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A geometric ceiling for arithmetic growth

Let X be a smooth projective variety over Q and f : X --» X a dominant rational map. Write I for its indeterminacy
locus and
Xi(Q)=A{P: f*(P) ¢ Iy for every n > 0}.

For an ample height hx, put ht = max{hy,1}. The first dynamical degree and upper arithmetic degree are

5= lim p((f"VIN'(XOR)Y™,  @p(P) = limsup g (£ (P)V/".

n—oo

Main theorem (Matsuzawa, Theorem 1.4). For every ¢ > 0 there is C' > 0 such that, simultaneously for all n > 0

and P € X;(Q),
hy (f"(P)) < C(of + )" hy (P). (1)

Consequently ay(P) < ¢ for every such P.

This supplies the universal “easy inequality” in the arithmetic-degree conjecture: geometry bounds arithmetic orbit
growth even when pullback is not functorial under iteration. The ¢ is essential to the argument; the paper corrects an
earlier proof in which a supposedly uniform constant actually depended on the chosen iterate block.

Ingredient I: resolve the map and keep the sign
Choose very ample divisors Dy, ..., D, forming a basis of N!(X)r and an ample divisor H = YD with ¢; >0
and H + D; ample. Resolve indeterminacy by p: Y — X, with g = fop:Y — X. The negativity lemma gives
effective exceptional divisors

Zi =p"p«g"Di — 9" D;. (2)
One also chooses an ample H' on Y for which p*H — H' is effective and exceptional. Along a well-defined orbit,
p~1f7(P) avoids these exceptional supports. Heights of (2) may therefore be normalized to be nonnegative there,

and they enter the upper estimate with a minus sign. This is the geometric reason indeterminacy does not create an
uncontrolled positive error.

Ingredient II: turn numerical errors into a recurrence

Complete g*Dy,...,g* D, to a basis of N}(Y)r. If A and B are the change-of-basis matrices used for pullback and
pushforward, then BA = M (f) is the matrix of f* on N*(X)g. The discrepancies left after these numerical identities
are divisors numerically equivalent to zero. Put ¢ = (¢1,...,¢,) and let ||-|| be the maximum absolute coordinate
norm, for vectors and matrices. Choose associated heights with

hg >1, hHZ|hD1| (].SZST’), hyg > 1.
The numerically trivial error heights then satisfy the square-root estimate

|he(Q)] < Vha(Q). (3)
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Combining (2), (3), and the ample comparison on Y yields, for

hu(f"(P))
R =max{L,*[lc[[M(f)},  an= —
a uniform recurrence of the shape
Qnp < Gp-1+ C’1\/ ap—1+ C(2~ (4)
Lemma A.1 proves from (4) that a,, < n2ag, hence
hu(f"(P)) < Kn>R"hy(P). (5)

The square-root error is the delicate arithmetic input: bounded errors would be easy, while a linear error could change
the exponential rate. These normalizations make a,, > 0 and ay > 1, exactly as Lemma A.1 requires.

Ingredient III: choose one iterate, then fill the gaps

For rational maps one cannot replace (f*)* by (f*)*. Instead use the definition of § to choose k so large that

r2lel[[|M (F*)]

0 1 o) < 1. (6)

Apply (5) to the single map f*. The ratio in (6) absorbs the factor n? and gives
hi (f™(P)) < (07 + €)™ hy (P).

Lemma 3.3 supplies a coarse one-step bound h¥ (f1(Q)) < CEh(Q). Writing m = gk + ¢ with 0 < ¢ < k therefore
fills the finitely many residue classes and proves (1). Taking nth roots and then letting ¢ | 0 gives the arithmetic
degree inequality.

Toy model, hardest point, and scope

For a degree-d > 1 morphism of P!, the familiar relation h(f(P)) = dh(P) + O(1) telescopes to h(f"(P)) =
d"h(P)+0(d"), so a¢(P) < d = 0f. The general proof preserves this mechanism after replacing a scalar d by pullback
matrices and replacing bounded errors by (3). Its hardest point is uniformity: the basis, ample height, and coefficient
vector are fixed before f is replaced by f*, so the multiplier in (6) is genuinely independent of the block length.

The theorem does not prove that the arithmetic-degree limit exists, nor that it equals ¢y for a Zariski-dense orbit. The
paper additionally proves that in Picard rank one, if f is algebraically stable and d¢ > 1, then hx (f"(P))/d} converges
(Proposition 1.11); the proof uses Theorem 1.4 through the more general Proposition 4.3. Theorem 1.10 gives sharper
rank-one estimates. The paper also treats surjective morphisms separately and explains the positive-characteristic
modification, neither of which is needed for the rational-map mechanism above.
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