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Abstract

In this paper we show that generic Painlevé equations fraferdnt families are or-
thogonal. In particular, this means that there are no géBacklund transformations
between Painlevé equations from thfelient familiesP, — Py,.
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1. Introduction

As well known, the Painlevé equatioRs— Py, are given by the following families
of second order algebraicftirential equations:

P %’ =By +1t

P (a) : %’=2y3+ty+a

Py @ =3 () 1R e ey

Piv(e.p) g—? =5 (%’)2 + 3y + Aty + 2( - a)y + 4

Pv(a.B.7,96) 3—?=(2iy+)%1)(d—¥)2—%%+(y L (ay+§)+y¥
+5y(§/_+11)

s -3 A -G )2
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wherea, $,7,6 € C. They were isolated by Painlevé and Gambier as those OOE'’s o
the formy” = f(y,y',t) (wheref is rational overC) which have the Painlevé property:
any local analytic solution extends to a meromorphic sotutin the universal cover of
PL(C) \ S, whereS is the finite set of singularities of the equation (includthg point
at infinity if necessary).

Animportant feature of the familig®;, — Py, is the existence of the so-called general
Backlund transformations that take solutions of a Pamlegation in one family, to
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solutions of a dierent Painlevé equation in the same family. For exampienga
solutionz of Py, (), then it is not hard to see that

S@ = -z
a+1/2
T.) = -z- ——5——
@ g Z+72+1/2
a-1/2
T2 = -z+——12
@ 2t Z-22-1/2

are solutions oP; (-a), P; (@ + 1) andPy, (@ — 1) respectively. The transformatio8s
T, andT_ generate a grou@ that provides a representation of thiéree Weyl group of
typeA; and it is known that similar observations can be made abeuttier equations
P — Pyvi. The general Backlund transformations have played a drugla in the
classification of algebraic and classical solutions of thimlgvé equations.

If we write X, (@) for the solution set oP) (@), in a diferentially closed field,
then we see th&®, T, andT_ give rise to infinite “finite-to-finite” dfferential relations
(indeed one-to-one) betweeh (o) andX; (—a), X (e + 1) andX;, (o — 1) respectively:

R = {(z1.2) € Xu(@) x Xi(-a) : 22 = S(z1)}
R+ = {(Z]_, Zg) € X|| (a/) X X|| ((I + 1) p = T+(Zl)}
R = {(m.2)eXi(@xXi(@e-1):2=T_(z)}

From a model theoretic standpoint this simply mean thatfdrl/2 + Z, that is those
a’s whereX; (@) is strongly minimal (see Definitio@.1 below), X, («) is nonorthog-
onal to X (—a), X (e + 1) andX; (@ — 1). Nonorthogonality is a fundamental notion
in model theory and finding out whether two Painlevé equatiare nonorthogonal is
a very natural problem to tackle. Of course, the existendbebther Backlund trans-
formations implies that there are equations within the otamilies P, — Py, that are
nonorthogonal.

In this paper we show that generic Painlevé equationsjgtihbse with parameters
in general positions, from fferent families are orthogonal, answering a question of P.
Boalch [1]. In particular, this means that there are no general Baxckttansformations
between Painlevé equations from th&etient familiesP, — Py.

The paper is organized as follows. We set up our notationsraratiuce the basic
notions from model theory andfirential algebra in Section 2. We then, in Section 3,
give a survey of the results around the (model theoretigstfiaation of the Painlevé
equations as this will be needed in the proofs of our mainli@sNonorthogonality in
its various form is introduced and studied in Section 4 andllfirSection 5 is where
our main results (Proposition 5.1-5.6) are proved.

2. Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, we fix a saturated motiek (U, +, —, -, 0, 1, 9) of DCFy,
the theory of diferentially closed fields of characteristic O with a singleidsion in
the languagés=(+, —, -, 0, 1, 0) of differential rings. We assume that the cardinality of
U is the continuum and so we can and will identify the field ofstants ofZ/ with C,
the field of complex numbers. We also fix once and for all an elatof ¢/ having the
property thad(t) = 1.



As well known,DCFg is complete, has quantifier elimination anduisstable (cf.
[5]). Although not explicit, these properties play an impatteole in this paper. For
a field K, K9 will denote its algebraic closure in the usual algebraicsseand by a
definable set we mean a finite Boolean combinatiorfii@ diterential algebraic vari-
eties (or Kolchin closed sets). If a definable Xeh 24" is defined with parameters from
a differential subfield of U/, we will say thatX is defined oveK and furthermore if
V= (y1,...,Yn) is atuple fromf, K(y) will denote the diferential fieldK (y,Y,Y’,...),
wherey is short ford(y) = (d(y1), - . -, d(yn)). Finally, as usual, given a tupiErom U,

Z € K(y)39 means that the coordinateszdire inK (y)9.

Definition 2.1. An algebraic djferential equation of the form”y= f(y,y’,t), where f
is rational overC, is said to bdrreducible with respect to classical functiahs

1. for any djferential subfield K ofi/ which is finitely generated ovei(t), and y
solution, either ye K29 or tr.degK(y)/K) = 2
2. there are no solutions i@(t)9

This notion was introduce by Umemur&?] (see also the Appendix o8]) following
ideas of Painlevé in his study of the first Painlevé equiatis we will see later, one of
the big advances in the Painleveé theory is the full clasgifio of all Painlevé equations
that are irreducible with respect to classical functions.

If we denote byX c U the solution set of” = f(y,y,t), then condition 1 in Def-
inition 2.1is equivalent taX beingstrongly minimal namely, X is infinite and has no
infinite co-infinite definable subsets. Strongly minimaksate of fundamental impor-
tance in the study of éierentially closed fields from the model theoretic standpaid
in [8] one can find a very detailed summary of the main results atthe “‘geometry”
of strongly minimal sets. In particular, in that paper ona @iad an explanation as to
why there essentially are only three kinds of strongly malisets. When looking at
the generic Painlevé equations only geometrically thiorees are relevant.

Definition 2.2. Let X c U" be strongly minimal. We say that Xgeometrically trivial
if for any countable dferential field K over which X is defined, and for any.y y;, €
X, denotingy; the tuple given by;ytogether with all its derivatives, ify1,...,¥,) is
algebraically dependent over K then for some i, ¥, §; are algebraically dependent
over K.

Geometric triviality limits the possible complexity of tlstructure of a strongly mini-
mal set. However, given a geometrically trivial stronglynimal set, there still is the
problem of determining its precise structure.

Definition 2.3. Suppose X U" is a geometrically trivial strongly minimal set defined
over some gjerential field K.

1. X is said to bestrictly disintegrated oveK if for any y € X, we have that Xy
K™ = (y).
2. X is said to bav-categoricalf for any ye X, we have that X1 K (y)9 is finite.

So strict disintegratedness (regp-categoricity) means that there is no (resp. very lit-
tle) structure. It had been long conjectured that all geaoicadly trivial sets inDCFq
arew-categorical. However recently, Freitag and Scanlon hauad examples of geo-
metrically trivial sets which have rich binary structurg®]). As we shall now see, the
same is not true of the Painlevé equations.
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3. The classification of the Painle& equations

For each of the six families of Painlevé equations we willvrgive a summary of
the various results around the classification of their gmhusets. This will play an im-
portant role in the proofs of the main results. We direct seder to the author’s thesis
[11] for more details about the results below. We will say thatguoation in one of
the Painlevé families is “generic” if the correspondingngex parameters are mutu-
ally generic, that is if they form an algebraically indepenttuple of transcendental
complex numbers.

3.1. The first Painlevé equation P
Fact 3.1 ([12],[17]). Let X be the solution set ifi{ of P,

Y’ =6y? +1t.
Then

1. X, is strongly minimal and has no solution @(t)29. In other words, Pis irre-
ducible with respect to classical functions.
2. X is geometrically trivial and strictly disintegrated ové(t).

3.2. The second Painlevé equation P
Fact 3.2 ([6],[8],[9],[10],[18]). Leta € C and let X, (a) be the solution set ifl/ of
Pii (@)
Y =23 +ty+a.

Then

1. Xy () is strongly minimal if and only if ¢ 1/2 + Z.

2. Py (@) has a solution inC(t)29 if and only ife € Z. Furthermore, the solution

when it exists is unique.
3. Foranya ¢ 1/2 + Z, X (@) is geometrically trivial.
4. For generica (i.e. a ¢ Q%9), X (a) is strictly disintegrated ovef(t).

3.3. The third Painlevé equation,P
For Py, Okamoto [L5] (see also 19]) shows that when working with generic pa-
rameters, it is enough to rewrite the equation as a 2-pasarfastily.

Fact 3.3 ([7],[8],[9],[19]). Letw,v» € Cand let X (v1, v2) be the solution sets it of
P (V1, v2) 1 1 4 4
Y =) - Y (i 1-vay) + 4y - =
y t t y
Then
1. Xy (v, Vo) is strongly minimal if and only if v+ v, ¢ 2Z and v — v, ¢ 2Z.
2. Pii(v1, v2) has algebraic solutions if and only if there exists an integesuch
thatw—vi—1=2norw+v;+1=2n.
3. If Py (v1, v2) has algebraic solutions, then the number of algebraic sohstis
two or four. Ry, (v1, v2) has four algebraic solutions if and only if there exist two
integersnand msuchthatvv; —1=2nandy + vy + 1= 2m.

4. If vq, v, are mutually generic, then X(vi, v2) is geometrically trivial andw-
categorical.

The proof of FacB.3(4) given in ] tells us a little more:

Remark 3.4. Let w, v, be generic and let y& X (v1,Vv2). Then the cardinality of
Xt (V1, Vo) N C(t) ()9 is at most 2 (including y itself).
4



3.4. The fourth Painlevé equatiomP
Fact 3.5 ([6],[8],[9],[18]). Leta,B € C and let Xy (a,pB) be the solution set ifi/ of
P (a.B)

’ _ 1 2 § 2 _ é
y ——zy(Y) +2y3+4ty2+2(t a)y+y.
Then

1. Xy (a,p)is strongly minimal if and only ifi~v, ¢ Z Orvo—Vvs ¢ Zorvs—vy ¢ Z,
for any v, vo,v3 € C with vy + V» + v3 = 0 and such thatr = 3vz + 1 and
B=-2(v2— )%

2. Py has algebraic solutions if and only df, 8 satisfy one of the following condi-
tions:

(i) @=nyandB=-2(1+2n, — ny)?, wheren,n; € Z;
(i) @=ny, B=-5(6n,—3n; + 1), where n,n; € Z.
Furthermore the algebraic solutions for these parameteestmique.

3. If a,B are mutually generic, then K(«, 8) is geometrically trivial and strictly
disintegrated ovec(t).

3.5. The fifth Painlevé equation,P

The situation folPy is similar to the case d?;;; above, in that, in the light of certain
transformations preserving the equation and by fixing —1/2, Py can be written as
a 3-parameter family. The analysis is carried out by Okafddfand then Watanabe
[20]

Fact 3.6 ([3],[8],[9],[20]). Lete,B,y € Cand let X,(a, 3, y) be the solution set ifi/ of
P\/((I,,B, Y _1/2)

y,,:(l 1

(y-1y B\ y 1yy+1)
5" y-1 [ov+§) -3

t2 y y-1°~

1
Jor -y :

Then

1. Xv(e,B,v)is strongly minimalif and only ifi+vj ¢ Z (i # j), foranyw, v, Vs, va €
C with vi + V5 + V3 + V4 = 0 and such thatr = 3(vs — v4)2, 8 = —3(v2 — v1)? and
Y= 2vi +2v, — 1.

2. ThenR/(a, 8,7, —1/2) has an algebraic solution if and only if one of the following
holds with mn € Z:

(i) @ = 3(m+y)?andg = —-in® where n> 0, m+ n is odd, andr # 0 when
Imf < n;
(i) @ = in? andB = —-1(m+y)? where n> 0, m+ n is odd, angs # 0 when
Imf < n;
(i) «=31a? p=-3(a+n)?andy = m, where m+nis even and a arbitrary;
(iv) @ =g(2m+1)% 8= -3(2n+1)*andy ¢ Z.

3. If @, B,y are mutually generic, thenXa, B, y) is geometrically trivial and strictly

disintegrated ovec(t).

Remark 3.7.

(i) In case 2(iv) the algebraic solution is unique. This is alsgetfor most of the
other cases (se€]) except for:

(ii) In case 2(i) or (ii), ify € Z then there are at most two algebraic solutions. Specif-
ically, if a8 # 0, there are exactly two; otherwise there is only one.
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3.6. The sixth Painlevé equatiory P
When looking aiPy, it is more convenient to work with its hamiltonian form.

Fact 3.8 (41,[8],[9],[20]). Leta = (o, a1, @2, a3, as) € C° be such that such thal, +
a1+ 202 + a3 + @4 = 1 and let X/ (@) be the solution set i/ of

y = m—fl)(ZXY(y— Dy -1 —{aaly - 1)y - 1t) + agy(y - t)
IS (5) +(a'0 - 1)y(y - 1)})
Vi X = t(t—}l)(—x2(3y2 — 21+ t)y+1t) + x{2(o + a3z + as — 1)y

—(1’4(1 + t) —azt—ag + 1} - ag(al + a'z))

Let M be the union of the hyperplanes given{ay = n € Z} fori = 0,1,3,4 and
{agx a1 +az+as—1=me 27Z}.

1. If a1, a3, @4 € C are mutually generic, then farg € 2Z, Xy (@) is not strongly
minimal.

2. If ag, a1, a3, a4 are mutually generic then () is is geometrically trivial and
w-categorical.

We do not give the results concerning the full classificatibralgebraic solutions as
this is beyond the scope of this paper (c#])] However it is well known that for
ap = a1 = az = a4 = 0, Xy has infinitely many algebraic solutions ov@(t). Indeed,
Xvi(0,0,1/2,0,0) can be identified with the smallest Zariski dense definableyroup
of the elliptic curveE; : y? = x(x — 1)(x —t) (i.e. Xv((0,0,1/2,0,0) is what is called
the Manin kernel o). Algebraic solutions then corresponds to the torsion fsdf?".
Furthermore, by applying Backlund transformations (468 [one has the following:

Fact 3.9. For ag, a1, a3, a4 € 1/2 + Z, Xy (@) has infinitely many algebraic solutions
overC(t).

3.7. Conclusion

As we shall see in Section 5, the key points from this sectiabwill play an important
role in our strategy for the proofs of the main results are:

1. All the generic Painlevé equations are irreducible witbpect to classical func-
tions, geometrically trivial andv-categorical (of course in most cases strictly
disintegrated).

2. For each family, there are exceptional sets of compleamaters (e.gZ and
1/2 + Z for Py;) where either algebraic solutions exist or strong minitgalbes
not hold.

Remark 3.10. Itis also crucial to note that for any of the familieg P Py, if for some
choice of parameters the equation is not strongly minintedntthis is witnessed by the
existence of an order 1 algebraic/@irential subvariety. For example forP-1/2) it

is not hard to see that any solution of ¥ —y? — t/2 is also a solution of P(-1/2).
These dferential subvarieties are usually called the Riccati smn$ of the Painlevé
equations.



4. Nonorthogonality

Let us now introduce the most important notion used in thfgepanonorthogonal-
ity. We restrict ourselves to strongly minimal sets (or typas this is all we need for
the Painlevé equations. We direct the readef & for the more general context.

Definition 4.1. Suppose X and Y are strongly minimal sets and denotg bXx Y —

X andry : XxY — Y the projections to X and Y respectively. We say that X ana&Y ar
nonorthogonaiff there is some infinite definable relationdRX x Y such thatr; ;g and
72)r are finite-to-one functions.

Nonorthogonality is an equivalence relations on stronglyimal sets and given a fam-
ily of strongly minimal sets, it is very natural to ask aboahorthogonalities within that
family. Of course in the case of the Painlevé equationsBieklund transformations
are very relevant. For example, & (@) the bijectionT, : X (@) — X (@ + 1)

a+1/2

T, =-z— 12
@ =-2 Z+2+1/2

shows that forr ¢ 1/2 + Z, X (@) is nonorthogonal t&; (a + 1).

Moreover X, (¢) andX; (e+1) are nonorthogonalin a very special way, namely one
does not require extra parameters (other éhandt) to witness that they are nonorthog-
onal. It turns out that this is no coincidence but first we naelfinition.

Definition 4.2. Two strongly minimal sets X and Y (both defined over soffereitial
field K say) are said to baon weakly orthogonaf they are nonorthogonal, that is
there is an infinite finite-to-finite relation B X x Y, and the formula defining R has no
parameters int/ \ K9,

Fact 4.3 ([L6], Corollary 2.5.5). Let X and Y be a geometrically trivial strongly mini-
mal sets (both defined over somgatential field K). Assume that they are nonorthog-
onal. Then they are non weakly orthogonal.

So in particular if two generic members of the Painlevé famie nonorthogonal, then
they are non weakly orthogonal. We now proceed to show tlséihdt generic Painlevé
equations from any of the families are orthogonal.

5. On Transformations in the Painleve Family.

In this sectionX;, X;; (@), Xiii (V1, V2), Xiv (@, B), Xv(a, B, y) andXy,(a) will denote
the sets of solution of the Painlevé equations as given io &gction 3. Also as we
have seen in Fa@.5and 3.6, for P,y (a,8) andPy(a,,y) by abuse of notation, we
will sometime writeXy (a, 8) andXy(a, B, y) asXyy (Vi, V2, v3) and Xy (v1, V2, V3, V) re-
spectively. For example fd?y («a, 8), the notationXy (v1, Vo, v3) simply mean that (as
in Section 3.4) we choosa, V,,v3 € C such that; + Vo +v3 = 0, = 3vz3 + 1 and
B =-2(v2 - v1)*.

5.1. The special case of P

We show in section tha{, is orthogonal to all the other generic Painlevé equations.
We give a very detailed proof of the first proposition as thik lae a model for many
of the other cases.



Proposition 5.1. X, is orthogonal to any generic;X{«).

Proor. Let @ € C be generic and for contradiction, suppose tKais non weakly
orthogonal toX; (@) (this sufices by Fac#.3). By definition, this means that there
exists a finite-to-finite definable relatidd € X, x X (@) and thatR is defined over
Q(a, t)@9. Since bothX, and X (e) are strictly disintegrated (by Fa8t1 and Fact
3.2) and they have no elements@{t)?9, it is not hard to see tha& is the graph of a
bijection betweerX; andX, («). Let us suppose th&is defined byp(x, v, @, t) and let

o (u,v) be theLs formulaVx3=typ(x, y, u,v) A Yy3=1xe(x,y, u,V). SOU E o(a,t) and
by constructionZ/ E o (@, t) implies thate”e C andX; is in bijection with X, (@).

As C is strongly minimal andr generic,o(a,t) is true for all but finitely many
a € C. In particular for someyg € 1/2 + Z, we have thatd E o(ao,t) and hence|
is in bijection with X, (ag). By Fact3.2 X, (ao) is not strongly minimal (and indeed
contains an order 1 definable subset). This is impossible.

Similarly one has the following

Proposition 5.2. X, is orthogonal to the generic;X(v1, V2), Xiv (V1, V2, V3), Xy (V1, V2, V3, V4)

and X/ (@).

Proor. In the case of the generiGy (vi, Vo, v3) and Xy (vi, Vo, V3, V4) the same proof as
the one given above works. One only need to replad@e+Z by the appropriate excep-
tional sets. FoiX; (vi,Vv2) and Xy (a) the only other slight modification is to replace
the definable bijectioR by one-to-finite maps (as the sets are anfgategorical). But
this does not pose any real problems.

5.2. Orthogonality in the remaining cases

Although the idea of the proofs are the same, when tryingdogfor example that
genericX (a) is orthogonal to generi¥, (v1, v2) one needs to be more careful as the
parameters are not necessarily assumed to be mutuallyigewsr start again with an
easy case.

Proposition 5.3. The generic X () is orthogonal to the generic\{vy, V2, V3, Vy).

Proor. Assume for contradiction th¥,, (@) is non weakly orthogonal to the generic
Xv(v1, V2, V3, V). Recall thatvy, = —(v1 + V2 + v3) and so for notational simplicity we
write Xy (V1, V2, Va3, —(V1 + V2 + V3)) asX(vi, Vz, V3).
Case (i):a, v1 V2 and  are mutually genericThen one uses the same proof as that of
Propositiorb.1
Case (ii): @ € Q(vi,Va,Vv3)29. For contradiction, suppose thAf («) is non weakly
orthogonal taX(vi, V2, V3). So we have as before a formuwtéu, wi, Wy, ws, X) such that
U = o(a, V1, V2, V3, t) and this expresses thé (@) is in bijection withX(v1, vo, v3). We
then have to consider three sub-cases:
Sub-case (i) ¢ Q(vi,V;)®9 for any i # j. All we have to do is quantify overs say,
that is we use the fact thalf = 3vso(e, Vi, Vo, Va,1). Asa ¢ Q(vi,V2)29 andC is
strongly minimal we can as before fing € v, + Z such thatlf E Avzo(a, V1, Vo, V3, 1).
Choosing anys3 € C witnessing this, we get a bijection betweén(a) andX(Vy, vz, ¥3)
(but againXy (1, Vo, ¥3, —(V1 + V2 + U3)) is not strongly minimal by Fa@&.6). This gives
our desired contradiction.
Sub-case (ii):a € Q(v1,V2)¥9 say but not inQ(v1)?9 and Q(v2)¥9. First note that
asvi, V2 andvsz are mutually generic we have thatis not in Q(vs)9, Q(vy, v3)¥9 or
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Q(V2, v3)¥9. So this time we quantify over say and look at/f = Ivoo(a, Vi, Vo, Va3, 1).
This allows us again to find,"e v; + Z such thati{ = Aveo(a, ¥, Vo, v, t). Finally any
¥, € C making this true leads us to our contradiction.

Sub-case (iii):a € Q(v1)¥9 say. This time all we have to do is to quantify over and
the same argument works.

For the other cases, we need to change a little bit our strafég will this time use the
results on algebraic solutions of the Painlevé equations.

Proposition 5.4. The generic X (@) is orthogonal to the genericX(vi, V).

Proor. For contradiction, suppose théy (o) is non weakly orthogonal t&;; (v, V2).
As before, we get a formula(u, w1, Ws, X) such thatl/ £ o(«, v, V2, t) and this ex-
presses that there is a “1 12" map betweerX), (@) andX;;; (v, v2). This follows from
strict disintegratedness & (o) andw-categoricity ofX; (v1, v2) (more precisely Re-
mark 3.4 gives that for any € Xy, (v1, v2) the cardinality ofX; (v1, v2) N C(t) (y)e"g is
at most 2).

We then quantify ovew, that is use that/ £ Jdao(a, Vi, Vo, ). Asv; andv, are
mutually generic, we can first choogee (vo— 1)+ 2Z (and haveld = dao(a, U1, Vo, 1))
and thens; € Z so thatld = Jao(a, 1, ¥, t) wherevi = ¥, — 1 + 2mfor somem € Z.
Choosing anyr"e C witnessing this, we have that there is a “148” map between
Xy (@) and X, (U1, ¥,). By Fact3.1, Y}, (@) contain at most 1 algebraic solution whereas
by Fact3.3(3), X1 (V1, %2) has exactly 4 algebraic solutions. So we get a contradictio

Similarly one has the following
Proposition 5.5.

(i) The generic ¥ (v1, V») is orthogonal to the genericX(a, ).
(i) The generic X/ (a,B) is orthogonal to the generic\Xaz, 81, y1)-

Proor. For (i) the exact same proof as Proposittod where one just needs to quantify
overa andg, works.

For (ii) Arguing by contradiction, we haveé{ £ o(a,B, 1,81, y1,1) witnessing that
there is a bijection betweeXy (a, 8) and Xy (a1,81,v1). Again by quantifying over
a andp and movingai, 81 andy; into an appropriate set whebg, has 2 algebraic
solutions (as given to us by Remadk/(ii)), we are done a¥y(«, ) can only have at
most 1 algebraic solution.

Finally we look at orthogonality to the sixth Painlevé etijoa.

Proposition 5.6. The generic X (@) is orthogonal to the generic | Xa), X (V1, V2),
Xiv (@, B) and X/ (a, B, 7).

Proor. One just uses the same trick as the proof of Proposiidn\We want to prove
that the generiiy (@) is orthogonal toX(v), whereX(v) is any of the above generic
sets.

Arguing by contradiction we getf £ o(V, ag, a1, a3, a4, 1) witnessing that there
is a finite-to-finite map betweeXy, (@) and X(V). Quantifying overv, we can move
ap, a1, a3 anday one by one into the set of half integers. On one side by Babive
then have infinitely many algebraic solutions whereas omther sideX(v) (for anyv)
can only have finitely many (Fast2, 3.3 3.5and3.6). A contradiction.
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Finally one should note that the above arguments does nd¢ wben trying to
show that generi¥| (o) are orthogonal to generky (a1, 81) and similarly that generic
X (v1, o) are orthogonal to generi¥y(«,3,y). This is in part because the overall
structure of each of the pairs of equations are very similar.
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