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On the two differences

[rR(I"/R) — lr(R/I) and rlig(R/I) —Ip(I"/R)

Anna Oneto®* and Elsa Zatini®
¢ Ditpem, Universita di Genova, P.le Kennedy, Pad. D - I 16129 Genova (Italy);
b Dima, Universita di Genova, Via Dodecaneso 35 - 16146 Genova (Ttaly)

Abstract. Let R be a one-dimensional local Noetherian domain, which is
supposed analytically irreducible and residually rational, and let I be a proper
ideal of R. Our purpose is to study the two numbers

a(I) :=Ilr(I"/R) — Ir(R/I)

b(I) :=rlgr(R/I)—Ir(I*/R)
already considered in the literature under various points of view. The basic idea
is the expression of these invariants in terms of the type sequence.

1 Introduction.

Let (R,m) be a one-dimensional local Noetherian domain with residue field &
and quotient field K, which is analytically irreducible and residually rational.
We denote by:

the normalization of R, R = kl[[t]];
canonical module of R suchthat R Cw C R;
R: R the conductor ideal of R in R;
Ir(R/7v), sothat v =t°R;
Ir(R/R) the singularity degree of R;
c—6 = Ir(R/v);
: Ir(R:m/R) the Cohen — Macaulay type of R;
:= R :g I the dual of the fractional ideal I;
0p := w* the Dedekind dif ferent of R.
Given any proper nonzero ideal I of R, we use the notion of type sequence (see
E2) in order to get informations about the two numerical differences:

a(I) :=1r(I"/R) — Ir(R/I)

b(I) :=rig(R/I) — Ir(I*/R).
Having in mind the Gorenstein case with the following well-known equivalent
characterizations (see [3]; [I0]; [I1], Theorem 13.1):
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R is Gorenstein <— w=R <= r=1 <= 20—c=0
< a(I) =0 for every nonzero proper ideal I

we get similar characterizations for almost Gorenstein rings (see Theorem BT4)):

R is almost Gorenstein <<= mw=m <= r—1=2—c
<~ a(l)=r—-1—1r(I*™/I) for every nonzero proper ideal I.

In the general case a direct calculation gives immediately that
a(l) <26 —c¢
for every nonzero ideal I. The close relation with the type sequence of R
20—c=>7_, (rn—1)
induces us to search which elements of this sequence contribute in our invariants.
This is discussed in Section (4). First, in Theorem BII0, we obtain the formulas:

(4) dD= Y (1) RI/D) —d(I)
he{l,...,n}\VI
(B) b(I)= > (r—ru)+ rig(I**/I) +d(I)
h¢Vi

where V! C IN is a subset in biunivocal correspondence with the valuations of
the ideal I** and d(I) is a non-negative invariant (see B, closely related to
the type sequence [rq,...,7,] of R and to the valuations of I**
Successively lower and upper bounds and vanishing conditions for the invariants
a(I) and b(I) are derived directly from these expressions. For instance

(4)) aD) < (r = Dip(R/(I™ +6p)) — 1n(I"* /1)
which improves the inequality a(I) < (r—1)Ig(R/I) obtained by Jager in [0,
Korollar 3, (2) and

(42) all) > (r— 1) In(I**/I) —d(I)

which gives a sufficient condition for the positivity of a([).
We recall that in [3], Anm.5, R. Berger conjectured that always a(I) >0, but
there are counterexamples, we cite the following, exhibited by Jager in [10]:

it R = k[[%, 15,617,423 425 420 431]] and I = (£%%,4%,¢50), then a(I) = —1.

From the preceding (Az) it turns out that a(I) > r —1 > 0 for every integrally
closed ideal I, because this condition implies that I = I** and also that d(I) =
0. The same holds for every ideal I such that w C I : 1.

If R is almost Gorenstein, then a(I) = 20 — ¢ > 0 for every reflexive ideal I.

Formula (B), by giving () as a sum of non negative terms, provides the

fact that always
b(I) > r 11" /T) > 0

and also the following vanishing condition:
(V) WI)=0 < I"™=1,dI)=0, r,=r forallig¢V’

Since by definition
a(I) +b(I) = (r = 1) Ir(R/T)



it is clear that inequalities (A1) and (A3) may be read respectively as a lower
and an upper bound for (). We explicit these for the convenience of the reader.

(By) b(I) > (r— D)Ig(I**+ 0p/I) + 1r(I**/1)

(Bz2) b(I) < (r = 1)(Ir(R/T) = 1) + Ir(I"" /) + d(I)
In the literature more attention has been reserved to the particular case I = ~.
Notice that
a(y)=20—c and b(y)=r(c—96)—24¢
As concerns the number b(y), in [I4], Theorem 3.7, the lower bound

b(v) = Ir(0p/7)(r — 1)
and in [5], Proposition 2.1, the upper bound

b(y) < (r=1)[Ir(R/y) — 1]
are established. Hence results By and By may be viewed as an extension of
these bounds to any ideal I.

There are few cases in which b(y) < r (see Tl). A general structure theorem
for rings satisfying the equality b(y) = 0 or b(y) = 1 is presented in []: these
rings are called rings of mazimal or almost mazximal length, respectively. Note
that for I = v the above condition (VC) becomes:

b(v)=0 <= r;=7r foreach i=1,...,n.

Indeed, the rings of maximal length are exactly those having constant type
sequence.

In a series of recent papers (see [6], [7], [8]) the authors attack the problem of
classifying rings according to the value of the quantity b(y). In the last section
we show how type sequences are an useful instrument from this point of view,
by obtaining a complete classification of all possible rings having b(~y) < r.

2 Preliminaries and notations.

Throughout this paper (R, m) denotes a one-dimensional local Noetherian do-
main with residue field k. For simplicity, we assume that k is an infinite field.
Let R be the integral closure of R in its quotient field K; we suppose that R
is a finite R-module and a DVR with a uniformizing parameter ¢, which means
that R is analytically irreducible. We also suppose R to be residually rational,

i.e., k~ R/tR. We denote the usual valuation associated to R by
v: K — Z U, v(t) = 1.

In particular v(R) := {v(a), a € R, a # 0} CIN is the numerical semigroup
of R. Under our hypotheses, for any fractional ideals I O J # (0) the length of
the R-module I/J can be computed by means of valuations (see [I2], Prop. 1):

Ir(I/J) = #(v(I) \ v(J])).
Given two fractional ideals I,J we define [ : J ={z € K | aJ C I}.



2.1
In our hypotheses R has a canonical module w, unique up to isomorphism.
Once for all we assume that .

RCwCR

We shall use the following properties (see [9]):
(1) w:w=R and w:(w:I)=1T for every fractional ideal I.
(2) Ir(I/J) =1lr(w: J/w: I) for every fractional ideals T D J.

(3) R is Gorenstein if and only if w =R if and only if 0p = R.
Otherwise Yr € 0p Cm.

4) vw)={jeZ | c—1—j ¢ v(R)}, hence c—1 ¢ v(w) and c+IN C v(w).
(5) (see [T4], Lemma 2.3). For every fractional ideal I,
sev(Iw) ifandonlyif c—1—s¢v(R:1I).

2.2
The notion of type sequence has been introduced by Matsuoka in 1971 and
recently revisited in [I]; we recall its definition. Let n :=Ir(R/v) and let

So=0<s51<...<sp=c<Spp1=c+1< ..
be the elements of v(R). For each ¢ > 1, define the ideal
R;:={a e R|v(a) > s;}.

Thechain R=RyDRi=mDRsD...OR, =7 D Rut+1 D ..
induces the chain of duals

RCR:R C..CR:R,=RCR:R,;;=t"'RcC..
For every i > 1, we put
r; =Ilgp(R:R;/R:Ri—1) = lr(wRi—1/wR;)

and we call type sequence of R the sequence [ry,...,r,].
We need in the sequel the following facts (see [I]):

(1) 7r:=ry is the Cohen-Macaulay type of R.

(2) 1<r; <r; forevery i>1.

(3) 6=>"mr, and 26—c=Igr(w/R)=>] (r; —1).

It follows immediately that r —1 < 26 — c.
(4) If s; € v(@p), then 7,41 =1 (see [14], Prop.3.4).

(6) r; =1 for every i > n.



2.3
A ring R is called almost Gorenstein if it satisfies the equivalent conditions
(1) m=muw.
(2) r—1=20—c.
By the above property 222 (3), it is clear that R is almost Gorenstein if and only

if the type sequence is [r, 1, ..., 1] and that Gorenstein means almost Gorenstein
with r = 1.
A ring R is called of mazimal length if it satisfies the equivalent conditions
(1) r(c=9) =4.
(2) the type sequence is constant [r,r,...,7].
24

For any proper ideal I of R, we denote by I:=IRNR the integral closure of
1. Easily we can see that

I C T Cwl=wl™.

Infact, "*=R:(R:I) Cw: (R:I)=wl and lg(wl**/wl) = l(I*/I***) = 0.
Hence I** C T and e(I**) = e(I). We note also that the condition w C I:1,
i.e. wl =1, implies that I = I**.

2.5
For any fractional ideal I we denote by 77 the biggest R-ideal contained in I
and by ¢y the multiplicity of ;. Namely:

yri=tTRCI with ¢;—1¢v(I), R:yr=t"“R, v(R:7v)=Z>c—c,-
Assume now that I C R and let nj:=Ir(R/v1) =cr — 6 > n. Then
(1) 47 €~ and the inclusion v C I implies that ~; =~.
(2) XM ri=Ilg(R:v1/R)=cr—c+d and
Sonli(rn—1) =20 —c.

(3) From the square

R C R
In In
I* C R:nvr

and the above item we get

nr

IR(I*/R) = ri —Ig(R:v1/T7)

i=1

3 Invariants a(I) and b(I).
For any proper ideal I of R, we define the two invariants

a(l) := Ir(I"/R) — Ir(R/T)



b(I) :=rir(R/I) — Ir(I"/R),
in particular: a(y) =26 —¢, b(y)=r(c—=96)—46, a(m)=r—1, b(m)=0.

The aim of the section is to express these invariants in terms of the type
sequence of R. The particular description given in Theorem B0 allows us to
get bounds and vanishing conditions, improving results of several authors.

First we collect some remarks concerning a(I) and b(I).
Remark 3.1 Let I be a proper ideal of R. Then:

(1) a(I) +b(I) = (r = 1) Ir(R/T).

(2) a(l) = a(y) — ln@I/I) < a(x).
This easy computation yields immediately that:
(a) a(I) =0 for every ideal I <= R is Gorenstein
(b) a(m)=a(y) < R is almost Gorenstein
(¢) I canonical,ie. I ~w, = a(l)=a(y)—Ir(R/0p).

For a discussion about the invariant o := a(y) —Igr(R/0p) see
IT4], 3.5, where we found examples with o < 0.

(3) b(I) >0,

This fact follows by applying with M = N = R the Jager’s inequality:
Ig(M : I/M : N)<Ip(M:m/M)Ig(N/I)

which holds for every fractional ideals M, N, I, such that I C N (see
[10], Satz 2).

(4) If J C 1, we have:
(2) a(J) — a(I) = ln(J*/I*) — In(I/).
(b) b(J) = b(I) = rip(I)J) — Lp(J*/T*) > 0.
Assertion (a) is easy to check and (b) follows directly from (a) by means
of (1). The positivity of b(J) — b(I) is again a consequence of the Jager’s
result. We note in particular that:

(¢) a(l)=a(I*™) —lg(I*™/I).

(d) b(I) =0 for every ideal I containing v if and only if R is a ring of

maximal length.
(5) By definition 3, _, 7, = Ig(R: Ri/R). Then:
(a) a(R;) = 22:1(771 —1), in particular a(R;) =2J—c for every i > n.

(b) b(R;) = 22:1(7” — 1), in particular
fori >n, ie. Ry =t"PR, p>0, weget b(R;)=b(y)+pr—1).



(6) If Ris Arf, i.e. Ig(R: R;/R)=3s;—1 forevery 1 <i<mn (see B,
Proposition 1.15), then

a(l) < (r = DIp(R/I) — (ios1 — i)

where s;, is the multiplicity of I.

In fact, the hypothesis R Arfimplies that a(R;) = s;—2i, b(R;) = is1—s;.
Applying the second formula of (4) to the ideals I C R;, = I we obtain
b(I) > igs1 — si,, hence the thesis by (1).

We introduce now another notation.

Notation 3.2 We associate to any proper ideal I the numerical set V! de-
pending on the valuations of I'**

VIi:={h+1|heWN and s, € v(I**)}.
The ;s of the type sequence, with i € V!, will be useful in our computations.

Remark 3.3 Let, as usual, ny =cy —9§. Then:

#Vgln, =Ir(I"™ /1) and #Vgln =Ir(I™ +7/7).
The basic idea for the next theorem comes from 2.1.(5), which establishes a
duality between the valuations of wl and those of I*.

Theorem 3.4 For any proper ideal I we have:

LIg(I /)< Y rw<lp(R:y/T7).

h<nrp, heV!
2. lp(I*/R) < Y rw=1r(R/I™*)+ Y (rn—1).
hgV 1 h<n, hgVI

Proof. The proof is substantially the same as in [I5], Proposition 4.2; some
changes are due to the fact that now we don’t assume that I is a reflexive ideal
containing ~.

(1) The first inequality is true by B3 since r, > 1 for each h.
For the last one let h be an integer, 1< h <mnj. If x,_1 € I is such
that v(zp—1) = sp—1 < cr, then by definition

rp =Ilr(wWRp—1/wRy) = lp(zh—1wtwRL/wRp) = #{v(xp_1w+wRp)\v(wRp)}.
Since v(zp_1w) C v(wl**) = v(wl), by virtue of ZZTL(5) the assignement
y — c¢— 1 —y defines an injective map

U {v@n1w+wRn) \ v(wRn)} — Zse e, \v(I7).

I
hevl,

The conclusion 7, 1 rn <Ir(R:~7/I*) follows, because the sets
<ng

{v(zh—1w+wRy) \v(wRA)}, h € VZ, , are disjoint by construction and
because Z>._.; = v(R: 7). -



(2) The last inequality in (1) combined with (3) gives:
lR(I*/R) S EZI:l Th — Zhevglnl TR = Zhng ry =

The thesis is now immediate since r, =1 for all h>n. o

Corollary 3.5 For any proper ideal I we have:

RWI/T) > Y (ra —1)

hev!
Proof. By Bl (4) and part (2) of the theorem, we obtain
a(I) <a(I™*) < > (rn—1).
hgV1
Using Bl (3), we conclude that:
Ir(wl/T)=26—c—a(l) > Z(rh -1)— Z (rp, — 1),
o . h=1 hev!
which is the thesis. ¢

The last inequality in Theorem Bl (1) leads to introduce the following non-
negative invariant.

Definition 3.6 For any proper ideal I we define

d(I) :=1g(R:y/I") = >

h<ny, heVI
It is clear that:
1. d(I) =d(ul) for every unit u € R;
2. d(I)>0, by B&
3. Ir(R:vyr/I") = rlp(I* [yr) < d(I) <Ir(R:yr/T") = Ir(I* /1)

and the minimal value is achieved in a ring of maximal length.

Corollary 3.7 Let I be a proper ideal. Then
1 Ir(I/v1) <IR(R:v1/T7).
2. Equality holds in (1) <= I is reflexive, d(I)=0, rn=1 YheVl .

Proposition 3.8 For any proper ideal I we have:

1. d(I) =lp(wI/T™) = Y (rs —1).

heVv1
2. d(I**) = d(I).
8. If 1 C0Op, then d(I) :lR(wI/I**).



4. If wCI:1, then d(I)=0.
5. Let i, € IN be the integer such that e(I) = s;,. Then

dI)= > — la(I"/R}).

h>ig, hg¢V1
6. If I is integrally closed, then d(I)=0.
7. If R is almost Gorenstein, then d(I) = 0.
Proof.
(1) By (2) of Z01 Ig(R: ~v;/I*) =lr(wl/vr). Thus:
d(I) = lp@I/y1) = Y ra=IR@I/T™) = ( > =1l /) =

heVénI heVSInI
IRWI/T™) = > (rp—1).

hevi
(2) Tt is a consequence of item (1), in view of the fact that wl = wI** by 2
and VI =VI" by definition.
(3) It follows from (1) in view of Z2 (4).
(4) The inclusion w C I : I implies that wl = I'**, hence the thesis by (3).
(5) After writing [r(R :v1/I*) = Ir(R : v1/Rj})) — [r(I*/R})), the thesis is

clear since
IR(R:yi/Ry)= Y

io<h<ny
(6) It follows from the above item, because I = R;,.

(7) We prove that wl = I**. As observed in B4 the inclusion I** C wl
always holds. Now wI(R:I) Cwm =m. Thus wl C I**. The thesis
comes from (1) combined with the fact that d(I) > 0. ©

The next theorem extends to any birational overring S of R the formulas
proved in [T5] in the case of the blowing-up A of R along a proper ideal. We
remark also that for S = R the first inequality [r(S/R) < 7 Ir(R/R : S)
becomes the well-known relation ¢ < r(c— 9).

Theorem 3.9 Let S be an R-overring, RC S C R andlet T:=R:S be
its conductor ideal. Let i, € IN denote the integer such that e(I) = s;,. Then:

IR(S/R) = > ra —1r(S™/S) —d(I) <1 Ig(R/I)
hg¢ V1
Ir(S/R) =Y rn—Ir(S™/S) +Ir(S™/R;,)

h<io



Proof. Since the hypothesis R C S C R ensures that ; = v, the proof of
Theorem 4.4 of [IH] works in the general case and we may omit the proof. o

From Theorem B4 we deduce now the following two formulas which connect
the invariants a(I), b(I) with the type-sequence.

Theorem 3.10 For any proper ideal I of R we have:
1. a(l) = Zhgvf (rp, = 1) = Ig(I**/I) —d(I).
2. b(I) = Zhgzvf (r—orp)+ rlig(I*™*/I)+d(I).
Proof.
(1) By EZ3 (3):
a(l)+d(I)+Ir(I™/I) =
=Ig(I*/R)—Ir(R/I)+Ir(R: 71/1*)—2,16‘/;” rp+lp(I** /1) =
=2l Th — Ynevy, ™h—Ir(R/TT) =
= Zhgzvf(rh - 1).
(2) Tt follows from (1), since a(I) + b(I) = (r — 1)Ig(R/I).
We get immediately interesting lower and upper bounds.

Corollary 3.11 The following inequalities hold:
1. a(I) < (r—=DIr(R/(I*™ +0p)) — Ig(I*™/I).

a(l) >r—1— Ip(I* /1) —d(I).
2. b(I) < (r — D)(Ir(R/I) = 1) + Lp(I**/T) + d(I).
b(I) = (r = DIr((I™ +0p)/I) + Ir(I*/1).

Proof. First recall the positivity of d(I) and some properties of type sequences:
(i) rp < 7 for every h =1,...,n;

(i7) r, = 1 for every h > n and for every h such that s,—1 € v(fp).

Then derive assertions of part (1) from the first formula of the theorem.

Since a(I)+b(I) = (r — 1)Ir(R/I), (2) follows easily from (1). o

The first statement in item (1) of the corollary improves the inequality
a(I) < (r—1)Ig(R/I) obtained by Jager in [I0], Korollar 3, (2).

The two statements in item (2) generalize to any ideal I the upper bound
b(vy) < (r — D[ir(R/v) — 1] and the lower bound b(y) > Ir(0p/v)(r — 1),
already known for the conductor ideal (see, respectively, [B], Proposition 2.1
and [T4], Theorem 3.7).

The second statement in item (1) provides a sufficient condition for the
positivity of a(I). Using Z4l and By, we have immediately that

Corollary 3.12 If I satisfies the condition w C I :1I, then a(I) >r—1>0.



Another direct consequence of BI0 is the following.
Corollary 3.13

1. b(I) > r lg(I*™*/I) > 0.

2. (Vanishing condition for b(I)).

bI)=0«= I=I"ry=r Vh¢Viand Y  r=IgR:y/T")o
heVIi h<ny
Finally we obtain a characterization of the almost Gorenstein property in

terms of the invariant a(I) (see next 1 <= 5), which is just the analogue of a
theorem stated by E. Matlis for Gorenstein rings (see [L1], Theorem 13.1).

Theorem 3.14 Here "ideal” means 7 fractional ideal”. The following facts
are equivalent:

~

R is almost Gorenstein.
. wl =TI for every non-principal ideal I.

CAR(I)J) =1g(J*/I*) for every reflexive ideals I,J, J C 1.

ca(l)=(r—=1)=Ig(I*™/I) for every non-principal ideal I C R.

2
3
4. lr(I/y1) = lg(R:~y1/I*) for every reflexive ideal 1.
)
6. r—1=20—c.

7

(1) = (2) As observed in Z4 the inclusion I** C wl always holds. Now
wIl(R:I) Cwm=m. Thus wl CI**.

(2) = (3) By 2.1: Ig(J*/I*) =lg(wl/w])=1g(I/J]).

(3) = (4) Take J =~y;.

(4) = (6) Take I =m.

(1) = (5) This implication follows from BI0 because in the almost Goren-
stein case rp, =1 for all h#1and d(I) =0 by B3R (7).

(5) = (6) Take I =~+.

(6) <= (7) <= (1) These equivalences are well-known.



4 The special case of 7.

The description of the invariant b := b(y) in terms of type sequence given in
Theorem B0 n

b= Z(T—Th)

h=1
allows us to complete the classification of all analitically irreducible local rings
having b < r. Some of the results contained in this section are already present
in the literature (see [6], [, [§]).

From now on we shall denote by z € m an element such that v(z) = e, in
other words xR is a minimal reduction of m.

Lemma 4.1
Let z:=min{ycv(R) | y>c—e} andlet B:={he[l,n]|z<sp<c}.

1. #B =Ilr(y:rm/y) =Ilg(R/y+zR) > e—1 > 1.
2. hepT™ <e—1.

Proof First of all we observe that, called i := min(B), we have by definition
z=8;-1 and B = [ig,n].
(1) Obviously we have that
v(iy:irm)\v(y) ={si€v(R) | c—e<s; <c}.
Clearly this set is in 1-1 correspondence with the set
{i|2<s;<c}=liop—1,n—1],
so the first assertion of (1) is proved.
It is easy to check that z(y:rm)=aRN~.
Hence Ig(zR/z(y:rm)) =Ig(zR/xRNY) = Ir(y+xR/v) and to prove
the second equality it suffices to consider the following inclusions
y:gm C R
Yl Yl
Y C v+zR
Finally, since (y+ zR)m C zR, we obtain (y+am) C zR: m, hence
Ir(y+xR/zR) <r and
Ir(R/v+ zR) =Ilgr(R/xR) — lg(y + xR/xR) > e — .

(2) Since ¢ —1 ¢ v(w) by (4) of BT, v(wRiy—1)<c C [c —e,¢—2]. Thus:
YohepT™ =Ir(WR;,_1/7) <e—1. ¢
Theorem 4.2 Let A:={1,...,n}\ B. The following inequalities hold:
Lbte—=12b+> 5mh = pear—rn) +rir(R/y+2zR).
2. b> (r—l)(e—r—l)—!—EheA(r—rh).



Proof.

(1) We use the description of b in terms of type sequence given in B0
b= 1 (r —1h) = Xpealr =) + Xpep(r — ) =
=> healr =mn) +rig(R/y+xR) = >, c5Th
(2) Since Igr(R/v+ xR) > e —r, by substituting in item (1) we get
b>> ealr—rp) +r(e—7)— (e —1), which is our thesis. o

Notation 4.3 We denote by
- p the integer such that c—e<pe<c (p>1),
and by g the number of gaps of v(R) in the interval (pe,c) :
- 9= Nxp\v(R), (I1<g<e-1).

Formula 1 of Theorem EE2 involves the length Ig(R/y + xR). For the proof
of Theorem E7] we need next two lemmas, which describe in detail the cases
Ir(R/v+zR) =1,2.

Lemma 4.4 The following facts are equivalent:
1. lr(R/y+xR)=1.
2. v(R) ={0,e,..,pe,c —}.
3 ts(R)=e—1,...e—1,1m)].

If R satisfies these equivalent conditions, then R is a quasi-homogeneous sin-
gularity with
d=c—p—-1, b=elp+1)—c<r—-1, r=e—-1, r,=e—1—0b.

Proof. (1) < (2) is immediate, and also the fact that R is a quasi
homogeneous singularity, with » = e — 1 by (1) of EIl To prove (2) = (3),
note that

n—1

Zrh =Ir(R:R,_1/R)=Ir(z P RNR/R)=ep—p=r(n—1)

h=1
Hence 7, = r for each h € [1,n—1]. Since b = Y, _,(r —ry) we get
rp, =7 —b. Therefore, b<r and ts(R)=[e—1,...,e—1,e—1-1].
(3) = (2) follows, since for each h € [1,n — 1] the hypothesis r, =e—1
implies that s, = he (see [I4], Proposition 4.9).

Lemma 4.5 Assume that lgr(R/y+axR)=2. Then e—2<r<e—1 and
there are two possibilities for v(R) :

(A) v(R)={0,e,2e,...,ke,y, (k+1)e,y+e,....(p—1)e,y+(p—k—1)e, pe,c, >}
with p>k>1, ¢c<(p+1l)e, y+(p—kl)e>¢c, ¢c—d=2p+1—k.



(B) v(R) ={0,¢,2e,....ke,y,(k+ e,y +e,....,pe,y + (p — k)e,c, =}
with p>k>1,c<(p+1l)e, y+(p—Fkle<c, c—6=2p+2—k.
In both cases we have:
d=ple-1)—(p-k)+g=ple-2)+k+g,
b+g=r(c—9)—ple—=2)—k and 1<g<e-—2.
Moreover:

case (A) b+g=(@p—-—k+1e—-1

. — €— >
1. If r=e—1, then b>r+1 and case (B) b+g=(p—k+2)e—2

2.If r=e—2, then p>2k—1
case (A) b+g={p—-k+1)(e—2)—Fk > k(
case (B) b+g=@m—-k+2)(e—2)—k>k(e—

e—3)
3).

Proof. The fact that e —2<r <e—1 follows immediately from ET1(1).
(1) In case (A)
b+g=(e—-1)2p+1—-k)—ple—2)—k=(p—-k+1)e—1.
Then the inequality g <e—2 leadsto b>r+ 2.
In case (B)
b+g=(e—-1)2p+2—-k)—ple—2)—k=(p—k+2)e—2
and the same inequality leads to b > r + 1.
(2) It suffices to prove that 2y < c+e; in fact from this we can deduce that
2ke <2y <c+e< (p+2)e, hence p> 2k — 2.

If 2y > ¢+ e, then by considering the structure of v(R) we can easily
see that m? C t*m. Thus, m = t¢(R:m) C R C R: m, contradicting
the assumption r=e—2. ©

Corollary 4.6 Assume that b < q(r—1), ¢>1, then
e—1r< Ig(R/y+zR) <q.
In particular

1. 0 <b<r—-1 = r=e—1 and Igr(R/y+2zR)=1.
2. r—1<b<2r—-2=e¢—-2<r<e—1 and lg(R/y+zR)=2.



Proof. Item (2) of 2 implies that (r —1)(e—r—1—-¢) <0,s0e—1—¢g<r
and item (1) gives rlg(R/y+aR) < e—14q(r —1) < r(g+ 1); hence the
thesis using also LI (1).

(a) is the case ¢ = 1, (b) is the case ¢ = 2, with the further assumtion b > r — 1.
It suffices to recall that by B4l Ir(R/v+2R)=1=b<r—1.

From these technical observations and Theorem -2 we deduce the statements
of the next theorem, which are partially already known (see H), [, [8], [6]).
Nevertheless, they give a complete classification of all analitically irreducible
local rings having b < 7.

We shall consider separately the cases: 1) b<r—1; 2)b=r—1; 3)b=r.

Theorem 4.7 Suppose R not Gorenstein.

1. The following facts are equivalent:
(a) b<r—1
(b) v(R) ={0,e,..,pe,c =} with pe+2<c<(p+1e
(c)ts(R)=[e—1l,e—1,..,e—=1,1r,], 7, > 1.
If these conditions hold, then

IrR(R/vy+zR)=1, ¢=(p+1)e—b, r=e—1, r, =e—1-b.

r=e—1
2.b=r—-1— or
r=e—2

15t case) The following facts are equivalent:
(a)b=r—1=e—2
(b) v(R) ={0,e,..,pe,c =} with ¢=pe+ 2
(c)ts(R)=[e—1,e—1,..,e—1,1].
If these conditions hold, then Ir(R/v+ xR) = 1.
2" case) The following facts are equivalent:
(d)b=r—1=e—3
(e) either v(R) ={0,e,2e —1,2¢,3e — 1 =}
or v(R) ={0,¢e,y,2e =} with e<y<e+ <
(f) either ts(R) =le —2,e—2,r3,74] with rg3+ry=e—1
or ts(R) = [e — 2,72,r3] with ro+r3=e— 1.

If these conditions hold, then Ir(R/v+ xR) = 2.

(99 r=e—2,Igp(R/y+zR)=2
3 b=r = or
(j) r=2, e=5, Ir(R/y+xR)=3.

In case (g), v(R) is one of the following sets



{0,4,8,9,12,13,16 —);
{0,4,8,11,12,15,16,19 —);
{0,e,2¢ — 2,2¢,3¢ — 2 =}, with e >4;

-2
{0,e,e+2,2e — 1 =}, with O<z§eT, e>4.

In case (j), v(R) is one of the following sets (see [A], Rem. 2.7)
{0,5,6,7,10 = };

{0,5,6,8,10 —};

{0,5,8,9,10,13 —}

Proof

(1)

(a) = (b). If b <r —1, then by EA?2, Ir(R/vy + zR) = 1.
By Lemma EAl v(R) = {0,e,2e,...,pe,c,— } with (p+ 1)e > ¢. Then
b= (p+1)e—c<e—2 implies that pe+2 < c.

(b) = (c¢). The hypothesis pe+2 < cgives b < r—1. Thenr, =r—b> 1.
(¢) = (a). We have b=r —r,, hence the thesis.

By substituting b = r— 1 in Formula 2 of L2, we get (r—1)(e—r—2) <
Two cases are possible: r=e—1 or r=e—2 and ), ,(r—1) =
First case.

(a) = (b). As in (1) one gets [r(R/y+ xR) = 1. Then v(R) =
{0,e,..,pe,c =} and b=(p+1l)e—c=e—2, hence c¢=pe—+2.

(b) = (c). See Lemma EA
(¢c) = (a). In fact, b=r—r, =7 — 1.
Second case.

(d= (). If b=r—1 and r =e—2, then by (2) of 2 we have
> healr—rn) =0 and from item (1) of EZ we obtain Ir(R/y+zR) = 2.
It follows that t.s(R) =[e—2,....,e —2,7h_1,7p].

We have to consider the two cases of Lemma L0
In case (A) with b = e — 3, from the inequality g > k(e —3) — b we get
e—2>g>(k—-1)(e—3)
Three possibilities occur:
1) k=1. Then p=2, g=e—2, c=3e—1, y=2e—1. In conclusion
v(R) ={0,e,2e — 1,2e,3e — 1 —}.

2) k=2. Then p=3,g=e—3, c=4e—2, y=3e—2, so 2y > c+e,
absurd (see (2) in the proof of ELH).

3) e=4, k=3 Then p=5, g =2, ¢c=23, y =15, as above
impossible since 2y > c + e.

In case (B) with b=e — 3, since g > k(e—3)+e—2—0b, we obtain
e—2>g>k(e—3)+1



The only possibility is & = 1. Then we get p =1, g = e —2 and
v(R) ={0,e,y,2e =} with e<y<e+(e—1)/2.

(e) = (f). Let Ry be the monomial ring such that v(Rp) = v(R) =
{0,e,2e—1,2¢,3e—1—}. Then r(R) <r(Rp) =e—2. Since lg(R/v+
xR) =2, we have by item (2) of EH r(R) > e—2. Then r(R) =e— 2.
We easily compute b= (¢ —d)r —J = e — 3. Substituting in item (2) of
E2 we obtain ), ,(r—7,) =0, hence ro =e—2 and r3+r4=e—1.
The same reasoning holds for v(R) = {0, e,y,2e —}.

(f) = (d). It suffices to recall that b=>"}_,(r—rp).

Assume b =r. From item (2) of 2 it follows that (r—1)(e—7r—2) <1,
then using also L2 (1) we argue that either r = 2 and e < 5, or
IrR(R/y+xzR)=2 and r>e—2.

Since the cases r =2, e =3 and [r(R/y+2zR) =2, r=e—1 are
impossible by Lemma EER, the first assertion is proved.

Case (g): Igr(R/y+zR)=2 and b=r=e—2.

We proceed analogously to the proof of (2).

In case (A) we have
e—2>g=@p-k)(e—-2)—k>(k—-1)(e—3)-1

This gives the following possibilities:

1) k=1. Then p=2g=e—3, c=3e—2, y=2e—2. Hence
v(R) ={0,¢e,2¢ —2,2¢,3¢ — 2 =}, e>4.
2) k=2
)k=2 p=4=e. Then g=2,¢c—6=7,6=12, ¢=19, y =11,
o(R) = {0,4,8,11,12,15,16,19 —}
ii)k=2 p=3. Then g=e—4, c=4e—3, y>3e—3 = 2y >c+e

impossible.
3) k=3.
i) k=3, e=5. Then p=5,¢g=3,c=29, y=19= 2y>c+e
impossible.
ii) k=3, e=4. Then p=5,g9g=1,¢=22, y=14 = 2y>c+e,
impossible.
4) k=4, e=4. Then p=7,9g=2,¢=31, y=19=2y>c+e
impossible.

In case (B) we have
e—2>g=pP—-k+1)(e—=2)—k>k(e—3)
and the following possibilities:

1) k=1. Thenp=1, g=e—3, c=2e— 1. Hence

v(R) ={0,e,e+ 2,2¢e — 1 =} with 0<z§¥, e>4
9) k=2, e=4. Then p=3, g=2, v(R)={0,4,8,11,12,15,16 —).
Case (j) is treated in [6]. o
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