arXiv:1406.5941v1 [math.AG] 23 Jun 2014

ON POSITIVITY AND BASE LOCI OF VECTOR BUNDLES

THOMAS BAUER, SÁNDOR J KOVÁCS, ALEX KÜRONYA, ERNESTO CARLO MISTRETTA, TOMASZ SZEMBERG, STEFANO URBINATI

1. INTRODUCTION

The aim of this note is to shed some light on the relationships among some notions of positivity for vector bundles that arose in recent decades.

Positivity properties of line bundles have long played a major role in projective geometry; they have once again become a center of attention recently, mainly in relation with advances in birational geometry, especially in the framework of the Minimal Model Program. Positivity of line bundles has often been studied in conjunction with numerical invariants and various kinds of asymptotic base loci (see for example [ELMNP06] and [BDPP13]).

At the same time, many positivity notions have been introduced for vector bundles of higher rank, generalizing some of the properties that hold for line bundles. While the situation in rank one is well-understood, at least as far as the interdepencies between the various positivity concepts is concerned, we are quite far from an analogous state of affairs for vector bundles in general.

In an attempt to generalize bigness for the higher rank case, some positivity properties have been put forward by Viehweg (in the study of fibrations in curves, [Vie83]), and Miyaoka (in the context of surfaces, [Miy83]), and are known to be different from the generalization given by using the tautological line bundle on the projectivization of the considered vector bundle (cf. [Laz04]). The differences between the various definitions of bigness are already present in the works of Lang concerning the Green-Griffiths conjecture (see [Lan86]).

Our purpose is to study several of the positivity notions studied for vector bundles with some notions of asymptotic base loci that can be defined on the variety itself, rather than on the projectivization of the given vector bundle. We relate some of the different notions conjectured to be equivalent with the help of these base loci, and we show that these can help simplify the various relationships between the positivity properties present in the literature.

In particular, we define augmented and restricted base loci B_+ (E) and B_− (E) of a vector bundle E on the variety X, as generalizations of the corresponding notions studied extensively for line bundles. As it turns out, the asymptotic base loci defined here behave well with respect to the natural map induced by the projectivization of the vector bundle E, as shown in Section 3.

The relationship between these base loci with the positivity notions appearing in the literature goes as follows:

Theorem 1.1. Let X be a smooth projective variety and E a vector bundle on X. Then:

(1.1.1) E is ample if and only if B_+ (E) = ∅; (1.1.2) E is nef if and only if B_− (E) = ∅;

(1.1.3) E is pseudo-effective if and only if B_− (E) ≠ X;

Date: September 16, 2017.

(1.1.4) E is weakly positive if and only if B_− (E) ≠ X (see Section 5); (1.1.5) E is V-big if and only if B_+ (E) ≠ X (see section 6);

(1.1.6) Assume that E is a nef vector bundle. Then E is almost everywhere ample if and only if B_+ (E) ≠ X (cf. Section 8).

The paper is organized as follows: in sections 2 and 3 we give the definition and basic properties of the asymptotic base loci for vector bundles, and relate these loci with the ones on the projectivizations. In Section 4 we recall the various positivity properties for line bundles and their relationship with asymptotic base loci. Section 5 is devoted to a study of positivity properties of vector bundles related to the restricted base locus, while Section 6 is given over to an investigation of connection between positivity properties of vector bundles related and augmented base loci. In sections 7 and 8 we study almost everywhere ampleness and relate it to V-bigness.

2. DEFINITIONS AND FIRST PROPERTIES

Convention 2.1. Throughout the paper we are working with vector bundles of finite rank, but for various reasons we find it more convenient to work with the associated sheaf of sections which is a locally free coherent O_X -module. We will follow the usual abuse of terminology and while exclusively using this associated sheaf, we will still call it a vector bundle. If, rarely, we want to refer to a vector bundle and mean a vector bundle we will call it the total space of the vector bundle.

We will also work with line bundles, which of course refers to a locally free sheaf of rank 1. For a line bundle L we will denote by c_1(L) the associated Weil divisor on X.

With that convention fixed we are making the following notation that we will use through the entire paper:

Notation 2.2. Let X be a smooth projective variety over the complex numbers, and E a vector bundle (i.e., according to 2.1 really a locally free sheaf) over X. For a point x ∈ X, E_x = E ⊗_{OX} O_{X,x} denotes the stalk of E at the point x and E(x) = E ⊗_{OX} κ(x) where κ(x) is the residue field at x. Clearly, E(x) is the fiber of the total space of E over the point x. In particular, E(x) is a vector space of dimension r = rk E. Definition 2.3. We define the base locus of E (over X) as the subset

Bs(E) := {x ∈ X | H^0(X, E) → E(x) is not surjective} ,

and the stable base locus of E (over X) as

B (E) := ⋂ m>0 Bs(Sym^m E) .

Remark 2.4. The assertions below follow immediately from the definition:

(2.4.1) As Bs(E) = Bs(Im(

⋀_{rk E} H^0(X, E) → H^0(X, det E))), these loci are closed subsets, and carry a natural scheme structure.

(2.4.2) For any positive integer c > 0, B (E) = B (Sym^c E), and the same holds for B_− and B_+ .

Remark 2.5. The rank of the natural linear map H^0(X, E) → E(x) induces a stratification of X into locally closed subsets.

Definition 2.6. Let r = p/q ∈ Q_{>0} be a positive rational number, and A a line bundle on X. We will use the following notation:

B (E + rA) := B (Sym^q E ⊗ A^p), and

B (E − rA) := B (Sym^q E ⊗ A^{−p}) .

Note that if r = p^′/q^′ is another representation of r as a fraction, then q^′p = p^′q, hence

Sym^{q′} (Sym^q E ⊗ A^p) ≃ Sym^{q′q} E ⊗ A^{q′p} ≃ Sym^{q′q} E ⊗ A^{p′q} ≃ Sym^q(Sym^{q′} E ⊗ A^{p′} ),

and therefore, by (2.4.2), B (Sym^q E ⊗ A^p) = B (Sym^{q′} E ⊗ A^{p′} ) and hence B (E + rA) is well-defined. A similar argument shows that B (E − rA) is also well-defined.

Let A be an ample line bundle on X, we define the augmented base locus of E as

B^A_+ (E) := ⋂ r∈Q^{>0} B (E − rA) , and the restricted base locus of E as

B^A_− (E) := ⋃ r∈Q^{>0} B (E + rA) . Remark 2.7. The definitions above yield the following properties:

(2.7.1) The loci B^A_+ (E) and B^A_− (E) do not depend on the choice of the ample line bundle A, so we can write B_+ (E) and B_− (E) for the augmented and restricted base locus of E, respectively.

(2.7.2) For any r_1 > r_2 > 0 we have B (E+r_1 A) ⊆ B (E+r_2 A) and B (E−r_2 A) ⊆ B (E−r_1 A). (2.7.3) In particular, for any ε > 0 we have B (E + εA) ⊆ B (E) ⊆ B (E − εA). (2.7.4) Therefore we have that

B_+ (E) := ⋂ q∈N B (E − (1/q)A) and B_− (E) := ⋃ q∈N B (E + (1/q)A). (2.7.5) It follows that B_+ (E) is closed, but even for line bundles, the locus B_− (E) is not closed in general: Lesieutre [Les12] proved that this locus can be a proper dense subset of X, or a proper dense subset of a divisor of X.

3. ASYMPTOTIC INVARIANTS FOR VECTOR BUNDLES

In the following sections we will relate augmented and restricted base loci for vector bundles to various positivity notions found in the literature. In order to achieve a better understanding of these positivity properties and the relations between them, it is necessary to investigate the dependence of asymptotic base loci for vector bundles, and the corresponding loci of the tautological quotient line bundles on the appropriate projectivizations.

Let E be a vector bundle on a smooth projective variety X, π : P(E) → X the projective bundle of rank one quotients of E, and O_{P(E)}(1) the universal quotient of π^∗E on P(E). Then we immediately have π(B (O_{P(E)}(1))) ⊆ B (E) .

In fact, if the evaluation map H^0(X, E) ⊗ O_X → E is surjective over a point x ∈ X, then the map H^0(P(E), O_{P(E)}(1)) ⊗ O_{P(E)} = H^0(X, E) ⊗ O_{P(E)} → π^∗E ↠ O_{P(E)}(1) is surjective over any point y ∈ P(E) such that π(y) = x, and a similar argument applies to Sym^m E.

More precisely, we have π(Bs(O_{P(E)}(1))) = Bs(E): if a point x ∈ X does lie in Bs(E), then the image of the map H^0(X, E) → E(x) is contained in some hyperplane H ⊂ E(x), where the hyperplane H corresponds to a point y ∈ π^{−1}(x) contained in Bs(O_{P(E)}(1)).

It is not clear whether the inclusion π(B (O_{P(E)}(1))) ⊆ B (E) of stable loci is strict in general. However, as we will show right below, some useful connections rely on properties of augmented and restricted base loci, which exhibit a more predictable behavior with respect to the map π.

Proposition 3.1. Let E be a vector bundle on a smooth projective variety X, π : P(E) → X the projective bundle of one dimensional quotients of E, and O_{P(E)}(1) the universal quotient of π^∗E on P(E). Then π(B_− (O_{P(E)}(1))) = B_− (E) .

Proof. Let us fix H ∈ Pic(X), a sufficiently ample line bundle such that A := O_{P(E)}(1) ⊗ π^∗H is very ample on P(E). Then

B_− (O_{P(E)}(1)) = ⋃ a∈N B (O_{P(E)}(a) ⊗ A) = ⋃ a∈N ( ⋂ b∈N Bs(O_{P(E)}(ab) ⊗ A^b) )

and B_− (E) = ⋃ a∈N ( ⋂ b∈N Bs(Sym^{ab} E ⊗ H^b) ) . (⊆) The easier inclusion is π(B_− (O_{P(E)}(1))) ⊆ B_− (E). In order to show this, suppose that x ∈ X and that x /∈ B_− (E). Then for any integer a > 0 there exists a b > 0 such that the vector bundle Sym^{ab} E ⊗ H^b is generated by its global sections at x ∈ X. Then for all a > 0 the line bundle O(2(a − 1)b) ⊗ A^{2b} = O(2ab) ⊗ π^∗H^{2b} which is a quotient of π^∗(Sym^{2ab} E ⊗ H^{2b}) is generated by its global sections (defined over the whole space P(E)) on any point of the fibre π^{−1}(x), so the fibre π^{−1}(x) is contained in the complement of B_− (O_{P(E)}(1)).

(⊇) Let us show now that π(B_− (O_{P(E)}(1))) ⊇ B_− (E): Let x ∈ P(E) be a point such that x /∈ π(B_− (O_{P(E)}(1))). Then for any a > 0 there exists a b > 0 such that O_{P(E)}(2(a − 1)b) ⊗ A^b is generated on any point y ∈ π^{−1}(x) by its global sections (defined on the whole P(E)).

Then the line bundle L := O_{P(E)}(2ab) ⊗ π^∗H^{2b} ≃ O_{P(E)}(2(a − 1)b) ⊗ O_{P(E)}(b) ⊗ π^∗H^b ⊗ O_{P(E)}(b) ⊗ π^∗H^b ≃ ≃ ( O_{P(E)}(2(a − 1)b) ⊗ A^b ) ⊗ A^b is the product of a line bundle which is generated by global sections (on P(E)) at any point of the fiber P_x := π^{−1}(x) = P(E(x)) with a very ample line bundle, so its global sections (on P(E)) define a closed immersion of P_x into a projective space. In other words, the linear system H^0(P(E), L) defines a rational map φ: P(E) P(H^0(P(E ), L)) = P^N which is a regular immersion on P_x. Then in particular, for m ≫ 0 the multiplication map Sym^m H^0(P(E ), L) → H^0(Y, L|_Y ) is surjective.

It follows that the map π_∗(Sym^m H^0(P(E), L) ⊗ O_{P(E)}) → π_∗(L^m) is surjective at the point x ∈ X. As π_∗(L^m) = Sym^{2abm} E ⊗ H^{2bm} we may conclude that for any a > 0 and m large enough the vector bundle Sym^{2abm} E ⊗ H^{2bm} is generated at x by its global sections, hence x /∈ B_− (E). □

The analogous claim holds for augmented base locus, with a similar proof. Proposition 3.2. Let E be a vector bundle on a smooth projective variety X, with the same notations as in Proposition 3.1, we have π(B_+ (O_{P(E)}(1))) = B_+ (E) .

Proof. Let H ∈ Pic(X) be a sufficiently ample line bundle such that A := O_{P(E)}(1) ⊗ π^∗H is very ample on P(E). Then

B_+ (O_{P(E)}(1)) = ⋂ a>0 B (O_{P(E)}(a) ⊗ A^{−1}) = ⋂ a>0 ( ⋂ b>0 Bs(O_{P(E)}(ab) ⊗ A^{−b}) )

and B_+ (E) = ⋂ a>0 ( ⋂ b>0 Bs(Sym^{ab} E ⊗ H^{−b}) ) . In order to show that π(B_+ (O_{P(E)}(1))) ⊆ B_+ (E), observe that if Sym^{ab} E ⊗ H^{−b} is globally generated at a point x ∈ X, then π^∗ Sym^{ab} E ⊗ π^∗H^{−b} is generated at all points in π^{−1}(x), hence O_{P(E)}(ab)⊗π^∗H^{−b} = O_{P(E)}((a+1)b)⊗A^{−b} is globally generated at all points in π^{−1}(x).

To show the other inclusion, set U = X\π(B_+ (O_{P(E)}(1))) and observe that (O_{P(E)}(ab)⊗A^{−b}) is generated by its global sections at the points of π^{−1}(U) for a and b sufficiently large. Let us consider b > 0 a sufficiently large positive integer, a = (b − 1)k > 0 a sufficiently large multiple of b − 1, and set c := ((a − 1)b + 1)/(b − 1) = kb − 1 = a + k − 1. Finally, let L be the line bundle

L := O_{P(E)}(c(b − 1)) ⊗ π^∗H^{−(b−1)} = O_{P(E)}((a − 1)b + 1) ⊗ π^∗H^{−(b−1)} ≃ ≃ ( O_{P(E)}(ab) ⊗ ( O_{P(E)}(−1) ⊗ π^∗H^{−1} )_b) ⊗ (O_{P(E)}(1) ⊗ π^∗H) ≃ (O_{P(E)}(ab) ⊗ A^{−b}) ⊗ A. Now for b and k large enough L is the product of the very ample line bundle A with a line bundle which is generated by global sections on π^{−1}(U), so it is very ample on the open subset π^{−1}(U). Furthermore, we have that π_∗(L) = Sym^{c(b−1)} E ⊗ H^{−(b−1)} and so we can apply the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 3.1 to finish the proof. □

4. POSITIVITY PROPERTIES FOR LINE BUNDLES

We recall here how augmented and restricted base loci are involved with various positivity notions of line bundles, as well as loci defined by negative curves:

Definition 4.1. Let L be a line bundle on a smooth projective variety X. Fix an ample line bundle A and a rational number ε > 0. We define

(4.1.1) T^A_ε = {x ∃ C ⊆ X curve on X s.t. x ∈ C, c_1(L) · C < ε · c_1(A) · C} to be the non- AEA locus of L with respect to A and ε;

(4.1.2) T(L) := ⋂ ε>0 T^A_ε to be the stable non-AEA locus of L, and

(4.1.3) T^0 (L) := {x x ∈ C such that L · C < 0} the negative locus of L.

Proposition-Definition 4.2. For a line bundle L on the variety X we have the following.

(4.2.1) T^0 (L) ⊆ B_− (L), the inequality can be strict (cf. [BDPP13, Remark 6.3]). (4.2.2) T(L) ⊆ B_+ (L).

(4.2.3) L is ample iff B_+ (L) = ∅.

(4.2.4) L is semiample iff B (L) = ∅. (4.2.5) L is nef iff B_− (L) = ∅ iff T^0 (L) = ∅. (4.2.6) L is big iff B_+ (L) ≠ X.

(4.2.7) L is psef (pseudo-effective) iff B_− (L) ≠ X.

(4.2.8) L is almost nef iff T^0 (L) is contained in a countable union of proper closed subsets of X.

(4.2.9) L is AEA (almost everywhere ample) if T(L) ≠ X. (4.2.10) L is weakly positive if B_− (L) ≠ X.

Proof. Points (4.2.1-6) are well-known statements. The claims (4.2.8), (4.2.9) and (4.2.10) are the definitions of respective notions according to [BDPP13], [Miy83] and [Vie83], respectively. The only statement in need of a proof is (4.2.7).

Note that a line bundle is pseudo-effective precisely if its numerical equivalence class lies in the closure of the effective cone in the real Néron-Severi group. Hence the line bundle L is psef if and only if ∀m > 0 L + (1/m)A is effective, or, equivalently, if ∀m > 0 B (mL + A) ≠ X. Therefore B_− (L) ≠ X as it is contained in a countable union of proper closed subsets of X. Conversely, if B_− (L) ≠ X, then the class of L is a limit of effective classes. □

Remark 4.3. Positivity properties related to asymptotic base loci are best summarized in the form of a table.

B_− (L) B_− (L) B (L) B_+ (L) = ∅ nef nef semiample ample ≠ X pseudo-effective weakly positive effective big

Remark 4.4. See Section 8 and in particular Remark 8.1 for more details about non-AEA loci and their relationship with the augmented base loci.

Furthermore, as we mentioned earlier, Lesieutre [Les12] proved that there exist line bundles which are pseudo-effective but not weakly positive. In particular, B_− (L) is not necessarily closed.

Proposition 4.5. A line bundle L is almost nef if and only if it is pseudo-effective.

Proof. One implication is obvious by (4.2.1). The other implication follows from [BDPP13], as if L is not pseudo-effective then there exists a reduced irreducible curve C ⊆ X, such that c_1(L) · C < 0 and C moves in a family covering all X, so T^0 (L) cannot be contained in a countable union of proper (Zariski) closed subsets. □

The following theorem will be proved in Section 7: Theorem 4.6. A line bundle L is big if and only if it is AEA.

A recent result of Lehmann [Leh11] gives a characterization of the relationship between the non-AEA locus and the diminished base locus. We will use the following when describing all the relationships.

Definition 4.7. Let X be a smooth projective variety over C and let D be a pseudo-effective R-divisor on X. Suppose that ϕ : Y → X is a proper birational map from a smooth variety Y . The movable transform of L on Y is defined to be

ϕ^{−1}_{mov}(D) := ϕ^∗D − ∑ E ϕ−exc σ_E (ϕ^∗D) · E.

For a pseudo-effective line bundle L define ϕ^{−1}_{mov}(L) as the line bundle associated to ϕ^{−1}_{mov}(c_1(L)) on Y .

Note that the movable transform is not linear and is only defined for pseudo-effective divisors.

Remark 4.8. In the above, σ_E is the asymptotic multiplicity function introduced by Nakayama [Nak04, Section III.1]. If X is a smooth projective variety, L a pseudo-effective R-divisor, E a prime divisor on X, then

σ_E (L) := lim_{ϵ→0+} inf{mult_E L^′ | L^′ ⩾ 0 and L^′ ∼_R L + ϵA} ,

where A is an arbitrary but fixed ample divisor.

Remark 4.9. Following [Leh11, Definition 1.2], we call an irreducible curve C on X to be a mov^1-curve, if it deforms to cover a codimension one subset of X.

Theorem 4.10 [Leh11]. Let X be a smooth projective variety over C and D a pseudo-effective R-divisor. D is not movable if and only if there is a mov^1- curve C on X and a proper birational morphism ϕ : Y → X from a smooth variety Y such that

ϕ^{−1}_{mov}(D) · C̄ < 0,

where C̄ is the strict transform of a generic deformation of C.

The following reformulation is easy to see.

Theorem 4.11. Let X be a smooth projective variety and D a pseudo-effective R-divisor. Suppose that V is an irreducible subvariety of X contained in B_− (L) and let ψ : X^′ → X be a smooth birational model resolving the ideal sheaf of V . Then there is a birational morphism ϕ : Y → X^′ from a smooth variety Y and an irreducible curve C̄ on Y such that ϕ^{−1}_{mov}(ψ^∗D) · C̄ < 0 and ψ ∘ φ(C̄) deforms to cover V . Remark 4.12. Let L be any line bundle on X smooth projective, then

B_− (L) = ⋃ f:Y →X f(T^0(f^{−1}_{mov}(L))).

There are several examples for which the loci T^0(L) and B_− (L) do not coincide, and in some cases the difference is divisorial.

Question 4.13. Is it true that B_− (L) is contained in a proper closed subset of X (i.e., L is weakly positive) if and only if the same holds for T^0 (L)?

Remark 4.14. In [BDPP13, Question 7.5] the authors ask if for a vector bundle E, B_− (O_{P(E)}(1)) doesn’t dominate X if and only if neither does T^0 (O_{P(E)}(1)).

5. RESTRICTED BASE LOCI FOR VECTOR BUNDLES

Here we explore the connections between the positivity properties of a vector bundle and the associated asymptotic base loci. We will start recalling some classical definitions for vector bundles. Note that these definitions do sometimes appear slightly differently in the literature, but we will try to follow and indicate specific selected references each time. Definition 5.1. Let E be a vector bundle on a smooth projective variety X, π : P(E) → X the projective bundle of one dimensional quotients of E, and O_{P(E)}(1) the universal quotient of π^∗E on P(E). We say that E is

(5.1.1) nef if O_{P(E)}(1)) is a nef line bundle, i.e., if B_− (O_{P(E)}(1)) = ∅; (5.1.2) almost nef if π(T^0 (O_{P(E)}(1))) is contained in a countable union of proper closed subsets of X (cf. [BDPP13]);

(5.1.3) pseudo-effective if B_− (E) ≠ X (cf. [BDPP13]); (5.1.4) weakly positive if B_− (E) ≠ X (cf. [Vie83]);

Proposition 5.2. A vector bundle E is nef if and only if B_− (E) = ∅.

Proof. This follows directly from Proposition 3.1. □

Proposition 5.3. A vector bundle E is pseudo-effective if and only if O_{P(E)}(1) is pseudoeffective and π(B_− (O_{P(E)}(1))) ≠ X.

Proof. This follows immediately from Proposition 3.1. □

Remark 5.4. The proposition above is the same as [BDPP13, Proposition 7.2]. Observe that the locus L_{nonnef} in [BDPP13] is what we call B_− (L) here (we are in the smooth projective case).

The following proposition is immediate.

Proposition 5.5. A vector bundle E is almost nef if and only if there exists a countable union T = ⋃ i∈N T_i of proper closed subsets of X, such that for any curve C ⊆ X not contained in T the restriction E|_C is a nef vector bundle.

Remark 5.6. It follows from the definitions and propositions above that

E weakly positive ⇒ E pseudo-effective ⇒ E almost nef .

We have seen that the first implication is not an equivalence, while it is an open question whether, for vector bundles, being almost nef is equivalent to being pseudo-effective, as in the line bundle case cf. [BDPP13, Question 7.5].

Question 5.7. Does E being almost nef imply that E is pseudo-effective?

If E is almost nef, then the line bundle O_{P(E)}(1) is almost nef, hence pseudo-effective. In order to have that E is pseudo-effective, one needs to show that B_− (O_{P(E)}(1)) does not dominate X.

6. AUGMENTED BASE LOCI FOR VECTOR BUNDLES

Definition 6.1. Let E be a vector bundle on a smooth projective variety X, π : P(E) → X the projective bundle of one dimensional quotients of E, and O_{P(E)}(1) the universal quotient of π^∗E on P(E). We say that (6.1.1) E is ample if O_{P(E)}(1) is ample on P(E); (6.1.2) E is L-big if O_{P(E)}(1) is big on P(E); and (6.1.3) E is V-big (or Viehweg-big) if there exists an ample line bundle A and a positive integer c > 0 such that Sym^c E ⊗ A^{−1} is weakly positive, i.e., such that B_− (Sym^q E ⊗ A^{−1}) ⊊ X (cf. (5.1.4)).

Proposition 6.2. A vector bundle E is ample if and only if B_+ (E) = ∅.

Proof. Follows directly from Proposition 3.2. □

Remark 6.3. It is well-known that a line bundle L is big if and only if B_+ (L) ≠ X, equivalently, if there exist A ample and a positive integer c > 0 such that L^{⊗c} ⊗ A^{−1} is pseudoeffective. Next we will prove that the same equivalences hold for V-bigness for vector bundles of arbitrary rank.

Theorem 6.4. Let E be a vector bundle on a smooth projective variety X. Then the following properties are equivalent:

(6.4.1) E is V-big.

(6.4.2) There exist an ample line bundle A and a positive integer c > 0 such that Sym^c E⊗A^{−1} is pseudo-effective.

(6.4.3) B_+ (E) ≠ X.

Proof. The implication (6.4.1) ⇒ (6.4.2) is clear; let us consider (6.4.2) ⇒ (6.4.3). Suppose there exist A ample and c > 0 such that Sym^c E ⊗ A^{−1} is pseudo-effective, i.e.,

B_− (Sym^c E ⊗ A^{−1}) ≠ X .

Then ⋃ q>0 B (E − (1/c)A + (1/q)A) = ⋃ q>0 B (E − q − c qc A) ≠ X . Now for q ≫ 0 and^{q−c}_{qc} >^1_{2c} , one has

B_+ (E) ⊆ B (E − 1 2c A) ⊆ B (E − q − c qc A) ⊊ X , hence the validity of the desired implication.

Next we verify that (6.4.3) ⇒ (6.4.1). If E satisfies B_+ (E) ≠ X, then there exists q > 0 such that B (E −^1_q A) ⊊ X is a closed proper subset. Consequently,

B_− (Sym^q E ⊗ A^{−1}) ⊆ B (Sym^q E ⊗ A^{−1}) ⊊ X □

Corollary 6.5. If E is V-big, then it is L-big as well.

Proof. Theorem 6.4 yields B_+ (E) ≠ X, therefore B_+ (O_{P(E)}(1)) ≠ P(E) via Proposition 3.2. As a consequence O_{P(E)}(1) is big on P(E), equivalently, E is L-big. □

Remark 6.6. L-big vector bundles are not necessarily V-big, as the example of O_P1 ⊕ O_P1(1) on P^1 shows (see [Jab07, p.24]).

The key difference between V-big and L-big vector bundles is that being L-big means that O_{P(E)}(1) is ample with respect to an open set V ⊆ P whereas E is V-big if we can take V to be of the form V = π^{−1}(U), U ⊆ X open.

Remark 6.7. A vector bundle E on a variety X satisfying B_+ (E) ≠ X is also called ample with respect to an open subset (cf. [Jab07, Chapter 3]).

Remark 6.8. In the case where E = Ω_X is the cotangent sheaf of a variety X, the definitions and Proposition 3.2 imply the following inclusion B_+ (Ω_X ) ⊇ DS(X, T_X ), where DS(X, T_X ) is the Demailly-Semple locus.

The work of Diverio and Rousseau [DR13] therefore provides examples of complex projective varieties of general type X where Ω_X is a semistable L-big vector bundle with a big determinant, which is nevertheless not V-big.

7. ALMOST EVERYWHERE AMPLENESS

The notion of almost everywhere ampleness was first defined by Miyaoka in the context of his work on vector bundles on surfaces; the definition goes through in all dimensions verbatim. Definition 7.1 [Miy83]. Let X be a smooth projective variety, E a rank r vector bundle on X. Consider the projectivized bundle P = P(E) with projection morphism π : P → X and tautological bundle O_P(1). We say that E is almost everywhere ample (AEA for short), if there exists an ample line bundle A on X, a Zariski closed subset T ⊂ P, whose projection π(T ) onto X satisfies π(T ) ≠ X, and a positive number ε > 0 such that

c_1(O_P(1)) · C ⩾ ε · π^∗(c_1(A)) · C

for all curves C ⊂ P that are not contained in T .

For line bundles, this notion coincides with bigness:

Proposition 7.2. For a line bundle L on a smooth projective variety X, the following are equivalent:

(7.2.1) L is AEA, i.e, there is an ample line bundle A on X, a number ε > 0, and a proper Zariski closed subset T ⊂ P such that c_1(L) · C ⩾ ε · c_1(A) · C for all curves C ⊂ P not contained in T .

(7.2.2) For every ample line bundle A on X, there is an ε > 0 and a proper Zariski closed subset T ⊂ X such that c_1(L) · C ⩾ ε · c_1(A) · C for all curves C ⊂ X not contained in T .

(7.2.3) L is big.

Proof. Assume (7.2.3), and let A be any ample line bundle. Then, by Kodaira’s lemma, there is a positive integer m such that we can write

mc_1(L) = c_1(A) + F,

where F is an effective divisor. Taking T to be the support of F , it follows for every curve C ⊂ X not contained in T that

mc_1(L) · C = c_1(A) · C + F · C ⩾ c_1(A) · C

and this implies 2 with ε := 1/m.

Obviously 2 implies (7.2.1), so let us assume condition (7.2.1) and show that it implies (7.2.3). A curve C ⊂ X such that c_1(L) · C < ε · c_1(A) · C cannot be a movable curve (in the sense of [Laz04, Sect. 11.4.C]), since these cover all of X (by [Laz04, Lemma 11.4.18]), whereas T ≠ X. So L must have positive intersection with all movable curves. This implies that L lies in the dual of the cone of movable curves Mov(X), which by the theorem of Boucksom-Demailly-Paun-Peternell [BDPP13] is the pseudo-effective cone Eff(X). In order to conclude that L is big – and thus to complete the proof – it is therefore enough to show that L lies in the interior of that cone.

The assumption that L be AEA says that

(c_1(L) − εc_1(A))C ⩾ 0 for all C ⊄ T .

Therefore, writing c_1(L) − εc_1(A) = (c_1(L) −^ε_2 c_1(A)) −^ε_2 c_1(A), we see that c_1(L) −^ε_2 c_1(A) is AEA as well. Moreover, every class in the open set c_1(L) − ε 2 c_1(A) + Amp(X)

is AEA, and c_1(L) lies in this open set. □ Proposition 7.3. Let E be a vector bundle on a smooth projective variety X, let P = P(E). If E is AEA on X, then so is O_P(1) on P.

Proof. For E to be AEA means that for every ample line bundle A on X, there exists a Zariskiclosed subset T ⊆ X, and ε > 0 such that c_1(O_P(1)) · C ⩾ ε(π^∗c_1(A) · C) for all irreducible curves not contained in T .

Since O_P(1) is π-ample, the line bundle π^∗A ⊗ O_P(m) is ample for all m ⩾ m_0 ≫ 0 by [Laz04, Proposition 1.7.10]. According to Proposition 7.2, O_P(1) is AEA if and only if it is big, therefore it suffices to prove the AEA property for O_P(k) for some large k. This means in particular, that we are allowed to work with Q -divisors as well.

Let m_0 be, as above, a positive integer such that π^∗A ⊗ O_P(m_0) is ample. We will prove that O_P(1) is AEA on P with closed subset T ⊈ P, and a suitable ε^′ > 0. We need that c_1(O_P(1)) · C ⩾ ε^′(c_1(π^∗A ⊗ O_P(m_0)) · C) , or equivalently, c_1(O_P(1)) · C ⩾ ε^′ 1 − ε^′m_0

(π^∗c_1(A) · C) for all curves not contained in T . By our assumption on E, this holds whenever ε^′ < ε 1 + εm_0 . □ Corollary 7.4. If E is AEA, then it is L-big.

Proof. Immediate from Proposition 7.2 and Proposition 7.3. □

8. THE BAD AEA LOCUS IN THE LINE BUNDLE CASE Consider a line bundle L, and fix an ample line bundle A and a number ε > 0. We defined the non-AEA locus of L with respect to A and ε as the subvariety

T^A_ε = closure( ⋃ {C C curve on X with c_1(L) · C < ε · c_1(A) · C}) .

The AEA assumption on L simply means that there exists an ε > 0 such that T^A_ε ≠ X. For ε < δ we have T_ε ⊂ T_δ, so that we can express the AEA condition equivalently as saying that the intersection T(L) := ⋂ ε>0 T^A_ε is not all of X.

Remark 8.1. It is immediate that T(L) ⊆ B_+ (L) .

In fact, by the noetherian property there are positive real numbers ε_0 and δ_0 such that

T(L) = T^A_ε ∀ε ⩽ ε_0 and B_+ (L) = B (L − δA) ∀δ ⩽ δ_0.

Now choose ε < min(ε_0, δ_0), then

T(L) = T_ε = {x x ∈ C curve on X s.t. c_1(L) · C < ε · c_1(A) · C}.

If C is a curve such that (L − εA)C < 0 then C ⊆ B (L − εA) = B_+ (L) which is a closed set. Remark 8.2. A line bundle L is ample if and only if T(L) = ∅. In general the inclusion

{x x ∈ C curve on X s.t. c_1(L) · C ⩽ 0} ⊆ T(L)

is strict, as shown by a strictly nef non ample line bundle L, where the first set is empty but the second one is not. Examples of line bundles that are strictly nef (and even big) and non ample have been first given by Mumford (cf. [Har70]), and a complete description can be found in [Urb07].

Remark 8.3. A few words on the relationship between T(L) and B_± (L). We’ll show here that T(L) ≠ B_+(L) in general. A bit more precisely, we will try to understand the relationship of T(L) to the augmented and restricted base loci of L when dim X = 2. Recall that

B_− (L) = ∞⋃ m=1 B (L + 1 m A) for any integral ample divisor A on X.

Let D be a big divisor on a smooth projective surface X with Zariski decomposition D = P_D+N_D. Then [ELMNP06, Examples 1.11 and 1.17] tell us that

B_+ (O_X (D)) = Null(P_D) = ⋃ C {C ⊆ X irred | P_D · C = 0} , B_− (O_X (D)) = Supp N_D .

Example 8.4. Here we present an example where T (L) ≠ B_± (L). Let X be a surface that carries a big divisor D and an irreducible curve C ⊆ X satisfying C ⊆ Supp N_D and D·C > 0. Then C ⊈ T (L), but C ⊆ B_− (O_X (D)) ⊆ B_+ (O_X (D)). In this case we have

T (O_X (D)) ≠ B_− (O_X (D)), B_+ (O_X (D)).

Surfaces carrying such D and C exist by [BF12]: Consider a K3 surface X, on which the Zariski chamber decomposition does not coincide with the Weyl chamber decomposition. The latter is by [BF12, Theorem 1] the case if and only if there are (−2)-curves on X having intersection number 1. For a concrete example one can, as done in [BF12, Section 3], take a smooth quartic surface X ⊂ P^3 that has a hyperplane section of the form H = L_1 + L_2 + Q, where L_1 and L_2 are lines and Q is a smooth conic. Then the divisors of the form

D = H + a_1L_1 + a_2L_2

with a_1 ⩾ 1 and a_2 ⩾ 1 have L_1 and L_2 in the support of the negative part of their Zariski decomposition, but one can find a_1, a_2 such that D · L_1 > 0 and D · L_2 < 0 (for instance a_1 = 2, a_2 = 4). (In the notation of [BF12], D lies in the Zariski chamber Z_{{L1,L2}}, but in the Weyl chamber W_{{L2}}.)

Example 8.5. In general T (O_X (D)) is not contained in B_−(O_X (D)) either, where L = O_X (D) for a suitable integral Cartier divisor D. To see this, take a surface where all negative curves have self-intersection −1. Then the intersection form of the negative part of the Zariski decomposition of any big divisor is − Id, in other words, no two curves in it can intersect. Consequently, T (O_X (D)) = B_+(O_X (D)) .

This can be seen as follows: let C ⊆ B_+(O_X (D)) = Null(P_D) be an irreducible curve. Since P_D is big and nef, the intersection form on P^⊥_D is negative definite, which under the given circumstances means that (C · C^′) = 0 for every irreducible curve C ≠ C^′ coming up in N_D. Therefore D · C = P_D · C + N_D · C = 0 + (⩽ 0) = (⩽ 0) .

Consequently, C ⊆ T (O_X (D)).

Take a non-stable (in the sense if [ELMNP06, Definition 1.22] big divisor D on X, then B_−(O_X (D)) ⊊ B_+(O_X (D)) = T (O_X (D)).

The following lemma is well-known to experts working in the area, but for lack of an adequate reference we include it here.

Lemma 8.6. Let D be a big divisor on a smooth projective surface, C ⊆ X irreducible curve, D · C = 0. Then (C^2) < 0.

Proof. Let D = P_D + N_D denote the Zariski decomposition of D. If C ⊆ Supp N_D, then it must have negative self-intersection, since the intersection form on N_D is negative definite. Assume C is not in N_D. Then

0 = D · C = P_D · C + N_D · C = (⩾ 0) + (⩾ 0) ,

since P_D is nef, C is effective, N_D is effective with no common components with C. This can only happen if P_D · C = N_D · C = 0 .

Therefore, C is orthogonal to the big and nef divisor P_D, hence we must have (C^2) < 0. □

9. V-BIG VS. AEA

Let X be a smooth projective variety and E a vector bundle on X. There exist two nonequivalent definitions for bigness in the literature: V-big and L-big vector bundles. It is known that V-bigness implies L-bigness and that the converse does not hold if rk E ⩾ 2 (cf. Remark 6.8).

Throughout this section we will point out some differences (for example a different Kodaira’s lemma) between L-big and V-big vector bundles, and compare V-bigness and almost everywhere amplenessq. In particular we will show that these positivity properties coincide for nef vector bundles. V-big vector bundles are also called ample with respect to an open set [Jab07, Chapter 3].

We have seen that if E is V-big, then E is also AEA cf. Remark 8.1. Question 9.1. Does E being AEA imply that E is V-big? We will see that this is the case if E is nef.

Remark 9.2. As pointed out in [Jab07, Lemma 3.44], a vector bundle on a projective curve is ample with respect to an open set exactly if it is ample.

Next we will show that a strong form of Kodaira’s lemma is valid for vector bundles that are ample with respect to an open set.

Lemma 9.3 (Kodaira’s lemma for vector bundles). Let X be a smooth projective variety, E a vector bundle, and A an ample line bundle on X. Then the following are equivalent.

(9.3.1) E is ample with respect to an open subset.

(9.3.2) Sym^m E contains an ample vector bundle of the same rank for some m > 0. (9.3.3) There exists m > 0 and an injective morphism

rk Sym^m E ⨁ A → Sym^m E , which is an isomorphism over an open subset.

Proof. The equivalence of (9.3.1) and (9.3.3) is the content of [Jab07, Lemma 3.42]; (9.3.3) obviously implies (9.3.2), and (9.3.2) implies (9.3.1) holds if being ample with respect to an open set is scale-invariant. □

There is a useful characterization of ampleness with respect to an open subset in terms of O_{P(E)}(1).

Lemma 9.4. (cf. Proposition 3.2) With notation as above, E is ample with respect to the dense open set U ⊆ X precisely if O_{P(E)}(1) is ample with respect to π^{−1}(U) ⊆ P(E).

Here we have the following weaker version of the Kodaira lemma. Lemma 9.5. Let E be a vector bundle using the notation above.

(9.5.1) Assume that H^0 (X, Sym^m E) ≠ 0 for some m > 0. Then for any ample line bundle A on X and any k > 0, Sym^k E ⊗ A is L-big.

(9.5.2) Assume that for some m > 0 and some x ∈ X the vector bundle Sym^m E is generated at x by its global sections H^0 (X, Sym^m E). Then for any ample line bundle A on X and any k > 0, Sym^k E ⊗ A is V-big.

(9.5.3) Conversely, assume that E is L-big. Then for any line bundle L on X,

H^0 (X, Sym^m E ⊗ L) ≠ 0

for all m ≫ 0.

(9.5.4) Assume that E is V-big. Then for any line bundle L on X, Sym^m E ⊗ L is generically generated by its global sections for all m ≫ 0.

Proof. To prove (9.5.1), assume that H^0 (X, Sym^m E) ≠ 0 for some m > 0. This means that H^0 ( P(E), O_{P(E)}(m) ) ≃ H^0 (X, Sym^m E) ≠ 0, hence O_{P(E)}(1) is Q-effective. Then O_{P(E⊗A)}(1) ≃ O_{P(E)}(1) ⊗ π^∗A . By [Laz04, Proposition 1.7.10], the Q-divisor ac_1(O_{P(E)}(1))+π^∗c_1(L) is ample for 0 < a ≪ 1. This implies that

c_1(O_{P(E)}(1)) + π^∗c_1(L) = (1 − a)c_1(O_{P(E)}(1)) + (ac_1(O_{P(E)}(1)) + π^∗c_1(L))

can be written as the sum of an effective and an ample divisor, hence it is big.

To prove (9.5.2), assume that for some m > 0 and some x ∈ X the vector bundle Sym^m E is generated at x by its global sections. Then B (E) ≠ X and hence B_− (E) ⊂ B (E) ≠ X. Therefore E is weakly positive and for all H ample

B_+ (E + (1/m)H) = ⋂ B (E + (1/m)H − (1/n)H) ⊆ B (E) ≠ X.

(9.5.3) is a reformulation of the Kodaira lemma on P(E) (see [Laz04, Lemma 2.2.6]). Finally, for (9.5.4), assume that E is V-big, H an ample line bundle, and L any line bundle on X. Using notations of the first chapters we have that for m sufficiently large H − (1/m)L is ample, and as E is V-big we have

B (Sym^{mk} E + L) = B (Sym^k E + (1/m)L) ⊆ B (Sym^k E − (H − (1/m)L)) ≠ X

for k big enough. □

Remark 9.6. A line bundle is (L-)big if and only if it is ample with respect to an open set. We have seen in 6.6 that there exist simple vector bundles that are L-big, but not V-big, and hence not ample with respect to an open set.

Proposition 9.7. Let X be a smooth projective variety, E a vector bundle on X containing an ample vector bundle A of the same rank. Then

(9.7.1) E is almost everywhere ample with respect to the closed subset T = Supp(E/A). (9.7.2) E is ample with respect to the dense open set X \ T .

Proof. Let H be an ample line bundle on X, and L = O_{P(E)}(1) and C ⊆ P(E) an irreducible curve. If C is contained in a fibre that maps to a point away from T , then L · C = π^∗A · C , which is good. If C is contained in a fibre mapping to T , then we do not care about the intersections numbers at all.

We may now assume that C is not contained in a fibre of π. Let B^{def}= π(C) ⊆ X. By restricting everything to B via base change along B → X, we may assume that X is a curve, and π|_C : C → X is a dominant morphism. Consider the short exact sequence of sheaves 0 −→ A −→ E −→ Q −→ 0 , where Q^{def}= E/A is a torsion sheaf on X with support T .

The vector bundle map π^∗E → O_{P(E)}(1) is surjective, hence π^∗A maps surjectively onto a sub-line-bundle B of O_{P(E)}(1). Since π^∗A is ample, so is the quotient B. □

Remark 9.8. In the case of a line bundle L, the largest open subset over which the evaluation map H^0 (X, L) ⊗ O_X −→ L is surjective is the complement of the stable base locus X \ B (L).

An L-big vector bundle E is V-big if B_+ (O_{P(E)}(1)) is contained in a union of fibres over a proper Zariski closed subset of X.

When L is a line bundle on a surface, then it is immediate from the intersection-theoretic characterizations that B_+ (L) = T(P_D ) .

Since we would need something along these lines on P(E), which in interesting cases has dimension at least three, the above observations can only serve as a pointer what kind of statements we would like to prove in higher dimensions.

Lemma 9.9. Let X be an irreducible projective variety, L a nef line bundle on X. Then

B_+ (L) = T(L) .

Proof. We have already observed in Remark 8.1 that T (L) ⊆ B_+(L) in general.

To prove the other direction in the case where L is nef, we use the main result of [Nak00] (see also [ELMNP09, Corollary 5.6]):

B_+(L) = ⋃ V ⊆X, (L^d·V )=0 V . We have to show that if V ⊆ X is an irreducible subvariety for which L|_V is not big, then V is contained in T (L). We will show that V is covered by curves C satisfying L · C < εA · C for ε small enough.

Assume first that V is smooth, and apply [BDPP13] (the pseudo-effective cone is the dual of the cone of moving curves). Then L|_V not big implies that it is not in the interior of the pseudo-effective cone, hence there must exist a real 1-cycle 0 ≠ C ∈ N_1(V ) limit of moving curves C_n ⊆ V with L|_V · C = 0. As A|_V is ample on V , then A|_V · C > 0, so lim^{L|V ·Cn}_{A|V ·Cn} = 0. Thus, for n sufficiently large, L · C_n < εA · C_n. The class of C_n however covers V , which implies V ⊆ T(L).

If V is not smooth, then let μ : V^′ → V ⊆ X be a resolution of singularities. Since L|_V was pseudo-effective and not big to begin with, the same applies to μ^∗(L|_V ). Using the argument as above, there exist moving curves C_n on V^′ such that their limit is a non zero 1- cycle C ∈ N_1(V^′) such that μ^∗(L|_V ) · C = 0, now let A be an ample divisor on X, then μ^∗(A) is big on V^′, so μ^∗(A) · C > 0. Then as above lim^{μ∗(L|V )·Cn}_{μ∗(A)·Cn} = 0. Thus, for n sufficiently large, μ^∗(L|_V ) · C_n < εμ^∗(A) · C_n, hence by projection formula L · μ_∗(C_n) < εA · μ_∗(C_n). And the class of μ_∗(C_n) covers V , which implies V ⊆ T(L). □

Proposition 9.10. Let E be a nef vector bundle on an irreducible projective variety X. Then E is AEA if and only if it is V-big.

Proof. Both AEA and V-bigness imply that L^{def}= O_P(1) is a big and nef line bundle. By the previous lemma, B_+(L) = T (L), hence

qE is V-big ⇔ π(B_+(L)) ≠ X ⇔ π(T (L)) ≠ X ⇔ E is AEA . □

REFERENCES

[BF12] T. BAUER AND M. FUNKE: Weyl and Zariski chambers on K3 surfaces, Forum Math. 24 (2012), no. 3, 609–625. MR2926637 [BDPP13] S. BOUCKSOM, J.-P. DEMAILLY, M. P^˘AUN, AND T. PETERNELL: The pseudo-effective cone of a compact Kähler manifold and varieties of negative Kodaira dimension, J. Algebraic Geom. 22 (2013), no. 2, 201–248. MR3019449 [CKL01] D. COX, S. KATZ, AND Y.-P. LEE, Virtual fundamental classes of zero loci, Advances in algebraic geometry motivated by physics (Lowell, MA, 2000), Contemp. Math., vol. 276, Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2001, pp. 157–166.

[DR13] S. DIVERIO AND E. ROUSSEAU: The exceptional set and the Green-Griffiths locus do not always coincide, ArXiv e-prints (2013).

[ELMNP06] L. EIN, R. LAZARSFELD, M. MUSTAŢ^˘A, M. NAKAMAYE, AND M. POPA: Asymptotic invariants of base loci, Ann. Inst. Fourier (Grenoble) 56 (2006), no. 6, 1701–1734. MR2282673 (2007m:14008) [ELMNP09] , Restricted volumes and base loci of linear series, Amer. J. Math. 131 (2009), no. 3, 607– 651.

[Har70] R. HARTSHORNE: Ample subvarieties of algebraic varieties, Lecture Notes in Mathematics, Vol. 156, Springer-Verlag, Berlin-New York, 1970, Notes written in collaboration with C. Musili. MR0282977 (44 #211) [Jab07] K. JABBUSCH: Notions of positivity for vector bundles, Ph.D. thesis, University of Washington, 2007.

[Lan86] S. LANG: Hyperbolic and Diophantine analysis, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. (N.S.) 14 (1986), no. 2, 159–205. MR828820 (87h:32051) [Laz04] R. LAZARSFELD: Positivity in algebraic geometry. I , II, Ergebnisse der Mathematik und ihrer Grenzgebiete. 3. Folge. A Series of Modern Surveys in Mathematics [Results in Mathematics and Related Areas. 3rd Series. A Series of Modern Surveys in Mathematics], vol. 48, 49, Springer- Verlag, Berlin, 2004. MR2095471 (2005k:14001a) [Leh11] B. LEHMANN: The movable cone via intersections, ArXiv e-prints (2011). [Les12] J. LESIEUTRE: The diminished base locus is not always closed, ArXiv e-prints (2012). [Miy83] Y. MIYAOKA: Algebraic surfaces with positive indices, Classification of algebraic and analytic manifolds (Katata, 1982), Progr. Math., vol. 39, Birkhäuser Boston, Boston, MA, 1983, pp. 281– 301. MR728611 (85j:14067) [Nak00] M. NAKAMAYE, Stable base loci of linear series, Math. Ann. 318 (2000), no. 4, 837–847. [Nak04] N. NAKAYAMA: Zariski-decomposition and abundance, MSJ Memoirs, vol. 14, Mathematical Society of Japan, Tokyo, 2004.

[Urb07] S. URBINATI: On the properties of the integral part of ample and big divisors, Master’s thesis, Università degli Studi Roma Tre, 2007.

[Vie83] E. VIEHWEG: Weak positivity and the additivity of the Kodaira dimension for certain fibre spaces, Algebraic varieties and analytic varieties (Tokyo, 1981), Adv. Stud. Pure Math., vol. 1, North- Holland, Amsterdam, 1983, pp. 329–353. MR715656 (85b:14041)

TB: FACHBEREICH MATHEMATIK UND INFORMATIK, PHILIPPS-UNIVERSITÄT MARBURG, HANS-MEERWEIN- STRASSE, LAHNBERGE, 35032 MARBURG, GERMANY

SJK: UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON, DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, SEATTLE, WA 98195, USA

AK: BUDAPEST UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY AND ECONOMICS, MATHEMATICS INSTITUTE, EGRY JÓZSEF U. 1, H-1111 BUDAPEST, HUNGARY

ECM: UNIVERSITÀ DEGLI STUDI DI PADOVA, DIPARTIMENTO DI MATEMATICA, ROOM 619, VIA TRI-

ESTE 63, 35121 PADOVA, ITALY

TSZ: PEDAGOGICAL UNIVARSITY CRACOW, PODCHORA̧^˙ZYCH 2, 30-084 KRAKÓW, POLAND

SU: UNIVERSITÀ DEGLI STUDI DI PADOVA, DIPARTIMENTO DI MATEMATICA, ROOM 608, VIA TRIESTE 63, 35121 PADOVA, ITALY

E-mail address: TB: tbauer@mathematik.uni-marburg.de E-mail address: SJK: skovacs@uw.edu E-mail address: AK: alex.kuronya@math.bme.hu E-mail address: ECM: ernesto.mistretta@unipd.it E-mail address: TSz: tomasz.szemberg@gmail.com E-mail address: SU: urbinati.st@gmail.com