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From orbit portraits to modular curves
Write f.(z) = 22 + c. The finite preperiodic points of f. form a directed graph (the fixed point at infinity is omitted).
Doyle calls a finite graph G admissible when every vertex has out-degree one and in-degree zero or two, and when, for
every N > 2, it has at most
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cycles of length N. These are exactly the evident unramified constraints coming from a quadratic polynomial.
“Strongly admissible” additionally requires zero or two fixed points.
Choose a minimal set of vertices Pi,..., P. generating G. A generator whose orbit is new is imposed by a generalized
dynatomic equation ®p, n,(z;,t) = 0; a generator whose orbit attaches to the preceding graph is imposed by an
equation f{(x;) + ftAi (xj,) = 0. After removing loci where two intended components collide or the intended exact
portrait becomes smaller, the resulting open curve U; (G) parametrizes f. with marked points generating a graph
isomorphic or nearly isomorphic to G; exact isomorphism holds generically. Its affine closure is Y1 (G), and X;(G) is
the normalization of the projective closure.

Main theorem (Doyle, Theorem 1.7). Let K be a field of characteristic zero. For every admissible graph G, the
dynamical modular curve X1(G) is irreducible over K.

Thus the graph conditions do not secretly split the parameter space into different algebraic families. As an arithmetic
consequence (Theorem 4.1), every strongly admissible G actually occurs as the full graph G(f., K) for some number
field K and some c € K.

Ingredient I: one eventual period and the generic Galois action

Bousch’s theorem says that every ®ps n(z,t) is irreducible over C, and that its splitting-field Galois group consists of
all permutations of the roots commuting with f;. First suppose every cycle of G has the same length N. Graphs
generated only by periodic points are irreducible because the Galois group freely permutes the N-cycles and rotates
each cycle.

For the induction step, remove a pair {P, —P} of maximal preperiod M > 2, obtaining H. Choose k > 0 and a
generator P; of H so that f(P) = —f*(P;). Over C(X;(H)), restoring the pair means solving one quadratic equation

h(z) = fu(2) + fi(z1) = 0. (1)

Its roots +y have portrait (M, N) and a common image. Bousch’s Galois description supplies an automorphism that
transposes y and —y while fixing every marked point already in H. Hence neither root lies in C(X;(H)), so (1) stays
irreducible. This proves irreducibility for all graphs with a single eventual period.

Ingredient II: different periods have independent branching

Let Gr,n denote the full graph containing every point of eventual period N and preperiod at most M. Replacing an
arbitrary G by its normal closure reduces the theorem to

G = |_|GMi,N1-, N; # Nj (i # j),
i1

and the modular curve is birational to the following fiber product:

Xl(G) -=> Xl(GMth) Xp1 - Xp1 Xl(G]VIS,NS)~ (2)


http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.02257v1

This birational description is enough for irreducibility. Irreducible factors alone do not make (2) irreducible. The
decisive point is that the covers in (2) have pairwise disjoint branch loci over the affine ¢-line. Indeed, if « is a
multiple root of ®s n(x,¢), the chain rule forces either a multiple root of ® (a parameter at the root of a period-N
hyperbolic component) or f¥(a) = 0 for some 0 < k < M — 2. In the second case the orbit of a hits the critical point,
so 0 is preperiodic; after the first alternative is excluded, its eventual period is exactly N. A fixed ¢ cannot satisfy
either alternative for two different eventual periods. The only common branch point is therefore infinity.

A Riemann-Hurwitz argument now says that two such Galois closures are linearly disjoint over C(¢): a nontrivial
intersection would be a cover of P! ramified at at least two places, including a finite place common to both covers.
Induction makes (2) irreducible. The Lefschetz principle then gives the assertion over every characteristic-zero field.

Proof roadmap and a toy model
The proof has a clean two-level architecture:

1. Bousch’s maximal generic Galois action prevents a same-period graph from splitting when successive pairs of
preimages are adjoined.

2. Distinct eventual periods have disjoint affine ramification, so their already-irreducible parameter curves remain
irreducible after fiber product.

For a toy model, mark two distinct 3-cycles. The naive equations ®3(x1,t) = ®3(x2,t) = 0 also contain the diagonal
loci z1 = f{ (z2) for j = 0,1,2; those points mark the same cycle twice. Removing them leaves the single component
that genuinely parametrizes two disjoint cycles. This is exactly why U; (G) is defined by both equations and noncollision
conditions.

The full generic preperiodic Galois group

Let L be the extension of C(t) generated by every preperiodic point of f;, and let G be the direct limit of all admissible
preperiodic graphs. Doyle’s stronger Theorem 5.2 says

Gal(L/C(t)) ~ Aut(G). (3)

For each finite normal graph H, the preceding argument identifies C(X;(H))/C(t) as Galois with group Aut(H).
Passing from the directed union of these fields to the inverse limits of their Galois and graph-automorphism groups
gives (3). If Gy = G(f, K) is the full preperiodic graph over an algebraic closure, this motivates the representation
prxi : Gal(K/K) — Aut(Gy). Theorem 5.7 proves that its image has finite index when K is a finitely generated
extension of C and f € K|z] is a non-isotrivial quadratic polynomial.

Hardest point and scope

The subtle step is not the irreducibility of one dynatomic polynomial, but showing that structures with different
eventual periods do not acquire a common subcover; the branch-locus lemma is what converts a dynamical multiple-
root analysis into linear disjointness. At boundary points of X;(G) the intended exact portrait can become smaller,
and at postcritically finite parameters even a point of Uy (G)) may mark a graph only nearly isomorphic to G; exact
isomorphism holds away from finitely many such fibers. The realization theorem needs strong admissibility, and the
paper gives examples showing that the analogous assertion can fail for nearly or weakly admissible graphs.
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