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Abstract

Given a single algebraic input-output equation, we present a method for finding different
representations of the associated system in the form of rational realizations; these are dy-
namical systems with rational right-hand sides. It has been shown that in the case where the
input-output equation is of order one, rational realizations can be computed, if they exist.
In this work, we focus first on the existence and actual computation of the so-called observ-
able rational realizations, and secondly on rational realizations with real coefficients. The
study of observable realizations allows to find every rational realization of a given first order
input-output equation, and the necessary field extensions in this process. We show that for
first order input-output equations the existence of a rational realization is equivalent to the
existence of an observable rational realization. Moreover, we give a criterion to decide the
existence of real rational realizations. The computation of observable and real realizations
of first order input-output equations is fully algorithmic. We also present partial results for
the case of higher order input-output equations.

keywords differential-algebraic equations, rational dynamical systems, real realizations, observ-
ability, algebraic curves, proper parametrization

1 Introduction

Many processes in natural sciences are conveniently described by dynamical systems in the state
space form, that is, ODE systems of the form

Σ =

{
x′ = f(x,u),

y = g(x,u),
(1)

where x = (x1, . . . , xn) are the unknowns describing the state of the system (state variables),
u = (u1, . . . , um) are the unknowns representing external forces (input variables), y = (y1, . . . , yl)
are output variables, f = (f1, . . . , fn) are functions describing how the rate of change of the state
depends on the state and external inputs and g = (g1, . . . , gl) are functions describing how the
output of the system depends on its state and inputs.
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In an experimental setup it is typically only possible to observe the values of the input and
output variables, but not of the state variables. Therefore one might be able to find differential
equations that connect y and u but not the variables x. Such equations are called input-output
equations (IO-equations). We note that in the case of rational single-output systems, i.e. when
l = 1 and f and g are tuples of rational functions, it is possible to find a single algebraic IO-
equation describing all the relations between inputs and outputs of the system [4].

The question of reconstructing a dynamical system in the state space form from a given set of
IO-equations is known as the realizability problem and is widely studied in control theory [8, 14,
19, 20, 21, 23]. The structure of the problem depends significantly on which class of functions f
and g are sought in. Typical classes considered include polynomial, rational, algebraic and analytic
functions [14, 19, 20]. In this paper we concentrate on the case of single-output systems with f
and g rational, since it is of substantial algebraic interest. The problem of recovering a system of
the form (1) with f and g rational is known as rational realizability problem.

The realizability problem was originally studied using mainly analytic methods [8, 14, 20]. The
first attempt to approach it from the point of view of applied algebraic geometry was made by
Forsman in [6]. He showed that for a no-input-single-output system over C rational realizability
is equivalent to unirationality of the hypersurface defined by a given IO-equation. This approach
was extended to the case of single-input-single-output systems over algebraically closed fields of
zero characteristic in [10]. However, from an applied point of view it is more interesting to consider
the rational realizability problem over the field of real numbers R. In this paper we extend the
setup of [10] and study the rational realizability problem over R.

Just like in [6] and [10], we show that rational realizations can be obtained from special
parametrizations of the hypersurface defined by the IO-equation. To find real realizations al-
gorithmically, it is crucial that the parametrization we start from is proper, that is, induces a
birational map from the affine space to the hypersurface. In control theory, this property is also
called observability. This motivates studying the problem of observable rational realizability, that
is, deciding whether a realization can be obtained from a proper parametrization of the corre-
sponding hypersurface. We also address this problem for the case of single-input-single-output
systems.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we give necessary definitions, recall several
general results on rational realizability over subfields of C from [10] and prove some new ones. In
Section 3 we study the problem of observable realizability. In particular, we show that for first
order IO-equations realizability is equivalent to observable realizability and present an algorithm
for finding observable realizations. For equations of order zero w.r.t. u we show that observable
realizability can be ensured by the properness of an intermediate realization in [10, Algorithm 1].
Finally, Section 4 is devoted to the problem of real realizability. We present a criterion for real
realizability of an IO-equation with real coefficients and, for first-order IO-equations, an algorithm
for finding real realizations.

2 Preliminaries

Let K be a field such that Q ⊆ K ⊆ C and let L be a field extension of K. In the following, we
choose L = K(u1, . . . , um) where ui are new indeterminates. Let F ∈ L[y0, . . . , yn]. Associated
to F , we denote by V(F ) the algebraic set

V(F ) = {(b0, . . . , bn) ∈ L | F (b0, . . . , bn) = 0},

where L denotes the algebraic closure of L, and we call V(F ) the corresponding hypersurface of
F (over L).
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Let us denote by bold letters vectors. A (uni-)rational parametrization of V(F ) over a field
F, where L ⊆ F ⊆ L, is a tuple P (x) ∈ F(x)n+1 such that F (P (x)) = 0 and the Jacobian-
matrix of P (x) has maximal rank. If such a rational parametrization exists, we say that V(F ) is
parametrizable or unirational (over F). Moreover, if P admits a rational inverse almost everywhere
and thus F(P ) = F(x), we call P proper or birational and V(F ) rational. If n ∈ {1, 2}, there
exists a proper rational parametrization in L if and only if V(F ) is parametrizable. In this case,
rational parametrizations of V(F ) can be computed algorithmically. Let us define the degree of a
rational function s(x) ∈ L(x)n, where each components has coprime denominator and numerator,
to be the maximum of the degrees of all numerators and denominators. If P (x) ∈ L(x)n+1 is a
proper parametrization of V(F ), then all other proper parametrizations of V(F ) are related by
reparametrizations P (s(x)), where s(x) ∈ L(x)n is a birational transformation. When n = 1, this
is equivalent to require that s has degree one and thus is a Möbius transformation.

2.1 Input-Output Equations

Let Σ be a system of differential equations of the form
x′1 = p1(u,x),

...
x′n = pn(u,x),
y = q(u,x).

(2)

where x1, . . . , xn, y, u1, . . . , um are unknowns depending on a differential indeterminate t, x′i =
d
dtxi denotes the usual derivative w.r.t. t, and the right hand sides are rational functions, in

reduced form, in K(u,x). For higher derivatives we write x′′i , x
(3)
i etc. We call the highest

occurring derivative of xi in a polynomial p the order of p w.r.t. xi. Additionally, we write

x
(∞)
i = (xi, x

′
i, . . .) and use the notation x′ = p(u,x), y = q(u,x) for (2). Σ defines a prime

differential ideal [7, Lemma 3.2]

IΣ := 〈x′i · denom(pi)− num(pi), y · denom(q)− num(q)〉 : Q(∞)

in the ring of differential polynomials K[u(∞),x(∞), y(∞)], where Q is the common denominator
of all right hand sides, and num and denom denote the numerator and denominator, respectively.
There is an irreducible differential polynomial F ∈ K[u(∞), y(∞)] such that [4, Remark 2.20]

〈F 〉(∞) : S∞F = IΣ ∩K[u(∞), y(∞)] (3)

where SF is the separant ∂ F
∂y(n) of F or order n, and I : a∞ denotes the saturation {G ∈ R |

∃N ∈ N0 : aN b ∈ I} of an ideal I in a ring R w.r.t. a ∈ R. We call such a differential
polynomial F input-output equation of (2); shortly IO-equation. Conversely, for a given irreducible
differential polynomial F , a system of the form (2) such that F is its IO-equation is called a
(rational) realization of F . Let us note that an IO-equation of a given realization is unique up to
multiplication with units, but there might be various realizations for a given irreducible differential
equation or none at all. If at least one realization exists, we say that F is realizable.

From now on we will focus on the case of a single input variable u but expect that the
same results hold for multiple ones. The same letter n in the realization and the IO-equation is
justified by [10, Theorem 3.2], which holds by the same proof for every field of characteristic zero.
Alternatively, one can see this by implicitizing the following parametrization (4).

If F has a realization x′ = p(u,x), y = q(u,x), then

P = (q,Lp(q), . . . ,Ln
p(q)), (4)
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where Lp(q) =
∑n

i=1 pi ∂xiq+Du(q) is the Lie-derivative of q w.r.t. p, Li
p is the iterative applica-

tion of Lp i-many times, and Du is defined as the differential operator Du(q) =
∑

j≥0 u
(j+1)·∂u(j)q,

defines a parametrization of V(F ). Thus, we have found a necessary condition for the existence of
realizations. Note that the construction of the parametrization (4) from the realization does not
require field extensions and if p, q are real, then also P is real. Similarly, if p, q are polynomial,
then also P is polynomial. Polynomial realizations are an interesting special case of realizations,
but will not be studied within this paper.

In [6, Theorem 3.1] it is shown that a realization (over K) of F ∈ K[y(∞)] exists if and
only if the corresponding hypersurface V(F ) is unirational. It is not true, however, that every
parametrization of F ∈ K[u(∞), y(∞)] over K(u(∞)) leads to a realization.

Lemma 2.1 (Lemma 3.1 in [10]). Let F ∈ K[u(∞), y(∞)] be an irreducible polynomial of order n
w.r.t. y. Then, F is realizable if and only if there is a rational parametrization P ∈ K(u(∞))(x)n+1

of V(F ) such that P0 ∈ K(u)(x) and

z = J (P0, . . . , Pn−1)−1 · (P1 −Du(P0), . . . , Pn −Du(Pn−1))T (5)

is in K(u,x)n where J denotes the Jacobian (w.r.t. x). In the affirmative case, the realization is
x′ = z, y = P0.

Let us note that in [10], formula (5) is without inverting the Jacobian. Let us assume that
J (P0, . . . , Pn−1) is singular. Then, by [5, Theorem 2.2]1, there is G ∈ K(u(∞))[z0, . . . , zn−1] such
that G(P0, . . . , Pn−1) = 0. Since F is assumed to be irreducible, G(y, . . . , y(n−1)) ∈ 〈F 〉. On
the other hand, since G(y, . . . , y(n−1)) is of order at most n − 1 w.r.t. y, G /∈ IΣ (cf. (3)), a
contradiction to 〈F 〉 ⊂ IΣ.

Remark 2.2. The construction of a realization and the corresponding parametrization are inverse
to each other in the following sense: If P is a parametrization of F such that the condition
in Lemma 2.1 is fulfilled, then the realization given by z, P0 is such that the corresponding
parametrization (P0,Lz(P0), . . . ,Ln

z (P0)) is equal to P . 4

Proposition 2.3. Let F ∈ K[u(∞), y(∞)] be irreducible and of order n w.r.t. y. If the order of
F w.r.t. u is bigger than n, then F is not realizable.

Proof. Let x′ = p(u,x), y = q(u,x) be a realization of F . By [10, Theorem 3.2], its realization
has (n+ 1)-many components and the corresponding parametrization is given by

P (u, . . . , u(n),x) = (q,Lp(q), . . . ,Ln
p(q))

which is of order n w.r.t. u. By implicitizing P , i.e. computing the (algebraic) elimination ideal
I ∩ C[u, . . . , u(n), y0, . . . , yn] with

I := 〈denom(Pi) · yi − num(Pi) for i ∈ {0, . . . , n},denom(P0) · · · denom(Pn) · w − 1〉,

we obtain an equation G(y, . . . , y(n), u, . . . , u(n)) with x′ = p(u,x), y = q(u,x) as a realization.
By [4, Remark 4], however, F = λ ·G for some λ ∈ C.

In the following, based on Proposition 2.3, we define the order of F as the order of F w.r.t. y
and assume that the order of F w.r.t. u is less or equal. Moreover, we will omit dependencies on
u and its derivatives in intermediate steps in order to make the manuscript more readable.

1The theorem is stated over C but the proof works for every field of characteristic zero.
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Example 2.4. Consider F = (y′ − uy)3 + uy2 with the parametrization P =
(

u
(u−x)3 ,

ux
(u−x)3

)
.

Then (5) is

z =
ux(u− x) + (2u+ x)u′

3u

and does not lead to a realization because z effectively depends on u′. 4

It is in general hard to verify whether given F ∈ K[u(∞), y(∞)] is realizable by only using the
condition in Lemma 2.1. For instance, we did not show that F in Example 2.4 is not realizable
and just know that P does not correspond to a realization. In [10], the authors give necessary
and sufficient conditions on the parametrizations of F for some special cases. Let us recall them
here.

Proposition 2.5 (Prop. 3.5 in [10]). Let F ∈ K[u, y(∞)] be irreducible and of order n. Then
there exists a rational realization of F if and only if V(F ) has a rational parametrization P ∈
K(u)(x)n+1 such that P0, . . . , Pn−1 ∈ K(x).

Proposition 2.6 (Prop. 3.6 in [10]). Let F ∈ K[u, u′, y(∞)] be irreducible and of order n.
Then there exists a rational realization of F if and only if V(F ) has a rational parametrization
P ∈ K(u, u′)(x)n+1 such that Pn−1 ∈ K(u)(x), Pn ∈ K(u, u′)(x) with ∂u′Pn = ∂uPn−1 and, for
n > 1, P0, . . . , Pn−2 ∈ K(x).

The differential polynomial F in Example 2.4 does not fulfill the condition in Proposition 2.5,
because P0 would have to be independent of u. We remark that such a parametrization, without
radicals in u, does not exist and hence, there is no realization of F in this example.

Definition 2.7. Let F ∈ K[u(∞), y(∞)] be irreducible and of order n, and let P be a rational
paramerization of V(F ). We say that s ∈ K(x)n is a Lie-suitable reparametrization of P if s defines
a reparametrization, i.e. its Jacobian-matrix w.r.t. x has full rank. Note that s is independent
of u and its derivatives.

The following proposition gives a relation among the realizations of the same IO-equation.

Proposition 2.8. Let x′ = p(u,x), y = q(u,x) and x′ = f(u,x), y = g(u,x) be realizations
of the IO-equation F ∈ K[u(∞), y(∞)] of order n such that the corresponding parametrizations
P = (q,Lp(q), . . . ,Ln

p(q)) and Q = (g,Lf (g), . . . ,Ln
f (g)) fulfill P (s) = Q(x) for some s ∈

K(u, . . . , u(n),x)n. Then s ∈ K(x)n is Lie-suitable. Moreover, for every Lie-suitable reparametriza-
tion s,

x′ = J (s(x))−1 · p(u, s), y = q(u, s) (6)

is another realization of F .

Proof. Let us consider the parametrization P (s) = (q(u, s),Lp(q), . . . ,Ln
p(q)). Since p(u, s) =

g(u,x), one has that s is independent of u′, . . . , u(n). Let us use the notation ∂us = (∂us1, . . . , ∂usn)T .
Then (5) is

(J (P0, . . . , Pn−1)(s) · J (s))−1 · (P1(s)−Du(P0(s)), . . . , Pn(s)−Du(Pn−1(s)))T

= J (s)−1 · J (P0, . . . , Pn−1)(s)−1 · (Lp(P0)(s)−Du(P0(s)), . . . ,Lp(Pn−1)(s)−Du(Pn−1(s)))T

= J (s)−1 · J (P0, . . . , Pn−1)(s)−1 · (J (P0, . . . , Pn−1)(s) · (p− u′ · ∂us))

= J (s)−1 · (p− u′ · ∂us),

where in the second step we have used the chain rule applied to Du and the independence of s
from derivatives of u. The result has to be independent of u′. Thus, ∂us = 0. For such s ∈ K(x)n,
we obtain a new realization of F and it is of the form (6).
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Based on Proposition 2.8, we may call a realization (6) a reparametrization of the given
realization x′ = p(u,x), y = q(u,x).

Remark 2.9. In Proposition 2.8, all objects are assumed to be rational in their arguments. By
essentially the same proof, it can be generalized as follows.

Let x′ = p(u,x), y = q(u,x) be a realization and let s(x) ∈ K(x)
n

be such that Q(x) := P (s)
is rational. Then z in (5), computed for Q, is rational as well and (6) gives a realization of F . 4

As explained in [10], when n = 1 or the given IO-equation F is independent of derivatives of u,
the decision of whether F is realizable is algorithmic. In this paper, we mainly study observable
and real realizations of these types of IO-equations.

3 Observable realizations

In this section, we investigate realizations such that the corresponding parametrization is proper.
These realizations have the special properties that all other realizations can be found from them
by means of reparametrizations; and the states x are “observable”, an important property in
control theory. The cases where the IO-equation is independent of u or of first-order are special
and can be treated algorithmically.

Remark 3.1. For a realization x′ = p(u,x), y = q(u,x) such that the corresponding parametriza-
tions is proper, it holds that

K(u, . . . , u(n))(q,Lq(p), . . . ,Ln
q (p)) = K(u, . . . , u(n))(x).

In control theory, a common question is whether the states x are (globally) observable, that is,
K(u(∞))(q,Lq(p), . . .) = K(u(∞))(x) [7, Proposition 3.4]2. By [7, Theorem 3.16], the properness
of the corresponding parametrization is a necessary and sufficient condition for the observability
of all states x. 4

Remark 3.1 justifies the following definition.

Definition 3.2. Let F ∈ K[u(∞), y(∞)] be an irreducible differential polynomial of order n.
Assume that F is realizable. A realization x′ = p(u,x), y = q(u,x) is called observable if the
corresponding parametrization (q,Lp(q), . . . ,Ln

p(q)) is a proper rational parametrization of V(F ).
Moreover, if there exists an observable realization of F , then we say that F is observably realizable.

Let us note that the properness of a given parametrization can always be checked by, for
instance, using elimination techniques. For curves and surfaces there are degree-conditions that
are easy to verify [12] (see also Remark 3.7).

Lemma 3.3. Let V be a rational variety over an algebraically closed field L of characteristic
zero. Let P (x) be a proper parametrization of V and Q(x) be another parametrization of V ,
not necessarily proper. Let K be the smallest subfield of L containing the coefficients of P , the
coefficients of Q and the coefficients of a finite set of generators of V . Then, there exists a rational
reparametrization s(x) with coefficients in K such that P (s) = Q(x).

Proof. Since P is proper, there exists P−1 : V → Ldim(V ). Since V is K-definable, and P has
coefficients in K, and using that elimination theory does not extend the ground field, we get
that P−1 has coefficients in K. So, s = P−1(Q(x)) has coefficients in K and clearly satisfies
P (s) = Q(x).

2Let us remark that observability of a state xi(t), defined as in e.g. [3], is equivalent to identifiability of the
initial value xi(0) treated as a parameter.
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Proposition 3.4. Let Σ = {x′ = p(u,x), y = q(u,x)} be an observable realization of an IO-
equation F ∈ K[u(∞), y(∞)] of order n. Then every realization of F is found by a reparametrization
of Σ.

Proof. F has coefficients in K(u) and P,Q have coefficients in K(u, . . . , u(n)); see e.g. comments
after formula (4). Then, by applying Lemma 3.3, there exists s ∈ K(u, . . . , u(n))(x) such that
P (s) = Q(x). Now the claim follows from Proposition 2.8.

Proposition 3.4 motivates the study of observable realizations, because they generate all other
realizations via reparametrizations, similarly to the case of proper parametrizations of algebraic
varieties (see Lemma 3.3).

Theorem 3.5. Let F ∈ K[u, y(∞)] be irreducible and of order n. Assume that the parametrization
computed in step (S8)a of [10, Algorithm 1] is proper. Then the output parametrization is also
proper and provides an observable realization of F .

Proof. We follow the proof of [10, Lemma 5.2]. Assume that the produced parametrization
P = (P0, . . . , Pn) is improper. This means that K(u)(P ) ( K(u)(x). Therefore, there exists an
automorphism σ of K(u,x)/K such that σ|K(u,P ) = id, and, σ(xj) 6= xj for some j ∈ {1, . . . , n}.
For i ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1},

Pi(σ(x1), . . . , σ(xn)) = Pi(x1, . . . , xn) ∈ K(x). (7)

Assume that P0, . . . , Pn−1 are algebraically dependent, i.e. there is an irreducibleG ∈ K[y0, . . . , yn−1]\
{0} such that G(P0, . . . , Pn−1) = 0. Since the rank of J (P0, . . . , Pn−1) is n − 1 (see comment
after Lemma 2.1), the image (P0, . . . , Pn−1)(Kn

) is Zariski dense in Kn
. So, G vanishes on a

dense subset of Kn
and therefore is constantly zero, a contradiction. Thus, P0, . . . , Pn−1 are alge-

braically independent. From (7) we see that σ(x1), . . . , σ(xn) are independent of u and elements
in K(x). Since σ fixes Pn and u, and u is transcendental over K(x), σ fixes the coefficients of Pn.
Let Q = (P0, . . . , Pn−1, Qn) ∈ K(x)n+1 be the proper parametrization computed in step (S8)a.
Its last component Qn is a Q-linear combination of the coefficients of Pn and thus, σ(Qn) = Qn.
This, however, contradicts to the properness of Q.

Theorem 3.5 ensures the existence of an observable realization under the assumption that step
(S8)a of [10, Algorithm 1] provides a proper parametrization. Nevertheless, if the hypersurface
appearing in that step is of dimension bigger than 2 then it could happen that such a proper
parametrization does not exist. Nevertheless, the cases n = 1 and n = 2 are special, because a
proper parametrization of a unirational curve or surface, respectively, can always be found leading
to the following result.

Proposition 3.6. Let F ∈ K[u, y, y′] or F ∈ K[u, y, y′, y′′] be a realizable IO-equation. Then F
is observably realizable.

Proof. By Theorem 3.5 and the fact that a surface over K is unirational if and only if there is a
proper parametrization, there exists a parametrization P ∈ K(x1, x2)2 ×K(u)(x1, x2) if and only
if there exists a proper one. Then the statement follows from Remark 2.2.

For some realizable IO-equations, there might not exist an observable realization. This resem-
bles the negative answer to Lüroth’s problem, see e.g. [2]. Consider a unirational but not rational
hypersurface defined by F ∈ Q[y, y′, y′′, y(3)], such as [17]

F = y4 + y + (y′)4 − 6(y′′)2(y(3))2 + (y′′)4 + (y(3))4 + (y(3))3.

Then the unirational parametrization P ∈ Q(x1, x2, x3) gives a realization as in (2); note that all
components are independent from u, but there cannot be an observable realization.

7



So, we have given a complete answer to the cases where the IO-equation is of order at most
two w.r.t. y and order zero w.r.t. u. The question of whether every realizable IO-equation of
order one, w.r.t. both y and u, is observably realizable is answered positively in the next section.
The case of second order IO-equations remains as an open problem.

3.1 First order IO-equations

We now study the general case of first-order IO-equations where F ∈ K[u, u′, y, y′]. If F is
independent of u′, we have shown in Proposition 3.6 that if F is realizable, then it is observably
realizable. We generalize this result here.

Let us note that in the proof of [10, Proposition 5.5] it is shown that every realization can
be obtained by Lie-suitable reparametrizations s ∈ K(x) from the realizations produced by [10,
Algorithm 2]. As demonstrated in Example 3.13, not every possible output leads to an observable
realization.

Remark 3.7. For deciding whether a given realization x′ = p(u, x), y = q(u, x) is observable,
one can compute the corresponding parametrization P = (q,Lp(q)) and then check whether the
so-called tracing index, i.e. the cardinality of a generic fiber of the map induced by P , is one [18,
Theorem 4.30]; or whether the degree conditions [18, Theorem 4.21]

degx(q) = degy′(F ), degx(Lp(q)) = degy(F )

are fulfilled for non-zero q. Note that degx(Lp(q)) ≤ degx(q) + degx(p) + 1. 4

If the derived parametrization P , from a given realization, is improper, one may try to trans-
form it into an observable realization. This is always possible as shown in what follows. We start
with a technical lemma.

Lemma 3.8. Let L be an algebraically closed field, and let Q̃ ∈ L(x)3 be a proper parametrization
of an algebraic space curve C over L with Q̃1 /∈ L. Let c be a transcendental element over L. We
consider Q := (Q̃1, Q̃2 + c Q̃3) which is a parametrization of a plane curve C1 over L(c). Then Q
is a proper parametrization.

Proof. Define Gi(a, b) := num(Qi(a)−Qi(b)) for i ∈ {1, 2}. Note that since Q̃1 is non-constant,
G1 is non-zero. Consider G := gcd(G1, G2) ∈ L(c)[a, b]. Let G̃i := num(Q̃i(a) − Q̃i(b)) for
i ∈ {1, 2, 3} and G̃ := gcd(G̃1, G̃2, G̃3). Since G divides G̃1, we can assume that G is independent
of c. Because G ∈ L[a, b] divides G2, it divides G̃2 and G̃3. Thus, G divides G̃. By [11, Section
2], the degree of G̃ is one. Thus, the degree of G is one as well and Q is proper.

Theorem 3.9. Let F ∈ K[u, u′, y, y′] be a realizable IO-equation. Then F is observably realizable.

Proof. Let x′ = p(u, x), y = q(u, x) be a realization of F with corresponding parametrization
P = (q,Lp(q)). If P is proper, the claim follows. So let us assume that P is improper. Let us

write F =
∑d

i=0 fi(u, y, y
′)u′i and define gi(u, z0, z1, z2) as the ith coefficients of

∑d
i=0 fi(u, z0, z1+

u′ z2)u′i seen as polynomial in u′. Since F (P ) = 0, we obtain that P̃ := (q, ∂xq · p, ∂uq) fulfills
gi(P̃ ) = 0 for every i ∈ {0, . . . , `} and defines an irreducible curve on the variety V(g0, . . . , g`),
denoted by Cg. Note that since q is non-constant, because P is a parametrization, then P̃ is
also a parametrization and in particular non-constant. By a version of [18, Lemma 4.17] for
space-curves, there exists a proper parametrization Q̃ ∈ K(u)(x)3 of Cg and a reparametrization

s ∈ K(u)(x) such that Q̃(s) = P̃ (x). Note that no field extension is necessary for obtaining s and
Q̃ [11, Remark 1]. Let us consider

d

du
Q̃1(u, s) = ∂uQ̃1(u, s) + ∂xQ̃1(u, s) · ∂us = ∂uq(u, x).
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Since Q̃3(u, s) = ∂uq(u, x), it holds that

∂us =
Q̃3(u, s)− ∂uQ̃1(u, s)

∂xQ̃1(u, s)
∈ K(u, s). (8)

Thus, the reparametrization s is a so-called strong rational general solution (see [22]) of this
first-order differential equation in u (with transcendental constant x). By [22, Theorem 5.2], (8)
is either a Riccati equation or linear. There is a strong rational general solution r of (8) with
degx(r) = 1 (see e.g. [9, Section A1.2, A1.3]) and thus, r is a Möbius transformation (seen
as an element in K(u)(x)). Define Q := (Q̃1(r), Q̃2(r) + u′ Q̃3(r)) ∈ K(u, x) × K(u, u′, x). By
construction, Q = (Q1, Q2) is a parametrization of C(F ). Moreover, ∂u′Q2 = Q̃3(r) = ∂uQ1

follows from (8) and, by Proposition 2.6, Q corresponds to a realization which is, by Lemma 2.1,
given as

x′ =
Q̃2(r) + u′ Q̃3(r)− u′ (∂uQ̃1(r) + ∂xQ̃1(r) · ∂ur)

∂xQ̃1(r) · ∂xr
=

Q̃2(r)

∂xQ̃1(r) · ∂xr
, y = Q̃1(r). (9)

Since Q̃(r) is a proper parametrization, by Lemma 3.8, also Q is proper.

Let us note that, in the notation of Theorem 3.9, as a consequence of Proposition 3.4, the
improper parametrization P = (q,Lp(q)) is obtained as a Lie-suitable reparametrization of Q.
Finding the proper parametrization Q, corresponding to a realization, can either be done by
following the proof of Theorem 3.9 or by an adapted version of [18, Theorem 6.4]. We choose the
latter approach because otherwise we still have to use [18, Theorem 6.4] for computing the proper
parametrization of the space curve as one of the intermediate steps. Define

GP
i (w, x) = num(Pi)(w) denom(Pi)(x)− num(Pi)(x) denom(Pi)(w) ∈ K(u, u′)[w, x]

and set
GP (w, x) = gcd(GP

1 , G
P
2 ) ∈ K(u, u′)[w, x].

Theorem 3.10. Let F ∈ K[u, u′, y, y′] be an IO-equation with realization x′ = p(u, x), y = q(u, x)
and corresponding parametrization P = (q,Lp(q)). Let

R :=

{
aGP (α, x) + bGP (β, x)

cGP (α, x) + dGP (β, x)
| α, β, a, b, c, d ∈ K(u), GP (α, β) 6= 0, ad− bc 6= 0

}
.

Then R ∩ K(x) 6= ∅ and there exists a proper realization with corresponding parametrization
Q = (g,Lf (g)) such that Q(s) = P (x).

Proof. Let us write L1 = K(u), L2 = K(u, u′). Let P = (q,Lp(q)) ∈ L1(x)× L2(x) be expressed
in reduced form, i.e. with coprime numerator and denominator in both components. Note that,
for i ∈ {1, 2}, GP

i ∈ Li[w, x]. Thus, GP ∈ L1[w, x] and it is sufficient to work over L1. By [18,
Theorem 6.4], for every r ∈ R ⊂ L1(x) there is a proper parametrization Q ∈ L2(x)2, so that
Q(r) = P (x). From Theorem 3.9 we know that R∩K(x) 6= ∅. Choose r ∈ R∩K(x). The defining
polynomials gi(z1, z2) of (Pi, r) ∈ Li(x)2 have coefficients in Li. Since gi is linear in z2, and Qi is a
root of gi in z2 (see [18, Algorithm Proper-Reparametrization]), it holds that Q ∈ L1(x)×L2(x).
By Remark 2.9, it holds that Q defines a realization of F . The realization is indeed rational
because the corresponding parametrization Q is rational.

For computing R ∩K(x) in Theorem 3.10, one can use the following method:
Let r ∈ R ∩ K(x) be expressed as r = M(x)/N(x) for M,N ∈ K[x] and gcd(M,N) = 1. Since
r ∈ R,

M(x) (cGP (α, x) + dGP (β, x)) = N(x) (aGP (α, x) + bGP (β, x)). (10)
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All rational functions in R have the same degree w.r.t. x (see e.g. Theorem 6.3. in [18]). That is

` := max{degx(aGP (α, x)+bGP (β, x)),degx(cGP (α, x)+dGP (β, x))} = max{degx(M),degx(N)}.

Let us say w.l.o.g. that degx(M) = max{degx(M),degx(N)}. Now, since gcd(M,N) = 1, by (10),
one gets that M divides (aGP (α, x) + bGP (β, x)). Then, since degx(aGP (α, x) + bGP (β, x)) ≤
degx(M), we have that

(aGP (α, x) + bGP (β, x)) = λM(x) with λ ∈ K(u).

After substituting this in the right hand side of (10) and dividing by M , we obtain (cGP (α, x) +
dGP (β, x)) = λN(x). In this situation, let m := (m0, . . . ,m`),n := (n0, . . . , n`) be tuples of new
variables. We consider the polynomials

E1 := AGP (A1, x) +BGP (B1, x)− λ
∑`

i=0mix
i ∈ K[u,m, λ, A,B,A1, B1, x],

E2 := C GP (A1, x) +DGP (B1, x)− λ
∑`

i=0 nix
i ∈ K[u,n, λ, C,D,A1, B1, x],

E3 := Z1 ·GP (A1, B1)(AB − CD)− 1 ∈ K[Z1, u, A,B,C,D,A1, A2],
E4 := Z2n` + Z3m` − 1 ∈ K[Z2, Z3,m`, n`],

where λ, Zk, A,B,C,D,A1, B1 are new variables. Now, let V∗ be the set containing all non-zero
coefficients of E1, E2 w.r.t. x and let Vu := V∗ ∪ {E3, E4}. Now eliminate u in Vu to obtain an

ideal V with V(V) ⊂ K2`+12
. By construction, R ∩ K(x) 6= ∅ if and only if V(V) 6= ∅. Moreover,

a zero of V defines an element r ∈ R ∩K(x).
Finally, we want to explicitly compute the proper realization. Given the improper parametriza-

tion P (x) and r ∈ R ∩K(x) as above, this can be done by

1. making an ansatz for Q(x) of degree degx(Q) = degx(P )/ degx(r) and degu(Q) = degu(P )
with undetermined coefficients, and solving the linear system derived from; or,

2. by computing the implicit equations of (Pi, r), i ∈ {1, 2}, which are of the form gi(w, x) =
denom(Qi)(x)− w num(Qi)(x) (see [18, Algorithm Proper-Reparametrization]).

Algorithm 1: ObservableRealization

Input: An irreducible polynomial F ∈ K[u, u′, y, y′] over a computable field K.
Output: An observable realization of F if it exists.

1: Check whether F is realizable (e.g. by [10, Algorithm 2]).
2: In the affirmative case, let x′ = p(x, u), y = q(x, u) be any realization of F .
3: Compute R corresponding to the parametrization P = (q,Lp(q)).
4: Compute the intersection R ∩K(x) as described above and choose r ∈ R ∩K(x).
5: Compute Q(x) with Q(r) = P (x) as in [18, Algorithm Proper-Reparametrization].
6: Output the observable realization x′ = f(u, x), y = g(u, x) corresponding to Q.

Theorem 3.11. Algorithm 1 is correct.

Proof. Correctness of the algorithm follows from Theorem 3.10 together with the correctness
of [10, Algorithm 2]. By Remark 2.9, the output is indeed a realization; note that by construc-
tion in Theorem 3.10, the right hand sides are indeed rational. The termination follows by the
termination of each step.

Corollary 3.12. Let F ∈ K[u, u, y, y′] be a realizable IO-equation. Among the finitely many
possible outputs of [10, Algorithm 2] there is an observable realization.
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Proof. As mentioned in the beginning of the current section, every realization of a given IO-
equation F ∈ K[u, u, y, y′] can be found by a Lie-suitable reparametrization from the outputs
of [10, Algorithm 2] when every pair of factors occurring in steps (S2) and (S2)b is checked.
Assume that in the outputs there is no observable realization. Note that reparamerization of a
non-observable realization again leads to a non-observable realization. By Theorem 3.9, however,
there exists an observable realization.

Example 3.13. Let us consider the IO-equation

F = 27u6y3 − 27u5y2y′ + 27u4u′y3 + 9u4yy′2 − 18u3u′y2y′ + 9u2u′2y3 − 4u4y2 − u3y′3

+ 3u2u′yy′2 − 3uu′2y2y′ + u′3y3 + 4u3yy′ − 4u2u′y2 − u2y′2 + 4uu′yy′ − u′y′2.

By applying [10, Algorithm 2] and using y0 = c3u+ c2, we obtain the two factors

N1 = 9c6u5 + 21c5u4 − 6bc3u3 + 13c4u3 − 7bc2u2 − c3u2 + b2u− 2c2u+ b

and N2 = −3c3u2 − 2c2u+ b. For the first factor N1, any rational parametrization will lead to a
non-observable realization. For N2 and for example (b(x), c(x)) = (3u2x3 + 2ux2, x), however, we
find the observable realization x′ = ux, y = ux3 + x2. 4

Example 3.14. Let us consider the non-observable realization

x′ =
1− x

2u
, y =

(1− x)4

u2 + (1− x)6

of some IO-equation F ∈ R[u, u′, y, y′]. Note that F does not have to be computed, but can be
found by implicitazing the parametrization P corresponding to the given realization. R corre-
sponding to P is given by GP (w, x) = (w−2+x)(w−x). We can choose r := −x2+2x ∈ R∩C(x).
The implicit equations is (P1, r)

g1(z1, z2) = z3
2 − u2 − 3z2

2 + 3z2 − 1− (−z2
2 + 2z2 − 1) z1 = denom(Q1)− num(Q1) · z1.

Similarly g2 can be found such that Q =
(

−z2
2+2z2−1

z3
2−u2−3z2

2+3z2−1
,− (−1+x)2(2u2u′+x3+2u2−3x2+3x−1)

u(−x3+u2+3x2−3x+1)2

)
leads to the realization

x′ =
1− x
u

, y =
(1− x)2

u2 + (1− x)3
.

Let us note that since the degree of s is small, we can choose r = s−1 = 1 +
√

1− x to find the
same observable realization (cf. Remark 2.9). 4

4 Real Realizations

In this section, we focus in the analysis of realizations where all coefficients are real. More
precisely, a realization of the form (2) is called real if the right hand sides p, q are real. By the
observation after Lemma 2.1, it is necessary and sufficient to have P0 ∈ R(u)(x) and solve (5) for
z ∈ R(u,x)n.

For a given realization (2) which is real, the corresponding parametrization

P = (q,Lp(q), . . . ,Ln
p(q))

is also real. So, implicitizing, one gets that the associated hypersurface is R-definable. Thus,
it is sufficient to study real irreducible varieties V(F ), i.e. the irreducible R-definable ones that
contain a dense set of real points and admit a (uni-)rational parametrization P ∈ R(u(∞))(x)n+1.
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Theorem 4.1. Let F ∈ R[u(∞), y(∞)] be an irreducible differential polynomial of order n. There
exists a real realization of F if and only if V(F ) admits a real parametrization P ∈ R(u(∞))(x)n+1

such that P0 ∈ R(u)(x) and (5) is independent of derivatives of u.

Proof. If p, q defines a real realization of F , then (q,Lp(q), . . . ,Ln
p(q)) is a real parametrization

of V(F ) and, by Lemma 2.1, (5) is independent of derivatives of u.
Now let P ∈ R(u)(x)× R(u(∞))(x)n be a parametrization of V(F ) and let z be as in (5). By

Lemma 2.1, x′ = z, y = P0 is a realization of F . Moreover, since z is obtained as the product of
real matrices, the realization is real.

Note that Theorem 4.1 holds for every subfield of C(u(∞)) in an analogous way. In the
following, we present the theory taking R(u(∞)) as ground field, but the reasoning is analogous if

we take any real computable subfield of C(u(∞)).
In the case of n = 1, all real parametrizations of V(F ) can be computed algorithmically (see

Lemma 3.3 and [18, Chapter 7]). By considering the following lemma, [10, Algorithm 1] can
be used for finding real rational realizations of a given IO-equation F ∈ Q[u, y, y′]. The only
additional considerations are that one has to compute the irreducible factors in step (S8) over
R[T ] and check whether the parametrization in step (S8)a is real.

Lemma 4.2. Assume that F ∈ Q[u, y(∞)] and the parametrization computed in step (S8)a of [10,
Algorithm 1] is real. Then the returned realization is real as well.

Proof. In the notation of [10]: For a real IO-equation F , every rational univariate representation
in step (S7) is real. In step (S8), it suffices to consider the real factors r of q irreducible over R [18,
Lemma 7.5]. Then a real parametrization α computed in step (S8)a leads to a real output.

In the case of n = 2, there is no algorithm known for finding real parametrizations, but real
proper parametrizations can be computed. Based on Proposition 3.6, we thus can decide the ex-
istence of an observable real realization of a given IO-equation F ∈ Q[u, y, y′, y′′] by following [10,
Algorithm 1] restricted to real proper parametrizations in step (S8)a. Note that

1. The computation of a rational univariate representation does not involve field extensions.
Consequently, in step (S7), q ∈ R(z0, z1)[T ].

2. Real proper parametrizations (of irreducible factors of q over R) can be computed by [16].

Let us summarize this in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.3. Let F ∈ Q[u, y, y′, y′′] be an IO-equation. Then an observable real realization of
F can be computed if it exists.

For n = 2, as commented above, real proper parametrizations of a surface can be found if they
exist. If there does not exist a real proper parametrization, there might still exist improper real
parametrizations. Thus, we might still find real realizations of F ∈ R[u(∞), y, y′, y′′] even though
V(F ) does not admit a proper parametrization over R(u, u′, u′′), independent of the order of F
in u.

Example 4.4. Let us consider the IO-equation F ∈ R[u, y, y′, y′′] where

F = u3 − 3u2y′′ + 3uy′′2 − y′′3 − 5u2 + 10uy′′ + y2 + y′2 − 5y′′2 + 4u− 4y′′.
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F admits a real realization

x′1 =
(−x31x22 + x21x

2
2 + ux22 + x31 − 6x21x2 + 2x1x

2
2 + x21 + u− 2x1)(2x21x2 − 3x1x

2
2 + 3x1 − 4x2)

(3x41 + 10x21 + 4)(x22 + 1)2
,

x′2 =
−12x51x

2
2 + (−3x42 + 30x32 − 30x2 + 3)x41 + (−18x42 − 12x32 + 68x22 − 12x2 − 18)x31

2x1(x22 + 1)(3x41 + 10x21 + 4)

+
((−3u+ 2)x42 − 36x32 + 36x2 + 3u− 2)x21 − 12x2(ux22 + u+ 4x2/3)x1 + 2ux42 − 2u

2x1(x22 + 1)(3x41 + 10x21 + 4)
,

y = − ((x22 − 1)x21 + 6x1x2 − 2x22 + 2)x1
x22 + 1

The corresponding parametrization P is improper. The surface defined by F specialized at u = 1,

Fs = −y′′3 + y2 + y′2 − 2y′′2 + 3y′′,

has the parametrization Ps = P |u=1. Since the projectivization of Fs has two smooth real
components, and the number of real components is a birational invariant, V(Fs) can not be
properly parametrized over the reals [15, Example 1]3. Since the specialization at u = 1 is
regular, the same holds for F .

Let us apply [10, Algorithm 1] to F . In step (S8) we obtain the surface given by

q = w3 + 5w2 − w2 − z2
1 + 4z0.

A proper complex rational parametrization is given by

α =

(
s,

(−s2 − 6s− 4)t2 + 2i(s+ 2)2t+ s2 + 6s+ 4

2t2 + 2
,

i(s+ 2)2t2 + (2s2 + 12s+ 8)t− i(s+ 2)2

2t2 + 2

)
,

and leads to an observable complex realization of F . A real rational (improper) parametrization
of q can be found as well leading to the real realization above. 4

4.1 First order IO-equations

For computing real realizations of F ∈ R[u, u′, y, y′], we follow an alternative approach than the
one in [10] that directly works with the parametrizations corresponding to the realizations. Let us
note, however, that if both parametrzations used in [10, Algorithm 2] are real, then the resulting
realization is also real. Whether [10, Algorithm 2] can be directly used to decide the existence of
a real realization remains as an open problem.

Theorem 4.5. Let F ∈ R[u, u′, y, y′] be an IO-equation. Then there is a real realization of F
if and only if F admits a proper realization x′ = p(x, u), y = q(x, u) such that there exists a
Lie-suitable reparametrization s ∈ C(x) of the corresponding parametrization P = (q,Lp(q)) ∈
C(u, u′)(x)2 with P (s) ∈ R(u, u′)(x)2.

Proof. Assume that there is a realization x′ = f(x, u) ∈ R(u, x), y = g(x, u) ∈ R(u, x) of F
corresponding to a real parametrization Q(x). By Theorem 3.9, there exists a proper (possibly
complex) realization providing a proper parametrization P (x) of V(F ). Now, by Proposition 3.4,
P (s) = Q(x) for some s ∈ C(x) \ C.

Conversely, let s ∈ C(x) \ C with Q(x) := P (s) ∈ R(u, u′)(x)2. Apply (5) to Q(x). By
Proposition 2.8, and the fact that since there are only derivatives and inversion involved and none
of them require field extensions, z ∈ R(u, x) and the realization x′ = z, y = Q1 is real.

3Let us mention that in [15] the defining equation of the cubic surface is supposed to be Fs.

13



For an algorithmic way of finding reparametrizations as in Theorem 4.5, we follow the works [1,
13]. For this purpose, let us introduce analytic functions and present their relation to the problem
of finding real Lie-suitable reparametrizations.

Definition 4.6. A rational function r(x, z) ∈ C(u)(x, z) is called analytic if there exists g(w) ∈
C(u)(w) such that

g(x+ i z) = r(x, z).

In the affirmative case, g is called the generator of r.

Remark 4.7. Every r(x) ∈ C(u)(x), analytic or not, can be written as g = U(x) + iV (x) with
U, V ∈ R(x). We call U, V the (real and imaginary) components of r.

For a rational function r(x) ∈ C(u)(x) with components U, V , we write r(x) for the conjugation
r(x) := U(x)− iV (x). 4

The next lemmas generalize [13, Lemma 2.1., 2.2.]. Given p(x, z) ∈ C(u)[x, z] and u0 ∈ Ω in
some set Ω, we will use the notation p(u0;x, z) for evaluating the variables u at u0 whenever it
is well-defined.

Lemma 4.8. Let p(x, z) ∈ C(u)[x, z] \ {0} be an analytic polynomial and U, V ∈ R[x, y] its real
and imaginary part. Then, gcd(U, V ) = 1.

Proof. If p is constant, the result is trivial. Let p(x, z) be non-constant and let g(w) ∈ C(u)[w] be
the polynomial generator. Let G := gcd(U, V ) and let U∗ and V ∗ be the corresponding cofactors,

i.e. U = U∗G and V = V ∗G. We consider the following non-empty Zariski open subsets of R#(u).
Let Ω1 ⊂ R#(u) be such that, for u0 ∈ Ω1, the polynomials p(u0;x, z), U(u0;x, z), V (u0;x, z) are
well-defined and

1. degw(g(w)) = degw(g(u0;w)),

2. deg{x,z}(U(x, z)) = deg{x,z}(U(u0;x, z)),

3. deg{x,z}(V (x, z)) = deg{x,z}(V (u0;x, z)).

Ω1 can be constructed by taking the lcm of all denominators of all non-zero coefficients of g w.r.t.
w and of U, V w.r.t. {x, z}. In addition, one has also to require that the leading coefficient of g
w.r.t. w does not vanish and that at least one non-zero coefficient of each of the corresponding
leading terms of U, V , seen as polynomials in R[x, z], do not vanish.

We observe now that for u0 ∈ Ω1 it holds that p(u0;x, z) is analytic, generated by g(u0;w),
with real and imaginary part U(u0;x, z) and V (u0;x, z), respectively. Moreover, by [13, Lemma
2.1], we get that gcd(U(u0;x, z), V (u0;x, z)) = 1.

Let Ω2 ⊂ Ω1 be such that for u0 ∈ Ω2 it holds that U∗(u0;x, z), V ∗(u0;x, z), G(u0;x, z), are
well-defined, and

4. deg{x,z}(U
∗(x, z)) = deg{x,z}(U

∗(u0;x, z)),

5. deg{x,z}(V
∗(x, z)) = deg{x,z}(V

∗(u0;x, z)).

Ω2 can be constructed following similar comments as in the construction of Ω1. Clearly Ω2 6= ∅
By (2),(3),(4),(5), we get that deg{x,z}(G(x, z)) = deg{x,z}(G(u0;x, z)). Furthermore, G(u0;x, z)

divides U(u0;x, z) and V (u0;x, z). So, G(u0;x, z) divides gcd(U(u0;x, z), V (u0;x, z)) = 1, and
hence deg{x,z}(G(x, z)) = deg{x,z}(G(u0;x, z)) = 0. Thus, gcd(U, V ) = 1.
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Let P =
(

f1
g1
, f2g2

)
∈ C(u)(x)2 be a parametrization such that gcd(f1, g1) = gcd(f2, g2) = 1

where the gcd is taken over C(u)[x]. We consider the formal substitution P ∗(x, z) := P (x + i z)
that we express as

P ∗(x, z) =

(
U1(x, z) + iV1(x, z)

W1(x, z)2
,
U2(x, z) + iV2(x, z)

W2(x, z)2

)
∈ C(u)(x, z)2 (11)

where Ui, Vi are the real and imaginary parts of fi(x + i y)gi(x − i y), Ai, Bi are the real and
imaginary parts of gi(x+ i y), and Wi := A2

i +B2
i .

Remark 4.9. Let s ∈ C(x) have degree at least one in x, and let s1, s2 ∈ R(x) be the real and
imaginary parts of s. Clearly (s1, s2) 6∈ R2 since otherwise s ∈ C. So (s1, s2) is a parametrization
of a real curve. If degx(s) = 1, i.e. s is a Möbius transformation, the curve parametrized by
(s1, s2) is either a real line or a real circle since it is the image of a real line (namely R) under a
conformal map. 4

Theorem 4.10. Let P ∈ C(u)(x)2 be a proper parametrization of F ∈ R(u)[y0, y1] and let P ∗ be
as in (11). Then the following statements are equivalent.

1. There is a reparametrization given by s ∈ C(x) such that P (s) ∈ R(u)(x)2.

2. V := gcd(V1, V2) has a factor in R[x, z] that defines a real rational curve.

In the affirmative case, if (s1, s2) ∈ R(x)2 is a parametrization of the real rational curve stated
in (2), then s = s1 + i s2 fulfills (1). Moreover, it holds that degx(s) = 1 if and only if V defines
a real line or a real circle.

Proof. Assume that P fulfills (1) for some reparametrization s ∈ C(x). Let s be expressed as
s1+i s2 where s1, s2 are the real and imaginary parts of s, respectively. By Remark 4.9, (s1, s2) is a
real parametrization. Let Wi(s1, s2) with Wi = (Ai +iBi)(Ai− iBi) be as in (11). If Wi(s1, s2) =
0, since s1, s2 are real, then Ai(s1, s2) = Bi(s1, s2) = 0 and this implies that gcd(Ai, Bi) 6= 1
which is a contradiction to Lemma 4.8. Therefore, Wi(s1, s2) is non-zero and P ∗(s1, s2) = P (s) ∈
R(u)(x)2 is well-defined. Thus, since s1, s2 ∈ R(x) we have that V1(s1, s2) = V2(s1, s2) = 0. So,
(s1, s2) parametrizes the curve defined by one factor V ∗ of V . Since (s1, s2) ∈ R(x)2 we have that
V ∗ ∈ R[x, z] defines a real rational curve. By Remark 4.9, if s is a Möbius-transformation, V(V ∗)
is either a real line or a real circle.

For the converse direction, let (a, b) ∈ R(x)2 be a proper parametrization of a factor V ∗ of
V defining a real rational curve. Reasoning as above, we have that Wi(a, b) 6= 0. Therefore,
P (a+ i b) ∈ R(u)(x)2. We observe that a+ i b is a rational function of positive degree and hence,
not both components of P (a+ i b) can be constant. Thus, P (a+ i b) is indeed a parametrization.
Moreover, in the proof of [13, Theorem 3.2.] it is shown that if V ∗ defines a real line or a real
circle, then s = a+ i b is a Möbius transformation.

Corollary 4.11. Let F ∈ R[u, u′, y, y′] be a realizable IO-equation with an observable realization
x′ = p(u, x), y = q(u, x). Then there is a real realization of F if and only if V as in Theorem 4.10
has a factor V ∗ ∈ R[x, z] defining a real rational curve. Moreover, there is an observable real
realization if and only if V ∗ defines a real line or a real circle.

Proof. Theorem 3.9 implies that F is observably realizable as stated. Let P = (q,Lp(q)) ∈
C(u, u′)(x)2 be the corresponding parametrization. By Theorem 4.5, there exists a real realization
if and only if it can be obtained by a Lie-suitable reparametrization of P . Then, the statement
follows by Theorem 4.10.
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Note that if an observable real realization exists, we can find every other real realization by a
real Lie-suitable reparametrization.

Algorithm 2: RealRealization

Input: An irreducible polynomials F ∈ Q[u, u′, y, y′].
Output: A real realization of F if it exists.

1: Decide whether F is realizable and, in the affirmative case, compute an observable realization
x′ = p(x, u), y = q(x, u) of F by Algorithm 1.

2: Compute V = gcd(V1, V2) as in Theorem 4.10 from the corresponding parametrization P =
(q,Lp(q)).

3: If a factor of V defines a real rational curve, compute a real proper parametrization (s1, s2) ∈
R(x)2 and set si = s1 + i s2; otherwise stop.

4: Output the real realization x′ = p(u, si)/∂xsi, y = q(u, si).

Theorem 4.12. Algorithm 2 is correct.

Proof. Corollary 4.11 together with Theorem 3.11 imply correctness. Termination follows from
the termination of Algorithm 1 and the termination of deciding whether a factor of V is real
rational [18, Section 7].

Example 4.13. Let us consider the first-order IO-equation

F = 9(u− 1)2y4 + (−12u2 − 24u+ 36)y3 + (22u2 + 128y′2 − 12u+ 54)y2 + (−12u2 − 24u+ 36)y

+ 9u2 + 128y′2 − 18u+ 9.

A (complex) realization can be found by applying [10, Algorithm 2] with

x′ =
i (x2 − 2x− 1)(ux4 − 6x2 + u)

8(x2 + 1)2
, y =

−x2 − 2x+ 1

x2 − 2x− 1
.

The corresponding parametrization is

P =

(
−x2 − 2x+ 1

x2 − 2x− 1
,

i (ux4 − 6x2 + u)

2x4 − 4x3 − 4x− 2

)
.

Evaluating the defining polynomial F at u = 1, we obtain the irreducible polynomial

Fs = 2y2y′2 + y2 + 2y′2.

The corresponding curve V(Fs) can be rationally parametrized by the evaluation of P at u = 1,
but there is no real parametrization [13, page 252] and thus no real realization of Fs. Alternatively,
by following Algorithm 2, we obtain V = x2 + z2 + 1 which defines a non-real curve. 4
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