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COUNTING ISOLATED POINTS OUTSIDE THE IMAGE OF A POLYNOMIAL MAP

BOULOS EL HILANY

ABSTRACT. We consider a generic family of polynomial maps f := (fi1,f2) : C* — C? with
given supports of polynomials, and degree deg f := max(deg f1, deg f2). We show that the (non-)
properness of maps f in this family depends uniquely on the pair of supports and that the set of
isolated points in C* \ f(C?) has a size of at most 6 deg f. This improves an existing upper bound
(deg f — 1)? proven by Jelonek. Moreover, for each n € N, we construct a dominant map f above,
with deg f = 2n + 2, and having 2n isolated points in C? \ f(C?).

Our proofs are constructive and can be adapted to a method for computing isolated missing
points of f. As a byproduct, we describe those points in terms of singularities of the bifurcation set

of f.

1. INTRODUCTION

A polynomial map f := (f1,..., fn) : C* — C" is said to be dominant if it sends C" onto a
dense subset of C". Little is known about the set C" \ f(C") of missing points for a dominant
map f. The scarcity of tools for describing the topology of a map leaves several good questions
unanswered. Notably, those concerning the geometrical aspects of the set of missing points. For
example, how many equi-dimensional components can this set have? What kind of singularities
can appear?

The set of missing points measures how far a map is from being surjective. Characterizing
such topological properties is a classical problem with numerous applications, especially since
polynomial maps appear in algebraic statistics [3]], computer vision [14], robotics [20], opti-
mization [21]] and other areas.

A polynomial map usually constitutes a model for above applications in which the input data
is a point p in C", and the solution to the problem is the output f~!(p). Consequently, one avoids
the vicinity of the set of missing points in order to guarantee a manageable output. This brings
forward the following problem: What would be an effective method to compute the set of missing
points and to find interesting examples?

This work is a further step (c.f. [5]) towards understanding those maps whose topology pos-
sesses an extremal structure. The particular motivation here lies in the two-dimensional setup
where the set of missing points consists of zero- and one-dimensional components: We are in-
terested in counting the isolated points in C? \ f(C?). The proofs in this paper are constructive,
can be generalized and aimed towards the computational aspects of the set of missing points.

1.1. Main results. The preimages under f around generic points in C" form a locally analytical
covering of constant degree y. In other words, yi¢ is the number of preimages of a map over
a generic point in C". Such is not the case around the set of missing points of f. These are
contained in the set J; of points in C™ at which f is non-proper (see Definition 2.2)). Jelonek
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showed [15] that J; (also referred to as the Jelonek set) is an algebraic hypersurface ruled by
regular rational curves, for which he provided upper bounds on the degree.

Above findings, together with other results [17], play an important role in describing the set
of missing points. In fact, Jelonek later showed in [16] that for planar maps f := (fi, f2) :
C? — C?, the set I? of isolated points in C2\ f(C?) is either empty, or has a size of at most

deg f1 deg fo — 1y — 1. Moreover, if deg f := max(deg fi,deg f2), then |I;9| < (deg f — 1)2. Our
main result is the improvement (from quadratic to linear) of these upper bounds for a large class
of maps.

The support of a polynomial is the set of exponent vectors, in the lattice of integers, of mono-
mial terms appearing in the polynomial with non-zero coefficients. The supports of polynomials
in a planar map f form a pair of finite subsets in N2, also called the support of f. We use the
polyhedral properties of the latter to study the geometry of the Jelonek set and of C2\ f(C?). In
order to relate these two notions, a genericity assumption on f must be assumed.

Consider the three curves in C2, {f; = 0}, {f2 = 0} and the set C(f) of critical points of f.
We say that f is generically non-proper (see Definition [2.1)) if the number of isolated points in the
intersection of any of these two curves is maximal with respect to the support of f. This means
that no other map with the same support has more of such isolated points.

Theorem 1.1. Let f : C2 — C2 be a generically non-proper map. Then, the number of isolated
points in C2\ f(C?) cannot exceed any of the two values 6 deg f and

deg f1deg fo
pp(py —1)

We will emphasize the importance of this Theorem from two standpoints: Our upper bounds
hold true for very large classes of polynomial maps (Corollary [1.3), and are close to being
optimal (Theorem [1.4).

We use C[A] to denote the space of all polynomial maps C? — C? having a support contained
in a pair A of finite subsets of N2. This means that coordinates of any point C[A] give a list of
coefficients that identifies a planar map (see Example [4.4).

(1.1) + 2(deg f1+deg f2)

Theorem 1.2. Let A be a pair of finite subsets of N2. Then, all maps in C[A] that are either proper,
or generically non-proper; form a dense subset.

Since proper maps have no missing points, we obtain the following immediate consequence.

Corollary 1.3. Let A be as in Theorem [I.2] Then, there exists a dense subset of maps in C[A] for
which the bounds in Theorem [I.1] hold true.

Our next result how far bounds presented in Theorem [I.T]are from being sharp.

Theorem 1.4. There exists a pair A of finite subsets in N2, such that all generically non-proper
polynomial maps in C[A] have degree 2n + 2, and have 2n missing isolated points.

With generic enough coefficients, a well-chosen collection of supports can be sufficient to con-
struct a map with an interesting topology [5]. Theorem[I.4]is another instance of this approach.

All the main results in this paper are obtained by carefully analyzing the pair of supports of a
polynomial map. As a byproduct, we discover a universality result (See Lemmas and 2.7).

Theorem 1.5. Let k be a positive integer. Then, there exists a polynomial map f : C> — C? such
that py =k +1 andI? # 0 ifand only if k > 1.
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Another byproduct of our study is a set of examples suggesting that the missing points of a
map can be described uniquely from the geometry of the Jelonek set and the discriminant of a
map (that is, the set f(C(f))). The below map C2. , — C?,, is taken from the proof of Lemma
for k =2, has (0, 1) as the only missing point, and its Jelonek set has a singularity at (0, 1) formed
by a horizontal line and a node of the curve {1 — 2t +t?> — 52 + s3 = 0}:

(1.2) (u,v) = (1 —u?0? + 1?03, 14+ uv — udod + 2ud?).

Missing isolated points can be degenerate intersections among components of the Jelonek set
and the discriminant: The map

(1.3) (u, v) = (1 —ww)? 14+ v+uv(l —uv)?)

has (0,1) as the only missing point. Its Jelonek set is {1 + 2s — 2t +t> — s> — 2st + % = 0}, having
a cusp at (0,1), that belongs to the discriminant {s = 0}.

Such degenerate intersections/singularities can be milder, and still correspond to missing
isolated points: The map

(1.4) (u, v) = (uv, V¥ —uv® + 20 — w? + ww)

from SectionPlhas {(1,1), (2,2)} as the set of missing isolated points. Its Jelonek set {s —t = 0} U
{s—1 = 0} has a singularity (1, 1), and intersects tangentially the subset {—4 —4t+8s—5s% +4st =
0} of the discriminant at (2,2).

Some of those phenomena will be explained in Sections [5] and [/l Others will be thoroughly
examined and generalized in a future work.

1.2. On attaining the upper bounds. One deduces from the definitions that the set I? of iso-
lated missing points is contained in the Jelonek set J; of f : C* — C?. The straightforward
approach, considered by Jelonek in [[16] to approximate I? is to study Jy.

Although we follow a similar strategy, our methods are more refined than those in [16]; we
take into account the combinatorics of the support A of f.

A more general form of our approach has proven to be powerful in describing mixed discrim-
inants [13] [6, 2], resultants [24] and the bifurcation set Br of a polynomial map F' : C" —
CP [22] 26, [7]]. This is the complement to the maximal open set S C CP, such that the restriction
of F' to the preimage F~!(S) is a locally trivial fibration.

In our setting, the Jelonek set forms half of the bifurcation set By, for it describes the atypical
behavior of f at infinity. This interpretation allows one to identify a generic p € J; with a pair
of subsets in the boundary of A, called faces[4, [7] (see also Section [3.1)). Points in I? are not
generic in J;, hence computing them requires a thorough examination of f at the faces of A.

Our analysis is based on the following observation in Section 5.2 The size of I? is propor-
tional to the integer length (Section of some faces of A. This in turn is proportional to
deg f (Lemmal[5.2), and to the topological degree s (Lemma(4.5). However, the latter quantity
is disproportional to the size of I?.

This delicate relation among deg f, ;¢ and \I?] is summarized in Theorem [I.1l Only a small
class of supports A have long faces and support maps with small topological degrees. These
were used to prove Theorem [1.4]

After concluding this section with future directions, we organize the rest of the paper as
follows.

In Section [2lwe prove Theorems and We also divide Theorem [I.1]into three Proposi-
tions. These will be proven in Sections[5]-[7]



In Section 3] we introduce the main notations and preliminary results (Proposition [3.6]). We
define relevant faces in Section [3] (Definition [4.2]). We show that these play an important role in
computing the Jelonek set and in detecting isolated missing points for generically non-proper
maps. We prove Theorem[1.2] at the end of that Section.

1.3. Future directions. Inequality can be sharpened by refining the analysis made in
Sections[5l- [l Such improvement is not included here since it makes the proofs too cumbersome
and would not add significant content to the goals of this work.

Regarding the validity of upper bounds in Theorem for maps that are not generically non-
proper, the problem remains open. However, the analysis made here is beneficial to identify
potential candidates for maps f : C?> — C? whose size of If[) is proportional to deg? f. This
direction is the subject of our future work.

Methods presented here can be generalized for higher dimensions and for rational maps.
This is because one can still describe the Jelonek set in these settings using faces of tuples of
polytopes [4, [7].

Another equally important future aim is to tackle this problem for the case where the map and
the spaces are real. This is more pertinent to applications mentioned in the beginning. Relevant
to this direction are ample works of Fernando, Gamboa and Ueno [8,[9} 10} 11} [12] on describing
the possible images that R™ can take under a polynomial map. In fact, Fernando showed that
the complement of any finite set S in R™ is the image of a polynomial map R” — R" for some
m > n [10]. The polynomial map constructed for proving this highly non-trivial result restricts
to a map similar to the one for Theorem [1.4l Results in the same vain exist for when the above
set S is a convex polyhedron [11], or the complement of one [12].

Concerning the computation of the Jelonek set for real maps, Jelonek described its geome-
try [19], and gave a method for computing it for some classes of maps R? — R? [[18]. Stasica-
Valette provided a different technique for computing the Jelonek set of the latter planar maps
that have finite fibers [25].

Acknowledgements. The author is grateful to Zbigniew Jelonek for introducing him to the
problem and for his helpful remarks. The author would also like to thank Elias Tsigaridas for
fruitful discussions. The author thanks the anonymous referee for their valuable suggestions on
a earlier versions of the manuscript, for pointing out mistakes therein and mentioning works of
Fernando, Gamboa and Ueno on the subject. The author is grateful to the Mathematical Institute
of the Polish Academy of Sciences in Warsaw for their financial support and hospitality.

2. PrROOF OF THEOREMS [1.1], [1.4]AND

Consider any pair of subsets A := (A, As) in C2. Bernstein [1]] has shown that there exists a
positive integer V' (A) (Section [3.1.2) such that any pair of polynomials supported on A cannot
have more than V' (A) isolated solutions in (C*)2. Moreover, equality holds if those polynomials
are generic.

Consider a dominant polynomial map f := (f1,f2) : C*> — C? having A as support (Sec-
tion [3.2). Let C(f) denote the set of points in C? at which the Jacobian matrix of f is singular,
and let 3 denote the support of the determinant | Jac f| of this Jacobian.
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Definition 2.1. We say that f is generically non-proper if it is dominant, non-proper, satisfies
£(0,0) € (C*)? and systems

fi = o =0
2.1 fi = |Jacf] = 0,
fo = [Jacf| = 0,
have respectively V(4), V(A1,X) and V (A, Y) isolated solutions in (C*)2. o)

2.1. Proof of Theorem [1.1. We start with a definition [[15] [I7].

Definition 2.2. Given two affine varieties, X and Y, and amap F' : X — Y, we say that F'is
non-proper at a point y € Y, if there is no neighborhood U C Y of y, such that the preimage
F~YU) is compact, where U is the Euclidean closure of U. In other words, F is non-proper at y
if there is a sequence of points {xz;} in X such that ||x;|| — +oc0 and f(zx) — y. The Jelonek set
of F', Jr, consists of all points y € Y at which F' is non-proper. O

Let C; C Jy denote the Jelonek set of the restricted map
fiegyr C(f) — f(C(f)).

For example, K¢ coincides with {(0,1)} in the map and with {(2,2)} for the map in (L.4).
We prove the following result in Section [/l Recall that I? denotes the set of isolated points in

2\ £(C2).
Proposition 2.3. Let f : C?> — C? be a generically non-proper map. Then, we have
|I? N Kyl < deg f1 + deg fo.

Let C;{ be cross in C? centered at £(0,0). The next result will be proven in Section [6l

Proposition 2.4. Let f : C?> — C? be a generically non-proper map. Then, we have
]I? NCy \ Kyl < deg fi + deg fo.
Write CJQ for the complement of C;{ in C2. The following result will be proven in Section [l

Proposition 2.5. Let f : C?> — C? be a generically non-proper map. Then, we have

3deg f1 - deg f2

(2.2) 0N\ K <

(2.3) 120N €3\ Ky| < 2max(deg f1, deg f2).

The bound in Theorem [1.1] is obtained by observing that I? can be written as the disjoint
union of the three sets appearing in the above three propositions.

2.2. Proof of Theorem[1.4. Let P, () be two univariate polynomials such that: deg P = deg Q =
n, gcd(P, Q) = 1 and P(0) - Q(0) # 0. Define f to be the map

(u, v) = (uv, v*- P(uv) + v - Q(uv) + uv).

We will show that all maps defined this way form the family proving Theorem
Let y € (C*)? and let (u,v) € C? be a solution to f —y = 0, that is,

Ji(u,v) —y1 =0
Ja(u,v) —y2 = 0.



6

Then, we have uv = y; # 0 and
2.4) v*P(y1) +vQ(y1) + y1 — y2 = 0.

If P(y;1) =0 (resp. Q(y1) = 0), then Q(y1) # 0 (resp. P(y1) # 0). Therefore, PQ =0 = y; # yo
since otherwise v = 0, a contradiction to uv = y; # 0. This shows that for any y € (C*)?2, such
that PQ = 0, we have f~!(y) = ) & y; = yo. Otherwise, if PQ # 0, then (2.4) has a non-zero
solution v and u = v/y; # 0. This shows that y € (C*)2, y1 # y2 = f~(y) # 0.

We conclude from this analysis that

(C)P2\NF(C) = Up)o=ol(a:a)}.

The size of this set is equal to deg P + deg @ = 2n. Furthermore, one can easily check that
f~'(y) # 0 for any y € C*\ (C*)*.

Up to now, we have constructed a map having degree 2n + 2 and #I? = 2n. Obviously, all
polynomials P, Q) above form a dense family of pairs of univariate polynomials in C,, [uv]?. This
shows that the set of polynomial maps f constructed this way forms a dense subset in C[A].
Finally, since f is non-proper, Theorem [1.2]yields the proof.

2.3. Proof of Theorem[L.5] We split the proof into two statements. Recall that 1 is the number
of preimages of a map over a generic point in C?

Lemma 2.6. Let f : C> — C? be a dominant map such that ji; = 1. Then, we have T = 0.

Proof. For any y € Jy, the set f~!(y) is either empty or has positive dimension. Recall that
Jy is a curve in C? [I5]]. Then, it is enough to show that the preimage under f has a positive
dimension over finitely-many points.

If the preimage of some point y has positive dimension, then it forms a union of distinct
irreducible components. Therefore, the set f~!(y) shares a component C with the set C(f) of
critical points of f.

This set C'(f) has finitely-many components C arising this way. Each of them is mapped to a
point under f. O

Lemma 2.7. Let k be a positive integer. Then, there exists a polynomial map f : C?> — C2 such
that py =k +1 andI? # ().

Proof. Let P be a univariate complex polynomial of degree k such that P(0) # 0. We show that
(w,v) = (P(uv) + uFoPT 1+ woP(uv) + 2uk 1ok +2),

satisfies the claims of the Lemma.
To compute 7, we fix an arbitrary y € C? and solve f —y = 0 for u,v. Make the formal
substitution s = uv, ¢t = v, and eliminate ¢, we obtain

(2.5) s(P(s)—2y1)+y2—1=0.

There are £+ 1 distinct values s € C* satisfying (2.5) for a generic choice of P and y. This makes
for k + 1 distinct couples (uv,v) € (C*)2. Therefore, we have u; = k + 1.
One can check that if P(0) # 0, then f — y = 0 has no solutions only when y = (0, 1). O



3. FACES OF FINITE SETS AND RESTRICTED SYSTEMS

In Section 3.1 we consider pairs of finite sets in a two-dimensional lattice. We introduce
the notions of a face, independence, Minkowski sum and mixed volumes. In Section [3.2] we
recall Bernstein’s results in [1], relating those combinatorial notions to the number of solutions
to polynomial equations.

In Section[3.3] we introduce a monomial change of variables that depends on the faces of pairs
of supports. We then illustrate its usefulness in keeping track of solutions outside the complex
torus to a polynomial system of equations (Proposition [3.6)). Such a description is important in
computing isolated missing points of dominant polynomial maps, and will be used in the steps
that follows in proving the main upper bounds.

3.1. Pairs of finite sets, faces and mixed volume. A polytope A in R? is a bounded intersection
of closed half-planes of the form {ag + a3 X1 + e Xs > 0}, for some oy, a1, a2 € R. These are
called the supporting half-spaces of A, and their boundary intersects JA at a connected set of A
called face.

Any face F' of A minimizes a function o* : A — R, (X1, X32) — ag + a1 X7 + asXs. In this
case, we say that o = (aq, ag) supports F.

We formulate this terminology in terms of finite sets in Z2.

3.1.1. Faces of finite sets. A face ¢ of a finite subset ¥ C Z? is the intersection of ¥ with a face of
its convex hull. The supporting vector of ¢ C X is the supporting vector of the convex hull of ¢.

The following notation is taken from [[7, Section 2.2]. Recall that the Minkowski sum A + B
of two subsets A, B C R" is the set {a + b | a € A,b € B}. In Figure[l] the Minkowski sum of
the two subsets on the left is the set on the right.

A pair of finite sets in Z? refers to a pair A := (Aj, A), in which each member A; (i = 1,2) is
a finite set of Z2. A face I of a pair A, denoted by I' < A, is a pair I' := (I';,I's) such that I'; is a
face of A;, i =1,2 and I'y + I'y is a face of A; + A,. The pair of sets on the left of Figure [Tl have
the pair (v, d) as a face.

The dimension of a face, denoted dim T, is the dimension of the convex hull of T'; + T's. In
Figure[I] both (v,0) and (a, ®) have dimension one, (3, M) has dimension zero.

Since a supporting vector o« € Q? of I'; + I'y is also one for the face I'; € 4; (i = 1,2) (the
function o* is linear), we say that « supports I' < A . In Figure[l] (—2,1) supports (-,d) and
(3,—1) supports (a, ).

We use the convention that a face of a pair is the pair itself if and only if the vector (0,0)
supports it. We refere to such face as trivial.

3.1.2. Mixed volume of finite sets. Given a convex set A C R2, let Vol(A) denote its fixed,
translation-invariant Lebesgue measure endowed on R?. Recall that Minkowski’s mixed volume
is the unique real-valued multi-linear (with respect to the Minkowski sum) function of two
convex sets Ay, Ay C R?, whose value at two copies of A equals 2 Vol(A). It is known that
V (A1, Ay) can be expressed as

VO](Al + Ag) — VOl(Al) — VOl(AQ)

One can check that if A; + A is a line segment, or one of A; is a point, then V (A, Ay) = 0.
The other direction holds true as well, and is a particular case of Minkowski’s Theorem for the
higher-dimensional mixed volume. We say that (A;, Ay) is independent if V (A1, Ay) # 0, or,
equivalently, if dim(}_,.; A;) > |I] for all I C 1,2. A dependent couple above is one that is not
independent.



FIGURE 1. (L): Pair (A;, Ay) of finite subsets. (R): Their Minkowski sum.

A couple A of finite sets in Z? is said to be independent if the convex hulls of its members form
an independent pair. Similarly, the notation V' (A) will refer to the mixed volume of the pair
consisting of the convex hulls corresponding to A’s members.

3.2. The number of roots to a system of equations. A bivariate complex polynomial P €
C|x1, x2] is written as a finite linear combination

of monomials " := z}"x5?, where w := (w;,ws) and ¢, € C. The support supp P of P is the

set {w € Z? | ¢, # 0}.
A pair ¢ := (1, p2) of polynomials in C[zy, x5] identify a polynomial map ¢ : C2 — C2. The
support of ¢ is the pair (supp ¢1,supp ¢2). The polynomial system

p1(x1,22) = 0,
3.1
3.1 pa(x1,22) = 0,

is denoted by ¢ = 0 and its set of solutions (x1,z2) in C? is denoted by V(¢). We use V°(i)
to denote the subset V() N (C*)2. We will abuse notations by writing #V () and #V°(yp) in
reference to the number of isolated solutions to counted with multiplicities in C2 and (C*)?
respectively.

A consequence of Bernstein’s Theorem A is

#V°(p) < V(supp ).

In particular, the set of isolated solutions is empty if the support is dependent.

Another result of Bernstein will be used throughout this paper goes as follows.

Given a face I' < supp ¢, the restriction of the polynomial ¢; (i = 1,2) to monomial terms
cpx® satisfying w € I';, is denoted by ¢; r. We write ¢r to denote the pair (¢1 1, 2r).

Theorem 3.1 (Theorem B of [1]] for n = 2). Let ¢ be a pair of bivariate polynomials. Then, all
solutions to ¢ = 0 are isolated and

#V°(p) = V(supp ¢)
if and only if for any non-trivial face T’ < supp ¢, we have #V°(¢r) = (.
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3.3. Toric change of variables. Following [[1]], a unimodular toric change of variables on x =
(w1, 22) is amap (C*)? — (C*)2, z + z = (21, 22), such that

__ Ju11 Ju21 o u12 Ju2
Tl =21 2", T2 = 21 7297,

where U = (4, w3 ) € SL(2,Z). This transformation induces an isomorphism between polyno-
mials, which by abuse of notation, we also denote by U; it is

U: Clay,x9) — Czifh, 257,

taking the monomial z¢ to xV®, where a := (a1, az).
Hence, for any polynomial P € C[z1, z2], we have

supp(UP) = U(supp P),
and the zero locus V°(P) is isomorphic to V°(UP).
Remark 3.2. For Uy := (Uy1,Uyps), we have
#V°(p) = #V°(Uyp).
Example 3.3. Let ¢ be the pair of polynomials
(1 + 2uv? + 3uv* + duvd + bued, —1 — 2u — 3u2v2)

supported on the pair of sets in Figure [Tlon the left. If U = ( _32 _11 ), then Uy is written as

(1+ 25+ 3s* +4s%t + 553, —1 — 257172 —3¢71)
O

A transformed pair Uy may have monomials with negative exponents. We can transform it
to a pair of polynomials by multiplying by a suitable monomial. We denote by U the pair
(Uz™ 1, Ux"s), where the coordinates of r, 75 € N? are the minimal ones that allow to clear
denominators. In Example [3.3] we have = (0,0) and o = (1,2).

3.3.1. Base-change using faces. We will introduce an above toric change of coordinates U €
SL(2,7Z) that will help us later deduce a useful description of points in the preimage, under a
map, that escape to infinity. It turns out that the best choice for U is one whose entries depend
on some faces of supports.

Let A = (Aj, A) be a pair of finite sets in N> and let ' = (I';,T2) be a face of A (see
Section such that dimI" = 1. Our goal is to construct a pair of vectors ¢ := (e1,€2) as
follows.

Let a € N? be the closest point in I'; + I'y to (0,0). Set ¢€; to be the primitive integer vector
spanning I'; + I'; away from a (i.e. the first coordinate of €; is positive). In the Example of
Figure [Il we have ~ + ¢ is the set of black dots to the right, « = (1,0) and ¢; is the red vector
(1,2).

We choose ¢5 such that

(i) € is the basis of the lattice Z2.
(ii) The Minkowski sum A; + Ay + {—a} is contained in the cone {b1e; + baea | b1, b2 € R>p}.
Or in other words, the basis ¢ spans positively the lattice of points A; + Ay — a.
This represents a linear transformation U : Z? — Z? taking ¢ to the canonical basis of Z?2. In the
Example of Figure[I] ¢, is the red vector (—1, —1).
We consider the matrix 7', where
E=(2r22) = (52 e SL(2,2).

€21 €22
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Then, T corresponds to the following change of variables z = 2 (1), Thus the transformation U
that we are looking for, is the inverse of this map, that is

D _—wvy/D —w1/D v /D
3:1»—>zf)2/ Zg v/ LT > 2 w1/ z;}l/

where D = det(F) = +1 is the determinant of 7.
From the properties[(1)] and [(i)] of 7" € SL(2,Z), we deduce that F, and thus also U, depends

on I' and A. We denote the subset of SL(2,Z) of all such U by Trsfr(Z?).
We also have the following immediate consequence.

9

Lemma 3.4. Let o € Z? be the primitive integer vector supporting the I' < A. Then, for any
U € Trsfr(Z?), UT is a face of U A. Moreover; the vector U - o™ = (0,1) and it supports UT.

Remark 3.5. For any ¢ € C[z1,x2]?, where A = supp(yp), the following hold:
e For any U € Trsfr(Z?), the system U fr = 0 is univariate and U” f = 0 is bivariate.
e U fr = 0 has a solution p € C* iff U f = 0 has a solution (p,0) € C* x {0} iff fr = 0 has
a solution in (C*)2.

Proposition 3.6. Let ¢ be a pair of bivariate polynomials. Let S denote the set of non-trivial faces
' < supp ¢ for which there exists a matrix U € Trsfr(Z?), such that U *cp = 0 has mr > 0 solutions
in C* x {0}, counted with multiplicities. Then, we have

(3.2) #V°(p) = V(suppp) — Z mr.
res

Proof. Let A denote supp . We proceed using similar arguments as in the proof of [1, Theorem
B]. Consider the parametrized polynomial system
(3.3) p+typ =0,
where ¢ := (¢1,12) € C[A] and ¢ €]0, 1[. Using [1, Theorem A], one can choose the pair ¢ so
that (3.3) has V' (A) parametrized isolated solutions z(¢) € (C*)2. The result follows by proving
the claim: There exists a bijection z(t) — p between the set of solutions to (3.3) in (C*)?, escaping
(C*)? as t — 0, and the multiset defined as the union of all solutions in C* x 0, counted with
multiplicities, to systems U o = 0 above.

A solution z(t) to (3.3) can be presented as a function in ¢, where its j-th coordinate (j = 1, 2)
is written as the Puiseux series

a;t* + higher order terms in ¢,

where a; € C* and a; € Q.
If we plug x(t) into ¢; + t1; and set the coefficient of the smallest power p of ¢ equal to zero,
we obtain ¢; r(a) = 0 for some I' < A. Indeed, the value p is the minimum min({c, q) | ¢ € 4;),

which is reached only for points ¢ in the face of A; supported by the vector o := (ay,a9).
Therefore, a := (a1,az) € (C*)? is a solution to
er = 0.

Assuming in what follows that #V° < V(A) (the result follows automatically from Theorem [3.1]
if we do not make this assumption).

Let us choose one x(t) above that escapes (C*)? for small enough t.

On the one hand, the vector 8 := U - o' supporting the face UT of U A is equal to (0,1) (see
Lemma/(3.4). On the other hand, the point z(¢), defined as

(3.4) 2V (t) = x(t)
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is a solution to
(3.5) U (o +th) = 0.
Then, for j = 1,2, we have
zj(t) = bjt% + higher order terms in ¢,

for some b := (b1, by) € (C*)2. Therefore, the limit z(0) belongs to C* x {0}, and is a solution to
U *4,0 = 0.

This description implies the following: Each z(t) escaping (C*)? determines a unique proper
face I' < A, together with a matrix U € Trsfr(Z2) such that U ¢ = 0 has a solution p € C* x {0}
satisfying p € C* x {0}, and p = lim;_, 2(t), where z(t), z(¢) satisfy (3.4).

The multiplicity m, of p is no less than the number NNV, of distinct solutions z(t) to (3.5),
converging to p.

Finally, our choice of v in the beginning implies that for any ¢, the system

U (¢ + ty)r =0

has no solutions in (C*)? for any proper I'. Then, ([3.5) has no solutions in C* x {0} for any
matrix U € Trsfr(Z?). Therefore, we have m, = N,,. O

4. RELEVANT FACES AND PROOF OF THEOREM

One does not require the data of all monomial terms appearing in a polynomial map in order
to compute its isolated missing points. In this section, we point out those faces that are pertinent
to such computation. We will utilize all notations and Proposition in the previous section to
prove some important technical results. These will be used to prove Theorem[I.2]and the results
in Sections[5]-

Consider a dominant polynomial map f := (fi, f2) : C> — C? and let A = (A;, Ay) denote
the pair supp f. For any y = (y1,%2) € C2, we denote by f — y the pair (f1 — y1, f2 — ¥2), and by
f —y =0 the system

filzr,22) =y = 0,
fa(z1,22) —y2 = 0.

We are interested in describing the set C?\ f(C?). This problem is invariant under translation
f+cforany c € C2 Therefore, we will assume in what follows that f(0,0) € (C*)2. This implies
that each member of A contains (0, 0) (see e.g. Example [3.3]and Figure[I]).

Remark 4.1. Note that f maps C? onto a line if A; = {(0,0)} for some i € {1,2}, and onto a curve
if dim Ay + Ay = 1. Therefore, it is necessary for A to be independent (see Section [3.1.2) in order
for f to be dominant.

4.1. Face-classification and generic non-properness. We will distinguish several types of faces
of A (see the diagram in Figure[2).

Definition 4.2. Let A be an independent pair of finite sets in N2, A face I' = (I'1,T3) < A is
e semi-origin if at least one of its members contains the origin, that is (0,0) € T'y, or
(0,0) € I's.
- T is origin if both its members contain (0, 0).
- I is half-origin otherwise.
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Irrelevant
Half-origin
Semi-origin " Relevant
Face T’ < A/v \ origin - Coordinate — Irrelevant
T T Rel
elevant

Not semi-origin — [rrelevant

FIGURE 2. Diagram classifying types of faces

e coordinate if all of its supporting vectors a = (aq, @) (see Section [3.1)) have one coordi-
nate that is positive and another that is zero.
e relevant if it is semi-origin, not coordinate, and no member of T" is a point different from
(0,0).
e irrelevant if it is not relevant.
O

Example 4.3. The pair of sets on the left of Figure[Ilgive the following classification for its faces:
Origin faces: (%, W), (a, W), (%, d)

Half-origin faces: (b,®), (A, M), (A, c), (v,0), (%, 0)

Coordinate faces: (%, d)

Relevant faces: (a, W), (b, ), (3, M), (v,0)

The face (A, c) is semi-origin, not coordinate, but not relevant. This is since dim A = 0,
but A # {(0,0)}. The same goes for (%, o)

O
Recall the notation in Section[3]

Lemma 4.4. If #V(f) < V(A), then there exists a face I' < A that is not coordinate, such that the
system fr = 0 has a solution in (C*)2.

Proof. Split the isolated points in #V(f) into two subsets: Those in (C*)? and those outside it.
The former has size equal to

(4.1) V(A)=> mr,
for all T" as in Proposition and the latter has size equal to

(42) Z mr.

I'<A
I" coordinate

We sum up (4.1) and (4.2) to deduce that mr > 0 for some I' < A that is not coordinate. This
yields the proof. O

Recall Definition [2.1] for generically non-proper maps.
Lemma 4.5. Let f be generically non-proper. Then, we have
pr = V(A).

Proof. We have #f71(0) = V(A) from Definition ps < V(A) from Theorem and
#f71(0) < uy from f being dominant. O
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Lemma 4.6. Let f be generically non-proper. If for some face I' < A, there exists y € C? such that
the system (f — y)r = 0 has a solution in (C*)?, then I is a semi-origin face.

Proof. Let y be any point in C?, and let I be a face of A that is not semi-origin. Then, we have
(f —y)r = fr. Therefore, if (f — y)r = 0 has a solution in (C*)2, then so does fr = 0.
We deduce from Theorem [3.T] that #V°(f) < V(A). This contradicts Lemma 4.5 O

Recall Definition[2.2]for the Jelonek set J; of f. The following result will be used in Section[6l

Lemma 4.7. Let f be generically non-proper. Then, we have y € J; if and only if for some relevant
I < A, the system (f — y)r = 0 has a solution in (C*)2.

Proof. For the first direction, assume that y € Jy. Then, #V(f —y) < us. Lemma 4.4l implies
that there exists a non-coordinate face I' < A such that (f — y)r = 0 has a solution in (C*)?. We
can deduce that I' is relevant from Lemma

We prove the second direction. Let y be a point outside ;. Then, Lemma [4.5] shows that

(4.3) V(A) =#(V(f =)\ V°(f =) + #V°(f — ).

Assume that y # f(0,0). Then, using the notations of Proposition [3.6] the first summand
in is accounted for by > mp, where I' runs over all (at most two) coordinate faces of
A. Equation shows that for any other faces I', we have mp = 0. Therefore, the system
(f —y)r = 0 has no solutions if I" is relevant.

Finally, one can check that y = f(0,0) Ay ¢ J; = A has no relevant faces. 0

Recall the set Iy defined in Section 2.1l The following result will be used in Sections [5]-[7

Lemma 4.8. Let f be generically non-proper. Then, we have y € Ky if and only if there exists a

relevant face T' < A and a matrix U € Trsfr(Z?) such that U (f —y) = 0 has a solution in C* x {0}
of multiplicity > 2.

Proof. Lety € K. Then, there exists a sequence {z }x>0 C C(f) C C? that converges to infinity,
and f(xy) converges to y [15]. In particular, this is a sequence of double roots to f — f(zx) = 0,
converging to infinity.

Note that any toric transformation U preserves the number of solutions in (C*)? counted with
multiplicities (Remark [3.2]). Therefore, using the curve selection Lemma, we follow closely the
proof of Proposition to deduce the following claim:

There exists a sequence {z }x>o C C? of double roots to

converging to a double root p € C* x {0} to U (f — y) = 0. This proves the first direction.
We omit the proof of the other direction since it is similar to the first one. O

4.2. Proof of Theorem[1.2l Recall that each member of the pair A contains (0,0). For i =1, 2,
let C[4;] = Cl#l denote the space of all polynomials P : C> — C such that supp P C A; (a
polynomial becomes identified with its coefficients). The space C[A;] & C[As] is denoted by
C[A].

Example 4.9. Let A be as in Figure 3| defined by the pair 4; = {(9), (1), (3)},

A ={(3),($).(1)}. Then, any complex map

4.4 (u,v) = (ag + ajuv + aguv?, by + byu + bouv),

is identified with (ao, ai,as,bg, by, b2) S (C[A] =~ S, O
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FIGURE 3. Support of the map in Example

Proposition 4.10. Let A be an independent pair of finite subsets in N2. If A has no relevant
faces, then proper maps form a dense subset in C[A], and no map in C[A] is generically non-proper.
Otherwise, all maps in C[A] are non-proper, and generically non-proper maps form a dense subset

of C[A].

Proof. For any face I' < A, let Resp(A) denote the multivariate resultant of I' in C[A]. This is,
the subset of all maps f € C[A] such that fr = 0 has a solution in (C*)2. Multivariate resultants
were introduced in [13]], and it was shown in [24, Theorem 1.1] that Resr(A) is a Zariski closed
subset of C[A].

For any f € C[A] and any y € J;, we have #V(f —y) < V(A). Then, Lemma 4.4 shows that
there exists a non-coordinate face I' < A such that (f — y)r = 0 has a solution in (C*)2.

If A has no relevant faces, then either J; = 0, or (f — y)r = fr = 0. In the firt case, f is
proper (in particular, not generically non-proper). In the second case, we have f € Resr(A) and
Lemma [4.6] shows that f is not generically non-proper.

Assume that A has a relevant face I'. Then, for any f € C[A], the set f~1(f(0,0)) contains
one of the two coordinate axes of C2. We deduce that any f is non-proper.

To show that generically non-proper maps form a dense subset of C[A], we proceed as follows.

Let | Jac f| denote the determinant of the Jacobian matrix of f and let ¥ denote its support.
Clearly, we have B := (A4;,Y) is independent of f as long as f is generically chosen.

The coefficients of | Jac f| are polynomials in the coefficients of f. Moreover, recall that for
any face A < B, the set Resp(B) is a Zariski closed subset of C[B]. Therefore, the set

Sa = {(f1, f2) € C[A] | (f1,]Jac f]) € Resa(B)}

is a Zariski closed subset of C[A]. Note that the same holds true if we replace B by (A, X).
Finally, we conclude from the definition of generic non-properness (Definition[2.1]) and Propo-

sition that it enough for f € C[A] to be outside all subsets Resp(A) and Sy for it to be

generically non-proper. O

Consider the pair A in Figure [3 corresponding to the map f in Example For any choice
of coefficients, f is non-proper since {u = 0} C f~!(ap,bo). Indeed, A has a relevant face; it is
supported by (2, —1).

If (7,6) < A is supported by the vector (—1,0), then, f(, s (u,v) = 0 has solutions in (C*)?* if
and only if a1 by — bjas = 0. Therefore, the map is generically non-proper inside the dense subset
{a1b2 — b1a2 75 0} of (CG.

5. LONG FACES AND PROOF OF PROPOSITION

In this section, we prove Proposition To do this, we need a few extra technical results.
These are gathered in Section 5.1

5.1. Lengths of faces. In this part, we will introduce two invariants for faces of finite pairs in
72: integer length and dimensional length.



15

5.1.1. Integer length. For any set o C R?, such that dim conv(c) = 1, we use /(o) to denote the
number | conv (o) N Z?| — 1, where conv(-) denotes the convex hull of any set in R™.

Lemma 5.1. Let S1, S C R? be two bounded segments having rational slopes. Then, we have
0(S1) - €(S2) < V(S,52).

Proof. From dim S; = dim Sy = 1, we have Vol(S;) = Vol(S2) = 0, and thus V(S51,952) =
Vol(S; + S3). Let L,(S2) be the union of lines in R?, parallel to S, and intersecting Sy at
S, N N? and Ly(S;) be the analogous union of lines, but with S; and S, switched. Then, the
set Ly(S1) U L,(S2) subdivides S; + S into 4(Sy) - £(S2) parallelograms P;;, i = 1,...,4(51),
j=1,...,(Ss), from which we obtain

Vol(S1 + S2) = Y _ Vol(Py).
'7j

From the construction of P,;, for any ¢, j we get Vol P;; = | det(«, §)|, where a and § are the
directional vectors for S; and Sy respectively. The result follows from | det(a, 8)| € N*. O

Let f : C> — C? be a dominant polynomial map, and let A denote the support of f (See
Section [3.2)). Recall that, for each face I' < A4, dimT' = 1, we have Trsfr(Z?) refers to the space
of transformations in SL(2,Z), constructed using I" as in Section[3.3.1]

Lemma 5.2. Let I' < A be a relevant face (see Definition 4.2), and let U be a matrix in Trsfr(Z?).
Assume that for some i € {1,2}, there exists a subset ¢ C UA; such that U(f;), is a polynomial P
in z1, up to monomial multiplication, with P(0) = 0. Then, we have

(5.1) deg P =/¢(&) < deg f;/2,
where £ C A; and o = UE.

Proof. The assumptions of the Lemma imply that both conv(c) and conv(¢) have dimension one,
and that /(o) = £(&).
To show that the equality part of (5.1)), it suffices to notice that deg P = ¢(0).
Finally, I being relevant implies that conv(¢) is not horizontal, nor vertical. One can check
(Figure [4) that
| conv (&) N A;| < deg fi/2.

This finishes the inequality part of (5.1J). O

conv o

(deg fi7 0)

FIGURE 4. An instance of Lemmal[5.2]
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5.1.2. Dimensional length. We also have the following refinement for types of faces of A. We
say that a face I' < A is long if dimI'; = dim "y = 1 and short otherwise.

Recall that a supporting vector o = (a1, ) € R? of a relevant face of A satisfies ajas < 0. If
a1 > 0, we say that it is a left relevant face and it is a right one otherwise.

In Figure [l to the left, faces (a, M) and (b, M) of the pair of sets appearing are left and are
short. The face (v, ¢), is right and long.

Lemma 5.3. Assume that the map f is generically non-proper. Then, its support A has at most one
right/left long relevant face.

Proof. Assume without loss of generality that I' is right, and that the first member I'y C A; of
I contains (0,0) (see Definition 4.2). If o = (a1, ) € Q? denotes the supporting vector of Ty,
then (a1, ay + ¢) supports the vertex (0,0) € A; for any ¢ > 0. This implies that any other right
bad face of A has to be a short one. O

5.2. Proof of Proposition Assume in what follows that f is generically non-proper. We
will use Z := I? to denote the set of isolated points in C?\ f(C?), and recall the sets C° := Cs
and K := K defined in Section 2. for dominant maps f : C* — C2.

We start by proving the following Lemma.

Lemma 5.4. For any q € Zy N C° \ K, one of the following claims holds true.
e There exists a long origin relevant face I' < A and a matrix U € Trsfr(Z?) such that
U (f-qr=0
has p s distinct solutions in C*.

o There exist two long relevant faces I'(1),I'(2) < A, together with two matrices U; €
TMr(1)(Z?) and Uy € TMr2)(Z?), such that

Ui(f —qQru =0
has Nj solutions (i = 1,2) in C*, and Ny + Ny = py.

Proof. The system f — ¢ = 0 has no solutions in C2. Then, Theorem 3.1l and Remark 3.5 show
that U™ (f — y) = 0 has a solution in C* x {0}.

The proof will follow from Proposition and Lemma [5.3]once we show the following claim:

All such faces T can only be long and relevant. Moreover, solutions to U (f —y) = 0 in C* x {0}
are simple.

Since f — ¢ = 0 has no solutions in C? (in particular, no solutions in C?\ (C*)2), I cannot be
a coordinate face. Then, Lemma [4.6]yields that I is pertinent.

To deduce that I" is long, notice that I short = f;(0,0) = ¢; (for some i € {1,2}) = ¢ ¢ C°.

Finally, we have ¢ ¢ K = all solutions to U*( f —vy) = 0 are simple (see Lemma [4.8). This
proves the two statements of the claim. O

Assume that Zy N C° \ K # 0, and consider the set
{ql,...,qN} =TZyNC°\ K.
Lemma shows that A has a long relevant face I'. We decompose {1,..., N} into a disjoint

union I; U --- LU I of non-empty subsets, satisfying k € I; < there are exactly m; > 0 distinct
a € C* such that for some matrix U € Trsfr(Z?), we have

(5.2) U(f — qi)r(a) =0.
Note that this decomposition is not unique.
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Example 5.5. Consider the map f constructed in Section 4.2l We have C° = (C*)?, |Zy| = 2n
and p ¢ = 2. Choose I' to be the pair as in Figure[Sl

{(§), (1)} AU -1+ 1)}
For any ¢ € Z;, we have

*

U(f—qr=(t—qby+bit+-+byt"),

where the choice of (by, b1, ...,by,) is so that by + byt + - - - + b,t™ has exactly n simple roots in
C*. Then, we have A = 1, with m; = 1. O

FIGURE 5. The couple of supports in Example [5.5

Let g1, g2 € C|z;] denote the polynomials [ fir, [ f2,r respectively and let G(r, s) = 0 denote
the polynomial system

55 o) = 0

Then, Equation shows that for any I; with m; > 1, points a4, ..., a,,, € C* above satisfy
(5.4) {(ag,a;) € V°(G) | k,l=1,...,m;}.

The following observation is obvious.

Claim 5.6. The set of isolated points in V°(G) satisfies r # s.

This shows that (5.4) identifies a distinguished subset of m? — m; isolated points in V°(G).
We proceed as follows: Each set I; distinguishes a unique subset

(5.5) {ar trer,

in Z;. Since the solutions to U (f — ¢)r = 0 vary with ¢ in (5.5), each ¢, distinguishes a unique
set{ai,...,anm, } C C*. This in turn distinguishes a subset of m;(m; —1) isolated points in V°(G).
Therefore, each I; gives rise to m;(m; — 1)|I;| distinct points in V°(G). That is, we have

(5.6) > mi(ms — || < #V°(G).

In order to provide an upper bound on N above, we consider two cases according to Lemma|5.4}
In what follows, we use p as shorthand to p.

Assume that I' is the only long relevant face. Then, Lemma shows that A = 1, with
my = u, and Equation becomes

(5.7) wlp — 1N < #V°(Q).
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Proof of Proposition 2.5] (2.2]). Bézout’s theorem shows that

(5.8) #V°(G) < deg g1 - deg go,

and Lemma shows that for j = 1,2 we have

(5.9) degg; = ((T';) < deg f;/2.

Therefore, we have N < deg f; - deg fo/(4u(u — 1)). O
Proof of Proposition [2.5] (2.3). Remark [4.1] shows that for some i € {1,2}, say i = 1, we have
A; #T;.

For any w € A; \ I';, we have conv(o) C conv(A4;) and conv(I'y) C conv(Az). Then, the
inequality
(5.10) V(o,I'g) <V(A) =p
is deduced from Lemma 4.5 and from the following fact.

Fact 5.7 (monotonicity, see [23]], Chapter 5.25). If L1, Lo, A1, Ay C R? are convex bodies such
that L1 C Ay and Ly C Ao, then V(Ll, Lg) < V(Al, Ag)

Finally, Lemma [5.1] shows that
(5.11) Ty) < L(o) - 4(T3) < V(o,T).
Therefore, we conclude
Vo(G) G863 /(Ty)-or,) GI0 61D

Lemma [5.2] dq
S < €(P1 < —.
p(p—1) p(p—1)

2

0

Assume that there is another long bad face A < A. Lemmal5.4] shows that for each I;, there
exists V € Trsfa(Z?), such that we have the following setup. For each q € {qx }rey,, there exists
a set A, of m; values a € C*, and a set B, of n; distinct values b € C* such that m; +n; = p and

=k
(5.12) U (f_Q)F(a) = 0,

V(f—qab) = 0.

Example 5.8 (5.5 continued). The face A hereis ({(9),(1)}), ({(8),(1)}), and V(f — q)
is the pair (t — q1,t — ¢2). From Example [5.5] we have A\ = 1, and m; = 1. Then, for each

q € Ugev(p){(t,t)} (see Section[4.2), we have ny = 1, A, = B, = {t}. o)
For j = 1,2, we define g; and h; to be U*fj’r‘ and Vg; r respectively. Then, the sets
(5.13) Ag x Ag, B, x By, Ag x By,
form subsets of solutions to the systems G = 0, H = 0 and K = 0 respectively, defined by
gi(s) — g;(t) = 0, j=12
(514) hj(u) - hj(?}) = O, j = 1, 2
g9i(s) — hj(u) = 0, j=1.2.

The following Claim is similar to Claim [5.6]
Claim 5.9. The set of non-isolated points in V°(G),V°(H ), or V°(K) satisfy s = t.
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This shows that for each above ¢, there exists a unique subset identifying a subset of
2

2
m; —m; +n; —n; +mn;

isolated points in V°(G) U V°(H) U V°(K). Then, the above discussion shows that

(5.15) > (m? = mi+ 07 = ni+ming) - L] < #V°(G) + #V°(H) + #V°(K).
We proceed by computing the upper bounds in Proposition

Using Bézout’s theorem, on the systems (5.14) and the inequality of Lemma we bound
the value in (5.15) by

Moreover, the equality part in Lemma[5.2] produces the upper bound
(5.17) 3deg f1 deg fa/4
for (5.15). Next, we use N = > I;, m; = u — n; in the Lh.s of (5.15)), expand it, then divide by
12 to obtain

n? on 1
(5.18) N—i—Zz(ﬁ————) <

where k is the minimum of (5.16]) and (5.17).
Identities n;/u < 1and N = " I; imply

Therefore, (5.18) yields

(5.19)

Proof of Proposition [2.5] (2.2)). It follows from this inequality for k = (5.17) and x> 2. O

Proof of Proposition [2.5] (2.3). Without loss of generality, we suppose that dim Ay = 2 (this is
possible since (A1, A;) has two relevant long faces). Moreover, we may also suppose that /(I'y) >

(Aq).
Then, there exists a subset o € A, such that dim(o + v1) = 2. We get

Lemma [5.1] Fact [5.7] i
E(U)E(FI) emn; V(U,Fl) aCtS V(A) Lemrréi’u‘

Replacing k by (5.16), above inequalities together with yield

1

N o o)

(6(T1) - 6(T2) 4+ €(T1) - £(A2) + €(T1) - max(£(T2), £(A2)))-

Lemn;@i%deg f/2(p—1).

0
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5.3. Geometry of the Jenonek set and missing points of maps. Upper bounds for #V°(G) +
#V°(H) + #V°(K) appearing above estimate the number of some nodes of the Jelonek set. An
instance of this is when there exists only one long face I' < A that happens to be origin. Then,

{y e C?| T (f —y)r(a) = 0 for some a € (C*}
describes a part of a rational curve
C:={(g91,92)(s) € C?|se c*}.

Therefore, the set V°(G) describes all self-intersections (nodes) that C' can have in (C*)2. Namely,
if a point y € C also belongs to Zy N C° \ K, then it is a node of multiplicity p. This explains the
phenomenon in the map of Section[1l

As for the case where there are two long relevant faces I', A < A, the set V°(G) U V°(H) U
V°(K) describes both the intersection locus CNC’ (with C’ similarly defined as C, using H) and
the nodes of the curves. Here, each of C' and C’ can be a rational curve, or a union of vertical
(horizontal) lines in C?. In the map (T.4), the set I? NC°\ K results from intersections of vertical

lines with the line {y; = y2}.

6. PROOF OF PROPOSITION

We consider the generically non-proper map f from the previous section. Recall from Lemmal4.8]|
that K coincides with the set of all y € C? at which there exists a face I' < A and a matrix
U € Trsfr(Z?2) such that U™ (f — y) = 0 has a double solution in C* x {0}.

In this section, we prove the inequality

(6.1) 1Ty N CH\ K| < deg f1 + deg fa,

where C* := C] is the cross centered at f(0,0) (also, it is the set C* \ C°).

In the notations of Proposition[3.6), for any y € Zy\ K, there are u points in C* x {0} distributed
among simple solutions to systems U*( f—y)=0.

We deduce from y € C?\ f(C?) and from Lemma [4.7] that all above matrices U € Trsfr(Z?)
correspond to only relevant faces I" < A.

Claim 6.1. For each y € Z \ K, at least one of the above relevant faces of A is long.

Proof. Lemma[5.4] takes care of the case where y € C°.

Assume that y € CT, and let I" be a short pertinent face of A. One can check that the set of all
y € C? such that U*( f —y)r = 0 has a solution in C*, is a vertical/horizontal line in C*.

If all faces I" are short, then there exists i solutions in C* to systems above determining the
same line L C C*. Therefore, L C C?\ f(C?), and y is a missing point that is not isolated. = [

Thanks to the above Claim, it is enough to give an upper bound on the total number of distinct
y € CT such that U*( f —y)r = 0 has a solution in C* for some long relevant face I' < A.

We assume that y belongs to the horizontal line H of C*. Then, the second coordinate of
y equals to f»(0,0). To determine the first coordinate, we solve the (now, triangular) square
system U*(f —y)r = 0, with yo = f2(0,0).

Lemma applied to U"(f, — f2(0))r shows that we obtain at most deg f»/2 distinct points
in H for each system U*( f—y)r = 0. Lemmal[5.3|shows that there are at most two such systems
with T" being long relevant. This amounts to the upper bound deg f> if y € H. By symmetry on
the vertical line of C*, we obtain the upper bound deg f; + deg fs.
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7. CRITICAL POINTS AT INFINITY AND PROOF OF PROPOSITION

Keeping with the same notations as in the previous section, let f be a generically non-proper
map. To prove |Zy N K| < deg f1 + deg f2, we introduce two technical results. Write Zy N K as

(7.1) U k),

I'<A
T" relevant

where K(T') consists of all y € Z; such that U (f —y) = 0 has a solution in C* x {0} of multiplicity
at least two for some matrix U € Trsfr(Z?).

Lemma 7.1. Let I" be a right (left) long origin relevant face of A. Then, there are no right (left)
relevant faces of A other than T.

Proof. Let o := (a1,a2) € Q- x Q4 be a supporting vector of I' assuming it is right. Then, for
any p € Q*, the vector o := (a1, a2 + p) supports a face of A different form I'. All right faces
are determined this way.

If p > 0, then o determines the face ({(J)}, {(9)}). Otherwise, the face determined by
aP is not relevant. O

The following result will be proven at the end of this section. Recall that for any finite set
o C 72, we define ((c) := |conv(c) N Z?| — 1.

Proposition 7.2. Let I := (I'1,'9) be a pertinent face of A. Then, we have

(A) |[K(I)| < (deg f1 + deg f2)/2,
(B) |K(I')| < £(T;) + deg f;/2if I'; is a vertex of A; for any distinct i, j € {1,2} and
(C) |K(T)| < 4(I;) if T'; does not contain (0, 0) for some i € {1,2}.

Proof of Proposition 2.3l Let us split the union (Z.I) into two disjoint subsets
M UM,

formed by the contribution of left faces of A, and the other by its right ones. The result will
follow by showing that each of |M7"| and | M| is bounded by (deg f1 + deg f2)/2. By symmetry,
it suffices to give an upper bound for | M.

Assume first that A has a long right relevant origin face (recall Definition[4.2]). From Lemmal7.1],
it is the unique right relevant face. Item [(A)] of Proposition shows that

|M!| < (deg f1 + deg fa)/2.

Assume now that A does not have long origin right relevant faces (In Figure [0 for example,
the only long relevant face is not origin).

Denote by I'(0) the origin right short face of A, and suppose that I';(0) C A; is the one-
dimensional member of I'(0) (we have I'(0) = (a, W) in Figure [6). Then, Item of Proposi-
tion shows that

IK(I'(0))] < £(I'1(0)) + deg f2/2.

We have the following easy fact:
Each face I'(i) < A in the collection of all other bad left faces {I'(1),...,I'(k)} is half-origin, and
its first member I'1 (i) C Ay does not contain (0,0).
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FIGURE 6. A pair having several short left bad faces

In Figure [6] for example, we have k£ = 3, I'(1) = (b,l), T'(2) = (¢,M) and I'(3) = (d,e).
Therefore, Item of Proposition [7.2] shows that

k k
YO IKEENI <Y o).
i=1 i=1

Finally, note that the collection I';(0),I'; (1), ..., I'1 (k) forms a chain of left faces of A;. There-
fore, the result follows from Z?:o 0(T1(7)) < deg f1/2. O

7.1. Proof of Proposition Pick any matrix U € Trsfr(Z?). The following Lemma shows
that it suffices to prove the result only for U.

Lemma 7.3. The set K(I') does not depend on the choice of the matrix in Trsfr(Z?).

Proof. The unimodularity of matrices in Trsfr(Z?) implies that the number of solutions to sys-
tems, as well as their multiplicities, is preserved. Moreover, all transformed systems under U
are equal when restricted to I'. Therefore, any transformation of f — y under U gives a unique
number of solutions in C* x {0}, together with multiplicities. O

Replace (zb ZQ) by (87 t) and U*(f - y) by g = (917 92): that is 91,92 € (C[S, tv Y1, yQ]
Assume first that I" is an origin face of A. Then, for i = 1,2, the polynomial g; is expressed as

m;
thgi,j(s) — Yi
=0

A point y € K satisfies

(7.2) g10—Y = Ggo—y2 = D = 0,

where D € C|s] is the polynomial determining | Jac g| at ¢t = 0.
On the one hand, (7.2) has at most deg D distinct solutions in C3. This implies that

K(T)| < deg D.
On the other hand, we have
D =gia 'gé,o — 921 '9/1707
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where the derivation is w.r.t. z1. Therefore, Item [(A)] of Proposition [7.2] follows form Lemma [5.2]
by observing that g; ; = g;|,, for some horizontal set of points o C N 2. Item|[(B)] of Proposition[7.2]
follows similarly by additionally noting that deg g; o = ¢(T';).

Assume that one of the members, say, I's, of I" does not contain (0,0). Then, the polynomial
go is written as

m;
Z tg2,5(s) — s"t"“ya,
=0

where (v, w) € N2, The polynomial D determining | Jac g| at t = 0 is a polynomial in s and y»

(92,1 — sY20k1) - G0 — 91,1 - Gh05

where Jj; is the Kronecker delta. The system (7.2)) is written as g1 0 —y1 = g20 = D = 0. If
k=1, we get
IK(IT)| < deg g2,0 < £(T'2),

from using similar arguments as in the previous cases (I" origin). This proves (= [B)) for
k = 1, and thus Lemma [5.2] yields [(A)}

We finish the proof by showing that f is generically non-proper = & = 1.

Assume that £ # 1. Then, D depends only on s, and the system go = 0,|Jacg| = 0 has a
solution in C* x {0}. One can check, using the chain rule for partial derivations that the sets
{|Jacg| = 0} and {U"| Jac f|) = 0} are equal in (C*)2. Then, Proposition [3.6 shows that

no i= #V°(ga,U" | Jac f|) < V(supp ga, supp U Jf).

Since elements in Trsfr(Z?) preserve multiplicities for solutions to the transformed systems, we
deduce from Lemma that

#V°(fa,|Jac f]) = no.
Finally, since V (supp g2, suppU*] Jac f]) = V(supp fa,supp | Jac f]) [1l, we get

ng < V(supp f2,supp Jac f),

which implies that f is not generically non-proper, a contradiction.

7.2. Cusps of the Jelonek set. In contrast to Section [5.3] singularities of the Jelonek set 7
that are not nodes or self-intersection, can be also good candidates for isolated missing points of
I
Consider the map (I1.3) defined in Section[Il whose Jelonek set has a cusp coinciding with the
unique missing point (0, 1). This is not a coincidence, and the reason for this goes as follows.
On the one hand, solutions in C* x C? to the system (7.2) account for all cusps that a
parametrized curve C' (from Section may have. On the other hand, Lemma [4.7] applied
to the unique relevant face I" of A, where

Tr={(8).(1):(3)}, T2 ={(8). (1), (3)- (})},

shows that J; is expressed as the set of all y € C? at which y = [ fr(s) for some matrix
U € Trsfr(Z?*). This makes [J; a curve whose i-th coordinate has the above parametrization.

Contact. Boulos El Hilany, Johann Radon Institute for Computational and Applied Mathematics,
Altenberger Strale 69, 4040 Linz, Austria; boulos.hilani@gmail.com, boulos-elhilany.com.
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