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ON EQUISINGULAR DEFORMATIONS OF PLANE
CURVE SINGULARITIES

BY
A. NOBILE

Introduction

In [6], a theory of equisingular deformations of irreducible algebroid plane
curves (over an algebraically closed field, k, of characteristic 0) based on par-
ametrizations and characteristic numbers was introduced. It was proved there
also that this is equivalent to other similar theories previously known, and
several applications of those methods were given. In the present paper the case
of reducible curves is studied. As is common in this type of problem, the
transition from the irreducible to the reducible case is not always straightfor-
ward, and often completely different proofs must be given. The contents of this
paper are the following.

In Section 1, we define the intersection number of two equisingular deforma-
tions of plane branches; with this concept we may define equisingular deforma-
tions of a reducible curve. We study basic properties of this concept, and we
compare it with Zariski’s and Wahl’s definition of equisingularity (cf. [10] and
[12]).

In Section 2 we show that an equisingular deformation is determined by a
“sufficiently high truncation” (depending on the equivalence class of the curve
only); see (2.1) for details. In [6], a similar theorem (for deformations of an
irreducible curve) was proved. The proof given here is completely different,
since apparently the proof of [6] cannot be adapted to the general case.

In Section 3, we present the main result of this paper: given a plane algebroid
curve C, there is an equisingular algebraic family of curves § = (n, X, V, €) (see
(3.1) for the definitions), with ¥ smooth, such that for any curve D, equivalent
to C, there is a closed point y € ¥ such that D is isomorphic to Spec (Oy,q()-
Moreover, the induced family 7,: Spec (O .y)) - Spec (Oy,,) is “versal,” in the
sense that any equisingular deformation of Spec (0Oy, ) is isomorphic to some
pull-back of 7. In the construction of this family we use the results of Sections
1 and 2.

In [16], Zariski presents some interesting results about the problem of
moduli for plane algebroid branches (using the techniques that inspired [6] and
the present paper). We believe that the main result of Section 3 is a first step to
study that problem in the reducible case.
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ON EQUISINGULAR DEFORMATIONS 477

Related to Section 3, there is an interesting question that we are not able to
answer in general: is the parameter space V irreducible (or is there a similar
construction with an irreducible parameter space)?

At the end of Section 3, we indicate how the theory can be developed in the
complex analytic case.

We thank the referee for several suggestions to improve an earlier version of
this manuscript.

0. Notations and terminology

In this paper we shall follow the notations and terminology of [6]. We briefly
review some of them. For more details, see [6, Section 0]. The letter k will
denote an algebraically closed field of characteristic zero. The category of
complete local k-algebras with residue field k (resp. finite dimensional k-
algebras) is denoted by o, (respectively o). If A € «,, r(4) denotes the maxi-
mal ideal of /. The order of a power series ¢ is denoted by O(¢) If
¢ € A[x,, ..., x,], res (¢) denotes the power series in k[x,, ..., x,] obtained
from ¢ by reducing the coefficients mod r(A4).

An algebroid plane curve (over k) is a scheme Spec k[x, yJ/(fo), where
fo € k[x, y] has no multiple factors. Sometimes the ring k[x, yJ/(f,) or even f,
itself is called an algebroid plane curve (actually, to simplify the notations, we
follow this convention most of the time). When f; is irreducible, we call it a
branch.

When we talk about equivalent curves, it will be in Zariski’s sense (cf. [12] or
[13]). This notion of equivalence is an equivalence relation in the set of all
algebroid plane curves. An equivalence class of this relation will be called an
equisingular type (or just a type); if a curve f;, belongs to the equisingular type a
we say that f;, has type a. Thus, to say that curves f,, g, are equivalent is the
same as saying that they have the same equisingular type.

1. Equisingular deformations of plane algebroid curves

(1.1) In this section, we study a theory of equisingular deformations of
plane algebroid curves, based on parametrizations and intersection numbers.

We recall that in [6] a theory of equisingular deformations of a branch, based
on parametrizations, was introduced. Throughout this section, we shall use the
results of that paper.

(1.2) Let f® ek[x,y], i=1,..., r, be distinct branches, 4 € &/, and
fPe A[x, yl, i=1,..., r, an equisingular deformation of f{ over A (in the
sense of [6]). Assume that /¥ has a parametrization (™, ¢ (t)), ¢; € A[t]. In this
case, we define the intersection number (f@ - f¥) of the deformations /¥ and

f9 (i +j)by
(1.2.1) (f® - f9) = min (O(SO(E™, ¢;), O(f O™, $:)).
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(1.3) We list some basic results which are easily verified:

(@) Iff9 i=1,...,rhas a parametrization («;, B;), & = ap,t™ + ***, Gy, a
unit in A, then it also has a parametrization (t™, ¢(t)) (cf. [6, Proposition 1.5]).

(b) Itis easy to see that if we replace (™, ¢,(t)) by another parametrization
(&, @i(t)) of O, for i =1, ..., r, then m; = m; and the number (f@ - f¥) does
not change (cf. [6, Proposition 1.11]).

(c) The numbers (f© - ) are invariant under “changes of coordinates”
x=x,y=Ax"+py, A, pin A, u a unit.

(d) If f© has a parametrization (Y (t), t"),i =1, ..., r, in a similar way we
may define intersection numbers. If f, i = 1, ..., r admits both parametriza-
tions as in (1.2) and as above, then the intersection numbers obtained by using
either of them are the same (since 7= bt + -, b a unit of A).

(1.4) Remark. With the notation of (1.2), it could happen that
O(f O™, ¢y} # O(f (™, b1).

For instance, let A4 = k[¢] where ¢2 = 0. Let /¥ = y? — x be parametrized by
(¢%, £*) and let f® = y — ex be parametrized by (t, et). They are equisingular
deformations of f{" = y? — x3 and f{P = y, respectively. We have

o(f Vi, et) =3,  O(f 22 ) =2.

(1.5) In the rest of this section, when we deal with a series f, € k[x, y] we
shall assume (unless it be otherwise specified) that O(fy(x, ¥)) = O(fo(0, y)).
Geometrically, this means that the y-axis is not tangent to the curve f, = 0.
This is not a real restriction, since by a linear change of the variables we can
reach this situation.

(1.6) DEerINITION. Let fy(x, y) be a reduced plane curve over k (cf. (1.5)),
f(x, y) € A[x, y], A € &, a deformation of fy. Let fo = [ [i=, /¥ be the product
of f, into its prime factors in k[x, y]. We say that f'is an equisingular deforma-
tion of f, if we can write f=[];= f?, in such a way that

(@) f9 is an equisingular deformation of the branch f{,i =1, ..., r (in the
sense of [6, Definition 2.3]) and
®) (9 )= fO)foralli +j.

Note that by (1.5) and (1.3), (b) makes sense, and that for r =1, this
definition reduces to Definition 2.3 of [6].

(1.7) Remark. (a) Assume that (using the notation of (1.6)) fis an equis-
ingular deformation of fy, let (™, ¢;(t)) be a parametrization of f®@,i =1, ..., r.
Then

O(f(i)(tm"’ ¢j)) = O(f(j)(tm‘9 ¢i))
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In fact, say (f© - f9)=0(fO(t™, ¢;)). Let fO(t™, ¢;) = at™ + ---. By (b) of
Definition (1.6), @ must be a unit. Now, as is well known,

O(f 8™, res (¢;) = O(fQ (™, res (¢)))) = N

(cf. [11]). Let fO(e™, ¢;) = bt™ + ---, b +# 0. Its image in k[t ]is f P (™, res (¢;)),
hence either M = N and b is a unit, or M < N. But Definition (1.2.1) rules out
the second possibility. Note that in (1.4), /) - ) is not an equisingular defor-
mation of y* — x3y.

(b) In checking that a deformation is equisingular, we may change the
variables by x = x', y = Ax" + puy’, 4, p € A, p a unit of 4 (cf. (1.3) c).

(1.8) Ifp: A— A'is ahomomorphism in <7, and f € A[[x, y]] is an equising-
ular deformation of f, over A, then there is naturally induced equisingular

deformation p*(f') of f, over A’ (obtained by replacing each coefficient of 4 by
its image in A').

The following lemma will be essential in inductive arguments. Essentially, it
says that there is a bijection between the tangential components of f,, and those
of its equisingular deformation f.

(1.9) LemMA. Letf, g, fg be equisingular deformations over A € S, of curves

Jo> 90s fo 9o, where fo, go are irreducible and have the same tangent line y = 0.
Then

f=@—axf+-,  g=(@—axf+-
(i-e., the initial forms of f and g are powers of the same binomial y — ax, o € r(A).

Proof. We may assume that A is artinian. In fact, if the lemma is proved in
this case, given 4 € </, and assuming

f=—ax)+ - g=@p—ax)'+, astd,

then for some i large enough, the images &, & of o, o in 4 = A/ M* (M = 1r(A))
will be different. Then, by considering the deformations f, g, induced by fand g
over A, we shall get a contradiction. So, we assume A artinian, and we prove
the lemma by induction on g = dim, #, # = r(A).

The lemma is trivial for ¢ = 0. Assume it true for g. Given (4, .#), with
dim 4 =g + 1, consider a small extension A — A’ of kernel I = (¢); let u,,
Uy, ..., Uy, & be a basis of the k-vector space .#. We may assume, after a change
of coordinates and by using induction, that

(19.1) f=y"+-,  g=@—Ilxy+--,

where A € k. We must show that A = 0. Assume by contradiction that A # 0.
Consider equisingular parametrizations

(192) (x=ry=90) (x=1"y=y()
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of fand g, respectively. In view of (1.9.1), we have
(1.9.3) d(t) = ¢'(t) + 1 (t)e,
(1.9.4) Y(r)=y'(r) + ¥y (t)e,

where the coefficients of ¢’ (respectively ') are k-linear combinations of u, ..
u,, and

(1.9.5) 1(t)= (0t + ) e k[t], d>n,
(1.9.6) Yi(t)= (7" + ) e k[z]

With the relations g(x, y) = [[7=; y — ¥(w’x*"™), with @ a primitive mth root
of 1, and ¢.# = 0, a simple computation gives

*

(19.7)  glx, $(x'") = g(x, ¢'(x*")) + 8¢1(X”")%’7° (x, $o(x*")

+ eg1(x, do(x'™)),

with g = g'(x, y) + ¢g4(x, y), where g, € k[x, y] and the coefficients of g’ are
linear combinations of u,, ..., u,. Now recall that

(fo - go) = (/- g) = O(g(", $(t)) = O(f (=", ¥(2));
note that O(g(t", ¢'(t)) = O(g(¢", ¢(t)), where g, ¢ are induced by g, @, respec-
tively, by reducing the coefficients mod I. Thus, by induction, (f, - go) =
O(g(t", ¢'(t)). We shall check that either

(198) 0 do(e))) < min|(fo - go). O (mm%’ . ¢o))}

(here ¢y = res (¢)) or, after “interchanging the roles of fand g” (the meaning of
this is made precise below) and using notations similar to those used in (1.9.7),

(199)  O(fi(x™ ¥o(t))) < min {(fo, go), O (n/n(t)%ff (c 'l/o(t)))}-

Thus, in either case, (f-g)<(fo"4go) contradicting the definition of
equisingularity.
By “interchanging the roles of f and g” we mean the following.

(@) Set x’' = x, y' =y — Aex, so that now
Sy +Aex) =[x, y)= (' + dex) + o0, g=ym 4

(b) Consider the parametrizations induced by ¢ and y, and proceed as
before (i.e., as between (1.9.1) and (1.9.8)), with f replaced by ¢, g by f".
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To verify (1.9.8) (or (1.9.9)), we shall study the series g,(x, y) more carefully.
We have

(19.10) g1(x, y) = 21 ¥y (wixtm) ];[ v — Yolwxtm)),
aﬂ - < 1i/m

(19.11) o=y g Volaix ))

Let

(19.12) bo(t) = ;2' at’, a, #0;  Yolr) = Zz bs®, b # 0.

There are two possibilities: mp # In and mp = In. Assume mp < nl. Then
do(t) — Yo(@t)=a,t? + -+, j=1,...,m
Since Y y(w'x!™) = Ax + - we get O(g4(t", do(t)) = n + (m — 1)p. On the other
hand, it is easily checked that
0
0(¢:%2 . o)) = n— p +4

(cf. (1.9.5)) and (fy go) = mp. But p > n, d > n, then (1.9.8) holds in this case.
If mp > nl, we interchange the roles of f and g (cf. the explanation given after
(1.9.8)) and (1.9.9) is verified with a similar argument.
Now we assume mp = nl. We write P; = ¢o(x'™) — yo(w’x'™),j=1,.
We may assume:

(1.9.13) If some P; is not of the form (a, — b,@*)x"" + -+, a, # 0, then
there is a Pj = a, x"™ + -+, @), # 0 (cf. (1.9.12)).

In fact, if this does not happen, there is a j such that
Pj= —b,w*x*™ +---, b;#0.

Interchanging the roles of fand g (and using the parametrization y o(c't) rather
than y,) we have, in the new situation, the analogous condition satisfied. So,
assume that (1.9.13) holds and write

Pj(t) = ¢o(t) — ¥o(w't"™).
There are several cases to be considered. Let
O(Pj,) = min {O(P))j =1, ..., m}.
Case 1. P; = b,a/**x"™ 4+ --- b, # 0. Then,
P;=b,w™x"™ +--- for all j.
This contradicts assumption (1.9.13), so that this case is ruled out.
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Case 2. Pj,=a,x"™+ - Then, P 1= ap Xt 4 and all the terms of the
sum (1.9.10) are of the form Aap~ixtm=Dhin*1 4 ... An easy computation
(using O(¢,) > n) shows that (1.9.8) holds.

Case 3. Pj,= (a, — byo*)x"" + -+, a,b, # 0, moreover, a, # b,w”* for
j=1,..., m. An elementary argument with symmetric functions and roots of
unity shows

(19.14) 5 T /b, - ) = mlanfoy .
iS1 %)

With (1.9.14) it is easily seen that O(P(t)) = h for all j, that g,(t", ¢o(t)) =
ma(ay, /by"~ t¢tm~Vh*n 4 ... "and that, using these, (1.9.8) holds.

Case 4. Pj, as in Case 3, but now there is some j € {1, ..., m} such that
a, = b,w”*. Let dy = (m, h), and w, = ©®. Then there are d, values of j, say
Jis--+s Jag satisfying a, =b,w”. For the remaining indices j we have
O(Pj(t)) = h. We may assume O(P;) < O(P;), i=1, ..., do. Now, by (1.9.13)
(cf. the argument of Case 1) there are only two poss1b1hties.

Case 4.0. le = a,x’/" +, q % 0. Then, PJ= a,x”" + "',j=jl, ""jdo’
and a simple computation gives

0(g4(t", do(t)) = h(m — do) + U(do — 1) + n,
0(go(t", do(t)) = h(m — do) + I,

(«m(r) oy, ¢o)) — h(m — do) + Ido — 1) + O(6)
by (1.9.11). Thus, (1.9.8) follows.

Case 4.1. P; =(a,— b, ") +--- a;b,, # 0.Thereare two subcases:
either a, — b,, @ i #0, ] ]1, .++»Jag» OF not. In the first case, we obtain (1.9.8)
as in Case 3 (note that ('*) is a primitive dy-root of 1), concluding the proof. In
the second case, let d, = (d,, h,); note that d, < d,. We proceed as in Case 4.
Let j=gq,, ..., g4, be the indices j € {j,, ..., j4} satisfying a; — b,, ©"¥ = 0; for
the remaining indices O(P(t)) = h,, etc. Since d; < d,, it is clear that, repeating
the process a finite number of times, we shall get, eventually, relation (1.9.8) in
any case. Lemma (1.9) is proved.

Note that if we assume that A4 is an integral domain, there is a much simpler
proof (by regarding f as a curve defined over an algebraic closure of A4).

(1.10) Next we want to see that equisingular deformations can be “lifted.”
First we need some previous results.
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We extend Definition (1.2) in the following obvious way: if (using the nota-
tions found there) f® and £ are “disjoint,” i.e., they belong to different power
series rings, we set (f© - f@) = 0. Similarly, Definition (1.6) can be extended to
curves with several “connected components.”

Recall that it is possible to define the quadratic transform of an algebroid
curve. We shall follow the conventions and notations of [6, Remark (3.5)].

(1.11) LemMA. Let fy, go be plane branches, of multiplicities m and n, respec-
tively. Assume the y-axis is not tangent to either branch. Let f, g, and fg be
equisingular deformations (over A € &) of fo, 9o, and fo g, respectively. Then

(1.11.1) (f-g)=mn+(f""g)

and f'g’ is an equisingular deformation of fg.

Proof. Let (", ¢(t)) and (¢", B(t)) be parametrizations of f and g, respec-
tively, where ¢(t) = a,,t™ + -, B(t) = b,t" + ---. Then the proper transforms
of f and g are f'(x, y') and g'(x, y"), respectively, where f’ (respectively g') is
obtained from x~"f(x, xy) (respectively x~"g(x, xy)) by writing y' =y — a,,
(respectively y” =y — b,,).

If f, and g, have different tangents, then their proper transforms have differ-
ent origins, a fortiori f” and ¢’ have different origins and (1.11.1) is an obvious
consequence of the classical result that says that, in this case, (f, * go) = mn (cf.
[11))

Assume f, and g, have the same tangent. Lemma (1.9) says that b, = a,, = a.
Then, f and g have the same origin (0, a), and (by [6, 3.6]) f', g’ have strict
parametrizations (t", t "@(t) — a), (¢", t~"a(t) — a), respectively. We obtain
(writing o'(t) = t"™o(t) — a and using x"f"(x, y — a) = f(x, xy))

@, d (@) = e7f (", ()

Similarly, g'(t", t "¢(t) — a) =t "g(t", ¢(t)). This shows formula (1.11.1).
The rest of (1.11) is a consequence of the definitions and (1.11.1).

Now we shall prove that it is possible to “lift” deformations.

(1.12) PROPOSITION. Let n: Ay — A be a surjective homomorphism of rings
in d, fo=1li=1/Y a plane curve (with f§ irreducible, i=1,..., r),
f=1L=1/® an equisingular deformation of f, to A, where f; is parametrized by
(", 3.2, aPt’). Then we have the following.

(@) There is an equisingular deformation f, of f, over Ay, f1=[]i=1f9,
inducing f over A, and such that f9, i=1,..., r is parametrized by
(", Y52, V), where n(bY’) = a’, for all .

(b) Moreover, there are integers s, ..., s,, depending on the equisingular type
of fo only, such that if g € A[[x, y] is a deformation of another curve g, equivalent
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to fo, and f = g mod (x, y)", then g can be lifted to deformation g, of g, over A,
such that (i) g, = [[i=1 g%, where g{ is an equisingular deformation of the ith
component of go and (ii) g9 admits a parametrization (¢", y), where
YO = Y= b9 mod (%)

Proof. We shall prove (a) by induction on o( f;), the minimum numbers of
quadratic transforms needed to desingularize f;,. By (1.7) (b), we may assume:

(1.12.1) Neither axis is tangent to f, (then it follows that a,, is a unit,
i=1,..,r)

Write f@ = u®h®, with h® = y" + 3", AP(x)y""/ and u® a unit of
A[x, y] Then (cf. [6, Remark 1.10])

B = 1 0= $)

where w; is a primitive n-root of unity. Consider the quadratic transforms f'¢"
of f and f9" of f®, i =1, ..., r. By formula (1.11.1) and the results of [6], it
follows that the (not necessarily connected) curve f* = [ 7=, /" is an equising-
ular deformation of fo = [[i=; f§". Moreover, f®" has a parametrization

¢V =Y atf " —a,.
J=ni
By Lemma 3.6 of [6], the initial coefficient of ¢ is a unit (so if O(¢;) < n; we
can pass to a parametrization of the type required in the definitions with no
problems). By induction, we can lift f' to f*, over 4,, /'y = [[i=, /", and we
may assume that /{7 admits a parametrization (", ¢ =) b;¢’), with ¢
inducing ¢¥, i =1, ..., r. Let b, € 4, be such that n(b,) = a,, (and b, =0 if
a,, =0), a9(t) = "¢ + b,,,. Let
Y =TI (v - P(wix'™)) € 44l y]

=1
and let u{ be a lifting of u®, i = 1,...,r. Then, f; = [i=; (uPhY) lifts fto A,.
We claim that f; is an equisingular deformation. In fact, by Lemma 2.5 of [6],
f9 is an equisingular deformation of f§, i =1, ..., r; on the other hand, by
applying Lemma (1.11) we check (b) of Definition (1.6). (Note that f'{? is the
quadratic transform of f'{). The assertion on the parametrizations is clear from
the constructions.

Now we prove (b). Again, we assume (1.12.1) holds. Write f and g as sums of
homogeneous polynomials, f=f,+ -, g=g4+ . If f=gmod (x, y)",
m > n,thend = n, and f, = g,. It follows that g = [ [}=; ¢°,9: = (v — an,X)" +
-+, where g is a deformation of the ith branch g¥ of g,. Hence, the connected
components of the quadratic transform g’ of g have the same centers as those of
f. There is an induced congruence f’ = g’ mod (x, y)"~". By induction on o(f,)
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there are numbers s}, ..., s, such that the statement analogous to (1.12) (b)
holds. It is easy to check, using arguments as in (a), that by taking s; = s} +
n — n;, we get numbers with the property stated in (1.12) (b) (cf. [6, Lemma 3.9]
for more details).

(1.13) Next, we want to see that Definition (1.6) agrees with the definitions
of equisingularity given by Wahl and Zariski (cf. [10], [12], or [6, Remark 2.7]).
It is known that Wahl’s and Zariski’s definitions are equivalent for deforma-
tions over a regular local ring (the only case when Zariski’s notion is defined).
As in the proof of Theorem 2.8 of [6], by using Proposition (1.11), it is enough
to prove that Zariski’s definition and Definition (1.6) coincide for deformations
over a regular local ring 4 € <7, ie, A =k[ty, ..., t;]

Definition (1.6) implies Zariski’s definition. In fact, given the deformation
f(x, y, t) of a plane curve fy(x, y) over A = k[t], t = (¢4, ..., tg), it is Zariski-
equisingular if the “general” curve f e K[x, y] (with K an algebraic closure of
k((z))) and f, € K[x, y]are equivalent (cf. [12]). But Lemma 7.1 of [13] says that
fand f, are equivalent if and only if there is a pairing of their branches such that
corresponding branches are equivalent and intersection multiplicities are
preserved. It is obvious that (1.6) implies this version of Zariski equisingularity.
To see the other implication, we use this result of Zariski: with notations as
above, if f is a Zariski-equisingular deformation of fo, and fo = []i=, /¥,
f® e k[x, y] and irreducible for all i, then f=T[[i=,f®, f@ek[t, x, y]
FO0, x, y)=fh, f? is equivalent to f{ (as curves over K) and (f@ - f?)=
(f9 - f®) (as curves over K). This is proved in [12, Section 6]. In view of
Theorem 2.8 of [6], this easily implies Definition (1.6).

2. A theorem on truncations

In this section we want to prove the following result:

(2.1) THEOREM. Fix an equisingular type a. Then, there are nonnegative
integers t, r (depending on a only) such that if f, (respectively g,) is an algebroid
plane curve of type a, f, g are deformations of f, and g, over A € o, respectively,
with f equisingular, and the congruence f= g mod (x, y)* holds, with v > t, then
there is an automorphism ¢ of A[x, y] such that ¢(f)= g, and such that the
automorphism induced by ¢ in A[x, yl/(x, y)'~" is the identity. If, moreover,
fo = go, we may choose ¢ in such a way that the induced automorphism of k[x, y]
is the identity.

(2.2) This is a theorem of the type discussed in [4] and [5]. Actually, when
A e o, is regular, Theorem (2.1) is essentially well known. In (2.3) to (2.6) we
review some known results in this direction, which we shall use.

(2.3) Let D = k[xo, ..., x,] By a hypersurface in (n + 1)-space we mean a
power series f, € D without multiple factors. We say that f, has an isolated
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singularity at the origin if the radical of (f, df, /02, ..., 0f0/0z,)is M = (x,, ...,
x,). If fo has an isolated singularity, it is known that the ideal J , = (df, /0zo, .. -,
df,/0z,) has M as its radical, and hence D/J, is a finite dimensional k-vector
space (cf. [9, 2.2]). The integer u = dim, (D/J,) is called the Milnor number
of fo.

A deformation of f, over A € &, (cf. (1.1)) is a series

fe A[xg, ..., X,]

which reduces to f, over k. We shall consider deformations such that (0, ...,
0) = 0 (i.e., which “admit the trivial section”) only. If 4 is an integral domain,
and F is an algebraic closure of its field of fractions, the hypersurface defined by

fe Flxg, ..., %,]

is called the general member of the deformation. Given a hypersurface f, with
an isolated singularity, we say that a deformation f of f, over an integral
domain A has constant Milnor number (or that it is a u-constant deformation)
if f, and the general member have the same Milnor number.

(2.3) The following results are known. In this paragraph, 4 denotes a regu-
lar ring in &, B = A[X,, ..., X, ], fo @ hypersurface with an isolated singularity
and Milnor number p, f a deformation of f, over A (where (0, ..., 0) =0)

J = (9f/0xo, ..., Of/0x,)B, I = (xo,..., X,)B.
We have:

(@) (of/0xo, ..., Of/0x,) is a regular sequence in B, and B/J is a finite free
A-module.

(b) There is an integer ¢t such that I' = J if and only if f is a y-constant
deformation.

For the proofs, see for instance [9, Section (2.3)] (there, Teissier works with
convergent complex series, but the arguments are algebraic and they apply,
with minor changes, to the formal case).

(24) Remark. The statement (2.3) (b) admits the following refinement: the
number ¢t which occurs there can be taken to be t = u = constant Milnor
number. In fact, first of all if h is a hypersurface defined over a field K, with an
isolated singularity, it is clear that since the K-algebra K[x,, ..., x,]/J has
dimension u (as a K-vector space), then

(2.4.1) (or - X < J.

To prove Remark (2.4), we must show (notations as in (2.3)) that if R = B/J,
then

(24.2) I"R=0.
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But R is a finite free module over the integral domain A, hence I“R < R is
torsion-free, so (2.4.2) is equivalent to having I*R be torsion. To see that I*R is
torsion, consider the exact sequence of (finite) A-modules

0->I*R—-R % R/I"R-0.

After tensoring (over A) with F (an algebraic closure of 4), we get an exact
sequence

0-I"R®F—->RQ®F % (R/I"'R)®F —0.
But o’ can be identified to the natural map

F[xJJ - (FIxYJYIMF[xTJ)
which, by (2.4.1), is an isomorphism. So, I"R ® , F = 0 and I*R is torsion.

Next we shall present an important lemma, due to Samuel (cf. [8, Lemma 2]).
In [8], Samuel assumes that A is a field, but his arguments in Lemma 2 apply to
arbitrary commutative rings. We include a sketch of the proof, because from it
we shall draw some consequences.

(25) LemmA. Let A be a ring, B= A[Xo, ..., X, f, g elements of B,
I= (%o, ..., X,), J = (8f/0xq, ..., Of/0x,), and assume that f — g € 1J>. Then,
there is an automorphism ¢ of B, such that ¢(f) = g.

Sketch of the proof. The automorphism ¢ will be given by ¢(x;) = x; + h;,
where (let f; = df/ox;)

(2.5.1) hi = Z uijf;', i= 0, A (X

i=0

The series u;; € B are obtained as follows. Write, in some way,

(25.2) g=f+ i a;; f; fj» a;€B.

i,j=1
Consider formal variables Uj;, i, j=0, ..., n. Write, in some specific way,
fl =f(x° + Zj Uojf;‘, ey Xy +Z Unjf,)as
(2.5.3) [ =f+Y Ujfifi + 2 £ f{=Gi(U))
where G;; € B[U,,, ..., Uy,1 i,j =0, ..., n,and O(G;;) > 2. Then, the elements
u;; € B that we are looking for are solutions of the equations
(2.5.4) U” = Qij + G,j(U), i,j= 0, R (N

(This system can be solved inductively by writing u{Y = a;;, a}*V =a;; +
G;;(4®@).) Then u;; = lim,_,,, u{®. In fact, it is possible to show that such a limit
exists, and that the homomorphism ¢ defined using this u’s satisfies the require-
ments. For details see [8].
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(2.6) CoROLLARY. The notations are as in (2.3), but here A denotes an
arbitrary ring in &f,. Assume that, for some integer s, I* < J. Then, there is a pair
of numbers (t, r) such that given any g € B, satisfying f = g mod I',v > t, there is
an automorphism ¢ of B such that (i) ¢(f)=g and (ii) the automorphism of
B/I"~" induced by ¢ is the identity. Moreover, if fo = g, we may choose ¢ so that
(iii) ¢ induces the identity automorphism of k[xy, ..., X,]

This is an easy consequence of Lemma (2.9) (and its proof). Note that we
may take t =2s + 1, r = 2s.

(2.7) According to (2.3) (b) and (2.4), if fis a deformation of the hypersur-
face f, with constant Milnor number g, then f satisfies the hypothesis of (2.6),
consequently the conclusion of (2.6) holds (with ¢t =2u+ 1, r=2pu). For
another proof, see [3].

(2.8) It is well known that plane algebroid curves which are equivalent (in
Zariski’s sense) have the same Milnor number (e.g., see [13, p. 531] and [7,
Lemma 4]). Hence, an equisingular deformation of a curve f,, over a regular
ring A € </, has constant Milnor number.

(2.9) Proof of Theorem (2.1). Let u be Milnor number corresponding to
the equisingular type o, 4 € <, f, a curve, and fa deformation of f, over 4. Let
A’ be a regular local ring in &/, such that A = A’/L, L an ideal of A4/,
B = A[x, y], B = A'[x, y] By Proposition (1.12), we may find a deformation
f" of fo over A’ (such that f7(0, 0) = 0), inducing f. By (2.4) and (2.8),

(x, y)'B' = (f% f3)B-
Clearly, this inclusion induces an inclusion

(X, Y)uB < (f;c,f;,)B
But then, according to (2.7), given any g such that

f=gmod (x,y), v=2u+1,

there is an automorphism ¢ as claimed in (2.1) (with r = 2u). As remarked in
(2.8), u depends on « only, and the theorem is proved.

(2.10) Remark. From the proof of Theorem (2.1) it follows that, in (2.1),
we may take (t, r) = (2u + 1, 2p), where u is the Milnor number of any curve of
type a.

(2.11) Remark. It is possible to prove Theorem (2.1) in a completely dif-
ferent way, by using the technique of H. Hironaka in his proof of Theorem B,
on page 155 of [4]. In fact, it is not very difficult to adapt these methods to
prove (2.1) in the case when 4 is a regular ring; then we use Proposition (1.12)
(b) to reduce the general case to that one. The details are rather technical, and
we omit them.



ON EQUISINGULAR DEFORMATIONS 489

3. Equisingular families of curves

(3-1) (@) Let & denote the category of algebraic schemes over k (alge-
braically closed, of characteristic zero). Following [4], an algebraic family of
plane curve singularities is, by definition, a system (%, X, Y, ¢) wheren: X > Y
is a flat morphism of schemes, &: Y — X is a section of , and for any geometric
point y of Y the fiber X, is a reduced plane curve (hence &(y) is an isolated
singular point of X,)). This family is said to be equisingular if for every closed
point y € Y the induced algebroid family

Spec (@x,s(y)) — Spec (@Y,y)
is isomorphic to a family

Spec (A[x, y1/f)—2,Spec (4),
where 4 = 0y, and fis an equisingular deformation of f, = res (f) (cf. (1.6)), in
such a way that ¢ corresponds to the trivial section of p.

From now on, in our text, “equisingular family” will mean “equisingular
family of plane curve singularities.”

The pull-back of a family under a morphism Y’ — Y is defined in an obvious
way.

(b) An equisingular family has type « (cf. Section 0) if for each closed point
y € Y, the plane algebroid curve Spec (0y, ) has type a.

(¢) An equisingular family (=, X, Y, a) of type a is said to be total if for any
algebroid plane curve f, of type « there is at least one closed point y € Y such
that k[x, yJ/(fo) is isomorphic to Oy, ..

(d) An equisingular deformation fe A[x, y] (4 € &, of radical M) of a
curve f, is equisingular versal if, given any other equisingular deformation g of
fo» g € B[x, y] (B € &, of radical N), then there is a homomorphism p: 4 — B
such that g is isomorphic to p*(f) (cf. (1.8)), by an isomorphism reducing to the
identity modulo 4. If, in addition, for any such g the induced homomorphism
M/M? - N/N? is unique, then f is said to be semiuniversal.

(3.2) Before we present the main result of this section, we review some
well-known facts that will be used in its proof.
Let f, be a plane algebroid curve, of equisingular type «, having r branches
M, ..., fO. Let B; be the local ring of f§, B; its normalization. Let
o, = dlmk B;/B;, d; = dim, B/%, where € is the conductor of B; in B, It is
known [16, p. 10] that 2§; = d;, and that these numbers depend on the type of
f® only. If u is the Milnor number of f;, then

(3:2.1) U= 2(2 5)+2;(f$,’ fB)-r+1

(cf. [7]). Let n; be the multiplicity of /. In the course of the proof of the main
theorem, we shall use the integers M; = n;(2u + 1). From (3.2.1) we get

(322) Mi = max (nia di), i= 1, .
Our main result is the following theorem.
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(3.3) THEeOREM. Fix an equisingular type a. Then, there is a total equisingu-
lar family of type a, & = (n, X, V, ¢€), with V smooth, and satisfying the following
property: for each closed point y € V, the induced family =,: Spec (O o) —
Spec (0,,,) is an equisingular versal deformation of Spec (O, qy))-

(3.4) We begin the proof of (3.3). Any curve of a fixed type a will have the
same number r of branches and (after reordering the branches, if necessary) its
ith branch will have a certain fixed characteristic ¢; = (n;; iy, ..., Biy,); more-
over the intersection number of the ith and jth branch will be a fixed number
d(i, j)-

For reasons that will be clear in the course of this proof, we fix the number
7= 2u + 1, where p is the Milnor number of the type « (cf. (2.8)) and the r-tuple
of integers

(3.4.1) M= (Ml,...,M'.), Mi=n,-1,'.

Given two r-tuples of integers Land I, L> Lmeans L; > Li,;i= 1, ..., r. Fix
any L € Z', such that L > M.

Using notations as in (3.2) for any branch of characteristic ¢;, the number d;
will be the same, and L; > M; > max (n;,d;), i=1,..., r (cf. (3.22)). Let
eq=G.CD. (B, €;,-1) (With e =n;), I=1,..., g;, and T;= {j/B;; <j<d,,
JL# Busl=1,...,g9;,and if B;;<j <P+ thenj#£0 (mod ey)j=1,..., g}

et

(34.1) W(L)={j/n;<j<L,j¢ T}, L =card W(L).
(3.5) Consider polynomials, with formal coefficients,
(3.5.1) x=ry=Y O W=WL),i=1,.

leW;
(That is, if we specialize the variables A", with the condition A’ # Ofor j = 8,
I=1,...,g; then (3.4.2) is a parametrization of a branch of characteristic ¢;.)
Let w;,i= 1, ..., r, be a primitive n;th root of unity, and let

(:52) 1t = T v- £ #kny)
j=1 leW:

Clearly, this is a polynomial in x, y, say,

(3.53) fO=y+ Z (Z afdx! )y"‘ i

of degree < L; and order n;; moreover, the coefficients 4§ are polynomials in
{49}, j € W,. These latter polynomials define a morphlsm

(3.54) b AL o ALY,

where L; is the number of coefficients aff (clearly this depends on L;).
Next, note that there is a morphism

(3.5.5) A(L): AL! - AN
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(where L = Ly + -+ + L,) induced by multiplication of polynomials. In other

words write n, 1 (y’" + Y5 ax ) =y 4 Yy (byex?)y" P, where b, is a
polynomlal in {a}{}; these define A(L) Clearly, N = N(L,, ..., L,) depends on
L,...,L.Let

(3.5.6) Oy, = Ag, - (n ¢L,) I] A%~ Ave,

We shall need the following lemma.
(3.6) LemmA. Forany (L) = (Ly, ..., L,), the morphism @, is finite.

Proof. Since clearly ®,,, is of finite type, it suffices to show that it is integral.
We claim that the morphisms ¢,, and A are integral. This is an easy con-
sequence of the following classical result. Let B and D, B < D, be integral
domains, B the integral closure of B in D.

(@) Iff;=37L, a’z’ are monic polynomials in Bz], i = 1,2, Bis the inte-
gral closure of B in D and f, f, e B[z}, thenaP e B,j=1,...,m,i=12

(b) If h(z) € D[z] is integral over B]z], then all its coefﬁments arein B (cf. [2,
Chapter V, Exercises 8 and 9]).

Since the product and composition of integral morphisms are integral, the
lemma follows.

Note that in particular @, is a closed morphism, for all (L).

(3.7) We continue the proof of (3.3). We have, for any (L), an algebraic
family of curves with parameter space AM®), with coordinates {a{}} (cf. (3.5.5)),
defined by

(3.7.1) 16 y)=y + ,,21 (; bmx“) P =0,

There is a trivial section defined by x = y = 0. We shall define, for (L) > M, a
locally closed subscheme U(L) of A" =[T;=; AY, such that if V(L)=
d)(L)(U (L)) (scheme-theoretic image), then the family (3.7.1) (restricted to V(L))
is equisingular of type a.

First of all, to get the “right characteristic” for the different branches, con-
sider the condition (in A'Y)

(3.72) T4, #0, j=1,...,ni=1,..,r

To get the “right intersection numbers,” consider the series ), (cf. (3.5.3)) and
then the series

(3.7.3) 1o (t"f, Y M’),

pPeW;

for each pair i # j. The coefficient of t* in this series is a polynomial p{¥ in
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A= (A9). We want (cf. condition (1.2.1))
0.74) PRA) =0, u<d(ij)1<ij<ri#]
(3.7.5) PEM(R)£0, 1<i<j<r.

Note that by the choice (3.4.1) of L,, these conditions are not vacuous for any
pair (i, j).

Let Z(L) be the closed subscheme of A defined by the equations (3.7.4),
U(L) its open subscheme defined by (3.7.2) and (3.7.5). Since @, is finite, the
induced continuous map of supports | Z(L)| —» |®(Z(L))| is surjective. Let F
be the closed set of AW defined by ([ 4,)([1i%;p!?)=0, and V(L)=
®,(Z(L)) — @,(F)) (an open subscheme of @, )(Z(L)). It is easy to verify that
V(L) = ®,(U(L)) (scheme-theoretic image). The restriction of the family
(3.7.1) to V(L) will be denoted F(L).

Note the following.

(@) The morphism ®),: U(L) — V(L) induced by ®,,, is finite.
(b) The polynomials (3.7.2), (3.7.4) and (3.7.5) are the same for any r-tuple
L=M.

Both statements are easily verified.

So far, we have seen that for L > M the closed fibers of the family (L) have
singularities of type a at the origin. Next we shall show that, moreover, §(L)is
equisingular.

Note that there are certain interesting automorphisms of A® (for any (L)):
those induced by “changing the parameter” in one of the branches (3.4.2) and
those induced by interchanging two isomorphic branches (whenever this is
possible). In particular, we mean

(3.7.6) M= 2D, i1 je W(L),
A - 2P, je W(L), w an n;ith root of 1,
and, if L, = L; and W(L;) = W/(L;) (cf. (3.4.1)), we may also define
(3.7.7) M50, 144, j, pe W(L),
Wi p=1,...,n, and AP - AP, p e W(L).
These automorphisms clearly commute with @;,.

Moreover, it is easy to see, using the unique factorization property in k[x, y]
and the “essential uniqueness” of the parametrization of a branch (see for
instance [6, Proposition 1.5]), that if 4, A’ are two closed points of AV, then
®)(4) = @ (1) if and only if there is a finite sequence of automorphisms
64 - 6,=0 such that 6(A)= A" and g; (i = 1, ..., s) is either of type (3.7.6) or

(3.7.7). Note that o commutes with ®,. Using this fact and the finiteness of
®,,, a standard argument shows that, if ®)(40)= b, the induced
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homomorphism
(3.78) Oy po— Oy V=V(L),U=U(L),
is injective.

To show that (L) is equisingular, we must show that the deformation
fe Oy [x, y] (cf. (3.7.1)) is equisingular. By construction, the pull-back of
(3.7.1) to U(L) is equisingular. Thus, the series f € 0,, 20[%, y]is an equisingular

deformation of res (f) over Oy ,, To deduce the equisingularity of f as a
deformation over @y, bo> WE use the following:

(3.8) LemmA. Let A = B be rings in ., g € A[x, y] a deformation of a
curve g, € k[x, y] (satisfying (1.5)). Assume g € B[x, y] is an equisingular defor-
mation of g, over B. Then, g is equisingular as a deformation of g, over A.

Proof. Since g € B[x, y] is equisingular, we may assume that
g=y+ L a(y™ a)e 4lx]

and g is equimultiple (cf. [8, (1.6)]). Write g, as g5’ -+ g%, the product of its
tangential components. It is known (cf. [10, (1.10)]) that the equimultiplicity of
g implies that the ideal (9)A[x, y] can be uniquely written as a product of ideals
() - (¢'?), such that res (g”) = ¢§. If we choose g® = g&) + g%, + -+ (¢}
homogeneous of degree j) such that the coefficient of y"'is 1,i =1, . s, then
gf,"’ is uniquely determined, for i = 1, ..., s. The same is true over B. But over B,
g is equisingular. By (1.9), g = (y — oy x)", o; € B. Since g} € A[x, y), it fol-
lows that o; € A. Hence, the quadratic transform of g € A[x, y] will have s
connected components, of centers (0, o;), i = 1, ..., s. It is easily checked that if
gi(X@» Y@») = 0 is the equation of the component of center (0, «;), then the
assumptions of Lemma (3.8) still hold. Now, by using arguments as in (1.11)
and (1.12), the proof is easily completed by induction on a(g,).

(3.9) Remark. Denoting with a bar the image of an element of k[b] (re-
spectively k[4]) in @} ,, (respectively Oy ,,), we have

o V.bo = kl[{ pq}]l’ (90,10 = k[[{1§l)}]]-

The deformation f admits, over &y ,,, equisingular parametrizations with
coefficients {1{}. By (3.8), and the uniqueness of parametrizations (cf. [6, Pro-
position 1.11]), the elements 7 must be in Oy, ,,. This shows that (3.7.8) is also
surjective, i.e., an 1somorphlsm It follows that ®,: U(L)— V(L) (L large
enough) is an etale morphism.

(3.10) Continuing the proof of (3.3), now we check that for (L) >M
the family &(L), defined by (3.7.1) over V(L), is total. Take any curve of
type a; we may assume that it has an equation h = []i_, h;, where its ith
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irreducible component h; has characteristic ¢; (cf. (3.4)) and an equation

ni—1

hi=y"+ 3 aP(x)y"™, 0(a)=1.
i=1

Let h; be parametrized by x = t", y = ¢V = APt Let ¢} = Y ;< APt Let
¥ be defined by (3.5.2). Since L; > M; > n,(2u + 1), it follows that

h=ff mod (x,y), t=2u+1,

hence h =[] f{) = f, mod (x, y)****. By Remark (2.10), h and f, are isomor-
phic. Since clearly f; is a member of the family (L), this proves that F(L) is
total.

In the following, we use these notations. Fix a closed point y € V(L) and
write B= 0, let the coordinate b, (respectively 1) induce an element b,,
(respectively 4) of B (cf. Remark (3.9)). Let f'be the deformation (of its special
fiber f,) of equation

(3.10.1) =y +Y & bgx?)y"~? € B[x, yl,

i, the one induced by (3.7.1). Actually, we should write B(L), f,, etc., since
these depend on (L). We omitted (L) to simplify the notation.

(3-11) LemmA. Let L> M. Let p: A'> A, x: B— A (B = B(L)) be homo-
morphisms in o/ and <, respectively, where p is surjective. Let f = f 1, g = x*(f)
and let g’ be any equisingular lifting of g to A'. Then, there is a homomorphism
x': B— A’ such that y = py' and

A'lx, yY(g) ~ AT, yV(g1)
(isomorphism of A’-algebras), where g, = x'*(f).

Proof. Note that fis given by (3.10.1), and its ith component has an equisin-
gular parametrization x = ", y =Yy, APt, 7 € B (cf. (3.4.1)). Hence, the
ith component of g has parametrization

x=tn y= ¥ uf = 19).
jeW:
The equisingular deformation g'=[]i-, ¢'® will have parametrizations
x=1t"y=Y; uP Since ¢ is equisingular and g’ reduces to g in 4, it follows
that (after replacing t by wt, with @ an n;ith root of 1, if necessary) p(u'\’) = 4,
je W, i=1,...,r Consider parametrizations x = t",y = Y, ., ¢/, and the
deformation they define, i.e., that defined by

o= n( y- ¥ ui“’(w{x”"‘)‘))
i=1\j=1 leW;

where w; is a primitive nith root of 1. By the choice of (L), the following facts are
easily verified.
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(a) g, is equisingular (the only problem is in the intersection numbers—use
(3.7.4) and (3.7.5), and the fact that L; > M,).
(b) g, = ug’ mod (x, y)™®, where u is a suitable unit in A'[x, y].

Then, Theorem (2.1) implies A'[x, y]/(g9,) = A'[x, yJ/(¢'). On the other hand,
there is a homomorphism y': B— A’ such that y'(1}’) = u®, for all possible i, .
In fact, the relations (3.7.4) are satisfied by the elements u{” (by the equisingu-
larity of g,), hence such a well-defined y’ exists. Clearly the homomorphism ¥’
satisfies the required conditions, and the lemma is proved.

(3.12) Lemma (3.11) implies the smoothness of V(L) (for L > M). In fact, it
suffices to show that the k-algebra (AOV,y is smooth, for any closed point y € V(L).
Recall that this means that for any surjection A’ > A in &, (cf. (1.1)) the
canonical map Hom (0y,,, 4') - Hom (0, A) is surjective. But, by (1.12)
any equisingular deformation over A can be lifted to an equisingular deforma-
tion over A’ (notations as in (3.10) and (3.11)). So, we may apply (3.11) to get
the desired map. The proof of Theorem (3.3) is complete.

(3.15) Examples. In the following examples, we use the notations of the
proof of Theorem (3.3).

(a) If o is the type of an irreducible plane curve, then the set of equations
(3.7.4) is empty. Consequently, the only restrictions are the inequalities (3.7.2);
and U(L), L > I'V is an open set in A, hence U(L) and its image V(L) are
irreducible. For an expression of u = 26 — r + 1 in terms of the characteristic
pairs, see [16, Chapter II, Section 3].

(b) Let o be the type of a curve, such that all its irreducible components are
nonsingular. In this case, the equalities (3.7.3) become Q;(x) = (3., A¥x?) —
(3., A9x?), where the terms on the right hand side describe the ith and jth
component, respectively. Hence, the equalities (3.7.4) are linear equalities of the
form A9 — 1Y = 0. Hence, U(L) is an open subvariety of a linear variety;
consequently U(L) and V(L) are irreducible.

(c) Let a be the type of a curve C of multiplicity 3. These are the possibili-
ties: (i) C is irreducible, (i1) C has three linear branches, (iii) C has a linear and a
quadratic branch. The only case not discussed yet is (iii). In this case, we get
two relations (3.7.3), and the ideal of the polynomials (3.7.4) can be generated
by the linear forms

j'(22»)3 - /’Lsnl)a 2m < Vs
2'(22»)l+19 2m+ l <Ya

where we assume that the linear branch is parametrized by y = )’ A{¢',and y is
the intersection number (this is an elementary calculation—cf. example (d)).
Again, U(L) is an open subvariety of a linear variety, hence U(L) and V(L) are
irreducible.
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(d) Let o be the type of a curve, C, consisting of two branches, each isomor-
phic to y? — x* = 0, with intersection number 7. To simplify the notations, let
AV = 4, AP = v; (cf. (3.5.1)). Here, u = 17 and M = (70, 70). Fix L > M. The
series (3.5.3) is

=18 =y —,x)* = 24,X%y + QA A4 — A3)x> — 2A6x%y + -+,
and (3.7.3) becomes
(A2 = v2’t* +2(v, — A)uat® + [V — A3)
+2(vy — A)(va + va)Jt® + [Vavs + vave — Axds — AzAlJtT + -,

Using the fact that u; # 0 (cf. (3.7.2)), it is clear that to get a series of order 7 it
is necessary and sufficient to have:

(3.15.1) Ay—v,=0, A3-v3=0,
(3-15.2) VaVs + VaVe F Aads + A3 ds.

If we consider instead fZ)(¢%, Y A;t'), we get exactly the same conditions.
Hence, U(L) is defined in 4?2, with coordinates (A, ..., Ag, V2, ..., Vo) (Where
0= LY = LP—cf. (3.4.1)) by (3.15.1), (3.15.2), and the inequality A3v; # 0.
Note that (3.15.1) defines a reducible algebraic variety (a union of two linear
varieties S; and S,, each of codimension 2). After removing the variety
A3v3 = 0 (which contains S; N S,), we get a smooth variety, having two con-
nected components U’ and Uj. The condition (3.15.2) gives nonempty open
sets U; = Uj, and U = U(L)— U, U U,. So, in this case, U(L) is not irredu-
cible. However, in this case, V = V(L)is irreducible. In fact, we claim that given
a closed point w € U, there is an automorphism ¢ of U, commuting with the
projection U — V, and a point w’' € U such that ¢(w’) = w. Clearly, this im-
plies V = ¢(U,), hence V is irreducible. To see it, note that a typical point of U
has coordinates

w= (u, v, ).4, "")'Q’ u, i‘v, Va, ...,AQ),

subject to the condition (3.15.2), and v # 0. If the sign of v is “+,” w e Uy; if
“—"we U,. So, if we Uy, let ¢ be one of the automorphisms (3.7.6), with
Aj— Aj, v;j— —v;. Then ¢(w') = w, where

W= (0, A4 ..., dg, t, —0, ..., (—1)v;,...),

and our assertion is proved.
We do not know, in general, whether V(L) is irreducible or not.

(3.16) In these final paragraphs, we briefly discuss the complex analytic
case. We shall not give many details, since the methods are similar to those
used in [6, Sections 4 and 5].

The results of Section 1 extend to the convergent case with no difficulties.
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The analytic version of Theorem (2.1) can be proved, for instance, by reduc-
ing to the formal case (treated in Section 2) and by using Artin’s analytic
approximation lemma (cf. [1]).

Regarding Section 3, note that the algebraic family (L) can be considered as
an analytic family in a natural way. Moreover, there is an analytic version of
Lemma (3.11), in which B is replaced by 0y, (V* is the analytic variety asso-
ciated to V) and p: A'— 4 by a surjection of analytic rings. The proof is
essentially the same as in (3.11).

Finally, as in [6, Section 5], we can deduce the existence of an analytic versal
equisingular deformation for a complex analytic germ of a plane curve (cf. [6,
Definition 5.1]). The proof is like the proof of Theorem 5.7 of [6], with the
following differences (we use the notations of [6, Section 5]): (i) Assume f, to be
given by Equation (3.7.1) (with coefficients b,, corresponding to suitable
{AP}—cf. (3.10)); (ii) Replace Lemma (5.3) by the analytic version of Lemma
(3.11); (iii) use the analytic version of Lemma (3.8) of this paper instead of
Lemma (5.5) of [6].

The proof of the analytic version of (3.8)is like that of the formal one, except
that the formal power series g that occur there must be replaced by suitable
convergent series. This can be done by using Artin’s approximation lemma (cf.
[1]). Theorem 5.9 of [6] (and its preceding remark) extend to our situation
without difficulties.
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