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Abstract. A polynomial f (multivariate over a field) is decomposable
if f = go h with g univariate of degree at least 2. We determine the
dimension (over an algebraically closed field) of the set of decomposables,
and an approximation to their number over a finite field. The relative
error in our approximations is exponentially decaying in the input size.
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1. Introduction

It is intuitively clear that the decomposable polynomials form a small minority
among all polynomials (multivariate over a field). The goal in this work is
to give a precise quantitative version of this intuition. Interestingly, we find
-7 a special case for bivariate polynomials where the intuition about the “most
general decomposable polynomials” is incorrect.

We use the methods from von zur Gathen (2008d), where the corresponding
task was solved for reducible, squareful, relatively irreducible, and singular
;3 bivariate polynomials; further references are given in that paper, starting with
early work of Carlitz 7 and Cohan ?. Von zur Gathen, Viola & Ziegler (2010c)
: extend those results to multivariate polynomials and give further information

such as exact formulas and generating functions.

Our question has two facets: in the geometric view, we want to determine
the dimension of the algebraic set of decomposable polynomials, say over an
algebraically closed field. The combinatorial task is to approximate the number
of decomposables over a finite field, together with a good relative error bound.
. The goal is to have a bound that is exponentially decreasing in the input size.
The choices we make in our calculations are guided by the goal of such bounds
in a form which is as simple and universal as possible.

and technical work on a non-com
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As mentioned above, a special case occurs for bivariate polynomials. Usu-
ally, the largest number of decompositions results from maximizing the number
of choices for the right component. But for some special degrees—the squares of
primes and numbers of RSA type—most bivariate decompositions arise from
having a large number of choices for the left component. At three or more
variables, all is uniform.

Giesbrecht (1988) was the first to consider a variant of our counting prob-
lem. He showed that the decomposable univariate polynomials form an expo-
nentially small fraction of all univariate polynomials. My interest, dating back
to the supervision of this thesis, was rekindled by my study of similar counting
problems (von zur Gathen 2008d), and during a visit to Pierre Débes’ group at
Lille, where I received a preliminary version of Bodin, Débes & Najib (2009).
Their results are substantially weaker, as explained after Remark 4.21.

The companion paper von zur Gathen (2008b) deals with decomposable
univariate polynomials, and this line of inquiry is continued in von zur Gathen
et al. (2010Db).

2. Decompositions

We have a field F, a positive integer r, and the polynomial ring R = F[xy, ..., z,].
We assume a degree-respecting term order on R, so that in particular the lead-
ing term 1t(f) of an f € R is defined and deglt(f) = deg f. Throughout
this paper, deg denotes the total degree. If f # 0, the constant coefficient
le(f) € F* = F ~ {0} of It(f) is the leading coefficient of f. Then f is
monic if Ic(f) = 1. We call f original if its graph contains the origin, that is,
£(0,...,0)=0.

The reader might think of the usual degree-lexicographic ordering, where
terms of higher degree come before those of lower degree, and terms of the same
degree are sorted lexicographically, with 1 > x5 > --- > x,. For example,

f= —SI%ZE3 — Qx% + 4x4x§ + 5xf + 8119 + 595% -7

is written in order, lc(f) = —3 (provided that —3 # 0), and f is not original
(if —7 # 0).

DEFINITION 2.1. For g € F[t] and h € R,
f=goh=g(h)eR

is their composition. If degg > 2 and degh > 1, then (g,h) is a decomposi-
tion of f. A polynomial f € R is decomposable if there exist such g and h.
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Otherwise f is indecomposable. The decomposition (g, h). It is superlinear if
degh > 2.

There are other notions of decompositions. The present one is called uni-
multivariate in von zur Gathen et al. (2003). Another one is studied in Faugére
& Perret (2008) for cryptanalytic purposes. In the context of univariate poly-
nomials, only superlinear decompositions are traditionally considered.

REMARK 2.2. Multiplication by a unit or addition of a constant does not
change decomposability, since

f=goh<—=af+b=(ag+b)oh

for all f, g, h as above and a,b € F with a # 0. In other words, the set of
decomposable polynomials is invariant under this action of F* x F' on R. There
is a unique monic original f in each orbit of this action.

Furthermore, for any decomposition (g, h) we can take a = lc(h)™! € F*,
b= —a-h(0,...,0) € F, g* = g((t —b)a') € F[t], and h* = ah + b. Then
goh = g*oh* and h* is monic original.

Lastly, if f = g o h and h is monic original, then lc(f) = lc(g) and
f(0,...,0) = ¢(0), so that f is monic original, if and only if g is. If the
latter holds, then (g, h) is called monic original and remark.

The following result is shown for > 2 in Bodin et al. (2009). It is trivially
valid for » = 1, where

(2.3) flz1) = f(t)om

for any f € F[xy]. This decomposition is not superlinear.

FAcT 2.4. Any polynomial in R has at most one monic original decomposition
with indecomposable right component.

If we also allowed trivial decompositions f = g o h with degg = 1, then
every polynomial would have exactly one monic original decomposition with
indecomposable right component.

We fix some notation for the remainder of this paper. For r > 1 and n > 0,
we write

Psgz{fEF[xla"'axr]: degfﬁn}

for the vector space of polynomials of degree at most n, of dimension

dim P, = by, = (T i ")

r
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Furthermore, we consider the subset
P.,={f¢€ Pffg: f monic and original of degree n}.

Over an infinite field, Pfg N P,fflrlhl is a Zariski-open subset of P,fﬂ,lb and
irreducible, taking P2, = {0}. Now P,, is obtained by further imposing one
equation on the coefficients and working modulo multiplication by units, so

that

dim P, ,, = b, ,—2,
with P,y = &. For any divisor e of n, we have the monic original compositions
(2.5) Dypne={g0oh: g€ Pie,h€ Py} C Py

Here P, . consists of polynomials in F'[t] rather than in F[z,].) The set D,.,, of
all decomposable polynomials in P, ,, satisfies

(2.6) Dryw= | Drne

1<e|n

In particular, D,; = @ for all » > 1. Over an algebraically closed field,
each D, . is the image of a polynomial map from an irreducible variety, hence
algebraic and irreducible, and also D,, is algebraic. The dimension of D, ,
is taken to be the maximal dimension of its irreducible components. We also
denote as

I, =PF.,~D,,

the set of indecomposable polynomials. Thus 1,; = P, for r > 1.

Let D2} consist of all decomposable polynomials in P} of degree n. Then
D?}}Z is the union of the orbits of D, ,, under the action of F* x F' described in
Remark 2.2. Over an infinite field F' we have dim D} = dim D,.,, + 2. This
allows us to concentrate exclusively on D, ,, in the remainder of this paper.

In order to have a nontrivial concept also in the univariate case, where (2.3)
holds, we introduced in Definition 2.1 the notion of superlinear decompositions
f = goh where degh > 2. The set of all these is

(2.7) D= |J Drne
eln
1<e<n
In particular, Df}n = @ if n is prime. We also let Iﬁln = P~ Df}n In the
present paper, we investigate this notion only for two or more variables. The
mote challenging univariate case is treated in von zur Gathen (2008c) and
von zur Gathen, Giesbrecht & Ziegler (2010b).
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3. Dimension of decomposables

In this section, we determine the dimension of the set of decomposable polyno-
mials over an algebraically closed field. This forms the basis for the counting
result in the next section.

Throughout the paper, ¢ denotes the smallest prime factor of n > 2. In the
following, we have to single out the following special case:

(3.1) r=2,n/is prime and n/¢ < 2¢ — 5.

The smallest examples are n = ¢? with ¢ > 5, n=11-13, and n = 11 - 17.
In particular, ¢ and n/¢ are always at least 5.

THEOREM 3.2. Let F' be an algebraically closed field, r > 1, n > 2, let ¢ be
the smallest prime divisor of n, and

(3.3)

_Jn if(3.1) holds or r = 1,
)¢ otherwise.

Then the following hold.

(i) D,.,, has dimension

dim D, = (H”/m) +m— 3.

r

(ii) If r > 2, then I,,, contains a dense open subset of P,,, of dimension
(r+n) —92

T

(iii) We assume that r > 2. Then D3, = & if n is prime, and otherwise

‘
dim DS, = (H”/ ) +0—3,

r

PrROOF. The decomposition (2.3) implies that D;, = P;,, and thus the
claim (i) for r = 1. We assume r > 2 in the remainder of the proof.
(i) Each D, is an algebraic set, and we have

(3.4) dim D, , o < dim Py 4 dim P, /e = brpje 4+ € — 3.

Welet = {e € N: 1< e|n} be the index set in (2.6). When n is prime, then
e = n = ( is the only element of £, and the upper bound dim D,.,, <r +4+n — 2
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u2’10(€)A (27 20)
18 +
16 T
(%, 14.5)
14 +
12 r (8073+g\/E)
10,10
10 1 (60, 10) ( )
(5,8)
8 4
HAH+—t——F—+—>
2}* 4 6 8 10 °
So

Figure 3.1: An example of u,,, for r = 2 and n = 10, with £ = 2, {* = g,
so =110~ 3.16, and ¢, = 1 + /6 ~ 3.45.

in (i) follows. We may now assume that n is composite. We consider the right
hand side in (3.4) as the function

(3.5) Upp(€) = bppje +€—3

of a real variable e on the interval [1,n]. See Figure 3.1 for an example. We
claim that

(3.6) Upp(m) = max Upp(€).

The upper bound in (i) follows from this. The second derivative

ECRE P PR VEEL R IEE)

1<j<r 1<k<r 1<j<r
JFL kFL J#

is positive on [1, n|, so that u,., is convex. In particular, u,, takes its maximum
on the interval [¢,n] at one of the two endpoints.

For (3.6), we start with the case r > 3 and claim that u,,(¢) > wu,,(n).
Setting sq = y/n, we have

o) = ) = (

T+ So

)+so—r—1—s§.
r
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Now we replace sg by a real variable s, and set

v(8) = (T+S)+s—r—1—32.

Then
(3.7) 0 (2)

since r > 2. Furthermore, we have

%Zr(s):% Z H (j+s)+1—2s.

" 1<i<r1<j<r
i

Expanding the product, we find that the coefficient in the sum of the linear
term in s equals

1 1 1 1
k=r! —>rl.2. =2.7!
2.2 M k=rt 2 szt Ggryg ey =27
1<i<r 1<5<r 1<k<r 1<4,5<r
JFL k#Fij J#i

since r > 3. Thus

ov,
>0
S (5) =Y,

and together with (3.7) this implies v,.(s) > 0 for all s > 2. Since n is composite,
we have 2 < ¢ < \/n = sy < n, and from the above we have

Up i (€) 2> Upp(S0) > Up ().

Since m = {, this shows the claim (3.6) and the upper bound in (i).
For the case r = 2, we observe that

(n — 0)(n+ 4¢ — 20%)
202

(3.8) Ugn(l) — ugp(n) =

is nonnegative if and only if ¢ < ¢y, where {;, = 1 + %\/277, + 4 is the positive
root of the quadratic factor. Furthermore, we note that

(3.9)  ugn(n) > ugu(l) <=l >ly<=n/l <20 —4 <= n/l <2( -5,

G =n/2+V2n+4+2>n/2.
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If the conditions in (3.9) hold, there is at most one other prime factor of n
besides ¢, so that n/¢ is prime and (3.1) holds. (3.6) follows in this case, and
also otherwise because of the equivalences in (3.9).

We have now shown one inequality in (i), namely that dim D, ,, < u,,(m).
For (ii), we claim that u,,(m) < 4, ,(1) = dim P, ,,. Since 1 < m < n and u,,,
is convex, it is sufficient to show that

r+n—2=u,(n) <u.,(l)= (7“ * n) — 2.
r

The inequality is equivalent to

rl < (r+n-—1)"%

where a* = a-(a—1)---(a —r + 1) is the falling factorial (or Pochhammer
symbol). This is valid for n = 2 since 2 < r + 1, and the right hand side is
monotonically increasing in n, so that the claim is proven.

It follows that D,,, is contained in a proper closed subset of P, ,,, and there
is a dense open subset consisting of indecomposable polynomials, which is (ii).
This fact also holds in each P, . From the uniqueness of monic original
decompositions with indecomposable right component (Fact 2.4) ,we conclude
that if we restrict h in (2.5) to be in I, ,/., then the map (g,h) — go h is
injective. Thus equality holds in (3.4), and (i) is also proven.

(iii) For superlinear compositions, we have Di}n = @ if n is prime, and now
may assume n to be composite. The maximal value allowed for e in (2.7) is
n/l. Thus (iii) follows from (i) when m < n. Then r = 2, and

(n— ) (n+ 2 +0)
202

(3.10) U (0) — ugn(n/l) =
is always nonnegative, so that
dim D3, = dim Dy, ¢ = uz,,,(0).

Together with the uniqueness of Fact 2.4, this proves (iii) also for m =n. O

4. Counting decomposables over finite fields

The goal in this section is to approximate the number of multivariate decom-
posables over a finite field, with a good relative error bound.
Over a finite field F' =, with ¢ elements, we have

qbr,n _ qb'r‘,n—l by2 1 _ q*br—l,n

#Pr,n: =dq
q-(g—1) 1—q!
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For the set D2} of all decomposable polynomials of degree n, we have
#D2 =" (1—q ") - #D,.
The proof of the following estimate of #D,,, involves several case distinc-

tions which are reflected in the somewhat complicated statement of the theo-
rem. A simplified version is presented in Corollary 4.23 below.

THEOREM 4.1. Let F' = F, be a finite field with q elements, r > 2, { the
smallest prime divisor of n > 2, and m as in (3.3). We set

4n 1 (8
(42) Oy = C]( )+m 5. a )
) 1 _ q—l
Crm1 = l— 3a
Crn2 = l— 27
r+1
Crn3 = 9
—1 14
Crnd = (r +n/ ) ]-7
0 if n is prime,
2q—Crmi(] — —n/l—1
¢ (= a ) i (31) holds,
1—q2
(4.3)  Brn = 2¢ Crm2 if r =2 and n/l = 2( — 3 is prime,
q 3 ifn =4,
2 —Cr,n,4
g otherwise.
(1—¢!

Then the following hold.
(1)
|#Dr,n - O‘r,n‘ S (07 %A ﬁr,n'
(i1)
#Ir,n 2 #Pr,n - 2047",71-



10 Joachim von zur Gathen

(iii) We set

0 if n is prime,
ot = { (BB ey if (3.1) holds,
( Qi otherwise,
g~ HEO—)/2¢ e (3 1) holds and n > (2,
= g 2 if (3.1) holds and n = ¢,
[ Brn otherwise.
Then

(iv) #1588 > #P,, — 2a°

rn — ™n-°

PROOF.  The proof of (i) and (ii) proceeds in three stages: an upper bound
on decomposables, a lower bound on indecomposables, and a lower bound on
decomposables. Each stage depends on the previous one. The art here is to find
bounds that are reasonably aesy to use on the one hand, and strong enough on
the other hand so that the lower bound from the third stage essentially matches
the upper bound.

According to (4.3), we have to distinguish five cases:

1 | condition for case m Croni
0 | n prime n
1|r=2,n/l <2¢—5prime | n (-3
2|r=2,n/l =20—3 prime | ¢ (-2
1
3| n=4 ( AR
2
-1 l
4 | otherwise l (T +nf ) —1
r—1
In the first stage, for a divisor e of n, we have
1 — qib'rfl n/e
brn e e—3
#Dr,n,e < #Pl,e : #Pr,n/e =q" ret : 1— q_l 5
and thus with u,, from (3.5)
(4.5) 4D, <Y #D < Y g Loghere
't — y16He — 1 _ qil

1<e|n 1<e|n
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We write u for u,,, and ¢; for ¢, ,;, and recall E = {e e N: 1 < e | n}.

If n is prime, then £ = {n}, m = ¢ = n (see (3.3)), and each right hand
component h in a decomposition is linear, hence indecomposable. It follows
from Fact 2.4 that the map (g,h) — ¢ o h is injective, D,,, = im~,,,, and
#D,,, = o,,. All claims follow in this case. We may now assume that n is
composite.

In the first stage, we use the following blanket assumptions and notations:

(4.6) r>2a=n/l>\yn>0>2a*>n>20>/(+2.
We first explain our general strategy for the upper bound

(47) #Dr,n S ar,n(l + ﬁr,n)

in (i). From (3.6) we know that the maximal value of u occurs at e = m. By
the convexity of u, each value is assumed at most twice, and we can majorize
the sum in (4.5) by twice a geometric sum. However, this would provide an
unsatisfactory error estimate, and we want to show that the difference between
u(m) and the other values u(e) with e € E is sufficently large. We abbreviate
1 — q_br—l,n/l

w =
1 — q—br—l,n/m’
define 6, p, and [ in (4.8), and claim that for any ¢ the following implication
holds:

c<0 = minep (my(u(m) —ule))
(4.8) po= min{#E -1, ==} = #Dyp < (1 + ).
b= pwg©

In our four cases, ¢ will be instantiated by c¢i, ¢o, ¢3, and ¢4. We note that
i < 4. In order to prove the claim, we note that

u(e) —u(m) < —c
foralle € E~x{m}. Since b,_; x is monotonically increasing in k and n/e < n/¢,
we have
1 _ q_br—l,n/e S 1 _ q_br—l,n/ﬁ

for all e € E. Using this estimate for all e # m and the fact that the convex
function u takes any of its values at most twice, we find that

g™y g (=g < (142w Y ) (1= g )

eclk i<—c
2wq™°
1—q!

) . (1 i qib'rfl,n/m).
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Also, since E . {m} has #F — 1 elements, we find

q_u(m) un(e)(l _ q_br—l,n/e) S (1 + (#E _ 1)wq_c) . (1 _ q_br—l,n/m)‘

eckE
Using (4.5) we conclude that

_br— n/m
_q 1,n/

1
4.9 D,., < q“m.
(4.9) #D,n < q o

(1 + pwg™) = arp(l 4 6),
as claimed. It then remains to see that 8 < 3, ,,.

We now turn to our four cases. In case 1, (3.1) holds, £ = {¢,n/l,n},
r=2,0>5 m=mn, and

1— qfn/éfl
W=y =

Now (3.10) says that
n—0)(n+?+1) >0,
202 -
so that u(e) < wu(f) for all e € E~ {m} = {{,n/l}, and by (3.8)

u(l) —u(n/l) = (

1. n n
0= —u(l)==(=-—-1)(20—-4——-)>0.
u(n) —u(t) = 5(5 = 1)( )
The two right hand factors are positive integers. If the second one equals 1,

then |
b=@-5-1)=l-3=cp.

Otherwise, § > n/l —1 > /¢ —1 > (¢ — 3 = ¢;. Thus the assumptions in (4.8)
hold with ¢ = ¢;, and since #E < 3, we have ¢ < 2 and 8 < 2wq™° = [B,p.
This shows (4.7) in case 1.

In case 2, we have £ = {{,20 — 3,n},m = {, and

u(l) —u(n) =4 —2,
w(l) — u(20 — 3) = %(f _3)(30—2).

The minimum of these two values is £ — 2 when ¢ > 5. Then § =/ — 2 = ¢,
and furthermore p = 2 and w = 1. This implies (4.7) in case 2, when ¢ > 5.
For ¢ =3, we have n =9, E = {3,9}, u(3) =10, u(9) =9, =1 =40 — 2 = ¢y,
p=1,and w=1. Thus f = ¢~ < fB,,, and (4.7) again holds.
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In case 3, we have £ = {24}, { =m =2, w=p =1,

r+1

5:u(2)—u(4)=< ,

)_2263217

and (4.7) holds.
In case 4, we have m = ¢ < n, and introduce ¢* = nl/(n — ¢) € Q. Thus ¢*
is an integer only when n is 4 or 6. We first claim that

(4.10) u(n) < u(lr).

We start with the subcase r > 3 and have to show that

(4.11) (T+i_1)+ai1—3:u(€*)2u(n):r+n—2.

We first treat the subcase @ > 5. Then a® > 3a® + 4a + 12, so that the first

inequality in
1 r+a—2 B 1 r+a—1
a—1 a—2 Cr4a-—1 r

2

(4.12)
>l+—2>21+—

r+a—1 r+a—1
is valid for r = 3, and for all r > 3 since the left hand side is monotonically
increasing and the right hand side decreasing in r. Using (4.6), this yields
(4.11).

In the remaining subcase r > 3 and a < 4, we have n € {4,6,8,9}. Case
3 covers n = 4. The inequality between the outer terms in (4.12) holds for
the following values of (r,n): (4,6), (3,8), and (4,9), and by monotonicity for
these values of n and any larger . One checks (4.11) for (3,6) and (3,9).

We next have the subcase r = 2 and a > 3. Then

a—2
© 2a-—2
u(n) > u(l*) <= 2al = 2n > a® + 2a — 3

(4.13)  u(n) —u(f*) - (2n — a® — 2a + 3),

3
—WU>a+2——<—=WU>a+2< 20—-2 > a.
a

By assumption, (3.1) does not hold, and if (4.13) is positive, then 2 —4 < a <
20 — 2 follows. If a is even, then ¢ = 2, and one finds that n = 4, which is case
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3. So the only remaining possibility is a = 2¢ — 3. Since each prime divisor of
a is at least £, a is prime. But this is case 2, and therefore (4.10) holds.
For the remaining possibility a = 2, we find ¢ = 2 and n = 4, which has
been dealt with. We conclude that (4.10) always holds in case 4.
We have
?+20<2n

for all n # 4, since this follows from n > ¢? when ¢ > 3, and also for ¢ = 2.

This implies that
l

n/l—1

For any e € E \ {(}, we have £ < e <n and n/e < n/l. These values are both
integers, so that

r— 0= < 2.

no_n n
Tt
e ¢ 0*
Thus ¢* < e < n for all e € E'~ {f}. By (4.10) and the convexity of u, the
maximal value of u(e) for these e is at most max{u(¢*),u(n)} = u(¢*). In (4.8)

we have

5> u(0) — ult) (r+n/€) - (r—1+n/€)+€_£*

r r
B (7"—1—1—71/5

)+€—€*>c4+1—2:c4—1.
r—1

Since 0 and ¢4 are integers, we also have 0 > ¢4. Furthermore, we have w = 1
and 1 < 2(1 — ¢ )Y, so that 8 < f3,,,. Then the assumptions in (4.8) hold
with ¢ = ¢4, and (4.7) follows.

In the next stage, we derive the lower bound in (ii) on the number #1,,, of
indecomposable polynomials. The previous results yield

#Pr,n - #Ir,n = #Dr,n < Qr,n(l + ﬂr,n)'

The claim in (ii) is that the last expression is at most 2a,.,, that is, 3., < 1.
Again, we distinguish according to our four cases.

For case 1, we have ¢ > 5 and (1 —¢2)~' < 4/3, and thus §,, < 3¢~ <
8.272 <1

In case 2, we have ¢ > 3 and

ﬂr,n = 2(]_“—2 < q—€+3 <1
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In case 3, we have c3 = (T;rl) —2>1>0and B4 =q¢ = <L
In case 4, we have 3, < 4q~“ < ¢*>~“, so that it is sufficient to show that
cy > 2. We have r,a > 2 and

C4+1:(r—1+a) > (r+1):w>3'

r—1 r—1 2 -

This concludes the proof of (ii).

In the last stage, we estimate the number of decomposable polynomials
from below. The idea is obvious: we take the largest type of decomposable
polynomials, as identified above, and then use only indecomposable polynomi-

als as right components, so that the uniqueness property of Fact 2.4 applies.
We have

#Dr,n > #Dr,n,m > #(Pl,m X I’)?n/m) > qm_l(#Pr,n/m - 2ar,n/m)
2ar,n/m 1-— qib’ul’”/m . 2ar,n/m )
#Pr,n/m 11— q_l #Pr,n/m

In the cases 2 and 3, n/m is prime, 3, ,/m = 0, and we could replace
the factor 2 in the last expression by 1; however, we do not need this in the
following. In order to prove the lower bound #D,.,, > a,,(1 — (3.,) in (i), we
proceed according to our four cases. In case 1, we have r = 2, (3.1) holds,
m=mn, I,; = P, and

(414> #Dr,n > #Dr,n,n = #(Pl,n X P2,1) = qn(l + qil) = Qpn.

= qbr’n/erm*?)(l - = 0Opp - (1

For the remaining three cases, we have m = ¢ and claim that

20, n/l
4.15 - < B
( ) #Pr,n/é
from which the lower bound follows:
20, n/l
#Dr,n 2 Q- I — —— 2 Ay * 1 - ﬁr,n .
( 7 Pm/e) ( )

We denote by m* the quantity defined in (3.3) for the argument a = n/¢
instead of n (and hence using the smallest prime divisor of n/¢ instead of /),
and set d = a/m* = n/¢m*. Thus m* is either a or its smallest prime divisor,
a=m*d>2d> 2, and

(4.16) = — <207,
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. (r—i—a) (T+d) .
c = — -—m” + 1.
r r

It is therefore sufficient for (4.15) to show

with

(4.17) 27 < Bran-
In case 2, m* = a =n/l = 2({ — 3 is prime, and

= (U= 1)(—2) > (-2,
207 < 2¢7 = By,

and (4.17) is satisfied.
In case 3, we have n =4, { =2, a=m"=2,d =1, ¢" = (T;rl)—l, and
thus

r+1

2 <q- q’( 2 = Bra.

In case 4, we have

2~
rm > 2 7647
Prin = 17 1
and it is sufficient for (4.17) to show that
(4.18) >y,

which in turn amounts to showing that

(4.19) (r—1+a):(r+a)_<r—1+a)2<T+d)+m*_2’
r r r—1 r
using Pascal’s identity. We prove this by induction on r > 2. For r = 2, we

use a = m*d > m* > 2. Thus

a a a

)* =3

m* mr (m*)2 (&((m*)2 — 1)+ (m")* - 3m*) >2m" —2,

a’+a—(

since the inequality holds for @ = m* and the middle term is monotonically
increasing in a for m* > 2. It follows that

a2+a2(a

)2 43— 4 om* -2,
m m

which implies (4.19) for r = 2.
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For the induction step, we have a — 1 > a/2 > a/m* = d, and

r+a—-1\ (r+d S r—l+a-1\ (r—1+d > mt o,
r T - r—1 r—1 -

again by Pascal.

This finishes the proof of (i), and it remains to prove (iii) and (iv). We
may assume 7 to be composite. Since D}, C D,.,, = D5 Uim~,, ,, the upper
bound on #D,,, in (i) also holds for #Drn, and the lower bound does unless
m = n. Thus (iii) and (iv) follow unless (3 1) holds, which we now assume.

Since n/¢ > £, we have 1 — ¢~/*! > 1 — ¢~*~1. Using (3.10), we find

#D5 < #(Pry X Poyse) + #(Pije X Pay)
1— —(—1
n+L24-0) (n—0?) /202
= ag, (1 4 ¢ (e W) a1+ B5),

#Dgl,n > #(Pl,f X Ig,n/K)

#PZ n/l
> #Pyg - (#Ponye — 20250) -
10 (F#Panje = 200,000) Py
1— —2
- —(n+20)(n—e)/22_* — 4 "~
QZ n(l 2q 1 — q_n/g_1>
> Oésl (1 _ qf(n+2€)(nff)/2f2+l)
> OQ n(l - n)

If n = (% then D§, = Ds,, and

#Dél,n < H#H(Pryx Pyy) = Oézln,

#DL > #(Px 1) > ol (- BT > ad, (10— 3. O
When r > 2 and n = ¢ is prime, then #D,, = a,, and

#Ir,n = #Pr,n — Oy
7‘—1+n)

q(rtn)_2 1 — q_( r—1 B qr+n_21 - q_
1—q! 1—qV

(4.20)

REMARK 4.21. In the simple case where n has exactly two prime factors and
r > 2, it is easy to determine #D,., exactly. For n = (2,

DT’fl - {gOhI g€ Pl,@ah € IT,E}UDr,n,n
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is a disjoint union. We have

#Dr,n =

Qrp + q(”+£_4)/2% — QY ifr=2and (> 5,
Qo + ¢ 2(1—q) (1 — 2 otherwise.

The first case corresponds to (3.1). We set

q—<e—1><e—4>/2% e ifr—2andl> 5,
—q
ﬁ;n - i 1— g )1 — 20—n—1
qi( +T /l)+n+r+1f€( q )( (rlgn/z) ) otherwise.
1 J— q_ r—1

Then
#D, 0 = (1 + ﬁvl‘,n)'

This value is exact, in contrast to the estimates of Theorem 4.1, and ﬁ;m
is often much smaller than (3,,. The drawback is that the values are more
complicated, and an attempt to generalize this approach to more than two
prime factors of n does not seem to lead to manageable results.

If n > (* and n/{ is prime, then one finds similarly that

#‘DT,'IZ — qbr,n/ﬁ‘i'e_l(]_ _ q_br—l,n/l) + qbr,£+n/€_1(1 _ qbr—l,ﬁ)
+ anrr(l . qfr)(l _ 2qf+n/f7n71)‘

Here it is not even transparent which of the summands is the dominating
one. However, using the case distinction of (3.1), one again obtains a quantity
ﬁ;m, so that #D,., = o, (1 —i—ﬁ;m). The previous remarks apply to this solution
as well.

Table 4.1 compares the exact results with the approximations of Theo-
rem 4.1 for r = 2 variables and degree n < 6 and n € {25,26}. We have { =m
in all of these cases, except for n = 25.

For all r and n where (3, is defined, we have 3, < §,,. Forn =4 or 6 in
Table 4.1, we have

_ 1+2¢71

Y 2

/6274_/82,4+q 1+q71+q727
u245¢7 + 372 —2¢73

52,6 - 6&,6 + q ! 1 — q_4 )

Bas = P05 — 2¢71°.
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n #DQ,n O@,n ﬁém ﬁ?,n
2 ¢ +q @ +q 0 0
31¢+q* @+ ¢ 0 0
1—¢?
¢ +2¢"+q¢ —q ¢ +q" +q U = q
51¢+q¢ ¢ +q* 0 0
2 + 2q—1 _ q—2 _ 2q—3 2q—3
6 9 + 8 + 7 +3 6 9 + 8 + 7 + 6 -3
¢ +q¢ +q" +3q ¢+ +q +q T S = g1
+2q5 _ q4 _ 2q3
25 q25 +q24 + 2q23 + 2q22 q25 +q24 2q—2 + 2q—4 2q—2 + 2q—4
+2¢*® —2¢° —2¢78
" 1 — q—14 2q—13
26 q104 1—_q71 + q26 + q25 q104 —~ q778(1 + qfl + q710 —
e 1—qgt 1 1—q!
_ _ _ l—q
+q16 + q15 o q14 o 2q13 +q 11 q 12 2q 13) . - q714

Table 4.1: Exact values and bounds for » = 2 and seven values of n.

The differences are small, but 826 &~ 2¢™'* and ()., ~ ¢~ differ by many
orders of magnitude.

Bodin et al. (2009) obtain results similar to those of Remark 4.21. They also
show that #1,,/#P., — 1 as n — oo (see Theorem 4.1(ii)). Their methods
do not lead to a unified formula as in Theorem 4.1(i), and the error bounds are
weaker than the present ones by factors of O(n) or O(q). They did not discover
the special case (3.1), where the result is different from the generic one.

If us n(€) = ug,(e') never happened for distinct divisors e, ¢/ > 2 of n, we
could save a factor of 2 in f3,,. However, if we take two arbitrary positive
integers k > 2 and m, set e = 2km? + 2m? + 3m, ¢’ = ke, and n = 2mke, then
e < € and uy,(e) = uzn,(e’). The smallest such choice gives n = 36, e = 9,
¢ =18.

We can unify cases 2 and 4 in (4.3), and the other cases fit in trivially. We

set
1 —1 14
Crnbs = = " +n/ _1a
w 2 r—1

N 2q_cr,n,5
ﬂr,n = 1 -1
—4q

(4.22)
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COROLLARY 4.23. Let D,.,, be the set of decomposable polynomials of degree
n > 2 in r > 2 variables over Fy, and o,, and (3}, as in (4.2) and (4.22),
respectively. Then

’#Dr,n - Qr,n‘ < Qg - ﬁ:,n'

PROOF. It is sufficient to show that 3., < f§;, in all cases. This is an easy
calculation. O

Introducing the second largest nontrivial divisor of n as an additional parameter
would sharpen some of the bounds in Theorem 4.1 and simplify the proof.
However, the resulting estimates woould be harder to use, and some effort was
spent on avoiding this sparameter.

How close is our relative error estimate f3,, to being exponentially decaying
in the input size? In the “general” Case 4 of (4.3), (., is about ¢~ with ¢4
approximately b,_1 ;0 = (“lef/ z). Definitions (4.22) and Corollary 4.23 relate
also the special cases to this.

The (usual) dense representation of a polynomial in r variables and of degree
at most n requires b, = (r’;”) monomials, each of them equipped with a
coefficient from F,, using about log, ¢ bits. Thus the total input size is about
logy g - by, bits. Now logy q - b,/ differs from log, 3,,, by a factor of 1 + 7.
Furthermore, n and n/¢ are polynomially related, since n > n/¢ > /n. Up to
these polynomial differences (in the exponent), 3., is exponentially decaying
in the input size. Furthermore f(,, is exponentially decaying in any of the
parameters r, n and log, ¢, when the other two are fixed.

We compare our results to those of von zur Gathen (2008d) on the num-
ber #R,, of reducible and #F,, of relatively irreducible (irreducible and not
absolutely irreducible) bivariate polynomials. Ignoring factors close to 1 and
special cases like (3.1), we have for composite n

#R, ~ q(n;2)*”+1

n+2)7 n2(571)

#E, ~ g3 )
4Dy, ~ a7 )+

The first exponent is always greater than the third one, and for the second
and third ones we have

(n —5 2) B % B (n/ﬂ; 2) a1 (¢ — 1)(n22—;23n€ — 20%)

In other words, there are many more reducible or relatively irreducible bivariate
polynomials than decomposable ones, as one would expect.

> 0.
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OPEN QQUESTION 4.24. Can one (im)prove Theorem 4.1 with higher-level meth-
ods, hopefully avoiding some of the case distinctions?
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6. Appendix: Some calculations

Section 3

r4+ 2 (r+2)- 1 .on
Uy, ( )—l—e +e H(z+e)+e

r r! ri L
1<i<r
1 n, —n
/ _ .
ur,n_1+ﬁz H(]Jrg)'?;
T1<i<r1<<r
J#i
1 n -n . on, 2n
U;/,nzg Z(Z H(’Wrg)'(?)%r H(]*‘g)'g)
T 1<i<r 1<5<r 1<k<r 1<j<r
J#i k#ig J#i
2 1
v-(2) = (7‘—1— ) +2—-1—(r+4) = §(r2+3r+2—2r—6)
r
Lt r - 1)
= —(r*+r—4).
2

Ugn(l) — ugp(n) = (2 —|—2n/€) +0—-3—-(3+n—-3)

n+26)(n+/¢
:( * 225 * )+€—n—3
_n2+3n£+2€2+2€3—2n€2—6€2
B 202
n? + 3nl — 402 — 2n0? + 203
202
(n—0)(n+ 40 — 20%)
202 ’

n+4dlg—200=n+4+2V2n+4-2(1 +V2n+4+ (2n+4)/4) = 0.

0>l <= n+40—20% <0 <= n/l <20 —4,
(r+2)£_(r+2)---4-3_r+2>1
r+1)! (r+1D 2 ’
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nl®) = watuft) = (P ) oo (7 ) + 5 -9

1

2EQ((nJr%)(nJré)+2£3—2n£ CU+2)(0+1))
= 5 (n* 430+ 207 +20° = 200 — {1 = 36° = 207)

262(n +nl — 02— 14

iJn—ﬁﬂn+€+W)

Section 4
Theorem 4.1, Case 1, (3.1) holds:

u@o—uw)z(2;1)+n—4-4(2tfw)+£—1)

- E+2)(%+1)+2n—2£+6)
z—(—(—)2—37"+2n—2£+4)
1n n
=57 —1DE—4- ).

Case 2: substitute n/¢ = 2¢ — 3 into previous equation:

u(t) ~ uln) = (20 ~ 4)(~1)

= (-2,

u(n) —u(20 —3) =

S
o A

1)+n—1—(€2%)+%—3—ﬂ

(—(0+2)(£+1) +20(20 — 3) — 40+ 12)

(=07 — 30— 24+ 40* — 6/ — 40 + 12)

= — (30> — 130+ 10)

l\DI»—‘[\DIb—‘[\DIb—‘[\DI»—‘/—\

(3¢ — 10)(¢ — 1).
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Theorem 4.1, Case 3, n =4

u(2) — u(4) = (T12)+2—1—((r+1)+4—1)

r
_ (r + 1) ,
r—1
#D, 4 < q“@)(l — q_brfl-?) 4 qu(4)(1 _ q—br71,1)
< apal — g @),

Theorem 4.1(i), Case 4:

€0€Z=>n—€]n€=>%—1]n
non n®> n n.n
o L
g G In= =g s
=n<ll+1)=n="0Forn=/_({+1).

If n=¢% then £ — 1| ¢? hence { =2. If n = ¢({+ 1) and ¢ # 2, then £+ 1

is not prime, hence has a prime factor less than £.

6(a+2)(3+i—1(3+§_1) _(1+3+C;—1))

= (a+2)(a+1)a—6(a +2) — 6a*
=a® +3a® 4 2a — 6a — 12 — 6a°
:a3—3a2—4a—1220,

(r+a—1)<“a’f;2) —(a—1)(r+i_1)
0

r+a—2)! (r4+a—1)!
:(T+a_1)((a—2)!r!) —la=1) rl(a —1)! B

(r,n) = (4,6);a=3:
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(r,n)=(3,8),a=4:

(r,n) =(3,6),a=3:

) 6
- —1=12>9=3+6
(5)+3 +6,

umy—m%):n+2—<“;f>—afl+1

=3 2(2an—2n+4a—4—a3+a—2n+2a—2)
a_

= 2&_2(2an—4n+7a—6—a3),

(a—2)2n — a® — 2a + 3) = 2an — a® — 2a® + 3a — 4n + 2a* + 4a — 6
= 2an — a® + Ta — 4n — 6.

n
by — L=

Theorem 4.1, lower bound in (i), case 0, n prime:

= n - r ol =g
#(Pl_,nXP&):qH(l—q Hegt! 21_7(]_1

=¢""1-q¢7") = .
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Cases 2,3 and 4:

20, 2q(r+a/m*)+m*’1(1 — q*(r_lfffm*))
#P (71— ¢ (7))

Case 2: mx=a=2(—3,d=1,

e (2+22£—3) - (2;1) -1

= %(215 —1)(20—2) —20+1= (20— 1)(¢—2).

2042,2673 B 2q—(2€—1)(€—2)(1 _ q—2)
#p2=7%73 - 1 — q—2€+4
<2q (20—-1)(¢-2) <2q (£-2) ﬁZn

Case 3:
o (r—i—Q) B (r—i—l) 941
r r
_ 42+ (r1)—1= (7‘+1)_1'
2 2
Case 4:

6.((3_;+&) — (2a® — 4a)) = (a + 2)(a + 1)a — 12a* + 24a

=a®+ 3a® + 2a — 12a* + 24a
=a®—9a%>+26a >0

Theorem 4.1(i), lower bound, case 4 with r = 2:
+2 +1 d+2
¢ R +a—2)
1 2
2)(a+1)—2a—2—(d+2)(d+1)—2a+4
=a’—a—d*—3d+2>0.

Cases covered: r=2;a>r>3;d=1;r>aand d > 2.
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Caser > a,d> 2:

4 1
d<4d-1=1< - — —
3d < = <3 ¥k

4-6" =5184 < 7203 =3 - 74,
4/3=1+3"1<(4/3-1/6)" = (7/6)".

r? > 3r,
(r+n/0)(r—1+n/l) =r*+2rn/l+n*/0* —r —n/l
=2r+n+ (2r — 1)n/t.

Lower bound on D, Case 3, r =3,a>r+1

a® —9a + 26 > 0,
a’+3a+2 > 12a — 24,
243 2 2
ala” +3a+ ):a T > 2a* — 4a = a(2a — 4).
6 3
2a(a —2) 2a(a—2)-r! 2(a—2)-r

B G B G I N G OB

ez MY

r—1

() _r+a_1 a1 1 a=2
(" My 2r 2 2r T2 2 (M)

r—1

Factor in 3, ,,1:

a
4 1 l—g ' _1-q° 2 4, 6
P G < =1
37 1—q2% ™~ 1—q¢2 —1—¢q2 Tt
21
g1+2*2+2*4+2*6:1+6—4.

Theorem 4.1(i):
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2 n—1{
a+1l)-a n
SRR 2) a—1
L (B2~ @ 1) -
:2&_2(6a—6+2an—2n—a3+a—2n)
:2a_2(2an—4n+7a—a3—6)
:26;__22(277,—@%2@—3)

Theorem 4.1(iii), r = 2, (3.1) holds, n > ¢2

1_q7f71<1_q7n/@71’
2 1 242)(2+1
2€2.((€+)2¢+%_1_((ﬁ )2(” ) veo1)

= (" 4+ 303 + 20 4 2nl — (n® + 3nl + 20%) — 203
==+ P =—n—C)n+ 2+ 1)

¢ (z+1)72 (2+n/l)72 1— q_(lﬂl/‘v’)
#Ds,n S q 1 -q 2 -

1—qg!
144
n/e+1\_ 240\ _o 1 — q_( 1 )
_|_q( 1 ) 2.q(2) 2.1_7q71
— (/D) /243 1—g '/t
1—q!
n (er2)(es1) 2403 —
q _
1—¢q!
= gl (14 g+ 4026 d-g )
— 2n q 1 _ q*ﬂ/@*l )
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OZQ,TL/Z = q(2;1)+%71(1 —_ qi(l-‘l—l))
= 1= ),

n/l+ 2 n 1. n
—— —2=—((=)P4+=4+2-"—14
< 2 ) 12 2((6) 12 l )
1, n, n 1 n
#Dgfn > #Pry (#Pon — a2000)
e (q(”/‘é“)—zl —qg qn/fl;ﬁ)
1—q! 1—q7!
_ q(”/§+2)+£—31 — g/t (1— qn/£+2—(”/§+2)71 -4 )
1— q_1 1— q—n/é—l
(ni20)n-p2r L= 4
= n(l —q O/ 1-— Q*n/z—l)
> %1 (1 —(n+2e (n— e)/%?)
> a2 (1 —(n+024+£)(n— 32)/2624—1)
= QQ n(l )

(n+20)(n — ):n b =202 >n? 4+l — 0~ =+ +0)(n

n = 0%
041 -1 (2”)721 —q ! sl
#(Prex Pay)=q " (1—q)-q\ 2 1_7(1_1—0427“
#(Pl,e X [2,z) > #Plz : (#Pz,z - Oéu)
Qo
_ 1— )
062 n( #PZ,E)
st tbyer2 L—q7! st —bg o H+2
= a5, (1—q¢ m) > ag, (1 —q )
_ 052,71(1 . q—(€+2)(£—1)/2)

= Oé?,“(l - S,Zn)

.



Counting decomposable multivariate polynomials

31

Remark 4.21, n = (2,

L—gre ey, g1 =g ()
#lo = #Pp— arp = qb’“’l_Qﬁ — 47 )*eiﬁ
—q —q
RS ek B s L

R R R
#Dr,n - #Pl,é : #Ir,f + #Pl,n . #Pr,l

o2 L2 el 20 pap 120

l1—qt 1—q!
11 T 11

pertes Lo a s (g =Y

1-— q*l 1— q*l
1 — q_br—l,z
— br,ﬁ‘i'e—?) - 4
Ay oy q T q71
ﬂ’ _ o brFr4n—t41 (1 - qir)(l — q%*"*l)
rm o q 1 — q_bril,e 7

#Dr,n = ()érm(l —+ 67/’771)

n:£2’m:n’r:27525:

n— 1_q_2 n n—
" 31_76f1=q +q" 7,
——1

1—
#Dnn - qz71+b2’572 %q—l + aT‘,TL(l - q

= arpn(1+6,),

42 1 1
< + )+€—3=§(g2+3£+2+2€—6):§(£2+5£_4)’

Qrn =4(

2€fn71)

2 1
e+(€+ )_3_n:§(€2+5£_4_%2)

1 ~1
= 5(—52 +5£—4) = 7@_ 1)(£_4)’
e _ 1_q—€—1 o
A
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Remark 4.21, n = ¢ -n/l, n/l # { prime.

#Drn = #P1e - F Lo + F Prgje - #lre + #P1n - # P00

— qffl . (qb’r,’ﬂ/272 ]- - qib'rfl,’n/l B qT‘Fn/[*Q ]_ —_ q*?")
1—¢g! 1—¢q!
_ _ 1 i q_b’r‘—l,ﬁ - _ 1 I q_r
+ gt (¢"2 1o — gt 1o _q,l)
1—q™"
n—1_ _r—1
+4q q ——

1
frd 1 — qfl . (qbr,n/l+£—3(1 _ q—br—l,n/ﬁ) _'__ qbr,l+n/£—3(1 o q_b’r‘—l,ﬁ)

+ anrTfZ(l o qfr)(l o 2q7(€fl)(n/f71)))‘

Iftm=2¢

1 — q_br—l,n/ﬁ
_ brnset+E—3
Qrpn=4q" /¢

1—qg!
n/l— 1 — q_br—l,z
#D, = o + ¢t /0—3 e
L gntr2 (1 —q)(1 — 2~ 1/E=1)
q =
- Oérvn(l + 67/’,71)
1
/87{771 = m(qb’mf_br,n/l'i'n/e—e(l o q_b’f‘—l,ﬁ)

+ qur’n/ngnJrrféJrl(l o qir)(l o 2q7(f71)(n/671)))‘

IITm=nr=2
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n—1

G =q"+q" 7,

1.n n 1

—3=-(5+2)(5+1)+0-3=—(n’ 20 — A0

brnje =3 =5(F +2)(F+1) +=3= 510" +3nl+26° — 40
#Dp = a(1 = 2”7V

L gersmereampe L=
1 - q*l
e
1-— q*l

= Oér’n(]' + /67,‘,1’7,)7

5/ _(—2nL24n>3nl+203 —402) /202 l—¢q
rmo q 1— q72

—n/l—1

(“onttonteirae_apn ol — ¢!
4 s

1—q2
_ gqtt-DE-4)
@ty L — M
1—q2
—(2n—e2—ap)(t—1)j2e L — !

1—¢q!

=4q

+4q
_ g—(t-1)(e-1)

Table 4.1 shows that the factor 1 — g~ —1m/m in o, corresponds to terms
of lower order than those in the error term /3, ,,. Can we drop the factor 7 The
statement and proof of Theorem 4.1 can be modified to work in most cases,
but not in Case 1, where » = 2 and m = n. The factor is 1 — ¢~2 in this case
and cannot be bounded by 1 — 3, where [ decreases with n or £. This affects
other cases as well, since in the “inductive step” of (4.16), (r,a) might be in
Case 1.

Corollary 4.23:
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Case 1: (3.1) holds,

q—l +q—n/€—l <1 _}_q—n/€7

(1 . q—l)(l . q—n/f—l) —1— q—l o q—n/f—l 4 q—n/€—2 <1— q—27
1 1

5(n/£+1)—1§ 5(2£—5+1)—1:£—2—1:£—3,

2q’”3(1 _ qfn/zq) _ 2q7%(n/f+1)+1

62,77, - 1— q72 > 1— q*1

= Ban
Case 2: 7 =2 and n/¢ = 2{ — 3 is prime,

1
S/l —1=t-1-1=(-2

—Lnje+1)+1
fon =2 < 2L

I—qt P

Case 3: r>2andn=4

1 1 1 1 1

1(r+1
(41 2q7§( 2 )tL i
Bra=q (3 )+2<1—7q1: rd:

(127 e (7))

1 1
= 5(n2 +n+4— —(n*+3ln+ 2020 - 1)))

€2
= %(nQEQ +nl? + 402 —n? — 3ln — 20° — 20° 4 20?)
_ 2%(#(52 S D) 4 nb(C—3) + 46 — 26%)
> %(64(62 — 1)+ (0 — 3) + 40° — 20°)
= 2%2(56 —50° + 40%)
= %(64—5£+4) > 0.
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(n+2) -0 (”/“2) 41

2 20 2
1
— ﬁ(n%Q +3nl% 4+ 20% — n?0* + n*0 — n® — 3nl — 20 — 20*(0 — 1))
1
= 272(”2(@ — 1) +3nl(l — 1) — 202(0 — 1))
(-1
= op (n® + 3nl — 207).
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