 1

2.5nŁ·Ł2

with the same notation and constants t, C,Ł,Ł2, γ(n,p) from Theorem 5.2.

Proof. We could apply Theorem 5.2 with t = max{1, deg(f)} and get

∥
∥
∥x

(d) − x⋆
∥
∥
∥

2

2
=

n∑

i=1

∣
∣
∣x

(d)
i − x⋆

i

∣
∣
∣

2

≤
n∑

i=1

(

Cε
1

Ł2

d + C · γ(n,p) 1
2.5nŁ t

12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d
− 1

2.5nŁ·Ł2

)2

,
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i.e.
∥
∥x(d) − x⋆

∥
∥
2
≤ √

nC

(

ε
1
Ł2

d + γ(n,p)
1

2.5nL t
12
5

(
n+t
t

)
d−

1
2.5nL

)

. Compared to the claimed rate,

this induces an additional factor
√
n for the term ε

1
Ł2

d . Instead, to get the claimed rate, we follow
the proof of Theorem 5.2 and refine the bound in (31) by applying Lemma C.2. Therefore, we take
a measure µ′ as in (33a) and (33b) and apply Lemma C.2 to the function h(x) := x − x⋆ ∈ R

n.
This gives ∥

∥
∥
∥
∥

(∫

Xi − x⋆
i dµ′

)

i=1,...,n

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
2

Lemma C.2
≤

∫

‖X− x⋆‖2 dµ′. (35)

We get the claimed rate from (35) and following the computations in the proofs of Lemma 5.1 and
Theorem 5.2. The rest of the proof consists of adapting those computations.

Using Jensen’s inequality and Łojasiewicz inequality (28c) (note that in (28c) the function
g(x) := dist(x,S⋆) equals g(x) = ‖x− x⋆‖2 in our current setting) – we get, with the constants c

and L from (28c),

∫

‖X− x⋆‖2 dµ′ ≤
(∫

‖X− x⋆‖L2 dµ′
) 1

L (31)

≤ c

1
L

(∫

f dµ′
) 1

L

≤ c

1
L

(∫

f dµ′
) 1

L

. (36)

As in Step 4. in the proof of Theorem 5.2, we infer
(∫

f dµ′) 1
L ≤ ε

1
L

d + η
1
L

2,d. Together with (36),
this gives ∫

‖X− x⋆‖2 dµ′ ≤ ε
1
L

d + η
1
L

2,d (37)

Putting together, we get
∥
∥
∥x

(d) − x⋆
∥
∥
∥
2

=
∥
∥
∥(L⋆

d(Xi)− x⋆
i )i=1,...,n

∥
∥
∥
2

≤
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

(

L⋆
d(Xi)−

∫

Xi dµ
′
)

i=1,...,n

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
2

+

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

(∫

Xi − x⋆
i dµ′

)

i=1,...,n

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
2

(35)

≤

√
√
√
√
√
√

n∑

i=1

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xi dµ
′ − L⋆

d(Xi)

∣
∣
∣
∣

2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤η1,d from (33a)

+

∫

‖X− x⋆‖2 dµ′

(37)

≤
√
nη1,d + c

1
L

(

ε
1
L

d + η
1
L

2,d

)

where used the term η1,d from (33a). Defining the constant C as in Step 4. in the proof of Theorem
5.2 concludes the claim (by the same coarse bounds (33f), (33g)).

Remark 5.12 (Symmetry reduction and leveraging sparsity). When multiple minimizers arise
resulting from symmetries, the number of minimizers can be reduced by symmetry reduction, see for
instance [48] where symmetry is leveraged for POP. In such cases, the minimizers may be reduced
to a unique one, such as in [4] where symmetry reduction allowed to reduce to a unique solution in
some problem instances of optimal control problems tackled via the moment-SoS hierarchy.

Another concept that aims at reducing the computational complexity of the moment-relaxation
(12) is sparsity, see for instance [32, Section 8]. Our approach transfers directly to correlation spar-
sity for which convergence rates similar to the effective Putinar’s Positivstellensatz from Theorem
3.18 are available, see [27].
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6 Moment convergence for an upper bound moment-SoS hi-

erarchy

For polynomial optimization problems (4), the moment-SoS hierarchy from Definition 3.4 and (12)
is not the only hierarchy based on SoS decompositions. The subject of this section is a different
hierarchy – an upper-bound hierarchy from[31]. We investigate the convergence of its moments as
in Section 5.

An upper bound hierarchy In [31], the following hierarchy was induced: For d ∈ N consider

u⋆
d := inf

σ∈Σ
deg(σ)≤d

∫

f · σ dµ (38)

s.t.

∫

σ dµ = 1.

where µ is a fixed reference measure with support supp(µ) = K whose moments are known. Since
every polynomial σ ∈ Σ is non-negative we get for any feasible σ for (38)

∫

f · σ dµ ≥
∫

f⋆ · σ dµ = f⋆

∫

σ dµ = f⋆.

Further, since the feasible set in (38) is monotonically increasing with d, it follows

u⋆
d ≥ u⋆

d+1 ≥ f⋆. (39)

The upper-bound hierarchy (38) is motivated by the infinite-dimensional LP

u⋆ := inf
σ∈Σ

∫

f · σ dµ (40)

s.t.

∫

σ dµ = 1.

By definition, we have u⋆ = lim
d→∞

u⋆
d, and further we have u⋆ = f⋆ see [31]. The second equality

can be verified by approximating the Dirac delta δx⋆ in a minimizer x⋆ by a measure ν ∈ M(K)
with dν = σ dµ for a “needle” density σ ∈ Σ. More generally, we can identify each σ ∈ Σ with a
measure νσ ∈ M(K) given by

dνσ := σdµ, (41)

that is, it holds ∫

g dνσ =

∫

g · σ dµ for all g ∈ R[X].

Using νσ we can reformulate the optimization problem (38) as

u⋆
d = inf

ν∈M(K)

∫

f dν (42)

s.t. ν = νσ for some σ ∈ Σ with deg(σ) ≤ d
∫

1 dν = 1.

20



This observation allows us to view (38) as a tightening of the measure formulation (9) of the POP
(4), i.e. the feasible points for (38) are measures. This is in contrast to the moment-relaxations
(12) which act on pseudo-moments. In the following paragraph, we leverage some advantages of
working with measures in (42) compared to working with pseudo-moments in (12).

A convergence rate for the moments in the upper bound hierarchy Before we give a
corollary of Lemma 5.1, we recall the set S⋆ := {x ∈ K : f(x) = f⋆} of minimizers of f in K.

Corollary 6.1. Let K ⊂ [−1, 1]n be closed, r ∈ N and σ ∈ Σ be feasible for (40) with
∫
f · σ dµ ≤

f⋆+δ for some δ ≥ 0. Then there exists a probability measure µr ∈ M(S⋆) such that for all α ∈ N
n

with |α| ≤ r it holds
∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xα · σ dµ−
∫

Xα dµr

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ |α|Cδ

1
L

for constants C ≥ 0, L ≥ 1 that depend only on f and K (but not on r).

Proof. The statement follows from applying Lemma 5.1 to the measure νσ defined in (41).

In the above Corollary, we can substitute δ by whichever convergence rate is available for
the hierarchy of upper bounds (38). For convex bodies the following convergence rate has been
established in [15, Theorem 3]: There exists d0 ∈ N such that for all d0 ≤ d ∈ N

u⋆
d − f⋆ ≤ C√

d
(43)

for a constant C ≥ 0 depending only on f and K. As in previous sections, to account for practical
imprecision, we allow for almost optimal solutions of (38). That is, for d ∈ N let σd ∈ Σ feasible for
(38) with given precision εd ≥ 0, i.e.

∫

f · σd dµ ≤ u⋆
d + εd. (44)

Corollary 6.2. Let f ∈ R[X]. Assume that K ⊂ [−1, 1]n has non-empty interior and is a convex
closed basic semialgebraic set. For d ∈ N, let εd ≥ 0 and σd ∈ Σ be feasible for (38) and satisfy
(44). Then, there exists d0 ∈ N such that for r, d ∈ N with d ≥ d0 there exists a probability measure
µd,r ∈ M(S⋆) with

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xα · σd dµ−
∫

Xα dµd,r

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ |α|C

(
1√
d
+ εd

) 1
L

for some constants C ≥ 0,L ≥ 1 depending only on f and K.

Proof. Let r, d, εd, σd as in the statement. By [15, Theorem 3], there exists d0 ∈ N and a constant
C′ such that for all d ≥ d0 it holds

∫

f dνσ ≤ u⋆
d + εd

(43)

≤ f⋆ +
C′
√
d
+ εd.

We can apply Corollary 6.1 with δ := C′

√
d
+ εd and get a probability measure µd,r ∈ M(S⋆) with

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

Xα · σ dµ−
∫

Xα dµr

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ |α|C′′

(
C′
√
d
+ εd

) 1
L

for a constant C′′ ≥ 0 and L ≥ 1. By setting C := C′′ ·max{1, C′} the claim follows.
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Remark 6.3. The convergence rate (43) applies to full-dimensional convex basic semialgebraic sets,
however, convergence rates for the upper bound hierarchy (38) have been established for several other
(classes of) sets as well. We refer to [38] for a survey on convergence rates for the moment hierarchy
(12) and the upper bound hierarchy (38).

Convergence rate for estimated minimizers As in Section 5.1, we infer a convergence rate
for an estimator for the minimizer of (4) via linear moments. That is, for d ∈ N and σ ∈ Σ feasible

for (38), we define the point x̌(σ) = (x̌
(σ)
1 , . . . , x̌

(σ)
n ) ∈ R

n by

x̌
(σ)
i :=

∫

Xi · σ dµ
(41)
=

∫

Xi dνσ for i = 1, . . . , n. (45)

By feasibility of σ for (38), the measure νσ from (41) is a probability measure. This implies that
the estimator x̌(σ) lies in the convex hull conv(K) of K.

Proposition 6.4. Let d ∈ N and σ ∈ Σ be feasible for (38). Then x̌(σ) ∈ conv(K). If, in addition,
f is convex on conv(K) then it also holds

f(x̌(σ)) ≤
∫

f · σ dµ. (46)

Proof. Let ν := νσ ∈ M(K) be the probability measure for νσ defined as in (41). Consider the

vector-valued integral

∫

X dν ∈ R
n. By definition of x̌(σ) we have

∫
X dν = x̌(σ). Since ν is a

probability measure, we also have

∫

X dν ∈ conv(K). The latter statement is a standard result for

vector-valued integrals, see for instance [18, Section II.2. Corollary 8]. This concludes the proof.

Remark 6.5. Proposition 6.4 states that under additional convexity assumptions the cost of the
x̌(σ) is at most the cost of σ in the upper bound hierarchy (38). Hence, the quality of solutions
σ ∈ Σ for (38) immediately translates to the quality of the obtained estimator x̌(σ). In particular,
for convex f , any convergence rate for the upper bound hierarchy (38) implies at least the same rate
for the costs f(x̌(σ)).

Remark 6.6 (Verifying convexity). Despite that certifying convexity of a polynomial is NP-hard,
[32, Theorem 13.8], there are necessary and sufficient SoS certificates for convexity [32, Theorem
13.9]. Consequently, in view of Corollary 6.7, convexity of the cost f on conv(K) can be checked in
combination with [32, Theorem 13.27] (under the assumption that K satisfies the Putinar bounded
degree representation, see [32, Definition 13.25]).

As a consequence of Proposition 6.4 and Corollary 6.2, we infer the following corollary on how
close x̌(σ) lies to the unique minimizer x⋆.

Corollary 6.7. Assume that K has non-empty interior and is a convex closed basic semialgebraic
set. Let d ∈ N and σ be feasible for (38) satisfying (44). Then x̌(σ) ∈ K. Further, if the POP (4)
has a unique minimizer x⋆, there exists d0 ∈ N such that for all d0 ≥ d ∈ N

∥
∥
∥x

⋆ − x̌(σ)
∥
∥
∥
2
≤ C

(
1√
d
+ εd

) 1
L

for a constants C ≥ 0,L ≥ 1 depending only on f and K.
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Proof. The first part of the statement follows from the first statement in Proposition 6.4. For the
second part, note that, by assumption, we have S⋆ = {x⋆}. Therefore, δx⋆ is the only probability
measure in M(S⋆). We conclude the statement by similar arguments as in the proof of Corollary
5.11.

Because convexity played an important role in this section, we want to give some concluding
remarks on convexity for polynomial optimization. This includes relating our above analysis to
results from [32, Section 13].

Comparision to [32, Section 13] The text [32, Section 13] presents several notions of con-
vexity for polynomial optimization and its consequences for the moment relaxation (12). We base
our comparison to [32, Section 13] on the following three categories: notion of convexity, finite
convergence of the moment relaxation (12), and minimizer estimation via (21).

We begin the discussion by emphasizing that the upper-bound hierarchy (38) is based on mea-
sures νσ ∈ M(K), see (41), while the moment-relaxations (12) act on pseudo-moments operators
L ∈ Qd(p)

∗. Consequently, generalizing from measures to pseudo-moments required strengthening
the notion of convexity. Emerged has SoS convexity:

f is called SoS convex if D2f(x) = L(x)TL(x) for some L ∈ R[x]n×n. (47)

1. Notion of convexity: SoS convexity implies convexity and therefore is more restrictive than
using convexity only. Many – but not all! – of the results in [32, Section 13] require SoS
convexity (47). Hence, when we work with the upper bound hierarchy (38) we require fewer
conditions on the cost f (and the defining polynomials p).

2. Convergence rates: In [32, Theorem 13.32] finite convergence with a simple degree bound
is given under the assumption of SoS convexity in the cost f and the defining polynomials
p1, . . . , pm. We do not match this result in Corollary 6.7 because the upper bound hierarchy
does not provide finite convergence except in degenerate cases.

3. Minimizer estimation: In [32, Theorem 13.32] not only shows finite convergence but also
exact minimizer extraction via (21) under SoS convexity. However, when SoS convexity is
replaced by strict convexity, then still finite convergence holds but neither a degree bound nor
feasibility of the candidate minimizer (21) are available anymore in the current results [32,
Theorem 13.33]. Therefore, in this situation, Corollary 6.7, provides stronger guarantees.

We want to conclude this section with an analog result to Proposition 6.4 for the moment
relaxations (12). The following Corollary is a direct consequence of two convexity arguments from
[32, Section 13] and the effective Positivstellensatz Theorem 3.18.

Corollary 6.8. Let K = K(p) ⊂ [−1, 1]n satisfy the assumptions from Theorem 3.18 and, addi-
tionally, the P-BDR property1 of order d0 ∈ N. Let d0 ≤ d ∈ N. Consider the moment-relaxation
(12) with optimal value m⋆

d and the candidate minimizer x(d,⋆) from (21). Then x(d,⋆)conv(K).
Further, if f is SoS convex (see (47)), then it also holds

f⋆ − f(x(d,⋆)) ≤ f⋆ −m⋆
d ∈ O

(

d−1/2.5nŁ

)

.

1The Putinar bounded degree property (P-BDR) of order d0 ∈ N holds for K if for any affine form q : Rn → R

with q ≥ 0 on K we have q ∈ Qd0
(p).
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Proof. The point x(d,⋆) belongs to conv(K) by [32, Theorem 13.27]. This shows the first statement.
For the second, by [32, Theorem 13.21], it holds f

(
x(d,⋆)

)
≤ m⋆

d, and hence f⋆−f(x(d,⋆)) ≤ f⋆−m⋆
d.

The claimed asymptotic rate is the statement of Corollary 3.19.

7 Discussion on alternative approaches for minimizer extrac-

tion

In this work, we concentrate on estimating minimizers of the POP (4) using the approach described
in Section 4.2. As mentioned in Example 5.9, the proposed approximation of minimizers of the POP
(4) is limited to instances with a unique minimizer. We wish to highlight two promising directions
that can be found in [40, 35] and [23], which likewise build upon (pseudo-) moments but are not
restricted to POPs with a unique minimizers.

To motivate them, we recall that, as stated in (26), the set of all optimal measures µ for the
measure formulation (9) are exactly the probability measures supported on the set of minimizers
S⋆ of the POP (4). Consequently, extracting minimizers for the POP (4) is closely related to
identifying the support of a measure from its moments. In this section we want to emphasize two
such methods from [40, 35] and [23].

The first method that we will discuss is based on the Christoffel-Darboux kernel which recently
drew more and more attention in polynomial optimization and beyond, see for instance [35, 53, 40].

Christoffel-Darboux kernel methods We follow mostly [35, 40]; note that the notation for d
and n in [35] is interchanged with our use of d, n.

We begin by shortly recalling the Christoffel-Darboux kernel. Let µ be a measure on R
n with

compact support K := supp(µ). To fix notation, for d ∈ N we set r(n, d) :=
(
n+d
d

)
to be the

dimension of R[X]d and Mµ,d = (Mµ,d
α,β)|α|,|β|≤d ∈ R

r(n,d)×r(n,d) to be the truncated moment

matrix given by Mµ,d
α,β :=

∫
Xα+β dµ.

To avoid technical conditions, we assume for the rest of this section the (usual) condition that K
is compact and its interior int K is non-empty. For the interesting and important case of measures
with singular support, we refer to [35, Sections 5 and 7.3.2].

Remark 7.1. A consequence of supp(µ) having non-empty interior is that we can equip R[X] with
the inner product 〈·, ·〉 : R[X]× R[X] → R defined by

〈g, h〉 :=
∫

g · h dµ

In other words, we interpret R[X] as a subspace of L2(µ) the square-integrable measurable functions.
The condition that supp(µ) has non-empty interior guarantees that 〈·, ·〉 is positive definite. That
is, 〈g, g〉 > 0 for all g ∈ R[X] \ {0}, or, said differently, the moment matrix Mµ,d is invertible for
all d ∈ N. In particular, the finite dimensional spaces R[X]d equipped with 〈·, ·〉 are Hilbert spaces.

The Christoffel-Darboux kernel is defined as follows.

Definition 7.2 (Christoffel-Darboux kernel). Let d ∈ N and Mµ,d be the moment matrix of µ. The
Christoffel-Darboux kernel Kµ,d : Rn → R

n → R is defined by

Kµ,d(x,y) := v(x)T
(
Mµ,d

)−1
v(y)
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for the moment vector v : Rn → R
r(n,d) with v(z) := (zα)|α|≤d.

Among the various applications of the Christoffel-Darboux kernel, we focus on a specific one
– the approximation of the support supp(µ) of the measure µ given only (some of) its moments
(approximately). Following [40], for d ∈ N the support of µ can be approximated by the set Sd

given by
Sd := {x ∈ R

n : Kµ,d(x,x) < sd} (48)

where

sd :=
1− α

16

e2rdr

(3r)2r

for given α ∈ [0, 1), r ∈ N with r > d. Under certain regularity assumptions on µ (see [40,
Assumption 1]), the set Sd converges to supp(µ) in Hausdorff distance as d tends to infinity, see [40,
Theorem 5]. When working with operators L ∈ Qd(p)

∗ (see 11) for the definition of Qd(p)
∗) instead

of measures µ, a natural extension is to consider the corresponding function

KL,d(x,y) := v(x)T
(
ML

)−1
v(y)

where ML is the pseudo-moment matrix of L defined as in (13). Consequently, a candidate approx-
imation of the “support of L” is then

SL,d := {x ∈ R
n : KL,d(x,x) < sd} .

This approach has been proven useful, among others, for approximating graphs of solutions of
hyperbolic partial differential equations [40] or outlier detection [35]. However, transferring their
analysis to our application experiences some limitations which we address in the following remark.

Remark 7.3 (Limitations). We divide the current limitations for the application of Christoffel-
Darboux analysis to minimizer estimation into two categories. One is the restriction to measures
with a certain regularity, and the other is computational aspects.

1. Regularity conditions: The analysis for the Christoffel-Darboux kernel has mostly been inves-
tigating highly regular measures [35, Assumption 3.7], [40, Assumption 1] – more precisely,
the considered measures µ often are assumed to have support with non-empty interior and to
have a density with respect to the Lebesgue measure. We, on the other hand, are interested in
measures with support on the variety S⋆ = {x ∈ K : f(x) = f⋆}. Thus the above-mentioned
regularity conditions are not satisfied.

2. Computational aspects: Computing the set Sd from (48) requires to compute the points x ∈ R
n

with Kµ,d(x,x) < sd. However, as we have seen at the example of polynomial optimization,
computing sublevel sets of a (generic) polynomial is a complex task. Nevertheless, compared
to the general situation, the polynomial x 7→ Kµ,d(x,x) carries much structure that should be
exploited, see for instance [16, Section 5.2.2].

There exist promising perspectives to overcome the limitations stated in the previous remark.
We see these as interesting directions for future work.

Remark 7.4 (Perspectives). We want to emphasize three promising perspectives to leverage Christoffel-
Darboux kernel analysis to overcome (partially) the limitations mentioned in Remark 7.3.
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1. Measures with singular support: As noted in Remark 7.3, for our application, the analysis
of the Christoffel-Darboux kernel for measures supported on algebraic varieties is of interest.
Work in this direction can be found in [35, Sections 5 and 7.3.2]. The special case of including
atomic perturbations has been explored in [52, Section 24].

2. Christoffel-Darboux kernel for pseudo-moments: Solutions of the moment relaxation (12) give
rise to pseudo-moments and hence do not need to correspond to a measure µ. In the work [40]
the estimation of the set Sd in (48) from pseudo-moments is investigated, see [40, Lemma
1 and Theorem 5]. Together with approximation results for pseudo-moments, such as Theo-
rem A.2, this opens a pathway to quantitative Christoffel-Darboux analysis based on pseudo-
moments.

3. Exploiting structure of the Christoffel-Darboux kernel: The Christoffel-Darboux polynomial
x 7→ Kµ,d(x,x) is a SoS polynomial. Furthermore, it is related to sum-of-squares multipliers
for the SoS tightening (8) see [35, Section 7.2.2] and [14]. This provides an additional strong
(computational) link between the SoS tightening (3.4) and the moment relaxation (12).

A power method based on [23] By [23, Theorem 1.2], the support of a measure µ is given by

supp(µ) =

{

x ∈ R
n : |q(x)| ≤ sup

n∈N

(∫

q2n dµ

) 1
2n

for all q ∈ R[X]

}

. (49)

In particular, for F ⊂ R[X] and d ∈ N ∪ {∞} we get an approximation KF ,d of supp(µ) by

KF ,d(µ) :=







x ∈ R
n : |q(x)| ≤ sup

n∈N

n·deg(q)≤d

(∫

q2n dµ

) 1
2n

for all q ∈ F







.

For d = ∞, the set KF ,d(µ) contains the support of µ. For d < ∞ none of the two sets KF ,d(µ)
and supp(µ) is contained in the other in general. When, instead of a measure µ, a linear map
L : R[X]2d → R is given, we consider the set

KF ,d(L) :=







x ∈ R
n : |q(x)| ≤ sup

n∈N

n·deg(q)≤d

(
L(q2n)

) 1
2n for all q ∈ F







.

The computation of KF ,d(L) is based solely on the (pseudo-) moments L(xα) for |α| ≤ 2d and thus
relates closely to our framework. However, efficient computation and quantitative analysis of the
convergence of KF ,d(µ) and KF ,d(L) as d → ∞ are challenging and interesting tasks. To the best
of our knowledge, currently there are no efficient methods available this task. Likewise, exploring
whether the set F ⊂ R[X] and the integer d ∈ N can be chosen cleverly remains an intriguing task.

8 Conclusion

In this text, we give a first quantitative convergence analysis for the solutions L⋆
d of the moment-SoS

hierarchy towards optimal solutions µ⋆ of the measure formulation (9). This complements quali-
tative results in [51] by quantitative results on the moment-SoS hierarchy from [6]. By borrowing
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Łyapunov inequality arguments from [6] we show that optimal measures µ⋆ approximate the op-
erators L⋆

d by the same rate (up to a constant factor) as general measures do, see Theorem 5.2
and Remark 5.4. For polynomial optimization problems with unique minimizers, this results in a
polynomial convergence rate for established linear estimators for optimal points of the POP.

Our analysis extends also to the so-called upper bound hierarchy, see Section 6. This hierarchy
works directly with measures instead of pseudo-moments, which we leverage in an interplay with
convexity properties of the underlying POP. We present that, when the underlying POP enjoys
certain convexity properties, the estimated minimizer is feasible and a priori bounds on its cost can
be computed from the upper-bound hierarchy, see Proposition 6.4.

Our analysis is compatible with future improvements in effective Positivstellensätze, in the sense
that refinements in the effective Positivstellenätze immediately strengthen the convergence bounds
presented in this text, see Remark 5.6. Consequently, specialized Positivstellensätze for specific
sets, such as the sphere, the unit ball, or the hypercube [53, 19, 49, 9, 5], also prove beneficial in
our framework, see Remark 5.7.

Finally, in Section 7, we mention two other methods for estimating minimizers from solutions
of moment-SoS relaxations/tightenings. One of these methods is based on the Christoffel-Darboux
kernel which recently showed more and more promising applications in a wide variety of fields. The
other is a power method allowing for outer approximations of the support of a measure. For both
these methods, we discuss future perspectives and current limitations.

Another future direction could include the extension of this work to different SoS hierarchies,
such as [57, 2, 56], or to non-commutative polynomial optimization as in [12].

9 Acknowledgment

I want to thank Matteo Tacchi-Bénard for his fresh and insightful comments on the text and our
conversations prior to and during the writing. I am thankful to Lorenzo Baldi for his comments on
the flat extension and his detailed remarks on the convergence rates in the moment-SoS hierarchy. I
want to thank Didier Henrion, Markus Schweighofer, and Saroj Chhatoi for their helpful discussions.

Appendix

A Approximation of pseudo-moments by truncated moment

sequences

Throughout this section, we consider p1, . . . , pm ∈ R[X] satisfying (16) and the set K denotes
K := K(p) = {x ∈ R

n : p1(x) ≥ 0, . . . , pm(x) ≥ 0}.
In this section we want to state the result [6, Theorem 1.8] in Theorem A.2. To do so, we first

need to introduce the necessary notations from [6].

Truncated measures Each measure µ ∈ M(K) can be identified with a linear form Lµ : R[X] →
R via

Lµ(q) :=

∫

q dµ.
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By non-negativity of µ it holds for all q ∈ Q(p)

Lµ(q) =

∫

K

q dµ ≥ 0

In other words Lµ

∣
∣
R[X]d

∈ Qp(p)
∗ for all d ∈ N. In coherence with [6], we denote by M(1)(K)t the

set of “probability measures truncated at degree t ∈ N”, i.e.

M(1)(K)t := {Lµ

∣
∣
R[X]d

: µ ∈ M(K), µ(K) = 1}

where the first upper index only indicates that the first moment Lµ(1) equals 1.

Lemma A.1. For compact K and t ∈ N, the set M(1)(K)t is compact (with respect to ‖·‖op).

Proof. Because K is compact, by the Banach-Alaoglu theorem, the set P(K) := {µ ∈ M(K) :
µ(K) = 1} of probability measures is compact with respect to the weak∗ topology. For each t ∈ N,
the set M(1)(K)t is the image of the map T : P → M(1)(K)t with µ 7→ Lµ

∣
∣
R[X]t

. Because the

image of a compact set under a continuous map is compact, we conclude the statement by showing
that T is continuous with respect to the weak∗ topology on M(K). Therefore, let (µl)l∈N ⊂ P be
a weak∗ converging sequence with limit µ ∈ P , i.e. for all q ∈ R[X] it holds

∫

q dµl →
∫

q dµ as j → ∞.

In particular, by testing only with q ∈ R[X]t, we get

(Tµl)(q) =
(

Lµ

∣
∣
R[X]t

)

(q)(Lµl
)(q) =

∫

q dµl →
∫

q dµ = Lµ(q) = (Tµ)(q) as j → ∞.

This shows that T is continuous with respect to the weak∗ topologies on M(K) and R[X]t. Since
R[X]∗t is finite-dimensional, the weak∗ topology and any norm topology on R[X]∗t coincide. Hence,
the T is continuous with respect to the weak∗ star topology on M(K) and the ‖·‖op topology on
R[X]t. This is what remained to be shown.

Pseudo-moments Analog to the set M(1)(K)t of truncated probability measures, we define for
d, t ∈ N with t ≤ d the truncation L

∣
∣
R[X]t

of operators L ∈ Qd(p)
∗ with L(1) = 1, i.e.

L(1)
d (p)t := {L

∣
∣
R[X]t

: L ∈ Qd(p)
∗, L(1) = 1}.

By identifying an operator L ∈ Qd(p)
∗ with the family of its pseudo-moments L (Xα) for α ∈ N

n

with |α| ≤ d, we also refer to L(1)
d (p)t as a set of pseudo-moments.

Hausdorff distance Both sets L(1)
d (p)t and M(1)(K)t are subsets of the dual space R[X]∗t of

R[X]t. On R[X]t we choose the norm ‖·‖coeff defined as the Euclidean norm of the coefficients of a
polynomial with respect to the standard monomial basis, i.e.

‖q‖2coeff :=
∑

α

q2α for q =
∑

α

qαx
α ∈ R[X]t. (50a)
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This equips R[X]∗t with the dual norm, i.e. the induced operator norm

‖L‖op := sup
‖q‖coeff≤1

|L(q)| = sup
q 6=0

|L(q)|
‖q‖coeff

. (50b)

The Hausdorff distance dH(A1, A2) (with respect to ‖·‖op) between two sets A1, A2 ⊂ R[X]∗t is
defined by

dH(A1, A2) := inf{ε > 0 : Bε(A1) ⊃ A2, Bε(A2) ⊃ A1}
where Bε(C) := {c+ x : c ∈ C,x ∈ Bε(0)} and Bε(0) denotes the ball centered at 0 with radius ε
w.r.t the norm ‖·‖op from (50b).

Convergence rate for pseudo-moments To state the result [6, Theorem 1.8] on the conver-

gence rate for dH(M(1)(K)t,L(1)
d (p)t) as d → ∞, we need to introduce the following integer d0 ∈ N,

see [6, Lemma 3.6],

d0 := min{k ∈ N : 1− pi ∈ Qk(p) for i = 1, . . . ,m} < ∞. (50c)

Theorem A.2 ([6, Theorem 1.8]). Let n ≥ 2, m ∈ N and p1, . . . , pm ∈ R[X] such that (16) holds.
Let d0 ∈ N be given by (50c). Set K = K(p). Let ε > 0, t ∈ N. Then, for d ≥ 2t+ d0

d ≥ γ(n,p)62.5nŁt6nŁ

(
n+ t

t

)2.5nŁ

ε−2.5nŁ implies dH(M(1)(K)t,L(1)
d (p)t) ≤ ε. (50d)

Inverting the expression (50d) for ε gives the following corollary.

Corollary A.3. Let n,m, p1, . . . , pm,K be as Theorem A.2. Let t ∈ N. Then

dH(M(1)(K)t,L(1)
d (p)t) ≤ 6γ(n,p)

1
2.5nL t

12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d−
1

2.5nL .

In particular, for each L ∈ L(1)
d (p)t there exists a measure µ ∈ M(1)(K)t such that for all q ∈ R[X]t

it holds ∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

q dµ− L(q)

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ 6γ(n,p)

1
2.5nL t

12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d−
1

2.5nL ‖q‖coeff . (50e)

Proof. To show the first claim, we only need to re-arrange (50d) for d. For fixed d ∈ N we want to

find minimal ε > 0 that satisfies d ≥ γ(n,p)62.5nŁt6nŁ
(
n+t
t

)2.5nŁ
ε−2.5nŁ. That is, we choose ε as

ε :=

(

γ(n,p)62.5nŁt6nŁ

(
n+ t

t

)2.5nŁ
1

d

) 1
2.5nŁ

> 0.

This gives exactly the expression in the first claim. To show (50e), let L ∈ L(1)
d (p)t and q ∈ R[X]t.

By Lemma A.1, the set M(1)(K)t is compact. Thus, by using the first part of the statement, there
exists a measure µ ∈ M(K) with µ(K) = 1 such that

‖L− Lµ‖op ≤ 6γ(n,p)
1

2.5nL t
12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d−
1

2.5nL . (50f)
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By applying the definition of the operator norm ‖·‖coeff from (50b) we get

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

q dµ− L(q)

∣
∣
∣
∣

= |Lµ(q)− L(q)| ≤
∥
∥
∥Lµ

∣
∣
R[X]t

− L
∥
∥
∥
op
‖q‖coeff

(50f)

≤ 6γ(n,p)
1

2.5nL t
12
5

(
n+ t

t

)

d−
1

2.5nL ‖q‖coeff .

This shows (50e).

Atomic representation of measures In this paragraph, we recall a result by Richter [47] and
Tchakaloff [55] (an English version can be found in [17, Proposition 4]) on quadrature rules. It
states that, given finitely many moments of a measure µ ∈ M(K), we can find an atomic measure
on K matching those moments.

Proposition A.4 ([47, 55]). Let K ⊂ R
n be a bounded measurable set and µ ∈ M(K) with

µ(K) = 1. Let E ⊂ R[X] be a finite dimensional subspace with l := dim(E). There exist an atomic

measure ν :=
l∑

i=1

aiδxi
∈ M(K) with x1, . . . ,xl ∈ K and a1, . . . , al ∈ [0, 1] such that

∫

g dµ =

∫

g dν

(

=

l∑

i=1

aig(xi)

)

for all g ∈ E.

B Flatness and finite convergence

In this part of the appendix, we want to illustrate some intuition on the concept of flatness that
was essential in Sections 3.3 and 4.1. We recall the notion of flatness from Definition 3.14.

Definition B.1 (r-Flatness). Let r, d ∈ N with r ≤ d. A linear form L : R[X]2d → R is r-flat if it
holds

rank ML = rank ML−r

where L−r := L
∣
∣
R[X]2(d−r)

: R[X]2(d−r) → R denotes the restriction of L to R[X]2(d−r) and ML

respectively ML−r are the moment-matrices of L respectively L−r defined in (13).

To illustrate why flatness appears naturally, we consider first the example of a Dirac measure.

Example B.2. Let µ = δz ∈ M(Rn) be the Dirac measure in a point z ∈ R
n. Let Mµ =

(Mµ
α,β)α,β∈Nn be its infinite moment matrix, analog to (13), given by

Mµ
α,β :=

∫

Xα+β dµ = zα+β = zα · zβ for α,β ∈ N
n.

In other words, we have Mµ = v ·vT for v = (zα)α∈Nn, i.e. Mµ is a (infinite) matrix of rank one.
In particular, for d ∈ N, its principal minors (Mµ

α,β)|α|,|β|≤d are also of rank one. This means,

that for d ≥ 2 the linear form L : R[X]2d → R given by p 7→
∫
p dµ satisfies the flatness criterion

from Definition 3.14.
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The following proposition extends the previous example to finitely-atomic measures and is a
variant of [36, Theorem 5.1 (ii)].

Proposition B.3. Let µ =
l∑

i=1

aiδxi
be a finitely-atomic measure on R

n with l ∈ N, pairwise

distinct points x1, . . . ,xl ∈ R
n and weights a1, . . . , al > 0. Let Mµ = (Mµ

α,β)α,β∈Nn be the infinite
moment matrix given by

Mµ
α,β :=

∫

Xα+β dµ for α,β ∈ N
n.

Then, there exists d0 ∈ N with d0 ≥ 2(l − 1) such that for all d ≥ d0 the principal minors
(Mµ

α,β)|α|,|β|≤d have rank l.

Proof. By linearity (in µ) of the integral we have

Mµ =

l∑

i=1

aiM
δxi =

l∑

i=1

aiviv
T
i with vi := (xα

i )α∈Nn for i = 1, . . . , l,

where we used the representation M δxi = viv
T
i from Example B.2. The same holds for the principal

minors; for d ∈ N we have

(Mµ
α,β)|α|,|β|≤d =

l∑

i=1

aiv
(d)
i (v

(d)
i )T for v

(d)
i := (xα

i )|α|≤d .

This shows that all principal minors (Mµ
α,β)|α|,|β|≤d have at most rank l. Next, we show that for

2(l − 1) ≤ d ∈ N they also have at last rank l. To do so, it suffices to check that the truncated

moment-vectors v
(d)
1 , . . . ,v

(d)
l are linearly independent. Let d ∈ N with d ≥ 2(l − 1) and assume

that there exist c1, . . . , cl ∈ R such that

v :=

l∑

i=1

civ
(d)
i = 0. (51a)

We want to show that this implies c1 = . . . = cl = 0. First, we note for g =
∑

|α|≤d

wαX
α ∈ R[X]d

with w := (wα)|α|≤d we get

0
(51a)
= wTv =

l∑

i=1

ciw
Tv

(d)
i =

l∑

i=1

ci
∑

|α|≤d

wαx
α
i =

l∑

i=1

cig(xi). (51b)

Consider the polynomials gj(x) :=
∏

i6=j

‖x − xi‖2 ∈ R[X]2(l−1) ⊂ R[X]d for 1 ≤ j ≤ l. It holds

gj(xi) = 0 for all j 6= i and gj(xj) 6= 0. We get from (51b) that 0
(51b)
=

l∑

i=1

cigj(xi) = cjgj(xj) and

hence cj = 0. Since 1 ≤ j ≤ l was arbitrary, we conclude the statement.

The truncation degree d0 from Proposition B.3 can be non-trivial. That is, taking d0 to be
the smallest d, for which (Mµ

α,β)|α|,|β|≤d has at least l rows respectively columns, might not be
sufficient. We state a simple case in the following example.
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Example B.4. Let n = 2 and consider the finitely-atomic measure µ = 1
3δx1 +

1
3δx2 +

1
3δx3 with

atoms x1 = (−1, 0), x2 = (0, 0) and x3 = (1, 0). For d = 1 we have

A := (Mµ
α,β)|α|,|β|≤d =





1 0 0
0 2

3 0
0 0 0





and it holds rank(A) = 2 < 3 = l. Thus, using only degree one polynomials, we do not recognize that
µ has three atoms. The reason is that the atoms x1,x2,x3 lie on the zero-locus of the degree-one
polynomial p(y, z) := z.

A more interesting result is the converse of Proposition B.3, which we state in the following
theorem.

Theorem B.5 ([32, Theorem 6.19]). Let L : R[X]2d → R be linear and the corresponding matrix
ML from (13) be positive semidefinite. If L is 1-flat according to Definition 3.14, then there exists
an atomic measure µ ∈ M(Rn) with at most rank(ML)-many atoms with

L(p) =

∫

p dµ for all p ∈ R[X]2d.

The result in Theorem 4.4 refines the Theorem B.5 to limit the support of µ to semialgebraic
sets.

C Simple moment bounds

In this section, we provide two auxiliary results on computing and bounding moments, which have
been used as technical ingredients in some parts of the paper.

Lemma C.1. Let n ∈ N, x, y ∈ [0, 1]n and α ∈ N
n. It holds

|xα − yα| ≤ |α|‖x− y‖2.

Proof. We will show that the monomial g(z) := zα has Lipschitz constant |α| on the hypercube
[0, 1]n. The gradient ∇g = ( ∂

∂1
g, . . . , ∂

∂n
g) of g is given by

∂

∂i
g(z) = αiz

αi−1
∏

j 6=i

zαj , for i = 1, . . . , n.

For z ∈ [0, 1]n, we can bound ‖∇g(z)‖2 as

‖∇g(z)‖22 =

n∑

i=1

|αi|2
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

zαi−1
∏

j 6=i

zαj

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤1

≤
n∑

i=1

|αi|2 ≤
n∑

i=1

|αi| |α| = |α|2 .

By the mean value theorem, we have

|xα − yα| = |g(x)− g(y)| ≤ ‖x− y‖2 sup
z∈[−1,1]n

‖∇g(z)‖2 ≤ ‖x− y‖2 |α|.
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The following lemma concerns vector valued integrals and can be found in any textbook on
vector integrals, see for in instance [18, Section II.2 Theorem 4]. For better self-containedness of
this text, we state the result and its short proof.

Lemma C.2. Let h = (h1, . . . , hn) : R
n → R

n be continuous, K ⊂ R
n be compact and µ ∈ M(K).

It holds ∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

(∫

hi dµ

)

i=1,...,n

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
2

≤
∫

‖h(x)‖2 dµ(x).

Proof. Let 〈·, ·〉 denote the Euclidean inner product. We have by linearity of the Euclidean inner
product and by continuity of the integral

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

(∫

hi dµ

)

i=1,...,n

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
2

= sup
z∈R

n

‖z‖2≤1

〈

z,

(∫

hi dµ

)

i=1,...,n

〉

= sup
z∈R

n

‖z‖2≤1

∫

〈z, h(x)〉 dµ(x)

≤
∫

sup
z∈R

n

‖z‖2≤1

〈z, h(x)〉 dµ(x) =
∫

‖h(x)‖2 dµ(x).

D Semialgebraic functions

In this text, we frequently make use of the Łojasiewicz inequality, Theorem 3.16, which applies
to semialgebraic functions. Here, we provide a minimal background on semialgebraic functions.
Details can be found in any book on real algebra, such as [11] among others. We begin with
semialgebraic sets.

Definition D.1 (Semialgebraic sets). A set K ⊂ R
n is called semialgebraic if it is the finite

union of sets of the form {x ∈ R
n : p1(x), . . . , pm(x) ≥ 0}, {x ∈ R

n : q1(x), . . . , qk(x) > 0} or
{x ∈ R

n : h1(x), . . . , hl(x) = 0}, where k, l,m ∈ N and p1, . . . , pm, q1, . . . , qk, h1, . . . , hl ∈ R[X].

Remark D.2. A closed basic semialgebraic set K = K(p) := {x ∈ R
n : p1(x), . . . , pm(x) ≥ 0}

from Definition 3.1 is semialgebraic.

The notion of a semialgebraic function is based on semialgebraic sets.

Definition D.3 (Semialgebraic function). Let K ⊂ R
n be a semialgebraic set. A function f : K →

R is called semialgebraic if its graph Gr(f) := {(x, y) : x ∈ K, y = f(x)} ⊂ R
n+1 is semialgebraic.

Any polynomial function f ∈ R[X] is semialgebraic. But also non-smooth functions can be
semialgebraic, such as the indicator function of a semialgebraic set K, i.e. 1K : Rn → R defined by
1K(x) := 1 for x ∈ K and 1K(x) := 0 else. To see this note, that the graph of 1K is given by

Gr(1K) := {(x, y) ∈ R
n+1 : x ∈ K, y − 1 = 0} ∪ {(x, y) ∈ R

n+1 : x /∈ K, y = 0}.

Lemma D.4. Let S ⊂ R
n be a compact semialgebraic set. Then dist(·, S) : R

n → R with
dist(x, S) := min

y∈S
‖x− y‖2 is a semialgebraic function.
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Proof. The graph of dist is given by

Gr(dist) = {(x, r) ∈ R
n+1 : ∃y ∈ S ‖x− y‖22 − r2 = 0} ∩

{(x, r) ∈ R
n+1 : ∀y ∈ S ‖x− y‖22 − r2 ≥ 0}.

By the quantifier elimination theorem [11, Proposition 5.2.2] both of the sets on the right-hand
side in the above equation are semialgebraic. Hence, also their intersection is semialgebraic. This
proves the claim.
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