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A REFINED CHABAUTY–COLEMAN BOUND FOR SURFACES

JENNIFER S. BALAKRISHNAN AND JERSON CARO

Abstract. Caro and Pasten gave an explicit upper bound on the number of rational points
on a hyperbolic surface that is embedded in an abelian variety of rank at most one. We show
how to use their method to produce a refined bound on the number of rational points on the
surface W2 := C + C in the case of a hyperelliptic curve C of genus 3 over Q. Combining
this with work of Siksek, we use this to determine W2(Q) in a selection of examples.

1. Introduction

Let C be a smooth projective curve of genus g defined over Q. If the Mordell-Weil rank r
of the Jacobian of C is less than g, Coleman’s work on effective Chabauty [Col85] provides
an upper bound on the number of rational points on C:

#C(Q) ≤ #C(Fp) + 2g − 2,

where p > 2g is a prime of good reduction. This bound arises from constructing an annihilat-
ing differential whose p-adic (Coleman) integral cuts out a finite set C(Qp)1 of p-adic points
on the curve containing the set of rational points. Bounding the size of C(Qp)1 produces
this upper bound.

The first extension of Coleman’s explicit bound beyond the context of curves is due to Caro
and Pasten [CP23]. They exhibit a bound for the number of rational points of a hyperbolic
surface X defined over a number field, which is embedded in an abelian variety A of rank at
most one, assuming certain conditions on the reduction type at a well-chosen prime.

Here, we apply the Caro–Pasten approach to specific surfaces, refining the bound in these
cases (cf. Theorem 1.1). We further give examples where the method can yield sharp results,
in conjunction with some work of Siksek, while existing methods are not applicable.

Recall that when the curve C admits a degree d morphism to P1 defined over Q, the
d-th symmetric power C(d) of C contains a P1, giving it infinitely many rational points. An
unexpected degree d point is a rational point of C(d) that lies outside the P1s in C(d). For
hyperelliptic curves of genus 3, the unexpected quadratic points correspond to rational points
of the surface W2 := C +C ⊂ J , where J denotes the Jacobian of C. In this manuscript, we
present an algorithm, which follows the work of Caro and Pasten, to obtain an upper bound
for #W2(Q).

Theorem 1.1. Let C be a hyperelliptic curve defined over Q of genus 3 whose Jacobian has
rank at most 1. Let p ≥ 11 be a prime of good reduction for C. Suppose that the reduction
of W2 does not contain elliptic curves over Falg

p . Then W2(Q) is finite and

#W2(Q) ≤ #W2(Fp) + 2p+ 12
√
p+ 7. (1)
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In [Sik09], Siksek presented an explicit and practical procedure for computing algebraic
points on curves. Siksek established a criterion to verify if a subset of the rational points of
C(d) is the entire set, subject to the condition that the rank of the Jacobian is at most g− d.

In this manuscript, we provide three examples where the Caro–Pasten method combined
with ideas from Siksek’s method enables us to computeW2(Q) in cases where Siksek’s method
is not directly applicable (cf. Section 2.2). These examples are achieved by explicitly com-
puting the differentials used to produce the bound in (1) and bounding the number of their
zeros.

In Section 2, we recall a special case of the Caro–Pasten method for bounding rational
points on surfaces and discuss how it gives a bound on the number of unexpected quadratic
points on genus 3 curves of Jacobian rank 1. We also review Siksek’s work on computing
algebraic points on curves. In Section 3, we refine the Caro–Pasten method for genus 3 hy-
perelliptic curves. In particular, we improve the applicability of the method from previously
requiring p ≥ 521 to p ≥ 11 (or p ≥ 5 in some cases). We also give improved upper bounds
on the number of points in each residue disk of the curve contained in the intersection of
W2(Qp) with the p-adic closure of J(Q) in J(Qp). In Section 4, we distill the above into an
algorithm, and in Section 5, we present three examples where applying the algorithm and
combining it with Siksek’s method allows us to compute the set W2(Q).

Remark 1.2. We restrict to genus 3 hyperelliptic curves C of Jacobian rank 1 for the following
reasons: computing the rank of the Mordell–Weil group of the Jacobian of a generic genus
3 curve is difficult [BPS16], while for hyperelliptic curves, an implementation of 2-descent
is readily available in Magma [BCP97]. Moreover, once one rational non-torsion point on
the Jacobian is known, a basis of annihilating differentials is easily computed using the
algorithm of [BBCF+19]. Finally, the particularly nice form of the basis of H0(C,Ω1) makes
the analysis of a certain divisor relevant to the method more amenable to direct computation.
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2. A Chabauty–Coleman bound for unexpected quadratic points of curves

In this section, we review a special case of the Caro–Pasten method [CP23], which gives
an upper bound for the number of rational points on surfaces inside an abelian variety with
Mordell-Weil rank 1. Additionally, we give a sketch of Siksek’s work on symmetric Chabauty
[Sik09] in the special case of the symmetric square of a curve.

2.1. A Chabauty-Coleman bound for surfaces. Let C be a smooth, projective, and
geometrically irreducible curve over the rationals of genus 3. Let J denote the Jacobian of
C and assume that the Mordell-Weil rank of J is 1.
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For each point P in C, we have the following diagram, which represents a general con-
struction of a morphism from the symmetric square C(2) of C to J :

C
jP

//

iP
++❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲

❲ C2 π
// C(2)

ψP

��

J,

(2)

where

jP (Q) = (Q,P ),

iP (Q) = [(Q)− (P )],

π is the canonical quotient morphism, and

ψP ([(Q,R)]) = [(Q) + (R)− 2(P )]

for all Q,R ∈ C. The image of C(2) in J is a closed subvariety W2 of J . It can be expressed
as

W2 := iP (C) + iP (C).

Caro and Pasten [CP23, Corollary 1.15] provide an upper bound for the number of rational
points in W2.

Theorem 2.1 (Method of Caro–Pasten). Let C be a smooth, geometrically irreducible, pro-
jective curve over Q of genus 3 such that its Jacobian J has Mordell-Weil rank at most 1.
Let p ≥ 521 be a prime of good reduction for C. Suppose that W2 does not contain elliptic
curves over Falg

p . Then W2(Q) is finite and

#W2(Q) ≤ #W2(Fp) + 6 · p− 1

p− 2
·
(
p+ 4p1/2 + 5

)
. (3)

Remark 2.2. The condition p ≥ 521 comes from the geometric bound p > (128/9)c21(W2)
2,

where c21(W2) is the degree of the first Chern class, or equivalently, the self-intersection of
the canonical class. This geometric bound is, in particular, used in the work of Caro and
Pasten to prove that a certain 2-form in H0(W2,Ω

2
W2/F

alg
p

) is not the zero section (cf. [CP23,

Lemma 5.7]).

Caro–Pasten’s upper bound is, in fact, an upper bound for #W2(Qp)∩ J(Q), where J(Q)
denotes the p-adic closure of J(Q) in J(Qp). They establish this bound locally, i.e., they

bound #W2(Qp) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Ux for every x ∈ W2(Fp), where Ux is the residue disc associated
with x, using overdetermined systems of differential equations in positive characteristic (ω-
integral curves).

To begin with, we parametrize J(Q)∩Ux with a p-adic analytic map γ : pZp → Ux ⊆ J(Qp).

Let f be a local equation forW2 in Ux. Then #W2(Qp)∩J(Q)∩Ux is bounded by the number
of zeros of the p-adic analytic function

h := f ◦ γ =
∞∑

n=1

cnz
n (4)
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on pZp. By [CP23, Lemma 6.2], it is enough to find some small N such that |cN | is not
too small, say |cN | ≥ 1. To find this small N (depending on x), we introduce the following
definitions:

Definition 2.3 (ω-integrality). Let k be a field, let φ : X → Y be a morphism of k-schemes,
and let ω ∈ H0(Y,Ω1

Y/k). We say that φ is ω-integral if the composition

φ• : H0(Y,Ω1
Y/k) → H0(Y, φ∗φ

∗Ω1
Y/k) = H0(X, φ∗Ω1

Y/k) → H0(X,Ω1
X/k) (5)

satisfies φ•(ω) = 0.

Definition 2.4. Let Ann(p, J(Q)) be the 2-dimensional Qp-vector space defined as

Ann(p, J(Q)) := {ω ∈ H(JQp
,Ω1) :

∫ R

0

ω = 0 for all R ∈ J(Q)},

where
∫ R
0
ω denotes the associated Coleman integral (see [Wet97] for a definition).

Let k := Falgp , let

V k
m := Spec(k[z]/(zm+1)),

let ξ denote the generic point of V k
m, and denote by (W2)k the surface W2 ⊗ k.

Proposition 2.5. Let p ≥ 521 be a prime of good reduction for C. There exists a basis
{ω1, ω2} of Ann(p, J(Q)) such that

w1 ∧ w2 ∈ H0((W2)k,Ω
2
(W2)k/k

)

is not the zero section, where w1, w2 ∈ H0((W2)k,Ω
1
(W2)k/k

) are obtained by reducing ω1, ω2

mod p and restricting to (W2)k.

Proof. Under the assumptions on p, this basis exists by [CP23, Lemma 9.8]. �

Suppose there is m < p, such that h in (4) satisfies |ci| < 1 for every i ≤ m. Then there
exists a closed immersion φm defined over k:

φm : V k
m → (W2)k,

at x ∈ W2(Fp) which is wi-integral for i = 1, 2 (see [CP23, Section 8]). Let m(x) denote
the upper bound for any m such that there is a closed immersion φm as above. Let D =
div(w1 ∧ w2) and let us write D = a1C1 + · · ·+ aℓCℓ where aj are positive integers and Cj
are irreducible curves for each j. For each j, let νj : C̃j → (W2)k be the normalization map
of Cj composed with the inclusion Cj → (W2)k. To establish this upper bound m(x), we use
the following theorem (cf. [CP23, Theorem 4.4]):

Theorem 2.6. Let m ≥ 0 be an integer such that there is a closed immersion φ : V k
m → (W2)k

supported at x (i.e. with φ(ξ) = x) which is wi-integral for both i = 1 and i = 2. Then for
every w0 ∈ H0((W2)k,Ω

1
(W2)k/k

) of the form w0 = c1w1 + c2w2 with c1, c2 ∈ k, we have

m ≤
ℓ∑

j=1

∑

y∈ν−1
j

(x)

aj ·
(
ordy(ν

•
j (w0)) + 1

)
, (6)

where ν•j is as in (5) from Definition 2.3.
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Finally, according to [CP23, Proposition 9.14], we have

#W2(Qp) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Ux ≤
p− 1

p− 2
m(x) + 1. (7)

Consequently

#W2(Qp) ∩ J(Q) ≤
∑

x∈W2(Fp)

#W2(Qp) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Ux

≤ #W2(Fp) +
p− 1

p− 2

∑

x∈W2(Fp)

m(x).

Observation 2.7. We have that [CP23, Proposition 9.14] implies that

#W2(Qp) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Ux ≤
⌊
p− 1

p− 2
m(x)

⌋
+ 1 = m(x) + 1 +

⌊
m(x)

p− 2

⌋
.

In particular, #W2(Qp) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Ux ≤ m(x) + 1 whenever m(x) ≤ p − 3. Furthermore,

#W2(Qp) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Ux ≤ m(x) + 2 whenever p− 2 ≤ m(x) < p.

Remark 2.8. The condition that (W2)k does not contain elliptic curves over Falgp ensures that
the geometric genus of each Cj in the definition of D used in (6) is greater than 1. Otherwise,
the right-hand side of (6) will always be infinite.

2.2. Siksek’s Criterion. As the d = 2 case of his work in [Sik09], Siksek provided an
explicit and practical criterion to show that a given subset L ⊂ W2(Q) is, in fact, equal to
W2(Q). His method can be summarized in the following three steps:

(a) Fix a prime p such that the points in L lie in different residue disks.
(b) Using [Sik09, Theorem 3.2] and [Sik09, Theorem 4.3], demonstrate that no point

x ∈ W2(Q) \ L shares the same residue disk as any point of L.
(c) By analyzing the reduction of J(Q) modulo several primes, show that the reductions

of W2(Q) and L modulo p coincide, thereby implying W2(Q) = L.
We now state specific instances of [Sik09, Theorem 3.2] and [Sik09, Theorem 4.3] that we

will use here. The latter theorem will be used to handle the residue disk associated with 0J
and applied in the examples.

Theorem 2.9 ([Sik09, Theorem 3.2]). Let C be a curve, let p ≥ 5 be a prime of good
reduction for C, and let ω1, ω2 be a basis for Ann(p, J(Q)). Let D = [(P1, P2)] ∈ C(2)(Q)
and let tj be a uniformizer at Pj that is also a uniformizer modulo p. We define the matrix
A(P1, P2) as




ω1

dt1

∣∣∣
t1=0

ω2

dt1

∣∣∣
t1=0

ω1

dt2

∣∣∣
t2=0

ω2

dt2

∣∣∣
t2=0


 or




ω1

dt1

∣∣∣
t1=0

(
ω1

dt1

)′∣∣∣∣
t1=0

ω2

dt1

∣∣∣
t1=0

(
ω2

dt1

)′∣∣∣∣
t1=0


 ,

depending on whether P1 6= P2 or P1 = P2, respectively. Note that ωi/dt1 is a power series
in t1, which Siksek gives explicitly. If det(A(P1, P2)) is nonzero modulo p, no unexpected
quadratic points in the residue disk are associated with D.
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Theorem 2.10 ([Sik09, Theorem 4.3]). Let C be a hyperelliptic curve, let p ≥ 5 be a prime of
good reduction for C, let ω1, ω2 be a basis for Ann(p, J(Q)), let D = [(x, y), (x,−y)] ∈ C(2)(Q),
and let t be a uniformizer at (x, y) that is also a uniformizer modulo p.

If ωi

dt

∣∣
t=0

is nonzero modulo p for i = 1 or i = 2, no unexpected quadratic points in the
residue disk are associated with D.

3. Explicit computations

Now, we restrict to the following setup. Let C be a hyperelliptic curve of genus 3 over
Q defined by an equation y2 = f(x), where deg f(x) = 7. Let ι denote the hyperelliptic
involution, and let ∞ denote the unique point at infinity on C. Let us denote by ψ, i, j, the
morphisms ψ∞, i∞, j∞, respectively, in diagram (2).

3.1. Classification of div(w1 ∧ w2). In this subsection, we fix a prime p ≥ 5 of good
reduction for C. As before, let k denote Falg

p . Let ω1 and ω2 be two basis elements of
Ann(p, J(Q)) such that w1 and w2, their respective reductions mod p, are nonzero. (Note
that such a basis exists for p ≥ 5 and appropriate p-adic precision, as in [BBCF+19]. In
particular, we do not yet need to assume that p ≥ 521.)

For n = 1, 2, let us rewrite ωn in the canonical basis of H0(J,Ω1
J/Qp

) as follows:

ωn = αn0i∗
dx

y
+ αn1i∗

xdx

y
+ αn2i∗

x2dx

y
,

where αnm ∈ Zp. Consequently, we have the following expression:

w1 ∧ w2 = β01i∗
dx

y
∧ i∗xdx

y
+ β02i

∗dx

y
∧ i∗

x2dx

y
+ β12i

∗xdx

y
∧ i∗

x2dx

y
, (8)

where βnm is the reduction modulo p of α1nα2m − α1mα2n. The following lemma allows us
to express w1 ∧ w2 restricted to W2 in terms of local parameters in C2.

Lemma 3.1. Let xi, yi be local coordinates of the i-th component of C2. Then we have

ψ∗(w1 ∧ w2) = (β01 + β02(x1 + x2) + β12x1x2)(x2 − x1)
dx1 ∧ dx2
y1y2

. (9)

Proof. By [Mil08, Proposition 5.3], the morphism ψ∗i∗ : ΩC → ΩC(2) is defined by ψ∗i∗ω =
ωπ1(C2) + ωπ2(C2). Therefore we obtain

ψ∗i∗
xndx

y
=
xn1dx1
y1

+
xn2dx2
y2

for n = 0, 1, 2. Applying ψ∗ to (8) yields the desired result. �

Remark 3.2. After a similar analysis to that in Lemma 3.1 of the 2-form w1 ∧ w2, one can
show the following result: for any genus 3 curve and any [(P1, P2)] ∈ C(2)(Q), the matrix
A(P1, P2) in Theorem 2.9 is invertible modulo p if and only if the point [(P1) + (P2)− 2(∞)]
is not in the support of D defined in Theorem 2.6.

In what follows, we use a combination of Theorem 2.10 and the Caro–Pasten method,
exploiting the upper bound for x contained in the support of D.
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Now, considering Theorem 2.6, our goal is to compute the divisor of w1 ∧w2 restricted to
W2. Recall that C

(2) is the blow-up at the origin ofW2 with the exceptional divisor ∇, which
is the push-forward under π : C2 → C(2) of the divisor {(P, ι(P )) : P ∈ C} (see [MSV92, pp.
739] for a detailed proof). Thus for every η ∈ H0(J,Ω1

J/k) we have

div

(
η
∣∣∣
W2

)
= ψ∗(div(ψ

∗η)−∇).

Hence, we need to compute div(ψ∗(ω1 ∧ ω2)) ∈ Div(C(2)) in Lemma 3.1.

Lemma 3.3. The Weil divisor D on W2 associated with w1∧w2 satisfies one of the following
conditions:

(i) D = CP +Cι(P ) for some P ∈ C(k), where, for P ∈ C(k), CP ⊂ J denotes the curve
i(C) + [(P )− (∞))].

(ii) D = ψ∗π∗Z, where Z = V(β01 + β02(x1 + x2) + β12x1x2) ⊂ C2.

Proof. We compute the divisor associated to ψ∗(w1 ∧ w2), from which we deduce the result
for w1 ∧ w2. Suppose first that there exist a, b ∈ k such that

ψ∗(w1 ∧ w2) = (bx1 + a)(bx2 + a)(x2 − x1)
dx1 ∧ dx2
y1y2

. (10)

In this case, the divisor associated with this 2-form on C(2) is

C(Q) + C(ι(Q)) +∇,
where Q = (−a/b,

√
f(−a/b)), C(Q) = {[(R,Q)] ∈ C(2) : R ∈ C}, and ι denotes the involu-

tion on C(2).
Now let Z be the Zariski closed subset of C2 defined by the local equation β01 + β02(x1 +

x2) + β12x1x2 = 0. Let Z ′ denote the push-forward of Z via π. Note that when ψ∗(w1 ∧w2)
is not of the form (10), then the divisor associated with this 2-form on C(2) is

div(ψ∗(w1 ∧ w2)) = Z ′ +∇,
which yields the desired result. �

Observation 3.4. Let Z1 be an irreducible component of Z = V(β01 + β02(x1 + x2) +
β12x1x2) ⊂ C2. Let ϕ : Z → C be the morphism associated with the projection onto the
first component of C2. Assume that the restriction of ϕ to Z1 is constant. By symmetry,
there exist a, b ∈ k such that

β01 + β02(x1 + x2) + β12x1x2 = (ax1 + b)(ax2 + b).

In this case, ψ∗(w1 ∧ w2) takes the form given in equation (10).
Now, assume that the restriction of ϕ to each irreducible component of Z is surjective. By

the previous observation, this is equivalent to ψ∗(w1 ∧ w2) not being in the form given by
equation (10). In this case, if we fix (x2, y2), the equation defining Z also fixes x1; hence, ϕ
is generically two-to-one. Consequently, Z has at most two irreducible components.

The following lemma classifies when Z in Lemma 3.3(ii) is reducible.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that ψ∗(w1∧w2) is not of the form given by (10). Then Z is reducible
precisely in one of the following scenarios:

(i) β12 = 0 and the function x 7→ −(x+ β01/β02) permutes the roots of f .
7



(ii) β12 6= 0, −β02/β12 is a root of f , and the function x 7→ (−β02x − β01)/(β12x + β02)
permutes the other roots of f .

Proof. First note that Z has at most two irreducible components, by Observation 3.4.
Let ϕ : Z → C be the morphism associated with the projection onto the first component

of C2. Suppose that Z is reducible, i.e., Z = Z1∪Z2. Therefore, Z is singular at every point
in Z1 ∩ Z2, precisely the set of branched points of ϕ.

Note that P = ((a1, b1), (a2, b2)) ∈ Z is a branched point of ϕ if b2 = 0, and computing
the Jacobian matrix implies that Z is singular at P if b1 = b2 = 0. Consequently, when Z is
reducible and ξ 6= −β02

β12
is also a root of f , we have that (−β02ξ − β01)/(β12ξ + β02) is a root

of f . Therefore, the function x 7→ (−β02x− β01)/(β12x + β02) permutes the roots of f that
are different from −β02

β12
.

Now note that when β12 = 0, we have that {(∞,∞)} = Z \V(β01+β02(x1+x2)+β12x1x2)
and this point is always a branched point of ϕ, and Z is singular at P . On the other hand,
when β12 6= 0, the points of Z \V(β01+β02(x1+x2)+β12x1x2) are of the form (∞, (−β02

β12
,±b))

and ((−β02
β12
,±b),∞). In this case, ((−β02

β12
,±b),∞) are branched points of ϕ. Computing the

Jacobian matrix, one gets that Z is singular at these points precisely when b = 0, i.e., −β02
β12

is a root of f . Consequently, if Z is reducible, then (i) or (ii) is satisfied.
Assume that (i) or (ii) is satisfied. In either of these cases, we have that the polynomial

f

(
−β02x+ β01
β12x+ β02

)
(β12x+ β02)

8

has degree 7 and the same roots as f . Therefore, there is γ ∈ F∗
p such that

f(x) = γf

(
−β02x+ β01
β12x+ β02

)
(β12x+ β02)

8. (11)

This implies that y21 = γy22(β12x1 + β02)
8. Therefore, we have that

Z = VZ(y1 −
√
γy2(β12x1 + β02)

4) ∪ VZ(y1 +
√
γy2(β12x1 + β02)

4), (12)

implying that Z is reducible. �

Let us assume that Z = Z1 ∪ Z2 is reducible. By Lemma 3.3, D = ψ∗π∗Z has at most
two irreducible components. The following lemma implies that we can apply the method of
Caro–Pasten (Theorem 2.1) unless D has two different irreducible components, which occurs
precisely when π(Z1) 6= π(Z2). Furthermore, we can characterize when this happens.

Lemma 3.6. Suppose that D has two irreducible components, i.e., D = D1 +D2, where D1

and D2 are different irreducible curves. Then the scenario of Lemma 3.5(ii) occurs and

f ′(−β02/β12) = a7(β
2
02 − β12β01)

3, (13)

where a7 is the leading coefficient of f . In this case, there is an irreducible component of D
with geometric genus 1.

Proof. By Lemma 3.3, D = ψ∗π∗Z. Note that D has two distinct irreducible components if
and only if Z = Z1 ∪ Z2 and

ψ∗π∗Z1 6= ψ∗π∗Z2. (14)
8



Since Z is invariant by the action of S2 = 〈σ〉, then S2 acts on its irreducible components.
Thus, (14) is equivalent to having σ(Zi) = Zi for i = 1, 2. By (12), this occurs precisely
when

γ(β2
02 − β12β01)

4 = 1.

First, assume that β12 = 0 and, without loss of generality, β02 = 1. Since f has odd degree,
(11) implies that γ = −1, and so γ(β2

02 − β12β01)
4 6= 1. Consequently, σ(Z1) = Z2 and vice

versa, which implies D is irreducible.
Let us assume that β12 6= 0. By Lemma 3.5, we have that −β02/β12 is a root of f , then

f ′(−β02/β12) 6= 0. Evaluating the derivative of (11) at −β02/β12 we have that

f ′(−β02/β12) = γa7(β
2
02 − β12β01)

7.

Therefore, when f ′(−β02/β12) = a7(β
2
02 − β12β01)

3 we obtain that γ(β2
02 − β12β01)

4 = 1 and
this proves the first statement of the lemma.

Since Z is reducible, ϕ : Zi → C is an isomorphism for i = 1, 2. Thus, Zi is non-singular
and has genus g(Zi) = 3. Since ψ∗(w1 ∧w2) is not of the form given by (10), the polynomial

β01 + 2β02x+ β12x
2

is not constant. Therefore, Z intersects the diagonal ∆ of C2, and without loss of generality,
we assume that Z1 intersects ∆. Let Z ′

1 be the image of Z1 via π. Under the assumption
that Z1 is invariant under the action of S2, there is a morphism Z1 → Z ′

1 of degree 2 that
ramifies because Z1 ∩∆ 6= ∅. By [Har77, Proposition II.7.14], we have a morphism from Z1

to the normalization Z̃ ′
1 of Z ′

1 which has degree 2 and is ramified. Since char k 6= 2, this
morphism has only tame ramification. Therefore, Riemann–Hurwitz (see IV.2.4 loc. cit.)

implies that g(Z̃ ′
1) = 1. Since C(2) is the blow-up at the origin of W2, we have that Z̃ ′

1 is the
normalization of a connected component of D. �

Remark 3.7. Let Z ′ be the image of Z via π and assume that Z ′ is irreducible. Since C(2) is
the blow-up at the origin of W2, the normalization of Z ′ is also the normalization of D. We
record these maps in the diagram below:

Z̃ Z̃ ′

Z Z ′ D

C C2 C(2) W2

ϕ̂

ν

π̃

ν′
ψ̃

ϕ

π ψ

π1 π ψ

(15)

Observation 3.8. As stated in Remark 2.8, we require the geometric genus of each irre-
ducible component to be greater than 1. By Lemmas 3.3 and 3.6, we only exclude the case
when Z is reducible, and every component is invariant under the action of S2.

3.2. Bounding p and m(x). In this subsection, we give a lower bound on the prime p for
which the method applies and an upper bound on the size of W2(Q). Let Z ⊂ C2 denote
the Zariski closed set defined by β01+β02(x1+x2)+β12x1x2. We will work separately in the
following three different cases:
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• Case I: Z is reducible and there are a, b ∈ Falg
p such that

β01 + β02(x1 + x2) + β12x1x2 = (bx1 + a)(bx2 + a).

• Case II: Z is reducible, not in the previous case, and

f ′(−β02/β12) 6= a7(β
2
02 − β12β01)

3.

• Case III: Z is irreducible.

We begin with Case I.

Proposition 3.9 (Case I). Suppose that there exist α, β ∈ Fp such that

ψ∗(w1 ∧ w2) = (βx1 + α)(βx2 + α)(x2 − x1)
dx1 ∧ dx2
y1y2

.

Then, for every x ∈ W2(Fp) we have m(x) ≤ 6. Consequently, we can apply Theorem 2.6
with any prime of good reduction for C such that p ≥ 11 and we obtain

#W2(Q) ≤ #W2(Fp) + 2#C(Fp) + 4. (16)

Proof. By Lemma 3.3(a) we have that D = CP + Cι(P ), where P = (−α/β,
√
f(−α/β)). In

this particular case, we can assume that w1 = (βx+ α)dx/y and w2 = (βx2 + αx)dx/y and
by the definition of i, we have

ord[(R)+(P )−2(∞)](i∗w|CP
) = ordR(w),

for any w ∈ spanFp
{w1, w2}. The divisors of w1 and w2 are the following:

div(w1) = (0,
√
f(0)) + (0,−

√
f(0)) + (−α/β,

√
f(−α/β)) + (−α/β,−

√
f(−α/β)),

div(w2) = 2(∞) + (−α/β,
√
f(−α/β)) + (−α/β,−

√
f(−α/β)).

Therefore, when −α/β is a root of f , we have that D = 2CP , and Theorem 2.6 implies that

• m(x) = 0 for x ∈ (W2 \ CP )(Fp),
• m(x) ≤ 2 for x ∈ CP (Fp) \ {[2(P )− 2(∞)]}, and
• m([2(P )− 2(∞)]) ≤ 6 since ord[2(P )−2(∞)](i∗w|CP

) = 2.

Applying [CP23, Proposition 9.14] we obtain

#W2(Q) =
∑

x∈W2(Fp)

#W2(Qp) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Ux ≤
∑

x∈W2(Fp)

⌊
p− 1

p− 2
m(x)

⌋
+ 1

≤ #W2(Fp) + 2#C(Fp) + 4,

where the last inequality comes from Observation 2.7, since m(x) ≤ p− 3.
On the other hand, when −α/β is not a root of f , Theorem 2.6 implies that

• m(x) = 0 for x ∈ (W2 \ (CP ∪ Cι(P )))(Fp),
• m([2(P )− 2(∞)]), m([2(ι(P ))− 2(∞)]) ≤ 2 and m([(P ) + (ι(P ))− 2(∞)]) ≤ 4, and
• m(x) ≤ 1 for x ∈ (CP ∪ Cι(P ))(Fp) different from the three points in the previous
item.
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Applying [CP23, Proposition 9.14] we obtain

#W2(Q) =
∑

x∈W2(Fp)

#W2(Qp) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Ux ≤
∑

x∈W2(Fp)

⌊
p− 1

p− 2
m(x)

⌋
+ 1

≤ #W2(Fp) + 2#C(Fp) + 2,

which yields the desired result. �

We follow the same strategy as above, now in Case II:

Proposition 3.10 (Case II). Suppose that Z = V(β01 + β02(x1 + x2) + β12x1x2) ⊂ C2 is
reducible and its image via π is irreducible. Then, for every x ∈ W2(Fp) we have m(x) ≤ 4.
Consequently, we can apply Theorem 2.6 with any prime of good reduction for C such that
p ≥ 7 and we obtain the following upper bound for W2(Q):

#W2(Q) ≤ #W2(Fp) + 2#C(Fp) + 4. (17)

Proof. By hypothesis, we have that Z = Z1 ∪ Z2 and π(Z1) = π(Z2). Then, π defines an
isomorphism from Zi to Z

′ = π(Z). Notice that π∗(Z) = 2 · Z ′. Therefore, there exists an
isomorphism ϕ ◦π−1 : Z ′ → C, as in (15), which implies that Z ′ is a non-singular curve, and
by Remark 3.7, it is the normalization of D. Since 0J is the unique singular point of D, the
corresponding ψ in (15) is one-to-one outside Z ′ ∩∇.

Since ψ∗(w1 ∧w2) is not of the form of (10), the supports of w1 and w2 are disjoint. Then
for every x ∈ D(Fp) \ {0J} we have ordψ−1(x)(ψ

•wi) = 0 for some i ∈ {1, 2}. Applying
Theorem 2.6, we find that for x ∈ D(Fp) \ {0J}, we have that

m(x) ≤ 2(ordψ−1(x)(ψ
•wi) + 1) = 2,

since #ψ−1(x) = 1.
Finally, let x1, x2 denote the points in Z ′ ∩∇, which are the preimages of 0J via ψ. Since

the supports of w1 and w2 are disjoint, there exists w a linear combination of w1 and w2

such that ordxj (ψ
•w) = 0. Applying Theorem 2.6, we find that m(0J) ≤ 4.

Since m(x) < p − 2, Observation 2.7 implies that #W2(Qp) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Ux ≤ m(x) + 1 for
all x ∈ W2(Fp). Therefore, we have

#W2(Q) ≤ #W2(Fp) + 2#D(Fp) + 2

≤ #W2(Fp) + 2#C(Fp) + 4. (18)

The additional 2 in (18) is because xi could not belong to Z ′(Fp). �

In what we do next, we work with an explicit choice of basis {w1, w2} satisfying the
condition of Proposition 2.5:

Definition 3.11. Define w1 and w2 as follows:

w1 = (β12x+ β02)
dx

y
,

w2 =

{
(x2 − β01/β12)

dx
y

if β12 6= 0,

(x2 + β01x/β02)
dx
y

if β12 = 0.
11



Case III is the generic situation and requires a separate, more technical analysis of singular
and non-singular points. So for the remainder of this section, we assume that we are in Case

III, i.e., that Z = V(β01 + β02(x1 + x2) + β12x1x2) ⊂ C2 is irreducible. Let ν : Z̃ → Z
be the normalization map. In the following lemma, we compute ordz(ν

•w), where w is a
differential on C2 as in Proposition 2.5. After that, we apply Riemann–Hurwitz to obtain
the upper bound for m(x). To state the lemma, we introduce some notation. Let us define
the polynomial

F (x) = f

(
−β02x+ β01
β12x+ β02

)
(β12x+ β02)

8 − (β2
02 − β01β12)

4f(x). (19)

For P = ((a1, b1), (a2, b2)) ∈ (C \ {∞})2 a non-singular point of Z, we define δP as follows:

δP =

{
1 if (β12a2 + β02)

4b1 − (β2
02 − β01β12)

2b2 = 0,

0 otherwise.
(20)

For P ∈ Z a singular point of Z, let t be an element in the local ring OP such that y2t = y1.
For each z ∈ ν−1(P ), we denote by mz the maximal ideal associated to z. We define γP as
follows:

γP =

{
1 if t− t(P ) ∈ mz,

0 otherwise.
(21)

Lemma 3.12. Suppose that Z = V(β01 + β02(x1 + x2) + β12x1x2) ⊂ C2 is irreducible. Let

ν : Z̃ → Z be the normalization map. For every P ∈ Z, for every z ∈ ν−1(P ), and a suitable
differential w ∈ spanFp

{w1, w2}, we compute ordz(ν
•w) as follows:

Z is non-singular at P

Case Hypothesis P ∈ Z ⊂ C2 w ordP (ν
•w)

1.1 none ((a1, b1), (a2, b2)) ∈ (C \ {∞})2 w1 δP orda2 F (x)

1.2 β12 = 0 ((− β01
2β02

, b1), (− β01
2β02

, b2)) w2 + aw1 ord− β01
2β02

(x2 + β01
β02

x+ aβ02)

1.3 β12 6= 0 ((−β02
β12

, b1),∞), (∞, (−β02
β12

, b2)) w2 0

Z is singular at P

Case Hypothesis P ∈ Z ⊂ C2 w ordz(ν
•w) for z ∈ ν−1(P )

2.1 β12 = 0 (∞,∞) w2 + aw1 0

2.2 β12 6= 0 ((−β02
β12

, 0),∞), (∞, (−β02
β12

, 0)) β12w2 2γz ord−β02
β12

(F (x)− 1)

2.3 none ((ξ1, 0), (ξ2, 0)) for ξ1 6= ξ2 w1 2γz ordξ1(F (x))− 1

2.4 β12 = 0 ((ξ, 0), (ξ, 0)) w2 + aw1 2 ord− β01
2β02

(x2 + β01
β02

x+ aβ02)

2.5 β12 6= 0 ((ξ, 0), (ξ, 0)) w1 0

Proof. To begin with, suppose that P = ((a1, b1), (a2, b2)) is a non-singular point of Z; in
particular, b1 or b2 differs from 0. Without loss of generality, let us assume that b1 6= 0, thus,
y2 − b2 is a local parameter at z on Z and ν•w1 is

2

(
−(β2

02 − β01β12)
2y2

(β12x2 + β02)3y1
+ (β12x2 + β02)

)
dy2
f ′(x2)

.

12



Notice that if b2 = 0, we have that ord((a1,b1),(a2,b2))(ν
•w1) = 0, since a2 6= −β02/β12. If b2 6= 0,

x2 − a2 is also a local parameter, and we have

ordP (ν
•w1) = ordx2−a2((β12x2 + β02)

4y1 − (β2
02 − β01β12)

2y2)

= δP orda2

(
f

(
−β02x+ β01
β12x+ β02

)
(β12x+ β02)

8 − (β2
02 − β01β12)

4f(x)

)

= δP orda2 F (x),

which proves Case 1.1. Let us now assume that β12 = 0 (β02 6= 0) and −β01/2β02 is not a
root of f . Notice that Z is non-singular at the points

((−β01/2β02,±
√
f(−β01/2β02)), (−β01/2β02,∓

√
f(−β01/2β02))).

We work separately in this case since they belong to the exceptional divisor ∇. In this case,
x1 + β01/2β02 is a local parameter, and we have

ν• (w2 + aw1) = 2

(
x21 +

β01
β02

x1 + aβ02

)
(y1 − y2)

dx1
y2y1

.

Consequently, ordz ν
•(w2 + aw1) = ord−β01/2β02(x

2 + (β01/β02)x+ aβ02) proving Case 1.2.
Finally, if β12 6= 0 and −β02/β12 is not a root of f ,

((−β02/β12,±
√
f(−β02/β12)),∞) and (∞, (−β02/β12,±

√
f(−β02/β12)))

are non-singular points of Z. After the change of variables (x2, y2) 7→ (1/x2, y2/x
4
2) as in

[Sil92, Exercise II.2.14], y2 is a local parameter and ν•w2 is
(
−(x21 − β01/β12)(β02x1 + β01)y2

(β02x2 + β12)y1
+ 1− β01x

2
2

β12

)
2dy2
f ′
∗(x2)

.

We use that dx1 = −dx2(β02x1 + β01)/(β02x2 + β12). Setting x1 = −β02/β12, x2 = 0, and
y2 = 0, we obtain that

ord
((−β02/β12,±

√
f(−β02/β12)),∞)

(ν•w2) = 0,

which proves Case 1.3 and then the lemma for non-singular points of Z.
Now, we compute the orders of the singular points of Z. For the sake of clarity, we outline

the procedure for computing ordz ν
•(w2+(a/β02)w1) for z ∈ ν−1(∞,∞), where a ∈ Fp. (For

a more extensive discussion on differentials on singular curves, we refer the reader to [Ser88,
Chapter IV].)
The change of variables (x, y) 7→ (1/x, y/x4) turns ν•(w2 + (a/β02)w1) into

(
1 +

β01x1
β02

+ aβ02x
2
1

) −2dy1
f ′
∗(x1)

+

(
1 +

β01x2
β02

+ aβ02x
2
2

) −2dy2
f ′
∗(x2)

, (22)

where f∗(x) = x8f(1/x). Let g(x) ∈ Fp[x] be the polynomial satisfying f∗(x) = xg(x). With
this change of variables, the equation defining Z becomes β02(x1+x2)+β01x1x2, in particular,

x2 = −β02x1/(β01x1+β02). Let Õ(∞,∞) denote the integral closure of O(∞,∞) in the function

field K(Z). Note that t ∈ Õ(∞,∞), where t is defined by

t2 =
−(β01x1 + β02)g(x1)

β02g(x2)
.
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Since #ν−1(∞,∞) = 2, we have that Õ(∞,∞) has two maximal ideals m1 and m2, above

m(∞,∞), containing m(∞,∞)+(t+
√
−1) and m(∞,∞)+(t−

√
−1), respectively. Since y1t = y2

we have that y1 is a local parameter in each localization by mi. Note that we have

dy2 = −(β01x2 + β02)tf
′
∗(x2)

(β01x1 + β02)f ′
∗(x1)

dy1.

Therefore, (22) turns into
(
1 +

β01x1
β02

+ aβ02x
2
1 −

(
1 +

β01x2
β02

+ aβ02x
2
2

)
β01x2 + β02
β01x1 + β02

t

) −2dy1
f ′
∗(x1)

.

Setting x1 = x2 = 0 and t = ±
√
−1, we get that ordz ν

•(w2 + aw1) = 0 for every z ∈
ν−1(∞,∞) proving Case 2.1.

Now, let us assume that β12 6= 0 and−β02/β12 is a root of f . In this case, ((−β02/β12, 0),∞)
and (∞, (−β02/β12, 0) are singular points of Z, and we can write f(x) = (x + β02/β12)h(x)
for some polynomial h(x) ∈ Fp[x]. The change of variables given in [Sil92, Exercise II.2.14]
turns ν•(β12w2) into

((β02x1 + β01)
4 − (β2

02 − β01β12)
2t)

−2dy2((β12x
2
1 − β01)

f ′(x1)(β02x1 + β01)4
,

where t satisfies

t2 =
f(1/x2)x

7
2

(β02x1 + β01)h(x1)
.

We define γz = 1 if t− (β2
02 − β01β12)

2/β4
12 ∈ mz and γz = 0 otherwise.

Since ordy1(x1 + β02/β12) = 2, we have that ordz(ν
•(β12w2)) is equal to

2γz ordx−β02
β12

(
f

(
−β02x+ β01
β12x+ β02

)
(β12x+ β02)

7(β2
02 − β01β12)

4 − (β02x1 + β01)
8h(x)

)
.

Consequently, we have

ordz(ν
•(β12w2)) = 2γz ord−β02

β12

(F ′(x)) = 2γ ord−β02
β12

(F (x)− 1),

for z ∈ ν−1((−β02/β12, 0),∞). This yields Case 2.2 of the lemma.
To prove Cases 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5, we assume that ξ1 and ξ2 are roots of f satisfying

ξ1 = −(β02ξ2 − β01)/(β12ξ2 + β02).

First, we assume that ξ1 6= ξ2. In this case, we have f(x) = (x− ξ1)(x− ξ2)q(x) for some
q ∈ Fp[x] and

ν•w1 = (−(β2
02 − β01β12)

2t+ (β12x2 + β02)
4)

2dy2
f ′(x2)(β12x1 + β02)3

,

where t satisfies

t2 =
(β12ξ1 + β02)(β12ξ2 + β02)(β12x2 + β02)

2q(x2)

(β2
02 − β01β12)2q(x1)

.

Since ordy2(x2 − ξ2) = 2, for z ∈ ν−1((ξ1, 0), (ξ2, 0)) we have that ordz(ν
•w1) is equal to

2γz ordξ2

(
q

(
−β02x+ β01
β12x+ β02

)
(β12x+ β02)

6 − (β2
02 − β01β12)

2(β12ξ1 + β02)(β12ξ2 + β02)q(x)

)
,
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where γz = 1 if t + (β12ξ2 + β02)
4/(β2

02 − β01β12)
2 ∈ mz and γz = 0 otherwise. Therefore, we

have
ordz(ν

•w1) = 2γz ordξ2(F (x)/(x− ξ1)(x− ξ2) = 2γz ordξ2(F (x))− 1.

This yields Case 2.3 of the lemma.
For the remaining two cases, we assume that ξ1 = ξ2.

When β12 = 0 (with β02 6= 0), −β01/2β02 is a root of f . Therefore, we have that f(x) =
(x+β01/2β02)g(x) for some g(x) ∈ Fp[x]. In this case, ordy1(x1+β01/2β02) = 2 and t satisfies
t2 = −g(x1)/g(x2), implying that

ordz ν
•(w2 + aw1) = 2 ord−β01/2β02(x

2
1 +

β01
β02

x1 + aβ02)(g(x1) + g(−x1 − β01))

= 2 ord−β01/2β02(x
2
1 +

β01
β02

x1 + aβ02),

for z ∈ ν−1((−β01/2β02, 0), (−β01/2β02, 0)), proving Case 2.4.
Finally, when β12 6= 0, we have that ξ is a common root of β12x

2 + 2β02x+ β01 and f . In
this case, we have f(x) = (x− ξ)q(x) for some q(x) ∈ Fq[x] and ν

•w1 is

(−(β2
02 − β01β12)

2t + (β12x2 + β02)
4)

2dy2
f ′(x2)(β12x1 + β02)3

,

where t satisfies

t2 = − (β2
02 − β01β12)q(x2)

(β12ξ + β02)(β12x2 + β02)q(x1)
. (23)

Note that β2
02 − β01β12 = (β12ξ+ β02)

2. Let ÕP denote the integral closure of OP . Replacing
x1 and x2 by ξ in (23), we get that t = ±

√
−1, which implies that (−(β2

02 − β01β12)
2t +

(β12x2 + β02)
4) is a unit in the localization of ÕP at z, for any z ∈ ν−1((ξ, 0), (ξ, 0)). As a

consequence, we have that ordz(ν
•w1) = 0, which yields Case 2.5 and thus the lemma. �

Let S be the set of roots ξ of f such that −(β02ξ + β01)/(β12ξ + β02) is also a root of f .
We consider the polynomial G(x) defined by

F (x) =
∏

ξ∈S

(x− ξ)G(x). (24)

For ξ a root of β12x
2 + 2β02x+ β01, we define

γξ =

{
1 if f(ξ) 6= 0 and (ζ,

√
f(ζ)) ∈ C(Q),

0 otherwise.
(25)

If β12 = 0, we define

N =
∑

orda1 G(x) +
1

2
γ− β02

2β01

(ord−β02
2β01

G(x)− 1), (26)

where the sum runs over the points [(a1, b1), (a2, b2)] in D(Fp) \ (∆ ∪ {0J}) such that the
equality (β02)

4b1 − (β2
02 − β01)

2b2 = 0 holds.
If β12 6= 0, let us define

η =

{
1 if −β02/β12 is a root of f,

0 otherwise,
(27)
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and

N =
∑

orda1 G(x) + η(ord−β02
β12

G(x)− 1) +
1

2

(
∑

ξ

γξ(ordξG(x)− 1)

)
, (28)

where the first sum runs over [(a1, b1), (a2, b2)] ∈ D(Fp) \ (∆ ∪ {0J}) satisfying (β12a2 +
β02)

4b1− (β2
02−β01β12)

2b2 = 0 and the second sum runs over the roots of β12x
2+2β02x+β01.

Now using this lemma, we may prove the following:

Proposition 3.13 (Case III). Suppose that Z = V(β01 + β02(x1 + x2) + β12x1x2) ⊂ C2 is
irreducible. Then, for every x ∈ W2(Fp) we have m(x) ≤ 6. Consequently, we can apply
Theorem 2.6 with any prime of good reduction for C such that p ≥ 11, and we obtain the
following upper bound for W2(Q):

#W2(Q) ≤ #W2(Fp) + #D(Fp) + #Sing(D)(Fp) +N. (29)

Proof. By Theorem 2.6, if z ∈ W2 \ D, we have that m(z) = 0. First of all, let us assume
that z ∈ D is a non-singular point and z /∈ {0J , [(−β02/β12, f(−β02/β12)),∞)]}. Then, there
are ai, bi ∈ Falgp such that z = ψ([(a1, b1), (a2, b2)]) with at least one bi 6= 0.

Suppose that a root ξ of β12x
2 + 2β02x+ β01 is not a root of f . Let

z = ν ′−1
(
[(ξ,±

√
f(ξ)), (ξ,±

√
f(ξ))]

)
,

then applying Riemann–Hurwitz and using Case 1.1 of Lemma 3.12, we have

m(z) ≤ ordz ν
′•(w1) + 1 =

1

2
(ord

(ξ,±
√
f(ξ)),(ξ,±

√
f(ξ))

(ν•(w1))− 1) + 1 ≤ 4. (30)

Let us now assume that a1 6= a2. Then by Case 1.1 of Lemma 3.12 we have

m(z) ≤ ord[(a1,b1),(a2,b2)](ν
′•wa) = δz orda1(F (x)) + 1.

Since orda1(F (x)) = orda2(F (x)) we have that orda1 F (x) ≤ 3, in particular, m(z) ≤ 4.
Now, we find an upper bound m(0J). First, we assume that β12 = 0 and notice that

ψ−1(0J) =
{
[(∞,∞)],

[
(−β01/2β02,

√
f(−β01/2β02), (−β01/2β02,−

√
f(−β01/2β02)

]}
,

which implies that

m(0J) ≤ ordz1 ν
′•(w1 + aw2) + ordz2 ν

′•(w1 + aw2) + 2,

where z1 and z2 are the preimages via ν ′ of ψ−1(0J). Let us fix a ∈ Fp such that −β01/2β02
is not a root of x2+(β01/β02)x+ aβ02. If f(−β01/2β02) 6= 0, we have δP = 0 in Case 1.1. On
the other hand, if f(−β01/2β02) = 0, then Case 2.4 of Lemma 3.12 implies that

ordz ν
′•
(
w2 +

a

β02
w1

)
= ord− β01

2β02

(
x21 +

β01
β02

x1 + aβ02

)
= 0,

for z = ν ′−1([(−β01/2β02, 0), (−β01/2β02, 0)]). In addition, Case 2.1 of Lemma 3.12 implies
that ordz ν

′•(w2 + (a/β02)w1) = 0, for z = ν ′−1([∞,∞]). Consequently, in either case, we
have that m(0J) ≤ 2.

Now, suppose that β12 6= 0 and let ξ1 and ξ2 be the two roots of β12x
2+2β02x+β01. Since

ψ∗(w1 ∧ w2) is not of the form (10), we have ξ1 6= ξ2. Then we have

ψ−1(0J) =
{
[(ξ1,

√
f(ξ1)), (ξ1,−

√
f(ξ1))], [(ξ2,

√
f(ξ2)), (ξ2,−

√
f(ξ2))]

}
,
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which implies that

m(0J) ≤ ordz1 ν
′•(w1) + ordz2 ν

′•(w1) + 2,

where z1 and z2 are the preimages via ν ′ of ψ−1(0J). If f(ξi) 6= 0, we have that δP = 0 in
Case 1.1. On the other hand, if f(ξi) = 0, we proved in Case 2.5 that ordz1 ν

•(w1) = 0. In
either case, we have m(0J) ≤ 2.

Finally, let x ∈ D be a singular point with x 6= 0J . We assume we are in Case 2.2 of Lemma
3.12. Let us denote by z1 and z2 the preimages of [(−β02/β12, 0),∞)] via ν ′. Therefore we
have

m([(−β02/β12, 0),∞)]) ≤ ordz1(ν
′•(β12w2)) + ordz2(ν

′•(β12w2)) + 2

= ord−β02
β12

(F (x)− 1) + 2.

In this particular case, deg(F ) = 7 and due to the fact that β12x
2 + 2β02x + β01 divides F ,

we have that ord−β02
β12

(F (x)− 1) ≤ 4, from which it follows that m(z) ≤ 6.

The remaining scenario is Case 2.3: here there are two different roots ξ1 and ξ2 of f
such that ξ1 = −(β02ξ2 − β01)/(β12ξ2 + β02). Let us denote by z1 and z2 the preimages of
[(ξ1, 0), (ξ2, 0)] via ν

′. Then by Lemma 3.12, we have

m([(ξ1, 0), (ξ2, 0)]) ≤ ordy1(ν
′•w1) + ordy2(ν

′•w1) + 2

= ordξ1(F (x)− 1) + 2.

Since ordξ1(F (x)) = ordξ2(F (x)) and β12x
2+2β02x+β01 divides F , we have that ordξ1(F (x)−

1) ≤ 2, so m(z) ≤ 4.
We have just proved that m(x) ≤ 6 for every x ∈ D(Fp). Therefore we can apply Propo-

sition 9.14 in [CP23] using any prime p ≥ 7. Additionally, if p ≥ 11 by Observation 2.7 we

have that #W2(Qp) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Ux ≤ m(x) + 1.

Consequently, we have that #W2(Q) ≤ #W2(Fp) +
∑

z∈W2(Fp)
m(z). Since #ψ̃−1(z) ≤ 2

for every z ∈ W2, we have that

#W2(Q) ≤ #W2(Fp) + #D(Fp) + #Sing(D)(Fp) +
∑

z∈W2(Fp)

∑

y∈ψ̃−1(z)

ordy(ψ̃
•(wz)), (31)

where wz is a linear combination of w1 and w2 that minimizes the quantity
∑

y∈ψ̃−1(z)

ordy(ψ̃
•(w)).

With the above computations, one can check that
∑

x∈W2(Fp)

∑

y∈ψ̃−1

ordy(ψ̃
•(wx)) ≤ N,

which applied to (31) yields the desired result. �

To conclude this section, we prove Theorem 1.1:

Proof of Theorem 1.1. First of all, suppose that we are in Case I or Case II. By Propositions
3.9 and 3.10 we have that

#W2(Q) ≤ #W2(Fp) + 2#C(Fp) + 4.
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The Hasse–Weil bound for an absolutely irreducible smooth projective curve X defined over
Fp with genus g(X) states that

#X(Fp) ≤ p+ 1 + 2g(X)
√
p. (32)

Consequently, we have that

#W2(Q) ≤ #W2(Fp) + 2(p+ 1 + 2g(C)
√
p) + 4 = #W2(Fp) + 2p+ 12

√
p+ 6.

Since the reduction ofW2 does not contain elliptic curves over Falg
p , Lemmas 3.5 and 3.6 imply

that the remaining scenario is Case III. By Remark 3.7, we have that Z̃ ′ is the normalization
of D. By Proposition 3.13, we have that

#W2(Q) ≤ #W2(Fp) + #D(Fp) + #Sing(D)(Fp) +N.

Applying Riemann–Hurwitz to ϕ̃ : Z̃ → C and π̃ : Z̃ → Z̃ ′, we obtain that

g(Z̃) = 13−#Sing(Z),

and since π̃ ramifies whenever Z is non-singular, we have that

g(Z̃ ′) ≤ 7−#Sing(Z)/2− ǫ,

where ǫ = 1 when Z is non-singular and ǫ = 0 otherwise. In particular, g(Z̃ ′) ≤ 6. Conse-
quently, the Hasse–Weil bound for singular curves [AP04] implies that

#D(Fp) ≤ p+ 12
√
p + 1.

By the definition of N and D, we have that N ≤ 8, #Sing(D)(Fp) ≤ 5, and

#W2(Q) ≤ #W2(Fp) + p+ 12
√
p+ 1 +#Sing(D)(Fp) +N

≤ #W2(Fp) + p+ 12
√
p+ 14.

Since p ≥ 11, we obtain the desired result. �

Remark 3.14. Although Theorem 1.1 is stated for p ≥ 11, we can apply this method whenever
p > m(x) for every x ∈ W2(Fp). We have chosen this lower bound for p to obtain a more
uniform result. In the examples, we will use p = 5 and p = 7.

4. The Algorithm

Here we put together the results of the previous sections and present the algorithm for
computing an upper bound on #W2(Q).

Algorithm 4.1 (Algorithm for an upper bound on #W2(Q)).
Input:

• C: a genus 3 hyperelliptic curve over Q given by an odd degree model with Jacobian
rank 1.

• p: a prime at least 5 of good reduction for C.

Output: An upper bound on #W2(Q) or an error returned that D (a divisor computed in
the algorithm) contains elliptic curves.

1. Compute ω1 and ω2 a basis for Ann(p, J(Q)) from [BBCF+19].
2. Reduce ω1 and ω2 modulo p and denote the reductions as w1 and w2.
3. Compute g(x1, x2) = β01 + β02(x1 + x2) + β12x1x2 as in Lemma 3.1.
4. Check if there exist a, b ∈ Falg

p such that (bx1 − a)(bx2 − a) = g(x1, x2).
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a. If a, b exist, then Lemma 3.3 gives the divisor D, and we compute the bound as
in Proposition 3.9.

b. If not, we continue with Step 5.
5. Check if Z is reducible. By Lemma 3.5, Z is reducible if and only if every branched

point of ϕ : Z → C is singular.
a. If Z is reducible, we factorize it as in Lemma 3.5.

I. If β12 6= 0 and f ′(−β02/β12) = a7(β
2
02 − β12β01)

3, we are in the case of
Lemma 3.6, where D contains elliptic curves, and we cannot handle this
case. Exit with an error.

II. Otherwise, we compute the bound following Proposition 3.10.
b. If Z is irreducible, we continue with Step 6.

6. We compute the singular points in Z and the branched points of p : Z̃ → C. Then
compute the upper bound on #W2(Q), following Proposition 3.13.

5. Examples

Here we present one sharp example in each of Cases I, II, and III, computed using Algo-
rithm 4.1 and Siksek’s Theorem 2.10. We note that Siksek’s method does not appear to be
directly applicable with the primes we have chosen, as there exist residue disks containing
more than one point in W2(Q). Furthermore, in each example, this method does not allow
us to determine W2(Q) using primes less than or equal to 19.

Example 5.1 (Case I). Consider the hyperelliptic curve

C : y2 = x7 − 14x6 + 49x5 + x2 − 16x+ 64.

Applying the algorithm from [BBCF+19], we determine that the set of rational points of C
is

C(Q) = {∞, (0, 8), (0,−8), (7, 1), (7,−1)}.
We will show that W2(Q) is the following set:

W2(Q) = {0J , [(0, 8)− (∞)], [(0,−8)− (∞)], [(7, 1)− (∞)], [(7,−1)− (∞)],

[2(0, 8)− 2(∞)], [2(0,−8)− 2(∞)], [2(7, 1)− 2(∞)], [2(7,−1)− 2(∞)],

[(7, 1) + (0, 8)− 2(∞)], [(7,−1) + (0, 8)− 2(∞)]}.
The set of F7-rational points of C is

C(F7) = {∞, (0, 1), (0, 6), (1, 1), (1, 6), (3, 0), (5, 0)}.
We have

J(Q) = 〈[(7, 1)− (∞)]〉.
Thus, the reduction modulo 7 of W2(Q) must be contained in the following set:

S = {0J , [(0,±1)− (∞)], [2(0,±1)− 2(∞)]}.
The annihilator of J(Q) under the integration pairing is spanned by

ω1 = (3 · 7 + 4 · 72 + 73 +O(74))
dx

y
+ (1 + 6 · 7 + 6 · 72 + 73 +O(74))

xdx

y
,

ω2 = (2 · 72 + 4 · 73 +O(74))
dx

y
+ (1 + 6 · 7 + 6 · 72 + 73 +O(74))

x2dx

y
.
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Let wi denote the reduction modulo 7 of ωi. Then we have

ψ∗(w1 ∧ w2) = (x1x2 + (x1 + x2) + 1)(x2 − x1)
dx1 ∧ dx2
y1y2

= (x1x2)(x2 − x1)
dx1 ∧ dx2
y1y2

.

Consequently, we are in Case I. Following the notation of the proof of Proposition 3.9, we
let P = (0, 1). The support of D(F7) is the union of the two curves C(0,1) and C(0,−1). By

Theorem 2.6 we have that m(0J) ≤ 4, m([2(0,±1) − 2(∞)]) ≤ 2 (using the differential

w1 =
xdx
y
) and m([(0,±1)− (∞)]) ≤ 1 (using the differential w2 =

x2dx
y

).
Note that

{[(7,±1)− (∞)], [(0,±8)− (∞)]} ⊂ W2(Q7) ∩ J(Q) ∩ U[(0,±1)−(∞)].

Thus

2 ≤ #W2(Q7) ∩ J(Q) ∩ U[(0,±1)−(∞)] ≤ 1 +
6

5
m([(0,±1)− (∞)]) = 2.2.

Similarly, we have that

{[(7,±1)+(0,±8)−2(∞)], [2(7,±1)−2(∞)], [2(0,±8)−2(∞)]} ⊂ W2(Q7)∩J(Q)∩U[2(0,±1)−2(∞)],

then

3 ≤ #W2(Q7) ∩ J(Q) ∩ U[(0,±1)−(∞)] ≤ 1 +
6

5
m([2(0,±1)− 2(∞)]) = 3.4.

Finally, observe that

{[(7, 1) + (0,−8)− 2(∞)], [(7,−1) + (0, 8)− 2(∞)], 0J} ⊂W2(Q7) ∩ J(Q) ∩ U0J
.

Thus

3 ≤ #W2(Q7) ∩ J(Q) ∩ U0J
≤ 1 +

6

5
m(0J) = 5.8.

We claim that #W2(Q7)∩ J(Q)∩U0J
= 3. For the sake of contradiction, assume that there

exist P1, P2 ∈ C(Q7) \ C(Q) such that P1 6= ι(P2), the reduction of [(P1) + (P2) − 2(∞)] ∈
W2(Q7) is 0J , and ∫ P1

∞
ω +

∫ P2

∞
ω = 0,

for every nonzero ω ∈ Ann(7, J(Q)). By Theorem 2.10, the reductions of P1 and P2 should

be (0, 1) and (0,−1), respectively. Notice that for every ω ∈ Ann(7, J(Q)) we have
∫ P1

(0,8)

ω = −
∫ P2

(0,−8)

ω =

∫ ι(P2)

(0,8)

ω 6= 0.

In this setup, we want to prove that for [(P )− (∞)] in

U[(0,1)−(∞)] \ {[(0, 8)− (∞)], [(7, 1)− (∞)]},
the intersection of the kernels of λα − λα(P ) and λβ − λβ(P ) is just P . In this residue disk,
we obtain the two power series

h(t) = (5 · 7 +O(73))t+ (2 + 4 · 7 + 4 · 72 +O(73))t2 + (1 + 4 · 7 + 72 +O(73))t3 + · · ·
g(t) = (72 +O(73))t + (4 · 72 +O(73))t2 + (6 + 5 · 7 + 4 · 72 +O(73))t3 + · · ·
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associated to the differentials ω1 and ω2, respectively. We aim to show that for each t0 ∈
7Z7\{0, 7}, the functions ht0(t) = h(t)−h(t0) and gt0(t) = g(t)−g(t0) have just one common
zero, specifically t0. Looking at the Newton polygon of ht0 , we notice that it has at most
two roots in 7Z7. We prove this by dividing this into three cases:

(a) Suppose that ord7(t0) = m ≥ 2, which implies ord7(h(t0)) ≥ m+1 and ord7(g(t0)) ≥
m + 2. We have that t0 = a07

m + O(7m+1) with a0 ∈ {1, . . . , 6}, and we have that
h(t) ≡ ht0(t) (mod 7m+1) and g(t) ≡ gt0(t) (mod 7m+2). Using the first congruence,
we notice that the other root of ht0 must be of the form t1 := 7 + b07

m + O(7m+1)
with b0 ∈ {1, . . . , 6} and a0 + b0 = 7. Using the second congruence, we notice that
such a t1 cannot be a root of gt0(t).

(b) Suppose that ord7(t0) = 1 and t0 = a07 + O(72) with a0 ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 6}. If a0 = 1,
we have that the other solution t1 of ht0(t) has to satisfy that ord7(t1) ≥ 2, then we
could apply item (a) to t1 to obtain that g(t1) 6= g(t0). Suppose that a0 6= 1. By
looking at the coefficients of h and g, we notice that there is an s0 ∈ 7Z7 \{0, 7} such
that

3 = ord7(g(s0)− g(t0)) ≤ ord7(h(s0)− h(t0)). (33)

Let us consider the power series

H(t) = gt0(s0)ht0(t)− ht0(s0)gt0(t).

By (33) and looking at the Newton polygon of H , it has at most 2 solutions in 7Z7,
which are precisely t0 and s0. Then the only common solution of ht0 and gt0 is t0.

(c) Suppose that ord7(t0) = 1 and t0 = 5 · 7 + O(72). Since h(t) ≡ ht0(t)(mod 72) we
have that the other solution of ht0 must be of the form t1 := 3 · 7 + O(72). Then we
can apply item (b) to t1 to obtain that g(t1) 6= g(t0).

Example 5.2 (Case II). Let C be the hyperelliptic curve defined by the equation

y2 = f(x) = (x3 − 2x2 − 3x− 5)(x4 − 5x3 + 2x2 − x− 2).

Applying the algorithm developed in [BBCF+19], we know that C(Q) = {∞}. The F5-points
of C are

C(F5) = {∞, (0, 0), (1, 0), (2, 0), (3, 0), (4, 0)}.
We claim that W2(Q) = {0J} ∪ {P, ι(P )}, where

P =
[(√

−1, 5
)
+
(
−
√
−1, 5

)
− 2(∞)

]
.

In this case, we have

J(Q) = 〈P,Q〉,
where Q is the 2-torsion point associated to the cubic polynomial x3 − 2x2 − 3x − 5. Note
that the reduction of P modulo 5 is [(2, 0)+ (3, 0)−2(∞)] and the reduction of Q is [(0, 0)+

(1, 0) + (2, 0)− 3(∞)]. Consequently, the reduction modulo 5 of W2(Q) is the following set:

red5(J(Q)) ∩W2(F5) = {0J , [(2, 0) + (3, 0)− 2(∞)]},

where red5 denotes the reduction map red5 : J(Q5) → J(F5).
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The annihilator of J(Q) under the integration pairing is spanned by

ω1 = (2 + 4 · 5 + 3 · 53 +O(54))
dx

y
+ (3 + 2 · 5 + 2 · 52 + 53 +O(54))

xdx

y
,

ω2 = (3 + 3 · 5 + 3 · 52 + 53 +O(54))
dx

y
+ (3 + 3 · 5 + 52 + 2 · 53 +O(54))

x2dx

y
.

Let wi denote the reduction modulo 5 of ωi. Then we have

ψ∗(w1 ∧ w2) =(−x1x2 + (x1 + x2) + 1)(x2 − x1)
dx1 ∧ dx2
y1y2

.

In this case, β12 = −1 and β02 = β01 = 1, and we also have that

f

(
−x+ 1

1− x

)
(1− x)8 ≡ 4x7 + 2x6 + x5 + x3 + 3x2 + 4x ≡ −f(x) (mod 5).

Additionally, note that

f ′(−β02/β12) ≡ f ′(1) ≡ 2 6≡ 23 ≡ a7(β
2
02 − β12β01)

3 (mod 5).

Consequently, we are in Case II. Since γ in (11) is −1 we have that

Z = VZ(y1 − 2y2(β12x1 + β02)
4) ∪ VZ(y1 − 3y2(β12x1 + β02)

4),

where both components have the same image via the morphism π of the diagram (15). Let
Z ′′ be the curve in W2 via the morphism ψ and by Proposition 3.10 we have that D = 2 ·Z ′′.
The proof of Proposition 3.10 shows that m(z) ≤ 2 if z ∈ Z ′′ and m(z) = 0 otherwise.

Applying Theorem 2.10, one can show that the only element in W2(Q) reducing to 0J is
precisely 0J .

On the other hand, note that z = [(2, 0) + (3, 0)− 2(∞)] is in Z ′′. Then by Observation
2.7, we have that

#(W2(Q5) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Uz) ≤
⌊
1 +

4

3
· 2
⌋
= 3.

Indeed, this is an equality since

W2(Q5) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Uz ⊃ {P, ι(P ), [(Q1) + (Q2)− 2(∞)]},

where Q1 andQ2 are the two torsion points in C(Q5) reducing to (2, 0) and (3, 0), respectively.
Consequently, the only points in W2(Q) that reduce to z are P and ι(P ).

Example 5.3 (Case III). Let C be the hyperelliptic curve defined by the equation

y2 = x(x2 + 4)(x2 − 4x− 3)(x2 + 4x+ 2).

Applying the algorithm developed in [BBCF+19], we know that C(Q) = {∞, (0, 0)}. We
have that C(F5) is the following set:

C(F5) = {∞, (0, 0), (1, 0), (4, 0)}.
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We claim that W2(Q) = {0J} ∪ {Pi : i = 1, . . . , 6}, where
P1 = [(0, 0)− (∞)] ,

P2 = [(Q) + (Qσ)− 2(∞)] ,

P3 =
[(
2
√
−1, 0

)
+
(
−2

√
−1, 0

)
− 2(∞)

]
,

P4 =
[(

−2 + 2
√
2, 0
)
+
(
−2− 2

√
2, 0
)
− 2(∞)

]
,

P5 =
[(

2 +
√
7, 0
)
+
(
2−

√
7, 0
)
− 2(∞)

]
,

P6 = ιP2,

with Q =
(

−13+2
√
−14

9
, 12560−7045

√
−14

2187

)
and Qσ the Galois conjugate of Q.

In this case, we have
J(Q) = 〈P2, P3, P4, P5〉,

with P2 the generator of the free part of J(Q). Note that the reduction modulo 5 of W2(Q)
must be contained in the intersection of the reduction modulo 5 of J(Q) with W2(F5), which
is the following set:

S := {0J , [(0, 0)− (∞)], [(1, 0)− (∞)], [(4, 0)− (∞)], [(0, 0) + (1, 0)− 2(∞)],

[(0, 0) + (4, 0)− 2(∞)], [(1, 0) + (4, 0)− 2(∞)], [(z, 0) + (4z + 1, 0)− 2(∞)],

[(z + 4, 0) + (4z, 0)− 2(∞)]},
where z satisfies z2 + 4z + 2 = 0, cutting out the degree 2 extension F25/F5.

The annihilator of J(Q) under the integration pairing is spanned by

ω1 = (4 + 5 + 4 · 53 +O(54))
dx

y
+ (3 + 2 · 5 +O(54))

xdx

y
,

ω2 = (4 + 4 · 5 + 2 · 52 + 2 · 53 +O(54))
dx

y
+ (3 + 2 · 5 +O(54))

x2dx

y
.

Let wi denote the reduction modulo 5 of ωi. Then we have

ψ∗(w1 ∧ w2) = (3x1x2 + 2(x1 + x2) + 4)(x2 − x1)
dx1 ∧ dx2
y1y2

.

The divisor D is in Case III, i.e., the divisor D ∈ Div(W2), associated with the wedge
product of w1 and w2, is irreducible. In this case, the support of D(F5) ⊂W2(F5) is

{0J , [(0, 0)+(1, 0)−2(∞)], [(2z + 1, 2), (3z + 3, 2)−2(∞)], [(2z + 1, 3)+(3z + 3, 3)−2(∞)]}.
By (7), there is at most one point of (W2(Q5) ∩ J(Q) reducing to z, whenever z is not
in the support of D(F5). Note that [(2

√
−1, 0) − (∞)] and [(−2

√
−1, 0) − (∞)] belong to

J(Q) ∩ C(Q5).

Therefore, for each point z in S \ {0J , [(0, 0) + (1, 0)− 2(∞)]}, we have that

#(W2(Q5) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Uz) = 1.

Furthermore, applying Theorem 2.10, one can prove that the only element inW2(Q) reducing

to 0J is precisely 0J . In conclusion, the only points in W (Q) reducing to S \{[(0, 0)+(1, 0)−
2(∞)]} are 0J , P1, P3, P4 and P5.
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Finally, for z = [(0, 0) + (1, 0)− 2(∞)] ∈ W2(F5), note that this point is a singular point
of D. The polynomial G defined in (24) is

G(x) = 2x4 + 4x3 + x2 + 4x+ 2.

Since 0 and 1 are not roots of G, we have that m(z) ≤ 2. Then by Observation 2.7, we have
that

#(W2(Q5) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Uz) ≤
⌊
1 +

4

3
· 2
⌋
= 3.

Indeed, this is an equality since

W2(Q5) ∩ J(Q) ∩ Uz ⊃ {P2, P6, [(2
√
−1, 0) + (0, 0)− 2(∞)]}.

Consequently, the only points in W2(Q) that reduce to z are P2 and P6.
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