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A FINITENESS RESULT FOR COMMON ZEROS OF
ITERATES OF RATIONAL MAPS

CHATCHAI NOYTAPTIM AND XIAO ZHONG

ABSTRACT. Answering a question asked by Hsia and Tucker in their pa-
per on the finiteness of greatest common divisors of iterates of polynomi-
als, we prove that if f, g € C(X) are compositionally independent ratio-
nal functions and ¢ € C(X), then there are at most finitely many A € C
with the property that there is an n such that f™(\) = g"(A\) = ¢(N),
except for a few families of f, g € Aut(P¢) which gives counterexamples.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Historical background. Bugeaud, Corvaja, and Zannier [BCZ03] pro-
vided an upper bound on the greatest common divisor (GCD) of two integer
sequences using tools from Diophantine approximation. More precisely, they
showed that for any multiplicatively independent integers a,b > 2 and for
any € > 0, then

ged(a —1,0" — 1) < exp(en)
for sufficiently large n > 1.

In 2004, Ailon and Rudnick [AR04] obtained the first instance of GCD-
type result over function field of characteristic 0. In fact, they proved that
for any nonconstant multiplicatively independent polynomials a,b € C[x]
there exists a polynomial h € C[xz] such that ged(a™ — 1,0" — 1)|h for all
n > 1. Ostafe [Os16] pointed out that the result of Ailon-Rudnick holds
generally for any pair (m,n) € N x N. Ostafe also provided an upper bound
on the degree of ged(a™ — 1,0™ — 1) in terms of degrees of a and b.

There are many generalizations and extensions of GCD-type results in var-

ious contexts, see for example [CZ13|, [GHT17], [GHT1S], [Gr20], [GW20],
[Hu20], [Lel9], [Lu05], [Si04al, [Si04b], [Si05] and [Zal2].

Motivated by taking multiplicative powers of polynomials, one can study
GCD-type results of iterates of rational maps. Let f(z) € C(x) be a rational
map with complex coefficients. Here and what follows, f™ denotes the n-fold
composition of f with itself.

Definition 1.1. Two rational maps f and g are said to be compositionally
independent if there exist positive INteGers 11, ..., gy J1, ooy Ty L1y oees bty M1y ooey Ty
such that
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then s = t and i = lg, jr = my for 1 < k < s. In other words, the semigroup
generated by f and g is isomorphic to the free semigroup of two generators.

Hsia and Tucker [HTI17] first addressed the question posed by Ostafe
[Os16l §4.2] in dynamical setting. Under suitable compositional assump-
tions, they showed that for any polynomial maps f,g of degree > 2 with
complex coefficients and ¢(z) € C[z] there are only finitely many irreducible
factors of

ged(f™(x) — e(x), g"(x) — ()
for some positive integers m and n (cf. [HT17, Theorem 1]). Interestingly,
Theorem 2 in [HT17] can be viewed as a compositional analog result of
Ailon-Rudnick for linear polynomials. However, for nonlinear polynomials,
their result holds conditionally on the assumption that ¢(z) is not a complex
constant which is in ramified cycle of both f and ¢ (cf. [HT17, Thoerem

4)).
1.2. Statement of main results. In this article, we answer the following
question posed by Hsia and Tucker.

Question 1.2. [HT17, Question 18] Let f, g be two nonconstant, composi-
tionally independent rational maps with complex coefficients. Let ¢ be any
rational map with complex coefficients. Is it true that there must be at
most finitely many A € C such that f™"(\) = g"(\) = ¢(X) for some positive
integer n?

It turns out that Question [I.2] is not true in general. This can be seen
from the counter-examples provided in Remark (i3.6]), Remark (3.7) and Re-

mark (3.8)).

However, after excluding these families of rational maps f and g, we
obtain a finiteness result of common zeros of iterated rational maps in a
similar spirit to Question More precisely, we state our main results as
follows.

Theorem 1.3. Let f and g be nonconstant automorphisms on P(C) such
that f and g are compositionally independent. Let ¢ be any rational function
with complex coefficients. Suppose that f(x) and g(x) are not conjugate
simultaneously by an automorphisms on PY(C) to one of the following:
(1) aX + B8, X/(vX + 6), with some «, 3,7,0 € C* such that a/§ is a
root of unity;
(2) aX + 3, 6X +7, with some o, § € C* such that o and 6 are not roots
of unity and a/d is a root of unity other than 1;

Then there are only finitely many A € C such that
f"(A) =g"(A) = c(N)
for somen = 1.

When at most one of rational maps f and g is of degree one, we can relax
some conditions on (m,n) € NxN. Also, the finiteness result on the number
zeros of both equations f™(x) — ¢(x) = 0 and ¢"(z) — ¢(x) = 0 holds under
natural assumptions. This is reminiscent of polynomial maps counterpart
(cf. [HT1T, Theorem 1]).
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Theorem 1.4. Let f and g be two compositionally independent rational
functions with complex coefficients, at least one of which has degree greater
than one. Suppose that c(x) € C(x) is not a compositional power of f or g.
Then there are only finitely many A € C such that

fA) = g"(A) = e(N)
for some positive integers m and n.

Notice that the same statement allowing distinct n and m for the case
that f and g are both automorphisms on P!(C) doesn’t hold. There is a
counter-example in the beginning of Section 3 of [HT17].

1.3. Proof strategy. Hsia and Tucker [HT17] combine various tools and
techniques from Diophantine geometry, complex dynamics, and number the-
ory. Our approach is akin to their method. There are technical difficulties
to overcome for rational maps. We briefly explain our ideas of proving The-
orem [I.3] and Theorem [L.4

For automorphisms f and ¢ defined over Q, we heavily hinge on tools from
Diophantine geometry (e.g., Roth’s theorem, Siegel’s theorem, and S-unit
theorem). After suitable excluding f, g (see , we show that f and g must
share a common fixed point (see Lemma . Then we dynamically conju-
gate by moving such fixed point to co, we may assume that f(z) = az +
and g(x) = dx + v with a,8,7,0 € Q". We break our computation into
several cases depending on whether o and § is a root of unity to show that
if there are infinitely many solutions to

f'(x) = g"(z) = c(x)

where ¢(z) is any rational map with complex coefficients, then f and g are
not compositionally independent. In other words, the semigroup generated
by f and g under composition is not free (see Theorem . Using special-
ization argument, we obtain the desired result over C.

When exactly one of rational maps f,g € C(z) has degree greater than
one, the proof follows verbatim in the polynomial maps setting as a conse-
quence of Northcott’s property explained in [HT17, Proposition 9].

In the case both rational maps f,g € C(z) are of degree greater than 1
and c(x) € C(x). Under suitable compositional assumptions, we show that
the infinite sequence of solutions to

[ (@) = g™ (i) = e(z:)
as i — +o (so m,n — +w0) form a sequence of small dynamical height
(Lemma [4.1). We, then, apply the arithmetic equidistribution theorem of
small points (in reminiscence of [BD11], [BD13|], [GHT13|, [GHT15], and
[PST12]) to deduce that dynamical height attached to f and g must be
identical (Proposition and hence f and g must share the same set of
preperiodic points (i.e., points of finite forward orbit under iteration). Unlike
polynomial maps setting, one cannot appeal to the classification of polyno-
mials with the same Julia set of [BES7| and [SS95]. Alternatively, we apply

the Tits alternative for rational maps of [BHPT] to deduce that f and ¢ are
not compositionally independent.
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2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Absolute values over global fields. Here and throughout this sec-
tion, K denote a global field (unless otherwise stated) equipped with a set
of inequivalent absolute values (places) satisfying the product formula. For
example, K could be a number field or a function field of positive transcen-
dence degree over another field k. It was pointed out in [Art06] that a global
field which has an archimedean place must be a number field.

If K is a number field, we let Mg to be the set of all absolute values
of K which extends the absolute values of Q. If K is a function field of
finite transcendence degree m > 1 defined over a field k, then Mg is the
of all absolute values on K associated to the irreducible hypersurfaces of
the projective space P}' (whose function field is K’ := k(t1,...,t;) where
t1,..,tm are algebraically independent—over k—functions in K). Thus there
exist IV, > 1 such that the product formula [ [,/ |z|v = 1 holds for any
nonzero = € K. (see [BG06] and [La83]).

Let K, be the completion of K with respect to absolute value | -|,. Then
C, is the completion of the algebraic closure of K, and it is algebraically
closed and complete. Note that, by abuse notation, we still denote the
absolute value on C, which extends uniquely from |- |, on K by |- |,.

2.2. Dynamical height and preperiodic points. Let S be the finite set
of Galois conjugates Gal(K/K) - x of x in P!(K). Then we define the Weil
height h : P1(K) — [0, +0) by

1
h(z) := 5] Z Z N, log max{1,|z|,}.
zeS vEM K

In light of Baker-Rumely’s construction [BRI0, §7.9], our Weil height is
defined as the average over Galois conjugate of points in K. It was pointed
out that this definition does not depend on the choice of embedding K — C,
as S is Galois stable subset of P!(K).

Let f be a rational map defined over a global field K of degree > 2. Then
the Call-Silverman canonical height hs : P!(K) — [0, +00) is defined by

. . 1 .

hy(x) = nhfolo mh(f ()

We record important properties of Weil height and dynamical canonical
height as follows.

Proposition 2.1. ([Si07, §3], [CS93]) Let f, h and ﬁf be as above. Then
(i) h(f(x)) = (deg f)h(z) + O(1).
(i1) hg(x) = h(z) + O(1).
(iii) hy(f(x)) = (deg f)hy(x).
Over a number field, dynamical height is used to detect preperiodic points
in the following sense.

Proposition 2.2. ([Si07, Theorem 3.22]) Let f(x) € K(x) be a rational map
of degree = 2 defined over a number field K. Then x € P*(K) is f-preperiodic
if and only if hy(x) = 0.
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The situation is different over function field. The dynamical height of a
function defined on a function field (over an infinite field) fails to properly
detect preperiodic points. As an interesting example shown by Benedetto
[Be05], we consider f(x) = 2% € K[x] defined over a function field K = Q(T')
of transcedence degree 1 with constant field Q. Notice that all points in
P!(Q) have dynamical height zero but 0,00 and roots of unity in Q are the
only f-preperiodic points. In fact, f is defined over the constant field of K.

Recall that a rational map f(x) € K(x) defined over a function field
K is called isotrivial if there exists a finite extension K'/K and a Mobius
transformation ¢ € PGL(2, K') such that ¢~'o fo¢ defined over the constant
field of K’. More related results, see [Ba09], [Be05], and [PST09].

After excluding maps with isotriviality, the dynamical height works as
expected. The following result is due to Benedetto (for polynomial maps)
and Baker (for rational maps) over P!

Theorem 2.3. ([Ba09|, [Be05]) Let f(x) € K(x) be a rational map of degree
> 2 defined over a function field K. Suppose that f is not isotrivial. Then
z € PY(K) is f-preperiodic if and only if hy(x) = 0.

2.3. Arakelov-Green’s function. The dynamical height attached to ra-
tional maps can be decomposed in terms of Arakelov-Green’s function.
We follow the construction in Baker-Rumely [BR10, §10.3]. Suppose that
f € K(x) is a rational function of degree > 2 defined over a global field K.
The v-adic Arakelov-Green’s function of f is a function

Gf:U : ]P)]l?»erk,v x ]P)]13erk,v —Ru {OO}
which is symmetric, finite and continuous off the diagonal in P*(C,) xP(C,).
Here P, , is the Berkovich projective line, we refer the reader to [Bel9] and

[BR10] for detailed exposition. For each y € Pll_%erk,v’ the function G, (x,y)

is bounded differential variation on ]P’ll_%erk’v and it satisfies the differential
equation

(2'1) Afo,v(‘Tvy) = :uf,v(x) - 5y(x)

where f1¢,, is the equilibrium measure characterized by f*(us.) = (deg f)pif.0
and G, is normalized so that

H Gro(@,y)dpgy(@)dps.(y) = 0.
]Pl

1
PBerk,v X Berk,v

Our Laplacian is the negative of the one introduced by Baker-Rumely [BROG,
§3.5]. For any x,y € P(K) such that = # y, we have

h(x) +hy(y) = . NoGrola,y)
’UEMK

where the positive number N, is the same normalization as appeared in the
product formula.

2.4. Results from Diophantine geometry. Here we collect some Dio-
phantine geometry results that will be used in the proof.
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Theorem 2.4. [EGI5, Theorem 6.1.3] Let K be a field of characteristic 0,
letn=2,letay,...,an € K* and let T be a subgroup of (K*)™ of finite rank
r. Then the number of non-degenerate solutions of

a1x1 + asxs + -+ apxry, =1
in (x1,x9,...,2,) €T is finite.

Remark 2.5. We call a solution to the equation a1x1+asxo+---+anx, =1
like above non-degenerate if
Z a;x; 0

el
for any proper subset I < {1,2,...,n}.

Proposition 2.6. [HT17, Proposition 12] Let W be a one-dimensional
subtorus in G2, defined over a number field K and let S be a finite set
of places of K containing all the archimedean places. Let

P(X,Y)=PX,Y)/Q(X,Y)

where P,Q € K[X,Y] are two relatively prime polynomials neither of which
is divisible by X or Y. Assume that ® restricts to a nonconstant rational
function ¢ on W with at least a pole in W(K). Let T be a finitely generated
subgroup of W(K). Then, there are at most finitely many points q € I such
that ®(q) is an S-integer.

Lemma 2.7. [HT17, Lemma 14] Let w; and wy be two multiplicatively
independent elements of a number field K, neither of which is a root of
unity, and let y be a nonzero element of K. Let S be a finite set of places
of K including all the archimedean places. Then for all sufficiently large n,
there is a v ¢ S such that |w} —yl, < |w§ —yl, < 1.

2.5. The Ping-pong Lemma.

Lemma 2.8. Let G be a group of maps under compositions. Let S =
Sfryeesfrys 7 = 2 and f; € G, for i € {1,2,...,r}, be a semigroup of
G. If there exists a collection of non-empty mutually non-intersecting sets
Ii,..., I, such that fi(U§:1 I;) = I for all1 < i < r, then S is a free
semigroup of rank v with free basis fi,..., fr.

Proof. This is basically the Ping-pong Lemma stated in [KT2I, The Ping-
Pong Lemma]. The only difference is that it is stated for G being the
group of affine linear maps on R. However the proof doesn’t rely on this
assumption. U

2.6. Asymptotic notation. We clarify the asymptotic notation here:

Definition 2.9. Consider two functions f(n) and g(n) with n € N and
take values in C. We defined the asymptotic notation when n goes large as
follows:

(1) We write f(n) ~ g(n) if there exists a non-zero constant k € C such
that

lim f(n)/g(n) = k;
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(2) We write f(n) = o(g(n)) if
lim f(n)/g(n) = 0;
(3) We write f(n) = O(g(n)) if
lim sup f(n)/g(n) < .

Furthermore, for two functions f(Z) and g(Z) take values in C with Z € C.
We defined the asymptotic notation when Z is close to 0 similarly as above
but taking limits with respect to Z — 0.

3. PROOF OF THEOREM [[3]

Lemma 3.1. Let

on (L —=am)(1—46m) ,1—0"

X, = <—tn—\/t%—4a ) A=) 1-9) Bv)/(?a 1_57>,
(1—a™)(1-4")
(= a)1—9)

where B,y € @*, a, § and a/d are not roots of unity in @* Suppose for
infinitely many n € Z*, we have

tn = B’Y"I'an(sn_la

L A(X,)/B(X,),

1 "X,
(3.1) « + T

where A and B are two co-prime polynomials. Then deg(A) = deg(B) + 1.

Proof. Let K be a number field such that «, §, 5 and v are all defined in K
and A(X) and B(X) are defined over K. Let S be a finite set of places of
K, such that for any v ¢ S we have

lalo = [Blo = 16y = vl = 1

and all the coefficients of A and B are of norm 1 with respect to | - [,.
Suppose there are infinitely many X, satisfies the Equation (3.1]), by
Lemma except for finitely many n € Z™, there exists a v ¢ S such that

‘l—a"

(3.2) > 1.

1—9m

Fix a v ¢ S such that (3.2) and Equation (3.1)) hold for some n € Z*. Fix
such a n and then

\/t% ~gangn L =0 — g:)ﬁv/(Za” ! __5;7)

v

(1—a)(1 1
(1=0)0"1—a"
= 1
20y 1 — 4" +0Q),

here O(1) means the terms with absolute value not greater than 1 and the
absolute value is associated to the valuation v. Thus,

(1=6)0"1—a
2oy 1 —4"

X, = —2 + O(1),

and from this we have
| Xnlo > 1.
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Therefore, Equation (3.1)) implies that
40 = [, 03

and thus
deg(A) = deg(B) + 1.
O

Lemma 3.2. Let f(X), g(X) be automorphisms on P* defined over C and
c(X) be a rational function defined over C. If there are infinitely many
n € Z" such that

(3-3) o(X) = fM(X) = ¢g"(X)

has solutions, and f(X), g(X) are not simultaneously conjugated to a X + 3,
X/(vX +0) respectively, with some «, 0, B,y € C* satisfy that either at least
one of a, ¢ is root of unity other than 1 or o/ is a root of unity , then f
and g share a common fized point.

Proof. Notice that if v or 3 is zero, then certainly f(X) and g(X) share a
common fixed point. Let’s first assume that f(X), g(X) and ¢(X) are all
defined over Q and 3, v € @* Suppose f and g don’t share a fixed point.
After conjugation, we assume that

f(X)=aX + 3,
X
9(X) = YX +65

We always assume that « and § are non-zero as otherwise it will result in a
constant map. We break the discussion into two cases depending on « and 9.

Case I. Suppose « is not a root of unity and § = 1.

Lemma 3.3. There are only finitely many n € Z™ such that
o(X) = fM(X) = g"(X)
has solutions.

The same result for @« = 1 and ¢ is not a root of unity holds. We just
need to further conjugate ¢(X), f(X) and ¢g(X) by 1/X to swap the role of
« and 0. Then the same argument will give the result. This concludes these
cases.

Case II. Now, suppose both a and [ are not roots of unity and «/¢ is not
a root of unity. Then let

L o (1—an)(1—4") 1 om
Xn_<_tni\/t721_4a5 (1—0[)(1—(5) BV)/(zO‘ 1_5’}/)7

be the solution to the f™*(X) = ¢"(X), where
(I —a™)(1—46")

(1—a)(1-9)
We break the proof into steps:

th = By + a™é" — 1.
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e Step I: we will show that ¢(X) = f"(X) = ¢"(X) has solution for in-
finitely many n will pose a restriction on o and d: there exists a non-
trivial polynomial in two variables F'(X,Y’) such that F'(a™,0") =0
holds for infinitely many n € Z*.

e Step II: we use S-unit Theorem to argue that this implies o and §
are multiplicatively dependent.

e Step III: we deduce that then ¢(X) = f*(X) = ¢"(X) will only
have solution for infinitely many n if f(X) and g(X) share a common

fixed point.
Step I. Suppose there are infinitely many n € Z* such that either
(3.4) oX,) = fM(X)
or
(3.5) o(Xy) = (X)),

We claim that the following equation, which is obtained from above by

replacing o with a variable Z and 6™ with a variable W,
1-Z

(3.6) o(XT(Z, W) =ZXF(Z,W) + T8
-«

doesn’t hold constantly for every Z, W € Q, where

X*H(zZ,w) = <—t(Z, W)+ \/t(Z, W2 — w20 - W)B'y> / <QZH/Z7> |

(1—a)(1-9) 1-—
(1-2)1-Ww)
(1—a)(1-9)

To see this, if Equation (3.5)) holds for infinitely many n, then, taking a
specialization at W = 0, we have

X*H(Z,W
and Equation (3.6)) implies

HZ,W) =

By + ZW — 1.

)’I/V:O =0,

_1—Z
N Y

c(0) B

which only holds for finitely many values of Z. So,
1-Z
(XT(Z,W)) :Z(XJr(ZaW))WLmﬁ

doesn’t hold constantly for very value of Z and W.
On the other hand, if Equation (3.4 holds for infinitely many n, then we

have 5 1§ 5 1
XO(Z):X (ZaW>’W=0:1_a+( ~ _1—04)2.

If

1-6  p

v 1l-«

then f(X) and g(X) share a common fixed point and we are done. So, we
assume s

1-06_ 8

v 1-—a
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Then Equation (3.6) implies

(3.7) e(Xg(2)) = A(Xq (2))/B(Xq (2)) = ZXq (Z) +

1-Z 1-90
—a’ ™ ’
However, by Lemma we have deg(A) = deg(B) + 1. Thus, we have
valz(A(Xq (2))/B(X, (2))) <0,
but
_ 1-Z
VaIZ(ZXO (Z) + mﬂ) = 0,

which implies that Equation (3.7) only holds for finitely many values of Z
as

_ _ _ 1-7
X5 (2))/B(X5(2)) - 2X5(2) - 1= f
is a non-constant rational function with variable Z. Thus
(X (Z,W)) = fH(X"(Z,W))
doesn’t hold constantly.

Step II. Now, either

X (ZW) = (X (ZW) +
X (Z,) = (X (Z,W) + T

is a non-trivial equation on variables Z and W with (Z,W) = (a”,d") as
solutions for infinitely many n € Z*. Thus, this gives a polynomial, by
clearing the denominators and possible square roots on both sides of the
equation,

(38) Z ci,jaméj" =0

1<i<ki, 1<j<ks
for infinitely many n € Z*. Then, we want to apply the S-unit theorem
Theorem to show that a and 6 are multiplicatively dependent. Let

G < Q" be the finitely generated subgroup generated by « and §. Then
Equation (3.8) can be rewritten as

(3.9) > Wi =0,

1<i<m
for some positive integer m, ¢; € @* and W; € G for each ¢ = 1,2,...,m,
has solutions

sin stin san ston Smmn Stmn m
(Wi, Wa, ..., W) = (176" %2762 L om0 ") e G™,

for infinitely many n € Z*, where (s;,t;)’s are distinct pairs of integers. The
S-unit theorem says that there are only finitely many non-degenerate
solutions to Equation . After an easy induction argument on numbers
of terms involved in Equation (3.8)) we can get that there exists infinitely
many n € Z* such that

Ciy @* 1T ¢, 22" = (),
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where i1 and iy are distinct and in {1,2,...,m}. Since @ and § are not zero
and not roots of unity, this is only possible if s;, # s;, and t;, # t;, and ¢;, /c;,
is a root of unity. This implies that  and § are multiplicative dependent.
In another word, there exist non-zero integers k1 and kg such that ot = §%2.

Step III. Let k = k;/ks € Q* such that § = £a¥, where € is a root of unity
of order ko € Z* and o is understood as a particular choice of ko-th root
of a¥1. Then our assumption implies that there exists an i € {1,2,...,ko}
such that either the system of equations

(310)  A(XT(2,675) = BXH(Z,6 29)(2X (2,624 + =2 )

(3.11) |

A 2.8 79 (S X (2,620 +67Y) - B (2.629) X+ (2.62°)
or the system of equations

(312)  A(X(2,624) = BOXC (2,6 79)(2X (2,675 + 1= 2p),

(3.13)

3 ) 1— fZZk
AX™(Z, szk))(li_(SV
has infinitely many values of Z, given by Z = « for infinitely many
n € Z*, as solutions. This cannot happen unless the system of equations
holds constantly for every possible values of Z as it only has one variable.
From now on, we denote

X (Z,§72")+67%) = B(X (Z,£2")X (2, ZF)

nko—+1i

XH(2) = X*(2,675).

Notice that
_ €281 - 2)(1-9)8

(3.14) X[ ()X (2) = U0
(315) XH(2)+ X7(2) - ~2(2)/22 =52,

for every i € {1,2,...,ko}.

Let’s first suppose the system of Equation (3.12)) and (3.13)) have infinitely
many zeros. That is saying they hold constantly for every Z.

We do the power series expansion of X (Z) around Z = 0 and get that
ifk>0

X (2) = 52 (s + 2+ 02))
if k < 0 then
X7 (Z) =— 12051.‘321’%2(1_5;?1_5)5@'2’“ +0(1)).

In both cases, we have that

valy (X7 (Z)) = —1.
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Also, by Lemma we have
deg(A) = deg(B) + 1.
However, Equation (3.12)) implies that
_ _ _ 1-Z
valz(A(X;(2))) = — deg(A) = valz(B(X; (2))(ZX; (Z)+1—_F)) > — deg(B).

This is a contradiction.

Next, suppose that £ > 0 and the system of Equation (3.10) and (3.11))
have infinitely many zeros. Since valz(X,; (Z)) = —1, by Equation ({3.14)),
we have

valz (X (2)) =k > 0.
Then Equation (3.10) implies that

(316)  AXH2)/BXH(Z) =L P

_ P iz
—a 1-aZt9):

If k£ > 1, we will have

A(X;(2))/B(X(2)) = A(0)/B(0) + O(2"),
which contradicts Equation (3.16)). Similarly, if 0 < & < 1, we conjugate
f(X), g(X) and ¢(X) by 1/X to swap the role of & and § and we get k > 1
again. The same argument shows that this case is also not possible. Thus,
we left with the case K = 1. However, our assumption implies that k # 1
since otherwise «/d is a root of unity. So we are done in this case.

On the other hand, if k¥ < 0 and system of Equation (3.12)) and (3.13)
have infinitely many zeros, we have again by Equation (3.14]) and the fact
that valz(X; (Z)) = —1 that valz(X; (Z)) = 0. This implies that

X(Z) =co+0(1)
for some non-zero constant ¢y when Z is closed to 0. Slnce A(X) and B(X)
don’t share a common zero, we have, by Equation (3.10]) and ( - ) that
I 6]
—=A B = —.
5 (c0)/Bleo) = 1——

This implies that f and g share a common fixed point.

Now we have proved the lemma with the assumption that everything is
algebraic. The following lemma concludes the proof.

Lemma 3.4. It is enough to prove the Lemma[3.3 with the assumption that
everything is defined over Q.

O
Proof of Lemmal3.3. Suppose there are infinitely many n € Z* such that

c(X) = f"(X) = g"(X)
has solutions. Let’s denote

—tn £ /12 — 4a"ny(1 — a™)B/(1 — )
2nany

X* =

n 9

1_
t, =a" 4—n’y1 O;B—l,
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where X7 satisfies f*(XT) = g"(X2).

Let’s first suppose |a| > 1 and there are infinitely many n € Z* such that
(3.17) o(X,) = (X))
holds. Let’s denote ¢(X) = A(X)/B(X) where A(X) and B(X) are two
polynomials. Since

1—a" nya"™fs 2 2nyBa’" 9 2n%y2an 32
t2 —4a™ _ n <Y =P
n—dalny =00 (1—a> T ¢ (1—a)?
29 VB, 2B
3.18 - n_9an + - +o(n),
(3.18) T o ! (l—oz)Qn o o(n)
we have
(3.19)
St (%na” —a — %n +1+ <f%na” —a" + % +1—2a™ "+ 0(0z‘")>)
no 2nany
Therefore,
: +|
Jim [ X =0,
lim 0" X,[| = co.
n—0oo
Since we have
X ~1/n

when n goes large, we have similarly
A(X,)/B(X,)) ~ P,

~
11—« g
when n is large with some integer k, which contradicts the Equation (3.17)).
Suppose |a| > 1 and there are infinitely many n € Z* such that

(3.20) c(Xy,) = f"(Xy)
holds. Notice that

a"X,;F+

BB
l-a 1-a«
when n becomes large. Therefore,
FrX) ~ e
A(X)/B(X) ~ a7
for some integer m when n becomes large. These contradicts the assumption
that Equation (3.20)) has solutions for infinitely many n € Z*.

Now suppose |a| < 1 and there are infinitely many n € Z* such that
Equation (3.20]) holds. Now, similarly, since

(3.21)

l—ao" 8% 5 , By v*B?
t2 —4a™ = -2 12—
" an'yﬁl_a (1—a)2n —a'™" (1—a)?

when n is large, we have

. (ﬁna”—a”— ﬁwn+1i(1fj_—7an—1—%na”—a”—i—o(a”)))

11—« -« 1—

1n—1a—2n + O(n—la—Qn)’

Xn

a7

n?a"—2a"+o(a™)

2namny
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So,
B a "+

and we have
A(X,)/B(Xy) ~ "

for some integer k when n is large. However,
1-a" 1
11—« B~ n
contradicting that the Equation (3.20]) has solution for infinitely many n €
7",

Suppose |a] < 1 and there are infinitely many n € Z* such that Equation
1) holds. Then X, ~ % when n is large. Thus,

A(X)/B(X,)) ~n*

a" X+

for some integer k and

1—a”,  f 153

1—a671—a_1—a

when n is large. If & # 0, then these contradict the assumption that the

Equation has solutions for infinitely many n € Z*. If k = 0, then
A(X,)/B(X,) = A(0)/B(0) + O(1/n™)

for some positive integer m. Still, these contradicts the assumption that the
Equation (3.17) has solution for infinitely many n € Z* by comparing the
rates they approach constants when n is large.

a" X+

a” +o(a™)

Now, suppose |a| = 1 but not a root of unity and there are infinitely many
n € Z" such that Equation holds. After eliminating denominators,
combining terms and taking squares, we found that this is equivalent to that
there exists a polynomial F'(Z, W) in two variables such that F'(n,a") =0
for infinitely many n € Z*. By [BGT], Proposition 2.5.1.4], we have {a,, =
F(n,a™)}en satisfies a linear recurrence. Then, by [BGT, Theorem 2.5.4.1],
the set {n € Z* : a,, = 0} is a finite union of arithmetic progressions and,
since we assumed this set is infinite, we have that there exists s; and sy € Z™
such that a, = 0 for every n € {sym + sy : m € Z*}. This is equivalent to
say that Equation holds for any n € {sym + s : m € Z*}. Then, we
consider n within an infinite subsequence I of {sym+ ss : m € Z*} such that
|1 — " is bounded from below independently from n and not converging.
Thus, we have

(3.22) X5 = —nlv + 0(%),
when n € I becomes large. Then Equation implies
1 1 1 1 1—a"
(3.23) c(—n—7 + 0(5)) = oz”(—H + o(ﬁ)) +1— .
However,
1 1 i
(3.24) c(—— +o(=)) ~(1/n)

ny n
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for some integer k and

1 1 1—-a"
3.25 M(—— —
(3.25) 0" o)

f~(1-am)

when n is large. This gives a contradiction. Notice that if k& = 0, then ¢(X,)
converges to a constant when n is large. But
1 1 1—a”

o~ o)

g

is not converging as 1 — o™ doesn’t converge.

Now, suppose || = 1 but not a root of unity and there are infinitely many
n € Z* such that Equation (3.17) holds. Similarly as above, there exists
s3,84 € Z* such that Equation (3.17)) holds for any n € {s3m + s4|m € Z*}.
We consider n within an infinite subsequence of {ssm + s4|m € Z*} such
that |1 — ™| is bounded from below independent from n and not converging.
Thus, we have

_ 6 1—a" 1 1
2 X, =— =).
(3.26) " l—a am +na”’y+0(n)
Therefore, Equation (3.17) implies that
1 1
2 X, )= — —).
(3.27) e

However, for a non-zero rational function ¢(X),

e &

- +
l—a o® namy n

(3.28) c(

cannot converge to 0 when n becomes large since 1 — o™ is not converging.
This gives a contradiction.
O

proof of Lemma[3.4 Suppose f(X), g(X), ¢(X) are defined over C. If the
condition in the statement of Lemma holds, then we can use the spe-
cialization argument as in the proof of [HT17, Theorem 2] to show that it is
enough to only consider the algebraic case. Suppose Lemma [3.2 holds when
everything is defined over Q. If o, §, v and 3 are all in Q, then it is done
by assumption. Also, suppose /¢ is not a root of unity, and none of a and
0 is a root of unity other than 1. If one of « or § is 1, then the argument
in Lemma [3.3] can be applied directly to prove that Equation [3.29] admit
solutions for only finitely many n € Z*, which is a contradiction. So we
assume both a and 8 are not roots of unity. We further assume that v # 0,
B #0,v8/((1 —a)(1—r)) # 1, since otherwise it can be seen directly that
f(X) and g(X) share a common fixed point. Let R be the ring generated
over Z by a, 6, 5, v and coefficients of ¢(X). Take K = Frac(R).

We do induction on the transcendence degree, n, of K. The base case is
that n = 0, which means everything is algebraic and then we showed from
the discussion above that Equation can only have solution for finitely
many n € Z*. Now, assume that if the transcendence degree is n — 1, then
the above assumptions on v , §, «, 0, /0 and Bv/((1 — «)(1 — §)) implies
that the equation only admits solutions for finitely many n € N*. Take L
as a subfield of K of transcendence degree n — 1. Applying [CS93], Theorem
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4.1], we have that for all specialization s : R — L of sufficiently large height,
we have hg »(as), b ,2(0s), P 2 (s/ds) and hg 2 (Bsys/((1—as)(1—65)))
are all greater than 0 and iLZ »2(7s) and ﬁf .2(Bs) are greater than 0 if
and v are not roots of unity. "This implies, in particular, that none of ag,
ds, as/ds and Bsvs/((1 — as)(1 — d5)) is a root of unity or zero and s and
s are NONZero.

Let fo(X) = asX + fBs, 9s(X) = X/(7sX + ) and ¢5(X) denote the
rational functions obtained by specializing all the coefficients by s. Then,
the inductive hypothesis implies that

JHX) = g¢(X) = cs(X)
has solution for only finitely many n € Z*. Thus,
X)) = g"(X) = ¢(X)

has solution for only finitely many n € Z*. Therefore, we complete the
inductive step and this concludes the proof. U

Now we can prove Theorem [I.3] which is equivalent to the following as
the contrapositive statement:

Theorem 3.5. Let f(X), g(X) be automorphisms on P! defined over C
and ¢(X) be a rational function defined over C. If there are infinitely many
n € Z* such that

(3.29) o(X) = f*(X) = g"(X)
has solutions, and f(X), g(X) are not simultaneously conjugated by an au-

tomorphism on PL(C) to one of the following:

(1) aX + 8, X/(vX +9), with some «, 9,7, 5 € C* such that o and &
are not roots of unity other than 1 and «/d is a root of unity;

(2) aX + 8, 6X +7, with some o, § € C* such that o and 6 are not roots

of unity, v and 8 are not both 0 and «/§ is a root of unity other than

1;

then the semigroup generated by f and g under composition is not free.

Before we start the proof, we gather here three counter-examples in Re-

mark (3.6]), (3.7) and (3.8 corresponding to the two exceptional cases men-
tioned in the statement of Theorem Therefore, Theorem [3.5]is the best

we can expect.

Remark 3.6. Suppose f(X) = X + 3, g(X) = X/(7X + 1) and ¢(X) =
—B/(vX), with some (3,7 € C*, we have that there are infinitely many
n € Z* such that Equation (3.29) has solutions. One of the solutions is
given by

Ty = (—nﬁv +4/n?B%y? - 457) /(27)

However, f(X) and ¢g(X) may still generate a free semigroup. For example,
when f(X) =X+ 2 and ¢g(X) = X/(2X + 1), we denote

Vi={zeR" 2> 1},
Vo={zeR" 2z <1}.
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Then we have

fi)ewn,
f(Va) €W,
g(V2) € V3,
g(1) € Va.

Thus, the Ping-pong Lemma implies (f,g) is a free semigroup under
composition.

Remark 3.7. Suppose f(X) = aX + 5 and g(X) = X/(7X + «), where 7
and [ are non-zero and /(1 — a) # (1 — «)/v. Denote

1—
K = b + Oé7
11—« vy
1—
K2: /B - 0[7
11—« vy
-
v
Let
Ky X? Ky X
¢(X) = 2 B B 2

—2K3—2X2+ K1 X * l—a 1-a-2K;3—2X2+ KX’
One can directly verify that
o(X) = f*(X) = g"(X)

has

—Ki + Kya™ — /(=K + Kaa™)2 — 4
2
as a solution for each n € Z*. Further more, suppose v = 1, § = 1 and
= 2 for example. Then, similarly as in Remark (3.6]), one can use the
Ping-pong Lemma [2.8] to show that {f(X), g(X)) is a free semigroup.

Remark 3.8. Suppose f(X) = aX + 8 and g(X) = 60X + v, where « and
d are not roots of unity but £ = ¢/« is a root of unity of order [ > 1. For
each i € {1,2,...,l — 1}, denote

X =

1 gl B
K. = i _
L4 1—5@<1—5 -
1 &y B
Ko, = : — .
24 1—§z<1—5 T
Let 5 ® 5
ci(X) = K+ 1—oz_X+1;(2-(K2’i+ l—oz)‘
K

We have that
Xni = Ko " — Ky
a solution to
fnl+i(X) _ gnl+i(X) _ CZ(X)
for every n € Z* and i € {1,2,...,1 —1}. For an explicit example, if we take
f(X) =22+ 1 and g(X) = —2z then {(f,g) is a free semigroup by [KT21l
Theorem 2] as f og # go f. So this provides a counter-example such that
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the finiteness of solutions to f™(X) = ¢"(X) = ¢(X) dooesn’t hold even
when f and g generate a free semigroup.

Proof of Theorem [3.5, Let’s first suppose that f and g don’t share a fixed
point. After conjugation, we assume that

f(X) =aX + 5,
X
9(X) = YX + 6

We always assume that o and § are non-zero as otherwise it will result in a
constant map.

Suppose that least one of a and § is a root of unity other than 1. Assume
without loss of generality it is §. Then there exists a positive integer m such

that 0" =1 and
X
g"(X) = sm X.
Therefore, (g™ (X), f(X)) is not a free semigroup under composition and
there is nothing to show.

Now, we assume that none of « and ¢ are roots of unity other than 1. By
Lemma [3.2] we can assume that f and g share at least one common fixed
point. Now we first assume that ¢(X), f(X) and g(X) are all defined over

Q.

If f and g share two fixed points, then after conjugation by an auto-
morphisms, they are both scaling maps and certainly not generating a free
semigroup under composition.

If f and ¢ share only one common fixed point. Then after conjugat-
ing ¢(X), f(X) and ¢g(X) by a common automorphism, we assume that
f(X)=aX+pand g(X) = dX + v, where a, d e Q" B,v€ Q and f3,7 are
not both 0. Now our discussion is divided into several cases:

Case I. Suppose at least one of § and « is a root of unity other than 1.
Without loss of generality we assume it is §. Then there exists m such that
g™ (x) = z and we have g™ o f = fog™. Thus, {f, g) is not a free semigroup.
Same argument works if « is a root of unity other than 1 and ¢ is not a root
of unity.

Case II. Suppose § = 1 and « is not a root of unity.

Lemma 3.9. There are only finitely many n € Z% such that c(X) =
f(X) = ¢g™(X) has solution.

This concludes this case.

Case III. Suppose both « and § are not roots of unity and «/d is not a
root of unity. We have

1—46" 1—a"
1—(57 11—«

Xn = ( A/ —d")
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is the solution to

(X)) = g"(X).
If there are infinitely many n € Z* such that the Equation (3.29)) has solu-
tions, then

o(Xn) = f"(Xy)
for infinitely many n € Z*. It means that

1—a

" BB(X,)

A(X,) = a"B(X,) X,
(X0) = a" B(Xa) X +

holds for infinitely many n € Z*. This is equivalent to say
(3.30)
1—

F(Z,W) = A(X(Z,W))—ZB(X(Z,W))X(Z, W)—%ﬁB(X(Z, W) =0

holds for infinitely many {(a",d™) : n € Z*}, where

- T E - W),

We first claim that the rational function F'(Z, W) is not constantly zero.
To prove this, we suppose on the contrary that Equation holds con-
stantly for any choice of values of Z and W. Let’s denote m; = deg(A) and
mgy = deg(B). Then choose a specialization Z = W + 1, we have

B 2y B
l—-a 1-96 1-0 1—«

in this case. Then Equation (3.30)) holds constantly implies that m; = mo+2
unless

X(Z,W) = (

X(Z,Z 1) = ( )Z +

CAN

l—-a 1-6

While Equation (3.31)) implies f(X) and g(X) share two fixed points and
this case has already been handled. So, we assume Equation (3.31]) doesn’t
hold and thus Equation (3.30|) doesn’t hold constantly for every values of Z
and W.

Let’s then write

(3.31)

F(Z,W) = > i ZWI,
0<i<ky,0<) <k
for some positive integers k1 and ko after clearing the denominators. Then
we use the same argument as in Lemma by applying S-unit Theorem
to conclude that «a and § are multiplicatively dependent. Thus, there exists
k € Q* such that £a® = §, for some root of unity ¢ of order k3 € Z*.
Therefore, we have
1—¢&ram® 1—a”

T 1o 0/ @ g

Then following the same idea as how we argue in the proof of Lemma [3.2
(Case II, Step III), it is enough to show the claim that

X = (

(332) AXi(2)) = (ZXi(Z) + =2 5)BIXA(2))
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doesn’t hold constantly for any i € {1,2,...,ks} unless f and g share two
common fixed points, where
1-&zFk  1-2Z -
— Z—¢&7").
v T P2 €2
This is because, similarly as in Lemma Equation (3.32)) is a equation on
one variable and having infinitely many roots implies it is constantly zero.
To prove the claim, we can assume that k # 0 since then § is a root of

unity and we back to the case that we have discussed. We first suppose
k > 0 and suppose the contrary that there exists a

ie{1,2,... ks}

such that Equation (3.32)) holds constantly. Notice that in the beginning of
Case IIT we assume that /0 is not a root of unity, which is equivalent to
k # 1. Then if f and ¢ only share one common fixed point, then

v LB
1—(5;&1—04

Xi(Z2) = (

and
valz(X;(Z)) = —min{l, k},
valz(A(X;(Z))) = —mq min{1, k},

1-Z
valz((ZXi(Z) + mﬁ)B(Xi(Z))) >1— (mg + 1) min{1, k}.
Suppose, Equation (3.32) holds constantly for every values of Z, then
me +1>m;q.

However, by Proposition there exists a finite set of places S, and a place
v & S, such that

| Xi(a")|, > 1
for some n € Z* such that X;(a™) is a solution to the equation f"(X) =
g"(X) = C(X) and in particular a solution to Equation (3.32). Then, if
mo + 1 > my, we have

~ U BB = X7,

[AXi(@))]o = [Xi(@")[" < [(@"Xi(a")+

which is a contradiction to Equation (3.32)). Thus, the claim is proved for
k> 0.
Now suppose k < 0. Then we have

(3.33) Xi(Z) = 1%5 +o(1)
when Z is closed to 0 and
(3.34) AXi(2)) = (2X2) + 2 F)B(XA2)),
(335) AXi(2)) = (ZX:(Z) + T2 B(X:(2))
hold constantly imply that
gl p gl
AT = 1380
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TN g
AT = 1580 )
By the fact that A(X) and B(X) don’t share common root, we have
v __F
1-6 1-a’

which implies that f and g share two common fixed points.

Case IV. Lastly, suppose a = §, then f"(X) = ¢"(X) only has a solu-
tion if f = g and certainly {f, g) is not free in this case.

Now, consider the general case that f(X), g(X) and ¢(X) are all defined
over C. We use the same specialization argument as in Lemma We
assume «, § and «/d are not roots of unity and v/(1 —9) — 5/(1 — ) # 0,
since otherwise the argument above directly shows that {f,g) is not free.
We construct a ring extension R over Z generated by coefficients of f(X),
g(X) and ¢(X) and apply [CS93, Theorem 4.1] and do the induction on
the transcendental degree of Frac(R) over Q to get a specialization s with
height large enough so that ag, ds and a,/ds are not roots of unity and
vs/(1 —ds) — Bs/(1 — as) # 0. Then the above argument shows that

f(X) = g4(X) = es(X)
has solution for only finitely many n € Z* and thus
(X)) = g"(X) = ¢(X)

has solution for only finitely many n € Z*.

Proof of Lemma([3.9. We have that

1 _ n
X)) =aX + -2

B

11—«
g"(X) =X +ny.
If v = 0, then {f, g) is obviously not free, so we assume that v # 0. Then

g ny
l-aa 1—a”

X, =

is the solution to
f(Xn) = g"(Xn).
Denote ¢(X) = A(X)/B(X), for some polynomials A(X) and B(X). Now
suppose the equation

1—a"

o)
is satisfied by infinitely many n € Z*. If |a| > 1, then
A(X,)/B(Xp) ~ (n/a™)

(3.36) A(Xp) = B(X,) ("X, +

for some integer k when n is large. However,
B) ~n

1—a"

n
X
("X, + -
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when n is large, which contradicts the assumption that the Equation (|3.36))
holds for infinitely many n € Z*.

On the other hand, suppose |a| < 1. Now, take a set of places S such
that for any v ¢ S, we have A(X) and B(X) has coefficients with norm not
greater than 1 with respect to v and also

1 —aly =lafy = |Blo = 7o = 1,

if 8 # 0. Then, by the proof of [HT17, Proposition 15, Case II], when n is
large enough, there is a v outside of S such that

In/(1—a™)|, > 1.
Thus, the Equation (3.36) implies that
(3.37) deg(A) = deg(B) +1

since | X, |, > 1 with the choice of n and v such that |n/(1—a™)|, > 1. Now,
since

lim |[o"X,| =0,
n—00

we have

5 i (B(X))]

1— an-ow

by Equation (3.36)). This together with

lim [A(X,)] =

lim |X,| = o,
n—0oo
imply that
deg(A) = deg(B)

which contradicts Equation (3.37)).
Now, suppose |a| = 1. By the same argument from the last case, we have
deg(A) = deg(B) + 1. Let

1—a"

F(n,a") = (A(Xy) = B(Xp)(a" Xy + 7——8))(1 = aydes(4)

be a polynomial in n and a”. Then by [BGT) Proposition 2.5.1.4] we
have {F(n,a™)},cz+ satisfies a linear recurrence. Thus, by [BGT], Theo-
rem 2.5.4.1], the set {n € Z* : F(n,a™) = 0} is a finite union of arith-
metic progressions. Since we assumed that F(n,a™) = 0 holds for infin-
itely many n, there exists s1,s2 € ZT such that F(n,a™) = 0 for any
n € {sym + sy : m € Z*}. Now, we consider n within an infinite subse-
quence I of {sym + s3 : m € Z*} such that |1 — a"| is bounded from below
independent from n and not converging. Thus
lim F(n,a") =0,

n—0o0, nel
where n ranges in the chosen subsequence I, implies that

lim o" =a/b
n—0o0, nel

where a and b are the leading coefficients of A(X) and B(X) respectively.
This gives a contradiction as 1 — a™ doesn’t converge. ]
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4. PROOF OF THEOREM [L.4]

The following lemma asserts that an infinite sequence {x,} of solutions to
the equation f"(x,) = ¢(x,) for all n € N is a sequence of small dynamical
height.

Lemma 4.1. Let K be a global field. Let {x,} be a sequence in P1(K) so
that f™(xy) = c(xy) for alln € N where f,ce K(x) and deg(f) > 1. Then

lim fog(aa) = 0.
Proof. For each z € P1(K), we have by Theorem [2.1] that
hy(e(x)) = h(e(x)) + O(1) = (deg )h(z) + O(1) = (deg )y (z) + O(1)

where the implied constants do not depend on x (but coefficients of f). For
each n € N, the sequence {x,, },en satisfies f"(x,,) = c(z,) and the functorial
property of canonical height yields

hp(c(@n)) = hy(f"(zn)) = (deg )" hy(zn).
This implies
(deg f)"hy(zn) = (degc)hy(zn) + O(1)
where the implied constant does not depend on x, and so does not depend
on n. Thus the quantity ((deg f)™ — deg c)izf (zy,) is bounded by a constant
independent of n. As the term ((deg f)™ — deg ¢) becomes arbitrary large as

n gets large because deg f > 1, it follows that h #(2) must become arbitrary
small and approaches to 0 as n — +o0. O

The following result is well-known in arithmetic dynamics and it asserts
that if two rational maps share the same (non-repeating) sequence of points
of small height, their dynamical height must be identical. The strategy of
the proof is similar to that of Baker-DeMarco [BDII, Theorem 1.2] but
we include the proof here for completeness and for the convenience of the
reader. For different proof (in the language of metrics on line bundle of P!)
and ingredient we refer the reader to [PST12, Corollary 14].

Proposition 4.2. Let K be a global field and let f,g € K(x) be rational
maps of degree greater than 1. Suppose that there exists an infinite distinct
sequence {Tp}nen < PY(K) such that

7}1_{20 hy(zn) = nll—I>IolO hg(xn) = 0.
Then iLf = ﬁg.

Proof. Suppose that {z,,},>1 is a non-repeating sequence in P!(K) such that
ﬁf(xn) — 0 and hy(z,) — 0 as n — +c0.

Case I. Suppose that f,g € Q(x). Suppose that L is a number field for
which both f and g are defined. Thus {x,} must be a sequence of algebraic
points in PY(L) for all n € N. Since {z,} is a sequence of point of small
dynamical height with respect to both f and g, so the sequence of proba-
bility measure supported equally on the sets Gal(L/L) - x,, of conjugates of
T, converges weakly to the canonical measures pf, and pug, at all places
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v of L in the Berkovich projective line Pll_%erk,'u by the arithmetic equidis-
tribution theorem of Baker-Rumely [BR06], Favre-Rivera-Letelier [FRLO6],
and Chambert-Loir [CLO6]. Thus pf, = fig,,. From the definition of the
Laplacian , for all v e My and all x,y € IP’]lgerk’v, we have that the v-adic
Arakelov Green’s functions of f and g must differ by a constant C,(y) € R
(IBR10), Proposition 5.28])

(4.1) Gufﬂ,(x,y) = G0z, y) + Cu(y).

Using the fact that the Arakelov-Green’s function is symmetric, fixing x
and viewing as a function of y, we can deduce that Cy,(y) = C, € R is
independent of y. Thus the equation (4.1) becomes

(4'2) Guf,v($7y) = Gug,v(l'ay) + Cy.

Summing equation (4.2]) over all places v € M, with appropriate local degree,
it follows that

hi(z) + he(y) = hy(x) + hy(y) + C

where C' = v, NvCy and is independent of y. Setting y = x, and letting
n — o0, we have

hi(z) = hy(z) + C.

Taking = to be f-preperiodic, we obtain C' = —Bg(x) < 0. Similarly, taking
x to be g-preperiodic, it yields C' = Hf(x) > 0. Hence C' = 0 and the desired
result follows immediately.

Case II. Let L be a finitely generated field extension of Q which is generated
by all coefficients of f and g. Suppose that neither f nor g is isotrivial (i.e.,
they are not conjugate to a rational map defined over Q). Thus the sequence
{Zn}nen is defined over PY(L). Then the proof follows along similar lines to
that of Case I. The last step to conclude that C' = 0, we instead use the
Theorem [2.3] for function field.

Case III. Suppose that at least one of f and g is isotrivial. Without loss
of generality, assume that f is isotrivial (i.e., it is conjugate to a rational
map defined over Q). Then we follow the argument used in Baker-DeMarco
[BD11 Theorem 2] to deduce that g must also be isotrivial. Hence both f
and g are conjugate to a rational map defined over Q and we are back in
Case 1. Therefore, the desired result is established. O

Recall that
Prep(f) :={z e C| f"(x) = f™(z), for m,n € N}

the collection of all preperiodic points of f. It is infinite and countable
[Bea91, §6.2].

Proposition 4.3. Let f,g € C(z) be two rational maps of degree greater
than 1. Suppose that the semigroup generated by f and g under composition
1s free. Then there are finitely many A € C such that there are m,n € N with
the following properties:

(1) £ (x) # ()
(i) g"(x) # c(x)
(iir) f"(A) = g"(A) = c(A).
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Proof. Let K be a field generated by all coefficients of f, g, and ¢ over Q.
Thus K is either a number field or a function field of finite transcendence
degree with constant field K n Q.

Suppose, on the contrary, that there is an infinite distinct sequence {\; }ien
such that for every m;,n; € N we have f™i(x) # c(z), g" (x) # c(z), and \;
is solution to both f™i(z) = ¢(z) and g™ (z) = c(x). Note that m;, n;, — +o
as i — +o0. It follows from Lemma [£.1] that

lim hz(\;) = lim hy();) = 0.
1—00 1—00

It is, then, immediately from Proposition |4.2| that h = ﬁ

Case I. Suppose that K is a number ﬁeld Prop031t10n [2.2] asserts that
the canonical heights h ¢ and h vanish precisely on the set of f-preperiodic
points and g-preperiodic pomts respectively. Then it follows that Prep(f) =
Prep(g) (i-e., f and g share the same set of preperiodic points). Applying
the result of Bell-Haung-Peng-Tucker [BHPT), Corollary 4.12] to deduce that
the semigroup generated by f and g under composition is not free. Hence
it contradicts the assumption.

Case II. Suppose that K is a function field of finite transcendence degree
and neither f nor g is isotrivial. Thus f and g must share the same set of
preperiodic points by Theorem Again, applying the result of [BHPT],
we have that (f, g) is not free.

Case III. Assume that at least one of f and g is isotrivial. Without loss
of generality, assume that f is isotrivial. We claim that g must also be
isotrivial. This follows immediately from a weak Northcott result of Baker
[Ba09, Theorem 1.6]. Thus both f and g are conjugate to a rational map
defined over Q. We are back to Case I. O

Next, we treat the case when one of rational maps f and g is of degree
1. Here we briefly discuss proof idea due to Hsia-Tucker [HT17] and it goes
through for rational maps f and g without any changes.

Proposition 4.4. Let f,g € C(x) be two rational maps such that deg(f) > 1
and deg(g) = 1. Suppose that the semigroup generated by f and g under
composition is free. Then there are finitely many A € C such that there are
m,n € N with the following properties:

(i) [™(x) # c(x)

(i) g"(x) # c(x)

(iii) f™(A) = g"(A) = c(A).
Proof. Again, K is a field generated by all coefficients of f, g and ¢ over Q.
Thus K is either a number field or a function field of finite transcendence
degree.
Case I. Suppose that K is a number field. We follow closely the argument
of Hsia-Tucker [HT17, Proposition 9]. For any infinite distinct sequence of
{\:} and {m;} such that f™i(\;) = c(\;) for every i € N, we have that {)\;}
is a sequence of small height with respect to f by Lemma Also, the
condition (iii) yields that any solution A € C to the equation ¢g"(\) = ¢()\)
is of bounded degree (i.e., degree at most deg(c) since deg(g) = 1) over K.
Hence the Northcott’s property implies that there are only finitely many
A € C satisfying (i), (ii), and (iii).
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Case II. Suppose that K is a function field of finite transcendence degree.
We refer the reader to Hsia-Tucker [HT17, Proposition 9] as the proof is
verbatim to the polynomial maps setting. O

We are now ready to prove the main result of this section.

Theorem 4.5. Let f(x) and g(z) be rational maps in C(z), at least one of
which has degree greater than one. Suppose that semigroup generated by f
and g under composition is free and c(x) is not a compositional power of f
or g. Then there are only finitely many X € C such that

™A =g"(A) = c(A).
for some m,n € N,

Proof. The proof divides into two cases:

Case I. If deg(f),deg(g) > 1, then the desired result follows immediately
from Proposition 4.3

Case II. If one of rational maps f and g is of degree one (without loss
of generality, assume that deg(f) > 1 and deg(g) = 1), then the desired
conclusion follows from Proposition [4.4 O
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