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1. Introduction

The unknotting numben(K) of a knotK is defined as the minimal number of crossing changes in argratia of

K needed to turiK into the unknot (see e.g. [A, Km, Ko, Na, Sc, Ta, We, Zh]). Desjis simple definition, the
unknotting number has proved hard to calculate. The tabl¢kw] show that, after several decades of work, the
unknotting number of each fifth prime knot with 10 or fewersgimgs remains unknown.

In this paper, we develop two at first glance different apphea to the calculation of unknotting numbers — using the
evaluations of the link polynomials [J, LM, Lp, Rn] and theKing formA onHy(Dk) [Li].

As outcome, we settle the problem of determining the unkmgptiumber for 9 (that is, about one sixth) of the open
nine and ten crossing knots in Kawauchi’s tables [Kw]. Theddelow summarizes these examples:

method uzl‘ u=2 ‘ u=3
observation|| 10131 1)
Q 816, 10g6, 10106 10109, 10116, 10121 | 949, 10103
A 816, 1086, 10105 10106 10109, 10116 10121 | a9

Our criteria can also be applied to some simple compositéskfwee give a table of such unknotting numbers in an
appendix) and to knot distance [Mr].

It is striking that the outcome of both methods — R@olynomial and the linking form — give surprisingly similar
although not identical, results. This is clearly hardly atereof accidental coincidence, and thus we are led to skvera

*Supported by a DFG postdoc grant.


http://arxiv.org/abs/math/0405076v1
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conjectures on relations between both. We will mention thdemnce for most of these conjectures while discussing
the various examples, and explicitly compile the conjexddior the benefit of the reader at the end of the paper, hoping
to motivate further investigations on this subject.

2. Preliminaries and notation
For each knoK we have a sequence of kndts
Ko —=Ki—=Ky— ... =Ky (2

such thak = Ko, K, is the unknot, and; differs fromK;_; only by a crossing change. We call a sequence (2) an
unknotting sequender K. The minimal lengttn of an unknotting sequence (2) firis theunknotting number (K)
of K.

HenceforthDk denotes thelouble branched covesf S* over a knoK. By Hy = H1(Dk) = H1(Dk,Z) we denote its
homology group oveZ. (The various abbreviated versions will be used at placesrevho confusion arisest; will

be used throughout the paper only in this context, so thagXample, when we talk dfl; of a knot, alwayd; of

its double cover will be meanthl; is a finite commutative group of odd order. This order is chtlee determinant

of a knotK, and it will be denoted as d#t). (This generalizes to links, by putting detL) = 0 to stand for infinite
H1(DL).) By the classification of finite commutative groupf, decomposes into a direct sum of finite (odd order)
cyclic groupsZy; their orders are calletbrsion numbersWendt [We] proved that the number of torsion numbers of
H1(Dk) is not smaller tham(K). Hj is also equipped with a bilinear forin: Hi x Hy — Q/Z, called thelinking
form (see [Li, MY] for example).

In the following knots and links will be assumed oriented;, §mmetimes orientation will be irrelevant.

The Jones polynomial \(introduced in [J], but now commonly used with the convemiid [J3]) is a Laurent poly-
nomial in one variablé of oriented knots and links, and can be defined by being 1 omtikaot and theskein)
relation

t V(L) —tV (L) = —(t Y2 —tY2)V (L) . (3)

HereinL. o are three links with diagrams differing only near a crossing

X X)X

We call the crossings in the first two fragments regpsitive and negative and a crossing replaced by the third
fragmentsmoothed outA triple of links that can be representedlasg in (4) is called askein triple The sum of the
signs ¢-1) of the crossings of a diagrais calledwrithe of D and writtenw(D).

A different interpretation of the Jones polynomial thanskain rules has been developed by Kauffman [Ka] (see also
[Ad, §6.2]). The Kauffman state model is sometimes more useful tha skein approach, and we shall also consider
it below. Recall, that th&Kauffman bracke{D) of a(n unoriented) link diagram is a Laurent polynomial in a variable

A, obtained by summing over all states the terms

A#A*#B (—A2 _ Afz) 151 ) (5)
Herein astateis a choice ofsplittings of type A or B for any single crossing (see figure 1A #nd #B denote the

number of type A (resp. type B) splittings af#l the number of (disjoint) circles obtained after all sptigs in a state.

The Jones polynomial of a link can be calculated from the Kauffman bracket, by evaluatimgithe (unoriented
version of) a diagrar® of L, and then multiplying by a power ¢fcoming from the (orientation dependent) writhe of
D:
—w(D)
VL) = (~4) 7 (o) o (6)
A=t—1/4

The signaturec is aZ-valued invariant of knots and links. Originally it was defthterms of Seifert matrices [Ro].
We have that(L) has the opposite parity to the number of components of alljnkhenever the determinant bfis



Figure 1: The A- and B-corners of a crossing, and its both splittings. The corner A (resp.
B) is the one passed by the overcrossing strand when rotated counterclockwise (resp.
clockwise) towards the undercrossing strand. A type A (resp. B) splitting is obtained by
connecting the A (resp. B) corners of the crossing.

non-zero (i.eHi (DL ) is finite). This in particular always happens fobeing a knot, so that takes only even values
on knots.

The most of the early work on the signature was done by Muiddlig], who showed several properties of this
invariant. In particular the following property is knowrf:Li,. o form a skein triple, then
0(L+) - O-(L*) € {07 17 2} ) (7)
o(L+)—o(Ly) € {-1,0,1}. (8)

(Note: In (7) one can also hay®, —1,—2} instead of{0, 1,2}, since other authors, like Murasugi, ta&o be with
opposite sign. Thus (7) not only defines a property, but giseifies our sign convention far.) We remark that for
knots in (7) only 0 and 2 can occur on the right. A consequeficki® relation is the inequality(K) > |a(K)/2].
After Wendt’s inequality, this was one of the first importa@sgults on the unknotting number.

Now we introduce théBrandt-Lickorish-Millett-Ho polynomial @ = Qk(z) of K [BLM, Ho]. Recall, that theQ
polynomial is a Laurent polynomial in one variatdéor links without orientation, defined by being 1 on the unkno

and the relation Z{QO <)+Q(i)} _ Q(X)JFQ(X) )

where again the fragments denote link diagrams equal extépt specified fragment.

If we modify the skein relation fow by omitting the coefficients™ of L.. on the left of (3), we obtain the skein
relation for another (and more classical) polynomial ireat, theAlexander polynomiak(t) (see [Ro]).

All three polynomials allow to express the determinankKofs
detK) = |AK(—1)| = \VK(—l)\ =/Qk(2).

There are further special values of the Jones@pdlynomial, which will be discussed in the following (se8,[12],
[LM] and [BLM] for more details).

By k%2 € {0,1} we denote the parity df and by|k| the greatest integer not exceedidW.l.0.g.” will abbreviate
‘without loss of generality’. The notation for knots we usdthis of Rolfsen [Ro].

3. TheJones polynomial

We first start by a property of the Jones polynorMadf an unknotting number one knot, which slightly generaize
Traczyk’s criterion for the unknotting number one cases lelated to theignedunknotting number (see [Tr, CL]).

Proposition 3.1 LetK be an unknotting number one knot which can be unknotted bigbkimng a positive crossing to
the negative, and set
Vk —1

V=1 .
t—1

(10)

Then there exists a knét with Vi =tV (V.
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Proof. Let D be the diagram oK unknotting by a change of a positive crossing. (We call thisssing unknotting
crossing.) W.l.0.g. we can assuieo have zero writhe (add kinks). Thus, considering the Kaafi bracket version

’ ()
)

Resolving the crossing according to the Kauffman bracKatios, we get

( A’: A';l ) ( zgi ) _ ( VK'ié:) ) _

N
The sign of the crossing switched shows that from both sgi is the one that again corresponds to a knot.

Vk(A™%) and

AS.

N
We find
~— Vi(A~HA L —A- A6
TN - A2 — A2
_ps[ ATHW(ATY)
A4—1 ’

and setting = A~* we get

()]

Thus the Jones polynomial & = " differs fromV just by a unit inZ[t,t 1], and the propertiegg (1) = 1 and

TN

V(1) =0 forK = K,K’ show that this unit is precisety V' (1), i

It has been known for a while, by [LM], that (e™/3) = £(i1/3)? for somed € N, which was observed by Traczyk in
[Tr] to showu > d (a conclusion that alternatively follows when combining/{lL.and [We]). He used a more intricate
combination of the sign of the evaluation and the signatarshiow that sometimes > d, provingu(10s7) = 2.
Traczyk’s observation fou = 1 is also contained in ours, but we can now apply more on whanee on the values
of V. We have the following properties, basically due to Jon8s§[l2] and Lickorish-Millett [LM] (see also [St]).

Proposition 3.2 (Jones [J3§12]) LetV < Z[t,t 1] be that Jones polynomial of a knot. Thér= 1 mod (t —1)(t3—1)
andV = +3%(2t — 1)4 modt?—t + 1 for somek € N andd € {0, 1}, such thatif 3V (—1),k=d =0and if 3| V(-1),
k+d > 0and 34|V (—1). Furthermore, we have the Arf invariant identityi) = (—1)""(1/,

(We reformulated these conditions using the fact, knowmfstandard Galois theory, that the evaluation of a polyno-
mial P in some algebraic numbeiis equivalent to the residue &fmodulo the minimal polynomial of.)

A more general and simple special case is the following.

Corollary 3.1 Let K be an achiral knot (or weaker a knot witi (t) = Vk (1/t)), and 3| Vk(—1). Then even 9
Vk (—1), andu(K) > 1.

Proof. If K is achiral, then foft| = 1 we have = —1/t, and thud/ (t) is real. Ifu(K) = 1, then dim,, H1 (Dk, Z3) = 1,
but in this casé/k (eT“/3) = +i/3, which is not real. Thereforay(K) > dimz, H1(Dk,Z3) > 2, so in particular
9| Wk(-1). O

Remark 3.1 It was observed in [S#5], that the propertyVk (eT“/3))2 | Vk (—1) for the Jones polynomiadl of a
knotK does not (in general) follow from the propertieswfisted in [J3,512].



A similar statement, which is unrelated to unknotting nursbkut worth mentioning, is the following corollary. Here
‘3-equivalent’ means transformable by a sequence of Nakési3-moves (see [St]):

H\/\/J\.

Corollary 3.2 If a knotK is 3-equivalent to an unlink of an even number of componéhénK is chiral.

N

N

Proof. If K is 3-equivalent to an unlink of an even number of componeh&s)Vk (eT“/3) is, up to a sign, an odd
power ofiy/3, which is not real. |

4. The Q polynomial

Now we go a step further from the proof of Proposition 3.1 amsider theQ polynomial [BLM, Ho].

Proposition 4.1 LetK be an unknotting number one knot of determinanfigt=2n+1,n > 0. Set fork € N

. {0} 51k
(k) ':{ {1>0:5k 5[k

Then there exist numbeksz S5(n) andl € S5(n+ 1) such that
1+Qk(2) = z(iﬁlk/zJ (2z+1)¥%2 1,572 (224 1)'%2) modZ 4z—1,

for some (independent) sign choices, € {+,—}.

Proof. We return to the arguments in the proof of Proposition 3.1.imilar calculation of<> <> shows that it

differs from <\/> just by multiplication and addition of a unit, hence the detimants ofL; = ) ( andLp =
TN

TN
differ just by+1. Then these determinants arandn+ 1 respectively (the even one corresponding to the 2 componen
link and the odd one to the knot). To see this, either evaliid@tpand use the skein relation (3) féifor the unknotting
crossing change at= —1, or alternatively use the relation (9) fQr evaluated ar = 2 and the property of [BLM]

that detK) = /Q(2). Then Consider th® relation atz = f574 at the unknotting crossing, and leand| be the two
numbers diny(Dy, ,,Zs). The claim follows using the result of [J2] and Rong [Rn] oe form on(%H) by
rewriting the resulting condition as a congruence modutontiinimal polynomial of%&l. o

The criterion forQ can be generalized to higher unknotting numbers.
Theorem 4.1 If QK(@) = —(—\/E)k, thenu(K) > k.

Proof. The proof goes through by slight modification of the argura@mthe proof of Proposition 4.1, and via induc-
tion on the unknotting number, as in [Tr]. One needs to olesarsing the relation o, that if K andK’ differ by a

crossing change, then the valQe (¥32) /Qu (¥52) € {+1,~5*Y/2}, but it cannot bet-5+1/2. O

5. TheGoeritz matrix and linking form, and a criterion for unknotting number 3

Let us turn to a formerly known topological approach using lthking formA onH;(Dk). It is a consequence of a
result of Montesinos [Mo] and was first stated by Lickorisi{ [(Note thatDy inherits an orientation frors®, so that
the linking form is given by+U ~1, whereU is a Goeritz [GL] matrix forK..)

Proposition 5.1 (Montesinos-Lickorish) Ii(K) = 1, and detK) = D then H1(Dk) is cyclic and) there is a generator
g of Hy(Dk), with A(g,g) = +2/D € Q/Z.



6 5 The Goeritz matrix and linking form, and a criterion for ma#ting number 3

HereA denotes the linking form ohl;(Dk) andus denotes thesignedunknotting number (see [Tr, CL]), that is,
u; (K) = 1 iff K unknots by switching a positive crossing to the negativeis Ththe property, to which we found
obstructions irg3, and we will use these obstructions shortly.

There is an extension of the linking form criterion which nieeyuseful when considering signed unknotting number.
It appears in a similar form to the one given here in [CL, pifion 2.1]. (Compare also the proof in Kawauchi’s
book [Kw, theorem 11.2.3, pp. 147-8].)

Theorem 5.1 Let K be an unknotting number one knot which can be unknotted bicbking a positive crossing to
the negative, and d@€) = D. Then there is a generatgrof Hy(Dk ) with A(g,9) = +2/D € Q/Z if o(K) =0 and
A(g,9) =—-2/Dif o(K)=2.

Proof. K and the unknot possess Seifert matri€esdS with § j = § j for (i, j) # (1,1) andS;1 = S; ; + 1. Now
S+ S' is a representation matrix fé; (Dg ), and differs just in the upper left entry fro8i+ ST. The determinant
detS+S") is up to sign equal to dét) = D, and detS + ST) = +1. Thus the minor 08+ ST obtained by deleting
the first row and column fron$+ ST has determinanttD +1)/2. The homology elemerg’ represented by the
first row and column then has linking fork{(g’,g') = (+D +1)/2D. Setg = 2g’. ThenA(g,g) = +2/D, and hence
g is a generator. The important point to notice now is that tga sf A(g,g) depends on whether d&+ S") and
det(S + ST) have the same sign or not, and that this is equivalent to ¢fmagire condition. m|

Remark 5.1 More generally the proof shows thatifcan be turned into some knigt by switching a positive crossing
to negative and d&K’) = D', then there is a (not necessarily generating) elemenit; (Dx ) with A(g,g) = +2D’/D

if a(K) =0(K’) andA(g,g) = —2D’/D if o(K) = 2+ o(K'). (This remark will be used later in the proof of Theorem
5.2)

Remark 5.2 In [CL] an example is given, the-9,5,—9)-pretzel knot, on which Proposition 5.1 does not apply, but
theorem 5.1 excludes one of the possible signs of an unkgattbssing.

The (conjectured) coincidence of the criteria w@andA for unknotting number 1 (for determinant divisible by 5)
suggests that further relations between both may exisfatdugher unknotting numbers. And indeed, Theorem 5.1,
although apparently in practice not much more effectiva kmunsigned version, can in theory be pushed further, at
least in a special case, to prove a new criterion, this timer&notting number 3.

Theorem 5.2 If d = defK) is a square and has no divisors of the fork43, ando(K) = 4, thenu(K) > 2.

Proof. If u(K) = 2, then there exists an unknotting sequeiice> K’ — (O (latter denoting the unknot). It is known,
originally from [Mul], that for any knoK

det(K){ i;gfg iff G(K){ iggfg

Clearlyo(K') = 2, and hencd’ = detK’) = 3 mod 4. But thefk and() are obtained fronK’ by switching crossings
of opposite sign (under both of which the signature changés)v, we apply the argument proving Theorem 5.1 for
the crossing switckk’ — (O, and the modified version of this argument given in Remarkt® the crossing switch
K’ — K (where in fact we did not involve anything more than the deteant of the Seifert matrices). By combining
both, we find some € Zy with ¢ = —d modd'’. This is impossible, however, whatewmay be, under the condition
ond we assumed. (Consider the congruence just modulo a ptimedividing d’ and use the First supplementary
law of number theory for Legendre’s symbol.) ]

Remark 5.3 As in remark 5.1, the same argument shows that more gengfaifk ) — o(K’) = 4 and the product
detK)-detK’) is a square and has no divisors of the foka4B (which in particular means thaf 4(K), o(K")), then

K andK’ cannot be interconverted by 2 crossing changes (that ig tiatance at least 3 in the sense of Murakami
[Mr]). For example, 5 cannot be made into;dy two crossing changes.



6. Applications

If the criterion in Proposition 3.1 applies to both mirrordges, or considering one of them is irrelevant (e.g. because
the Jones polynomial is self-conjugate or because of theagige), it successfully, and easily, excludes unknotting
number one, as for the following knots (most of them due toawéghi and Kanenobu—Murakami), thus shown to
have unknotting number two4,/81g, 915, 917, 937, 940, 916, 947 and 9g. Even for unknotting number one knots, as 6
and 7, the criterion can give non-trivial information, namelyat such knots are unknottable by switching crossings
of only one sign (dependingly on how they are obversed),itkebpvingo = 0. Finally, the criterion in Proposition
3.1 recovers after [KM] Lickorish’s result [Li] for 4, and also Traczyk’s recent example;10rr].

Remark 6.1 K. Murasugi informed me of a paper of Miyazawa [Mi], where hHgained the unknotting numbers of
some 10 crossing knots using a formula relating the valige-1), determinant and the Conway degree-4-Vassiliev
invariant (Theorem 8). (Their entries were completed in Kaehi's tables.) For them all other criteria — Lickorish’s,
Traczyk’s and ours, also apply. Thus it appears that Trdszykerion for unknotting number one (and so basically
ours, too) is equivalentto Miyazawa's (Miyazawa also aldga slightly weaker version of corollary 3.1 in his coroflar
7), and they are implied by the linking form condition of Larksh (see conjectures §7).

The results we proved ig¢ allow to settle the unknotting numbers of the knots in (Ljcllsws: 949 and 1Qg3, and
also 5#44, haveu = 3 by Theorem 4.1, anch§ 10g6, 10106, 10109, 10116, and 1Q21 haveu = 2 both by Theorem 4.1
and Proposition 4.1.

As the simplest special case of this proposition, any khatith Qg (@) = ++/5 cannot have unknotting number
one. Another possible special case would be a Knwith detf K) = +2(5) andQx (‘[57*1) = +1respectively d¢K) =
+1(5) andQK(@) = —1. However, it was shown by Rong [Rn] that such knots do natte#iat is, the sign of

Qk (f5T’1) for 51 detK) is exactly the same &3 (2) mod 5. (Rong gives an interpretation of the sign in terms ef th
Goeritz form.) Therefore, Proposition 4.1 is basicallyigglent to Theorem 4.1 fck = 1.

The unknotting numbers (equal to 2) ofgg010;0s5, 10106, 10109, 10116 and 1Q21 are applications of proposition 5.1.
Lickorish’s proof ofu(74) = 2 also consists in application of this condition, as welltds for 84, a result of J. R.
Rickard whose proof was never published. The disadvantatigsamethod is that the calculation by handois in
general not pleasant. Nevertheless, a nice approach farlaihgA was developed by Gordon and Litherland [GL]
via the Goeritz matrixJ. It was carried out on the exampleg8y Murakami and Yasuhara in [MY] (in slightly
generalized form) to givk(g',g') = +£11/35 for some generataf, recovering Rickard’s result (ais11 is not twice a
square modulo 35). From the Goeritz matdxs given by the matrix) ~* on the generating set &f; (Dx ), on which

U gives the relation matrix.

Example 6.1 To make the calculations verifiable, we give as example theri@amatrix, the Dowker—Thistlethwaite
notation, signature, and a generatoHaf Dk ) (in the basis determined by the Goeritz matrix) for the ket 10405
obtained from its (unique) 10 crossing diagram.

5 0 -2 -2

0 4 -2 -1

-2 -2 5 0

-2 -1 0 3

10 105 : 91 (0,0,0,1)

10 105 4 12 16 20 18 2 8 6 10 14 91 2

Remark 6.2 In Rolfsen’s tables 143 and 1@g are swapped: the Conway notation and Alexander polynomiadch
one refers to the diagram of the other. The convention f@g b@re is that the Conway notations and Alexander
polynomials are swapped to fix the discrepancy, moidhe diagrams, as in [Kw] (so our 3§is Kawauchi’s 1@s).

As mentioned, theorem 5.1 is in general not much more powtrén proposition 5.1. However, its consequence,
Theorem 5.2 again applies tag%and 5#4, (but not to 1Qo3) to showu = 3. Strangely, for all prime knots of 16
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crossings witho = 4, d = 25 ord = 625 and 2 torsion numbers H (Dk ), we hadQ(@) = -5, so that theQ
method excludes = 2 as well. This gives further hints to an intimate relatidpdfetween the sign of the Jones-Rong
value ofQ and the topology of the double cover of the knot complement.

Nevertheless, the criterion of Theorem 5.2 will clearlyegihew information for other primesk4- 1, which cannot be
captured byQ. For example, the knot %g4 of the tables available in KnotScape [HT] hdgs = Z13® Z13 ando = 4,
and henceau = 3, which cannot be shown by any other method | know of. Anoglugh, possibly more common,
example is 6#73.

As a summary, beside8and 9, there are several undecided 10 crossing knots in Kawautzhles [Kw], whose
unknotting number we found. The (most likely correct) litppime knots of at most 9 crossings with unknown
unknotting number now is: 18, 929 and %, with u € {1,2} and 9o, 913, 935, 938 with u € {2,3} (see [Ki, table,

p. 49]). Beside the knots so far mentioned, we can completetitry for 1@3;, whose unknotting number is 1, as
show both its diagrams in KnotScape and in Rolfsen’s booke diknotting numbers (so far known to me) of the
simplest composite knots are compiled in a table in the agigen

7. Conjectures and problems

In this final section we summarize the unexplained phenortreri@ame up in our attempts to find unknotting number
criteria studying the linking form and the polynomial vaduand most of which have been implicitly suggested in our
previous discussion. (However, there are also some new)oAkshey are supported by strong empirical evidence.
Some of these statements indicate, that the condition$éubknotting number given by Lickorish [Li], Traczyk
[Tr], and above in this paper seem to imply others, at leasp@cial cases.

The first problem came up in the study of the structurelpdf knots to which Theorem 5.2 is applicable.

Conjecture 7.1 There are no knots witlh = 4 and cyclicH; of order a prime square (i.eH; is always a double in
all such cases). I6(K) = 4 andH; = Zs @ Zs, thenQk (‘[57’1) = —5 (rather than+5).

At least the first part of this conjecture is not true for name squares, even for higher (even) prime powers — there
are for example two 16 crossing knots with= 4 andH; = Z»5® Zs ® Zs. By [HNK, theorem 3.10] there is no= 4

knot with determinant 1. As we saw, the simplest examplepauing the second part of this conjecture afg¢ &d
51#4.

Conjecture 7.2 If K has prime determinant dé&t) = D and signature 0, then there is an elenmgeat; with A(g,g) =
+2/D.

Foro = 2 this is true, as theD = 4k+ 3. If suchD is prime, the multiplicative groudj is cyclic and has no square
roots of—1, so that each residue class nii$ either of the form 82 or —2a?. ForD = 4k+ 1 one half of the residue
classes are of both forms, and the other half of none of thextiet.seem never to occur faif o = 0.

Conjecture 7.3 If K has cyclicH; of order detK) = D divisible by 5, then

V-1 —v/5 if 3 geHr:A(g,g) ==+2/D
QK( ) = : . _
2 +v5 if 2 g€H;:Ng,9)=+2/D
Conjecture 7.4 Assumeo(K) = +2, andHj is cyclic. (a) IfVk (eT“/3) = —iv/3, then there is ng € Hy with A(g,g) =
+2/D. (b) If there is nag € H1 with A(g,g) = —2/D, then there is neither@<c Hi with A(g,g) = +2/D.

It seems possible that @(K) = +2 andH; is cyclic of order divisible by 3, then the conditiowg (e”i/3) =—iV3
and that there is ng € Hy with A(g,g) = +£2/D are equivalent. This motivates the first part of the conjectln case
o =2, | know of no example for which the signed unknotting nunmhbérmation of Theorem 5.1 contradicts that of
the signature, but Proposition 5.1 does not apply. Thisdastigin of the second part (for the case- 0, see remark
5.2).
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It seems difficult to generalize Theorem 5.2 in some way. Tdraitionc = 4 (rather tharo = 0) and the lack of
divisors &+ 3 of the determinant are both necessary (otherwise conid@onnected sums of twist knots). How to
weaken the squareness condition on the determinant is@ent either, since a computer experiment revealed that all
non-square number&4- 1 < 400 are realized as determinants of knots with 2 ando = 4.

The following is a problem on a class of knots where the untimphumber one condition has been strengthened.

Question 7.1 The (reduced alternating) trefoil and figure eight knot diags have the property that they unknot by
switchingany arbitrary crossing. Are they the only (non-triviglknot diagrams with this property? More generally,
are fork > 1 the (2,2k+ 1)-torus knot diagrams (with one possible kink in th€' case) the only diagrams which
unknot by switching any arbitrary collection kicrossings?

So far the only observation towards the clise 1 is that except for the trefoil diagram any other such diagnaust
haveo =0 and|V(—1)| =1 or 5 mod 12.

As a final remark on th¥ criterion, we mention that there are still some possik#itieft open. The most promising

way appears to be to consider the Homfly polynomial of the i?qmanent link arising by smoothing the unknotting
crossing and to attack the existence of such a polynomiahéyarious Vassiliev invariant identities worked out by
Kanenobu. We may record an interesting outcome of this (messimilar) idea at a later stage.

Also, one may try to find more special evaluations of the potyials related to branched cover homology, but the
results of [Rn] and [St2] for th&® polynomial (which hold in an analogous form also Y6rsee [JVW]) suggest, that
such evaluations, beside the known ones, are very unlikedyist.

Acknowledgement. The investigation of this paper was inspired by Traczyk’pgydTr] and his talk on the Con-
ference on Knot Theory “Knots in Hellas, 98”". | would also it thank to T. Cochran, W. B. R. Lickorish and
H. Murakami for helpful discussions on the linking form aond<t. Murasugi for telling me of the paper [Mi].
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Appendix |. Tables

The unknotting number is nat priori additive under connected sum. (That this is true is a loragpebhg conjecture
proved only in the first non-trivial case by Scharlemann [&tdl possibly even false in general.) Therefore, there
seems no reason to favorize prime knots in the tabulatiomkhatting numbers. For this reason | include a table of
the unknotting numbers of composiel0 crossing knots as far as feasible to me.

| adopt the convention of Traczyk [Tr] that the numBédollowed byy copies of “?’ means that the unknotting number
is at mostx, and very likely (or in the casg= 0 known to bek, but that the values—y,...,x— 1 have not yet been
excluded. The knots are recorded up to mirroring, takingfléthwaite’s obversion convention for the factors (ife.,
one ofK and K is positive, then alwayK is taken to be such rather thaK)!

To compile these values, it basically suffices to apply thadrd results of [Mu, Sc, We]. These methods work except
for three knots, where other methods are needgié3;7and 3#3,#4; (Traczyk) and 4#5; (see above).

K uK) || K uK) || K uK) || K u(K)
31#31 2 31#161 2 31#l7, | 2 3#l77 | 2
31#!131 2 31#6p 2 3173 | 3 44#6, | 2
31#4 2 3:#16; 2 3#!73 | 3? 4146, | 2
31#5 3 31#63 2 3#7, | 3 4i#63 | 2
31#15; 3? 4#5 3 3#7,4 | 3? 5#5 | 4
31#5 2 4#5) 2 #Tls | 3 51#151 | 47?7
31#!15; 2 3#3#N | 3 31#!7s | 3? 5#5 | 3
#4 2 31#131#4, | 3? #Tls | 2 51#15, | 3?
#(H3 | 3 31#7 4 3# 7 | 2 5:#5, | 2
3#(#3, | 3 31#7, 477 J#77 | 2 5#15, | 2
31#61 2 31#7> 2




