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WEIGHTED ENUMERATION OF NUMBER FIELDS USING PSEUDO AND SUDO
MAXIMAL ORDERS

GAURAV DIGAMBAR PATIL

ABSTRACT. We establish a fundamental theorem of orders (FTO) which allows us to express all orders
uniquely as an intersection of ‘irreducible orders” along which the index and the conductor distributes
multiplicatively. We define a subclass of Irreducible orders named Pseudo maximal orders. We then
consider orders (called Sudo maximal orders) whose decomposition under FTO contains only Pseudo
maximal orders. These rings can be seen as being “close” to being maximal (ring of integers) and
thus there is a limited number of them with bounded index (by X). We give an upper bound for
this quantity. We then show that all polynomials which can be sieved using only the Ekedahl sieve
correspond to Sudo Maximal Orders. We use this understanding to get a weighted count for the
number of number-fields with fixed degree and bounded discriminant using the concept of weakly
divisible rings.

1. INTRODUCTION
We define the quantities S(X : n) and N(X : n) as follows:

Definition 1.
S(X:n):={K:[K:Q]=n,Gal(K/Q) ~ S,,visc(K) < X}
N(X :n):=#S(X :n)

Malle’s Conjecture (for S,) in [8] tells us to expect

N(X :n) ~c,X.

where ¢, is a constant dependent on only n. This conjecture is known for small values of #, namely
n < 5. However, some lower bounds on the quantity N(X : n) which are known are as follows.

e In [7] (2002), Malle showed that
N(X :n) > Xn.

e In [5](2006) , Akshay Venkatesh and Jordan Ellenberg establish

N(X:n)> X7,
e In [2], Bhargava-Shankar-Wang show

N(X i 1) >, X2t0
e In [3]], the same authors show

N(X 1) >, X2t

e In our previous paper [10], we showed that
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Theorem 1 (Number-field count).
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where ry, = and where 11, is 5 if nis odd and is ggz when n is even.

In that paper([10]), we also show that the number of rings with rank n over Z with bounded
discriminant is

1, 1
>, X243,

Since, for every prime p the ratio of non-maximal rings is O(1/p?), one might expect that N(X : 1)
is also of the same order. In this paper, we show that that is true up to weighted enumeration and

an € in the order. Thus, showing that the liminf of N(X : n) is bounded below by X 2+,

Each of the above bounds uses different classifications of rings (see Introduction of our previous
paper titled “Weakly Divisible Rings” [10].).

There are two main obstructions (there are three but we will only look at two) on to getting better
and better lower bounds for N(X : ). One side of the problem requires more general parametriza-
tions of rings(as discussed in [10]). The first three results given above use monic polynomials
parametrizing monogenic rings. Heuristically, the third bound best possible using monogenic
rings. This optimality is a result of solving a sieve theoretic problem. The fourth bound is based
on binary rings and their parametrization via binary forms. Heuristically, this is the best possible
result using just binary rings and a result of solving the second problem which is sieve theoretic in
nature. In [10] we introduce a different parametrization, namely weakly divisible rings, to get the
fifth result. Our other computations heuristically suggests that the lower bound can be improved

to>> X2, provided we can optimize the seive that sieves for maximal (weakly divisible) rings
among all (weakly divisible) rings.

To get lower bounds, one has to restrict the given parametrization to certain local conditions that
force the ring under consideration to be the whole ring of integers.

Ekedahl sieve allows us to sieve out points in a parameter space that are lifts of points in a codi-
mension two (or more) Variety over IF,. We thus refer to such a condition as Ekedahlian. In general
local conditions are a combination of mod p, mod p?, etc conditions. A specific type of local condi-
tion that is not easily handled by the Ekedahl sieve (in its base form) is often the biggest deterrent
to our ability to sieve for maximal rings of integers. In this paper, we show that in some such cases,
using the Ekedahl sieve only we can instead get a weighted lower bound of the appropriate order.
We do this by carefully looking at what it means for a polynomial to be weakly divisible in terms
of the ring associated to it. The concept of weakly divisible polynomials is defined in [3] and [2].

We define

Definition 2.
1

N*(X:n):= _—
Kes(xn) V 0ise(K)

Malle’s conjecture for N (X : n) is clearly equivalent (via discrete integration by parts computation)
to

N*(X : 1) ~ 2¢,X2.
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In our previous paper we showed that, the number of “weakly divisible” rings of rank n over Z
with discriminant less than or equal to X is
141

>, X 175,

QA

one would expect that the number of number fields one gets sieving these rings would also be
bR
>, X° "3,

This is because the product of the local probabilities of a ring under consideration having a in-
dex co-prime to p for any given prime p is (in all the currently known parametrizations) [T(1 —
O(p~?)), which is bounded below by an absolute constant dependent on only 7.

In this paper, we will show (using only the Ekedahl Sieve in its base form)

Theorem 2. )

N*(X:n)> X3 .

As a corollary, this implies
_ N(X :n)
limsup ———— = oo.
X—>00 X7+ —€

"3

If we get some good upper-bound on the size of the space of parametrization used (weakly divisi-
ble polynomials) or some sort of equi-distribution, it would follow that

1 1
7€

_+_
N(X:n)>, X "3

improving the result of our previous paper.

In section Pl and section 3l we discuss a Fundamental Theorem of Orders, which describes Orders
being described as an intersection of irreducible orders in a unique way. For this decomposition of an
order, the conductor of the given order distributes multiplicatively along the conductors of the the
irreducible orders in its decomposition. The index of an order in its ring of integers also distributes
(multiplicatively) along the decomposition of the order into irreducible orders. The above theorem
and understanding give us a slightly more nuanced way to understand conductor ideals and give
a nice proof of Furtwangler’s condition for a conductor ideal of order in a given number field.

We will apply the context of FTO to binary rings and as a consequence show a Dedekind-Kummer
Type Theorem for Binary Rings and factorization of associated binary form. This was previously
shown by [4], which we found in the references of [11], after writing this paper.

We discuss small prime splitting restrictions for Binary Rings, a restriction similar to the one the
small prime splitting restrictions for Monogenic Rings.

We then show a structure theorem of all ‘large” irreducible orders. We call these orders as Pseudo
Maximal Orders. We will give a more general structure theorem for irreducible orders in a future

paper.
We then define Sudo Maximal Orders as orders whose decomposition in the Fundamental Theorem
of Orders consists of only‘large” irreducible orders (i.e. Pseudo Maximal orders). We have a structure
theorem for such orders. We bound the number of such orders in a given number field of bounded

index. This quantity can be bound in terms of only the bound on the index and the degree of the
number field. Notably, this bound is independent of the discriminant of the number field. This
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bound can be seen as an upper bound for all orders in a number field with squarefree conductors.
This is evidence that indicates that the theorem shown in [6] about orders in number fields with
degree less than or equal to five, is generalizable to higher degrees. In an upcoming paper, we will
do this.

We use the Ekedahl sieve on the space of polynomials and get polynomials which we refer to
as Ultra-Weakly divisible polynomials. As a consequence of the Dedekind-Kummer Theorem for
Binary Rings and the Ultra-Weakly Divisible condition on Binary Rings associated to Ultra-Weakly
Divisible polynomials it follows that the Binary Rings (and Weakly Divisible Rings) associated to
Ultra-Weakly Divisible Polynomials are all Sudo Maximal Rings.

Combining with our bound on Sudo Maximal Orders in a number field we show the result in
theorem 2

2. DEDEKIND DOMAINS IN NUMBER-FIELDS

Notation 3. Let K denote a number-field, Ox its ring of integers. Let M(IK) denote the set of non-
Archimedean places of K i.e. the set of non-zero prime ideals in O (or maximal ideals). Let Pz denote the
set of prime numbers in integers.

For R C K be a ring (not necessarily of finite rank over Z) such that Frac(R) = K, let R denote its integral
closure.

Lemma 1. Vp € Pz : |[R/pr| < plKQl,

Proof. We see that R/pr as a Z/pz = F,-module.
For x € R let x* denote its image under the canonical map from R to R/pr. We follow our previous
observation with another,

if xj,x3,--- x; are linearly independent over IF,, then x1, x2, - - - , x,, are linearly independent over
Z(or equivalently, over Q).

This is is easy to see since if x;’s satisfy a Z linear relationship we may re write the relationship with
coefficients such that the gcd of all the coefficients is 1 i.e. we may find a; such that 2?:1 aixi =0
and (ay,ay, - - - a;) = 1 which immediately allows us to see 2?:1 aix; = 0 where not all a; = 0O as
pt(ay,az,---a;) =1 O

Lemma 2. Vp € Pz : |R/ptR| = |R/pR|*.

Proof. Multiplication by p™ from R — p™R and pR — p" IR are bijections and thus the canon-
ical induced map, R/pr — p"R/p"+IR is also a bijection, giving us |p"R/pm+HR| = ]p% |. The lemma
follows. 0

It follows that R/xR is a finite module for all n.

If x € R then one can see that the numerator of 9m(x) (say f) can be expressed as an integral
polynomial of x and thus R/xR C R/tr which is a finite set. Implying that every ideal in R is finitely
generated and thus no-etherian. We also note that for every non zero prime ideal in R, R/p is a
finite integral domain and hence a field i.e. p is a maximal ideal. Thus, R is Noetherian, integrally
closed domain with Krull dimension equal to one. It follows that R is a Dedekind Domain.



PSEUDO AND SUDO MAXIMAL RINGS 5

We naturally have Ok C R for every such ring. (Since, integral closure of Z in K (or Ok) will sit
in the integral closure of R in K.)

Every non-zero prime (p) in R thus naturally corresponds to a prime (p N Ok) in Ok.
Furthermore, since R is a Dedekind domain R, (R localized at p) is a DVR and hence, a prime p in
R will naturally induce a non-Archimedean metric on K. Ostrowski’s theorem tells us that M(K)
simultaneously denotes the set of all non zero primes in Ok and all possible non-Archimedean
valuations on K. If v = pN (Ok) € M(K), it follows that R, = (Ok),. This allows us to see
non-zero prime ideals in R as a subset of M(KK). On the other hand, given any nonempty subset
(S) of M(K) one can obtain a Dedekind domain from this set by defining

Notation 4.
Rs = m (OIK)U

veS

We thus get the following correspondence,

Theorem 3.

{Dedekind Domains in IK} “ { Non-Empty subsets of M (IK)}

Notation 5. When R is a Dedekind Domain in K, we use the notation

M(R) := {v € M(K) : R C (Ok)y}.

We can write the correspondence as
R <> M(R)
Rg + S.

Remark 4. We can let ¢ denote the class number of KK and observe that v8 can be seen as a principal
ideal (t,). For S € M(K) we may define

A(S) — {H tgv Ny € ZEO}
veS

where [T* denotes finitely supported product. Then, the above correspondence from set to domain
can be written as

S — A(S)7!. Ok.
In particular, we notice that for any ring R,

R = ROk.

3. ORDERS AND SEPARATION LEMMATA

Notation 6. For R C K a ring with Frac(R) = K, we define M(R) to be the set of non-zero prime ideals
(same as maximal ideals in this context) of R.

When R is integrally closed (and thus a Dedekind Domain) this matches up with the understanding that
M(R) is the set of valuations corresponding to non-zero prime ideals of R from above.
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We note that for every ring R satisfying Frac(R) = K, M(R) can be seen as a cover of M(R).
To see this, we note that for p, o’ € M(R) we clearly have p + p’ = R since they are distinct maximal
ideals. Thus, valuations over p and p’ have to be disjoint.
Notation 7. For p € R, we define
p:={veM(R):R, C (Ok)o}

In other words, {p : p € M(R)} is a partition of M(R).

We also note that

R= ()R,
PER

We also note that there will only exist finitely many o € M(R) such that R, C (Ok ), See, remark[5l

Notation 8. We set
S(R):={p € M(R) : Ry, € (Ok)o}-

Forall p ¢ S(R), we have || = 1.

Definition 9. We say an ring R with Frac(R) = K is irreducible if |S(R)| = 1.

In other words, R is irreducible if and only if R # R and 3!p, a maximal ideal in R such that Vo' # p in
M(R), we have

Ry = (Ok)o
for some v € M(R).

We call R an irreducible order, when R is an order that is irreducible.

We thus have every ring R with Frac(R) = K, we have

R= () (R,NR). (1)
PES(R)
Notation 10. For an order O, we let c denote the conductor of the order O. In other words,

co:=(0:0x)xk ={x e K:xO C O}

Remark 5. We recall some properties of the conductor ideal of an order.
® cp is simultaneously an ideal of O and Ok.
® co is the largest ideal of O sitting inside O as a subset.

e O, is not a DVR (i.e. is not equal to (Ok), for some valuation v € M(K)) if and only if
co € p.

Thus, the radical of co in K will be the exactly equal to the product of valuations in Lycs(0)p-
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Lemma 3 (Separation Lemma 1). Let O is an order in Ok, and
0= ﬂ (0O, NOK)
pesS(0)
from eq. (1).
Let ¢, denote the conductor of O, N Ok. We have

[ ]
[O]K : O] = H [OIK : (Op N OIK)]
peS(0)
e Forp,p’ € S(O)
and
pES(O)

Proof. Since, for distinct primes p,p’ € M(O) we have p 4+ p' = O. This implies that, for any
primary ideals 9,9’ satisfying /0 = p and Vo' = o/, we have d + 9’ = O. In other words,

0/ad ~0/fy x Ofy.

It follows that

OwZ,= [] (O,NOk)®Z,= [] 0,22,
pES(0) peS(0)

where Op ® Z), C [Tye5(Ok)o-
We can look at all of these as Z, modules and compare the Z, indexes. We get

Up([OIK : O]) = Z Z)p([O]K : (Op ﬂO]K)]).
pES(O)

The result follows.

The other part follows naturally from Remark remark 5l as

J& =TI

vep
and the fact that for any distinct primes p, o’ € M(R),
pnp = 9.
O
Lemma 4 (Separation Lemma 2). If O = O N O, such that co, + co, = Ok, then S(O1) and S(O»)
can be naturally identified with disjoint subsets of S(O) such that
e S(O1)US(0y) =5(0)
e 0 5(01) CS(0O) <= 0O, =(01),
e 0€5(02) CS(0) <= O, = (02),.
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Proof. Since, co, +co, = Ok letry +ry = 1 with 1 € cp, and r; € cp,.
Fix a prime ideal p € S(O1) (thatis, cp, C p). Let 1 =pNO.
Clearly, 7 is a prime ideal in O and O C (Oy),.
If s € (O1), thens = g/t for some g € Op and t € O1\p. We simply note that since tr; € cp, € O2
and trp =t —tr; € O1 we get trp € O. We further note that tr, ¢ T as tr, € T C p would imply
r, € p and since 71 € cp, we get1 =ry + 1y € p.) Similarly, gro € co, € Or and qrp, = q—qr1 € Oy
wegetgr, € O.
We gets = q/t = (qr2)/(tr2) € O implying

p € 5(01) = (01)p = Opno
If p,0' € S(O1) such that pN O = p' N O, then (O1), = (Oz)p/ and thus p = p'.
Thus, the canonical map S(O1) — S(O) given by p — p N O is injective. Similarly we can
identify S(O,) with a subset of S(O). To show that S(O;) and S(O;) are disjoint, we only need to

note that if some p € S(O) lies in both S(O1) and S(O,), we would immediately have r; € cp, C p
and r, € cp, C p. Forcing 1 = r; 4+ 2 € p. Contradicting p is a prime ideal. O]

Remark 6. Note that the above lemma tells us that irreducible orders mimic Euclid’s property defin-
ing prime numbers, that is

If O is an irreducible order, then O 4, Op are orders with cp, + cp, = Ok, then
O,NO0gCO=04C0o0rO CO.

Theorem 7 (Fundamental Theorem of Orders). Every order O can be written as an intersection of
irreducible orders in a unique way such that the conductors of the irreducible orders are pairwise co-prime.
Furthermore, we get that the index (and conductor) of O in Ok will be the product of the indices (and
conductors) of the irreducible orders in Oy in the given decomposition.

Proof. Clearly follows from lemma [3and lemma 4 O

Notation 11. For any valuation v € M(K), we denote the ramification index and the inertial degree of v
by e, and f,, respectively. That is, if v N Z = (p) for some prime in Z, then e, and f, are defined by

pOk = [ [v*

peEv

and
Nmoy (v) = va'

Definition 12. For any order O and any non-zero prime ideal of p € M(QO), we define

ef(p) := Zev - fo-

vep
Definition 13. If O is an irreducible order with S(O) = {p}, we define
ef(0) = ef(p).
4. DEDEKIND-KUMMER TYPE THEOREMS AND THE FUNDAMENTAL THEOREM OF ORDERS.

We recall the traditional versions of Dedekind-Kummer and Dedekind Criterion theorems sur-
rounding polynomials.
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4.1. Dedekind-Kummer Theorem.

Theorem 8 (Dedekind-Kummer Theorem). Suppose a € Z. satisfies Q[a] = K, and suppose that f(x)
is the minimal polynomial of a (will be monic) over K.
Ifpt Ok : Z[a]] and

f(x) = [(fi)* mod p,

1

then

pOk = [(B:)"

i
where B; are prime ideals in Ok sitting over p, with the understanding that
Bi = pOxk + fi(a) Ok.

Notation 14. Let g denote the image of g € Z[x] in IF,[x].
Dedekind’s Criterion (see Lemma 3.1 in [1]]) for index adds

Theorem 9 (Dedekind’s Criterion). We have

PlOk : Z[a]] = 3i:1 Sigk,ﬁyf_nfi(fi)ei'

Equivalently, we can say

pllOk : Z[a])) < g€ Z[x]: f € (p*,pg.8") C Z[x]

We will unpack the standard proof of Dedekind-Kummer theorem with the Dedekind’s Criterion
by talking about the ring Z[a|rather than Ok as follows.

Theorem 10. If O = Z[a] with « € Z and if f(x) the minimal polynomial of f shows the following
decomposition modulo p,

f(x) = 1(f)" mod p,

1
then, we get

(@\pZ)7'0 =0,

and

PO:H,Bi

where B; are primary ideals in O sitting over p such that

VBi = pi

pi = pO + fi(@)O.

are all distinct prime ideals and all prime ideals in O sitting over p and

Y ef(pi) = [K:QJ.

1

with the understanding that
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Remark 11. The theorem[I0]says that, “The factorization of a monic polynomial modulo p informs
us about the local ring decomposition of Z[«] over p” and the theorem[is about when a particular
factor (corresponding to a particular prime ideal) does or does not correspond to a DVR.

4.2. Dedekind-Kummer-Dedekind System for Binary Rings and Primitive Binary Forms.

Theorem 12. If O = Z[5| N Z[6~ | with § € Q and if f(x,y) the minimal primitive binary form such
that f(6,1) = 0 and shows the following decomposition/factorization modulo p,

flxy) = 1) mod p,

1

then, we get

(@\p2)'0 =0,

and

PO:H,Bi

where B; are primary ideals in O sitting over p such that

VBi=pi
with the understanding that
o if fi #Y, then
pi = (pZ[] + fi(6,1)Z[8]) N Z[5™]
o and if f; # X, then
pi = (pZ[s~"] + f:(1,671)Z[57]) N Z[4]

such that p; are all distinct prime ideals and all prime ideals in O sitting over p and

Y ef(oi) = [K:QJ.

1

Theorem 13 (Dedekind’s Criterion Binary Rings). We have
€i

plOx : (ZP)N2Z[57Y])] < Ji:1<i<Kk ﬁ|%

Equivalently, we can say

IOk : (Z[J)NZ[a™1))] <= 3g € Z[x,ylm: f € (1", 18.8") € Z[x,yln

Before jumping into the proof we will review some properties of binary rings associated to primi-
tive forms.
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4.3. Localizations of Binary Rings associated to primitive forms.

Let’s review Binary rings: All of the following results can be found in [11]].

Let
FXY) = ap, X"+ a, 1 X"7Y + - +apY"

denote a binary form of degree n. Let a, # 0 and suppose that § denotes the image of X in the
algebra Q[X]/f(X,1).

Definition 15. When a,, # 0,

k—1 ) n—2 )
Rf = Z<1/ ai’l(sl ai’l(sz + an—l(sl Tty Z anfi(skil/ oty Z an*l‘(snilil) (2)
i=0 i=0

We set

k-1 ] n—2 ]
<B0/ Bl/ Tty Bn71> ::<1/ aﬂél a?’l52 + al’l*lél Tty Z an—iék_zl Tty Z an—ién_l_l> (3)
i=0 i=0

that is,

BO = (4)

Bl ::Eln(s (5)

By ::anék + an,lék_l + - +a, (10 (6)
By1:=a,0""'+a, 16" 2+ + a0 ?)

Definition 16. I denotes the (fractional) ideal class generated by (1,0) in Ry
Theorem 14. Ry is a ring of rank n.

Theorem 15. Properties of Ry:

(D

discz(Ry) = disc(f) (8)
(2) If 6 is invertible, and f is primitive, then

Ry =Z[|nzZ[s7"]. )

(3) If f is primitive, Iy is invertible in Ry.
(4) Ry and Iy invariant a under the natural GLy(Z) action on binary forms of degree n.

(5) We also have
Ry +Rpd =Z(1,6,Bs, - By 1) (10)
and
RfNR~ =Z(ay,B1,Ba, -+ ,By_1) (11)
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and
(Rf+Rsd) - (RN Rfé_l) = Z(gcd(an,ay—1,--- ,a0),B1 —ai,Bo—az,- -+ ,By_1 —a,—1). (12)
Remark 16. We make note of two facts. One is that the product (of modules) in eq. (I12) is in fact
equal to Ry when gcd (@n,ay—1,--- ,a0) = 1 (thatis, f is primitive). The second is
Ri/RfNRps™" > Z /0, 2. (13)

This implies that the prime ideals in Ry containing R N R¢6 ~1 are of the form pR FH(RfNRysS -1
where p | a,. We can conclude that for each prime number dividing a, there exists exactly one
prime in Ry containing p and Ry N R¢é ~1, and for p { a, there is no prime ideal in R £ containing p.
Furthermore, when p | a, the prime ideal in R containing p and R¢ N R f5*1 clearly has norm p.

Notation 17. Let O = Z[§] N Z[67]. Let f(x,y) denote the minimal primitive binary form satisfying
f(s,1) =0.

Thus, Ry ~ 0.

Lemma 5.
(ON0sNHzZ[s] = Z[4]
Proof. We know that from item 5]
ONOs' =7Za,,B1,By, - ,By 1).
Thus, (O N 05~ 1)Z[6] is spanned by the set organized in the table,

a,  Bi By -+ By
a,6 Bid6 Byd --- By_16
Eln52 B152 B252 s Bn,152

a,8° B18® Bpé® .-+ B,_10°

We note that B; 1 — B;0 = a,_; is in the Z-span of the above set for alln —1 > i > 1. We can also
see that ag = —B,,_10 is also in the span. Thus,

1 =gecd(ag,a1,a2, - ,a,) € (ONOSH2Z]5].
Result follows. O

We note that if p € M(O) (prime ideal in O) such that

(ONO-571) Zp
i.e. the denominator (proper) ideal of § in O is not contained in p, then 3t € O N O - 67! such
that =1 € O,. Since, t6 € O it follows that Z[6] C O,. For such primes p (primes not containing
ON O -1, we note that Z[9] /pz[s] contains ©/p and is contained in ©p/p0, ~ ©/p and hence must
be equal to O/ forcing pZ[4] to be a prime ideal in Z[6]. This identifies p € M(O) with a prime in
Z[4] in a localization preserving way. That is to say,

Z[8)yz1p) = Op-

Combining with lemma B we argue that the only prime ideals in © which will not be mapped to
any prime ideal in Z[5] will be exactly those prime ideals containing O N O - §~!
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So, if we look at the map M(Z[é]) — M(O) given by p — p N O, then this map is clearly the
inverse of the localization preserving map above.

4.4. Proof of Dedekind Kummer in Binary/One-fine Rings or theorem 12
This is easily observed using the previous understanding of prime ideals in O = Z[5] N Z[5!]
and their relationship to prime ideals in Z[§] and the identification

Z[8] ~ ZIx]/(f(x,1)).

Suppose, f(x,y) has the following decomposition/factorization modulo p.

fxy) =y T1(f)% mod p,

where f; are irreducible binary forms modp such that f;(x,1) has the same degree in X as the
binary form f; in (x, y), (note that this will not happen if and only if f; = y). We set
pi = (PZ[o] + £i(6,1)Z[6)).
It follows that
Z0l/p; = ZIXI/(p, fitx, )% f(x,1) = ZIXT/ (p, fi(x, 1)) =2 Folal/ (£i(x)%)
Thus, p; are primary ideals in Z[d] with

Vi = (p, fi(9))-

On the other hand, it is easy to see that

(p, f(x, 1)) = T(p. filx, 1)%)

wherei # j == (p, fi(x, 1)) + (p, fi(x,1)%) = Z[x],
since f;(x,1) mod p and fj(x,1) mod p are irreducible distinct polynomials in IF,[x]. Thus,
Z0l/(p) = [ [ Fol¥1/ (i, %),
We can conclude that ,/p; are all distinct prime ideals and all prime ideals in Z[¢] containing p.

This concludes the proof of the Dedekind Kummer theorem for Binary rings associated to primitive
forms.

4.5. Proof of Dedekind’s Criterion for Primitive binary forms or theorem

The proof is very much the same as we can look at Z[§] and Z[5~!] separately.
Suppose that f(x,y) is the minimal primitive binary form satisfying f(6,1) = 0.
Notation 18. Given a polynomial h(x) € Z|x] we let its image in F,[x] be denoted by h(x).

Thus, if f(x,y) shows the following decomposition/factorization modulo p,

fxy) =y T[(f) mod p,

where f; are irreducible binary forms modp such that fj(x,1) has the same degree in x as the
binary form f; in (x,y), (we note that this will not happen if and only if f; = y) then we may set

pi = (pZ[o] + f(6,1)Z[9])
as the prime ideal associated to f;.
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It follows that
B = (P*Z[0] + pfi(8,1)Z[6] + fi(5,1)°Z[4))

Based on the structure of the prime ideal, we conclude a random element

t =m(3) € B;if and only if fi(x,1)|m(x). (14)
We will consider two cases:
£(6,1) € BZ[o)s, and £(5,1) & BZ[6),
e Case: f;(6,1) € B2Z|6]g,.
£6,1) € BZIBls, = £i(6,1) = pPA+ pfi(8,1)B+ fi(3,1)°C
<= fi(6,1)(1 - pB - fi(6,1)C) = p*A

Since, 1 — pB — f;(6,1)C ¢ B, it is a unit this means that p?R(5) = £;(5,1)S(5) where S(J)
is a unit in Z[4]p

i

In this case, Z[J]p, is a DVR where the uniformizer can be taken to be p as it generates the
maximal ideal in Z[d]g,. Furthermore, since the uniformizer of Z[d]s, ® Z, is the same as
the uniformizer of Z,, Z0] g ® Zp is an un-ramified extension of Z,. This forces ¢; = 1,

which implies f(x,y) & (p?, pfi, (fi)?).
e Case: f;(6,1) & BZ|6]g,.

In this case, f;(6,1) € BiZ[6]p,\BZ[6],. Thus, if Z[5]4, is a DVR then f;(4,1) may be chosen
as a uniformizer.

We see Z[;] ® Z, as the ring of integers of a totally ramified extension of a totally un-

ramified extension of Z,. Since, Z[¢l/p; is a deg(f;) extension of IF,. Thus, the ramification

degree of Z[5;] ® Z,, is deg(f;) and the ramification index is e;. This will imply that
fi(6,1)% = pu

for some unit u.
Now substituting (6,1) in f(x,y) = y* IT; fj(x,y) + ph(x,y) we get

[T 56,1 = —ph(s,1)

]

Since for j # i, f]-(é, 1) are all units in Z[J] p;» as they, by definition, are distinct irreducible
polynomials over IF),.
This means that /1(6,1) has to be a unit in Z[J], i.e. fi(x,1) t i(x,1) (using eq. ([4)) which
is equivalent to h(x,y) & (p, fi(x,y)) <= F(x,y) & (1% P f2).

To show the other direction, we note that, if e; = 1 then clearly f(x,y) & (p?, pfi, f*). At the same
time,

T16,1)% = —ph(s,1)
]

and for j # i, fj(d,1) are all units in Z[d]s, which means that B;Z[5]s, = pZ[d]s, making it a
principal ideal and thus Z[¢]g, a DVR.
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Ife; > 1and f ¢ (p? pfi, f?) then h(x,y) ¢ (p, fi(x,y)). Subbing in 6 we see that this means that
h(4,1) is a unit in Z[4]p,. At the same time,

T16,1)% = —ph(s,1)
]

and for j # i, f;j(6,1) are all units in Z[5], which means that B;Z[d]g, = fi(J,1)Z[5], making it a
principal ideal and thus Z[¢]g, a DVR. This completes the proof.

5. SMALL PRIME SPLITTING RESTRICTIONS.

Just as a small prime splitting poses an obstruction for a ring to be monogenic, a small prime
splitting poses a restriction for a ring to be binary. In this section we will quatify this restriction.

Let K denote a finite extension of Q. Let Mk denote the set of non-archimedean places of K. We
fix a prime p in Z for this section. Let O denote an order in Ok Let pO = 6; - 6, - - - 6, denote the
unique m-primary ideal factorization of the ideal pO in O where 6; +J; = O. Let 7; denote the
radical of the ideal 6; in R. These will be all the maximal ideals of O containing p. For any non zero
proper ideal I of O we define

Normp(I) = |0/1].
And let

U~

To(p, f) == {t: Norm(%) = p/}  H(p,f) :Z%Zpdﬂ( )

dif
Remark 17. H(p, f) is the number of prime ideals in IF,[x] with the norm p/.

Theorem 18. If O is binary ring, then
H(p,1) +1 2 |To(p, )]
f=22 = H(pf) = To(p, f)l-

Proof. Let O = Z[5] N Z[5~']. From Dedekind Kummer Theorem for Binary forms (theorem [12),
we have a neat (norm preserving) correspondence from all prime ideals of Z[§] containing p to
either all or all but one prime ideal(that of norm p) of O. We identify Z[6] with Z[X]/¢(x), where

8(x) = f(x,1). Let A = [To(p, f)|

Consider the following diagram of canonical quotient maps,

Zx] T Z[é] ~ |A]
3 I (Fpr)

TEA

Clearly each arrow is surjective. Consider the lower row of maps culminating in the following
surjective ring homo-morphism

Fplx] — ()"
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In particular, there must exist at least |A| distinct prime ideals in IF,[x] with norm p/. This corre-
sponds to surjective maps from IF,[x] to IF,r up-to Gal(F s /F,) action. In other words, the number
of degree f elements in IF s up-to Gal(F ;s /F,) action. This is H(p, f). Thus, H(p, f) > |A]. Com-
bining with Dedekind Kummer Theorem for Binary rings, we see that,

f>2 = H(p,f) > |To(p, f)l
H(p,1) +1> [To(p, f)I.

Remark 19. 1f
P(p, f) := #{ prime ideals in P(IF,) with norm p/1,
then,
P(p,1) =H(p,1)+1
and
f22 = Ppf)=Hpf)

Remark 20. Binary rings are best viewed as a subset of orders which are locally monogenic, more
specifically there are locally monogenic rings which are almost globally monogenic. Monogenic
rings are globally monogenic (simultaneously across all primes). In case of n = 2 the concept of
freely locally monogenic is equivalent to the version of almost globally monogenic used here. We
compare this to, “Every ideal class in a rank two ring occurs in binary quadratic forms.” When
n = 3, this concept of locally monogenic is the same as almost globally monogenic used here, but
not freely locally monogenic. We compare this to, “Every ring of integers occurs as a binary ring
not every ideal class in ring of integers occurs as a binary ring and associated invertible ideal.” We
generalize the concept in our thesis and in upcoming papers and relate it to other classification of
ring theorems.

Remark 21. We compare this condition with the small prime splitting condition in monogenic rings,
which is

f=1 = H(p,f) = |To(p, f)l
In-spite of a very minimal weakening on this condition we note that the rings captured as mono-
genic rings are expected to be proportion 0 in binary rings (almost globally monogenic rings).

6. PSEUDO MAXIMAL ORDERS AND SUDO MAXIMAL ORDERS.

Remark 22. In general, if we have an irreducible order O with S(O) = {p} suchthatp = {v1, vz, - , ¢}
and if we let the conductor of O to be cp, an ideal in O, then we know that

co = (v1)™1(v2)™2 - - - (vx)™*

where a; > 1.

Furthermore, the since co C O C Ok we see that O is completely determined by O/c, a sub-ring
of Okx/co. Hence, we can search for sub-rings of the appropriate complete local finite extension of
p-adic integers.

From here it is easy to get the Furtwrangler’s condition for a conductor ideals by just looking at the
ideal (p™,co) in a reduced order where O where p"*! € ¢ and p" ¢ co and observing when it
will be an ideal Ok. This ideal can be an ideal of Ok if and only if co cannot be a conductor ideal.
In fact, combining with Fundamental Theorem of Orders or theorem [7]it gives a more nuanced
answer about orders and associated conductors and what can exist. For example, it tells us that
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there cannot exist an order O with conductor vw with f, = e, = f,, = ey = 1 and O/vw =~ Z%,. This
one is obvious, by things we already know.

6.1. Classification of Irreducible orders O withef(O) =1and ef(O) = 2.

6.1.1. ef(O) =1.
There exist no irreducible order O in Ok with ef(O) = 1 as this would be akin to finding proper
unital sub-rings of the p-adic integers Z,.

6.12. ef(O) =2.

Lemma 6. If A = Z, + Z, - t is a algebra of rank 2 over Z, then all sub-rings of A which have rank 2
over Z, and containing Z., are given by Z, + p*(A) for some k € Z=. The index of Z,, + p*(A) in A is

pk.

Proof. If M is a sub-ring of A which is rank 2 over Z, may be seen as Z, + Z,r where r = a + bt
witha, b € Z,. We further write b = pku where u € Z, is a unit, i.e. uZ, = Z, Clearly,

Zy+Zyr =Zy+ Zpbt = Zy + Zpp + Zpup't = Z, + Z,(p't) = Z, + p* A
O

Remark 23. There is no irreducible(non Ok) order O with ef (O) = 1. Consequence of the Furt-
wangler condition for an ideal to be a conductor ideal. We give a structure theorem for irreducible
orders with ef(O) = 2. Similar Structure theorems can be given easily using corresponding ring
classification theories for irreducible orders with ef (O) < 4. With some difficulty, the authors also
expect such theorems possible for ef(O) = 5 by extending Bhargava’s work for quintic rings to
Z,.

Definition 19. A Pseudo Maximal Order in K is an irreducible order O satisfying ef (O) = 2. See
definition [13] for the definition of ef.

If O is an irreducible order with S(O) = {p}, then its conductor is made up of prime ideals (in K)
in p. Thus, when

Lemma 7. O is a Pseudo Maximal Order, then one of the following must be true:
p={v,w}with f, =fy =€, =€, =1
={v} with f, =2 = 2e,
={w} with2f, =2 = e,.

Theorem 24 (A). If {v,w} C M(K) with f, = f, = ey, = e, = 1, then the irreducible orders with
conductor v*w® are given by

e ifa = b = r then there is a unique irreducible order O with conductor (vw)" given by Z + (vw)".
This order will have index in Ok given by (O : Z + (vw)"] = p".

e ifa # b then there is no irreducible (or otherwise) order with conductor v*w".
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Proof. Clearly, we are looking for irreducible orders in Z,, & Z, which is treated an extension of Z,,
via diagonal embedding. So, we may write it as Z, + Z,t where t = (0,1). Thus every order here
must be of the form Z, + p*(Z, & Z,). Coordinate wise p = (p, p) due to diagonal embedding.
Thus, the sub-ring is given by Z, + ((p,1)¥ - (1, p)*)(Z, ® Z,). Intersecting with Ok we get the
order is given by Z + (vw)* whose conductor is easily seen as (vw)*. O

Theorem 25 (B). If {v} C M(K) with f, = 2 = 2e,, then there is a unique irreducible order with
conductor v* which is given by Z + v* with [Ok : (Z + v")] = p*

Proof. Clearly, we are looking for irreducible orders in the ring of integers of the unique totally un-
ramified extension of degree 2 over Z,. Thus, p may be seen as the uniformizer for this completion.

So, we may write it as O, := Z,, + Z,t. Thus every order here must be of the form Z, + p*(Oy).
Thus, the sub-ring is given by Z, + p*(O,). Intersecting with Ok we get the order is given by
Z + v* whose conductor is easily seen as v*. O

Theorem 26 (C). If {v} C M(K) with2f, =2 = e, then

e ifa > 2 and a is even then there is a unique irreducible order with conductor v* which is given by
Z + v* with [Ok : (Z + v*)] = p*/2.

e ifa > 1and a is odd then there is no irreducible (or otherwise) order with conductor v*.
Proof. Clearly, we are looking for irreducible orders in the ring of integers of some totally rami-

fied extension of degree 2 over Z,. Thus, p may be seen as the square of the uniformizer for this
completion. So, we may write it as O, := Zy+ Zpt where ¢ is the uniformizer(since it is totally

ramified. Thus, every order here must be of the form Z, + p*(O,). Thus, the sub-ring is given by
Z, + p*(0,). Intersecting with Ok we get the order is given by Z + v* (as (p) = % asitisa
totally ramified extension) whose conductor is easily seen as v, O

A corollary we will use for counting purposes is,

Corollary 1. Given a set of valuations S C M(K) such that " cg e, fo = 2 then given r > 1 there exists
a unique irreducible order O with S(O) = {p} such that p = S and [Ok : O] = p".
Definition 20. A Sudo Maximal Order in K is an order O such that

Vo e S(O):ef(p) =2
We say that this is Restricted Sudo Maximal Order if for every prime p € Z we have at most one prime
ideal in S(O) which contains p.
Theorem 27. The number of Restricted Sudo Maximal Orders in K with index < X is

< A,Xlog(X))1

where Ay, is a constant only dependent on n.

Proof. We note that if C ,« denote the number of Restricted Sudo Maximal Order in K with index
p*, we may look at

S]K,p(s) = Z CIK’pkpiks
k=0



PSEUDO AND SUDO MAXIMAL RINGS 19

and look at the L-function

Li(s) :== [ [ Sk,p

pelP
Since we know from the above section that

C]K,pk :’{(U,w) 10,W E M(]K)/fv =fo=1L0v# wrv(p) = w(p) = 1}’
+ o e M(K) : fo = 20(p) = 1} + [{v € M(K) : fo = 1o(p) = 2}|.

Thus, Cg ¢ < (3)-

It follows that the Dirichlet coefficients of L (s) are all between 0 and the Dirichlet coefficients of

n

4 (s) (),
Sum of Dirichlet coefficients up to X of {(s)() grows asymptotically like
Xlog(X)@)-1
() —1)!
Thus, the number of orders in KK with index < X is
Xlog(X)@)1
(Q) -1

for some constant A, only dependant on 7. O

< Ay

Remark 28. We note that this gives a strong indication that the number of orders in K with index
bounded by X should be of the order of X.

6.2. Strongly divisible-ness and Ultra-weakly divisible polynomials.

Remark 29. Recall that Bhargava-Shankar-Wang define f is strongly divisible by p (in [3] and [2]) if
p*|oisc(f + p - g) for any choice of g such that deg(f) > deg(g)-

Recall the theorem.

Theorem 30. p?|disc(f) if and only if one of the following holds:
o f is strongly divisible by p if and only if one of the following is true.
(1) f mod p has a triple root in IP(IF )
(2) f mod p has two double roots in P(FF,).
o If f is not strongly divisible by p, then one of the following holds

(1) f is weakly divisible by p. This is the case where the linear double root in IP(IF,) is in IF, (seen
as a base affine component) and not at the point at infinity.

(2) The lead coefficient is divisible by p* and the second lead is divisible by p. In other words, the
palindromic reverse of f is weakly divisible by p at 0.This is the case where the linear double
root in P(IF,) is at the point at infinity. (We will try and ignore this case by making sure
that the lead coefficient of our polynomial is squarefree or making sure that the leading two
coefficients are co-prime)
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e We start by showing that if

- f mod p has a triple root in IP(IF,) or

- f mod p has two double roots in IP(IF;)
then p?|disc(f). Note that this automatically implies that f is strongly divisible by p.

Since, we just proved the Dedekind-Kummer Theorem for Binary Rings (theorem [12)), let
us use it here.

If f(x,y) shows the following decomposition/factorization modulo p,

flx,y) = ](f)* mod p,

1

then we know (f;)% corresponds to either a DVR or it corresponds to a proper subring in
associated DVR.

Now if some (f;) corresponds to a proper subring of a DVR, then p will divide the index
of corresponding local ring in DVR. This will imply p?|disc(f).

On the other hand, if it does not correspond to an irreducible order, then R 7 localized at
that prime is a DVR, which corresponds to a degree ¢; totally ramified extension of the
totally un-ramified extension of degree f; of the local field Q. This means that p%~! divided
the discriminant of the corresponding local field extension and thus pXi¢~! divides the
discriminant of K. In this case, however, the power of p dividing the discriminant of Ky
and f is the same.

Thus, p?|visc(f + pg) for any choice of ¢ provided that for some i, deg(f;) > 2 & e; > 2.
Similarly, p?|disc(f + pg) for any choice of ¢ provided that for some i, deg(f;) > 1 & ¢; > 3.

If p?[disc(f), then p|viscf. Thus, f has a double root in IP(FF,). If this root is non linear then
we fall in the case discussed above which implies f is strongly divisible by p. Similarly, if
the root is linear and the multiplicity is greater than 3 we again fall in the above case.

Thus, since f is not strongly divisible by p, we may assume that f has only one double root
in P1(F,). Now if this linear double root is in IF,, we will translate appropriately so that the
double root is at zero. If the linear root is a point at infinity we take the palindromic inverse
or the reciprocal polynomial to shift its double root to 0. Then, showing initial polynomial
is weakly divisible by p as in definition [32] at the root will be same as showing new f is
weakly divisible by p at 0.

We note that, using lemma[I5] the discriminant of f can be written as

; — MS. (2 . ! . 2
visc(f) = 2£(0) (1577 A1+ £/(0) - b2+ F(0)/(0) - A + £(0)2g

where

ffOY — fOxY

A1 = disc( X7

Since, f is not strongly divisible by p, we see that p { A (no two double roots) and p t @
(no triple linear root).
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Since, p|f(0) and p|f’(0) and p?|discf and p  A; and p ¢ % it follows that p?|f(0).

See appendix.

Definition 21. We say a f ultra weakly divisible if
p?|visc(f) = f is weakly divisible by p.

If we treat disc(f) as a function of its coefficients (say a; by abuse of notation), then this condition

corresponds to p?|disc(f) and p[a(g—f) (f) forall 0 < i < n (f mod p is in the singular locus of

disc(f) = 0 mod p).

Remark 31. While it may seem that the singular locus has a very large co-dimension, it has a com-
ponent of co-dimension 2.

By definition, if f is ultra-weakly divisible, then f does not have non linear double root or a linear
triple root modulo any prime p.

Theorem 32. If f is ultra-weakly divisible, then there exist a maximal my such that f is weakly divisible

by my (at some l¢) and R/(f,mf,lf) is maximal i.e. R/(f,mf,lf) is THE ring of integers for Ky ~ Q[x]/(f). In

fact, if isc(f) = st where s is squarefree, then ms = t.

Proof. Let p denote a prime such that p?|disc(f). And let 0 < [y < p denote the linear double root
in IF,, of f. Then, we note that if

ferD) = 50+ 70 -+ LB 2 g

then using lemma [I5 we see that,

dise(f) = f(1) - M+ f1 (1) Ao+ F()f' (1) - B

Furthermore, if I = Iy mod p then we can realize A; as

A = 4(@)3&&@*) mod p

where f* = % € F,lx].

Since f is ultra-weakly divisible by p, we have f is not strongly divisible by p. This means that

if I = Iy mod p then p 1 @ as this will force f to not have triple linear root at y in IF,. We can
further say that that p f A1. If p | A then it is easy to see that f will have at least two double roots
inF,.

Now, by Hensels lemma for any k we can find I; such that p*|f'(I;).
Let D = v,(disc(f)) and | = Iy mod p* with 0 < I < p* where k = [2].

Then, we note that p’|f(I) and r < 2[2]. It follows that disc(f) = p" - A; mod ptP/2 which
contradicts the fact that pP|[disc(f).
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Thus, p*[P/2|£(I) and p!P/2|f'(I) or f is weakly divisible by p[P/?. Thus, f is weakly divisible by

m ¢ where disc(f) = s(my)* and s is squarefree. This tells us that R’(f i) is pP~2(P/2] which is at

/

most one. This makes R (fmpls

 the ring of integers of K as its discriminant is squarefree. ]
7. POLYNOMIALS THAT CORRESPOND TO DISTINCT RINGS

Definition 22.

n ) .
W(s:t):= {Zaix”_l €Zx]:1<a1 <s/2<ay<s,(ap,a1) =1,|a;| <st'forall2 <i< n}
i=0

Remark 33. The above set is a subset of a fundamental domain for action of integers by translation
on polynomials. That is, for any polynomial f there exists at most one integer / such that f(x+1) €
W(s:t).

Definition 23.
W(s:t:m):={(f,1): feW(s:t),0 <1< m,f is weakly divisible by m at I}

with the understanding that each element (f,1) € W(s : t : m) where f is Reduced-m-Polynomial
will give distinct rings, see Theorem theorem 50l

Lemma 8. Given agp,ay,--- ,a,—2,1, m there is a unique choice of a,,_1 and a,, satisfying

[ ]
B+1<a, 1<B+m
[ ]
C+1<a,.1 <CH+m?
[ ]
agx" +ax" 1+ 4a, s weakly divisible by m at |.
Proof. Follows from the definition directly. ]

Discussion 24. Let B, denote a compact set in

{f € RIx] : H(f) < 1,discz(f) # 0}
such that
Vol(Be) > (1—e)Vol({f : H(f) < 1}).
Then for this region we can construct a pp such that all polynomials f with height > pp satisfying

HUP)"(777) € Be

are Reduced-1-Polynomials.

From theorem 50, we can say that polynomials of this type with height
> !/ -2)pp

are Reduced-m-Polynomials.

Furthermore, we may consider B to be a finite union of disjoint boxes B; (depending on epsilon).
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Thus, correspondingly, if d;, are the dimensions of the box B;, we define W (s : t : m)p, to be those polyno-
mials that satisfy

A (i) € B
and
(2)
f 2!(0) > spg_zm.

(n—2)

The latter condition a,_ > spp ~'m ensures that polynomials we count are of ‘large enough’ (see lemmall4)
height to be a Reduced-m-Polynomial.

Definition 25.
W(s:t:m)Rd .= {(f,1) € W(s,t,m) : f is a Reduced-m-Polynomial.}

7.1. Ekedahlian Sieve- Quantitative version.
Let V,, denote the variety in A"*! which describes the Singular locus of the curve given by G, = 0
where

Gy := discx (XoX" + X1 X" 1+ .- X,). (15)

We describe the structure of the discriminant polynomial as a polynomial of X,.

Lemma 9.
aiﬁtx(XOXn + Xan—l 44 Xn) —
n”(XoXn)”_l

n—-2
+ Y XA,
i=1
+ X,%,laiﬁtx(XOX”_l + Xlxn—Z 4 anl)

Proof. Obvious from the the understanding that Xodiscx (Xo X" + X X" 14 ...+ X,) is the resul-
tant of XoX" + X3 X" 1 4+ ... + X,, and %(XOX” + X1 X" 1 +... 4+ X,) can the consideration of

this resultant as the determinant of the Sylvester matrix. See eq. (28) and lemma O]
Let
F, := discx, (discx (XoX" + X1 X" 14+ +X,)) (16)
Thus, for any prime p, and integer tuple (ag, a1, - - ,a,),
(aO/all T /an) S Vn(]Fp) = P|(Gn(a0/a1/ T ,ﬂn),Fn(ﬂo,ﬂl, T /an—l))' (17)

This follows from the fact that G, F, € (V).
We note that

Remark 34. A polynomial f is UWD or ultra-weakly divisible if and only if
VpeP: fmodp ¢ V,(F,).

We will now look for UWD polynomials in W(s : t : m). We will then look for Reduced-m-
polynomials in this set which will allow us to count UWD Rings. We note that UWD polynomials
are easily sieve-able via the Ekedahl sieve.
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Discussion 26. Given f = Y'_ja;x" " such that f(x) is weakly divisible by m at 0 and (ag,a;) = 1,

Dl57’;1(2f) = 2(gn,2)30i55(f*) mod 71

where f* = Y12 a;x"~1=2. This follows from the structure of the discriminant polynomial in lemma

Thus, the only way f can be strongly divisible by p for some p|m if
e cither pla,_(this will force a triple root at 0)
o or p|disc(f*)(this will force some other double root in IF,).

Furthermore, applying the structure of the discriminant (lemmalLb) to f* we can say that for every ag, ay, - - -
and p|m there are at most n + 1 solutions modp for a,_p such that

n—2 )
2(an_2)3015c(2 a;x"72) = 0 mod p.
i=0

We will use the traditional form of the Ekedahl sieve. This will serve us better. Our parameter of m
which interferes with the sieving in the main term. And since we wish to maximize m to be used,
we wish to use the fact that a,,_» freely moves in a much larger range than other coefficients and
based on the structure of G, can be used to give a usable lower bound for f & V,,(IF,) for p|m for
much larger values of m.

Theorem 35. If s > f;—z, then
{(f,) eW(s:t:m):Ip e Pz, p>M,ptm,f e V,(E,)}|

n(n+1)

stz ! 1 m? log(st")

= O m? ).(MlogM—F st" )

Proof. As usual we put this set into the union of 3 sets:

S1:={(f,1) e W(s:t:m):F,(f) =0}
For any choice of (ag, a1, - - - ,a,—2,1) such that F, is non-degenerate as a polynomial in a,,_1,
then we can have at most n(n — 1) possible choices for a,,_;.

Inductively, the number of choices for (ag, a1, - ,a,—2) for which the polynomial F, is
degenerate as a polynomial in 4,1 would be space cut out by all coefficient polynomials
in A"1. Thus, the number of elements in S; is

n(n+1)
stz L1 m
) (=

On( s + stn—1

m? )
st"
Sy:=A{(f,1) eW(s:t:m):3p e ]PZ,? >p>Mptm,feVy(Ey)}
For every such prime p the number of solutions (mod p) to

Gn(f) = Fu(f) =0mod p
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is O(p"~!). Thus, the total number of solutions possible f € W(s : t : m) is

O(p”l)-m-(%+0(1))2 (% +0(1)) - (z%k+0(1) (E o)
25t~ 1 2st"
(S HOM) - (g +0(1)
n+l n(ntl) 4
= 0 — )3

Summing this value over the given range for primes, we get that |S| is
)’l+ltn(n+1> 1

( m?Mlog M )

={(f/l)EW(S=t=m)iFn(f)#03PEle, <P/PTMf€V( p)}

In this case, we first pick any ag, al, .-+ ,ay_1. F, is not zero. We then pick a prime p such
that p|F,(ag, a1, -+ ,a,_1) and p > 5. The size of F, is less than (st" ) for some k,. Thus,
the number of dlstmct prime d1v1sors of F, is

< kylog(st").

Since, if p 1 a, then we can deduce from lemma [l that G, is a polynomial in a,, of degree
n —1.1f plag, then p t a; (as (ap,a1) = 1) and thus

Gn(ag, -+ ,an) = a%Gn_l(al,ag, .-+ ,a,) mod p.

This follows directly from applying lemma [9lto the palindromic inverse of f. We basically
do not have to worry about G, mod p being degenerate as a polynomial in a,,. Thus, there
will be at most n — 1 possibilities for a, as the range it moves through is of size less than p.
Therefore, |S3| will be

R PR |

O(S ) - S log(st").

m2

O

Definition 27. Let W, denote the variety which is union of V,, with the variety given by Xo = X; = 0. Let

Since, for every p we have polynomials with discriminant co-prime to p, ¢, is never zero. Fur-
thermore, since V), is a variety contained in V(F,, G,) of co-dimension 2 and Xo = X; = 0 is
also co-dimension 2 we can conclude that ¢, > (1 — p—) for some constant r,. For p { m, c, will
serve as the measure of how many polynomials mod p are not strongly divisible. The addition
of this second variety will save us some trouble as the condition (ag,a;) = 1 will be taken care of
internally.
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7.2. Actual sieve.

Definition 28.
Wi(s:t:m)={(f,1) e W(s,t,m) : Vp|m, f ¢ V,(IF,)}

Before moving forward, we refer to discussion24l Let B; denote boxes as there, and let

Definition 29.
W(s:t:m)p :=W(s:t:m)g "W*(s:t:m)
and
W*(s:t: m)g]_WD ={(f,)eW (s:t:m)p,:VpeP,f¢&V,(F,)}
and
WH(s:tim: M)p, :={(f,]) e W(s:t:m)p :Vp <M, f & Vu(FF,)}.

We begin with defining M’ = [],<m p. We will search for solutions to Vp < M, f ¢ V,(F,) by

pim
looking at the system modulo M'. So we let

CM/ = H Cp.
p<M
ptm

We will restrict ourselves to squarefree m. For p|m, we will look at a,,_» only and note that for any
choice of ag,aq,- -+ ,a,_3 there are at most n®(m possible solutions modulo m for a,,_» for f to be
strongly divisible by m. See discussion 26

Thus, making boxes of size M’, we see that

(W*(s:t:m: M)g,|

s 2st2 2st 2512

= Cu-m- (5 +OW) - (S +0() -+ (T +0() -+ (S5 +0(n“"™) + O(sppm))
2st" 1 2st"
(S TOW) - (g2 +OM) (M),
, ] St n—2
If we have M' < min{s, . 7}, we get,
. g1 mM . Mm M

=2" 3Vol(Bi)CM-T(1+O( i )+ O( 2 ) +O(T))'

This will not be a problem as we will be taking M’ to be small.

We quickly write |[W* (s : ¢ : m),lgliWD| as
(W*(s:t:m: M)p|+O({(f,]) € W(s:t:m):IpePgz,p>M,pim,fc V,(Fp,)})

Let C = limy;_,c Cp. Using theorem 35| we get

Theorem 36. If s > %Z, then

11(11+1)_1 2 M M
$(o. 4. \UWD -3 s m2e me
n(n+1)
s"t—z 1 1 m? log (st"
ol ) ( 15t

m? Mlog M st"
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Setting eM = (st")¢/2, we get the following corollary.

Corollary 2. If (st")¢ < s then

. - G120 1 m?(st")e m(st")e
Summing over all boxes B; we get the following corollary.
Corollary 3. If (st")€ < s then

n+lt@71 1 mZ(Stn)e m(stn)e

W*(s : ¢ : 1—e)2" 33— (1+0 o) o) .
We set X = 752”727;’;("71)
Let S(X,s,m) := W*(s : t : m).
Note that this set counts distinct rings.
It follows that
Theorem 37. Forn > 5,

b
S(X,s,m) >, 1 (18)

provided that
(1) s > (st")¢
(2) X17€ > 22 .4~ 72 (Condition corresponding to "2 >, m'€ - required for injectivity).

(3) X17¢ >, " 1. m?"=4 (Condition corresponding to (st")1=¢ >, m>-required so the final coeffi-
cient has enough space to very to have polynomials which are weakly divisible by m)

To count ultra-weakly divisible rings which are weakly divisible by m rings, we wish to choose s
appropriately. Note that within the constraints for a fixed X, the rings counted will all be distinct
for any choice of m and then any choice of s.

We can chose s such that st" ~ t?"~%, This will make the condition on m a singular condition. May

not be optimal.
n—4

st ~ t21’l—4 = §~~ (m2X) (n—1)(3n—8)

Both conditions combine to
xl-e > (sz)3}317_748;712”_‘L — X3n2j1_337+12_€ >m
Thus, if we let S(X : m) denote the set of all UWD Rings, weakly divisible by m, then we have

1,1 2(n—4) 2 4(n—4)
X§+H+n(n—ln)(3n—8)mﬁ+n(n—i1)(31178)

S(X:m) >

m
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1,1 2 4(n—4)
X§+H+n(n—l)(?m—S)mﬁ+n(n—1n)(3n—8)

T(X) := ) S(X,m) > )
m<X 3}72:71_3374—1276 m<X3n2 n1_3%,+12 -

2(n—4) n-2 2 4(n—4)

>>1’l X2+ +”(” 1)(3n-8) (X3112 13n-+12 e)n+n(1’l—1)(3n—8)
1

5+
2 _
f\Je X n 3

Remark 38. We are summing over squarefree 1.

7.3. Number-field Counting Strategy.
The strategy now comes into play by noting that

Theorem 39. A UWD ring is a Restricted Sudo maximal Ring.

Proof. Using Dedekind Kummer for Binary Rings i.e.theorem [I2] we see that factorization of the
corresponding UWD polynomial modulo p captures the irreducible decomposition of the asso-
ciated binary ring. We see that if f is Ultra-weakly divisible then at every prime p it can never
have 2 double roots or a triple root. This means that f can at most have one double root modulo
p. The corresponding factor will correspond to either a maximal ring at p or an irreducible order
with ef (O) = 2. Thus, Ry is restricted Sudo maximal Ring. Recall that Sudo maximal rings were
Rings whose theorem [/l decomposition only consist of irreducible orders O, satisfying ef (O) = 2.
Our description of Restricted Sudo Maximal Rings and Pseudo maximal rings immediately tells
us that any intermediate Ring that sits in between a Restricted Sudo maximal Ring and its integral
Closure(the ring of integers it sits in) is also a Restricted Sudo maximal Ring. O

Let A(X) denote the set of all Restricted Sudo maximal Rings with discriminant < X. Let a(X) :=
|A(X)|. Thus, as a corollary we have

Corollary 4. a(X) > T(X).

Let
B(X) := {frac(R) : R € A(X)}.
and b(X) := |B(X)|.
On the other hand, we may bound a(X) above by using theorem [27as follows.

0 B osxs B 5 log(5 )

KeB(X) KeB(X

< VX log(X)n
K;)\/D—IK g(X)

Combine with the fact that

1

%4’—476
a(X)>T(X)> X" "3
We get
N*(X:n) > X1
n Z DIK >

KeB(X)
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Corollary 5.
. X
limsup ———— = oo.

1
2
X—00 X

Remark 40. We note that if the number of UWD polynomial tuples (f,m) with discriminant < X
is of the expected order then we can easily convert this to be an appropriate lower bound for
N(X :n).

APPENDIX A. Defining Weakly Divisible Rings

Most of this section is from our previous paper on Weakly Divisible Rings.
We recall the following theorem from [11] defining Binary Rings.

Let
FIXY) = a, X"+ a, 1 X" Y+ +agY"

denote a binary form of degree n. Let a, # 0 and suppose that  denotes the image of X in the
algebra Q[X]/(f(X,1)).

We recall eq. (3).
Remark 41. We refer to the basis given for Ry in eq. (3) as the canonical basis attached to f.

Theorem 42. When f is integral(i.e. f is a binary form of degree n with integer coefficients), Ry is a ring
of rank n over Z.

Definition 30. We define If as the (fractional) ideal class generated by (1,0) over Ry, when f is integral.
Definition 31. When f is integral, Ry is known as the binary ring associated to the binary form f.
These are a few properties of binary rings.

Proposition 1. Properties of Ry (when f is integral):

(1)

DiﬁCZ(Rf) = Diﬁt(f). (19)
(2) If b is invertible, and f is primitive, then

Rp:=Z[5]nZ[s7"]. (20)

(3) If f is primitive, Iy is invertible in Ry.

(4) Both Ry and Iy are invariant under the natural GLy(Z) action on binary forms of degree n. In

particular, for 6 € @\Q this means that if A = ijr’s with a,b,c,d € Z and ad — bc = +1 then

Z[O)NZ5 Y =Z[A Nz ).

You can find the proof of all of these statements in [11].

Remark 43. Note that one can write down the multiplication table for the defining basis of Ry in
terms of coefficients of f explicitly. Using this table to define binary rings, one can give a definition
for Ry without the need for the condition “a, # 0.
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We will note the following part of the multiplication table of the canonical basis of Ry (eq. (@),
which is easily verified.

Lemma 10. Let f(X,Y) := a, X" + a, 1 X" 1Y + - - - + agY" denote a binary form of degree n, and let
(Bo, By, -+, By—1) denote the canonical basis for R associated to f as in eq. (3). Then, we have

By1-By_i=—ao-By,_j1+a;-B, 1 (21)

Proof. We make note of the fact, B,,_1 = —apé -1,
Thus,

n—i )
Bn,1 : Bn—i = —a05_1 : (Z an_]-éf)
j=0

n—i
i—1
= —dap - Z an_]-éf
j=0

.
=—aop- (By_i1+ gz)

= —ag-By_i_1+a;-(

<)
=—ap-By_i1+4a;-By1.

O

Definition 32. We say a binary form f(x,y) € Z[x,y| of degree n is weakly divisible by m € Z~ if there
exists an { € Z such that

£(1,1) = 0 mod m?
o 11y =

g(l,l) = 0 mod m
When appropriate we say f is weakly divisible by m at I.

Remark 44. We use “weakly divisible” as these polynomials are defined in [3] and [2] and the main
parts of these papers is about establishing an upper bound for the number of polynomials which
are weakly divisible by m and bounded height, for all large m.

Definition 33. Given a binary form f we set fj = fi(x,y) := f(x +1y,vy).

The condition that “f is weakly divisible by m at [” is equivalent to having integers ag, a1, - - ,a,
such that

fi = anx" + a1 x" ly + o+ apx®y" % + mayxy™ " + mPagy”.

Definition 34. We define,
Bn—l

R/(f,m) = Z<B0/ Bl/ e /BH—ZI 7>

Theorem 45. If f is weakly divisible by m at |, then Rz fm) is a ring.
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Proof. Let (Bo, By, -+ ,B,—1) denote the canonical (old) basis of R f, associated to f1. Since, f is
weakly divisible by m at [, we can write

f1 =anx" + an,lx”_ly + -+ azny”_z + malxy”_l + mzaoy”,
where a;, m € Z.

We will show that Rz fum) is a ring, by showing that product of any two elements in the (new)

basis given by (By, By, - -, By—2, B’;n‘1> (basis for R’( f m)) is in the Z-span of itself. We will achieve

this by comparing the product of every two elements in the old basis with the product of the
corresponding two elements in the new basis.)

We note that B; - B for i,j # n — 1 can be written as a Z-linear combination of (B;). This follows
directly from the fact that the Z-span of (B;) forms a ring (the prodigal binary ring) (we can also
refer to the multiplication tables given in [9] or section 2.1 in [11]]).

It immediately follows that B; - B; for i,j # n — 1 can also be written as a Z-linear combination of
By
m

by simply replacing B, with m - % in the multiplication table of the old basis.

our new basis (By, By, -+ , By—2,

) (which only differs from the original basis at the index n — 1)

On the other hand, lemma [I0limmediately tells us that, when i # 1

B, _ B, _
"1 B, ;= —mag- By i1 +a; —

and

By 1 . By1 = —ay-By_o+a - By1

m

Thus, the products of elements in this new basis are Z-linear combinations of the same new basis.
It follows that R’( f,m) 18 in-fact a ring. O

Definition 35. We say R’( fom) is the weakly divisible ring (at | with respect to m) associated to f, when f
is weakly divisible by m at |. When appropriate we will also represent this ring as Rz Fam)”

Remark 46. Every binary ring is a weakly divisible ring at every value with respect to 1.

Remark 47. We note that weakly divisible rings may also defined by multiplication tables to avoid
dependence on a condition like “a,, # 0 or a9 # 0”.
APPENDIX B. Effective injectivity of the map:

(f, }’I’l,l) —> R/(flrm)

B.1. Matrix of transformation. For convenience sake, we define (Z) :=0ifn>0anda < 0.

We mention a useful matrix of transformation for base change from the canonical basis of Ry asso-
ciated to f(X,Y') to the canonical basis of R, associated to f;.

Theorem 48. We let f(X,Y) = AoX" + A1 X" 1Y + -+ A, Y" and (Bo, By, -+, B,_1) be the canon-
ical basis of Ry associated to f(X,Y) and (Co,Cy,- - ,Cy—1) be the canonical basis of Ry, associated to f;,
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then we have

1 ("THiAy (OHRAy oo (PZDIF'Ag - (nfl)lnfle‘
<CO/ Cl/ ttty Cn71> :<B0/ Bl/ ttty Bi’l71> 1 2 _ k-1 _ nil_ _
R SR = =
0 0 1 - (kf?))l - R (ni?))[”—
0 0 0 e (Z:]’:/’)lk—k’ . (Z:IIE/)ZH_V
0 0 0 (k_rlzbkl)lk_n—i_l
0 0 0 (2 Ik 1

B.2. Proof.

n . .
Let F(x,y) = }_ a;x""'y’ denote an irreducible integral binary form.
i=0
Let ¢ denote the root of f(x) := F(x,1).

Let Fi(x,y) := f(x+1y,y) = Zbix”’iyi.
i=0

Note that § — I is the root of f;(x) := Fi(x,1). (22)
-1 ‘ .

Let s;(x) := Zajxl’] = aox' + mx "+ . ai_qx.
j=0

i—1 o ) )
Let m;(x) := Z bix'™) = box' + byx'™ '+ .. 4 b qx.
j=0

Thus the basis for R, will be given by
Z(, m(6—=1)+by, my(6—1)+0by, -+, me(6—=1)+bg, -+, my_1(6 —1)+by_1)
and that of Ry will be given by
Z(1,51(6)+ a1, 52(8) +az, -+, sk(6) +ag, -+, $y—1(0) +a,-1)

Lemma 11.
=3 (" e, 23)
= AURS Y
Proof.
n ) n n—i n—i ) o
fx+D) =Y a(x+D)""=) g < . >x]l”1]
i=0 i=0  j=o \ ]
n n—i N\ o n-j —q .
i=0j=0 J j=0 =0 J
Thus,
k
‘ n 1 k—i
bk = §a1<n—k>l
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Lemma 12.

my(x) + b = x(myg_1(x) + br_1) + by
sk(x) +ap = x(sp—1(x) +ar_1) + ax

Proof. By definition. O

Proposition 2.

k=1 /. L . -
me(x —1)+be=) <n IH._] 1> (sk—j(x) +ax_;)l + (n ' 1>lka0 (24)

j=0 J

Proof. We proceed by induction on k,
Base Case.

my(x—1) =bo(x — 1)+ by = (a0)(x — 1) + a1 + nagpl
= (aox +a1) + ("] Haol
= ("3A)(s1(x) +a1) + ("7 Dag

Induction Hypothesis:

k—1 —k i—1
mk(x—l)+bk: Z <1’l ;—]

j=0

>(5kj(x) +a )l + (n ; 1> I*ag

We have from lemmal(l2]
myy1(x —1) = (x = 1) (mye(x — I) + by).
Substituting in our induction hypothesis, we get

M1 (x —1)
Mm—k+j-1 - n—1
SRl (" i@ e+ (")

k1<n—k+j—1

]

> (st (%) + @) x — (sp—j(x) + a_ITH) + <n ; 1>ﬂolkx - (n ; 1>lk+1ao

j=0

= (ki (n —k +] B 1> (sk—j(x)x + ak_]-x)lj + <n ; 1>a0xlk)

j=0 J
Mlm—k4j-1 : -1
~ (" e vt (Mt
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n— | — k—1 n— .
= (Z< k—-H 1>(Sk]+1( x) +ax ]+1)l]—(z< k—.H 1) (sk—j(x) + ax— ])lf“)

j=0 J
n—1 Mm—k+j-1 ;
T E O

=0
n—k+j—1 n—k+j—2 -
(( - ) - ( ]-_{ ))(Sk+1—j+ﬂk+1—j)l])

n—1 m—k4+j-1 ;
_< . >aolk+l_2< ] )ak—j-i-ll]

=0 J

n—k—24j : n—1 kom—k+j—1 :
< . ]>(sk+1j+ak+1j)l])—< K >aolk+1—2< ]] )Elk]grll]

j=0

K im—k—2+j , n—1
:(-Z< ‘ ]>(Sk+l—f+”k+l—f>”+ <k+1>“°lk“)

n—1 k n—k+j— n—1
— anlk 1l < ’ >a l+< ) anlk 1
( P >o (j;) j k—j+1 k4100 )

= (Zk: <n —kf2+]'> (Sts1j + Al + <Z;1>aolk+1)
(. (”—k+f 1)ak b +<<;;;> (7 o

j=0

k o
Z n—k—2+ -1

j=0 J
k n—k+ 1
- (Z< = )ﬂk ol + <k+1>aolk+l)

j=0

n—k—2+j , n—1
=() < , ]> (Sky1-j + a1 )l + <k+ 1>ﬂ [

j=0 J

=0
n—k—2+j ; n—1 k
= (];) < f )(Sk+1j + a1l + <k+ 1>ﬂol 1)
— bk

Substituting x = J in the above Proposition we get the result.

B.3. Given f a binary form, we let (By, By, - - - , B,_1) be the canonical basis of R £ associated to f
as in eq. (3). Let (v, vy, - - - ,v,) denote a real basis for R". We perform a Gram-Schmidt reduction
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on the basis using some canonical distance form. We write
<Ull 02, Un> = <B>M[(tl/ t2/ ey tn)]

where B is an orthonormal ordered basis of vectors, all of which are of the same size. M is an
upper triangular uni-potent matrix. And [(#1, f2, .., t,)] denotes a diagonal matrix with ¢; placed in
the (i,1)" place.

Let v} denote the projection of v; to the space orthogonal to the space spanned by {v1,v,- - ,vi_1}.
Then, Gram-Schmidt process forces

| = |[of]]- (25)
We note that for each 1 < i < n, and any choice of coefficients a3, - - - ,2; we have

i—1
laioi + ) ajoil| > aillti].
j=1
This follows by looking at the component of the given vector (on RHS) along v}. Moreover, for each
1 <i<mn,thereexistby,---,b;_1 € Z so that
i-1
[l + Y biojl| < [l + [tia |+ + |11 ].

j=1

One can simply choose b; such that the Z;;% bjv; approximates the vector v; — v} which clearly lies
in the space spanned by (v1, v, -+ ,vi_1).

Now if tj;1/t; > 2 for all i, one can see that inductively the it" vector in fche Minkowski reduced
basis of the lattice spanned by {v1,v2 - - - , v, } will have the form +v; + Z};% bjv;.

/ 1
ti/ti_q > 1+7foralll <i<mn

Furthermore, if we just know that,

In fact, having
is sufficient to conclude this.

t; t
t—122forall3§i§nandt—222 (26)
2 1

then, the first two vectors (which will be unique up to sign) in the Minkowski reduced basis for
the lattice (v1,v2, - - -, v,) will have the above form. That is

{tv1, £(va+a-v1)}

will be the first two elements in the Minkowski reduced basis for this lattice spanned by (v1,v2, - - -, vy).

Definition 36. If (v1,v2, - - - ,v,) isa basis for R" and v} denotes the projection of v; to the space orthogonal
to the space spanned by {vi,vo, -+ ,vi_1} and t; = ||v}||, then we say (v1,va,- - ,vy) is Normally
Minkowski Reduced if t; satisfy

t; t
t—122forall3§i§nandt—222 (27)
2 1

Our discussion above gives us the following lemma:

Lemma 13. If (By, By, - - - , By) is Normally Minkowski Reduced, then
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(1) By is the unique smallest vector in L up to sign.

(2) Ja € Z such that, B, 4 a - By is the smallest vector in L which is not in Z - By up to sign.
B.4. Reduced-m-Polynomials.

Definition 37. We say a tuple (f,m, 1) is a Reduced-m-Polynomial (at 1) if

o The canonical basis for Rz fum) is Normally Minkowski Reduced when seen in R’( fm) @ R~R &
C® under the canonical norm.

Remark 49. We will ignore the I part as (f,m,1) is a Reduced-m-polynomial (at I) <= (f,m,r)
is a Reduced-m-Polynomial (at r) for any real value r. This is easy to see from the fact that the
matrix in theorem48]is upper triangular and hence will leave relative sizes of normal components
unchanged.

Theorem 50. Given f, g polynomials of degree n > 4 such that f is a Reduced-m-polynomial and f is
weakly divisible by m at e and g is a Reduced-m'-polynomial and g is weakly divisible by m’ at d (m,m’ > 1)
with R/(fe m = R/(gd ) then

m=m'and Ir € Z : ¢(x) = f(x + mr —d +e).

Proof. Let B and a denote roots of f and g respectively (¢ R" @ C®). Let ap and by denote the
positive leading coefficients of f and g and a; and b; denote the second leading coefficient of f and
g respectively.

We know that the smallest two elements of any Normally Minkowski Reduced basis are unique.

Since R’( fom) = R’( Q) comparing the smallest two elements elements in these, we get
a b

aoB) [g 2] = b0
where s = £1 and ¢ = £1. Clearly, a = 1 and thus it follows that
- :|:El() b
= W . ﬁ -+ b_o
fE&x+5) (190 8(%)
ag bo

114

by

This immediately tells us that the matrix of transfer from (1,08, aop* + a18) to (1, bo, boa® + byat)

is
1 b «
0 ¢ =],
OOZ—S

Since n > 4 the above matrix must also be integral and invertible. It follows that ag = by and thus
disc(f) = visc(g).

Since R’ =R/

(fe,m) (g4,m") we also have

visc(f) _ disc(g)

m2 m/2

7

and we immediately get m = m’.
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Now, without loss of generality, we may assume ¢ = 1, for if c = —1 we may change g(x) to
(=1)"g(—x). Welet] = h% € Q. Thus, f(x+1) = g(x).

We make note of the fact that f and g are weakly divisible by the same value m.

Observing the matrix of transformation from Ry, to Rg, given using ??, we notice that the entry in

the (n — 1) row and n*" column of the matrix of transfer for the canonical bases of R £, to Rg, is
d—e+1.

Thus, the entry in the (n — 1) row and n*" column of the matrix of transfer for the canonical bases

of R/(fe m O R/(gd ) 18 =etl Thus r = =2 must be an integer. It follows that 3r € Z : g(x) =
f(x+mr—d+e). O

Lemma 14. If f is a real monic polynomial, then there exists a ps € R (continuously varying with f) such
that /\p”f(f) is a Reduced-1-polynomial for all p > pgand A > 1.

Ifo > m'/(n= )pf and A > 1 the polynomial /\p”f( ) is a Reduced-m-polynomial.

Proof. We follow the argument of Bhargava-Shankar-Wang proving in Lemma 5.2 in[2].

Set
) =" +a, X" a4 g
and seta, = 1.

We perform a Gram-Schmidt reduction of the basis for Ry using the canonical distance form on
Rf@R ~R" @ C(r + 25 = n). We write

k-1 ) n—2 )
<1, 0, 52 +a,-16, -+, Z an_iékfl, s, Z ﬂn_i5k71> = <B>M[(f1, to, ..., fn)]
i=0 i=0

where B is an orthonormal ordered basis of vectors, M is an upper triangular unipotent matrix,
and [(t1,t2, .., t,)] denotes a diagonal matrix with those entries along the diagonal. Now we note
that if

k—1 ) n—2 '
<1’ 5’ 52 + anflér Tty Z an—iék_l/ Tty Z an—ién_1_1>
=0 i=0

= <B>M[(t1/t2/ AR TP /tn)]
then, using eq. (25)), we see that

(1, A(05), A((08)* + an-109), Zan i(08)*1), - Zan i(08)" 1))

= (B)M,[(t1, Apta, - - - ,/\pk 1tk,...,Ap” )]

Thus, for each polynomial f one may find p which is a continuous function of f such that Ap" f( %)
is Minkowski reduced for all A > 1 and p > ps. One can simply take

2t

C

2

Furthermore, we note that translating the polynomial changes the canonical basis by an upper
triangular matrix.

by i= max{max((2)"/-2},
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Thus, if g(x) = Ap"f (%), then the canonical basis of R/ after Gram-Schmidt process will look

(glrm)
like
k-1 -2 Ap"
<B>Mp,m,l[(tl/)\f’t2/' ot //\P tk/' v ,)\Pn tnfl/ tn)]
where M, is a uni-potent upper triangular matrix.
1/(n—-2) nreXy; -m- i
It follows that for p > m*/""*)prand A > 1, Ap" f( 5 ) is Reduced-m-polynomial. O

APPENDIX C. The structure of the discriminant polynomial

Let
FIXY) = apX" + a1 X"7IY + -+ +a,Y"

denote a binary form of degree n. Let a,, # 0. Let
-, ay) = isc(f)

denote the discriminant as a polynomial in the coefficients of f. Then, we know that

apdisc(f) = Res(f, %f)

Since, the resultant can be seen as the determinant of the Sylvester matrix. The Sylvester matrix
for these polynomials is

disc(ag, a1, - -

[ a m ap . Ay_1 ay 0 0 0 0
ag | e Ap—2 Ay—1 an e 0 0 0
0 aop T an-3 an-2 An-1 T 0 0
0 0 0 e as ag as e an 0 0
0 0 0 . a as ay R ] ay 0
0 0 0 e M a as R S S | an
nagg m—1ay (n—2)ap --- Ap_1 0 0 e 0 0 0
0 nagp (n—1)ay 20, Ap_1 0 e 0 0 0
0 0 nag 3a,_3 2a,_» 1 e 0 0 0
0 0 (n—2)ay (n—3)ag e ay—1 0 0
0 0 (mn—1)ag (n—2)ay (n—23)as 20,_2  dy_q 0
0 0 0 N nagp (n—1)a; (n—2)ay 3a,_3 2a,-2 d,_q
) (28)
The following lemmata are easy to observe from the following:
Lemma 15.
visc(f) = anA1 + anay 100 + a5 (A3 + a2 A,
where
A =4a5_, - disc(apX" 2+ ;X" Y 4 a, Y ?)
and

Az = a>_isc(apX" 1+ o XY 4y o XY g, Y.

n—1

Proof. We carefully expand the determinant of the Sylvester Matrix along the last two columns.
We can clearly see we can write the determinant as

2,y + a5_1 Dy + 103 + a2 Ay (29)
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We will pick Ay € Zag, a1, -+ ,a,—2) and as the components of A; containing a,_1 and 4, can
be pushed inside Ay, Az, As. One can then choose Az € Z[ag, a1, -+ ,a,—1] as components of A
containing a, can be pushed inside A, and Ay.

Then, A can be seen as the determinant of (i.e. the minor corresponding to a,, - (2a,_,) where a,
and a,_1 are set to zero looks as follows)

[ ap aq an cee 0 0 0 0

0 ap aq cee Ap—2 0 0 0

0 0 ap cee ay—3 Ap—2 0 0

0 0 0 tee as ag as 0

0 0 0 tee ar as ag 0
nag (n—1l)ay, (n—2)ap --- 0 0 0 0

0 nag (m—1ay -+ 2a,2 0 0 0

0 0 naop s 36!,1,3 26!;1,2 0 0

0 0 0 oo (n—=2)ap (n—3)asz o0
0 0 0 - (n=1)a; (n—2)ay (n—3)az --- 2a, 2]

Now doing operations R, — Ry, Ry 41 — Ry, Ry41 — R3, - - - , Ron—2 — Ry,—2 we get the following ma-
trix with the same determinant.

i ap aq an cee 0 0 0 0
0 ap aq cee 777 0 0
0 0 ap tee a3 [/ 77 0
0 0 0 ce as as as 0
0 0 0 tee an as as 0
(m—1)ag n—2)ay (n—3)ay --- 0 0 0 0
0 (mn—1)ay (n—2)ay --- ay—2 0 0 0
0 0 (n—1)ag --- 24,3 Ap_2 0 0
0 0 0 oo (n=3)ay (n—4)az e 0
0 0 0 - (n—=1)a; (n—2)ay (n—3)az --- 2a, 2]

We note that the above matrix is very close to Sylvester matrix for computing the discriminant of

f(x,y) —ayY" —a,_ 1 XY !
Y

= X(aoX" 24+ ;1 X" 3Y + - Fa, oY" ).

More particularly, the determinant of the above matrix is twice of the discriminant of the above
form. This can be easily observed by expanding the determinant of the above matrix and that of
the Sylvester Matrix along the final column.

Clearly, since a,,—» is the Resultant of X and X" 2+ @ X" 3Y + - a, Y2, we get

flx,y) —ayY" — a1 XY !
Y
Substituting back into eq. (29) we get the appropriate structure for A;.

) =a%_,-visc(apX" 2+ @ X" 3Y - Fa, oY),

disc(
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To get the structure of Az we see that
@ A3 =isc(f(X,Y) —a,Y")
by definition. O
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