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Abstract

The main purpose of the present paper is to provide a partial classification,
performed with respect the weak-combinatorics, of arrangements consisting of lines
and one smooth conic with quasi-homogeneous ordinary singularities that are free.
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1 Introduction

The present paper is devoted to arrangements of lines and exactly one conic in the
complex projective plane with quasi-homogeneous ordinary singularities. Our main moti-
vation comes from a very active area of research devoted to free arrangements of rational
curve arrangements in the plane and the so called Numerical Terao’s Conjecture which

focuses on the so-called weak combinatorics of a given arrangement.

Definition 1.1. Let C' = {C},...,C} C PZ be a reduced curve such that each irre-
ducible component C; is smooth. The weak combinatorics of C' is a vector of the form
(dy,...,ds; 1, ..., t,), where d; denotes the number of irreducible components of C' of degree

i, and ¢; denotes the number of singular points of a curve C' of a given analytic type Tj.

For instance, if A C P2 is an arrangement of d > 2 lines, then the weak combinatorics
of Ais (d, ts, ..., tq), where t; denotes the number of j-fold intersection points of A. Having
this definition in hand, we can formulate the motivating conjecture for the investigations
in the present paper.

Conjecture 1.2 (Numerical Terao’s Conjecture). Let C1,Cy be two reduced curves in
P% such that their all irreducible components are smooth. Suppose that Cy and Coy
have the same weak combinatorics and all singularities that our curves admit are quasi-
homogeneous. Assume that Cy is free, then Cy has to be free.
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This conjecture is somehow a natural generalization of the classical Terao’s conjecture
on (central) hyperplane arrangements, where we focus on the intersection posets of ar-
rangements as the decisive objects. It is worth recalling that the author with Alexandru
Dimca showed that if C£ is an arrangement of £ > 1 smooth conics and d > 1 lines that
admits nodes, tacnodes, and ordinary triple points as singularities, that the Numerical
Terao’s Conjecture holds for this class of curves [5]. On the other hand, Marchesi and
Vallés in [10] gave a counterexample to the Numerical Terao’s Conjecture in the class of
line arrangements or, more precisely, in the class of triangular line arrangements.

The main aim of the present paper is to study the freeness of arrangements consisting
of d > 3 lines and exactly one smooth conic that admit quasi-homogeneous ordinary
singularities, but our motivation comes from a completely different perspective that we
want to explain now.

We have several interesting invariants that can be attached to the Jacobian ideal
associated with a defining equation f € S := C[x, y, 2| of a reduced plane curve C' : f = 0.
One such invariant is the minimal degree of Jacobian relations, which is defined as
the minimal degree of a non-trivial triple (a, b, c) € S* satisfying the condition that

ady f + b0, f + co. f = 0.

In this context, it is worth recalling a pair of non-free arrangements of d = 9 lines
constructed by Ziegler in [13] with the property that the arrangements have the same
intersection lattices, so they have the same weak combinatorics which is (d,ts,t3) =
(9;18,6), but they have different minimal degrees of the Jacobian relations. These two
line arrangements are distinguished by the property that in one case the 6 triple points
are on a smooth conic, and in the other case they are not. From our point of view, it is
natural to include this ghostly existing conic passing through 6 points and then to study
the homological properties of the resulting conic-line arrangement. In the present paper,
motivated by Ziegler’s example and a recent paper by Dimca and Sticlaru [7], we want
to study the freeness of arrangements consisting of one smooth conic and d > 3 lines
admitting ordinary quasi-homogeneous singularites, in the hope of better understanding
the freeness property from the perspective of weak combinatorics and the minimal degree
of Jacobian relations. This setting allows to provide a detailed partial classification
result on admissible weak combinatorics of free arrangements with 3 < d < 10 lines
and one conic having ny nodes, ng ordinary triple, and n,4 ordinary quadruple points as
singularities (so singularities of types Ay, Dy, and Xy according to Arnold’s classification
[1]). Recall that an ordinary singularity of multiplicity m is quasi-homogeneous if m < 5,
see [4, Exercise 7.31].

Theorem 1.3 (Partial Classification). Let €L be an arrangement of 3 < d < 10 lines and
one smooth conic in the complex projective plane such that it admits ordinary singularities
of multiplicity < 5. Then the following weak combinatorics can be geometrically realized



over the real numbers as free arrangements:

(kada n27n37n4> S {(173707370)7 (17 37 3707 1)7 (174727 27 1)7 (1757 27 272)7 (1757 57 172)7
(1,6;3,0,4),(1,6;3,4,2),(1,6;6,1,3),(1,7;5,2,4),(1,7;5,4,3),(1,7;8,1,4), (1, 8; 2,8, 3),
(1,8:5,5,4), (1,8:8,2,5), (1,9; 6,4,6), (1,10;8,1,9)}.

Our assumption that d > 3 follows from the fact that for d < 3 there are no free
arrangements. It is worth emphasizing that our classification is explicit since we provide
the defining equations.

During the preparation of the paper I was informed by Tomasz Petka that there is
an interesting thesis which might be worth looking at, so this is also a good moment
to notice that our arrangements turn out to have a special meaning in a completely
different area. This work is the doctoral thesis of M. Neusel [11], where she gives a
classification result on arrangements consisting of d lines and exactly one conic with
some prescribed singularities admitting the so-called tree resolution. It turns out that
some of our examples are included in her Bilderbuch, so there is another mysterious
connection between the freeness property and the property of having a tree resolution for
curves.

In order to decide whether a certain weak combinatorics is realizable over the real or
complex numbers, one can construct certain numerical constraints, such as Hirzebruch-
type inequalities. Here we present a general tool that can be applied to reduced plane

curves with ordinary double, triple, and quadruple points.

Theorem 1.4. Let C' C P% be a reduced plane curve of degree d > 6 admitting only ny

nodes, nz ordinary triple and ny ordinary quadruple points. Then one has
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Iy + - + 60ny < 5d*> — 6d.

In the paper we work over the complex numbers and our symbolic computations are
preformed using SINGULAR [3].

2 Preliminaries

Here we want to present preparatory tools that will be used extensively in our classi-
fication.

Let S := C[z, y, 2] denote the coordinate ring of P%, and for a homogeneous polynomial
f € S let J; denote the Jacobian ideal associated with f, that is, the ideal of the form

J; =0, 1,0, f.0. f).

Definition 2.1. Let p be an isolated singularity of a polynomial f € C[z,y]. Since we
can change the local coordinates, assume that p = (0,0). Furthermore, the number

1y = dime <C[$>@/V<g_£’ %>)



is called the Milnor number of f at p.

of 0
7, = dime (C[%y]/<f’ a_i’ 8_£>)

is called the Tjurina number of f at p.

The number

For a projective situation, with a point p € P% and a homogeneous polynomial
f € Clx,y,z|, we take local affine coordinates such that p = (0,0,1) and then the
dehomogenization of f.

Finally, the total Tjurina number of a given reduced curve C' C P% is defined as

7(C) = Z Tp.
pESing(C)
Moreover, if C' : f = 0 is a reduced plane curve with only quasi-homogeneous singulari-

7(C) = Z Tp = Z pp = p(C),

p€ESing(C) p€eSing(C)

ties, then

which means that the total Tjurina number of C' is equal to the total Milnor number of
C.
Next, we will need an important invariant that is defined in the language of the

syzygies of Jy.

Definition 2.2. Consider the graded S-module of Jacobian syzygies of f, namely
AR(f) = {(a,b,c) € 5 af, +bf, +cf. = O},

The minimal degree of non-trivial Jacobian relations for f is defined to be

mdr(f) := min{r : AR(f), # (0)}.

Now we are in a position to define the freeness in the language of the minimal degree

of (non-trivial) Jacobian relations and the total Tjurina numbers following [8].

Definition 2.3. Let C' : f = 0 be a reduced curve in P4. Then the curve C' with
r:=mdr(f) < (d —1)/2 is free if and only if

(d—1)?*=7r(d—7r—1)=7(0). (1)

In order to perform our classification, we will need the following result [6, Theorem
2.1].

Theorem 2.4 (Dimca-Sernesi). Let C' : f = 0 be a reduced curve of degree d in P2

having only quasi-homogeneous singularities. Then
mdr(f) > ac-d— 2,

where a¢ denotes the Arnold exponent of C.



It is worth recalling that the Arnold exponent of a given reduced curve C' C PZ is
defined as the minimum over all Arnold exponents of singular points p in C. In modern
language, the Arnold exponents of singular points are nothing else but the log canonical
thresholds of singularities lct,. In the case of ordinary singularities, we have the following
result [2, Theorem 4.1].

Theorem 2.5. Let C' be a reduced curve in C* of degree m passing through 0 € C2. Then
lepy(f) = %, and the equality holds if and only if C' is a union of m lines passing through
0.

Remark 2.6. If p = (0,0) € C? is an ordinary singularity of multiplicity 7 determined
by C : f =0, then lcp,(f) = %

3 Partial Classification

Our classification procedure is based on the following general approach that is based
on combinatorial constraints that comes from the expected geometry of free curves.
Recall that if CL C P% is an arrangement of d > 3 lines and one conic having ny

nodes, ng ordinary triple and n4 ordinary quadruple points, then
d
2d + o) =M + 3ng + 6ny, (2)

and this is what we call as a naive count.
The second constraint concerns the total Tjurina number of €£ : f = 0 which has
degree d + 2 and has r := mdr(f), namely

2 —r(d+ 1)+ (d+1)* = 7(CL) = ny + 4nz + Iny, (3)

so our problem here boils down to finding constraints on » = mdr(f). We have the

following result.

Proposition 3.1. Let CL f = 0 be an arrangement of d > 3 lines and one smooth conic
that admaits only ordinary singularities of multiplicity < 5. Assume that CL is free, then

o {2125}

Proof. Obviously mdr(f) < [%2]. Moreover, if C£ admits only ordinary singularities

1
29

with multiplicities < 5, then ae; = 5, and this follows from Remark 2.6. This gives us

that g9
S etz

mdr(f) > QZB

2 2
and we finally obtain

mdr(f) > [%W :



(d

(d

For d > 3 and r := r(d) € { [%—‘, L%J }, we consider the following Diophantine

system of equations:

r? —r(d+1) + (d+1)* = ny + 4nz + 9Iny,
d(d—1) (4)

2d+T :7’LQ+3’I’L3+6TL4.

Then for admissible values of d and 7(d), we find all non-negative integer solutions
(ng,n3,n4) obtaining a complete weak combinatorial description of the expected free
arrangements. The last step boils down to deciding on the existence/non-existence of
a geometric realization of a given weak combinatorics, which is a completely non-trivial
problem. In our classification we use a well-known (even folkloric) result which tells us
that all loopless matroids of rank 3 with up to 6 elements are vector matroids which can
be represented geometrically as line arrangements in P% with K being any infinite field.

Now we are read to deliver a proof of Theorem 1.3.
Proof. Our proof is a degree-wise classification.

= 3): Solving system (4) with r € {1,2}, we obtain exactly three admissible weak com-

binatorics, namely
(7’1,2, ns, n4) S {(3, O, 1), (O, 3, O), (0, 1, 1)}

We start with a geometric realization of the first possibility. Consider the arrange-
ment CL; given by the following polynomial

Qi(z,y,z)=z(@+y* =) y—v—2)(y+z—2).

Since 7(CL;1) = 12, because (ng, n3,ng) = (3,0, 1), and mdr(@;) = 2, hence CL; is
free.

Let us now consider the following arrangement CL, given by
Qs = y(2* +1y* — 162°)(z +y — 42)(x — y + 42).

Since (ng,ng,ng) = (0,3,0), 7(CLy) = 12 and mdr(Q)3) = 2, hence CL, is free.

Observe that the weak combinatiorics (ng,ns,ns) = (0,1,1) cannot be realized
geometrically. If such an arrangement existed, we would be able to find two lines

in the arrangement that intersect at two different points.

= 4): Solving system (4) with r € {1,2}, we obtain exactly one possible weak combina-
torics, namely (ng,n3,ng) = (2,2,1). Consider the arrangement CL3 given by the

following polynomial

Qs(z,y.2) =ay(@® +y* = 2)(y — v — 2)(y + = — 2).

Observe that 7(CL3) = 19, since we have (ng, n3,ny) = (2,2,1), and mdr(Qs) = 2,
hence CL; is free.



(d =5): Solving system (4) with » € {2, 3}, we obtain exactly three possible weak combina-
torics, namely
(n2,n3,ng) € {(2,2,2),(5,1,2),(2,4,1)}.

We start with the first weak combinatorics. Consider the arrangement €L, given

by the following polynomial

Qu(z,y,2) =y(@® +y* =) y—z—2)y+z—2)(~y—z—2)(~y + = — 2).

Since 7(CL,) = 28, because we get the required intersections, and mdr(Q,) = 2,

hence CL, is free.

For the second weak combinatorics, consider the arrangement CLj; given by the

following polynomial
Qs(x,y,2) = y(@® +y* = 22)(y —x — 2)(y + = — 2)(y + 22 + 22)(y — 2 + 22).

Observe that 7(CL5) = 27 and mdr(Qs) = 3, hence CLj is free.

Now we will show that the combinatorics (ng, ng,ns) = (2,4, 1) cannot be realized
geometrically. Note that if such an arrangement existed, then we would have a
subarrangement with the property that one quadruple point, two triple points, one
double point are located on a given conic, and one additional double intersection
point is located away from the conic, and these are all intersections between our
curves. To get two more triple intersections, we have to draw a line through the
two double points, and we end up with a contradiction because we have two lines

that intersect at two different points.

(d =6): Solving system (4) with r € {2, 3}, we obtain exactly five possible weak combina-

torics, namely

(n2,n3,n4) € {(3,0,4),(3,4,2),(6,1,3),(0,3,3),(0,7,1)}.

Let us start with the first weak combinatorics, namely (ng, n3, ny) = (3,0,4). Con-
sider the arrangement CLg given by

Qo(z,y,2) =ay(@® +y* =) y+x—2)y—z—2)(y+z+2)(y —x+2).

Observe that 7(CLg) = 39, since (ng,ns,ny) = (3,0,4), and mdr(Qs) = 2, hence

CLg is free.
Let us focus on the second weak combinatorics. Consider the arrangement CL-,
given by
2 2 2
Qel,y,2) = a(a® +y* = 2)(y — 2)(y + @) ( B %) <x " %) <y " %)

Observe that 7(CL7) = 37, since (ng,ns,ny) = (3,4,2), and mdr(Q7) = 3, hence
CLy7 is free.



Finally, let us consider the third weak combinatorics. Consider the arrangement
CLg given by

Qs(z,y,2) = (x—2)(+2)(y—2)(y+2)(y+2z)(y—2)(—22% -2y +32* + 2y — 12 +Yy2).

Observe that 7(CLg) = 37, since (ng, n3,ny) = (6,1,3), and mdr(Qg) = 3, hence
CLg is free.

To complete our classification for d = 6, we need to show that the weak combi-
natorics (n9,n3,n4) € {(0,3,3),(0,7,1)} cannot be realized geometrically over the
reals. By reasoning as in the previous situation, in both cases we get at a contra-
diction by arriving at a situation where two lines in a given arrangement intersect

at two (or more) different points.

: Solving system (4) with r € {3,4}, we obtain exactly five possible weak combina-

torics, namely
(n2,n3,nq) € {(5,2,4),(5,4,3),(8,1,4),(2,5,3),(2,7,2)}.
For the first weak combinatorics, consider the arrangement CLg given by
Qo(,y,2) = 2z — 2)(x + 2)(y — 2)(y + 2)(y — 2)(y + 2)(@” +y° — 227).

We can easily observe that 7(CLg) = 49 and mdr(Qy) = 3, hence CLy is free.

Let us now pass to the second weak combinatorics and consider the arrangement
CLyg given by

1 1
Quo(z,y, 2) = o(—42® + 12y* — dyz — 527) (y + x4+ 5,2) (y —x+ 5,2)

5 —1—3 2+5 —|—2+5
yor vt )(v—2et gz ){yt2e+52).

One can easily check that 7(CL19) = 48 and mdr(Q10) = 4, hence €Ly is free.

Finally, let us pass to the third weak combinatorics. Consider the arrangement

CLq; given by
Qu(w,y,2) = 2(y + + 2)(y — = + 2)(32% + 5y* — 6yz — 112?)
6 22 L6, 2 6 2 L6, 2
Y10 107V T 10V 0" 107\t T 107 )

One can check that 7(CL11) = 48 and mdr(Q19) = 4, hence CLy; is free.

: Solving system (4) with r € {3,4}, we obtain exactly five possible weak combina-

torics, namely

(n2,n3,nq) € {(5,5,4),(2,8,3),(8,2,5),(2,4,5),(5,1,6)}.



(d

=9):

Let us focus on the first weak combinatorics. Consider the arrangement €L, given
by the equation

Qua(w,y,2) = w2(x+2)(x —2)(y + 7 —22)(y +2)(y — o) (y + 2 +22)(32” +y* —42%).

We can check that (nq, ng,ns) = (5,5,4), so we have 7(CL12) = 61, and mdr(Q12) =
4, hence CL15 is free.

Let us go to the second weak combinatorics and we consider the arrangement CLq3
given by

1 1 1 1
Qi3(2,y,2) = vz2(x + 2)(x — 2)(=32% + 4y* — 2?) (y +5r+ 52) <y +5T - 5,2)

1 1 1 N 1
y—gr— 57|y —5r 57 )

We can check that (ng, n3,n4) = (2, 8,3), so we have 7(CLy3) = 61, and mdr(Q13) =
4, hence CLq3 is free.

Finally, we look at the third weak combinatorics. Consider the arrangement CL1,
given by

Qu(w,y,2) = wy(e + 2)(x — 2)(y — 2)(y + 2)(y — 2)(y + 2)(32” + y* — 42%).

We can check that (ng, ng, n4) = (8,2,5), so we have 7(CL14) = 61, and mdr(Q14) =

4, hence CLy4 is free.

Solving system (4) with r € {4,5}, we obtain exactly nine possible weak combina-

torics, namely
(na,n3,ny) € {(0,10,4),(3,7,5),(6,4,6),(9,1,7),(0,12,3), (3,9, 4),
(6,6,5),(9,3,6),(12,0,7)}.
Here we are able to construct just one weak combinatorics, namely (ng, ng,ng) =
(6,4,6). Consider the arrangement CL15 given by
Qus(2,y,2) = wy(zx = 2)(w +2)(y + 2)(y = 2)(y =2 = 2)(y —x + 2)(y — @)
(—2® + 2y — y* + 2%).
Since 7(CL15) = 76 and mdr(CLy5) = 4, hence CLy5 is free.

: Solving system (4) with r € {4,5}, we obtain exactly seven possible weak combi-

natorics, namely
(no,nz,ma) € {(2,11,5),(5,8,6),(8,5,7), (11,2,8),(2,7,7), (5,4,8), (8,1,9)}.
We are going to show that the weak combinatorics (ng,n3,ng) = (8,1,9) can be
realized geometrically. Consider the arrangement CL4 given by
Qu6(2,y, 2) = wyz(r = 2)(z + 2)(y + 2)(y = 2)(y —x = 2)(y — v + 2)(y — x)
(=2 +xy —y* + 2%).
Since 7(CL1s) = 93 and mdr(Q16) = 4, hence CLyg is free.



10

O

Remark 3.2. Looking at a classification result of Neusel [11], one can notice that the
weak combinatorics (1,7;2,7,2) can be realized geometrically, presumably over the real
numbers, or at least her Bilderbuch may suggest this. Because of this ambiguity, we will
briefly explain here why this is not the case by reproducing her picture by equations. The

starting point is the arrangement of seven lines £ given by
Q(z,y,2) = wy(r — 2)(z + 2)(y — 2)(y + 2)(y — x).
Consider the intersection points
P=(-1:1:1), P,=(-1:0:1), P3=(0:0:1), Py=(1:1:1),

Ps=(0:-1:1), FP=(1:-1:1).

Then, according to what we can see in the picture, the points Py, P, P3, Py, P5, Ps should
be contained in a smooth conic. However, as a simple calculation shows, this is not the

case.

4 Graphical realizations of some arrangements

In this section we want to present some geometric realizations of the arrangements
constructed in the previous section to give a sense of their symmetry.

Arrangement 1.

Figure 1: Arrangement of type (1,9;6,4,6)



Arrangement 2.

Arrangement 3.

Figure 2: Arrangement of type (1,8;8,2,5)

Figure 3: Arrangement of type (1,7;8,1,4)
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Arrangement 4.

>/

Figure 4: Arrangement of type (1,7;5,4, 3)

Arrangement 5.

Figure 5: Arrangement of type (1,6;3,0,4)

5 Combinatorial constraints on curve with some ordinary singularities

In this short section we want to present our proof of Theorem 1.4.

Proof. We present an outline of our proof, since it is similar to [12, Theorem B]. Since

deg C' > 6, then we work with a pair (PZ, %C) that is effective, and thus we can use an
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orbifold Bogomolov-Miyaoka-Yau inequality in the sense of [9], namely
‘ 1 o2 1 >, 3
(*) : Z 3<§(up — 1) +1-— Eorb (p, PC? 50)) < Zd — §d,
p€ESing(C)

where e,4(p; P%, aC) is the local orbifold Euler number of a given singularity p and
i, denotes the local Milnor number of p. Let us recall the mentioned numbers for our
selection of singularities. Using [9, Theorem 8.7, Theorem 9.4.2] and a well-known formula
for local Milnor numbers of ordinary singularities we have the following:

e If p € Sing(C) is a node, then p, = 1, and e, (p; Pz, %C) =1

e If ¢ € Sing(C) is an ordinary triple point, then p, = 4, and e, (p; Pz, %C) ==

e If r € Sing(C) is an ordinary quadruple point, then p, = 9, and e, (p; P2, %C) =0

which follows from the fact that the log canonical threshold for ordinary quadruple

points is equal to %, see Remark 2.6.

Observe that the left-hand side of () has the following form:

3ng - (1—1/4)+3n3-(3/24+1—1/16) +3ny-4 = gng + %ng + 150y,
hence 9 117 5, 3
e + T6 " + 15my < Zdz — §d’
so after multiplying by 4 we finally get
Iny + %ng + 60n, < 5d®> — 6d,
which completes the proof. O
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