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ON WIRSING’S PROBLEM IN SMALL EXACT DEGREE
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ABSTRACT. We investigate a variant of Wirsing’s problem on approximation to a real
number by real algebraic numbers of degree exactly n. This has been studied by Bugeaud
and Teulie. We improve their bounds for degrees up to n = 7. Moreover, we obtain re-
sults regarding small values of polynomials and approximation to a real number by alge-
braic integers and units in small prescribed degree. The main ingredient are irreducibility
criteria for integral linear combinations of coprime integer polynomials. Moreover, for
cubic polynomials, these criteria improve results of Gy6ry on a problem of Szegedy.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND MAIN RESULTS

1.1. Wirsing’s problem in exact degree. A classical topic that goes back to Wirs-
ing [34] is to study approximation to a real number £ by algebraic numbers of degree at
most n. The classical exponent w} (§) introduced by Wirsing himself provides a measure
for the approximation quality. It is defined as the supremum of w for which

(1) 0<|¢—al < H(a)™

has infinitely many solutions in algebraic numbers « of degree at most n. Here H(«a) =
H(P) is the maximal modulus of the coefficients of the minimal polynomial P of « over
Z|T)], with coprime coefficients. Wirsing formulated the longstanding open question if

*

wk(€) > n for all transcendental real numbers . This is true for n = 1 by Dirichlet’s
Theorem, and was further verified for n = 2 by Davenport and Schmidt [I1]. The best
known lower bounds for w? (&) for larger n are due to Tsishchanka [33] for n < 24 and

Badziahin, Schleischitz [9] for n > 24.

We study approximation by algebraic numbers of exact degree n. The according variant
of Wirsing’s problem was investigated by Bugeaud and Teulie [9], i.e. if the exponent

*

w*, (&) defined below is at least n for every transcendental real number £. See also [7]

=N

Problem 23] for the formulation of a slightly stronger claim that remains open.

Definition 1. Let w*  (£) be supremum of w so that (1) has infinitely many solutions in
algebraic numbers « of degree precisely n.

The following improves on [J] for small n and is the main result of this section.
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Theorem 1.1. For 1 <n <7 an integer and any transcendental real number & we have

(2) win(§)2n+\/n21—16n—8.

For the sequel we need to introduce other auxiliary classical exponents of approximation
that are closely related to wX,, ().

Definition 2. Let w, (&) resp. w,(§) be the supremum of w such that the system
(3) HP)<X, 0<|PE<X™

has a solution in integer polynomials of degree at most n for certain arbitrarily large X
and all large X, respectively. Let A, () resp. A,(§) be the supremum of A such that

0<z<X, max |z€f]| < X
<i<n

has an integer solution = for certain arbitrarily large X and all large X, respectively,
where ||.|| denotes the distance to the nearest integer.

Variants of Dirichlet’s Theorem imply for any transcendental real £ the lower bounds
~ ~ 1
for any n > 1. Moreover we should point out the well-known inequality

(4) wn(§) = wy(§), n>1,

for any &, as follows from Proposition 2.7 below. However, clearly these estimates do not
allow for drawing any conclusion on Wirsing’s problem and its variants.

We return to approximation in exact degree, especially our problem if w* (§) > n
holds for any transcendental real £. For n = 2, it was shown in 28], refining a result of
Moshchevitin [I9] (which in turn refined on Jarnik [I6]) to exact degree, that indeed

(5) wZy(§) = wa(§) - (w2(§) —1) > 2

holds. The left inequality is sharp in the non-trivial case when £ is a so-called extremal
number [22]. For any n > 2 the problem is open (like Wirsing’s original problem).
Contributions have so far been obtained by Bugeaud and Teulie [9], see also [28] [32].
Building up on ideas by Davenport and Schmidt [12] it is implicitly shown in [9] that

(6) wr, (&) > =—, n > 1.

This motivates to study upper bounds for Xn(f ). However, this topic turned out to be
quite challenging. Any irrational real ¢ induces Xl(g) = 1, see [I7]. While studying
another variant of Wirsing’s problem regarding approximation by algebraic integers, see
also § [[L2 Davenport and Schmidt [I2] were the first to systematically investigate the
exponents A, (€) for n > 2. For n = 2 the bound

) Ra(e) < V2

= 0.6180...
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from [I2, Theorem la] was verified to be sharp by Roy [22]. For n > 2, Davenport and
Schmidt [I2] Theorem 2a] established upper bounds for /):n(f ) of order roughly 2/n. They
turned out to be no longer optimal, however only small improvements have been obtained
so far. For n = 3 see Roy’s paper [23]. The very recent paper by Poels and Roy [20],
appearing on arXiv only after the first version of this note, contains the best known
bound for any n > 4, thereby improving on intermediate work [2 I8, 29 30]. In [20]
unconditional upper bounds of order 2/n — O(n~2) were finally qualitatively improved
for the first time, the new bound via (@) leads to a lower bound of the form

1—log?2 1
(8) wh,() 2 G+ VAt nzd,

3 Y
and stronger bounds for small n. These are the exact same bounds as in [20] for 7,,41(£)—1,
where 7,41(§) is defined in [20].

The following table compares the bounds of Theorem [T with those from ({6) combined
with the upper bounds for A, (¢) from [20, Theorem 1.2, 1.3], [23]. For sake of completeness
we include the bounds for w? (£) by Tsishchanka [33] as well, where no restriction to exact
degree is imposed. We cut off after 4 decimal places.

n | Thm 1.1 | Bugeaud & Teulie, Poels & Roy, Roy | Tsishchanka (not exact degree!)
3 2.5 2.3557 2.7304
41 3.1213 2.9667 3.4508
5| 3.7122 3.5615 4.1389
6| 4.2839 4.0916 4.7630
7| 4.8423 4.6457 5.3561

While [20] shrinked the gap, the new bounds () in the second column remain reason-
ably stronger than those in the third column that rely purely on Xn(f) Thereby (2) is
also stronger than the best known bounds on approximation by algebraic integers (resp.
units) of degree at most n+1 (resp. n+2) from [20], that coincide with the third column.

The improvement in Theorem [Tl relies on the following analogue of |8, Theorem 2.7]
for approximation by algebraic numbers of exact degree n.

Theorem 1.2. For an integer 1 < n <7 and every transcendental real & we have

WA (€) > ST(E) ~m + 5.

w

We believe the claim remains true for all n. For any n where this applies, we directly
infer the same lower bound for w*,,(¢) that had been obtained in [3, Theorem 1.2] for the
exponent w (&) unconditionally, by precisely the same line of arguments in that paper.
This bound is of order w*, (£) > n/+/3. From (@) asymptotically we would only derive a
bound w*, (§) > n/2+ 2 —o(1) as n — oo, even weaker than (§), however for small n it
turns out stronger than both (§) and [3].

Together with (@) and German’s transference inequality [14]

~ Wp(§) —n+1
(©) () < T

n>1,
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we directly infer Theorem [IT] as follows.

Deduction of Theorem 11l from Theorem[1.2. From Theorem and (@), (@) we get

. 1 3 . 1 W, (€) 3
> = aWn - (02> P a—— %) - 5("
wEn(é) _maX{An(g) (&) —n+ 2} max{wn(£)—n+1 pOn(&) —n+ }
Since the left bound decreases whereas the right increases as functions of w, (), the
equilibrium yields the smallest possible value which can be determined as given in ([2). O

Obviously any improvement of () directly strengthens Theorem [[L1] at least for n < 7.
While inequality (@) is known to be an identity for certain vectors { = (&1,...,§,) that

are Q-linearly independent together with {1} and a very similarly defined exponent X(§ )

where £ is replaced by &; in Definition Bl see Schmidt and Summerer [31], it is likely that
it can be sharpened in our special situation of vectors on the Veronese curve.

1.2. Related new results in exact degree. Our method gives rise to several other
new results. We first define another exponent for polynomial evaluation in exact degree.

Definition 3. Let w—,(¢) be supremum of w so that (B) has a solution in irreducible
integer polynomials P(T') of degree exactly n, for certain arbitrarily large X.

Similar to (@), the standard argument Proposition 2.7 yields for every & the estimate
(10) w=n(§) = wZ,(§).

As noticed in [2§], the exponent w_, (£) would coincide with w,, (&) if we omit the irreducib-
lity condition on P in Definition 3] by multiplying polynomials derived from Dirichlet’s
Theorem with suitable powers of the variable T if needed. The same holds when we do
not restrict to exact degree, see Lemma [2.4] below. However, for our exponent, it is un-
clear if it is bounded below by n for every transcendental real number £. As a byproduct
of our method, we can verify this for small n.

Theorem 1.3. For an integer 1 < n <7 and every transcendental real number & we have

w=n(§) = Wn(&) = 1.

The bound n is clearly optimal, almost all £ induce equalities in Theorem [[L3] Examples
where w,,(§) > w,(§) but still the left estimate is sharp are given by extremal numbers
¢ defined by Roy [22]: they satisfy w3(€) = wy(€) = 2+ /5 and w—3(&) = w3(¢) = 3,
see [25]. Similar results apply for every Sturmian continued fraction [26]. Theorem L3
was known for n = 2 in view of (Bl) and (I0). The claim for n = 3 also occurs in [2§].
However, there was a mistake in the latter proof. Indeed, in the proof of [28, Theorem
3.2], we cannot assume that the involved polynomial @) has degree less than n, as it could
have degree n but be reducible. In this case we cannot deduce w—3(§) > w3(§) > 3. Thus
the preparatory result Theorem below from [28] in its present form is insufficient to
derive the claim. This is a serious technical obstacle, see also § below. So we provide
a new, correct proof of the case n = 3 of Theorem [[L3 and settle the cases n € {4,5,6,7}
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as well in the present paper. Our proof still uses Theorem derived in [28], however
embedded in a considerably more intricate argument.

We want to point out that our proofs show that Theorems [I.1] [T.2] hold for all
pairs n and & satisfying @, (§) > 2n — 7. The best known unconditional upper bound
valid for any real £ is @, (§) < 2n — 2 for n > 10, and slightly weaker bounds for smaller
n. See [27], where also a stronger conjectural bound of order w,(§) < (1 + \%)n was
motivated.

Despite Theorem [[3], the following refined version of Dirichlet’s Theorem already posed
in [28, § 6] remains open in exact degree n > 3.

Problem 1. Given n,¢, is there ¢ = ¢(n,€&) > 0 such that |P(§)| < ¢cH(P)™" holds for
infinitely many irreducible integer polynomials P of degree exactly n?

Again the answer is easily seen to be positive if we omit either irreducibility or the
exact degree condition on P. For n = 2 the claim follows from [28, Theorem 1.1] and
Proposition 27 Clearly for 3 < n < 7 the problematic case is w,(§) = n, more precisely
the case of vectors (&,&2,...,£") that are singular but not very singular, is open. Our
method admits a bound |P(§)| < H(P) "(log H(P))™" for some explicit not too large
h > 0, if we assume that the factorizations of leading and constant coefficients of the
best approximation polynomials associated to & do not have a very biased behavior. To
conclude the remarks to Theorem [[L3] we want to mention that the accordingly defined
uniform exponent in exact degree w—, (&) takes the value 0 for n > 2 and ¢ any Liouville
number [28] Corollary 3.10], showing that there is no uniform Dirichlet Theorem in exact
degree. A similar result on the exponent @ is due to Bugeaud [6].

We state some consequences of our method regarding approximation by algebraic inte-
gers and units of prescribed degree, although it is insufficient to improve the best known
bounds originating in combination of [9], [20], [23], [32].

Definition 4. Let w*™ () resp. w*“ (£) be the supremum of w such that (I has infinitely
many solutions in algebraic integers resp. units « of degree exactly n. Let w™ (&) resp.
w, (&) be the supremum of w so that (B) has infinitely many solutions in irreducible
monic polynomials of degree exactly n resp. irreducible monic polynomials with constant

coefficient +1 of degree exactly n.

Remark 1. The exponent w*" (£) is closely related to 7,,(§) — 1 for 7,, defined and studied
in [20], and implicitly before in [12], however we prescribe exact degree. It is not hard to
see that the identity max;<j<, w2(§) = 7,(£) — 1 holds.

We start with the quantities w?(£) and wX™(¢). The generic value attained for

Lebesgue almost all real & is wi™(£) = w*™(¢) = n — 1. Similar to (@), a variant of
Davenport and Schmidt [I2] Lemma 1] for exact degree that is implictly obtained in the
paper by Bugeaud and Teulie [9, Theoreme 5] together with Proposition 27 below shows
for any real £ the chain of inequalities

(11) wi (&) > wiit(€) >

=N

An1(€)
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A famous result of Roy [21] verified w?#*(¢) = (14 +/5)/2 < 2 for a certain class of tran-
scendental real numbers £. This is the minimum value of w*%*(§) among transcendental
real ¢ in view of ([II) and (@), and disproves, for n = 3, the natural conjecture that n — 1
is a lower bound for the exponent for any transcendental real number £&. Our method

implies some claims on the monotonicity of the exponent sequences.

Theorem 1.4. Let 1 < m < n be integers and & be a transcendental real number. Let

Qm = Qm,n = mln{wiﬁl(f)a @n—l(f)}

If

(12) Q> 2n — 17,

then

(13) wZi(§) = Q.

In particular if Q0,1 > 2n — 7 then

(14) w(§) > min{w_(€),n — 1}.

If the stronger property
(15) Q, >max{2n — 7, n— 1}
holds, then additionally

3 1

1 iint > _Qm_ -
(16) w_n(f)_2 n+g

The claim is most interesting again for small n where the hypotheses (I2)), (I5]) are
mild. In fact ([I2)) is trivially satisfied up to n < 4 when m =n — 1, in view of (IIl). On
the other hand, for large n it may not be feasible to satisfy w,_;(§) > 2n — 7 for any &,
see the discussion on the exponents w,(§) below Theorem

Now we turn towards units. The generic value is w®,, (§) = w** () = n — 2. Similar to
(D), here for any transcendental real £ we have

1
17 w?, (&) > wh (&) > =—, n >3,
(17) £a(6) (&) @)

as implicitly contained in [32]. Our new result reads as follows.
Theorem 1.5. Let m,n, & as in Theorem [1.4] and let
0, = Qo= min{w?, (), Wn—2(8)}-

If

Q. >2n—71,
then

wl, (&) =
In particular if 2, _, > 2n — 7 then
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If the stronger property
(18) Q, >max{2n -7, n— 1}

holds, then

3 1
*U >_Q/ _ Z.
EAGES AN

Similar remarks as for Theorem [I.4] above apply.

1.3. Irreducibility criteria for integer polynomials. Finally we derive from our
method a new independent result on irreducibility of some class of polynomials. Hereby
we exclude constant factors, i.e. we refer to polynomial as reducible if it has a non-
constant factor of smaller degree. For integer polynomials

(19> P(T>:CnTn+"'+007 (Cn7é0>7 Q(T):mem+"'+d0
and ¢, 01,y € Z derive the polynomials
(20) Ry =P +1Q, Sy =IP+Q, My, ¢, = 1P + £5Q.

In our applications ¢ will mostly be a prime number, small compared to H(P), H(Q).
For simplicity let us further define the auxiliary values

log H

D =T(P.Q H)=r(c)r(d)logH,  T'=T'(P.Q.H) = r{en)r(do)p
with 7 the number of divisors function and H > 1 a parameter. As usual the notation
..... w, B means A < ¢B for some ¢ > 0 that depends only on the variables u;, and
if A < B we mean the constant is absolute.

Theorem 1.6. Let n > 2 be an integer. For any € > 0, there exists effectively computable
do = do(€) > 0, for which the following claims hold. Let P, Q) be any integer polynomials as
in ([I9) without common factor with deg(P) = n and P(0) = ¢y = 0, and deg(Q) =m <n
and max{H(P),H(Q)} < H for some H > 1.

(i) Let n € {2,3}. As H — oo, there are only < I" < H°Y many primes { for
which Sy defined above is reducible (in particular finitely many). Hence, for any
§ > 0, there are >5 H°/log H many irreducible Sy for { > 0 a prime up to H®,
and the smallest such ( satisfies { < H°Y. The same claims hold for Ry.

(ii) Assume n >4, P has a root a and Q) a root [3 with

(21) la — Bl < H "¢, Kn = 2n — 6.

Then, as H — oo, there are only <, I' < HD many primes ¢ > 0 up to H
for which Sy defined above is reducible. In particular, for any 0 < § < 9y, there
are >, . H°/log H many primes { > 0 up to H® inducing irreducible Sy, and the
smallest such { satisfies { <, H°Y. The same claims hold for Ry.

(iii) Assume n > 2 and P has a root o and Q) a root 3 with

1, n=2,

22 — B < H e, 6, =
(22) =5l = {2n—4, n>3.
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Then, as H — oo, the set of coprime integer pairs 1 < 1,0y < H® that induce
reducible My, 4, has cardinality <, . T < H°W. In particular, for 0 < § < dy,
there are >, H? many irreducible My, 4, for integer pairs 1 <l <y < H’.

Remark 2. As pointed out to me by D. Roy, instead of P(0) = 0 and deg(Q) < n we may
alternatively assume that P, Q) have degree n and each has a rational root (not the same).
This follows by considering P*(T) = (¢ + dT)"P(c(T)) and Q*(T') = (¢ + dT)"Q(c(T)),
where o is a birational transformation o : T +— (a1 + b)/(cT + d) with any integers
a, b, c, d satisfying ad — bc # 0.

The roots «, § in (ii), (iii) may be complex. Claim (i) follows directly from Theorem [2.2]
below obtained in [28]. The special case Q = 1 of claim (i) for R, has a consequence on the
problem of Szegedy if there is an absolute bound C' = C(n) such that P + b is irreducible
for some integer |b|] < C' when P is any degree n integer polynomial (see also Turan’s
problem, for example [13| 15, 24]). For n = 2, it is remarked in [I5] that |b| < 2 suffices,
however for n > 2 Szegedy’s problem is open. Corollary [T below settles a moderately
growing bound in terms of the height for cubic P. It has not been noticed in [28] as the
author was at that time unaware of Szegedy’s problem and the paper [15].

Corollary 1.7. Assume P(T) € Z[T] as in ([I39) is cubic of height H(P) < H. Then
there is an integer b that satisfies |b| < 7(c3)(log H)? < H°Y as H — co and such that
P(T) + b is irreducible. Moreover, the constant coefficient of P(T) + b can be chosen a
prime.

Proof. Let P = P — P(0), which satisfies P(0) = 0 and H(P) < H(P). By claim (i)
of Theorem with @ = 1, there are only < 7(c3)log H/loglog H < 7(c3)log H many
primes ¢ > 0 with P + ¢ reducible. On the other hand, by Prime Number Theorem
and since 7(c3) < H°Y as H — oo (see Lemma 2.8 below), we easily check that for
any 0 < X < H and for ¢ > 0 large enough independent from H, the interval [X, X +
c7(c3)(log H)?] contains a larger number of primes. Application to X = P(0) shows that
P(T)+ X + b= P(T) + b is irreducible for some integer 0 < b < 7(cs)(log H)? < HW,
as H — oo. Hereby the last estimate is immediate again from Lemma 2.8 below. Finally
(P +b)(0) = P(0) + b is prime by construction. O

For general n, there still exists b as in the corollary such that P+ b has no linear factor.
We compare our bound with a result of Gy6ry [15]. Using the Thue-Siegel-Roth-Schmidt
method, he [ showed that in Szegedy’s problem we can take the bound

(23) 6] < exp{(w + 1) log(w + 2)(2""n)""},

where w = w(c,) denotes the number of prime divisors of the leading coefficient ¢,
of P(T). While (23)) is strong in some cases, in particular for monic polynomials see
also [4], it becomes rather weak if ¢, = H(P) and ¢, has many prime divisors. Indeed,
if ¢, is primorial, i.e. the product of the first N primes for some N, then w(c,) >
(1 —o(1))logc,/loglog(c,) as N — oo and the bound in (23]) becomes a quite large

TActually a weaker bound is proved in [15]. For the improved bound in (23]), Gy6ry refers to private
correspondence with J.H. Evertse. It appears this has never been published.
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power of H. Thus, if n = 3, our bound from Corollary [[.7 is considerably stronger than
(23) in general, in terms of the height. For n > 3, our condition (2I]) enters and does not
apply if Q) = 1, therefore we get no contribution to Szegedy’s problem.

We add a few more remarks on Theorem [[Ll We notice that when replacing &, (or 6,,)
by 2n — 2, the hypothesis (21)) (or (22)) can only hold for small H < Hy(e), by Liouville’s
inequality [7, Corollary A.2] and since P(0) = 0 (we may exclude a = 0 for n > 3 and
large H since then |5 —a| = || >, H ' contradicts (2I))). Similar to [I5], the bound for
the number of reducible polynomials in all claims depends on the factorization of certain
coefficients of P or (), generically a power of log H suffices. We should point out that
Cavachi [10] showed that Sy are irreducible for every sufficiently large prime ¢ (for effective
versions for prime powers see [9]), for every n and without condition P(0) = 0, that is for
every P, () without common factor and deg(Q) < deg(P). For n € {2,3} and if P(0) =0,
an effective bound applicable to both R, and S, is given in [28, Theorem 3.3]. However,
Theorem is concerned with small ¢ and the involved bounds in H from [5], [28] are
by far too large for interesting applications in the direction of Theorems [T} .2

The following examples, partly inspired by [10, Remark 2], suggest that we do not have
much freedom regarding relaxing the conditions in Theorem L6l

Example 1. Let

P(T)=T7%  Q(T)=-T%-1,
which satisfy the assumptions of claim (i) in Theorem for n = 2 apart from deg(Q) <
n, for every H > 1. If £ is a prime of the form ¢ = N? 4 1, then

Sy =IP+Q=N?T*>—-1=(NT+1)(NT - 1)
decomposes into linear factors. If we assume that ¢ above is prime with probability
(log¢)~! =< (log N)~!, then we should expect > H%2/log H reducible S, up to £ < H°
for any 6 > 0 and H > 1. In particular finiteness is highly unlikely. Similarly, if we

admit P(0) # 0, then we should again expect 3> H%?/log H reducible R, = P +(Q from
primes ¢ > 0 up to £ < H® for P,(Q given by

P(T)=T*+1, Q(T) = —1.
For any n > 2, take
P(T)=T", Q(T) =—1.
They satisfy all hypotheses of claim (iii) of Theorem [[[6] apart from (22), and the claim
fails as can be seen by considering ¢; = a™, l5 = b" for coprime integer pairs (a, b).

We believe that similar examples for S, when P(0) # 0 and for R, when deg(Q) < n
can be found, but leave this as an open problem. On the other hand, presumably we only
require polynomials P, () without common factor for the lower bounds on irreducible
polynomials in all claims of Theorem We formulate some problems.

Problem 2. In context of claims (ii), (iii) of Theorem L6, does > H?/log H resp. > H?*
for the number of irreducible S, or R, resp. Mj, 4, remain true without condition (2I])
resp. ([22)? Can we further drop the condition deg(@)) < n and/or P(0) = 0 in claims
(i), (ii), (iii)? What if we do not restrict £ to be prime in claims (i), (ii)?
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2. AUXILIARY RESULTS

The following observation is implicitly implied in Wirsing’s work [34] when incorporat-
ing the refinements explained in the paragraph below [8, Theorem 2.7].

Theorem 2.1 (Wirsing; Bugeaud, Schleischitz). Let n > 2 be given and Py, Py integer
polynomials of degree at most n and without common factor. Assume

PO < (max H(P) ™", i=12,

holds for some n > n — 1. Then for some i € {1,2} the polynomial P; has a root « that
satisfies

= ¢l < H(P) G,

Proof. We follow the proof of [7, Theorem 3.14] starting below the proof of [7, Lemma 3.2],
incorporating the improvement of 7], (3.16)] obtained in [8], upon identifying P, with our
P, and Q) with our P,. In order to avoid [7, (3.17)] from the case distinction in [7,
Lemma 3.2], it suffices to have n > n — 1. The remaining cases lead for a a root of P
resp. P» to the respective bounds

o= €] < H(P) ™77t — €] < H(Py) e
applicable in cases [7, (3.18)] respectively [7, (3.19)], and
(24 o= < H(P) ™ fa— ¢ < H(P) !

in the cases [7, (3.20)] respectively [7, (3.21)]. Since the hypothesis of the theorem can
only hold when n < 2n — 1 by the method in [8] or [I2], see in particular [8, Lemma 3.1],
the weaker bound is the one in (24]) and yields the claim. O

As pointed out in the proof, the hypothesis of the theorem implies n < 2n — 1. Theo-
rem 2.1l in particular shows that if its conditions hold for given n > n — 1 and a sequence
of pairs P, P, of arbitrarily large heights and all of exact degree n, then we have

3 1
* > _ _ —.
w2, () = gn —n+ 5
Indeed we will show that this can be arranged for n < 7 and any transcendental real £
for any value n < n < w,(£) to derive Theorem [[.2

Recall the notation Ry, Sy from (20). The next partial claim of |28, Theorem 3.3] gives
a criterion on P, () that guarantees that only for few prime values ¢ the polynomials Ry, .S,
can have a linear factor.

Theorem 2.2 (Schleischitz). Let n > 2 be an integer. Let P(T) with deg(P) = n and
P(0) =0, and Q(T') with deg(Q) < n be integer polynomials without common factor. Let
H = max{H(P),H(Q)}. Then for any ¢ > 0, there exists a constant ¢ = c(n,e) > 0
not depending on P,(Q) such that the number of prime numbers £ for which either of the
polynomials R, or Sy has a linear factor over Z[T), is less than cH®. More precisely, the
upper bound <, T(¢,)T(dy) log H/loglog H holds with the notation of §[I.3.
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For the last claim see the comments below |28, Remark 1] and also observe that within
the proof of [28, Theorem 3.3] we can win another double logarithm when estimating
w(Ns) < log |Ng|/loglog | Ns| in place of w(N;) < log|Ng| which holds true as well, see
Lemma 2.8 below. A problematic issue is that Theorem does not apply to @) of degree
precisely n, which complicates the proofs of our main results. The assumption P(0) =0
in Theorem is slightly disturbing as well. However, Example [Il above demonstrates
that we have to be very careful with generalizations.

The following well-known estimates for the height of products are often referred to as
Gelfond’s Lemma. It can be found for example in [34].

Lemma 2.3 (Gelfond). Let d > 1 be an integer. For polynomials Py, Py of degree at most
d the heights are multiplicative up to a factor, that is there is ¢(d) > 0 so that

c(d) H(P)H(Q) < H(PQ) < c(d)H (P)H(Q).

An immediate consequence was observed by Wirsing [34], Hilfssatz 1].

Lemma 2.4 (Wirsing). Assume d > 1 is an integer and & is any real number, and P is
a non-zero integer polynomial of degree at most d. Suppose that for some n the estimate

[P < H(P)™"
holds. Then there is an irreducible divisor W of P (possibly equal to P) satisfying
(W ()| <ae HW)™.

Remark 3. If H(P) — oo and ¢ is transcendental, then for the induced irreducible W
we may assume H (W) — oo as well. Indeed, if otherwise H(W) < Xj is bounded for a
sequence of P as above, then we have a uniform lower bound |[W ()| >>x, ¢4 1. But then
we may consider P/R instead of P, which has degree less than d and height >y,  H(P)
by Gelfond’s Lemma [2.3] Since d is fixed, repeating the argument, we must arrive at
some irreducible divisor of P with large height and the stated property.

The lemma is not the precise formulation by Wirsing, but from the proof Wirsing
provided, the claim of Lemma [2.4] is evident. We will frequently apply a direct conse-
quence of [8 Lemma 3.1] that can be considered a variant of Liouville’s inequality [7,
Corollary A.2].

Lemma 2.5 (Bugeaud, Schleischitz). Let Uy, Uy be integer polynomials of degrees dy > 0
and dy > 0 respectively and without common non-constant factor over Z[T|. If we let
H = max;_1 2 H(U;), then for any real £ we have

max |U;(€)] > eH """,
for some constant ¢ = c(dy, ds, &) > 0 that does not depend on the Us.
The claim is also true for complex ¢ with the same proof. The next crucial lemma

stems from Lemma by a pigeon hole principle. Although not particularly deep, it
appears to be new.
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Lemma 2.6. Let d > 1 be an integer, £ be a real number and p > 2d — 1 a real number.
Then for every H > 1, at most <, log H pairwise coprime integer polynomials Q) of
degree at most d satisfy the estimates

(25) H(Q)<H, Q)< H@)™

The lemma applies in particular to pairwise distinct irreducible polynomials.

Proof of Lemma[Z.d. Let
e
(26) ¢ 2 ’ 1+e

Then by Lemma for dy = dy = d, for large H > Hy = Hy(d, 0) the properties

> 2d — 1.

H=maxHU),  |U(€)] < H. ie{1,2},

cannot both hold for two distinct polynomials Uy, Us of degree at most d and without
common factor. Thus these pairs of counterexamples are contained in 7 defined as the
finite set of integer polynomials of degree at most d and of height at most Hy.

Let Q1,Q2, ..., Q) for some h > 0 be a collection of polynomials as in the lemma satis-
fying (28)), ordered by increasing heights (and arbitrary labelling when heights coincide).
First assume there are @, Q,+1 with v large enough that H(Q,) > Hy and the property

_ log H(Qu1)

27 <l+e.
27) log H(Q,)
Then for H := H(Q,+1), by combining (25]), (26) and 27) both Q,, Q.1 satisfy
H(Q;) <H, Q& <H™, ie{v,v+1}.
This contradicts our claim above. Hence we cannot have (27) for any large v, thus
log H(Quv11)
—>1 > .
ogH(Q) 0 TE

But this means that up to a given height H we can have at most §7 + log,  (H/H,) <
log H many polynomials as in the lemma, where £7 denotes the cardinality of 7 and the
logarithm notation means taking the logarithm to base 1 4+ e¢. The proof of the lemma is
complete. O

It would be desirable to establish non-trivial bounds for p a bit smaller than in the
lemma. For convenience of the reader we next provide a short proof of some well-known
fact that will be applied occasionally.

Proposition 2.7. If « is a root of a polynomial P of degree n and height H(P) = H,
then if | — al <1 we have

[P(&)] <ng HIE —al
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Proof. Since P(a) = 0 by intermediate value theorem of differentiation

[P(&)] = |P(§) = Pla)| = [ — af - [P'(n)]
for some 7 between ¢ and a. Hence |n| < [£| + 1 and as P’ has height H(P') < nH(P)
we estimate
[P'(n)] < (n+ 1) max{1,[n|"} - H(P') <n¢ H
and the claim follows. O

Again the proof works for a,& € C as well. Finally we require two estimates from
analytic number theory that have already been quoted above at some places.

Lemma 2.8. Let € > 0. The number of divisors T(N) of an integer N # 0 is T7(N) <,
|IN|¢. The number of its prime divisors satisfies w(N) < (1 + €)log N/loglog N for
N > Ny(e). If N is primorial, then w(N) > (1 — €)log N/loglog N for N > Ny(e).

The first estimate can be found for example in the book of Apostol [I, page 296], the
claims on w can be obtained from the Prime Number Theorem and are well-known.

3. A LARGE SET OF POLYNOMIALS SMALL AT &

We will assume n > 3 as otherwise the claims Theorem [T.2], follow from () and
(I0). Moreover, we can assume
Wn(§) > n
since otherwise if W, () = n by ([@) and (@) we get w* ,(§) > w,(£) = n, a stronger claim
than Theorem [[.T] and Theorem [[L2], and by (I0) we derive Theorem [[.3] as well.

Let € > 0. By Lemma [Z4] and the definition of the exponent w, (&), there exist ir-
reducible polynomials P of arbitrarily large height (but maybe of degree less than n)
and

(28) |P(&)] < H(P) o,

In fact this is the original formulation of [34, Hilfssatz 1]. We stress here that in fact for
our method below we only require the weaker estimate

(29) |P(&)| < H(P) PO,
for some irreducible P. This will enable us to transition to different P if needed below.

Write Py for a sequence of P with the above properties and H(P;) — oo, and let for
simplicity Hy, = H(P;) denote the height of Py. Let ¢ € (0,1) be small enough that
every integer polynomial of degree at most n and height at most cHj, is not a multiple
of Py, which can be done by Gelfond’s Lemma 2.3 (this argument already goes back
to Wirsing [34] as well). By definition of w,(§), for large k there is a non-zero integer
polynomial @)y of degree at most n so that

(30) H(Qi) < cHy  |Qu(©)] < H ™0™
We may assume

(31) T1Qk
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as otherwise if Q1 (T') = T Q3 (T) for some hy € Z and Q}, € Z|T] with Q;(0) # 0, then
we take instead () which shares the properties we want (coprime to Py, same height

H(Qr) = H(Qy), and |Q;(8)] =ne |Qr(&)]) so the property (B0) is preserved. Since Py is
irreducible the polynomials P, () have no common factor. Let u; be the degree of P,

and f; the degree of Q. Let
d € (0, min{1/3, w,(§) —n})
arbitrary but fixed. Now for every k£ > 1 we consider the set Sy = Si(9) consisting of the
integer polynomials Sy(T") = Sy ¢(7) in variable T" defined by
Sy = LT Py, + Qy, 1< (< H), (prime.

Up to at most two exceptional values of ¢ for each k, all S, have degree precisely n and
height at least Hy/2 (each condition having at most one exceptional value). Removing

these two £ if necessary, write . = £ (k) for the remaining set of primes as above, and
let Sk = { Sk L€ZL}. Then

32 in H(S.,) > H./2.
( ) eg}{i) (k:,f)_ K/

Consequently, we may choose Hj, growing fast enough that the sets Sy are disjoint for
distinct k. We occasionally omit the dependence of k£ in Sy in notation for readability.
Let us also directly define the twisted polynomials

Ry = Ryy=T""" Py, + (Qy, 1 < ¢ < Hy, { prime,

that will be required for the proofs of Theorems [L.4], [I.5], We notice that again
for each k£ and at most one index ¢ the polynomial Ry, has degree less than n (if so
then deg(Qx) = n), and moreover for all but at most one exceptional index ¢ we get

H(Ry) > H;/Q/Q. Indeed, since ¢ < HY, § < 1/3, is small compared to Hy, for large k we
certainly require H(Qy) > H,iﬂ for an index ¢ to exist such that H(R,) < H,i/2/2. But

if so, then for any other index ¢ # ¢, we have H(R;) > H;/Q/Q. Denote by #Z = Z(k)
the remaining set of primes excluding at most two indices where both conditions are true
and let Ry = {Rks: ¢ € Z(k)}. So by construction

in H > g2 /9.
(33) i, (Rie) > H,'"/

An obvious conseugence of (32), (33) that will mostly be sufficient is

(34) lim min H(Sy,) = oo, lim min H(Rgy) = oo.
k—00 L2 (k) k—00 L (k)

Below we will mostly restrict to presenting results for S, only but it is understood they
also hold for R, with a very similar proof. Only if there are notable twists in the proofs
for R, we will separately comment on the modifications to be done. Since § < 1, by Prime
Number Theorem the cardinality of the set S is > H}/log H} with an absolute implied
constant. Moreover for every { € & we see

(35) H(Sy) <LH(Py) + H(Qr) < 2H,1+5
and from (29), (B0) moreover
(36)  ISUE < 1€ 1PUE)] + IQu(E)] < (€ + 1) H, ™0 o p e v,
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Notice that indeed the bound in (29)) in place of (28)) on P(&) is sufficient for these claims.
Combining the last two estimates (30]), (B6]), we see in particular

(37) ‘SE(€)| < H(Sﬂ)_@n(£)+6la o' > 0,

where ¢’ is arbitrarily small for small enough 0, ¢, and independent from ¢ € .£. In view of
Theorem 1], the key point is to show that at least two of the Sy, ¢ € Z, are irreducible.
Indeed we prove there are many such polynomials. To do this, we use our information
on Py, @, and distinguish several situations. First observe that at least one of the four
following cases must occur for infinitely many k:

o Case 1: up < n, fr <n.
o Case 2: up < n, fr =n.
e Case 3: up, = fr, =n.

o Case 4: up, =n, fr, < n.

We treat each case separately. Before we do so, we state a few general observations.
Fix k. Let I = I(k) C Z(k) denote the set of indices ¢ for which Sy, € S is reducible,
meaning it has a proper factor, i.e. not constant or with constant cofactor. A constant
factor does not matter as we can consider Sy/d € Z[T] if d divides all coefficients of Sy,
which still has the desired properties ([B5), ([36). We want to show that the set I is small.
It follows from Wirsing’s Lemma 2.4 and (37) that for ¢ € I we can find a factorization

Sy = A/By, resp. R, = A;B,
where A, is irreducible of degree at most n — 1 and satisfies
(38) [A(€)] g H (AT O2,
with ¢’ as above. Anywhere in the paper A, will be implicitly considered irreducible. We
may assume H(A;) — oo as k — oo for any ¢ = ((k) € L (k) resp. { = ((k) € Z(k)

under consideration by definition of Z(k), Z(k) and (B4) and Remark Bl The same
argument apply for R,. Moreover, keep in mind for the sequel the following fact.

Proposition 3.1. Two distinct polynomials in Sy resp. in Ry have no common non-
constant polynomial divisors.

Proof. Any common divisor of some Sy, and S, for ¢; # {5 would have to divide their
difference Sy, — Sy, which is a non-zero scalar multiple of 7"~ “P,. But clearly P is
coprime to all S, since T'P;, and @)y are coprime by (B1]), so the divisor must be a constant.
Similarly, R, — Ry, is a scalar multiple of Q) which is clearly coprime to any R, again
since T'Pj, and @)y are coprime, hence any joint divisor of Ry, R,, must be constant. [

It turns out the proofs of the cases n = 6,n = 7, especially n = 7, are more tidious, so
we decide to treat them separately.

4. PrROOF OoF THEOREMS [[L2, L3 FOR n < 5

We treat the four cases from the last section separately. First we prove Theorem
in each case, and later explain how to derive Theorem [L.3



16 JOHANNES SCHLEISCHITZ

4.1. Case 1. As indicated, the main step is to show an irreducibility result as follows.

Theorem 4.1. Forn <5, the set I defined above has cardinality §1 < H,?(l) as k — oo.
Hence there are > HY/log Hy, irreducible polynomials in Sy, resp. Ry, each of them of
degree precisely n.

Fix large k. We split the set I into two sets
I=JOyJ®
where for A, as above the subsets are given by
JU =—frel:1<deg(A) <n—-2}, JIP={rel:deg(4d)=n—1}.

The irreducible polynomial divisor A, of Sy defined above may not be unique, however
this is not a problem as we may allow that the union is not disjoint. We first show that
JW is small, more precisely has cardinality tJV) <« log Hy. Notice Gelfond’s Lemma 2.3]

and (B5) imply
(39) H(Ag) < H(A))H(By) <, H(ABy) = H(Sy) < 2H; ™.
Recall we can assume strict inequality w,(§) > n. Hence we may assume that ¢ and e

and thus ¢’ are small enough so that the exponent in (B8] is still strictly smaller than
—n, i.e

(40) [Ad©)l < H(A)™",  0>n.

Now, on the other hand, for n < 5 notice that 2deg(A,) —1 <2(n—2)—1<n < 6. Thus
in view of Lemma 2.6 with d = deg(A,), only < log H; many distinct polynomials A, may
occur. Since the A, are pairwise distinct for different ¢ by Proposition 3.1l we conclude
that only for < log H, many ¢ € J% we may have (@0). In other words ﬁJ(l) < log Hy,
as claimed. Notice we did not use the condition of case 1 here.

Now assume £ € J?  ie.
(41) deg(Ay) =n —1, deg(By) = 1.

Then S,y has a linear factor. But in our case 1 we can apply Theorem to P(T) =

T P, and () = Qg, which tells us that there is indeed only a small number #J ? « H,?(l)
of these ¢ as well. We point out that the latter argument for estimating the cardinality
of J® does not require any restriction on n. Hence a total of

HLN\T) > 4.2 — 430 — $3@ > HY /log Hy, — log H, — HXY > H?/log H),

indices ¢ € . \ I must remain where S, is irreducible. The proof of Theorem 1] in case
1 is completed.

The completion of the proof of Theorem in case 1 is done via Theorem 2.1 We
take any two irreducible polynomials Sy, , Sy, from Theorem AT i.e. with ¢; € £\ 1,
which are obviously coprime and satisfy (B3] and (36]) for arbitrarily small positive 9, €.
By Theorem 2.1l we get a root « of either Sy, or Sy, that satisfies

o — €| < H(a) G0 ©-n+5)-lte
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for arbitrarily small € > 0 if d, € are chosen sufficiently small. Since S, and Sy, both are
irreducible of degree exactly n, the claim follows.

4.2. Case 2. Again we prove a variant of Theorem Il We again consider the set Sy
and I. The estimate JV < log H), works precisely as in case 1. We have to estimate J @),
So assume ([AI]) holds for S, € S with ¢ € I. Write By(T') = ¢/T — p, for each ¢ € I. We
may assume py, g, are coprime, otherwise we consider Sy/(pe, q¢) € Z[T] in place of Sy,
which has both smaller height and evaluation at &, and the same argument below works.
A problem that arises is that here we cannot directly apply Theorem since ) has
degree n. However, with some effort we can still reduce our problem to case 1. We first
show the following claim.

Claim: There are at most <¢ H ,?(1) many indices £ € J@ for which we have
(42) | Be(§)] < 1.

We prove the claim. We consider k fixed and may write
(43) T Py(T) = 1T + T + - - + ¢, T", Qu(T) =do+d\T + -+ d,T",

with dy, ¢, non-zero. Indeed, [BII) implies dy # 0, and ¢, # 0 since P, has exact degree
uy, by assumption. Notice ¢y = 0 since n — u;, > 0 in case 2, and possibly some other c;
vanish as well. We may assume dy > 0 as —(@); shares the same properties with Q.

Now the identity Si(pe/qe) = Be(pe/qe) = 0 after multiplication with ¢} # 0 can be
written in coefficients as

(44) E(clpgq?_l + @p?q?_z + - Fenpy) + dog) + dlpgq?_l + -+ dypy = 0.

Reducing modulo p, we see py|dy. Hence, among all ¢ € 1, since |dy| < H(Q) < cHy < Hy,
and by Lemma 2.8 at most 27(dp) < H,z(l) distinct integers p, can occur, where 7 denotes

the number of positive divisors of an integer. However, by assumption |B,(§)| = |q& —

pe| <1 and as € is fixed, we see that ¢, can only take <, 1 different values for given py.

) pairs (pg, qe) or equivalently <¢ H,?(l) many distinct

B, among all £ € J?. Now it cannot happen that two distinct ¢ € J® induce the same
By in view of Proposition 3.1l and since any B, divides S,. Thus indeed the assumption

Hence in total we only get <¢ H,j(l

(@2) can only hold for < H, ;(1) many indices within J®, and the claim is proved.
For Ry instead, in place of (@) by Ry(pe/qe) = Be(pe/qe) = 0 we have

cipeq; ™+ apiqy T A e A+ oy A dipeg; Tt -+ dupf) = 0.
Reducing modulo ¢, we see q;|c,. Hence again only 27(c,) < H ,?(1) many distinct ¢, can
appear, and very similarly we again conclude that only few By satisfying ([42]) are induced.

Now recall §.% > H?/log Hy,. If the index difference set % \ I has cardinality at least
two, then we pick any two indices in this set and apply the concluding argument of § .1l
based on Theorem 2.1l and are done. Hence, in view of the claim above, we may assume
there are at least I — H,?(l) >4 —1—logH, — H,?(l) > H?/log Hy, many {, € J@ for
which we have

[ Be, (§)] > 1.
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Take any such index fy. In view of (B€) we get

EAGI
TG

and d, € can be arbitrarily small. Hereby we should notice that again (29) suffices for these
conclusions, i.e. the last inequality above, as in case 1. But Ay, has degree n —1 < n
and by Gelfond’s Lemma is has height H(A,) < H(Sy,) < H}™. Moreover, it is
clearly also coprime to Py by Proposition Bl Thus we can use Ay, instead of @y in the
argument of case 1, that is we consider the set Sk consisting of the polynomials

So(T) = (T " Py, + Ay, 1<¢<H? (¢prime.

< |5 ()] < Hy PO

We prove Theorem [4.1] for Sk Again these integer polynomials all have exact degree n,
satisfy

(45> H(gg) <K Hkl:'i_é
and
(46) 1S(E)] < £+ |Pu(€)] + |Agy (€)] < H ™ O+

and proceeding as in case 1, whose hypothesis applies, we see that for many ¢ € 2 the
polynomials S, are irreducible. For the accordingly defined polynomials R, the exponent
in ([40]) is —w, (&) + 2J + € instead, however this is not critical for our argument below.
Thus we conclude by Theorem 2Tl as in case 1 again.

4.3. Case 3. Here again we cannot use Theorem 2.2immediately since P(0) = P,(0) # 0.
Assume first ), is irreducible for infinitely many k. Then by Theorem 21l either Py or
@ has a root « satisfying

o — €] < H(a)~Gon©-ntz)-1+e

for arbitrarily small € > 0. Since P, and (), are now both irreducible of degree exactly
n and Hy — oo by assumption and clearly H(Qy) — oo follows from (B0) and the
transcendence of &, we are done.

Assume otherwise @, is reducible for all large enough k. Then by Wirsing’s Lemma 2.4
it has a factor W}, of degree less than n and approximation quality @, (§), i.e. (29) holds
for P = Wy. By Remark Bl we may assume H(W}) — oo as k — oco. Hence we replace
P, by W}, and accordingly redefining Q) we find ourselves in the situation of cases 1 or
2, for all large k. Recalling we have seen that (29)) suffices for the claim in cases 1 and 2,
this case is done as well.

4.4. Case 4. This can be reduced to cases 1 or 2 again. If f; < n for some k then by
Wirsing’s Lemma [2.4] the polynomial ), has an irreducible factor W}, (possibly equal to
Qy) of degree smaller than n and approximation quality w,(£), i.e. (29) holds for P = W.
Moreover again by Remark Bl we may assume H (W},) — co. We again can start with Wy
instead of Py, and land in cases 1 or 2, again since (29) is sufficient in these cases.

The proof of Theorem is complete for n < 5. We explain how Theorem [[.3] follows
from the above exposition.
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4.5. Proof of Theorem [I.3] for n < 5. In cases 3, 4 of the proof of Theorem the
claim is trivial as we can just take the polynomials P;. In cases 1,2 when P, has degree
less than n, we have shown above that for every large k, many polynomials S, € S
(resp. S, € Sk) are irreducible of degree precisely n and satisfy (B33]) and (38]) (resp. (@)
and (40))) for arbitrarily small § > 0, &' > 0 and € > 0. The claim follows here as well.
Theorem is proved for n < 5.

Analyzing the proof, we see that the case (AI]) works for arbitrary n, and yields the
following assertion in the spirit of Theorem L3

Theorem 4.2. Let n > 1 be an integer, & a real transcendental number and € > 0. Then
there are inifinitely many integer polynomials P of degree exactly n and without linear
factor over Z[T)] that satisfy |P(€)| < H(P)~ @&+,

5. PREPARATIONS FOR n =06 AND n =17

We prepare the proof for n =6 and n = 7. Let n < 7. Let Py, @k and the polynomials
Sy and R, be as in the proof for n < 5 and assume for the moment we are in case 1 of
this proof, i.e. deg(Py) < n and deg(Qx) < n. We again estimate gI. For each k, we now
split

I=19uI®uI®
where
IV ={recT:1<deg(A) <n—3},
I® = {¢ e 1:deg(As) =n — 2},

I® = {¢ c1:deg(A) =n—1}.

For estimating IV, resp. I essentially the methods for n < 5 regarding estimation
of IV resp. J@, work. For I® the exact same argument yields fI®® <« H,?(l). If
deg(As) < n — 3, then we now have 2deg(A;) —1<2(n—3)—1<n<w,(§) forn <7
and again from Lemma verify there are at most < log Hy solutions to (d0). This
yields 11 < log Hj.

We are left to estimate I®. So let £ € I?, that is the polynomial S, = A,B, splits as
(47) deg(Ay) =n —2, deg(By) = 2.

Assume we have shown only
(48) 1 <« g2

such indices occur. Then in total I < #IV + #1® + 410 « H ) and thus H(Z\I) =
8. — 1> HY/log Hy many ¢ € . remain where Sy is irredu01ble resp. { € # where Ry
irreducible, i.e. Theorem [T holds for n = 6 and n = 7. Then we may again take any two
such indices in .Z \ I and conclude with Theorem 2.] as in the last paragraph of § [L.1]

It will be more convenient to write I; = I¥) in the sequel. We prove (@) indirectly. We
fix arbitrary v > 0, assume fI; > H, for infinitely many k, and lead this to a contradiction
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to finish the proof. For convenience we prefer to separately consider n = 6 and n = 7,
however we want to remark that it would be feasible to combine the arguments from §
and § [7 below to cover both cases at once.

6. PROOF OF THEOREMS [I.2], .3 FOR n = 6

We start from the observations of the last section. So fix large k, assume deg(Py) < n,
and (7) holds for a large set of indices ¢ € I; with I, > H;'. By a pigeon hole principle
argument similar to the proof of Lemma [2.0] we can show there are many indices within
I, for which the respective induced A, have roughly the same height.

Claim 1: Let € > 0. There are still >, H]/log Hj, many primes ¢ € I; with
(49) X < H(A,) < X',
for some fixed X > 1.

We prove the claim. Recall the upper bound (B9) for H(A,), and let ¢ = ¢(n) be the
implied constant. Accordingly, we take any Xy > 1 not too small and partition [Xo, cH ,1”]
into successive intervals Ji, ..., Jo) of the form [X X17¢] starting at X = X, i.e.

g, = [X(gl+€)i717X(§1+€)i]7 1< < a(k),

that pairwise have at most an endpoint in common. We may alter the right endpoint of
the last J,) to Hj, if needed, making it smaller. Obviously

o(k) <. log,..(log(cH}:™)/log Xo) <. loglog Hj,.

Hereby we used 0 < 1 to get rid of the dependence on §. The total number of ¢ in I is
#1; > H, and there are possibly at most < (2X, + 1)"*! <, 1 remaining polynomials of
height < X i.e. not in any such interval J;. Hence, by pigeon hole principle, there must
be > I, /o (k) >. H] /loglog Hy, indices ¢ € I; with H(A,) in the same interval J; =: J,
for some 1 < ¢ < o(k). The claim follows by taking X the left endpoint of J. For the
sequel we may consider £ = (w0, (§)/n —1)/2 > 0 fixed and § small enough fixed and the
implied constant in Claim 1 absolute.

Restrict to indices ¢ of Claim 1 satisfying (49) and call the index set I C I; which we
have seen has cardinality I, > H, /log Hy. Write

Ag(T) :an_QT”_2+'~'+a0, le IQ,

where the coefficients a; = a;(¢) depend on ¢ but for every ¢ we have a,_» # 0 and ag|dy
where dy = Qr(0) = S,(0) is the constant coefficient of @, since 7" " P,(0) = 0. By
the argument of § we can assume dy # 0, so that by |dy| < H(Qx) < cHy < Hj and
Lemma 2.8, including sign, again it has only 27(dy) < |do|°V) < H,?(l) many divisors.
Hence by pigeon hole principle there are still #I,/(27(do)) > #T,/H"Y > H?°" many
¢ € I inducing the same constant coefficient a = aq of A,. Call this index subset I3 C I,
of cardinality #I3; > H,Z_O(l) and restrict to such indices ¢ € I3 in the sequel. For Ry,

(M

instead, we have a,_s|c, and ¢y # 0, and the same estimate fI3 > H ,Z " is inferred for
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the accordingly altered set I3 C I, of polynomials with the same fixed leading coefficient
(for simplicity we use the same notation for these sets).

For simplicity, fix ¢y € I3 that maximizes H(A,) among ¢ € I3 and write A = Ay,
and H = H(A) = maxyer, H(Ay). For any other ¢ # {y in I3 we can consider for Sy the
polynomial
A(T) — A(T)

Go(T) = G u(T) = T

€ Z[TY,
and for R, instead

Go(T) = G o(T) = A(T) — A(T) € Z[TY.
In either case, by (7)) it satisfies

(50) deg(Gy) < (n—2)—1=mn—3, H(G,) < H+ H(A,) <2H,
and by (B8) and (49]) we can estimate
(51) |Ge(&)] <e max{|A(E)],[A(§)]} < H™™ O ) H(Gy) POt

Here and below all ¢; are positive and arbitrarily small as soon as €, ¢, § are small enough.
Moreover note that all GG, are pariwise distinct for different ¢ € I3 and not identically 0,
since A, divides Sy and by Proposition B.11

Now the irreducible Uy(T') = A(T) and the polynomial Uy(T) = Gy(T') are clearly
coprime by Proposition B.I], and of degrees at most n — 2 and n — 3 resp. for all ¢ € I5.

On the one hand, from (38), (39), (B0), (EI) we see

(52) H(U;) < H'™, \U;(&)| < H™®n®)Fes i=1,2.
On the other hand, from Lemma 2.5 we get
(53> II_lEli}g‘Uz(f)‘ >>n’£ H—(n—2)—(n—3)+1 _ H—(2n—6)‘

Combining with (B2)) yields 2n — 6 > (0,(§) — 2e5)/(1 + €4) when we assume H is
sufficiently large. However, for n < 6 and small enough § (thus e4,¢5), this contradicts
the assumption w,(§) > n. We should remark that potentially it can happen that G,
is constant in which case we cannot apply Lemma 2.5 However, since it cannot be
identically 0 (by Proposition B.I]) we then have the bound max;_ 5 |U;(§)| > 1 and the
argument works as well since @, (§) > n > 0.

Thus we have shown Theorem (1] for n = 6 in case 1. The reduction of the other
cases to case 1 and the deduction of Theorem via Theorem [2.1] is done precisely as
for n < 5. The deduction of Theorems [[.3] follows analogously to n < 5 as well.

7. PROOF OF THEOREMS [[.2] L3/ FOR n =7

Again we start from § [l and want to contradict £I; > H,'. We again consider the set
I3 C I; from §[@ that by the same line of arguments would still satisfy fI3 > H,Z_O(l).
First consider the polynomials S,. Write now a,_s, for the leading coefficient of any
A, for ¢ € I3 to highlight the dependence on /. Let c;,; be the leading coefficient of
Pu(T) = e 4T + cpy 1T+ -+ + ¢ of degree ¢ = t(k) < n. First notice that a, o
divides lcyy, , for every ¢, since we assume deg(Qy) < n. We can assume ¢, > 0. Hence,
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since ¢ is prime, either a,_s¢|cks or an_op = Lgp where gg|ci . Write hy for either a,_o,
or gy in the respective cases. Notice the set of distinct s, that may appear in total has
cardinality < 27(cx) < CZ(I) < H,?(l) as k — oo by Lemma Thus by pigeon hole

t
principle there remains a set I C I3 with cardinality #1, > #I3/H ,?(1) > H,Z_O(l) with the
property that both the constant coefficient ay = ag, and hy =: hy coincide within the
class ¢ € 14.

Now consider R, and recall that now these polynomials R, have the same leading
coefficient a,_o, for all ¢ € Is5. Moreover ay, divides ¢dy since n — u; > 0 implies
Ry(0) = €Qx(0) = ldy. Recall dy # 0 by ([BI). Thus again either ags|dy or ag, = lge
where g,|dy, and again writing h, for either ag, or go, an analogous argument yields that
at least > H,Z_O(l) many h, appear in total. Again both the constant coefficients and h,
coincide for all polynomials within 1.

Let us distinguish two cases.

Case A: There exist ¢,¢; € I where the first case above applies, i.e. hy, = a,_2y4,
divides ¢+ for the polynomials Sy resp. hy, = agy, divides dy for the polynomials Ry, for
i = 1,2. Then, recalling deg(A;) = n — 2, it is not hard to see that for either S, or Ry,

the polynomial

A, — A
Gy on(T) = %

has degree at most n — 4 (and it is impossible for n < 3 by Proposition B.I]). Moreover,
very similar to (51), from (B8)), (49) with H = max;_, 2 H(A,,) we again see that

|Gy, (&) e max{| Ay, (€)],|Ag,(€)|} < HPn(&)Fe2,

Hence, with Uy = Gy, 4,, Uz = Ay, we get (52)) again. On the other hand, as again Uy, Us
clearly have no common factor by Proposition B}, from Lemma 25 we now deduce

s UL(6)] e H D001 = oo,

€ Z[T)

Similar as in §[6lwe can easily deal with the case deg(U;) = 0 for some ¢ € {1, 2} separately,
where the bound max;_; 5 |U;(§)] > 1 applies. Combining the two estimates, again for
large H (or equivalently large k) we get a contradiction to w,(§) > n if n <7 and &5 is
small enough.

Case B: For at most one ¢ € I, we have that a,_s ¢ divides ¢;,. Take any two distinct
indices ¢;,¢, € I, from the complement, so that a,_24 = flihy, for ¢ = 1,2. Then,
regarding Sy consider now simultaneously the polynomials

Ul(T) = Ggl’@ (T), UQ(T) = F£1,€2(T> = EQAgl — £1Ag2 € Z[T],

and for R, instead

Ay, — 1Ay,
Ul(T) - Ael(T> - AKQ(T)a UQ(T) = F£1’£2(T) = %

Notice in the first case (for Sy) by construction the leading coefficient with index n — 2
vanishes. Thus in either case, both U; have degree at most n — 3 and it is easy to verify,

€ Z[T].
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by a similar argument as in the proof of Proposition 3.1 that U; and U, have no non-
constant common factor. Since ¢; < HY, we can estimate the height of the polynomial U,
via

(54) H(Us) < 6H(Ay,) + (1 H(Ay,) < H} - max H(Ay,).

The two different height notions Hy, and H(Ay,) on the right hand side are disturbing, so
assume for the moment we have shown the following claim relating these quantities, to
be justified at the end of this section.

Claim 2: There exists A > 0 such that for all large k and £ € I, \ {7} up to at most
one exception ¢ = {(k) for each k, we have at least one of the inequalities

H(A,) > HY) or H(B,) > H}

We may assume the left inequality holds, the argument for the right is very similar
noticing that By is irreducible as well since it is quadratic and we can assume S, = A,B,
has no linear factor by Theorem (upon slightly shrinking I, if needed). We may further
assume £y, (5 are distinct from ¢ in Claim 2. Then, choosing ¢ small enough compared to
A, from (B4) for arbitrarily small 5 > 0 and large k, we can guarantee

H(Us) < (max H(A))' "8 < (max H(Ay,) .
Moreover, from (38)) we see

V()] < Ay (€)] + (4l Ay (©)] < 2Hf max | A (6)] < (mag H(Ay, )P+ 4%,

Similar, in fact stronger, estimates apply to U;. Hence for our U;,U;, with H =
max;—1 2 H(U;), again we verfiy (52) when taking small enough § > 0. On the other
hand, from Lemma 2.5 we again get

H_lflizi‘Uz(f)‘ >>n,£ H—(n—3)—(n—3)+l _ H—(2n—7).
Again we can easily deal with the case deg(U;) = 0 for some i € {1, 2} separately, then
max;—1 2 |U;(§)] > 1. Now combining, for large H we get a contradiction to w,(§) > n if
n < 7. Thus Theorem [4.1] is shown for n = 7 in case 1, and the reduction of the other

case 2, 3, 4 to case 1 and the deduction of Theorem via Theorem 2.Tlis done precisely
as for n <5 again. The deduction of Theorem follows analogously to n < 5 as well.

We finish by verifying Claim 2. Assume that for arbitrarily small given A > 0 and
certain large k, for £ € I, \ {¢} we have

(55) H(A,) < HY.
First notice that we can assume, again up to one possible exceptional index /, that
[Al€)] e H(A)™".

Indeed, for arbitrarily small e; > 0 since the A, are pairwise coprime by Proposition [3.1],
Lemma 25 and (@3] yield that for any two distinct £ at least one must satisfy

(56) |Ag(§)| >>n’£ H(Ag)_2(n_2)+1_67 _ H(Ag)_2n+5_€7 > H(Ag)_2n.
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If n < 5, for small enough e; > 0 we get a direct contradiction to (40) since then
0 >2n —5+¢e; as 0 > n is fixed. Thus we may assume n > 6. For any eg > 0, which we
can choose unaffected from the choice of §, choosing A < e5/(2n), combining (55), (50),
we get

(57) [Ae(©)] e H" > H™.

However, this means that the quadratic cofactor B, must have very small evaluation at &.
Concretely, from (B6), (57) and since H(B,) <, H(S;) < H}™ by Gelfond’s Lemma 223
for any 9 > 0,e19 > 0 and small enough § > 0 we get

|Se(§)]
|Be(§)] =
| Ae(8)]
Note that this is the same estimate we have for A,. On the other hand, Gelfond’s
Lemma and (32), (55]), when choosing A < 1/4 imply

H(S¢)
H(Ay)
and for R, similarly from Gelfond’s Lemma 2.3 and (33), (55) we get

<<n,§ Hk—@n(f)-i-as) <<n H(Bg)_@"(é)—i_gm’ f c ]:4.

H(By) = H(Si/Ar) >0 > HN S 52 S g,

H(R _
H(By) = H(R;/Ay) >, (Re) > HYP > HM
H(A)
Remark 4. Analyzing the proof for n = 7 in the sections above, we see that we only used
W,(€) > max{2n — 7,0}, a consequence of w,(£) > n. Indeed, take P, @ any polynomials
as in Case 1 and without common factor of height at most H satisfying

max{|P()], |Q(&)|} < H™,

for some p > max{2n — 7,0}. Indeed, using p > 2n — 7, the cases £ € IV and ¢ € I®
work precisely as in § B When ¢ € I® the only place below where we would require a
stronger property is regarding (53)) in § [0l However, this part may be omitted as a refined
argument superseeding § [6] is provided in § [{l Indeed the argument in § [7 starts right
after the paragraph in § Bl where I is defined. So, in the most critical case ¢ € I we
proceed as in § [7] and for analogously defined polynomials Uy, Us, using Lemma we
end up with the condition

(58) max |U;(€)| e H™"70.

On the other hand, as in the proof above we may estimate the left hand side from above
by < H#*¢ for small enough ¢ in terms of any given ¢ > 0. So as before, we require
i > 2n — 7 for the contradiction. Again, in the case that some U; is constant, which
implies n < 7, where we cannot apply Lemma in the deduction, we may estimate
max |U;(£)] > 1 in place of (58). Then we see that p > 0 suffices for the contradiction.
Thus, a safe condition for all cases is p > max{2n — 7,0}.

Remark 5. A slight modification of the arguments in § [7] yields another proof of The-
orem [Tl for n < 5, or more generally for the case w,(§) > 2n — 5, that avoids case
distinctions and the restriction to primes ¢ (however, these conditions are still needed
for n € {6,7}). Then the most intricate case is (4I]), where notably we cannot apply
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Theorem if £ is not prime. However, this case can be handled by considering the poly-
nomials Gy, 4, and Fy, 4, from § [ with the above argument. A minor adaption of the proof
(slightly redefining Gy, 4,, Fy, 4,) is needed when not restricting ¢ to be prime. In fact, we
can even start with polynomials of the form My, ¢, = (7" " P + (@) with coprime index
pair, in place of Sy or R,. We only sketch the adaptions to be made to obtain the last
result, which will be the key to the proof of Theorem [L.6] (iii). Firstly, the analogue of
([B7) applies to My, 4, as well. Moreover, a variant of Proposition 3.1l for My, 4,, My 4, still
works as soon as the pairs ({1, ¢3) and (¢}, () are linearly independent. Next we derive
an irreducible divisor Ay, g, of My, 4, very similarly that satisfies the estimate (38). We
again get many index pairs for which these polynomials have roughly the same height,
as in the claim in § [l Furthermore, we still have that the constant coefficient of any
Ay, 4, divides lody = Q1 (0) and its leading coefficient divides ¢;cx ¢ with ¢+ the leading
coefficient of Py. For any such pair Ay, 4,, A », we then again consider suitable integer
linear combinations with small integers (and dividing by T where applicable) to derive
polynomials Gy, ¢, ¢ ¢, and Fy, g, ¢ ¢, in place of Gy, 4, and Fy, 4,. In the analogous case
distinction, now these have degrees deg(Gy, r,0,,0) < n — 3 and deg(Fy, g 00) < —1
in Case A resp. both degrees are at most n — 2 in Case B, due to the fact that we now
assume deg(Ay, »,) = n — 1 in place of n — 2. In each case similarly we define coprime
polynomials Uy, Uy. They now again satisfy for some small € = £(d) > 0

max |U;(€)| < H™ P&+,
but on the other hand, using Lemma 2.5 in both case A and case B we have
(59) max |U; (&) > H~ ===,

For small enough ¢ and thus ¢, this will again give a contradiction to our assumption
W,(€) > 2n — 5. Similar to the case n = 3 for w,(§) > 2n — 7, a small twist of the
argument occurs when some U; become constant, as then Lemma cannot be applied
so (B9) does not apply. Indeed, if w, () > 2n—5 and n = 2, the polynomials Gy, ¢, ¢ », and
Fy, 4,010, are again constant (this can only happen in case B again). However, again both
U; cannot identically vanish, so then we can use the trivial lower bound max |U;(§)| > 1
in place of the stronger bound H'~¢ from (59). This induces via Proposition 2.7 the
more restrictive condition 3 = 1 in claim (iii) of Theorem [[L6 We may again alter the
condition w,(§) > 2n — 5 in the spirit of Remark @ for any p > max{2n — 5,0}, by the
same type of arguments. We omit the technical details.

8. PROOF OF THEOREM [I.4] AND THEOREM

Recall that by Remark [l we can apply the argument to any pair P, Q) of coprime poly-
nomials of degrees n, m respectively with n > m and with P(0) = 0, whose evaluations
at ¢ are both of modulus smaller than H~®"~™9 with H = max{H(P), H(Q)}.

Proof of Theorem [7.4] Let € > 0. For simplicity first assume m < n. By definition of the
exponent w™ (¢), there exists a sequence of irreducible monic polynomials P, of degree
m with

|Pu(€)] < H(Py)wsm(&)te,
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Write Hy = H(FP;). Notice that here deg(Py) = ur = m < n. Again the definition of
Wy—1(€) guarantees there is Q. of degree f; at most n — 1, height H(Qy) < cHj, and with

Qi) < H, O,

Choosing ¢ = ¢(n) from Gelfond’s Lemma 23 the polynomials @ and Py have no common
factor. This implies that Ry = Ry =T" " P, +{Q) forsmall 1 </ < H ,‘3 as above satisfy

H(R) < HP, |Re(&)] < Hy tmtote,

Hence if we choose 4, ¢ small, by our observation at the beginning of this section (essen-
tially Remark M), and since €,,, > 0 is always true by (1), as soon as

Qe >2n -1,

i.e. ([I2) holds, the irreducibilty arguments again work for many R,. Also notice since
ur < n, fr, < n we are in case 1 of our distinction from § B Moreover, each R, is monic
of degree exactly n since Py is monic and deg(Qx) < n — 1 < n. From the above (3] is
readily verified. Estimate (If]) is inferred by Theorem 21 with a very similar argument
as in § @I above, where we need the lower bound n — 1 in (I5) in view of this restriction
in Theorem 21l Finally if m = n, we cannot directly use the above argument to exclude
that many R, have a linear factor over Z[T]. However, to settle this we can proceed as
in § to reduce it to the case m < n, noticing that divisors of monic polynomials are
again monic. Finally (I follows from (I3)) if we let m = n — 1 and trivially estimate
Wp-1(&) >n—1. O

The case of units works in a similar way.

Proof of Theorem [1.J. We start with a sequence P € Z[T] of degree m polynomials that
are irreducible, monic and with constant coefficient £1 and satisfy

B < (H) ™9, k> ko,
where H}' = H(P}). The main twist is to consider here polynomials of the form
R{(T) = REAT) = (T+ 1) "By +TQf, 1< (< H],

where @} minimizes |Q}(£)| among integer polynomial of degree at most n — 2 with
0 < H(Q}) < cHY, for ¢ = ¢(n) from Gelfond’s Lemma 2.3 again. It satisfies |Q}(&)| <
(Hp)~®n=2(0F¢ for large k, thus for any ¢ as above

(60) H(R) < (H)', |RE©)] < (HY) 0.

In the special case that 1"+ 1 divides @}, we replace )} by Q}; obtained from dividing
Q3 through all its 7'+ 1 factors. This changes neither H (Q}) nor |Q}(£)| significantly, for
large k. Moreover then (74 1) P! and T'Q} have no common linear factor, and hence
P and any R} are coprime. Moreover, by construction any R} is monic with constant
coefficient 1, and of degree exactly n. Moreover, the induced R} are pairwise coprime by
a very similar short argument as in Proposition B.Jl We need to guarantee irreducibility
of R} for some values ¢. To exclude linear factors, here we cannot use Theorem [2.2] since
for T'= 0 we have (T'+ 1)" " P*(T) = P#(0) = £1 # 0. However, by the special form of
the polynomials R}, clearly the only possible linear factors are 7'+ 1 and 7" — 1, and for
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given k by the coprimality noticed above each factor can appear at most for one value
of £ (in fact 7'+ 1 is impossible since (P, Q}) = 1). The cardinality of those indices ¢
inducing a splitting of R only into integer polynomial factors of degree greater than one
can be bounded exactly as #J® in § @11 Hence, indeed again there are many ¢ for which
R} is irreducible, as requested. In view of the observation in the introductory paragraph
of this section (Remark M) and (60)), the claimed estimates are deduced very similarly as
those for algebraic integers in Theorem [[L4] above, where again the bound n — 1 in (I8
comes from the condition in Theorem .11 O

9. PROOF OF THEOREM

Claim (i) follows from Theorem For claim (ii), let £ = (o + 3)/2. Then Proposi-
tion 2.7 and (21]) yield

|P(€)] €ne H-|€—a| < H-|a—p| < H @D

and similarly
Q) g H €= Bl < H-Ja— | < H*D™,

In view of the introductory comments from § [§ (Remark M), we may identify @, (§) with
2n — 7 + € and take the according ¢ obtained via the proofs in previous sections upon
identifying P(T) = T" " P.(T) and Q(T) = Qk(T). As by assumption n — u; > 0 and
deg(Qr) < n as well, we find ourselves in the setting of Case 1 in the case distinction
of § B, where the irreducible polynomials are indeed among the Sy (i.e. we do not need to
“escape” to derived polynomials as in Cases 2,3,4). Carefully analyzing the steps of the
proof, in particular regarding the cardinality drop in every transition from some I; to the
consecutive I, ,, we further check that for at most <, 7(c,)7(dy)log H < H°Y) many
prime indices ¢ up to H° the polynomial Sy can be reducible. In particular > H?/log Hj,
many ¢ remain where Sy is irreducible. For R, analogous arguments apply. For claim
(iii), note that our condition (22]) and Proposition 2.7 now for n > 3 imply

max{|P ()], |Q&)|} <ne H-|§ —a| < H-|la—p| < H—(@n=5)—c

and similarly for n = 2. The proof then follows essentially from the procedure explained
in Remark Bl Finally, it is readily checked that the arguments work for ¢ € C since this
is true for the prerequisites Lemma and Proposition 2.7 so a and § may be complex
in claims (ii), (iii) as well.

Remark 6. Minor modifications of the proof show that alternative conditions to (21]),
([22) can be stated. For example for (ii) we may impose either |Q(«a)| < H "¢ or
|P(B)| < H"**17¢ holds in place of (2]), and likewise for (iii).

10. FINAL COMMENTS

The first case where our results are open is for n = 8. Concretely then with our
argument we cannot exclude that S, = A,By, or R, = A;By, factors as in (7)) with an
irreducible factor A, of degree 6 and quadratic irreducible By, for many /. Irreducibility
criteria as in our crucial auxiliary result Theorem [£.1] are typically quite challenging, see
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the problems of Szegedy and Turan discussed in § [[L3 Our proof for n < 7 heavily relied
on the fact that P = P, and @) = ) are both small at some £, i.e. have some close
pair of roots. We once again stress that when Theorem [£.1] and thus Theorem holds
for some n, then the bounds of Badziahin and Schleischitz [3] are applicable to w*,, (),
which are larger than n/ V3. Just for small n the bound in Theorem [I.1] turns out to be
stronger.

The author thanks the referee for the very careful reading and for pointing out several
inaccuracies and providing helpful suggestions. The author is further grateful to Damien
Roy for advice, particularly for pointing out Remark[2.
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