SUBRINGS OF POLYNOMIAL RINGS AND
THE CONJECTURES OF EISENBUD AND EVANS

SOURJYA BANERJEE

ABSTRACT. Let R be a commutative Noetherian ring of dimension d. In 1973, Eisenbud
and Evans proposed three conjectures on the polynomial ring R[T’]. These conjectures
were settled in the affirmative by Sathaye, Mohan Kumar and Plumstead. One of the
primary objectives of this article is to investigate the validity of these conjectures over
Noetherian subrings of R[T] of dimension d + 1, containing R. We formulate a class
of such rings, which includes polynomial rings, Rees algebras, Rees-like algebras and
Noetherian symbolic Rees algebras, and exhibit that all three conjectures hold for rings
belonging to this class.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let R be a commutative Noetherian ring of finite (Krull) dimension d. As the title of
the article suggests, we commence by recalling some old conjectures on R[] proposed
by Eisenbud and Evans [5], which are now theorems. For the definitions related to the
following conjectures, one may refer to Definition 2.3

1. Let M be a finitely generated R[T]-module such that up(M) > dim(R[T]) for all
p € Spec(R[T]), where pp(M) is the minimal number of generators of My. Then M
has a basic element.

2. Let P be a finitely generated projective R[T]-module of rank > dim(R[T]). If Q is
another R[T]-module such that R[T| ® P = R[T] @ Q, then P = Q. In other words,
the module P is cancellative.

3. Let M be a finitely generated R[T]-module. Then A can be generated by e(M)

many elements, where
e(M) = sup{up(M) + dim(R[T]/p) : p € Spec(R[T]) such that dim(R[T]/p) < d}.
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Sathaye [19] proved conjecture Bl for affine domains over infinite fields. Mohan Kumar
[8] settled conjecture3] in general. Plumstead settled the other two conjectures in [16],
which is one of the primary interests of this article.

While the aforementioned conjectures hold for the ring R[T, replacing it with R
renders them invalid in general. For instance, if R is the coordinate ring of the sphere
of dimension 2 over R, then all three conjectures have negative answers. However, the
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validity of these conjectures on Noetherian rings of dimension d + 1 lying between R
and R[T] remains unknown to date. This motivates us to investigate these questions
on such rings, which constitutes one of the main foci of this article.

We formulate a class of Noetherian subrings of R[T] of dimension d + 1, containing
R, which are referred to as “geometric subrings” [see Definition 2.1] and prove that all
three conjectures are valid on rings belonging to this class. Our model examples of such
rings are coming from Rees algebras and Ress-like algebras. The latter one typically
appears in [13] in order to provide counterexamples of the Regularity Conjecture by
Eisenbud and Goto. Another kind of rings which are included in our class is the
Noetherian symbolic Rees algebras.

1.1. Literature survey. Here we pause to reflect on the significance of the articles [19],
[8] and [16] in the literature. Indeed, the impact of these theorems goes beyond the
results themselves. The methods and techniques used to prove these results have
paved the way for further development in the literature. In [19], one of the noteworthy
steps in proving conjecture[3/for affine domains over an infinite field was the reduction
of the conjecture to a question on ideals. This reduction has been further refined and
utilized in [8] to establish conjecture3lin its entirety. Additionally, Sathaye’s theorem has
played a crucial role in [15] Section 4] by enabling Murthy to attach a finitely generated
module over smooth affine varieties on an algebraically closed field with a certain
“Segre class” in the Chow group of zero cycles. Furthermore, it has been proven that
the module is generated by the number of elements estimated by Eisenbud-Evans if
and only if the assigned Segre class vanishes.

Recall that, an ideal K C R is said to be efficiently generated if u(K/K?) = u(K),
where ;1(—) stands for the minimal number of generators. One of the crucial steps of
Mohan Kumar’s proof [8, Theorem 2] of conjecture 3l is the following: let I C R[T]
be an ideal such that (1) ht(I) > 1 and (2) u(I/I?) = d + 1, then I is efficiently
generated. To prove this, he used some deep-sheaf patching techniques along the line
of Quillen’s patching theorem [17]. In the same article, Mohan Kumar also provided a
partial solution [8, Theorem 5] to another conjecture posed by Murthy [14] on complete
intersections. However, Mohan Kumar’s proof of the aforementioned step contains
one of the key ideas, that he crucially used to provide a partial solution to Murthy’s
conjecture. Mohan Kumar’s theorems [8, Theorem 2 and 5] offer a fundamental tech-
nique for tackling such problems, which has been further developed by Mandal [10].
Mandal employed a refined version of Mohan Kumar’s methodology in [12] to solve
another question due to Nori, which was later reworked by Mandal and Sridharan in
[11]. It was the insightful work of Bhatwadekar and Sridharan in [3] that established a
“subtraction principle” in which [11] played a pivotal role. This subtraction principle
serves as one of the key building blocks for the development of the “Euler class the-
ory”, which acts as an obstruction group for the splitting problem of projective modules
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of top rank. The only improvement of Mohan Kumar’s bound to date has been achieved
recently by Das [4].

On the other hand, Plumstead’s proof of conjecture2has had a significant impact on
the literature on its own. In [16], he solved the first two conjectures in the affirmative
and also gave an independent proof of the third. Notably, he used the cancellation
result [16, Theorem 1], to prove the other two theorems. One of the most remarkable
ideas of [16] was the introduction of the concept of generalized dimension functions,
which has had a profound impact on tackling many problems in the literature. Another
key aspect of Plumstead’s work is the elegant implementation of deep sheaf patching
techniques, which are closely related to one of Quillen’s key ideas in his ground-
breaking article [17] on Serre’s conjecture. Later, Mandal [9] extended Plumstead’s
result over Laurent polynomial rings in one variable. This was further extended by
Bhatwadekar-Roy [2] and Rao [18] on some overrings of polynomial rings.

1.2. Our approach. In our approach to handling geometric subrings A C R[T], we
follow Plumstead’s footsteps of obtaining two covers of Spec(A). On the critical cover,
we establish the results with the help of (1) Eisenbus-Evans’s foundational theorem on
general stability arguments [6] and (2) Plumstead’s concept of generalized dimension
function [16]. Finally, we apply sheaf patching techniques to establish our desired
results on Spec(A). Notably, we observe that Plumstead’s results on patching [16}
Lemma 2, Proposition 1 and 2] hold beyond the polynomial rings. To achieve this,
we get back to Quillen’s initial approach as described in [17]. When dealing with the
cancellation problem in Proposition 4.T, we employ Plumstead’s patching lemma [16),
Lemma 1] to conclude our proof. However, while Plumstead’s approach leading up
to the patching in this proposition serves as a foundation, it requires some additional
support. One of the true motivations of this came from [9].

1.3. Main results. The article is organized as follows: Section[2covers basic definitions
and preliminary results necessary for proving the main theorems. In Section [3] the
main theorem is Theorem 3.3] where we establish the existence of basic elements in
certain modules, as indicated in conjecture(l] over a geometric subring of R[T]. Section
M4 focuses on the cancellation properties of projective modules. The main theorem of
this section is Theorem [4.5] which states that any projective module over a geometric
subring of R[T, f"], of rank > d + 1, is cancellative, where f € R[T] and n € Z. In
Section [, we establish that any finitely generated module over a geometric subring
of R[T] can be generated efficiently in a view towards the estimation suggested by
Eisenbud-Evans.

2. PRELIMINARIES

This section summarizes several results and definitions from the literature that are
used frequently in the article to prove the main theorems. We may restate or improve
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these results as required. Before further proceeding, in order to prevent any ambiguity,
we introduce a set of conventions that will remain fixed throughout the entire article.

Convention. The symbols Z and N will denote the set of all integers and non-negative
integers respectively. In particular, we are assuming 0 € N. All rings considered
in this article are assumed to be commutative Noetherian with 1 # 0. Unless oth-
erwise stated, the symbol R will always denote a commutative Noetherian ring of
finite (Krull) dimension d > 1. Any module considered in this article is assumed to be
finitely generated.

We now turn our attention to the class of subrings of R[T], which are one of the
primary interests in this article. This class was introduced in [1] and referred to as
“geometric subring”. Hence we adopt their terminology to avoid further renaming.

Definition 2.1. Let f € R[T]\ R be a non-zero divisor and n € Z. A Noetherian subring
A of R[T, f"] containing R, is said to be a geometric subring of R[T, "], if (1) there exists
a non-zero divisor s € R such that A; = R,[T, f"] and (2) dim(A) = d + 1.

Example 2.2. Let us assume that R is reduced and consider an ideal I C R with ht(/) >
1. Some interesting examples are the following.

(1) Rees algebra R[IT] = @, I["T™;

(2) Rees-like algebra R[IT,T? = R®IT® RT?*® PT* @ RT* @ ---;

(3) Extended Rees algebra R[IT, T '] = @,,c, I"T";

(4) Noetherian symbolic Rees algebra Rs[IT] =
n-th symbolic power of I.

(5) Consider the ring A = Z[T? + T3,2T]. Then we note that A is a geometric
subring of Z[T]. Moreover, it is not difficult to check that T ¢ A. Hence A is a
geometric subring of Z[T'| but not a graded subring of Z[T].

neN IMT" where I™ is the

Before proceeding further, we revisit several definitions from the literature.
Definition 2.3. Let M be a R-module.

(1) Anelementz € M is said to be a basic element of M at a prime ideal p € Spec(R)
if v ¢ pMp. Let S C Spec(R). We call z is a basic element of M on S if it is a
basic element of M at each prime ideal p € S. Whenever & = Spec(A4), we omit
mentioning S explicitly.

(2) We denote the Eisenbud-Evans’s estimation on the number of generators for M/
as a module over R, by

e(M) = sup{,uMM)—kdim(R/p) :p € Spec(R) such that dim(R/p) < dim(R)}.

(3) LetS C Spec(R) and let d : S — N be a function. For two prime ideals p,q € S,
we define a partial order p << q if and only if p C q and d(p) > d(q). We say
that d is a generalized dimension function if for any ideal I C R, theset V(I) NS
has only finitely many minimal elements with respect to the partial ordering
<<.
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(4) The order ideal of an element m € M is defined by Op/(m) := {a(m) € R :
a € M* = Hom p(M, R)}. An element m € M is said a unimodular element if
Op(m) = R. The set of all unimodular elements of M is denoted by Um(M).
If M = R", then we write Um,,(R) instead of Um(R").

(5) Let P be a projective R-module such that either P or P* has a unimodular
element. We choose ¢ € P* and p € P such that ¢(p) = 0. We define an
endomorphism ¢, as the composite ¢, : P - R — P, where R — P is the map
sending 1 — p. Then by a transvection we mean an automorphism of P, of the
form 1 + ¢, where either ¢ € Um(P*) or p € Um(P). By E(P) we denote the
subgroup of Aut (P) generated by all transvections.

The following lemma is due to Plumstead, which is an adaptation of [16, Example
4], tailored to our needs. This serves as one of the fundamental building blocks of
this article. Here we provide a detailed proof. In the upcoming sections, some of
the arguments used in the following proof are elided to avoid repeating the same
arguments.

Lemma 2.4. Let s be a non-zero divisor in R such that dim(Rs) < d — 1. Then there exists a
generalized dimension function d : Spec(R) — N such that d(p) < d — 1 for all p € Spec(R).

Proof. Let p € Spec(R). Then we note that either s € p or s ¢ p. That is, the prime ideal
p € V(s)USpec(R;), where V(s) = {p € Spec(R) : s € p}. Hence Spec(R) = S; U Sa,
where S = Spec(R;) and Sy = V (s). We define two functions:

(1) dy : S1 — Nsuch that d;(p) = dim(Rs/p) forall p € Sy;

(2) do : Sy — N such that da(p) = dim(R/p) for all p € Ss.
Let I C R be an ideal. We observe that the equality V(I) N S; = V(I;). Since R is a
Noetherian ring, it follows from the primary decomposition of I, that V(1) N S; has
finitely many minimal elements with respect to the partial ordering <<; induced by d;
as defined in Definition 2.3l On the other hand V(I) N Se = V(1) NV (s) = V(I + (s)).
Again, from the primary decomposition of I + (s), it follows that V'(I) N S, also has
finitely many minimal elements with respect to <<s, induced by d,. Therefore, both
d; and ds are generalized dimension function on S} and S», respectively.

Moreover, we notice that d; (p) < dim(Rs) < d — 1 for all p € Spec(R;) = S;. On the
other hand, since s is a non-zero divisor, we obtain that ds(p) < dim(R) —1 < d —1 for
all p € Ss.

Following [16, Example 2] we can define a generalized dimension function d : Spec(R) —
N such that d(p) = di(p) if p € S; and d(p) = da(p) if p € Sa. Then we note that
d(p) < d—1forall p € Spec(R). This completes the proof. O

The next lemma has been used to reproduce Plumstead’s results on patching in our
setup. The following version is stated in a slightly more general form compare to the
one in [7, Lemma 2.17]. The proof is essentially a verbatim copy of the same. Hence
we skip the proof.
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Lemma 2.5. Let M be a R[T]-module. Let N be a projective R-module. Let o(T) and
B(T) be two surjective (R[T|-linear) maps from M —— N[T] such that «(0) = 5(0), where
N[T) = N ®pr R[T). Furthermore, assume that the R[T|-modules ker(a(T")) and ker(5(T))
are extended from the base ring R. Then there exists an automorphism I'(T') € Aut (M) such
that (1) I'(0) = Id and (2) o(T') = B(T)T(T).

The next theorem is an accumulation of several results, derived from a pivotal result
originally due to Eisenbud and Evans [6]. This has been used extensively throughout
the article. This version is recollected from [16] and [2], 2.5].

Theorem 2.6. Let P C Spec(R) be a subset and 6 : P — N a generalized dimension function.
Let M be a R-module such that puyp (M) > 14-6(p) for all p € P. Let (r,m) € R® M be a basic
element on P. Then there exists an element m’ € M such that m+rm/ is a basic element on P.
Consequently, if M is a projective R-module such that rank(My) > d for all p € Spec(R) and
(rym) € Um(R® M), then there exists an element m’ € M such that ht(O pr(m~+rm')) > d.

The following lemma is due to Bhatwadekar and Roy [2, Lemma 4.1]. This has been
crucially used in Proposition 43|

Lemma 2.7. Let B C C be rings such that dim(B) = dim(C) = d. Assume that, there exists
an element x € B such that B, = C,. Then
(1) B/(1+2b)B =C/(1+ xb)C forall b € B;
(2) if a C Cis an ideal such that ht(a) > d and a + (x)C' = C. Then there exists an
element b € B such that 1 + xb € a.

We conclude this section with a lemma, which is analogous to [16, Lemma 2] in our
setup. It enables us to patch two isomorphisms in the fiber product diagram used in
this article. Before that, we define the following notation.

Notation. Let A be a subring of R[T], that contains R. We define J4 := {f(T) € A :
f(0) = 0}. Then J4 is an ideal in A. If A is a geometric subring of R[T| then one may
observe that ht(J4) > 1.

Lemma 2.8. Let A be a geometric subring of R[T]. Let s,t € R such that (s)R + (t)R = R.
Moreover, assume that A; = Rg[T]. Let M and M’ be A-modules such that, there exist
isomorphisms o1 : Mg = M and oo : My = M] with the following properties.

(1) (01): ® (A/Ta)st = (02)s ® (A/Ta)st;

(2) My is a free module.
Then there exists an isomorphism o : M = M’ such that ¢ @ (A/J4)s = (01) @ (A/T 4)s
and o @ (A/T ) = (02) ® (A/T 4)1.

~

Proof. We define ¢(X) : My[X] = M.,[X] by ¢(X) := (01 ® Au[X]) o [(01);* o
(02)s](XT), where X is an indeterminate. Then ¢(X) is an isomorphism satisfies the
properties (i) ¢(0) = (o1), (ii) ¢(1) = (02)s and (iil)) ¢(X) = Id mod JsR«[T, X].
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Therefore, applying [16, Lemma 1] we get an isomorphism o : M 5 M’ with the
required property. O

3. EXISTENCE OF BASIC ELEMENTS

In this section, we prove an analogy of conjecture [llregarding the existence of basic
elements in certain modules over a geometric subring of a polynomial ring. We begin
with the following lemma, which shows that it is sufficient to assume the module is
torsion-free in order to prove our main theorem in this section. The proof is essentially
contained in [16, Theorem 2, paragraph 1]. Hence we omit the proof.

Lemma 3.1. Let M be a R-module and let
Moy = {m € M : there exists a non-zero divisor s € R such that sm = 0}
be the torsion submodule of M. Let M' = M /M. If M’ has a basic element, then M has a

basic element.
The next proposition is an improvement of [16, Proposition 1] in our setup.

Proposition 3.2. Let A be a geometric subring of R[T|. Let s,t € R such that Ay = R,[T
and (s)R + (t)R = R. Let M be an A-module. Let “bar” denote going modulo J oM. Let z be
an element in M. Suppose that, there exist basic elements mi € My and ma € M, such that
my = (2)s and e = (2)¢. Let

M, M,
Ny = d Ny = .
! mlAs g 2 mQAt

Furthermore, assume that (N1): and (N2)s are extended projective modules from the base ring
Rg;. Then there exists an basic element m € M such that m = z.

Proof. Since (N1); and (N3)s are projective modules over Ay, we have the following
identity.

(A) Mg = mlAst ©® (Nl)t = m2Ast ©® (N2)s

First we observe that (m;); = (ms2)s = (2)s. Therefore, the definition of N; (i = 1,2)

give us the equality (NV;); = (N2)s, which we call N. Since both the modules (V;); and
(N32)s are extended from the base ring R, there exist isomorphisms ¢;(T") : (Ny): 5
N[T) and ¢2(T) : (N2)s — N[T] such that ¢;(0) = ¢2(0) = Id. We define the following
surjections.

(@) m : As = m1Ag such that n; (1) = my;

(b) n2 : Ay = mgA; such that n2(1) = mao.
From [A] it follows that the maps (71): and (12)s are in fact isomorphisms. Moreover,
(m)¢ and (n2)s will canonically induce maps, say 71 : As — M, and 72 : Ay — M, such
that (77); and (72)s are injective maps. Now we consider the following commutative
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diagram of short exact sequences

0 —— Ry[T] — ™ ar, — 2D N7 —— 0

®) H i |
0 Rst [T} (772 )s Mst P2 (T) N [T] 0
where p;(T), i = 1,2, are defined as the compositions of the canonical surjections

induced from the identity (A), along with the isomorphisms ¢;(T") (i = 1, 2). Moreover,
from the definition of p;(7T'), it follows that p;(0) = p2(0). Therefore, using Lemma
2.5 there exists an automorphism I'(T") € Aut (M) with I'(0) = Id such that p;(T')
p2(T") oI'(T'). Using Quillen’s splitting lemma [17, Theorem 1], the automorphism I'(T’)

splits. We consider the following fiber product diagram.

A Ay
N XNIJ
M ******************* l ”””” > Ms
Ay i Ay =—— Ay
| Fil
M; Mg —— Mg

Since I'(T") splits, from the universal property of the fiber product we obtain a unique

map 7 : A — M such that (n)s = 71 and () = 2. Let m = n(1). Since Spec(A) =

Spec(As) U Spec(A;), alocal checking ensures that m is a basic element of M. Further-

more, we have m = z, as again it holds locally. This completes the proof. O
We are now ready to give the proof of the main theorem in this section.

Theorem 3.3. Let A be a geometric subring of R[T|. Let M be an A-module such that
pp(M) > dim(A/p) for all minimal prime ideal p € Spec(A). Then M has a basic element.

Proof. Letn) C Abe the nilradical of A. Since Spec(A/n) = Spec(A), every basic element
of M /nM lifts to a basic element of M. Therefore, without loss of generality, we may
assume that A is reduced. In particular, this implies R is reduced. Moreover, it follows
from Lemma [3.T] that it is enough to assume M is a torsion-free module. Since A is a
geometric subring of R[T|, there exists a non-zero divisor s; € R and k£ > 0 such that
s¥T € A. We take f(T) = siT, then f € J,4 is a non-zero divisor in A. Throughout the
proof, the notation “bar” denotes going modulo (f)M. Applying Theorem 2.6l on the
module M, we obtain a basic element z € M. The remaining part of the proof is given
in steps.

Step - 1. In this step, we show the existence of a basic element in M, for some suitably
chosen s € R. Let T be the multiplicatively closed set of all non-zero divisors in R.
Then we notice that T'A4 = T'R[T] = (k; x ... x k,)[T). Since M is a torsion-free
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module, the module T 'M is a free module over ' A. Also one may observe that,
the canonical image of z in TN, say (z)g, is a basic element in TIM. Let m/ be a lift
of (z)g in T~1M. Due to the fact that diim(¥~'A) = 1, one may apply Theorem 2.6 on
(m}, T), to obtain a basic element m; := m} + T'm} in T~' M, for some suitably chosen
my € T~1 M. Here an observation is that, m; = (2)g and the module T M /mli’lA
is a free T A-module. Since M is a finitely generated module, there exists a non-zero
divisor sy € R such that the modules M, and M;,/m; A, are free Ag,-modules and
mi € Um(Ms,). Let s = s1s2. Then in the ring A; we have the following.

(1) s € Ris anon-zero divisor;

(2) A, = Ry[T);

(3) m1 € Um(Mj) such that m; = (2)s;

(4) both the modules M, and M,/mq A are free A;-modules.
Step - 2. Let S = {1 + sr : r € R}. This step is devoted to establish the existence of a
basic element in S~!M. Let us denote B = S~1A4 and L = S~ M. Then we note that,
B is a geometric subring of (S~ R)[T], which we write Ry z[T]. Since s is a non-zero
divisor, using Lemma 2.4l we get a generalized dimension function d : Spec(B) — N
such that d(p) < d for all p € Spec(B). We choose a lift, say m/, € L, of (z)g. One
may observe that, for any p € Spec(B), if f € p, then mf, ¢ pLp, asp € Spec(?).
This eventually implies that, the element (f, m}) is a basic element of B ® L. Applying
Theorem 2.6l on the element (f, m), we obtain a basic element my := m/,, + fm}, of L,
where mf € L.
Step - 3. We devote the rest of the proof in preparation to apply Proposition[3.2] which
allows us to patch m; and mg together to obtain a basic element m € M. We define the

following modules.
M L
Ny = dNj = ——.
! miAg an 2 sz

From (4), it follows that the module N; is an free A;-module. Since M, is a free A,-
module and (mg)s € Um(L;), the module (N3); is a stably free module over the ring
Rgy14+sr)[T]- Let q € Spec(B;) = Spec(Ry(14sr)[1]) be a minimal prime ideal. Then we
note that, ANg € Spec(A), is also a minimal prime ideal in A. Moreover, as (qNA)NS =
¢, we obtain the equality (Ls)q = Manq of modules. Therefore,

1q(V3)s) = ng(Ls) — 1 = pang(M) — 1 > dim(4/A N q) — 1.

One may observe that dim(A) — 1 > dim(Bs). Implies that dim(A/ANq) — 1 >
dim(Bs/q). Applying cancellation result, as stated in [16, Corollary 1], on the ring
Ry(14sr)[T], we obtain that the module (NV;); is in fact a free module.

Since all modules considered in the theorem are finitely generated, there exists t €

M,
moAt’

such that my is a basic element of M; such that my = (2); and if we take Ny =
then (N2); is an extended projective module from the base ring R;;. Now applying
Proposition[3.2] we obtain a basic element m € M such that m = 2. O
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4. CANCELLATION OF PROJECTIVE MODULES

In this section, we study the cancellation problem for projective modules over a
geometric subring of R[T"]. We begin with the following technical proposition, similar
to [9) Remark 2.5]. This has been used frequently throughout this section to establish
various cancellation results.

Notation. Let M be an R-module. Given an automorphism o € Aut(R & M) and
an element (f,m) € R ® M, we denote (f,m)a as the image of (f,m) under o. This
notation is introduced for consistency with the case when M is a free module over R.

Proposition 4.1. Let A be a reduced geometric subring of R[T|. Let M be a torsion-free A-
module such that M, is a projective Ag-module of rank > d + 1, for some non-zero divisor
g €Ja. Let (f,m) € Um(A & M) such that

(1) f—1€(g)Aand m € (g)M;

(2) g+ g%g’ € Op(m), for some g’ € A.
Then A2M = N Moreover, there exists an o € Aut (A @ M) such that (f,m)a = (1,0).

Furthermore, if M is a projective module, then the conclusion holds even without (2).

Proof. First we notice that if we identify é%i‘f‘ simply with M, then we are not losing

any generality. Some more observations are as follows: suppose that there exists an
a € Aut (A ® M) such that (f,m)a = (1,0). Then we obtain the required isomorphism
induced by a from the following short exact sequence

UM ey Y ABM

0 A (1,00A

where ' is the composition of « along with the canonical map A& M —- (AIE'%)]‘;I‘. From

there exists h € A such that f = 1+ gh. Lety : M — (?%{4 be the canonical

map. Let M’ = (’;}%];{4 and let “bar” denote going modulo J4 as well as J4 M. Then we

notice that 7 = Id. The remaining part of the proof is divided into two steps.
Step - 1. We start with the observation that, since (f,m) € Um(A & M), we have
AD M =2 Ad M. Therefore, the module M’ is torsion-free, as it is a direct summand
of a torsion-free module A @ M. Following the arguments given in [Theorem 3.3 Step
- 1, paragraph 1] we can find a non-zero divisor s € R such that

(@) As = R[T7;

(b) M, and M/ are free modules over the ring A;.
In particular, from (b) it follows that, the modules M, and M are extended from the
base ring R,. Moreover, since M, = M;, there exists an isomorphism o : M 5 M !
such that o7 = Id.
Step-2. Let S = {1l +sr:r € R}. Wedenote B=S"1A, L = S'!Mand L' =
S~1M’. Since s is a non-zero divisor, using Lemma 2.4 we can obtain a generalized
dimension function d : Spec(B) — N such that d(p) < d for all p € Spec(B). Let
S = {p € Spec(B) : g ¢ p} and 0 = d|g, be the restriction of d on S. Then ¢ : S — N is
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a generalized dimension function [cf. the proof of Lemma 2.4} paragraph 3] such that
d(p) <dforallp € S.

We claim that, the element (g2 f,m) is a basic element in B @& L on S. To establish
our claim, we note that it is enough to show that Opg 1 (g°f,m) ¢ p, forany p € S
which contains f. Let p € S be such that f € p. Since (f,m) € Um(B & L), there exists
X € (B ® L)* such that A\(0,m) & p. In particular, this implies Opg (g2 f, m) Z p.

Applying Theorem 2.6 on the triplet {(¢*f,m),S, B @ L}, we get a basic element
m" = m+m/fg*> € L onS, where m’ € L. From the definition of m” and using
hypothesis (), it follows that m” € S~}({g)M). As M, is a projective A,-module, the
element m” € Um(L,). Therefore, there exists an integer k > 1 such that ¢* € O (m").
Using hypothesis @) we obtain that g*~! € O(m"). Repeating this argument finitely
many times we will eventually get g € O (m”).

Let A € L* such that A\(m”) = g. In the remaining part of this step we construct a
series of automorphisms of B @ L, which eventually transform (f, m) to (1,0). For each
i=1,2,3and (F,p) € (B & L) we consider the following automorphisms of B & L.

o (F,p)p1 = (F,p+ Fg*>m’)

o (F,p)¢2 = (F = hA(p),p)

o (F,p)¢s = (F,p—Fm")
We define x := ¢3 0 ¢ 0 ¢1. It follows from the explicit computation of y that (f,m)x =
(1,0). Since m"” € S~*(gM) for all (F,p) € B ® L, one may observe that

(A) (F,p)X = (%, D).

We consider the following commutative diagram

0 p 209 paor L 0
| b -
0 p-=Um™  par % 0

1 which makes the above dia-

where o}, is the canonical isomorphism induced by x~
gram commutative. Furthermore, from (A) it follows that @, = Id. Since all modules
considered in this proof are finitely generated, there exists ¢t € S such that we can find
an isomorphism oy : M; — M/ with the property that 5, = Id. Therefore, applying
Lemma 2.8 we get the required isomorphism o : M = M’ such that 7 = Id.

We now consider the following commutative diagram

0 A2 ey T ARM
(B) H |
0 A0 AeM T AR 0

where 7; are the canonical quotient maps, « = 1, 2. Since the exact sequences split, there
exists an a € Aut (A @& M) such that (f, m)a = (1,0). This concludes the proof. O
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We are now ready to prove the cancellation result for projective modules over a geo-
metric subring of R[T’]. The idea of the proof is to establish the fact that, in Proposition
B.3] if M is a projective module, then even hypothesis (I) is not required.

Theorem 4.2. Let A be a geometric subring of R[T']. Let P be a projective A-module such that
rank(P) > d + 1. Then the projective module P is cancellative.

Proof. We first note some general observations: let n be the nilradical of R and let
Rieqd = R/mand A,eq = A/nA. Then the ring A,.q is also a geometric subring of R.4[7].
Moreover, since we can lift automorphisms up to nilradical, we may assume without
loss of generality that R is reduced. Let ¢ : A® Q — A @ P be an isomorphism such
that (1,0)¢) = (f,m). Let s be a non-zero divisor in R such that A; = R,[T]. Then to
establish the theorem, it is enough to find a € Aut (A ¢ P) such that (f, m)a = (1,0).
The remaining part of the proof is devoted in showing this.

We note that (f,m) € Um(A & P). From our choice of the ring A, there exists n € N
such that s"T € A. Let g(T) = s"T. Then apparently g € J,4 is a non-zero divisor.
Let “tilde” denote going modulo (g)A as well as (g)P. Since g is a non-zero divisor,
using Theorem [2.6] there exists a transvection 7 € E(A & P) such that (f,p)7 = (1,0).
Recall that, we can always lift transvections of A @ P to an automorphism of A & P.
Let 7 € Aut (A @ P) be a lift of 7. Therefore, by altering (f, m) with (f, m)7, we may
further assume that m € (g)M and f = 1 + gh for some h € A. Hence we may apply
Proposition4.I] to conclude the proof. O

In the remaining part of this section, we aim to extend Theorem 4.2 to a geometric
subring of R[T, f"], where f € R[T] \ R is a non-zero divisor and n € Z. To achieve
this, we rely on the following proposition, which allows us to reduce the problem
to a problem over a geometric subring of R[T]. The proof of the proposition draws
inspiration from [2, Theorem 4.3].

Proposition 4.3. Let B C C be reduced rings of dimension d > 1 and let v € B be a
non-zero divisor in C such that B, = Cy. Let P be a projective C-module of rank > d and
(¢,p) € Um(C @ P). Then there exist (a) a transvection T € E(C & P), (b) a torsion-free
B-module M and (c) a unimodular element (b, m) € Um(B & M) such that:

(1) M, = P,;

(2) (¢,p)T = (bym);

(3) b—1¢€ (x)Band m € (x)M;

(4) z+ 229 € Op(m), for some g € B.

Proof. Since z is a non-zero divisor in C' and rank(P) > d, it follows from [20] that
P/(z)P has a unimodular element. Therefore, by altering (¢, p) up to a transvection of
C @ P, we may assume without loss of generality that ¢ € (z)C. Moreover, applying
Theorem 2.6] we may replace p with p + cq for some ¢ € P and further assume that
ht(Op(p)) > d. Leta = Op(p). Because of (¢,p) € Um(C & P), we get (x)C +a = C.
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Therefore, using Lemma [2.7] we obtain an element 1 + zy € a, for some y € B. Hence
one can choose an « € P* such that a(p) = 1 + xy. Let ¢ = zh/ for some b’ € C. Since
<1+fy>B = <1+§y>c' there exists b/ € B such that h’ = b + A(1 + zy), for some \ € C.
Then we have

(i) ct[l+a(l—=A—y =)l +ay) = (1+z+b"2?),

where b’ = y — yb' — y*> € B. We take b = 1 + z + b”22. Then one may notice that
b € B. From (i) it follows that, the unimodular element (c,p) can be translated to
(b,p) by applying a transvection of C' @ P. Moreover, if we take m = p — bp, then
(b,m) € Um(C & P) and (b, p) can be translated to (b, m) by applying a transvection of
C @ P. Furthermore, as a consequence we have

(ii) b—1¢€ (x)B, and m € (z)P.

Let m = zp, for some p; € P. Then we note that

(iii) a(m) = (—z = b"2*)(1 + 2y) = —x + 2°h,
for some h € B. This implies a(p1) = —1 + zh € B. Let {p1,p5,...,p)} be a set of
generators of P and a(p}) = ¢; € C forall i = 2, ..., k. Using the identity ﬁ =

ﬁ we can find \; € C and b; € B such thatc¢; = b;+\;(—1+zh) foralli = 2,..., k.
We define p; := p, — \jp1, where i = 2,...,k. Then one can notice that {p1,ps, ..., pr }
generates P as a C-module such that a(p;) € Bforalli =1,...,k.

We set M = Zle Bp;. Then we claim that M is a torsion-free module over B.
To see this, first we observe that, the element z is also a non-zero divisor in B. Let
m € M \ {0} such that am = 0, where a € B\ {0}. Since M is a B-submodule of a
torsion-free module P, the element a must be a zero-divisor in C. Then there exists a
minimal prime ideal p € Spec(C) such that a € p. Since B, = C, and «z is a non-zero
divisor in both B and C, there exists a canonical one-to-one correspondence between
the minimal prime ideals of B and C'. In particular, this implies a is a zero-divisor in
B. This proves our claim.

It follows from the construction of M that the canonical map,sayI' : M ® g C — P,
is a surjection. Moreover, if we take w € ker(I'), then there exists k& > 0 such that
zFw = 0. Therefore, the map I'; is an isomorphism. This implies M, = P,. One may
treat « as an element of M* by taking restriction on M. Since (b,m) € Um(C & P), it
follows from our choice of M that (b, m) € Um(B, @ M,). Therefore, for some integer
t > 0, the element z* € Opgpr(b, m). As some suitable power of ba(= 1 + z + b"x?), is
co-maximal with z?, the element

(iv) (b,m) € Um(B @& M).

Combining (i), and (iv), it follows that (b, m) satisfies all the desired conditions.
O
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The next lemma is an interesting consequence of the arguments used in Proposition
[4.3] Before that, we define the following notation.

Notation. Let u,v € Um,,(R). We define u ~g, () v if there exists an ¢ € E,(R) such
that ue = v, where E,,(R) is the subgroup of GL,,(R), generated by all the elementary
matrices.

Lemma 4.4. Let B, C and x be as in Proposition Then the canonical map

Umgy.1(B) Umgy,1(C)
Eq11(B) Eq1+1(C)

is a surjection.

Proof. Let (c,p) € Umgy1(C), where p = (ci1,...,cq) € C% We follow the proof of
Proposition@.3/till we obtain that (¢, p) ~g,, () (b,p) withb = 1+2+b"2* € B, where
all the notations defined here are consistence with the notation used in the proof of
Proposition[4.3] till that point. To establish the lemma we notice that it is enough to find
some (b1, ...,bq) € B¢ such that (1) (b, p) ~Egr(C) (0,01,...,04) and (2) (b, b1, ...,bq) €
Umg,1(B). Let z = 1+ 0"z € B. Then note that b = 1 + zz. Using the identity
<1+5Z>B (1+gz>c we can find y; € C (i =1,...,d ) such that ¢; — u;(1 + zz) € B. Now
if we take b; = ¢; — p;(1 4+ z2) forall i = 1,...,d, then it follows that

(A) (b,p) ~Eq41(C) (b, bl,...,bd).

It is only remains to show that (b, by, ...,bq) € Umgy,1(B). We observe that, from (A it
follows that (b, b1, ...,b3) € Umg41(Cy) = Umgq(By). That is, for some ¢ > 0, we must
have 2! € (b,b1,...,by) B. Now from our choice of b it follows that 1 € (b, b1, ...,by) B.
This completes the proof of the lemma. O

We end this section with the following theorem, which is essentially an extension of
Theorem[4.21to a geometric subring of R[T, /"], where f € R[T]\ R is a nonzero divisor
and n € Z.

Theorem 4.5. Let f € R[T]\ R be a non-zero divisor. Let A be a geometric subring of
RI[T, f"], where n € Z. Let P be a projective A-module such that rank(P) > d + 1. Then the
projective module P is cancellative.

Proof. Without loss of generality we may assume that R is reduced. Let : ABQ = A®
P be an isomorphism such that (1, 0)y = (¢,p). Then (¢,p) € Um(A @ P). Foralln > 0
the result follows from Theorem[4.2] so we assume that n < 0. Let B = AN R[T]. Then
B is a geometric subring of R[T]. Furthermore, we observe that there exists an element
x € Jp, which is a non-zero divisor in A such that A, = B, = R,[T, Tif] Therefore,
applying Proposition on (¢,p) (taking C' = A) one may obtain (i) a torsion-free
B-module M, (ii) a transvection 7 € E(C' & P) and (iii) (f,m) € Um(B & M) such that:

(1) My = Py;

@) (e,p)m = (f,m);
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B) f—1le(x)Band m € zM;

(4) = + 22h € Opr(m), for some h € B.
Here we note that, since the kernel of the canonical surjection A® (M ®p A) = A® P
is the z-torsion submodule of A& (M ®p A), any automorphism w of B & M such that
(f,m)w = (1,0) will canonically induce an automorphism of A & P which takes (f, m)
0 (1,0). Therefore, in view of (@), finding such an w € Aut(B & M) will conclude
the proof. Since x is a non-zero divisor and rank(M,;) = rank(P,) > d + 1, one may
apply Proposition.TJon (f, m) to obtain the required automorphism. This concludes
the proof. O

5. EFFICIENT GENERATION OF MODULES

In this section, we study the upper bound on the number of generators of a module,
suggested by Eisenbud-Evans, over a geometric subring of R[T]. We begin with a
lemma which is due to Mohan Kumar. The proof is essentially contained in [8, Theo-
rem 1, Step - 1]. Hence we skip the proof to avoid repeating similar arguments.

Lemma 5.1. Let M be a R-module. Let M' = M /M,,,. Suppose that M' is generated by
e(M) many elements. Then M is also generated by e(M) many elements.

Notation. With the same notations as of Lemma[5.1} we denote f(M) = sup{up(M) +
dim(R/p) : p € Spec(R) such that My # 0}. Then it has been shown in [15, Theorem
4.1, paragraph 2] that e(M) > f(M) — 1.

The next proposition is a refinement of [16, Proposition 2] in our setup.

Proposition 5.2. Let A be a geometric subring of R[T|. Let s,t € R such that Ay = R4[T|
and (s)R + (t)R = R. Let M be an A-module such that My, is an extended projective module
from the base ring Rg;. Let

(bl : (As)m — MS and ¢2 : (At)m — Mt
be two surjections such that

(¢1): ® (A/Ta)e = (¢2)s © (A/Ta)s.

Suppose that, the modules (ker(¢1)): and (ker(¢p2))s are extended from the base ring Rg. Then
there exists a surjection ¢ : A™ — M such that ¢s = ¢1 and ¢y = ¢a.

Proof. Let ker(¢;) = L;, for i = 1,2 and “bar” denote going modulo J4M. We take
N = M. Since M, is an extended module from the base ring Ry, there exists an
isomorphism I'(T) : My — Ng[T] such that I'(0) = Id. Now we have the following
commutative diagram

0 —— (L) —— (Ra[T)"™ — 5 Ny[T] —— 0

(A) i i w(T) H

0 —— (Lo)s ——— (Rt [T)™ L Ng[T] —— 0
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where ¢; = I'(T) o (¢1); and 15 = I'(T) o (¢2)s. Here one may notice that ¢, = 1s.
Since (L;); and (L), are extended from the base ring R, by Lemma [2.5] there exists
w(T) € Aut ((Rs[T])™) such that (1) w(0) = Id and (2) ¥4 = 12 o w(T'). It follows from
Quillen’s splitting lemma [17, Theorem 1] that w(7T") splits. Therefore, we obtain the
following fiber product diagram.

AT ey > AT
i \\\\05 %
H
: M l M,
A A 2D, gm
Mt Mst E— Mst

Since w(T') splits, it follows from the universal property of the fiber product, that there

exists a map ¢ : A™ — M such that ¢, = ¢; and ¢; = ¢2. Since (1) both ¢; and ¢ are

surjective maps and (2) Spec(A) = Spec(A;) U Spec(A), it follows that ¢ is a surjective

map. This completes the proof. U
Now we are ready to prove the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 5.3. Let A be a geometric subring of R[T|. Let M be an A-module. Then M is
generated by e(M) many elements.

Proof. First we observe some general reductions. Let 7) be the nilradical of A and A,.q =
A/n. Since any set of generators of M /nM lifts to a set of generators of M, without loss
of generality we may assume that A is reduced. In particular, this implies that R is
reduced. Moreover, using Lemma 5.1l one may further assume that M is torsion-free.
We give the proof in the following steps.
Step - 1. Let m = e(M) and let “bar” denote going modulo J4 M. By [16, Theorem
0], we can find x1, ..., 7, € M such that M is generated by z1,...,z,, as a R-module.
This implies, the map ¢; : R™ — M defined by ¢1(e;) = z; is surjective, where ¢;’s are
the canonical basis elements of R™, i = 1, ..., m. By following the arguments given in
[Theorem[3.3] Step - 1], we can find a non-zero divisor s € R such that:

(i) As = Rs[T] and

(if) Ms; is a projective module which is extended from R;.
It follows from (i) that any set of generators of M can be extended to a set of genera-
tors of M;. Therefore, there exists w; € M, with w; = (x;)s (¢ = 1,...,m) such that the
map ¢ : (As)™ — M, defined by ¢1(e;) = w; is a surjection. Let L; = ker(¢;). Since
L, € A7, the module L, is a torsion-free module over A,. Furthermore, repeating the
arguments in [Theorem[3.3] Step - 1] one more time, we may also assume that (L;); is
a extended projective Rs[T]-module after suitably altering s. Note that this alteration
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of s does not affect any of the favorable properties we obtain in this step.
Step-2.LetS ={1+sr:r € R}. Wedenote B=S"'Aand L = S~'M. Lety; € L be
a lift of (x;)g, for i = 1,...,m. Since s € R is a non-zero divisor, applying Lemma 2.4}
we get a generalized dimension function d : Spec(B) — N such that d(p) < d for all
p € Spec(B). In particular, this implies d(q) < dim(B/q)—1 for all minimal prime ideals
q € Spec(B). Hence we obtain that m > f(M) —1 > up(M) + d(p) for all p € Spec(B).
Therefore, one may apply [16, Theorem 0] on the triplet {(y1, ..., ym), S~ (TaM),d}, to
obtain z1, ..., z;,, € L such that:

(@) z = y; +ni, wheren; € S~1(JaM) and
(b) L is generated by z1, ..., 2, as a B-module.

Then from the construction of z; it follows that z; = z; for alli = 1,...,m. Let ¢} :
B™ —- L be the surjection sending e; — z;. Then we observe that m = x; for
all i = 1,...,m. We define L), := ker(¢}). Then it follows from (i) and from the fact
(Ly)s is a extended projective R4[T]-module, that (L), is a stably extended projective
module from the base ring R(14sr)- Let q € Spec(Bs) be a minimal prime ideal. Then
we note that A N g is also a minimal prime ideal in A and (Ls)q = Mang. Hence we

obtain that
Hq((L)s) = m — pg(Ly) = m — jrang(M) > dim(A/A M q) — 1.

Now dim(B;) < dim(A) implies that dim(Bs/q) < dim(A/A N q) — 1. Therefore,
using cancellation result, as stated in [16, Corollary 1], one may obtain that (L}), is an
extended projective module from the base ring Ry(14sr)-

There exists an element ¢ € S and a surjection ¢g : (A;)™ —— M; such that ¢s(e;) = 2;
forall i = 1,...,m and (ker(¢2))s is an extended projective module from the base ring

Rsi. Let Ly = ker(¢2). Then applying Proposition one can obtain a surjection
¢ A™ — M. This concludes the proof. O
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