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Abstract. We realize a given (monic) Alexander polynomial by a (fibgregperbolic arborescent knot and link of
any number of components, and by infinitely many such linkatdéast 4 components. As a consequence, a Mahler
measure minimizing polynomial, if it exists, is realizedthe Alexander polynomial of a fibered hyperbolic link
of at least 2 components. For given polynomial, we give alsagper bound on the minimal hyperbolic volume
of knots/links, and contrarily, construct knots of arhitisalarge volume, which are arborescent, or have given free
genus at least 2.
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1. Introduction

The hyperbolic volume vdL) of (the complement ir§® of) a link L is an important, but not easy to understand
geometric invariant. For some time its relations to othpotogical and quantum invariants, in particular the Aledain

A [Al] and Jones [J] polynomial, have been sought. In that mkgeecently a variety of connections between the
hyperbolic volume and "Jones-type” invariants has comettendion. Among others, one would like to understand
what geometric complexity is measured by the polynomiaaiiants. An important question remaining open is
whether one can augment hyperbolic volume but preserventiesolynomial (or at least its Mahler measure).

In this paper, we will offer some analogous constructiomgtie Alexander polynomial. First we realize the polyno-
mial by a certain arborescent knot. This yields an upper daurthe minimal volume of a hyperbolic knot with given
Alexander polynomial, which depends only on the degree@ptblynomial (see Theorem 3.1). Apart from hyperbol-
icity, we show also that the knots have canonical surfacesioimal genus, and that these surfaces are fiber surfaces
if the Alexander polynomial is monic. Later we show how to mamt hyperbolic volume (Theorem 8.1). This first
construction simultaneously augments the slice genus.thensuch construction extends the result of Brittenham
[Br2]. It yields knots of arbitrarily large volume with gimefree genus at least 2, with the additional feature that we
can again realize a given Alexander polynomial (Theorerm 8.2

A main theme will be to consider also various questions fatdi The realization result is extended first to links of
two (Theorem 4.1), and then of more components (Theorem $Hg hyperbolicity proof is, unlike for knots, more
involved, and requires the main effort. It uses heavily gmuits of Oertel [Oe] and Wu [Wu]. A motivation was that
for fibered links of given polynomial not even primeness éssaeem to have ever been settled (and for more than 2
components, no possibly prime links have been availablapti#er motivation, and now application (Corollary 4.1),

is to confirm a claim of Silver and Williams, that a polynomidiminimal (positive) Mahler measure, if it exists, is
realized as the Alexander polynomial of a fibered hypertliomponent link (see Remark 4.1).

Later we succeed in partially extending the constructiosbti@in infinite families of links. An analogue of the infinite
realizability result of Morton [Mo] for fibered knots is shovior (arborescent) links of 4 components (Proposition
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7.1), even for canonical fiber surfaces (for which it is knavat to hold in some other cases [St4]). Table 1 at the end
of the paper summarizes these (in the context of some prevédated) results.

We will use several methods, including Seifert matrices skein relations (for realizing Alexander polynomials),
tangle surgeries and Stallings twists (for generating itgfifamilies of links), some cut-and-paste arguments (for
showing hyperbolicity), and results of Gabai [Ga2, Ga3Hukmn his sutured manifold theory [Ga] (to prove fibering).

Constructions in a similar, but somewhat different, spigre proposed recently by Kalfagianni [Kf], Nakamura [Na],
and Silver and Whitten [SWh]. Most properties studied thene be obtained from our work, too (except for the knot
group homomorphism in [SWh]; see remarks 8.3, 8.1 and 3f®nd is mainly interested in Alexander polynomials
and large volume (but not in genera, fibering and arboresgetiere are generalizations in a further direction [Fr],
using Kawauchi’s imitation theory.

A worth remarking (though beyond our scope here) other catioreis the Volume conjecture [MM], which asserts
that one can determine (theoretically, but not practi¢atye volumeexactlyfrom the Jones polynomiand all its
cables. There is also accumulating evidence that the @nglidones polynomial might be able to provide in a different
way (very practical) bounds on the volume. Such bounds, lwimeolve degrees or coefficients of the polynomial,
have been obtained for alternating links by Dasbach and DIf,[and later for Montesinos and 3-braid links by
myself.

On another related (but likewise not further pursued hegeue, | proved a conjecture of Dunfield [Df], relating the
determinant and volume of alternating links. In particulae determinant has an exponential lower bound in terms of
the volume. Since the determinant can be expressed by botlottes or Alexander polynomial, we have a different
relation of these invariants to the volume. (Khovanov sstgrba possible extension of Dunfield’s correspondence to
non-alternating links, if instead of the determinant weettie total dimension of his homology generalizing the Jones
polynomial [Kh].)

2. Some preliminaries
2.1. Conway notation and Montesinos links

Definition 2.1 A tangle Yis a set of two arcs and possible circle®éed componentproperly embedded in a ball
B(Y). Tangles are considered up to homeomorphisnB(¥) that keep fixed its boundaBdB(Y). Two tangles are
equivalent(in the sense of [WuU]), if they are transformed by a homeothism of their ball that preserves (but does
not necessarily fix) the 4 punctures of the boundary.

Figure 1 shows the elementary tangles, tangle operatiahsatation, mainly leaning on Conway [Co]. daspis
one of the elementary tangle® and its rotations. For two tangl¥sandY, we writeY; + Y, for thetangle sum This
is a tangle obtained by identifying the NE endYaefwith the NW end ofY,, and the SE end of; with the SW end of
Y. Theclosureof a tangleY is a link obtained by identifying the NE end Wfwith its NW end, and the SE end with
the SW end. The closure ¥f + Y- is calledjoin YUY, of Y1 andY>.

Definition 2.2 A link diagram isarborescentif it can be obtained from the tangles in figure 1 by the openatshown
therein. An alternative description is as follows. Take a orossing (unknot) diagram. Repeat replacing some (ingle
crossing by a clasp (of any orientation or sign). The diagrabtained this way are exactly the arborescent diagrams.
In Conway'’s [Co] terminology, these are diagrams with Copywalyhedron . A link is said to be arborescent if it
admits an arborescent diagram.

A graphG is series parallelif it can be obtained frora——e by repeated edge bisections and doublings. Such graphs
correspond to arborescent link diagrams via the checkedlgraph construction (see [Ka, Mi, Th] for example).

Definition 2.3 A rational tangle diagram is the one that can be obtained from the [var@onway tangle diagrams
by iterated left-associative product in the way displayefigure 1. (A simple but typical example of is shown in the
figure.)
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Figure 1: Conway'’s primitive tangles and operations with them.
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Figure 2: The Montesinos knot with Conway notation (213 —4,22,40).

Let thecontinued(or iterated fraction[[sy, ..., S]] for integerss be defined inductively bj{s]] = sand

1
80§18 =8 + o3

The rational tangl& (p/q) is the one with Conway notatian c; ...cn, when thec; are chosen so that
[[017027037’Cn]] = —, (1)

One can assume without loss of generality {|at)) = 1, and 0< q < |p|. A rational (or 2-bridge) link $p,q) is the
closure ofT(p/q).

Montesinos links (see e.g. [BZ]) are generalizations ofg@leand rational links and special types of arborescekslin
They are denoted in the forM(%,...,%,e), wheree, p;,q; are integers(pi,qi) = 1 and 0< |gi| < pi. Sometimes
eis called thenteger part and the% are calledractional parts They both together form thentries If e=0, itis
omitted in the notation.

If all |gi| =1, then the Montesinos Iinldl(i%,...,ii e) is called apretzel link of type (£p,...,£pn,E,..-,E),

Pn’
wheree = sgn(e), and there arég| copies of it.
To visualize the Montesinos link from a notation, [&fq; be continued fractions of rational tangles ... ¢, ; with
[[cLi,C2i,Cajy-- -, Ciyil] = %. ThenM(%, ..., e is the link that corresponds to the Conway notation

"7 Pn’

(01,1 . C|1’1), (Cl‘yz . C|2)2), ceey (Cl,n . qmn),eo. (2)
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The defining convention is that &l > 0 and ifp; < 0, then the tangle is composed so as to give a non-alterreting
with a tangle withp;11 > 0. This defines the diagram up to mirroring. We sometimes tethe Montesinos tangle
with Conway notation (2) in the same way as its closure link.

An easy exercise shows thatjf> 0 resp.g; < 0, then

M(....qi/pi,....€) = M(.... (G F pi)/pi,....e+1), @)
i.e. both forms represent the same link (up to mirroring).

Note that our notatiomay differfrom other authors’ by the sign @fand/or multiplicative inversion of the fractional
parts. For examplb’l(%, s %,e) is denoted asi(€; %, s %) in [BZ, definition 12.28] and ad(—¢; (py, 1), - - -,
(pn,0n)) and the tables of [Kw].

Our convention chosen here appears more natural — thetigdéBitipreserves the sum of all entries, and an integer
entry can be formally regarded as a fractional part. Thedr2ra9 in [BZ] asserts that the entry sum, together with
the vector of the fractional parts, modWoand up to cyclic permutations and reversal, determine titepy class of

a Montesinos link.. So the numben of fractional parts is an invariant &f we call it thelengthof L.

If the lengthn < 3, an easy observation shows that the Montesinos link iscinefaational link. Then we could write
rational links as Montesinos links of length 1. For exampél) = M() is the unknot, and/1(0) is the 2-component
unlink, while M(2/5) = M(5/2) is the figure-8 knot. This simplification is not right, thoydbr Montesinos tangles
with n = 2. Thus we keep (and will need) the length-2 notation for kesg

2.2. Diagrams and geometric invariants

Definition 2.4 A crossing in an oriented diagram looking Ii% is calledpositive and\/\: is anegativecrossing.

This dichotomy is called als¢skein) sign In an oriented diagram a clasp is calledsitive negativeor trivial, if
both crossings are positive/negative, resp. of differemt.sDepending on the orientation of the involved strands we

distinguish between geverse clasw and aparallel clast\K. So a clasp is reverse if it contains a

full Seifert circle, and parallel otherwise. (We refer ta,[Ro] for the notion of a Seifert circle.)

For the later explanations, we must introduce the notiowittequivalence of crossings. The version of this relation
we present here follows its variants studied in [St2, St3].

Definition 2.5 We say two crossingp andq of a diagranD to be~-equivalent resp.*-equivalent if up to flypes
they form a reverse resp. parallel clasp. We remarked ifj {Bé2~ and~ are equivalence relations. We writg(D)

for the number of or-equivalence classes of crossing®inSett.. (K), thereverse twist numbesf a knot or linkK,

to be the minimum of. (D) taken over all diagramB of K.

In [St2] we noticed also that ip ~ qandp ¥ r, thenp=qor p=r. (There is the, not further troubling however,
exception thabD is the 2-crossing Hopf link diagram, or has such a diagramwiog as a connected sum factor.) So
the relation(p~ qV p ¥ q) is also an equivalence relation. We call this relatiwist equivalenceThus two crossings
are twist equivalent if up to flypes they form a clasp. We witea call twist equivalence classes of crossings in a
diagram simplytwists (Some twists may consist of a single crossing.)tl(BX) denote théwist numberof a diagram

D, which is the number of its twists. The twist numbé) of a knot or linkK is the minimal twist number of any
diagramD of K. Clearlyt(D) <t.(D) andt(K) <t.(K).

With this terminology, we can state the following inequalite need:

Theorem 2.1 ([La]) For a non-trivial diagranD of a link L, we have 1%(t(D) — 1) > vol(L), whereVp =
vol (41)/2 ~ 1.01494 is the volume of the ideal tetrahedron.
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Such an inequality, with the constant 10 replaced by 16p¥edifrom well-known facts about hyperbolic volume (see
for example the explanation of [Br]). Lackenby [La] (whosaimmerit is a lower volume bound for alternating links)
repeated this observation, and Agol-Thurston found, inaggendix to Lackenby’s paper, the optimal constant 10,
which is used below for a better estimate.

Remark 2.1 Our notion of twist equivalence is slightly more relaxedrthehat was called this way in [La], the
difference being that there flypes were not allowed. We catidenby’s equivalence hestrong twist equivalence
However, it was repeatedly observed that by flypes all twgjsfvalent crossings can be made strongly twist equivalent,
which Lackenby formulated as the existencetwist reduceddiagrams. Thus, assuming that the diagram is twist
reduced, we can work with twist equivalence in our sense #s twist equivalence in Lackenby’s sense (or strong
twist equivalence in our sense).

A diagram isspecialif no Seifert circle contains other Seifert circles in batkeror and exterior.

Definition 2.6 A Seifert surface $or an oriented link_ is a compact oriented surface boundingA Seifert surface

is freeif its complement is a handlebody. Itéanonical if it is obtained by Seifert’s algorithm from some diagrafm o
L. A slice surfacds a surface properly embeddedBfi whose boundary ik ¢ S*. We denote by(L), ge(L), gs (L)
andgs(L) the Seifert, canonical, free and smooth slice genus dhese are the minimal genera of a (canonical/free)
Seifert or slice surface df, resp. For a link. we writex (L), xc(L) andxs(L) for the analogous Euler characteristics
(we will not needy).

Seifert’s algorithm is explained, for example, in [Ro]. Wélwse also some of the detailed discussion given to it in
[St2, St3].

A canonical Seifert surface is free, and any Seifert surfaesslice surface. Thug(K) < g(K

9(K) <gt(K) < ge(K) for
any knotK. By u(K) we denote thenknotting numbeof K. Then it is known thags(K) < u(K).
)

)
K)

For alinkL, letn(L) be thenumber of componentd L. Thens/q (L) =2 —n(L) — 2g;5/¢ (L

2.3. The Alexander-Conway polynomial

Definition 2.7 Below it will be often convenient to work with theonway polynomiall(z). Itis given by the value 1
on the unknot and thekein relation
0(D+) = 0(D-) = Z0(Do). (4)

HereD. are diagrams differing only at one crossing, which is pesitiegative, an®g is obtained by smoothing out
this crossing. The Conway polynomial is equivalent to thedfiablé?) Alexander polynomial by the change of
variable:

OY2 —t~Y2) = At). (5)

For that reason we will feel free to exchange one polynomiattfe other whenever we deem it convenient. For knots
0 € 1+ Z2[7] and forn-component links (witn > 1) we havell € 2'~1Z[7]. We call suchl and the corresponding
A admissiblepolynomials. Each admissible polynomial is indeed redlizg some knot or link.

There is another description fé. Given a Seifert surfacg of genusn = g(S) for a knotK, one associates to it a
Seifert matrix V(a 2n x 2n matrix of integer coefficients), and we have

A(t) =t "detV —tVT),

whereV T is the transposed &f. This is described in [Ro], for example.

A direct understanding of the relation between the ske@oitétic and Seifert-matrix-related propertie\at still a
major mystery in knot theory. Solving it may shed light on pdimgical meaning of the newer polynomials. To the
contrary, the long-term lack of such a meaning justifies gspmnism in expecting the desired relation. Nonetheless,

1in this paper Alexander polynomials are always understodektthe 1-variable versions.
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both descriptions oA offer two independent ways of keeping control on it, and wi suiccessfully combine them in
some of the below constructions.

We remark also thdfl (andA) is symmetric resp. antisymmetric w.r.t. taking the miiraege, depending on the odd

resp. even parity of the number of components. This meanarticplar that amphicheiral links of an even number
of components have vanishing polynomial. (Here amphigligirmeans that an isotopy to the mirror image is to
preserve or reverse the orientatioreifcomponentsimultaneouslywhile it is allowed components to be permuted.)

Definition 2.8 Let [X]ia = [X]a be the coefficient of? in a polynomialX € Z[t*1]. ForX #0, let(x = {acZ:
[X]a#£0} and

mindegX = min ¢, maxded = max(x, and spaiX = maxdegX — mindegX

be theminimal and maximal degre@nd span(or breadth) ofX, respectively. Théeading coefficienfX], of X is
defined to bgX]|maxdeg- If this coefficient ist1, we callX monic

Alink in S is fiberedif its complement is a surface bundle o By a classical theorem of Neuwirth-Stallings, the
fiber is then a minimal genus Seifert surface, and such argsifdface is unique. The operatiodspf (de)plumbing
and Stallings twistare described, for example, in Harer [Ha]. (A Stallings tvissa+1 surgery along an unknot in
the complement of the fiber surface, which can be isotopextine fiber.) Harer showed that every fiber surfac&%in
can be constructed from a disk by a sequence of these operaBesides, there is Gabai's geometric work to detect
(non-)fiberedness [Ga4]. We call a fibered linkanonically fiberedf its fiber surface can be obtained by Seifert’s
algorithm on some diagram tf

It is known that maxdef(K) < g(K) for any knotK, and similarly 2maxdefy(L) < 1—x(L) for any linkL. The
Alexander polynomial of diberedlink L satisfies 2maxdeyL) = 1—x(L) and[A], = +1 (see [Ro]).

By x| we will mean the greatest integer not greater thaand|x] denotes the smallest integer not smaller than

3.  Small volume knots

In this section we will consider the problem how one can eatinthe volume of a hyperbolic knot in terms of the
Alexander polynomial. Simultaneously, we will try to eséta the various genera (and for links, Euler charactesistic
For instance, it makes sense to ask

Question 3.1 What is the minimal twist number, or the minimal volume of ghxbolic knot, with given Alexander
polynomial?

As the Alexander polynomial provides upper bounds on thesing number oélternatingknots [C], it certainly does
so for the twist number (and volume). Dunfield’s corresparm@ementioned in the introduction is a sharper version
of this easy observation. There exist also, for arbitrargt&nlower bounds on the twist number from the Alexander
polynomial, as we prove in joint work with Dan Silver and Su¥dilliams [SSW].

Note that one must exclude non-hyperbolic knots if we cagrdiide volume in question 3.1. Otherwise take a Kot
realizingA. Then a satellite around with an unknotted pattern of algebraic degree 1, but gedoggree> 1, has
the same Alexander polynomial.

The following result gives some information on question 3.1

Theorem 3.1 AssumeA € Z[t*!] satisfies letA(t) = A(1/t), A(1) = 1, and let maxdefy = d. Then there is an
arborescent knd{ with the following properties.

1. We haved(K) = A, u(K) <1, andt.(K) <4d—-1ifd > 0.

2. A Seifert surfac& of genud for K is obtained as a canonical surface of a special arboresiagmach ofK. In
particularg(K) = g¢(K) = d, soSis of minimal genus.



3. If Ais monic, therSis a fiber surface.
4. If Ais not the unknot or trefoil polynomial, théfis hyperbolic, and

0 < vol(K) < 10vp(4d —3). (6)

Remark 3.1 By a result of Hirasawa [H], a canonical surface from somg@ienD of a link L is always canonical
w.r.t. a special diagra®’ of L. However, the procedure he uses to thrinto D’ does not preserve arborescency (of
the diagram).

Remark 3.2 It follows from [Ko, St2] that another knot af;,u < 1 cannot have the Alexander polynomial of the
unknot or trefoil. Contrarily, if we waive oo < 1 (and on fibering, andc(K) = 0 for A = 1), then there is an infinity
of pretzel knotg p,q,r) for p,q,r odd with such polynomials.

Example 3.1 Among trivial polynomial knots, the two 11 crossing knote arborescent, of unknotting number one,
and have vok: 11.2. The smallest volume knot with trivial polynomial | founslthe(—3,5, 7)-pretzel knot, where
vol = 8.5, but it is not of unknotting number one.

The knot 13111 0f [HT] is arborescent, hag K) = 1 and the trefoil polynomial, and vet 11.3. The smallest volume
knot | found with this polynomial is 1g¥4; with vol ~ 7.8, but it is (apparently) not arborescent nor of unknotting
number one.

There have been several other previous constructions eféfif) knots (and links) with given (monic) polynomial, for
example [Bu, Kn, Le, Mo, Q]. The new main features here aretheme estimate and arborescency and to somewhat
smaller extent genus minimality of the canonical surface.

Remark 3.3 Atriggering point for the present work was Nakamura'’s statiyraidzel surfaces [Na3]. Using these, he
showed in [Na] that one can chodsen part 1 of Theorem 3.1, so that it has braidzel gem(end unknotting number
one), by realizing a Seifert matrix in [Se]. But these braldaurfaces are unlikely canonical. Then, simultaneously
to this writing, he used a Seifert matrix of Tsutsumi and YdmBl'Y] (see the below proof), to find braidzel surfaces
isotopic to canonical surfaces ofl4- 1 twists [Na2]. (I was pointed to this matrix also by him; pmsly | used
the one he gave in [Na] with a weaker outcome.) Thus he givegthad that combines all our properties except
hyperbolicity and arborescency.

A different construction, producing (arguably always) bgipolic knots, is due to Fujii [Fu]. His knots have tunnel
number one, and are 3-bridge, but are unlikely arboresardtjo not (at least in an obvious way) realize the canonical
genus by the degree &f His diagrams have unbounded twist number even for fixedede@nd a similar volume
bound using Thurston’s surgery theorem appears possiltiedre elaborate and likely less economical than ours.

After finishing this work, we learned that the same knots veamrsidered by H. Murakami in [Mu]. We will nonethe-
less go beyond the reproduction of his result (which he usdsawdifferent motivation from ours) that these knots
have the proper Alexander polynomial.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. parts 1 and 2Let [0(z) be the Conway version d, and
0(2) = 1-aZZ+a? —as? +... + (-1)"ag? € Z|7], @)

forintegersay,...,aq, SOQ = (—1)i [OJ2i. By Tsutsumi and Yamada [TY], it suffices to realize the ntatsV,, (shown
for d = 2,4, with omitted entries understood to be zero, and with thecals generalization to arbitrad)

-1 -1
0 a |1
1 -1 10 -1
0 a |1 0 a |1
Va = 10 -1 | %~ 10 -1 (8)
Oa2 0331
10 —1
0 a
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as Seifert matrices of canonical surfaces. Thén =t—"detV, —tV/).

The solution is given by a sequence of graphs. We display thietfiree in figure 3; the series is continuable in the
obvious way. The example fakr=a; = 3,a, = az = —2 is shown as a knot diagram on the left side below.

-1
-1

- T\
)

One obtains the surfaces from the graphs as follows. Eatexvenrresponds to a Seifert circle of valene8. (The
valence of a Seifert circle is the number of crossings agddh it.) Each edge with lab&lcorresponds to a band of
|x| reverse half-turns of (skein) sign s@q, enclosingx| — 1 valence-2-Seifert circles in between.

Figure 3

To obtain the Seifert matrix, for each of the bounded regmithe complement of the graph, choose a loop going
around the boundary. The rows\f (from top to bottom) and columns (from left to right) corresp to loops ordered
alphabetically by the letter in their region. The orierdatis coherently chosen, so two loops pass along a common
edge (twisted band) in opposite direction. If the label ofrarer edge is odd (always1), the loops are intertwined.
Let them intersect once on one of the neighbored Seifertesirso as to reinstall their position. Otherwise loops do
not intersect.

The graphs are series parallel (as define¢Rinso the knots are arborescent. Unknotting number oneusiNied by
drawing the knot diagram. Resolving the parallel clasp & @dbuble edge labeledl in the graph) gives an unknotting
crossing change.

part 3. AssumeA is monic. We show thab can be constructed from a genus one fiber surgty Hopf plumbings
and Stallings twists. To that vein, we apply them in reversiepand reduc8to S.

Deplumbing a Hopf band, one resolves one of the crossingkdrciasp * in the diagram on figure 3. A Hopf
(de)plumbing preserves the fiber property by [Ga2, Ga3]. Byadlings twist, one cancels the other crossing, together
with the twist of Za; — 1. Then one removes the Hopf link as connected sum factorc(&sp **) by deplumbing
another Hopf band. By iterating this procedure, one redéctsa diagram of a negative clasp and a twist+& or

—1 (sinceA is monic). This is the fiber surfac® of the trefoil or figure-eight knot.



part 4. By the work of Hatcher and Thurston, we must argue that thésau@ not satellite, composite or torus knots.
It is known from [Oe, WuZ2] that arborescent knot complemeants atoroidal, so there is no satellite or composite
arborescent knot. Arborescent torus knots are classifi¢deirmonograph of Bonahon-Siebenmann [BS], which is
only told to exist. However, we can use a published argumermur case alsa(K) = 1, and only the trefoil is a torus
knot of unknotting number one. This probably first followsrfr the signature formulas of torus knots [GLM, Hi], or
more directly from the subsequent result of [KM]. So we haypdrbolic knotK except the trefoil and unknot.

We have a diagram with 4d — 1 ~-equivalence classes, with two of them (of a single crossawi; the boundary of
regionA) forming the parallel clasp *, sod4— 2 twist equivalence classes. Then applying Theorem 2.1,ave the
stated volume estimate. O

Remark 3.4 For an infinite series of knots, we can apply tangle surgerg telow), at the cost of slightly increasing
the twist number. (However, it is not evident how to presditveredness; see the remark$§i)

4. Two component links

With some more work, we can obtain a result of almost the saaters as Theorem 3.1 for links of two components.

Theorem 4.1 Any admissible Alexander polynomial of a 2-component liskealized by an arborescent libkwith
d = 2maxded\ = 1 — x¢(L), which can be chosen to have the following further propsrtie

1. If Ais monic, therl is additionally fibered.
2. If d > 1 (thatis,0(z) # kz, k € Z), thenL is hyperbolic, and
0<vol(L) <20Vp(d—1). (9)

Remark 4.1 Silver and Williams were interested in proving, that if Ledars question on the existence of a Mahler
measure minimizing polynomidl has an affirmative answer, théncan be chosen to be the Alexander polynomial
of a fibered hyperbolic knot or 2-component link. They claihtigis in a preliminary (arXiv v1) version of [SW], but
there was an error in their reasoning (as has been noted ne\tston). The provision of a correction motivated the
study of two component links here. However, this correctinuires some work, as a “pre-prepared” argument, like
in the case of knots, does not seem available.

Theorem 4.1, beside confirming their claim, shows a bit mérkile it is of course more interesting if one can exclude
the 2-component links (or relatedly, to understand theiagmce of the conditiof\(1) = 1 in Lehmer’s question),
once links come in, our theorem first eliminates the (neeétmmd}s. We will see later, with Theorem 5.1, that we can
choose the number of link components arbitrarily (as longtasre 1).

Corollary 4.1 A polynomial of minimal Mahler measure (if such exists) ialieed as the Alexander polynomial of a
fibered hyperbolic arborescent 2-component link. O

However, second, we see that, from the point of view of meazaability, there is nothing special to Lehmer’s (or any
other monic reciprocal) polynomial. This should cautiorséeking a topological meaning behind Lehmer’s question
along these lines.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. To obtain a linkL of two components with givenl, smooth out the unknotting crossing in
the knot found for -z in the proof of Theorem 3.1. Observe that on the surface shasHopf deplumbing, so that
fiberedness is preserved for monic polynomials. The Conwdynpmial isa;z— a,Z° 4+ azz> — .. ., with thea; as in
().

The inequality (9) is clear once we show hyperbolicity. Fos tve assume that; ¢ {1,2,3}. Otherwise, realize-A,
and take the mirror image.

We show below in Lemma 4.2 thhtis atoroidal ifa; # 1. Atoroidality settled, hyperbolicity follows from Hateh
Thurston once Seifert fibred link complements are excludetks with Seifert fibored complements are determined by
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Burde and Murasugi [BM]. It follows from their work that albmponents of such links are (possibly unknotted) torus
knots. Excluding the case af= 1, giving the(2, .)-torus links, in our examples we have an (obviously) unletbtt
componen®, and a further componeit. Now note that the kndf is of the form that is obtained by our previous
construction in Theorem 3.1. By that construction,

Ok #1, (10)

soK is knotted. Also, by the proof of part 4 of that theordfnis hyperbolic (and in particular not a torus knot), unless
it is a trefoil. If K is a trefolil, the proof in [BM] shows that a 2-component linfkam unknot and a trefoil occurs only
in their case (b). A look at the argument there shows that wet lmavea; = Ik(K, O) € {£2, £3}. This leaves only 4
links; they can be specified (up to component orientatiotheglosures of the 3—braid§*202*20510§’2a1. A check
with Jeff Weeks’ software SnapPea, available as a part of,[sffows that fola; = —2, —3 the links are hyperbolic
(while for a; = 2,3 they are not, which explains the other initial restricjion O

Definition 4.1 In the following atwist of xfor x € Z is understood to mean a twist pf crossings of (skein) sign
sgn(x). We call|x| the lengthof the twist. A twist isreverseor parallel if the crossings it contains are or +-
equivalent resp., according to definition 2.5. (A twist ofregée crossing is simultaneously both reverse and pargllel

In order to avoid that the 2-component link is a connected witin a Hopf link factor, we need; # 1. First, we
prove

Lemma 4.1 The above constructed lirikis prime ifa; # 1.

Proof. An easy “proof” is a routine application of the technique KL], but here is another proof (with a fully
different argument, and worth dropping the quotes).

Since we assume > 1, our linkL consists of an (obviously) unknotted compon@naind another componelit We
observed thaK actually is of the form that was constructed in Theorem 3HenTwe have (10), so in particuliris
knotted. Moreover

maxdedlk = maxded]. —1 and [Ok]. = %[0.]«. (11)

We also havei(K) = 1, so thaK is prime by [Sc]. Hence the only possible way thds composite is that = K#L’,
wherel' is a link of two unknotted components. Because of (11) we ijve- -z By additivity of the genus under
connected suni,’ must bound an annulus, and then, since its both componentsm&nottedl’ must be a Hopf link.
Now

a1 =1k(K,0) =[0.];= :I:[DK]ZO =4+1.

Since we excluded; = 1, the sign is negative, and &6is a negative Hopf link. Lek be the link obtained frorh by
reversing the orientation @.

—
*
\ / (12)
k_—
Then we must have
DE =—-U. =+zk. (13)

To show that this is not the case, we calculdte Apply the skein relation (4) at the clasp (In L the orientation is
so that the clasp is negative and parallel.)

O(D_) = O(D4) — z0(Do).
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ThenD, depicts the connected sum of a paral®4)-torus link withK, sod(D. ) = (2z+ 2°)0k. The diagranDg
depicts a knoK’, which is obtained fronkK by reversing the sign of the crossings in the unknottingglel) clasp.

If O; are the polynomials of link&; with diagrams equal except at one spot, where a parallet tfis positive
crossings is inserted, then by the skein relation

Os = Do+ 203 = Do+ 201+ Z0p = Do+ Op— Oo+ 205 = (2+22)|]2—D0.
So0(Do) = O(K’) = 22+ 2 — k. Then using (10), we have
DE =0p_=(2z+ Z3)|:|K —22—Z3+ZDK # 20k,

with the desired contradiction to (13). O
Lemma 4.2 The linkL is atoroidal ifa; # 1.

For the proof we require some cut-and-paste arguments. &eclesely on the work of Wu [Wu]. Let us fix some
notation and terminology first. All manifolds are assumedéneral position, so intersections are transversal. We use
the formalism of tangle operations in figure 1 (see also tletad explanation in and after Definition 2.1).

Writing again byB(Y) the ball in which a tangl¥ lives, we denote bB(Y) \ Y = X(Y) thetangle spac®f Y. (This
is a 3-manifold with a genus two surface as boundary; see VBy|E (L) = S*\ L we denote the complement of the
link L.

We call a disk properly embedded X1Y) separatingif both balls in its complement contain parts¥of We call a
tangleY prime[KL] if it has no separating disk and every spherdifY) intersectingy in two points bounds a ball in
B(Y) intersectingy in an unknotted arc.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. If d = 3, then we have the Montesinos Iink(—zé%il, %, T{Z)' Atoroidality follows then

from [Oe]. Our form is not among those given in corollary Srthgsee in particular the proof of the corolldyy

Let nowd > 5. In our situationL. = Y, UY> is a 2-component link, and for integets# 0, andm odd we can write in
the notation of figure 1

Y1 =U11,-2)m, and Y = (2k,—2) 11 (= R[2k,—2;1] + 1 in the notation of [Wu]. (14)

(U is a, possibly rational, arborescent tangfgjs the tangle in (12).) S¥ has an unknotted closed componént
butY; has none. LeK be the other, knotted, componentlofit is easily verified using [KL] thaY; are prime.

So now assum& C E(L) is an essential (i.e., incompressible and not boundarflpBr@rus. T bounds a solid torus
Swe call alsointerior intT. If T bounds two solid toriT is unknotted. Then choose one solid torus tdSbd et
R = S\ She the other complementarggion, which we call als@xteriorextT. Let B; = B(Y;) be the balls in which
Y; are contained (wittB; UBy = S%), X; = X(Y;) be the tangle spaces aRd= 0X; N 0X, their common boundary, a
4-punctured sphei@ = 9B;. We callT separatingf both regions ofS®\ T contain one component dfeach.

Sublemma 4.1LetF C T be a circle, and assunfiebounds a dislo in one of the complementary regionsfand
D is not parallel tor. Then|DNL| > 2.

Proof. An empty intersection is clearly out becadsés incompressible. Assumi® NL| = 1. We produce a contra-
diction in cases by assuming that some meridional BisK T intersectd. in one point. (We choose the interiSof
T to containD.)

Case 1.T is knotted.

Case 1.11f T is separating, the componevtof L in S=intT is composite (and is a swallow torus) or satellite, or
T is 0-parallel toM. Now neither of the components bfis a composite or satellite knot (see proof of Theorem 3.1,
part 4), andr is essential, so we have a contradiction to all options.

put beware that the hyperbolicity argument —which we do eqtire — contains an error; see the remarks at the ef8l b&low.
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Case 1.2If T is not separating, theh is the connected sum of the knot type Dfwith some 2-component link
(obtained by reembedding unknotte@y- intT). This contradicts Lemma 4.1.

Case 2.S50 now consider the ca3eis unknotted. Thefl must be separating (otherwise it compresses in its exjerior
But then if T is noto-parallel, therl is the connected sum of the componentah Swith a satellite of the Hopf link
(with a pattern that keeps the core9)f This again contradicts Lemma 4.1. O

We considei NX;. Itis a collection of annuli and disks.

Sublemma 4.2 We can achieve by isotopy and proper choic@& ¢fiatT NX; is either empty, the whol€, or a single
annulus. Moreover, the intersection of an anndlusX; with C is a pair of circles, each circle bounding a disiCR T
that contains exactly two of the 4 punctu@siL of P.

For the proof let us fix a bit more language. Assume a tdrirgtersects a balK so that an annulua is a connected
component o)X N T. Assume also the two circles A are not contractible if. (We will soon argue that this
is always the case.) One can only place two unlinked unkdatté contractible loops on a torus, if they are two
meridians, or two longitudes and the torus is unknottedcé&imeridians (resp. longitudes) bound a disk only in the
interior (resp. exterior) of a solid torus, we can choose(ane only one) of the complementary regiohef T as the
interior of T so that the loop8A collapse inY.

We then choose one of the two regiorisof X \ A so thatY’ NC is a pair of disks (rather than an annulus). By
Sublemma 4.1, both disks intersécin exactly 2 of the punctures eacHi. (hay enter intdr’, so that not necessarily
Y'=XnNY.) We callY’ = intA the interior ofA, and the exterior oA is then obvious. TheM’ is a cylinder. We call

A (un)knottedf the core ofY’, or alternatively the intersection of a longitudeTofvith A, is a(n un)knotted arc iiX.
Similarly T is (un)knotted (in X)Jf XNT = A andA is (un)knotted. With the same meaning we use this term when
X =X(Y) is a tangle space arAlis disjoint from the tangl®'. (Then intANY # & in general, and knottedness of an
arc is understood as w.r.t. the bBI(lY) = X UY.) Note thatT is unknotted in a ball (but not tangle spac¢€jf and
only if Ais boundary parallel tX.

We introduce a relatios- among annuli of the considered type, saying for two such
annuliA, A’ thatA - A, if AC extA. Itis easy to see that this defines a partial order.
(Beware, though, that this isot equivalent to inA > A, and this latter condition is
not reflexive.) A maximal element in is called aroutermost&nnulus.

A1 A7

Consider the example diagram on the right. It shows a vieB(¥} from an equato- Ao A
rial section. The tangl¥ is depicted by the thicker lines; the thinner lines indicate
anddT. The gray regions belong to iit ThenA; = Ag andAs > Az = Ag, butA;
does not compare &, 3. HoweverA; C intA; and also®, C intA; (and the same is
true for Az instead ofAz). The outermost annuli ar; 3.

Proof of Sublemma 4.2. There is easily seen to be no separating disk af X;, so one can remove froB) all disks
from T N X;, together with any other parts @fin B; that lie on one side of such disks. Th&m X; consists only of
annuli. (They are finitely many by compactness.)

If one of the circles inT NC bounding an annulu& of T NX; is contractible inT, thenA is contained in a disk that is
isotopable into the exterior @ and not intersecting. SinceT is incompressible, the didR, and hencé\, is parallel
to T, and soA can likewise be removed fromnN X;. So we can assume that both circle®Mare not contractible in
T. So we have the situation, and terminology available, dised before the proof.

Now we would like to rule out the possibility of several aninal T N X;. For this assume w.l.0.g. that among all
essential torT of L, ours is chosen so th&tn P has the fewest number of components (circles).

By the above argument, each annulusTim X; bounds inP a pair of meridional disks (with respect to one of the
complementary solid tori iT is unknotted). In particular, all the circles ihn P are meridians 08S= T, w.r.t. the
interior S=intT of T, or a proper choice of interior if is unknotted. (Because a longitude and meridian always
intersect, the choice @cannot be different for different circles ihn P.)

By Sublemma 4.1, each circle 8NP = T N C which bounds a disk i€ disjoint fromT N C (let us call such circles
innermos} intersects> 2 of the punctureE NC of P. There are clearly at least two circlesTmC, and hence there
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are also at least two innermost. Sireéas four punctures, we see that there must be exactly twonrose circles,
each bounding a disk i@ intersecting- in exactly two punctures. Theé®dN P is a collection of two twice-punctured
disks, and unpunctured annuli. Next we show that we can gpbdied of the annuli iBNP.

Let A be an annulus ddN P. ThenA forms a torusly » with each of the two annuli th&A cutsT into. TheT; inherit
meridians fronl', and their interior is defined again as the region where risargcollapse. Then ektis determined
also, exm = extTUextT, andA = extT; NextT,. We claim that at least one & , is essential. SincA can be pushed
into eitherX; or Xz, we have then a contradiction to the above minimizing chofce.

First, T1 2 do not compress in their interior, becadsdoes not. If som@&j (is unknotted and) compresses in its exterior,
then all components df contained in ext; lie within a ball contained in exXf. If there are such componentsjs
split, and otherwise€T is isotopic toTs_j, and subsequentkx can be removed.

If someT; wered-parallel to a component df in its interior thenT would also be (and andT; would be isotopic).
Finally, at least one Ofy  is noto-parallel in its exterior. If both were such, then becausextt; C extT, we would
have both two components bfin the exterior ofT, in contradiction tcSNL # &.

With this argument we showed that any annulu$inC (that comes from a pair of nested annulilim X;) can be
removed by isotopy. Thus we can achieve tBatC consists only of disks. Also, by Sublemma 4.1, we argued that
there is only one pair of disks, so we have only one annuldsiiry;, and complete the proof of Sublemma 4.2

We consider the two options f@rn C from Sublemma 4.2.
Case 1.TNC # @, that is, bothT N X; are annuli.

Sublemma 4.3 T is unknotted inX;.

Proof. Assume thaf is knotted inX;. ThenT N X; is not parallel to the boundary of a stringgf (Otherwise, the
intersection ofT with P is a pair of circles, each circle has only one, and not two asrased, of the 4 punctures.) If
d > 7, thenU in (14) is not a rational tangle, and th&nis not among the tangles in Theorem 4.9(a-d) of [Wu]. This
theorem says then thaitis simple, so excludes such an annulus X;.

If d =5, thenY; is equivalent (in the sense of definition 2.1) to a MontestaagleM(1/2, p/q) with g odd. To obtain

a contradiction in this case, assume w.l.ofg= M(1/2,p/q). LetYs be a prime tangle such thet=YsUY; is a
prime link of > 2 components. LeA C B(Y3) be an unknotted annulus identifying both circlesTafi P such that it
containsyYs in its interior. Consider the tordg’ in X(L') obtained by gluingd andT N X;. SoT’ is knotted. LetS

be its interior. Then ifl’ is d-parallel, it must bé-parallel to a single link component B. But sincel’ has several
components, ang contains all ofl’, this is impossible. Sinc&’ is knotted, if it is compressible, then a compressing
disk must be meridional. Such a disk can be moved complatédygitherX; or X, using thaty; have no separating
disks. But both is excluded, sindg; are prime andNL’ is non-empty. Thereford,’ is essential, ant!’ is toroidal.

So any prime link.’ = Yz UY; of > 2 components is toroidal. To see that this is not so, ¥ake Y;. Since we do not
know which pairs of punctures the two circlesiofi P enclose, to glue the two annuli properly, we may need toeotat
the two copies o¥; by 11/2 or add at1 tangle. However, in all cases these modifications can bidasut so that’
becomes a Montesinos link of length 4. (This observatiohvélrequired and implicitly applied again in some of the
below arguments.) Corollary 5 of [Oe] shows that such linlesatoroidal except ip/q # +1/2, which is clearly not
the case here (becaugés odd). O

But now recall that; has no closed component. Then by Sublemma 4.2, afi dies in the interior ofT, i.e. in
SN Bs. SinceT is unknotted, it must be thehparallel toC, and can be removed froiy. Thus it suffices to deal with
the next case.

Case 2T NC =@. SoT lies in someX;. In our situationYs, Y» are, if not simple, up to equivalend&(1/2, p/q).
So it suffices that we study the cage=M(1/2, p/q) (with g even or odd, that is, with or without closed component)
and assum@& C X;.

We obtain by inclusion a toruB in the exterior of the link.’ = Y; UY3 for any tangleYs. Again we want to obtain a
contradiction from this by choosing well and using Oertel. Assumé is prime and.’ is non-split.

We claim that this torug C X3 is not compressible i(L’). To see this, assuniewere compressible. First note that
if T separates components¥afin Xy, it would too inL’, in contradiction to the non-splitnessidf SoT separates no
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components iX;. Then the only way in whicf™ would be compressible iB(L’) but incompressible i (L) is that
T is knotted, and; D extT.

Let D be a compressing disk af in E(L"). This disk may penetrate intdz = X(Y3). But sinceYs was chosen
prime, X3 has no separating disks, andBaan be moved out of3, and intoX;. SoT would compress iX; too, a
contradiction.

With this we assure thak C X; is incompressible ifE(L’). So it is essential, unless it is boundary parallel. It is
not boundary parallel to a closed componen¥Ygfbecause it is essential L), and so also irX;. SoT can only

be boundary parallel in its region containiBg. This can be avoided for example by choos¥igo have a closed
component.

Therefore, all’ =Y; UY3 whereYs has a closed component must be toroidal. This is easilyaisgrby choosinyys
well (so thatl’ is a Montesinos link) and using Oertel.

Since we obtained contradictions in all cases, we conchalethere is nd@, and Lemma 4.2 is proved. O

5. Links of more components

Now we derive some consequences and generalizations fa&r dihmore components. (I§6 we use consistently
n=n(L) for the number of components of a linkandg = g(L) for its genus. The casegL) < 2 were discussed
before, so assume throughaout 3.)

The first theorem deals with fiberedness. Kanenobu [Kn] eddrihe realization of monic polynomials to fibered
links. However, his construction, which seems the only omenn, uses connected sum with Hopf links. Thus, for
more than two components, surprisingly, the simple questidind a prime fibered link appears open (evenrer 2,
Kanenobu’s links are not proved to be prime). The theorenokemthis shortcoming, with a more specific statement.

Theorem 5.1 Let 0 be an admissible (as in definition 2.7) monic Conway polyradofiann-component linkn > 3.

Then, except fon = 3, g(L) = 0 andl = +2, there exists a prime arborescent fibered linkith 0, = [, such that
the fiber ofL is a canonical surface obtained from a special arboreséagitasin ofL. Unlessn= 3, g(L) =0, and
0 = —27, the linkL is hyperbolic, and

2maxdedl—n if g(L) >0
vol(L) < 10v- { n if g(L) =0

The following object will be useful for the primeness and égilicity arguments.

Definition 5.1 Define thdinking graph GL) of L by putting a vertex for each componentoénd connecting vertices
of components with non-zero linking number. Optionally, mvay label an edge by the linking number.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Let firstg(L) > 0. We deal with the case= 3 first. Consider the 2 component libkfound

in Theorem 4.1 fof) = 0J/z+z Assume the (reverse) clasp ** in the left diagram of figure Beégative, by possibly
mirroringL’ (mirroring preservesl for even number of components). Recall thais obtained from a knot as on the
left of figure 3 by smoothing out one crossing in its parallakp *.

Call the replacement of a crossing with a parallel clasfaaping and give it a sign as for the crossings involved:

X000 X - 00

Then apply a positive clasping at a crossing among thosesmonding to the edge labeled;2- 1 in figure 3. (If
these crossings are negative, create a trivial clasp by@deRwister || move in advance.) We claim that the resulting
3-component link is what we sought.
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The Conway polynomial is easily checked using the skeirticglg4) at the crossing created by the clasping. In that
caseD, depictsL, D_ depicts a2, —2,k)-pretzel link k even), andDo depictsL’. By the proper choice di’, we see
thatO_ = 0.

The fibering is also easy, since a clasping results in a Haphping on the canonical surface. By [Ga2, Ga3], the
fiber property is invariant under a Hopf plumbing.

It remains to see primeness. This can be shown again frommttbesscency using [KL], but there is a more elementary
argument. Note that all componentsloére unknotted and have pairwise non-zero linking numbegrétthe proper
choice of signs of clasps is helpful.) Thus if we Hae- L1#L5, former property excludes the option that somé pf

is a knot, and latter property excludes the option that boglPacomponent links.

Forn > 3 we can use induction. Again we apply claspings (either sigy do) at some of the crossings @&h2- 1
(possibly creating new crossings by Reidemeister Il movas)e link on the bottom right of figure 3 is a typical
example (fom = 4). Again the check ofl is easy;D. depictsL, Dg depicts a connected sum of2 —2,k)-pretzel
link with Hopf links, andD+. depicts a link of the sort constructed for- 1. The skein relation of! again easily
allows to adjust the polynomial &f properly.

To see primeness, use again that all componentsare unknotted. So iE = L1#L,, then both ofL1, are links.
Then the linking grapi&(L) of L must have a cut vertex(i.e. it must become disconnected when remowiagd its
incident edges). However, for olrthis is easily seen not to be the case. H8(&) consists of a chain connecting
all vertices, with an additional edge between two vertidedistance 2 in the chain. Sois prime. Let us display the
graphs for 3 and 4 components, also for future referencey ok like (up to reversing sign in all linking numbers)

A B (16)

Here the component designation foe 4 is as in figure 3. Note that, since the diagram is speBialndA have with
B a linking of opposite sign.

For n = 3 we letC identify with A under undoing one of the claspings (15) in the- 4 case. As occurred in the
primeness argument, we can have dlg@®,B) = 0. We will need this case only once (at the end of the proof of
Lemma 5.1), and otherwise stick witk(A,B) = 2.

Our construction yields links with all desired propertiesdept hyperbolicity, which we treat below) whenegér) >

0. Finally, turn to the casg(L) = 0. We use the pretzel links of type | in Gabai’s theorem 6.7Ga4]. The links

in case 1 (B), (C) there realize the stated polynomials. Fen@umber of components, case (C) applies, and we
get both possible polynomiatsz’~1 by mirroring (which changes sign @f). For odd number of components we
have the pretzel links in case (B). To see that their polymbisi —1)."/2/2"-1, one can use, for example, the formula
of Hosokawa-Hoste [Ht]. Fon=5,7,... andd = (—1)"212"-1 we found, with the help of some computation, the
sequence of links with Conway notatié® 2, —2)(2,—-2,2,...,—2,2), the first two of which look like:

o

o -
o) o -

(The orientation of components is so that all clasps arerseveThe fibering of these examples can be confirmed by
the disk (product) decomposition of Gabai [Ga4], and thepral using [Ht].

We postpone the hyperbolicity proof to lemmas 5.1 and 5.2 vidiume estimate is again easy from Theorem 211.
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Remark 5.1 The following observations indicate how one can (or can majlify or extend Theorem 5.1.

1) Forn= 3 the only diagrams with canonical surfaces of genus 0 ar¢gler)-pretzel diagramsp,q,r even.
Then Theorem 6.7 Case (1) of Gabai [Ga4] shows that therepsime link for 0 = +22, even with a canonical
fiber surface from an arbitrary diagram.

2) The algebraic topologist considgksisually up to units irZ[t*1], in opposition to treatind as the equivalent
(5) of . In that weaker sense the exceptional links (17) in our pcoofd be avoided. For knots the ambiguity
of A is not essential, because the conditigl) = 1 allows one to recover the stricter form. Note, though, that
for links of more than one component, we lose the informadiba sign in the up-to-units version.

3) The exceptiom = 3,g = 0 also disappears for the strist£ O if we waive on fiberedness (and then also on
monic polynomials) and demand 2maxdeg 1 — X instead. The corresponding statement follows just by an
obvious modification of the proof we gave. (For genus O oneezaily adjust infinitely many pretzel links to
give the proper polynomial.)

If we like to keep small 4-genus, we have

Corollary 5.1 For any admissible Alexander polynomfabf a link, there exists an arborescent linkvith A(L) = A,
maxded) = 1—X¢(L) andxs(L) > —1. MoreoverL can be chosen to be fibered\fis monic.

Remark 5.2 Clearly for ann-component linkxs < n, but even below this bound, one cannot augmgntnrestrict-
edly, since it is related to (the vanishing of) certain limkinumbers, which in turn have impact on the low-degree
terms in{. (In particularys = n means strongly slice, which implies that=0.)

Proof. For one component)(K) < 1 impliesxs(K) > —1. For a link of two components take the link constructed
for Theorem 4.1. Observe that this link bounds a ribbon amydoys > 0. Forn > 3 components, we can always
achieve thags > —1 for the linksL in Theorem 5.1, by varying the sign of claspings (15) withpheity of n. O

Lemma 5.1 The link L of Theorem 5.1 is choosable to have a complement which is&itgrEfibered, unless = 3,
g(L) =0, andd = —Z.

Proof. Consider firsg(L) > 0. We use again the description in [BM]. Sinee> 3, all components are unknotted,
we have only the types shown in figures 2 (type (a)) and 3 (tigpetiterein. Now all these links have the following
property: there is a compone¥thaving the same linking number with all the others, up to sigroking atG(L) for
our linksL, we see that onlp < 4 components come in question.

So forn= 4, M can be only one of or B (see (16)). However, the next property of Burde-Murasumilss is that all
components different frol have mutually the same linking number. This immediatelgswdut also = 4.

Now for n = 3, M can be onlyD andk = +1. In type (b) of Burde-Murasugi, the distinguished compurid has
linking numbert+a with all the other components, and in that case it was asstimagal > 1, so this option is ruled out.

It remains their type (a). For these links, looking at Fighief [BM] with m= 3, and taking care of linking numbers,
we see that we have tlf@, —2, 4)-pretzel link, oriented so as to be the closure of the 3-srajdo; 20, *07*, but for
0;4 one component involving these crossings must be reversatericase gives a link of genus 0, so consider only
former, i.e. witha? in the braid.

The Conway polynomial of this link i§] = —32% — Z*. The link L (up to mirroring) obtained from our construction
with such polynomial is shown on the left of (18). It has theking graph on the right of (16) fdr= —1. It turns out
that SnapPea reports this link non-hyperbolic, so applgriéid the Burde-Murasugi link.

4
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However, now recall that we had some option in the conswuaatfL. First we can change the sign of the clasp * in
(12), which here leads to a composite link. Next, though, ae change the sign of the clasping (15). This leads to
another link with the same polynomial, given on the righti8), SnapPea reports it to be hyperbolic, with which the
caseg(L) > 0 is finished.

The linksL of genus 0 are dealt with by the same argument. Again by ljnkiiimbers we are down to 4 components
(in particular all those links of (17) are done). For 4 comguts, the linking graph of a pretzel is a cycle of length 4,
so this case is out too, and for= 3 we arrive at the additional exception we had to make {2he 2, r)-pretzel links
are indeed Seifert fibered. d

Lemma 5.2 The linkL of Theorem 5.1 is atoroidal.

Proof of Lemma 5.2. Let us focus org(L) > 0. We adapt the proof, as far as possible, from lemma 4.2, sethe
notation from there. The tangle decompositiorah (14) modifies so that now

Y, =U11-2)m and Y = ((2k,—2)11,42,42,...,42) (19)

Again letT be an essential torus B(L). Since bothy; > are again easily proved to be prime, we can assume w.l.0.g.
that T does not intersect any tangle spatan disks, but only in annuli. Stilll; has no closed component and is
subjectable to [Wu]. Then all intersectionstofvith the tangle spher@ are meridional disks, with respect to a proper
choice of interiolS=intT. Assume agaifl is chosen so th&N C has the fewest connected components.

With the same argument we have first:
Sublemma 5.1 Sublemma 4.1 holds. O
Sublemma 5.21f T is knotted, therT is not separating, i.d. CintT.

Proof. All components ol are unknotted. Any unknot embedded in a knotted solid toasshtomological degree 0.
So for each pair of component; € intT, My € extT, we must havék(M1,Mz) = 0. So if T were separating, the
linking graphG(L) would be disconnected, which we saw is not the case. Sincedoyripressibility, there is always
someMj, there cannot be aryi. O

Sublemma 5.3If T is unknotted, therT is separating. LeP, Q be the sets of componentslofin intT resp. exT.
ThenG = G(L) has the following property. If for someee P, b € Q there is no edge betwearandbin G, then there
is no edge betweemandb’ for anyb’ € Q, or there is no edge betweahandb for anya’ € P.

Proof. Clearly an unknotted torus must separate, else it would cessp Now whefT is unknottedl is a satellite of
the Hopf link. Then for two componensse P, b € Q of L we havelk(a,b) = [a] - [b], where the brackets denote the
homology class irH1(intT) = Hi(extT) = Z. So if a andb are not connected i, one of[a] or [b] must be 0, and
the claim is clear. O

Sublemma 5.4 Sublemma 4.2 holds still.

Proof. The proof of Sublemma 4.2 goes through with the help of nowl&ulna 5.1, except for the argument why
some ofTy 2 is noto-parallel in its exterior.

If T is knotted, then by Sublemma 5.2, its exterior is empty, sarty none ofT; » can bed-parallel in its exterior.
If T is unknotted, then all annuli &f N X are unknotted too. Now since one of tenamelyY;, still has no closed
component, an outermost annulusTofi X; is parallel toC. Then successively all annuli 3N X; can be removed,
soTNXy=a. O

Back to the proof of lemma 5.2, now we can apply [WuMo An annulusT N X; must be parallel t&€, providedU
in (19) is not a rational tangle. Thénhcan be removed froK;, soT C X,. If U is rational andl N X; # @, then we
can obtain a contradiction to Oertel's result by joinkgvith itself properly to obtain a Montesinos link of length 4.
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So we can assume C Xo.

Now letL’ = Y3UY> be a prime (non-split) link o 5 components, ang be a prime tangle with a closed component.
We claim thaflT c E(L’) is essential. The argument is the same as in case 2 of theqfrbefnma 4.2. So again all
suchL’ would be non-atoroidal.

Thus we can conclude the proof of Lemma 5.2dos 0 with Lemma 5.3 below. For our links gf= 0, we can apply
Oertel to the pretzel links, and the links in (17) are deathwhe same argument is those in Lemma 5.3. (See the
remark at the end of its proof.) O

Lemma 5.3 The linksL’ with Conway notation
((k,—2)11),+2,4+2,...,42,0m,

of n(L’) > 5 components fok, m € Z, k # 0 even, are atoroidal.

Here is an example’ with m= 0, k =4 andn = 5 components, together with its linking gra@L’) we will use
shortly.

(20)

G(L)

L/

Proof. LetY] = (k,—2) 1 1mandY; = (+£2,+2,...,4£2). ThenL’ = Y] UY;. (Follow the diagrams in (20).)

If we remove the closed componenit of Y;, then we have a pretzel link, which is atoroidal by Oertel ergiwe
may better avoid th€2, —2,2, —2)-pretzel linkL’ \ M; but we will just see that its unique essential torus st fitto
the below conclusions.) Thus an essential tarusf L' must become inessential ir'\ M. Sincel’ is non-split, this
means that one of the regionsinust contain either onliyl (if T compresses i’ \ M), or M and exactly one other
componenM’ of L’ (if T is d-parallel toM’ in L'\ M). In particular, since we have> 3 componentsT is separating.

Now again all components &f are unknotted an@(L’) is connected. S& separating means by Sublemma 5.2 that
T is unknotted (as for the essential torufl/, —1/2,1/2,—1/2)). Now we can apply Sublemma 5.3 @{L’). For
n(L") > 5 components, we easily see that the opfiocontaining a componeiM’ # M is ruled out.

ThusT containsM alone in one region (and— 1 > 4 components of in the other one). Then by the argument for
Sublemma 5.4T can be isotoped (or chosen more properly) M{e= X (Y;) or X5 = X(Y3). Let us explain this briefly.

First, the argument excluding » being bothd-parallel in their exterior applies now, because we asstirahone of
the regions ofl contains precisely 2 componentsldf So the conclusion of Sublemma 4.2 applies. Next, the option
of an annular intersectiohN X/ is ruled out as follows.

The annuliT N X{ andT NX; again determine an interior df by letting the circles il NC collapse therein. Now
T is unknotted and contains only one component in its extesicomponent which does not inters€ctThen for at

least one = 1,2 the annulud N X/ will be (unknotted and) with empty exterior i, sod-parallel toC, and could be
removed.

Now havingT within X{ or X5, we can obtain the same contradiction as before by looking @atys or Y, U Yz for
properYs and applying Oertel.
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Let us say a word on the links in (17). Their linking graph is tame as for our’. Again removingM, when
specifying it so as the labeling in graph on the right of (2Dbé correct, gives a pretzel link. So the argument here
applies unchangedly. O

Let us conclude the hyperbolicity proof with a few generiatitric remarks. One reason for the effort we needed to
spend we see in the lack of extension of Wu's work [Wu] to tasghith closed components. This extension is a
substantial program, and we were forced to go some stepg &logven though it was not our primary focus. It is
clear that our method can be applied to many more examptasugih the complete treatment of arborescent tangles
is still far ahead.

The other main motivation for our hyperbolicity proofs wae tstatus of Bonahon-Siebenmann’s monograph [BS].
We were aware that we reprove their theorem on the classgiicat hyperbolic arborescent links in particular special
cases. Still we were bothered by the notorious inavailghilf [BS], announced decades ago, but never completed.
Even for Montesinos links, written accounts needed somendment. At least atoroidality of the link complements
seemed not completely clarified. An additional complicafior links is that not only torus links have Seifert fibered
complements. Among the links in [BM], at least tf# —2,r) pretzel links, pointed out by Ying-Qing Wu, are Mon-
tesinos and (fofr| # 1,2) non-torus links whose complements are Seifert fibered &oroidal). Thus in particular
the statement and proof of corollary 5 in [Oe] must be coa@etccordingly (see e.g. also [St6]).

Only after we completed our work, we were informed of a regeaprint of Futer and Guéritaud [FG], which gives
a written proof of Bonahon-Siebenmann’s theorem charaategrthe hyperbolic arborescent links. Still it seems fair
to say that our effort was (almost) simultaneous, independ@orter than the (full extent of the) work in [FG], and
makes our paper more self-contained. Thus we see both sghtearid some sense to keep the materighimnd 5,
rather than mostly avoid it by referring to [FG].

6. Tangle surgery constructions

The following constructions, which are also heavily usedStb], show infinite families of links with given poly-
nomial, if we focus on arborescency axg but abandon fibering and, in certain cases, minimality efdanonical
surface. (Note that, in [St4] we showed that almost everyimalexander knot polynomial of degree 2 is realized by
only finitely many canonical fiber surfaces, so abandonirgriity of the canonical surface is a non-trivial relaxation.
Sees? for related discussion.)

We will use some tangle surgery arguments. With the terrotpobf Definition 4.1, we state first

Lemma 6.1 Let &, for k € Z, k # 0, be the(1,2k — 1) pretzel tangle, with orientation chosen so that the twist of
2k—1isreverse.$ is a positive parallel clasp.) Theh can be replaced by tangl€gsg,, that contain three twists of
p,q,r, such that all lengthip|,|q|, |r| can be chosen arbitrarily large, and any such tangle replecepreserves the
Alexander polynomial.

Proof. Considerth€p+1,q,r)-pretzel knot diagramd(p+1,q,r), with p£+1,q,r odd. Their Alexander polynomial
is determined by, = 1/>A" (1), which is

(p£1)g+(p)r+ar+1
Vo+ = .
4
Now forp=0,q=1,r = 2k— 1 we have
Vo4 = k, Vo = 0. (21)

We need to find more solutions to (21). We have
(p—1)g+(p—r+agr+1 = 0O (22)
(p+1) g+ (p+Lr+agr+1 = 4k (23)
Then(22) — (23) givesq+r = 2k, and(22) + (23) givesp(29+ 2r) + 2qr = 4k— 2, so

_ 2k—1-—qr
P=—
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We would likep € Z andp even. To achieve this, choose
g = 1+ 2nk, r=2k—1-2nk, (24)

forne Z. LetTp_1 4r be the tangle obtained by cutting out fradp+1,q,r) the switched crossing, for example for
(pqur) = (8757 _3):

C )
=

\ =X
. /ffffff@(f )

(The shift to make the first index odd is done for future corenace.) Now we can substitulg_1 qr for &, so thatA
is preserved (see [BI] or [SSW]). Al4@|, |q|,|r| — c when|n| — . O

Remark 6.1 We will use also the surgery on the mirrored tangles. Theared surgery fok = 1 and(p,q,r) =
(8,5,—3) is shown below:

= omoooo(T)- s

If we abandon fiberedness and relax the minimal genus conditmaxded = 1 — X, then for example, we easily
restore arborescency in corollary 5.1:

Corollary 6.1 For any admissible Alexander polynomfabf a link, there exists an arborescent linkvith A(L) = A,
maxded\ > —3—x¢(L) andxs(L) > —1.

Proof. Consider the link in the proof of Corollary 5.1. LBtbe the diagram constructed there. We apply the modifi-
cations in (26). Create a prime diagr&hby adding a positive and negative parallel clasp. Then ajgpigle surgery

on these clasps iB’ with two mutually mirrored tangles, so that one obtains aydienD” of a concordant link. For
(p,q,r) = (8,5,—3) the operation looks as follows:

T \nnaone
(

These two tangle surgeries preserve arborescencygamtd augment the genus of the diagram at most by twa.l

2

XN

A
G

)

(26)

. /ff/f/f

D D/ D//

5
\
N

7

If we are interested in controlling onj, there are virtually no difficulties at all in using surgeriand we have:
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Corollary 6.2 For any admissible Alexander polynomizabf ann-component link angt < 0 with n+ x even, there
exists an arborescent linkwith A(L) = A andxs(L) = X.

Proof. The largesk was dealt with in corollary 6.1. Then take iterated conneg:stem with(—3,5,7)-pretzel knots
and apply the (concordance) surgery (26). O

7. Infinite families of links

It is a natural question which admissible monic Alexanddypomials are realized binfinitely manyfibered links.
For knots the problem was suggested by Neuwirth and solubddyiMorton [Mo] (after previous partial results; see
for example Quach [Q]). As well known, genus one fibered kaotsonly the trefoil and figure-8 knot. In contrast,
Morton constructs for each possible monic Alexander patgiab of maximal degree greater than one an infinite
sequence of distinct fibered knots with this polynomial (thle without regard to any additional knot properties).

Unfortunately, extensions of Morton’s construction tdkBrseem never to have been attempted or obtained. Now we
have the following analogue of Morton’s result. (We use aget n(L) for the number of componentg~= g(L) for
the genus anyg = x(L) for the maximal Euler characteristic bf)

Proposition 7.1 For n > 4 components, there are infinitely many (arborescent) daaly fibered links with any
given monic admissible Alexander polynomial.

Proof. We use the links of Theorem 5.1.df> 0, the unknotted component created by two claspings allowapply
Stallings twists if we choose the claspings to be of oppasga. The linking number easily distinguishes infinitely
many of the resulting links, but they all have the same complgs, so hyperbolicity is preserved. Epe 0 we can
use Stallings twists for the links in (17) and for those of @&iype (C). (See the proof of Theorem 5.1.) His pretzel
links of type (B) are already infinitely many (and all have gane polynomial). O

We know in contrast (see the discussion at the end of thigosgthat a generic monic Alexandknot polynomial of
degree 2 is realized by only finitely maognonicalfiber surfaces. So the combination of fibering and canonéssin
poses non-trivial restrictions on infinite families. Assnmcanonicalness and merely minimal genus property, the
scope of constructible infinite families widens.

Proposition 7.2 Forn = 1 andg > 0, orn > 3, any admissible Alexander link polynomial+ O is realized by
infinitely many prime arborescenicomponent links with a canonical minimal genus surfacezmadxded\ = 1—.

Proof. For knots (and\ # 1) this can be shown by applying the surgeries of the typef(#3Il admissiblep, g,r at

the parallel clasp * of the knots as in figure 3, constructatiéproof of Theorem 3.1. The distinction of the resulting
knots is a bit subtle, but since they are arborescent, it eatiome at least from [BS]. For links of 3 components
andg > 0, as in the proof of Theorem 5.1, a parallel clasp is creaggd ), and the same surgery applies. (Ror 4

the “Stallings twist” in proposition 7.1 would also applyicathe resulting links are again much less sophisticatedly
distinguished by linking numbers.) The case 0 andn > 3 is again easily recovered by the pretzels. O

For 2 components, however, some new idea is needed. Théegbalasp disappears, and so far we cannot prove the
claim, except for special families of polynomials (it is@flse ifg = 0).

Turning back to fiberedness, we do not know about extensibNoaon’s construction, explained in the beginning
of this section, to obtain infinite families of links up to 3mponents. The infinite realizability is (even for general
links or fiber surfaces) not fully clear. As an applicationoair work we can obtain at least the following additional
examples.

Proposition 7.3 (1) Forn = 3 components and a monic admissible Conway polynomiaith [(0], = —1, there exist
infinitely many canonically fibered links realizirig, which are connected sums of 2 prime arborescent factors.
(2) For knots g = 1), the same holds for polynomidlswith a multiple zero. {0 = Df for somell; € Z[Z], then there
exist infinitely many canonically fibered prime (arboregg&nots realizingJ.
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Proof. For (1) take a prime fibered knitwith Ok = —z20(z), and build the connected sum wit®, —2, 2k)-pretzel
links. Part (2) is an adaptation of the observation of Qu&dh [t suffices to consider the cage= 02. If 0 € Z[Z

and(1? € Z[Z], thenO; € Z[2?] or 0y € ZZ[Z%]. Since[0], = 1, former alternative applies. Then w.l.o[gl1],0 = 1
up to taking—0; for ;.

So we can take a kndt as in Theorem 3.1 withlk = 0;, and build the connected sul§#!K at the parallel clasps

in figure 3. The canonical surface of the resulting diagramitgiStallings twists at the spot of the connected sum.
Since smoothing out a crossing created by such Stallingtswgives a diagram of an amphicheiral 2-component link
L (so thatO_ = 0), again (4) shows that the twists preserfieAlso it is easy to observe that the diagrams are still
arborescent, so infinitely many of the knots can be dististged using [BS]. (There is again a much less sophisticated
distinction argument, which uses the leading term in thexateler variable of the skein polynomial.) O

Since a fiber surface is connected, we must ha¥e2 —n. For (n,x) = (2,0) we have only the Hopf links. For
(n,X) = (3,—1) andd = +2° we have again only 2 (composite) links, the connected sunwofositive or two
negative Hopf links (see part 1 of Remark 5.1). These obsensare valid not only for canonical, but also for
general fiber surfaces, as is explained in [Kn2].

Forn =2 andy < 0, we can observe that the knots in Morton’s constructior (e proof of Theorem 4 in [Mo])
likewise have unknotting number 1, which allows to obtaialagously to our case certain fibered 2-component links.
It seems some effort needed to extend Morton’s JSJ decotiggoaiguments and show that infinitely many of these
links are different. (Fibering and control of the Alexangetynomial are again not difficult.) One would then have
also (at least the obvious connected sum) examples of 3 coamp®for any polynomial.

We also do not know how to find for general (monic or not) polyrals infinitely many (fibered or not) knots with
certain specific properties (like arborescent, prime, hyplkc etc.). For knotsr(= 1), part (2) of proposition 7.3
implies

Corollary 7.1 In genusg > 4, then there exist infinitely many monic polynomials readiby infinitely many canon-
ically fibered prime knots. O

To reformulate this more suitably, let fdr> 1,

®, = 0 monic of degree @, realized by
4= infinitely many canonically fibered knots| -

Then we can understanby C g ;= {1} x Z9~1. We say thakby is infinite if d > 4. Contrarily,®; = @, and
our aforementioned result in [St4] shows tl@at is finite. (We do not know about finiteness ®§.) So we see that,
expectedly, this result does not extendite 4, at least in full strength. Nevertheless, for sodngtill the inclusion
®y C 'qg may be proper, or in fact so thBy \ @4 is infinite. The right sort of question to ask about what polyrials
are realized infinitely many times, seems to be somethirg lik

Question 7.1 1s dy C 'y contained in the image of finitely marly— 1-tuples of polynomials

(1,  fa 1) € Qxq, ..., x4 2,

eachf; of which mapsz¥ to Z, with k < d — 2?
There is a corresponding problem for links. The questionhenaximak needed also has some right. The bound

d — 2 may be improvable, but obviously not below 1 fibe= 4,5, and, with the origin of corollary 7.1 in mind,
expectably not belowl — 4 ford > 6.

8. Large volume knots
8.1. Arborescent knots
While so far we were concerned in estimating volume from abae give, using tangle surgeries, two constructions

to obtain knots of given polynomial and large volume. Theecaglinks is left out mainly for space (rather than
methodological) reasons. The first construction yield®arbcent knots.
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Theorem 8.1 Given an Alexander knot polynomial with d = maxded\ and an integegs > max(1,4d — 1), there
exist hyperbolic arborescent knots of arbitrarily larg&moe with Alexander polynomial and 4-genugs.

Our result is motivated by similar work of Kalfagianni [Kfgne of whose consequences (Corollary 1.1 therein) it
improves. (At the end of this paper we will be able to recovetf&gianni’s full result; our tools are, however,
somewhat different from hers.) A related result, that impla certain part of the statement of Theorem 8.1, was
obtained simultaneously by Silver and Whitten [SWh].

Lemma 8.1 The tangle surgeries (25) of Lemma 6.1 (koe 1) altergs most most byt-2.

Proof. We like to examine the change @f under the surgery. We change first a crossing in the twigt of

\”\\\NN\(/ \”\\\mxx(

Sinceq+r = 2, applying concordance, we can cancel the remaigir@ crossings with the crossings in the twist
of r, and then remove the (crossings in the) twispofThen by switching a crossing we recreate the clasp befere th
tangle surgery.

— NN\NN\Q@ — — K
Now gs changes by at most1 under a crossing change, so it changes by at m@stnder the tangle surgery. O

Proof of Theorem 8.1. In the following we choose integer triplép,q,r) with p,g,—r > 1 odd,r +q= 2 and
pg+ pr+qgr=—1. We will assume thap,q,r have these properties throughout the proof.

Choose from Theorem 3.1 an arborescent kqatith Ax = A and the arborescent diagrdrconstructed in the proof.
Following [Ad] we call a crossing dealternatorif it belongs to a set of crossings whose switch makes theralmag
alternating. This set is determined up to taking the complem Since we constructdd to have at mostd— 2
twist equivalence classes, we can choose (possibly takingdmplement) the numbérof twists inD consisting of
dealternators to be

t<2d-1.

Now we can turrD into an arborescent dlagram of K, so that each of the twist equivalence classes of dealternators
in D becomes a single (dealternator) crossin@in Fix in Do the set ofd dealternators so obtained. Create (by a
Reidemeister | move) a trivial parallel clasp near eacHtdezator, obtaining a diagraiy, of K with dealternators
occurring ind parallel clasps.

Now let Ty qr be the tangle described in the proof of Lemma 6.1Ker 1, andT_, _q_r its mirror image. (So by
the index shiftp means now what wag+ 1 in that proof.) LeDg = Do(p, q,r) be the result of substituting, q for
each positive dealternator clasp tangle, @ngd_q . for each negative dealternator clasp tangl®jn Let Kp 4 be

the knotDg represents. TheDg has all its dealternators in twists in the substituted @sigiVhen now the length of
the twists inTp g grows, Thurston’s hyperbolic surgery theorem shows the€gy ) converges (from below) to the
volume of a certain link.. This limit link is the same as wharhas opposite sign, but then we have prime alternating
diagrams. Sd. is an augmented alternating link (as in [Br, La]). Then inasrtb obtain large volume we apply
Adams’ result on the volume of augmented alternating lisle®(Br, La]), and so it is enough to increase the number
of tangles whose twist lengths we can augment unboundedly.

Simultaneously we want to carry out our construction so abtain largegs. With p,q,r given, we applied the tangle
surgeries of Lemma 6.1 (fdr= 1) at each clasp of dealternatorsj and obtained a diagra®o = Do(p,q.r). By
Lemma 8.1 we have

1s(Do) — Gs(K)| < 2t < 4d 2. (27)
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Sinceu(K) = 1, we havegs(K) < 1, sogs(Do) < 4d — 1.

We consider the pretzel kno®p, q,r), which haveA = 1. By the main theorem ifil of [Ru], these pretzel knots are
quasipositive, and by Proposition 5.3 of [Ru] have sliceugeh

Let nowD = D(l, p,q,r) be the diagram obtained by taking connected suBfvith | copies of the p, g,r)-pretzel
diagram. (Note that no, g, r enter into the construction @f(l, p,q,r) in a second different way.) BecauBép,q,r)
is quasipositive of 4-genus one, we have by the BennequdeRb inequality (see [Ru2])

9s(D(I, pr,q,r1)) — o0 (28)

whenl — o, for any sequencepy,q, 1) of triples(p,q,r) of the above type. Moreover, the numbers (28), when taken
over alll > 0, realize all integergs > 4d — 1, again regardless of the choice(e@f, q,r).

We apply now the moves (26). Choose the connected subn so that the creation of two parallel clasps in the
first move in (26) gives a prime diagraBf. The second move is a tangle surgery, which presetvasd can be
performed for any triplé€p,q,r). (In (26) we show the operation for the simplest triple, vihadter the shift ofp is
now (7,5,—3).) Call the resulting diagrad” = D"(l, p,q,r), andK” =K"(l, p,q,r) the knot it represents. Since this
surgery is a concordance, we have

gs(D”) = gs(D). (29)

So from (28) and (29) we have then
gS(DH(I ) p| 9 Cll ) r.| )) — 00,

whenl — o and (p;,q,r) is an arbitrary sequence of tuplép,q,r). Moreover, all numbers above or equal to
4d — 1 are realized as 4-genera. N®@# has all its dealternators occurring in twists whose lengthloe augmented
arbitrarily, preserving\. So if for eachl we choose-r| (and hencey, p) large enough, we obtain hyperbolic knots
Ki =K"(l,p,q,r) of large volume from the results of Thurston and Adams.

In order to obtain infinitely many knots of fixed 4-genus takehe construction ob(l, p,q,r) connected sum with
(p,q,r)-pretzel diagrams and mirror images thereof (with reversntation). The volume will distinguish infinitely
many of the knot«.

To verify thatK, is arborescent, use that we chose the initial diagEawf K to be arborescent. Taking iterated
connected sum with th@, g, )-pretzel knots and adding clasps can be done so as to presborescency of the
diagram. The same observation applies to the tangle segjeri O

Using the upper bound in Theorem 2.1, we have a result on ggptwmiist numbers.

Corollary 8.1 Any possible Alexander polynomial is realized by arboresgaotsk; with twist numbett(K;) — co.
O

Remark 8.1 Our construction can be easily adapted to preserve the Adliertanodule. Choose a prinsssuch that

all (finitely many up to units) divisors af in Z[t*1] (includingA and 1) remain distinct (up to units) when coefficients
are reduced masl Then choos@,q,r so thatp+ 1,q,r = 1(2s), by choosing (folkk = 1) n in (24) divisible bys.
Observe that changing any pfq,r by (multiples of) 2 preserves a (properly chosen) Seifert matrix saxhd the
Seifert matrix determines the Alexander module. Since ayuraents incorporate concordance, we can recover most
of the properties obtained by Silver and Whitten [SWh], @ta# course the knot group homomorphism.

8.2. Free genus

Our final result combines all the methods introduced presfioto obtain an extension of a theorem of Brittenham
[Br2]. He constructed knots of free genus one and arbiti@iyd volume. We state a similar property for free genus
greater than one.

Theorem 8.2 Let A be an admissible Alexander knot polynomial of degitee 2. Then there exist hyperbolic knots
Kn of arbitrarily large volume with free gengg (K,) = d andA(Ky,) = A.
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Remark 8.2 As to extensions and modifications of this statement, tHevidhg can be said:

1) Our construction does not apply for free genus one. Thaaklder polynomial is not of particular interest on
genus one knots, so its control in Brittenham’s (or somelaimn¢onstruction seems only of minor use, and we
will not dwell upon this here.

2) A justified question is whether for monic polynomial we @aiually find fibered knots. We expect that it is
possible, but the effort of proof would grow further, too rhifor the intention and length of this paper.

3) Another suggestive question, whether one can replaegbfyecanonical genus, is to be answered negatively.
Brittenham had shown [Br] that canonical genus bounds thewe (see also [St3]).

4) The knots we obtain are unlikely arborescent or of unkmgtiumber one, but still have slice genus at most one
if g > 2.

5) The case of links is, like the explanation at the beginmifithis section, analogous to treat (with similar mild
constraints), but also left out for space reasons.

Proof. Let firstgs > 2. For a given numbek we consider the linky = KUU1 U... UUy given by replacing the
diagram of the knoK from theorem 3.1 along the (more tightly) dashed lreelow as follows:

k=4

- Ui

SUB LI H-
"— Uy el

(] [

(We extend this tk < 0 by placing the circled); the other way, as shown.) Choosiagh sufficiently large, we
construct the knotky », from Ly for 4 | k by doing

‘_ _ "+1
twists atUy for k =

mod 4 in the following way: —

|
O wWN P

N

Here a few annotations seem proper. (i) The twists aldngre called in the common cut-paste-language surgeries.
However, we avoid this term here in order not to confuse with tangle surgeries (which will just reenter). The
“twists” may, in turn, conflict with definition 2.5, but theyan be regarded here as an extension of the previous
concept, and so seem the more convenient term. (ii) TwistioggU; adds also a full twist (now in a sense directly
related to definition 2.5) into the bands. However, thesstsrdancel each other when twistingatis performed in

the prescribed way, so we can ignore them.

It is easy to see now th# ap has the same Alexander polynomiall&ssince the Seifert matrix is not altered by
the twisting atUJ;. Similarly, the twisted Seifert surface is still free. Byidkening the surface into a bicolar, we see
that the twisting at); accounts only in braiding the various 1-handles, and thagling can be undone by sliding the
handles properly, as for the braidzel surfaces [Ru, Na3].

With this we focus on hyperbolicity. By Thurston and Adamaiagt suffices to show thdty, are hyperbolic for large
|k|. (We need in fact here only> 0 and 4] k, but we will soon see why it is good to have the otk@round, too.)
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We use the tangle decompositigruY’ of K, which carries over with modifications tg. (In order not to overwork
notation, we denot¥,Y’ the same way in all links, each time specifying the link.) sEive use tangle surgery to
remove the dependence¥fin Ly on the numbet; of full twists. The surgery allows us to replace the lowert odir

Y’ as follows:
v
> B UQC)J\ N2 -
- )

Lk

The meaning is that we can have a free surface and a desinegimiler polynomial by applying a proper, but arbitrarily
augmentable, number of twists at the circles we added. Mpis in fact parallel tdJ; for k= 1. So we can, and for
hyperbolicity must, omit; then. This can be done with the understanding that we perdbtin the additional twists
we would have needed to performiét

The effect of the surgery is now that the libf, whose hyperbolicity it suffices to show, has a tanglevhich does no
longer depend oty, but only onk.

Lemma 8.2 The linksL = L; are prime.

Proof. The (only, but then indeed so becaus@pknotted componerK of L, is prime; e.g. it has unknotting number
one. Thus ifL is composite, there is a composite (possibly split) 2-comemb sublink.’ = K U O of L. Now, for such
sublinks, the tangl¥’ reduces only to finitely many cases; in fact 3 are enough tqusig thatJ; andU; in (30)
are parallel, antl; andUj} are flype-equivalent). These 4 tang¥scan be checked to be prime by [KL], and since
the same can be done fér(despite of its dependence tnts, ...), we have that’ is prime, a contradiction. Thus

is prime. O

Lemma 8.3 The linksL = L; are atoroidal.

Proof. We first prove forlk| < 3. The main point here is to remove the dependendeaity, ts, .. ..

Thet; twists can be easily removed by tangle equivalence. Thenaggtithat eliminates,ts,... consists in a rep-
etition of our work in applying Oertel's and Wu’s results, we just recapitulate the main points. N&y=Y and
Y, =Y’, and we havé =Y UY’, with Y being a Montesinos tangle of length 2 fpK) = 3, or an arborescent tangle
subjectable to Wu's result fay; (K) > 3. AssumeT is an essential torus &f Then agaim NX(Y) is empty, all ofT,

or an annulug\.

If A exists, then by Sublemma 4.3 and the argument aftérig,0-parallel toC, so can be moved out. T C X(Y),
we have a contradiction to Wu fgg > 3, or by gluingY andA to itself and Oertel’s result i = 3.

If T C X(Y’), thenT is essential irE(L) even after modifying/, as long a¥ is prime and has a closed component.
Since for|k| < 3, we have only finitely many’, we can easily find a proper prime tanyland check the hyperbolicity
of the handful of linkd. = YUY’ by SnapPea to see the contradiction to the existende ®¥ith this argument the
atoroidality is proved fofk| < 3.

Now let |k| > 4. We use induction ofk| (where the cases{k enter). Assumd is again an essential torus bf.

By induction, T is inessential irL} \ U1. (Here the use of; also fork < 0 pays off.) SoT contains in one of its
complementary regions either orly, or U1 and exactly one other componé&htto which it become8-parallel after
removingU;. In particular in latter cas& must have the knot type &f. Applying the same argument tq(\U‘k‘
shows then thal must contain exactly; andU)y in one of its region®, be unknotted, and have them as cores of the
solid torusR=:intT.

But now, if one removeld; andUs from L (here the assumptidk| > 4 enters), then agaifi must become inessential.
However L = L\ Uz 3 is non-split by the previous lemma, and the exterioF af E(E) contains the knotted component
K. ThenT cannot compress or l&eparallel in its exterior, but the same applies to its irdedither, a contradiction.
With this the lemma is proved. O
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Lemma 8.4 The linksL = L, are not Seifert fibered.

Proof. Again components of Seifert fibered links are (possiblyidijorus knots, and for our links we have a knotted
component of unknotting number one. It must be then a trefoit then we are in the situatiapy = 1, which we
chose not to consider. O

Now we have shown the theorem fipr > 2. Our procedure does not work, though, der= 2 (exactly the same way;
for example, thely is no longer prime). In that case, we realizeof (8) as a Seifert matrix in the way shown in the
diagram (a) of (31). Here we took the example waih= a, = 2. The Conway polynomial isl = 1 — a1 + a2* =
1— 27+ 27 In general the half-twists at * ar@2— 1, and those at ** area + 1. (Again—1 half-twist is a crossing
of negative skein sign.)

(1

The rows/columns 0¥, correspond to curves that go in positive direction alongéggonsA,B,C,D. The curves for
A andB, resp.C andD, intersect once on the lower Seifert circle; otherwise eardo not intersect.

Now observe that again we can apply a surgefy andY’ (where in lemma 6.1, we hake= 1 forY’ andk =a; # 0
forY). It allows to arbitrarily augment the number of twists, gggy A and the surface canonical. This has the effect
of eliminating the dependence &(i.e. onay 2) of the link, whose hyperbolicity it is enough to show; sepi(31).
Denote the triples of circles occurring for the surgeryiby U/, and let those foy’ beU;”.

Finally, we must add the circlég around pairs of bands. This is done as showrkfer2 in part (c) of (31). Since the
links Lk we obtain depend only ok} we can use the same type of inductive argument to show dtdityi checking
the initial links by SnapPea.

We use then twisting at thig; again for 4| k in the previously specified way. It may be worth remarking,tha
see the preservance &f the twists alondJ); andU/”, resulting from the tangle surgeries, must be performedreef
those atJ;. TheU; enter into the tangle the surgeries are performed at. ngpithis, the resulting modifications are
independent from each other, so no conflict arises.

To exclude a Seifert fibration fdry, note that if the not obviously unknotted componkhis indeed knotted, none
of the Burde-Murasugi links has such a component (even ifustknot), and more than two unknotted one'lis
unknotted, the Seifert fibration fa is excluded using linking numbers. A look at the Burde-Mugidist shows that
there is no link with all linking numbers zero, except theitl link (unlink). This is excluded by looking at a proper
sublink ofL. O

Remark 8.3 Observe that the twisting at the componediscorresponds in an obvious way to a (power of the)
commutatov[oa,og] = oi‘ogofaogb in the 3-strand braid groups. Using higher order commutators (and leaving out
the tangle surgeries), one can preserve, additionally Y@ssiliev invariants of given degree. Then from the argnime
for K’ being unknotted, one easily recovers the main result ofagadini [Kf]: givenn > 0, there exist hyperbolic
knotsK;, of arbitrary large volume witlh = 1 and trivial Vassiliev invariants of degreen. (In our construction also
gr(Kn) <2)
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It appears a good challenge, and may be a future investigati@xtend this result by showing th&t can be chosen
to ben-similar (i.e. with Vassiliev invariants of degreén coinciding) and with the same Alexander polynomial as
any given knoK. Kalfagianni’'s theorem is the statement #heing the unknot. Certainly our method offers more
than just this special case. For example, without keepimyigeninimality of the surface, one could easily fikg
whenK is any Montesinos knot.

9. Questions and problems

We mentioned already, for example in sections 7 and 8, sigweialems, that may be the topic of future research. We
conclude with one other group of further-going questionscerning special knots realizing Alexander polynomials.

After we were able to incorporate arborescency into mostofconstructions, it makes sense to ask in how far one
can further restrict the type of knots.

Question 9.1 Are arbitrary Alexander polynomials realizable by Montes knots (perhaps), or even general pretzel
knots (unlikely)?

The following argument shows that at least among pretzeisrestrictions on the Alexander polynomial may apply.

Proposition 9.1 There exist Alexander polynomials not realizable by anyegalized pretzel knotay, ..., an1)
with ax odd, for anyn.

Proof. If we use equivalently], then a direct skein argument shows that all coefficiéhts- [00], for evenj, are
polynomials inay, ..., a1 of degree at most. (One can also argue with the work in [St] and the well-knoact f
thatU; is a Vassiliev invariant of degree at mgsf Also, these polynomials are at most linear in apyFurthermore,
they are symmetric in adl, since permutingy accounts for mutations, that presefveSo0; is a linear combination

of elementary symmetric polynomiats in ax for i < j. Then one also finds thatj indeed occurs in this linear
combination, and onlg; for eveni occur. (Latter property is due to the fact thais invariant under taking the mirror
image.) So, up to linear transformations, it is enough toteae some integer tuplg®»,04,...,0;), even foro;
satisfying certain congruences, cannot be realized agsaifielementary symmetric polynomials of any odd number
of odd integersy. But g; occur as coefficients of the polynomial

X(X) = (x—a1)(x—ap)...(X—azn+1),
and it is known that the coefficients of polynomials with re@bts satisfy certain inequalities; they are log-concave

(see Theorem 53 in [HLP]). So for example any trifde, 64, 0¢) with 0 < 04 < 02 < G Will not occur. O

Another question addresses an important point as to howenekestimate can be strengthened.

Question 9.2 Is there a global constaf, such that all Alexander polynomials are realized by hypketknots of
volume< C?

One can pose the analogous questions also for links.

10. Result summary

Table 1 summarizes the state of knowledge about realizirgigh Alexander polynomials by links with a canonical
minimal genus (or fiber) surface, depending on the numbepofponents, the Alexander polynomial and whether
one or infinitely many such links are sought.

Acknowledgements. would like to thank to Mikami Hirasawa, Efstratia Kalfagiai, Taizo Kanenobu, Kunio Mura-
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references. This work was partly carried out under Japare§dor the Promotion of Science (JSPS) Postdoc grant
P04300 at the Graduate School of Mathematical Sciencesegtsitly of Tokyo. | also wish to thank to my host Prof.
T. Kohno for his support.
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Table 1: The realizability status of given Alexander polynomials by given number of given type of knots or links. The boldfaced entries
refer to the contribution of this paper.

arbitraryA £ 0 arbitraryA £ 0 monicA monicA monicA
# comps 2maxdedd =1—Xc | 2maxdedh=1—Xc one canon. 0 many canon. oo many
one link oo many fibered link fibered links fibered links
yes(arbor.; yes(arbor.; propos.| yes(arbor.), hyp. no forg < 1 and almost all no forg < 1;yes
1 Theorem 3.1) 7.2)forg>0 except unknot or Aing=2[St4]; forg> 2 [Mo]
hyp. forg >0 (noforg=0) trefoll yesfor [ with double
(Remark 3.2) (Theorem 3.1) zero (propos. 7.3);
unknown in general fog > 3
yes(arbor.) unknown; no for yes(arbor.) noforg=0 no forg = 0; unknown,
2 hyp. forg >0 g=0 hyp. forg >0 and almost all likely yes (modif. of
(theorem 4.1) (Theorem 4.1) Aing=1[St4]; Morton; se&7)if g>0
else unknown
yes(part 3 yes(propos. 7.2; | yes(Theorem5.1; yesif [O2=-1 noifg=0,0= 7 (see
3 of Remark 5.1, arbor.) hyp. arbor.) if (propos. 7.3; compos. links)] rem. in [Kn2]); yesif
proposition 7.2; 0 # 47 no if 0 = 2, else unknown [0, = —1 (compos.
hyp. arbor.) only compos. exist links); else unknown
if 0=+2
-4 yes(hyp. arbor.) yes(hyp. arbor.) yes(Theorem 5.1; yes(prop. yes(arbor.)

hyp. arbor.)

7.1;hyp. arbor.)
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